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ST % ,b'*&)blt-,t:a Bducation mandated that all sdhool

L o BB PO
o ‘é‘f"’," B nydn u.wezta establish a ptogtan of yearly
v Ny 1 Sk

. ";',j@h;i L".ﬁ ﬂachers .This has :eaultedlln the review of’
: !{» 2 "

,J
g’ " ﬂlatlﬁgﬂ‘l - Hutes by school boards. «With this in mind,

‘qqﬂﬁuqtcd to tty .to deterllne the

‘ J%@ct‘ﬂéml é! an effective ptoqun for teacher. .
*mem) B L

4

i A ;‘\)iev of the literature, both Canadian and American,
M\ A

J:“ lead to*‘ u.ﬁe t“hg tesults of a ujo; project conducted by

“the W&ﬂ’h’t zaﬁl’pﬁrzt’q a model of conpatison and
LD

mpdeenqh ,L‘VB of research’ in qenetal From the RAND study

)aj; 'HVﬂTM’inct chgxadte‘rutlcs emerged as necessary for an
(

J N .
T e 4
_./‘) ',,L 3 "w

-

A4

o, R teather evaluation proqzam . They were consistency
“f{‘{ Q=/ ¥ .
w,% &bmhnt on/; Aé%hltunt from central ﬁldnlnlstration,

q"" ‘ &

competency of evaluatozg, cqllabotatto‘n between '

.administration and teachers, and compatibilf{ty with other

programs in thg school systém. .

. -
{ Y

A two phase st y was developed to examine the validity

-

e
¥

of these chaiéﬂc'tigtt\zs in ,an‘ A;betta setting. The flirst
phase ya"a ta s.utvey the 116 supetTnteﬁd,nts of Alberta in .
order to su-qflze their views on thc\ characteristics of an
eftectlve teacher evaluation progral

The secont phase ‘was t: conduct a case ltudy of the

school jurisdiction that teceived the most nominations fon

the surveys' of Alberta superintendents. Interviews were:

’



: A
‘groups of chazactetistlcs t?[ an effecti® teacher-

f

_utilized to- obtaln the hulk of the data. The findings of

‘._both phases were content analysed and gt ted two unique

1 o \

/
'

eveluatlon program.

The tesults pf‘both phases of this study concurred with

AN

“\_-thl RAND atu@x_ghqtactezlstics-of conalstency, commitment,

veo-dntiblllty,;and competency. The need for collaboration
aud-ceqpetation of teachers was consl%’red important by’

Alberta superintendents, however in the case study
\

8oillb0tltlon vas’net seen As importaant as.strong leadership

and direction from administrators.

, A
Both groups saw two other characteristics as imperative

'\foz-the.inplemeﬁtatlon pf an effective teacler evaluation

proqiel:'rltgt, thelr is a need for feedback and follow-up’
after evaluations have occurzed The second unlque
chatactetlstlc was the need for an atmosphete of ttust.
This trust must be developed through a cbllegial, positive
approach to ghe teacher evaluation program. The main qoalf
must be the lnpyoyenent of lhstructlon for the benefit of

students.

A
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction and Purpose P

&he last‘few years have geen turbulent times for
K teachers'in Alberta. Im perficularm there have ‘been some
pelitical events that have had deep‘rooted effects on
teachers in ciaseroome and on their supervisors, many of

them concerned'with the effectiveness of instructors and

‘
9 ”

instruction. This‘con:ern~for the cqmpetence of teachers
was outlined in the preamble of the Ghitter Report on
TOieradte and Understanding. Oneé of the important comcerhs'
Qés: ‘ h
. What processes should Be adepted'in‘order that‘teaéﬁers
lacking in competence and/or failing in performance
are appropriately identified, assisted, counselled,
disciplined, and if necessary dismissed in a fair but
expeditious manner.(Ghitter,1984:18)

;fRegardiess of whether or not these concerns resulted
from the aftermathvof the unfortunate incidents in Eckville
(the, Keegstra Affeir) or the government's move toward more .
efficiency and accountabirity in"eddcation, the concern over
teacher quality andvcembetency'has increased. 4This, in
tdrn, has, led to the perceived need tovevaluate teachers
better. As a consequence, the Departmen@ of Educatién has
' taken two distinct actions. The first was to mendate a

minimal level of teacher evaluation (aitng with similar

- plans dealing with student, school, district, and program



4 1 2
|
L} “ N . '- +
evaluatlons) which 15'outlined in the Management Finance .
Plan {see Appendix 1) The second action taken was revealed

on March 29, 1985 by Hz Kan, then Mlnlster of,Educat;on.

He stated: ‘ , o B

The establishment of the Council on Alberta Teaching
Standards (COATS) will ensure that Alberta's teachers
maintain high standards in the ¢lassroon. Teachers,
the €ommunity, and the government are interested in the
constant improvement of these standards, through this
Counci' I will be looking at teacher competency and
‘professional activities related to improving teachlng
in Alberta. (News Release ¥8, 1985) /

b-

. Purpose | o S o g

Although the Depattment-of Education has taken attion>
in relationshlp to teacher evaluatxony as. 1nd1cated by the
evaluation portion of the MFP and the formation of COATS
the responslbility fot implementation of teacher evaluatlon
pollcles still remains at the local level. Each local board

must design teacher evaluation policies that meet'_he

s .

mfnimal requirements'ot the MFP and the needs of the school‘
. jurisdiction. "The‘prlggry responsibility foritpe o
evaluation of individuéfdteacher performance and the'quality
of teaching practices lies with each school”toatd."  ‘ S ; ’
(Program Policy Manual, 1985:50). Thus. the sﬁbezintendent,

the chief administtative offlcez of the board is

responsible for developing a program to meet these

provincially manaated policies and any other)goals the local

“a I
\

school jurisdiction feels are necessary. o il'

However, the-development of a teachet supervision
. . : . . ) ‘. . &
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ptoéram is.not'an easy task.',In oréan&zations as complex as
: _i . . * . : ‘
schools there are many variables that affect 6his process

~and’ the mannér in which it is finally 1mp1emented. These

\determine.the tharacteristics that are fMportant in

factors lead to the purpose of the study which is to try to
v .

developing and 1mp1ementing an~e££ective teacher evaluation

.),

. program.. By reSearchrng an efféctive tea¢her evaluation

g

*

)program already_ln existence using a modified.case study

~approach and;then‘COmparing the results to th@’literature-

. 0.

and the data gollected from a survey of Alberta

superintendeﬁts it is hoped that a list of major

&

,characterlstlcs w111 emerge.

Sy

‘e
!

\ v .o . ) - : \
L o 7 : c . _

Research Questions

LoNT

In order to guide the'reéearch the-folloving research

- questions havé been developed The primary question 1s

.t "What are the character1st1cs of an effective program fér

_teacher evaluation?". A number of sub— questions also are

/

.ad&ressedlinfthe case stody, They are as follows:

Agtecegents ‘ g - e a
rWth was the impetus that led to the development of

the ﬁeacher evaluation program?

2. What were the effects of the local environment on

s ° 4
the/development of the,teacher evaluation program?

‘ eyelopmental

3J/What were the steps or proces?es ‘used to develop the
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L\‘v \

5. what is the,curreht'status of the teacher evaluation

\

© program?

6. Howgis the teacher évaluation program fhtegrated

with other programs and policies of the SChoql

;-jurisdiction? o y ;< | |
’ ’\ . ¢ )
77 How do the major stakeholders (teachers,

administrators) view the development and implementatiohl

" of the teacher evaluation program? ﬁ '
8. What are the strengths of the teacher evaluation,
program? o o , ' o S

Future 1

>

9.jWhat are the weaknesseS’in‘the ptogram or Qhat
adaptations must be made to fnsure_tontinued:success of
the teacher evaluation program? | ’
.10. What ls the future of the teacher evaluation

i

program?, ‘ P ‘ . oy

SiqniflcanCe

Teacher .evaluation has always been an ared of

-

:é ‘dtscossion 1n edocatfon circles. 'In all couhtries of the.

world, teacher evaluation- has occurred in one . form or’

’

another. In the more developed countries such as the United

Lot *



Stateé,ﬁG;eat Britain; Austraifa and Canada (unlike most
‘ Qeveloping\c6tntries‘whiéh have a shortage of teachers),

teacher evaluation has been seen as m9ie critical. This

'méybe the result: of the public outcry for accounﬁability.
. ' X ¢ - .- [ L
In'pazticulat this sentiment has developed in the United
States-dhich-sb dramaticaily_influences the Canadian

education-scene. .
Al d - . .

_Histori@ally tgacher-evaluation was. conducted By : o
- o ‘v _ | : ST .
travelling superintendents who dropped 1n'¢n teachers

withputvwarning._ In the early 19705} with amendments EQ thg(/f
Alberta‘Scnool Act, a period of uncertainty with/reqéfﬁgto L$}\
teacher évaluationvoccurred.'vSensing‘a problem, there/}adf

‘been a move by goyernment ‘for a number of yéars in Albeita; -

possibly fo} feasons of accountability, to evalyaté teac¥ers,
 and monitoritheif csmpetence; Then, wiph §he dléastrous
debeldpmeﬁts of the "Keegstra:?ﬁfaii" and the resultiﬁg
bpublid pressure on the_Ministér of Eduéaﬁign;_a‘number.of‘
.programs-to regulat; teaéher;supervision'were 1mp1ehented,by ¢
the Department of Education. The estébliShmenE of COATS,k,
.ﬁhé evaiﬁation seétion?oflthe MéP, and.the strikingvof the.
gghitter'éommittee'to-investigate tolerahce‘and unde;sﬁanding 1
aré,exagpiesbof this swi£t a§tion. A§ a re§ult; sch061 
jurisdictions are devotlnglmore4resou£¢eé (£isca¥, time,

human) to plénning, implementing, evaluating, and refining
their teacher supervision policies and programs to meet -
~ these. mandated guidelines.

All over North America, educators are being confronted

v



a

- what Ls'effective'teaching, what are the goals: of eduoation,

</

with the dilémma'of teachervévaluation. Hany authors have
written papers and a multitude of researchgré has tried to
clarify and identify the most effective means of ensuring

! B § .
that the quality of teaching is improved. But difficulties.

have emerged and many unanswered questions remain, such as:

‘ 7 # V * ' v
N ’ - ,
how should teachers be evaluated, who should carry this out,

and many more. As stated by Scriven(1981:244)

Teacher evaluation is a disaster. The practices
are shoddy and the principles are unclear.
Recent work has suggested some ways to clarlfy

‘

the issue and to make the procedurks more equitable: ﬂéga

and reasonably valid but one cannct yet point to - 4
a single exemplary system in which the practices
come near to matchlng our knowledge o

By reviewing the llteraturegand conducting a caae|study

of a school juriadiction that alrxeady has esrablished,an

"effeotive teacher supervision program, my study may provide

practical guidelines and'a model to assist other educators

~—

in rebuilding the confidence of%teachers, administrators,

government, and parents. o

Limitations

-The use of a oase'étody and interviews has inherent

leitatioﬁs. ?irst,.the-resu%és of the case. study are

~ dimited by the'ablllty of ﬁhé'researcher to gain rapport

with the respondents This rapport can affect the quality

and quantity of: the 1nformat10n repor&ed "~ I endeavored to

overcome these with prior practice 1n 1nterview techniques,

ey

?
&
|29
b
&2
7



’

by pilot testing the interview questions on the prlncipal
and staff of the school in which he forWErIy’Wdfkéa}”énd by
-comﬁhnicating'enthusiasm toward the project}

Second, my biases and those of the personnel bein

intexviewed are another limitation.\BA‘closely related
problem is the limited ability of the respondents to recall

past 1n£or@atlon (selective memory). By interviewing a

bl

number of different respondents chosen randomly, -and

‘csmparing the results of the interviews with-ddcumentatidn

.(é form of triangulation), I feel thét a reasoqably.accurate
picture of the teacher supervision pidgzam emerged. Aé for
reséarcher's biases, this has'been constantly considezed

and by reporting the results "of. the 1nterviews aé cgearly as
possible and having the participants review the d&;z for |

ry

accuracy, bias has been kept to a minimum. g

and relevance .of the findings for other school jurisdictions

-

in Alberta should be considerable.

N . . .

Lo

' Deligitatlohs

‘d ) ' . Ty

The major delimitation in this study is that the

13

investigation had to be reduced to.a single case study



v \
because of the limited- time available tu carry out

“"Interviews with numerous personnel in the~:Fhool

jurisdiction and to anaizgg#?heiresults, o provide some

further comparisonsﬁﬁd;preliminaiy questionnaire survey of
116 sdperintendents in Alberta was conducted, with
the intention of providing an offsetting global perspective

to compare to the individual case study.

The second delimitation was the decision¥to partially
replicate a study car;ledroet-in tﬁe United States for the
Rand Corporation (Wise et ai,1985). gfte: reviewing this .
report ;ﬁlch was vefy extenelve not only in the autﬁoref
review of the pertinent literature but ins the depth and
scope of the study (which included schooi jurisdictions from
across the United States) not to mention the reputatlon and
experience of the authors, I Eelt that the RAND study was
significant enough to replicate:-in Alﬁertaf Thus, the
overall procedures were gulded by the RAND Study but some
elterations were ﬁade’in order that it might be
realisticelly handled by a?31ngle researcher.

L]

Thesis Organization

W

Chapter 2 - Review of the | .
Li;eratureﬂ? : '

This chapter's maln objective is to identify the
characteristics of an effective program for teacher

evaluation. Important definitions and concepts will.be



/reviewedvand some historical backgrdund on teacher'ﬂ o
evaluatlon in Alberta will be provided Canadian agd
American literature is reviewed to examine commonaiities as
they relate to effective teacher evaluation programs.

Taus the literature review provides theoretical and-
pragmatic standards against which the find?ﬁgs of this case
study can be‘compared.

Chapter 3 - Methodology

This study waa_d1v1ded into two phases in which
multlple methods of data collection are used. The first

Y
phase was a_mailed survey questlonnaire which was senk to

116 superlntendents in Alberta who constituted the total
population\\-lbedsecond phase of the research.project was a
case study of one of the school districts identifiéd in -
Phase 1 as having an effective teacher evaluation program.
The focal school diétrict was4determ1ned by‘a_freqdency
count of nominations made by the‘superintandedts returning
the questionnaire. In Phase 2, lntervieagag, document/ |
gathering, observation, aqd daily journal entries wereusgd

to providé a "rich" .or "thick" description of an‘effecfive

. , o g
district program for teacher evaluation. = ’

Chapte; 4 - Findings

,Flrst, responses of the superintendents to the survey

questionnaire in Phase 1 wete'pﬁbjected‘to cdhtent analysis



guper?i ion as viewed by superintendénts in Alberta.” The.

vfihalng _are;then compared to the Crfﬁéria uncovered in the .

the literature. Then_thé interviews with the
. o _ 4
personnel ofif the chosen school “furisdiction, supplemented by

revieg o

déta from docyments and observations, are subjected to

content analysis. This procedure allows for ttianéulation

of the common elements. The finished prgducf is én.inédepth
description of teacher evaluatlon practlces in one school

district, a case study in which the detalls and particulars

<

speak for themselves. A final summary of what the personnel
/ v . .
interviewed in the case study felt are the strengths and

weaknesses of that school distrlét‘s teacher evaluation
2 .

piogram is presented. .

Chapter 5 - Analysis of Findings ' '

~

/mhe findings of this research project are analysed 1n
Sh:ee dif}erent ways. Flrst a comparlson of the results’ of
%}he cage study will be made against the Eindings of the
 ,5@&$§1n%endents survey and the review of the literature.
;9§econd, the teacher evaluation policies wil} be comparéd ;o
- the teaéhei evalﬁation progfam as perceived from the

interviews. Finally, a review of the sucéess of the

. . ~
implementation of the teach:. evaluation program will be

carried out.
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Chapter 6 - Summary, Implications - )
and'?ecommendations

N | -

This chapter summarizes the findings and the
implications of these findings to theory and research In
conclusion’ some recommendations for the use of the findings

by administrators in’ their individual school jurisdictions

presented and some suggestions for Euture research. T e

‘ .
The findings may aid superintendents in assessing their

a

e
teacher evaluation program by providing guidelines for the -

development, review, evaluation, and'possible:reviSion of

1

their local teacher evaluation programs. The reader, of

course, is~responsib1e for'determining which parts of the

L
‘o

case~study are pertinent to thEiL»respective situations as
every jurisdiction must consider its teacher evaluation
program inii}ght of local conditiors -and variables.

-

o>



CHAPTER 2 *

‘Review of the. Literature -

Introduction

[

The main objective of this chapter is to identify the

criteria that characterize an effective program for teacher
‘evaluation. In order to accomplish this objective some
groundwork must be laid : First by way of introduction, a
.brief overv1ew of the current status of teacher evaluation ,

Q

”w111 be followed by a more detailed summary*of the Alberta

situation.. Second, a -onceptual framewor

which will include definitions and expla'ations of ba51c
conceptS'that must be con51dered'in developing a teacher

{

‘evaluation program. Third, a review of American Literature

1s used to 1dentify characteristics of an effective teacher
evaluation program. The focus of this rev1ew will: be the

‘RAND Corporation study compiled by Wise, DarlingMHammond

{

' McLaughlin, and Berstein (1985) Fourth Panadian

]

lliterature, with emphasis on Alberta, will be reviewed and a.
#

comparison will be drawn between it and ‘the American -scene.
Fifth the comparison between American and Canadian
Literature will be condensed into table form in order to °"

frsummarize the principles and characteristics that seem tof

create an.effective teacher evaluationpprogram.

will be developed L



Status of Teacher gvaluation
' LY

Scriven's (198iﬁ244) claim that: "teachercevaluation is
a disasterh~has-received wide support among educators,

. ’ : ‘ - ‘f
politicians, and parents across North America. As stated by

,StodolSky (1984:11), "heightened pressure for teacher
'evaluation was coincident with the accountability movement
that gained momentum in the early 1970's " The Stull Act in
‘California .and laws in Connecticut seem to ‘be representative
of the beginning of recent concerns for teacher evaluation.

’ At present in the United States, most,states have mandated
teacher evaluation In Canada, some provinces have foliowed

‘suit,' As the Deputy Minister of Education in Manitoba, R.J.

Duhamel (1983:10) stated:*‘

Whenever . serioﬁs\problems such as financial cutbacks
and decreasing pupil enrollment surface and receive
more than their usual amount of attention, the
question of teacher evaluation is sure to emerge as
well. The public pressure for higher 'standards in
education, teamed with the demand for accountability
at every level of authority, emphasizes the
ever-present threat that ‘tomorrow the evaluator's
decision will trigger a layoff. It is no small wonder
that an anti-evaluation sentiment rages in the hearts
. of teachers. .’

Similar concerns in Alberta have been translated into
action. As indicated in\the Ietter from the Deputy
‘Ninister, R. A. Bosetti, January 31( 1985 (Appendix 2) was.
given as the deadline for thevinplenentation of teacher'
evaluation in accordance with the Management and Pinance
Plan (1985:50) which 1s outlined in the. teacher evaluationv

section. The relevant policy statement in the MFP (1985:50)'



reads, ) ’ : : >

The performance of individual teachers and the quality

~

_of teaching practices across the province will be ™
evaluated to assist in the provision ‘of effective -

14

instruction to students and in the professional growth

and development of teachers.
This statement seemis to indicate concern for teacher
developmert but many feel that competence is really the

prime concern. Whatever the puipose, the responsés from the

many stakehélders -- including teachers, administrators,
gove;nmenf, and parents‘—¥ reveal an'underlxﬁhg
dissatisfacti;ﬁ or concern for the preseht éégté of affairs
in thé monitoriﬁg»of teacher~éompétence. Aithough |
evaluation hgs been mandated by the province, the:iocal
school board is still respgnslblg for;developingiand
‘implehenting a teacher evaluation prograkaalbe§€ qhder
qovern&ent scrut}ny) and some educators do not Eeel this is
sufficient. Duncan (1986:28), for exaﬁple,'states, "locally
fdeVeloped policies arebjust not effective in assuring that a
thofg:;g job of teacher evaluation is bengﬁdone!W He
suggests that/whaﬁ is needed is'éyen.more specific
legislation to ensure' "consistency of pracéice acfogs the

. " *
province...",

Recent Historiéal Developmepts
in Alberta

Like any other endeavor in the public arcna,
supervision :is subject to the ebb and flow of policy
and politics. Educational goals and instructional
priorities habitually are readjusted to fit the
changing times. -Thus, schooling - and therefore

3

’

4
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4 ,
supervision - invariably reflect social ,concerns and
societal trends. (Rubin, 1982:170) ”

This has certainlyrbeen the case .in Alberta in the
late 1970's and early 1980's. .POSSibly infiuenced by the
accountability mouement in the United States and the
Keegstra Affair, governmént influence has been extensive.
As outlined ir Hodgson (1980) and Byrne (1967), the

‘ decentralization of education, the change to local

superintendents from department inspectors, and the extra

. : . _ , {
workload on the superintendent all contributed to the

&

reduction of actual visits to individual classroom, Thus, a

void was created that would be open to criticism. All that

.

2 . ’ . oo )
was needed to create a furor in the education -system was an

-

:incident of mammoth proportions.
It sheuld’be mentioned, before discussing thé Keegstra
. case, that efforts to £i1l1l in the obvious weaknesses'in‘

judging teacher competencevin Alberta were being addressed

by the Albertd Teacher's Association (ATA) and the

Department of Education in on- qoxng discussion on a new

Teaching Profession s Act (W P Ai). However, because of the

Y

differentfpoints’of'uiew, the new T.P.A. had been put on a

"back-burner" for a number of years.

= , With the disastrous developments of the "Keegstra

£

" Affair" . as ouﬁlined in Hodgson (1984), David (1983) and

M~ .
Bergman (1985) and some public pressure on the. Hinister of

a5 T
v _‘\b(

Education, a- n;mber ofﬁprograms to regulate teacher
N i .

o comﬁétency were 1mp1emented by the Department of: Educatlon.

\'d -

P
JJ
v : B : . '
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The estﬂbllshment of the Council on Alberta Teaching ",-‘ﬁ«

Standards.(COATS) (Minlster1a1 Order 75/85 l985), the
evaluation,section of the M,F.Pt,.and the formation of

the Ghitter Committee to investigate tolerance ang
understanding are eramplea_of this .swift actlon, éegjnning
in the falllof.lQGS; schoplﬁjurisdictions began'planhlng,

implementing, evaluating,-and refining their teacher

J
.- .

_supervieion;policies nd programs to meet the new mandgted -

;'e/a‘uatlon was not leqislated before 1984, many school

quidellnes. P

It should be noted, however, that although teacher

JULlsdictions did have evaluation programs already in

' operation. However, it seems that the political winds in

favor of accountability from the 1nfluential United States.

and the "hot" blast from the unfortunate incidents in

‘Eckville have brought teacher evaluation t? the® forefront in

Alberta. )
The Department of Education has developed policies
that mandate teacher evaluatlon and has delegated the

zesponslbllity to the local school board as,outlined in the

,M.F.P.,(1985'50) This mandated minlmal level, coupled with

many of the school boards"attempts to Qake thelr programs

do more than just satisfy government policies has led to a

. desire to develop effective teacher superv1sion programs

Tﬁls study will addtess the development of this type of

Ld

teacher eValuation program.

Vd

R Whls concern in mind, a discussion of the F



- educators as a basis for thé establiShment of teacher =\

1,,ij_.evalu.sation pzbgrams will be'presenﬁed._ . L
-&t)) 2 P ‘ . ) -

problems eﬁ&ountered by local school jurisdictions'in_
impleménting an effective teacher_sﬁpervision or\evaiuation
program is outlined in the review of literature -- with the

overarghing objectivg being the devgldpment.of a useful

: guide‘ﬁﬂ} teapﬁér evaiuation policy implementation.y

L Before an extensive review  of the literature is

i

consiEQEed, a codceptual framevork will be constructed. A

number of deflnitions of the terms that are problematic will

» . . . 9 .
bétgivgn and some basic concepts that must be addressed by

\
S

~

Conceptual Framework ¥

Deffnifions

-
The first definition to be considered is the term
effective.® This term ls difficult to explain because it

has various meanings for each of the~stékehq}de;s in the

teachéx evaluation discussign.. Ho&eveg, I will use the term
~f ' ' .

_ to. indicate the degree of satisfaction for each group

1nvolvéd and the extent to which the expectations of each'
grbup,aze met. In other VOrds,'effective will be used to
indicate that at least minimal satisfaction in fulfilllng

teacher evaluation has been attained.

” . . l ! o
The 'next term is supervision.. As Harris (1985:10)

A 'Y - L ) ~

defines it, = ‘ R ¢ T
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1

supervisxon of lnstruction is w@at school’ personnel
do with adults and thlngs to maintain or change the
school operation .in ways that directly influence the
teaching processes eémployed to promote&pupxl learning
... supervision of 1nstruction is dlrected toward
both maintaining and improving the teacher- 1earn1nq
processes of the school. ‘ .

| This 1s a broad and all- encompaSSing definitibn whidh

- — »~

1nc1udes tasks such as developingpcurriculum, organizing
instruction, providing staff materials and ﬁact11t1es,(and
developing public.relatlons, asjwell as evaiuating
instruction. In this paper sbpervision will be used in a
slightly narrower’eense; bot referrtng to both summattJe and

formative evaluation of teachers.
. o~ ) L . N
f i\ Before defining formative and éummat1ve
N

evaduatf%n, a brief comment should be made on’ the
pegteived difficulty in using these terms Hickcox

(1985 19) states:

1
"o

Michael Seriven, I think, coined the e [summative and
formative] types. of evaluation just described, i.e.,
evaluation for imprpvement and evaluatioh for making”
final judgments. The concepts have:served extremely

well and passed into the consciousness of a generation

"of educators. But.I think they have outlived their

18

~usefulness and have taken on connotations that are not

helpful.
He goes on to explain that all'pvaluation includes

judgments and that summat{ve has taken on the "nasty things

that administrators do To teachers" connotation. Formative

#ppears to indicate "don't worry about it,‘nothlng will

happen." Notwithstanding theirﬁlimitations, these terms -
: Vs

¢ . - .

ylll be used to convenlently distinguish between these’tﬁo

-

distinct purposes of\eva}uation. Thus formativegevaluation



X

- will include all those‘activities that are used to try to
1mprove teaching or to help teachers develop their classroom

skills. Summat;Le evaluation will be used to indicate  those

activities carried out by supervisors~when making judgments
v . - '

about teachers for promotion; placement, hiring, and firingl
. ~ . 4 * | ) ‘ !’
~The.final term that will be defined is program.

\

~A1though‘therekcan'be interaction between administrators and

,teachers on an informal basis, a program is limited to those

activities that have been p&anned, organized and

b /\‘J

4 implemented according to some preset policies or written

documents.

)y : , AU
Concepts

Before‘any.program'or policy can.be imolemented, it;.
must be considered'in relation'to'some verylhasic underlying
concepts.‘ Darling Hammond ‘Wise, and Pease (1983) state

~that before we design and implement a teacher evaluation‘
program, we must research ‘teaching, organizational behavior,
and policy implementation in order to better understand

- teaching as work and the process of“effecting change. These
ideas. must be explicit and part of our methods of evaluation
in order to meet egucational goals, organizational needs,
.and evaluation parposes (1983: 285) ‘

A detailed discussion of all of the above concepts is,’

beyond the scope_of this thesis. -However, some will be

briefly outlined to indiéate‘that school jurigdictions, An
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- consider these concepts and at least %ddress« if not‘cbme‘t 1

¢ _3,,...%.;

\\a consensus on, thelr meanlngs, and”?d?,'a here to them in,

their policies.

One of the first questions is Wh,;ev . "y

Darllng Hammond et al (1983:302- 303) suggested a model that

seems to deal effectively with this question They outline

the four basic purposes: 1mprovement\£;pf;at\ve) for elthe&

the organization or individual or accbuntability (summative)

v

for the 1nd1v1dua1 or thevorganizations. These are not

mutually exclu31ve, as there is overlap, and the authors

also cautlon»that "...an emphasis on one may tend to limit

the pursuit of another "‘(1983 303) These concerns must be

o recognized bef%re a system of evaluat1on is adopted .

' hichael Knapp (1982:5) discussed the’concept of a successful
evaluation but as perceived by each stakeholder. He stated}

First, those being evaluated - the teachers %/bdée a _
stake in maintaining their jobs as well as their sense
of self-redpect and efficacy. They and the (unions
. that represent them) want an evaluation system that
- -, protects their rights, respects the complexity of
their task, and supports their efforts toward
meaningful individual solutions of teaching problens.

He then considers the evaluators' point of view:

Second, the evaluators - the administrators - have a
stake 1n Keeping their organizations running smoothly.
For them, the political and practical feasibility of
the teacher evaluation system weigh heavily. People
with management responsibility rightfully balance gain
in instructional quality or public confidehce against
cost in time; -expertise, or staff morale.

'Finally, he sunmatizes the parents' viewpoiii%ﬂl
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Third, parents tend to be oriented toward the "bottom
line" of student performance. They want a system
that guarantees a successful school experience for

~ their children. These three perspectives struggle
to be reflected in the teacher evaluation system,
which 1s the JOlnt result of all three.

The next major conce:ns are How will evaluation take

‘place? and What will be the processes and methods?

These questions have a broad range of answers from one
particular method to a combination of several methods.
These include teacher inteiviews, competency tests,
claseiobadobservations, student ratings, student
u’achieVement, peer evaluation, and Other 1ndirect'means such
as grofessional commitment or involvement. Darling-Hammond
et ai seem to favor a multi-method system. Theyv(1983:308)
state: :
' The generally low levels of reliability, =»
generalizability, and validity attributed to teacher
“evaluation methods suggest that unidimensional
Wapptoaches for assessing competence, performance, or
effectiveness are ‘unlikely to capture enough '
o information about teaching attributes to completely,
... . satisfy any of the purposes for teacher evaluation.
Stark and.Lowfhet (1984:7:) aczee: "...teacher evaluation
may require multifaceted approaches that recognize varied -

Eeacher,needs and backgrounds." %

€losely connected to how teacher evaluation is to be

cdnductéd 1s'the question.Who will car

\

1f;put?'-Again
,‘ the literature sugges&s numerous alter

tﬁ;esi The

\U\)) ‘ W
principal seems to be a logical cholce, and in most _75'
instances is considered the key in the evaluation (Analdua,

h’I
1984; Fris; 1983; Huddle, 1985 HcLaughlin 1984) . queve%,a

£ew_11kenScriven;o




evaluators. Epstein (1985) feels that parents as well as
‘principals are important. Some visualize peers or
colleagues in a "clinical" mode as important, while others

feel superintendents or outside evaluators are thevanswer,

bl

Probably the most controversial issue in teacher

evaluation is What will be evaluateq%?‘Historically, as

¢

wood‘and Pohland (1983) discovered by surveying instruments

ol

used in the past the assessment of personal characterist1cs
M

(presagéQ variables has in the past and still is the major

— 0

R
approach f@ the evaluation bf teachers Instructive and

administrative roles‘(process) variables were second.
./‘\ "-“!

Student-outcomes (product) were’uSed very infrequently, in
fact, they state (1§83 178);m"student outcome data has never

been seriously used as .a measure of‘teaching competence "

-

Hickcox (1983 26) agrees' "less attention ‘has been . paid to -
product criteria -~ we have been reluctant to use student’
achievement measures to make judgments about teachers "

Again, there is a great diversity among educators as

L]

towwhat should be evaluated Disciples of Madeline Hunter s
Effective Teacher Methods would see her process,a@ focusing

attention on ths most important criteria.~rTeaching methods

)

—_— A

“have also»been extensively researched in Project,Quest

'

B
conducted in Alberta in 1977-78. The results of this

-
research was the development of 28 strategies hidh was used

to study pupil achievement (Mackay, 1979 28- 294 T These

~

strategies form the -basis of acrecent attempt by Alberta ;’

'Education to assist %phobl jurisdictions in definlnq and

-~ . L4



fimprovi g _teacher performance: Dr. Laurie Mireau (1985)

// moderates) a /set of video tapes entitled "EQaIuation and
‘Improving Teaching Performance". However, there is a need
for school jurisdictions to develop thelr own unique sets of
criteria to Ery to describe minimum levels of efchtlvé
teaching. As Wise et al (1985) have stated:
| Teaching'research has demonstrated that effective
teaching behavigys vary for Aifferent grade levels,
subject. areas, types of students, and instructional
goals. -Thus assessments of relative teacher
competence cannot be made on the basis of highly
specified, uniform criteria.
In a similar vein Webb (1983) has also cautioned that no one
i : _ . ' )
set of criteria will be sufficient: . , ’

There is no clear definitioh -of what characterizes an

effective teacher or constitutes effective teaching
and, consequently, no definitive measures to be used

tor teacher evaluation. Any evaluation process is
essentially & comparison of desired outcomes/with
actual outcomes. . -

Currently,'witﬁﬂthenconcern for achievement and
excellence, the product; that is student achievement, may'
gain some importance in the future evaluation of teaéhing.
Thus it seems tgét a 5chooi.jurisd1¢tgpn‘must declide on the
particulqt'mixvof fhe three variables in teacher evaluatizn
-= proces#, product, and presage -- which ;re appropriate to

i

its situation.

teaching as work. Before a Eeacher evaluation p:odzam is
. establshed, the act of teaching'mhgt be defined and the
crlteria against which a tegcher is~ judged outlinede A

number of authors have délved{into this topic. Eisner

-23

,,Anather concept that must be addressed is thevidea of', 



(1983), believes that teaching is an art and a craft.
<~\\4Fl)arli.ng-lwlammond et al (1983) add twq more diménsions to
Eisner's art and craft,\ﬂamely labourband profeSSLOn These
conceptions or metaphors do not ex.5t in pure form but
portions are found in many teaching acts. School districts
need to clarify and identify their conceﬁt of-teaching-as
work in order “to provide.a‘basis for evaluating teachers.
For example,;irﬁa school district;sees teaching as’ %
labour,'rhenvthey will vley rhe-evaloator as a supervisor
and the student as raw material. This concept will thus
affect and‘somewhat'determine the'evalnatlon process and
criteria. Similarly, if teaching is consiaereé a craft; the
evaluator may¥@e seen as a manager :If it is considered a
profession theiéthe evaluator -may belconSLdered an ‘
admlnlstrator\ F&nall{t:?\ teachlng is considered an art .
then the evaluator may well be seen as a leader. The
particular manner in which administrators and evalugkors of
< the school jurisdictlon view teaching w1ll govern th;V? o
~attitudes toward the evaluatidn'of teaching.

Abong'with the concept of teaching.as work, the.
conceptuallzation of schools as organizationS'mu t “lso be
discussed. The beliefs of the stakeholders abou | ow
schools as organlzatiodﬁ opergie will influence how teacher
evaluation will be planned and implementeh One model views
schools in a very ratlonal manner, it ouéllnes schools as

3
\‘

closed systems and having the characteglstics of a .

. i
bureaucracy and tight coupling throughout the system. An

£
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Qt“?qthet moded views schoﬁis as natural systens, gan and with
ﬁ““isbﬂe conﬁliné throuehout (Dazling—Hammqnd'et.al,1983).
Sithet%cbncept will effect how teacher evaluatlon“will be
conductedl . : ~

| Other organizational considerations are the roieiAof
pezsonnel at the different organizatlbnal levels in decislon

' making, the resulting climates which influence

- e

i
t\ommunicatlons, and the willingness, of'eachers and . @
principals to co-operate in making changes. School ’
jurisdictions must come to some understan%ing of their

organiz

ional makeup and how it may influence the ST

teacher eyaluation system. Darling-Hammond et al(1983). y

N o

su %o -
. . _— '%;\’;?
The choice of a teacher eévaluation ptocess is . ., =

associated with views of teaching and of the school as
an organization, although guite,often these

associations are made only 1mpiicit1y in evaluation.
decision making.

The final concebt that must be'consideted is the
process ot change. In many cases. .he establishment and
fmpiementation of teacher evalnation policies and piqciams
are planned changes Fullan (1982) outlines in great detail
the factors that affect €he change process and
implementation of change. He concludes that any change is
very complex and dependent on local conditjons. Thé
findings of Berman and McLaughlin (1980 70) :uggest that 2//;
-"1oca1 factors", "mutual adaptation", and "supportive .
'1nstitutiona1 environment"lnere necessary for a,njﬁieét tq_< 

be effectively implemented and "to take dbot".ﬂ Fullan's

.



list of fackors 1is much more extensive (15 5actors) and much
too detailed for inclusion in this review. Thus, in their
‘plans for a teacher evaluation program educational
administrators,must include con51derations for the factors
that affect change and implementation"

| To summarize the discu851on, the concepts that must be
: dealt with before an effective teacher superv1sion program ‘
. can be implemented appear to be dependent on local
variables, values, and conditions As stated by Stodolsky
‘ (1984 11), teacher evaluation is very much "context bound"
bThe remaining portion of this chapter will deal with the
specific CIiteria or characteristiCStthat‘seem to be related‘

to the effectivenéss of a teacher evaluation program.

~American Scene -

'A'recent study.prepared-for:the'National Institute of
._Education by the Rand Corporation (Wise, Darling Hammond
McLaughlin, Bernstein, 1984) identified four Epcal educationvi
_authorities (L. E. A.) which seemed to have developed their .

" own unique forms of teacher evaluation' %th,Lake City, Lake
,Washington, Greenwich and Toledo. v ‘ %{i_? . N

v The Salt Lake situation had produced a program which .

attempted.".;;tovbalance-democratic

overnance and -
' centralizedbmanagequéy (Vise et al,

85:80). Teachers, -
jiven a key role 'in not
lcy but in the evaluation

‘along with their association, were:

only the implementation of the



process itself. ‘In return the.board was given a free‘hand
in'the dismissal of anv teacher'who,‘after‘receiving
oremedial assistance, did not meet-minimal standards. The
situation was unique because of the Mormanfdommunity values
which use the concept ‘of shared governance The goal of
.maklng personnel decisions in the name of accountability
were explicitly stated, which was also unique.

Lake Washington was different in its engineering
approach and integrated systems modei, With the use of
Madeiine Hunterfs theories, key teaching skillsvwere defined
;and the“process of evaluation was highly.structured; tn
Lake Washington,‘the principal is the'key.figure in the
operatlon of the program. His prime role is the
identification of_unsatisfactory teachers andethe
development of programs for remediation; The-development of
H competent teachers is a priority'(Vise'et al, 1985:80-82).

Greenwich; Connecticut, used a managerial orientation
based on incentives. " The use ofvmanagement by objectives,

’

which lncludes self- evaluatlon and goal setting by teachers,
is the ba51s for this program. Again, the principal and the
‘,trainlng or 1n -service of goth teachers and evaluators are
.the keys. There is an understanding that evaluation cannot
be'done overnight and that the ratio of evaluators to
teachers must be'reasonable‘>(wise et al 1985:82-84)

The fourth case was Toledo, a union town, which

developed an evaluation process around an intern or first

| year interventlon program. The Toledo program lis heavlly



lnfluenced-by the public demand for quality control. The
main difference from the other cases was that experiencéd
teachers were used to evaluate ffrst-year teachers and
tenured te-chers who were having.difficulties. The
expressed purpose'of this program was to help promote
professional growth. However, the program is ueed to make
personnel decisions. There is a deéinite compromise‘between
union and management to provide a system that protects
.rteachers and at the same time allows management to take

. action tovdeal with incompetent teachers (Wise'et al,
1985:84-86) . | |

) The *RAND study concentrated on four factors:
organlzational commitment, evaluator competence,
collaboration, and strategic compatibility. The flve
conclusions that resulted from thls study (Wlse et al,
1985:103-113) are as follows First, the teacher evaluatlon
program."must su1t the educatlonal goals, management style,
conception of teaching, and community values of the- school‘
distrlct" (1985:103). Second, their is a great need for,
support from leaders, for "top-level commitment to and
resources for evaluation outweigh checklists and procedure'"
(1985:104). Third, "the school district must decide’the
maln purpose of its teacher evaluatlon system and then match
the process to the purpose” (1985:106). Fourth to maintain
commltment and support, "teacher evaluation must be seen to

have utility, which in turn depends on the”efflcient use of

resources to achieve reliability, validity, and
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cost-effectivenéss™ (1985:108). éFinélly, "teacher
involvement and responsibility 1mprove the quality of
vi-teacher'evaluation" (1985 110) These‘recommendations
.constitute a model for the development of an effective
teacher evaluationeprogram. However, ‘the authors (1935 -103)

caution readers on their use: v L ‘ .'*.
,Educational policies and procedures must be tailored
to local circumstances. Our conclusions and
'recommendations, therefore, may be best thought of as
- heuristics or starting strategies, to be: modified on,
" the basis of local experience. :

g Thomas McGreal in his book Successful Teacher

. valuat;on, deals with the problem of teacher evaluation

x)

and - states that it is not alvays thenactual evaluation that
is the problem, ‘but the system (1983 vii)* He introduces
his ideas by stating that two main issues must be addressed.;

’ P

First, there must be congruence between the deslred goals

and purposes and the activities in which people are &ttually

involved. Second all members of the system must “be trained

. l
» A
i

and given guided practice (1983 ix).
HcG>€al's background and practical knowl;dge, gained

from working with over 300 school districts over an eight
year period have led him to the development of eight
conditions orv”commonalities' that he felt vill increase
significantly the chances of developing a realistic and
effective teacher evaluation system. v;; -;;’

His eight commonalities can be grouped under three

main headings. the anmework for Building, Focusing

Activit:ies, and Training of Staff., The eight points are as‘:;

i
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follows:

Framework €

1. An ropriate attitude toward evaluation must be

deve‘jped?and_the rpoge must be seen as benefic1a1 by both

- teachers and administtatigt.(i383.2 7).

2. An evaluatlon model must be complementarypto the
desired pprpoee of tne evaluation. chGreal gives examples
such as the common-law, goal;setting, product, clinical
supervision,'artistic; or naturalietic models® Again, it is
most important to make a choice compatible with the local
situation""(\?ahj*.:a;aS). )

3. Separation-of administrative and supervisory
behavior is Eelt to be 1mportant In other words, separate
formative evaluat1on from summatlve and also have each

fulfilled by a different perSon (1983:37—4l).

oncusinq Activities

"4.‘Goa1 setting and planning are major prerequisites
tp_estaollshing anlevaluation program. There ‘are numerous

: ‘blannlngnmethods and objectives, for‘exampie, management by
_ objectives, performance objectives, or practlcal
‘goal—settlng»h Administrators must realize that the plannxng ‘
/éfthod or objecttves chosen are not "as 1mportant as the

realization that performance does not- improve by accident

but 1s planned (1983 44-69).

4

3% 5 A narrow. focus for evaluation must be fostered..'

*

' Thls means that teachlng must be ‘considered to involve some

‘ yspeclfic skills which can be taught and evaluated. Some

LI
N



ve&amples listed are the development of a classroom climate,
the abllity to plan lessons and programs, and the management

“‘of classroom actlvfties These types of skllls must becone

“3iethe focus of evaluatthﬁa teacher 8 performance

' 7(1983:70-95)

6. Classroom observatlon skills must be 1mproved by
tralning and practlce HcCreaILs—@%ur tenets for classroom
'observation (1983:97) are as follows. Flrst, the
rellabllity and~usefulness of classroom observatlons
increases with pre observation 1n£ornatlon., Second, the_e
evaluator should have a- narrower focus for the observation
to ensure accuracy in the descriptlon of the classroom
eventsr Thlrd, the‘relationshlp between the supervisor and
teacher, as;well.as the vllllngness of the teacher to |
partlclpate, may depend on how thq,data are recorded
Fourth that same relatlonshlp and wllllngness to
partlclpate may also.depend_on how feedback is presented by‘

the evaluator. ‘The value of these?tenets 1s.that“c1assroon

e )

observatlon becomes meanlngful not only to the teacher belng
evaluated but also to the evaluator (1983 96- -123).
7. The use of addltlonal sources of data ls another

'- lnportaht optlon., ‘McCreal lists some that have already been

'mentloned, such as parent, peer, studente,lself-evaluatlon
as vell as the use of student outcomes (nie?uct) and the "
collection otnartlfacts such as lesson‘plans. These are used
t% supplenent classroon_observatlons andbcan;provlde a

better overall picture of a teacherls performance
, ; | A
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(1983:125-142).

Training the Staff and Starting the System
, : . . \
8. The training program must be complementary to the
evaluation 3ystem (1983:144-147).

In conclusion, threal suogests that these are not

" the only factors and that they may not ali be present in one

ystem at one time He states (1983 }) ,
: . «\ ' >
...it is not necessary that a11 eight commonalities

be present before a system can be judged effective or
potentially effective. Indeed, only a handful of
schools have evaluation systems that reflect all _
"eight. These commonalities can be. and have been best
used to provide a perspective: an awareness of '
alternatives and, if need be, a set of directions to
follow R L o

McGreal, like the authors of the Rand Study, N
lcautions thatvany evaluation system must be developed in
light»of local‘conditions,~intere3ts} and'concerns;
Now; to'sumharize‘the American literature on the‘

elements that seem necessary ﬁor the implementation of an

~

effective teacher supervisory program, I have used a

modification of the wise et al (1985) study.

. 'Firatly, it seems that. the goals, purposes,‘and .
procedures~must be clearly established that they be made
explicit to all those involved (Vise et al (1985 103) and
that they match the evaluation system. HcGreal's'fourth“and
',fifth commonalities are captured by this first

' characteristic.,40ther authors who conc?r include Barber

% '
(1982), Braskamp et al (1984), Castetter ?}981); Chirnside

_ (1984), Evertson and Holley (1981), Freervi:Q Dawson (1985),

T e
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fGoens (1982), Huddle (1985), barspn (1984i, Lewis (l982?,

' MacNaughton et al (1984); Manatt'in.stioginsnand Bridgeford

(1985), McKenna (1982), Medley et al (1983); Natriello and

“Dornsbusch (1981), Peterson and Peterson (1984); Prince

(1385), and Shannon (1982).

\
Secondé,there must be commitment from the top levels

) AN

not just on paper or in policy, but with funds andvresourcesv

B
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. of the school district. This must be a genuine commitment, J:

-- including timelfor in—service;and evaluation itself.“As '

Wise et al state (1985:104): "this commitment must outweigh

' checklists and procedures " In McGreal's book this is the‘

: who agree. 1nclude Anzaldua (1984), Bello

b
first of hlS commonalities and seems basic to the .

commencement of a district wide program. Other authorities

and Bellon (1982),

Bellon (1982), Chirnside (1984), Goen (1982), Holley

v

(1982), Huddle (1985), Lauro (1982), ¢Laughlin (19q4),
Manatt (1985), McNeil (1981), Stiqgins and Bridgeford
(1985). . - - oo R
| _ v | o . .
Thirdly, there needs to be a level of competency for.
both evaluators and teachers beinq evaluated This'is. .
necessary for the process\to be valid and reliable and hence
considered useful (Wise et al, 1985-108) McGreal (1983)
outlines this in his sixfh and eighth commonalities which he

called improvement of classroom observation skills and a

training program. This principre is supported by Armiger

'(1981), Barber (1982),_Bellon and Bellon (1982), Churnside"

(1984), Evertson and Holley (1981), Holley (1982), Lauro
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bhridgeford (1985);

. need for compatibility of two types: cga?istency within the

(1984), McNeil (1981), Shannon (1982), Stiqgine and -

-

The fourth characteristic,of'an effective teacher
AU . o ©

evaluation program which seems to be the most inportant'is

&

- the need for collaboration between teachers and managers or

administrators. Wise et al (1985:110) call it teacher

involveiment and responsibility. HCGreal‘(f983)'eees it as

‘part. of Kis eight commonalities - Many other authors agree:

Al

Anzaldua (1984), Armiger (1981), Bellon (1982), Brodinsky

and Neill (1983), Freer and Dawson (1985), Holley (1982),

Huddle (1985), Larson (1984), Lewis (1982), Hanatt in

| S
Stiggins agﬂ&Bridquord (1985), Hanatt (1985),° NcLaughlin Co

(1984), McNeil (f981), Natriello and Dornsbusch (1981),/
Popham (1971), 8tiggins and Bridgeford (1985)

~ The fifth criterion ‘for an effective program is the.

-

Pprogram }tself and consistency with other'programing

procedures and policies in the school district Hise-et al |

(1985 106) etate "the school district must decide the main
¢

: purpose of its teacher’ evaluation system and then match the
_process to the purpoaé. HcGreal +{1983:8) states, that it

“nuat be complenentary to the desired purpose. Other authors

[o]

like (Barbe (1982),w8e110n and Bellon (1982), Braekamp et al
Castetter (1981) and’ HcLaughlin (1984) alao agree
teacher evaluation progran.muqt be integrated into

the whole district program.

34

' (1982), MacNaughton et al (1984), Manatt (1985), McLaughlin
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“Another dimension Qf the coipatlbility concern is that

-

 the.program>must be considerate of local céndltloné, values,

and factors. Wise etial (1985) found in their case studies

that éﬁfectiveﬁ&ss can be &ccompllshed ih very diverse

- situations. McGreal (1983) gegtainiy came to this

concluslon'after his ekperiénces' ith a multitud; of
S , _ " ;

P

~ A .
situations. Other authors are also of thaopinion that
~ local condiE{phs, values, and factors must be tékén into

account: Armiger (1981), Barber (1982), Brodinsky and Nelll

(1983), Deal et al (1982), 'and Manatt in Stiggins and
Bridgeford, 1985).° |

Canadlan Scene

. i’ . ' ‘
In Canada the concern for teacher evaluation has beJn '

felt across the country and some of the_provihces have been

moving to legislate control of teacher competency. Alberta

has been particularly active in this regérd.‘.An indication

that adﬁlnisttators are in fact deeply interested in this

-

topic was demonstrated in theifali of 1§85,-when.é

conference on teacher eval&atloé;wés held at the University
: . ' "l‘<r : L

of Alberta sponsored by Phi Delta“Kappa. The conference

attractea“hund:eds of admlnlstratozs,and educators from
Scross Alberta who were concerngd with teacher mvaluation.
One of -the speakers at the conference ‘was Dr. David

28

Towhsendq'who;had just completed a study wﬁich undertook

'.."...td.lnvestiqaté,»analyse, and document thegprpcegs of
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implementation of a new-policy of teacher superv151on and

’

evaluation in the five secondary schools of Lethbridge

i 1

> 8chobdl District No. 51 "(1984:1). For his study
questionnaires were administered at intervals*between~
N

October 1983 and May 1984. Observations of classrooms and

intervi%ws wer

also carried out onua_daily basis during

this period ,é-> - : R

'The findings led ?b eleven recommendations
(1984:39-55) which may serve as a’valuable guide for school
_jurisdictions in'Alberta that are in the process of 4
implementinq new policies of teacher superv131on and
evaluation. They are summarized as follows: (1) teachers e

“3
policies,‘(Z) development and implementation of an

and administrators should be inv?lved in eﬁé development of

evaluationﬁprogram takes time, (3) teachers should

understand'the model being'used to guide the evaiuation

T before the program is implemented (4), written policies

should outline the process of evaluation, (5) in- service
'eduLation shou1d1¢recede and accompany the implepentation of:
teacher evaluation programs, (6) on-site training for both
teachers and evaluators should be provided, (7) all SN “%%
resources available should be utilized (8) the . }”
implementation process should be monitored, (9)

. administrators should review the structure‘and function of
their offices to ensure efficency in meeting évaluation )

priorities, (10) considerations need to be. made for the

tealities of the "work -1ife" of a11 educators, (11)
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procedures, and butcomesloffthelz‘last teacher evaluation.

teacher evaluation policies need to be integrated with all
® v

other evalueticn policies.

ciownsend-(1984:1ii)‘concluded that the system in

Lethbridge had beehfaccepted by both teachers and ﬁ%

administzators:because'itﬁhad tried to deal with both
accountability and the néeg,fcr profissional deveiopment of

the staff. R . ' !
b A
The results of this ctudy indicate [(that] a fair
degree of success has been achieved with the 1
implementation- of - ‘regular supetvxélon of teachers in
each of the flve schools. High levels of acceptance
and participation were .recorded at key stages
throughout the year. -However, a majority of teachers
and supervisors have identified the need- for more
‘training, and more involvement of district office
_personnel in the implementation next year, when
expectation is that one- quarter of the district's
teaching staff will receive formal evaluations

“

Y:Rnother majoz study catried out in 1983-84 by Andrew

‘ﬁDuncan investigated formal teacher evaluation in the

- .Lakeland Public School Distrtct A questlonnalre was used

to collect data from superintendents, princlpals, and othet

central office petsonnel concerninq factors, purposes,
» “

\

" ‘Duncan. concluded that the existence of a ‘written policy on

formal teacher evaluation did not necessarily lead to
quality or completeness of evalpation. jIn fact, Duncan

: i , ‘. P 5 @ :
(1984:20) feels that "school board policies may serve no

useful purpose except; to lnitlate_teachet'eyaluatlon." He

élsoVstates that there was not enough coﬁtern for due

0
process -and that ln service training oE evaluators is below

?the minimum level deemed necessazy to assure improvement in

a N

37
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'1nétrﬁction.
-Duncan (1984:23424)yrecommehas that personnel who are
university trained be hired t; put é high priority on
teachezrevaluation. He states that in-service be given not
only to evaiuatozs but to classroom teachers for a better
ﬁnderstanding of the evaluation process. Finally, he
believes that the Department of Education should ;egislate

policies to ensure that fair and .consistent teacher -

- '

_evaluation ls‘carzied out in Aibezﬁa.‘
In a recent news'report in the ATA News (1986:3), a
report of the Committee on Imple&enting éeacher Evaluation‘
Policies anh Programs was‘énﬁounced. The committee's rep9§t
was a joint effort between the ATA, The Conferenée of
Alberta School Superintendents (CASS), Alberdﬁ Educatién,
the Alberta School Trﬁsteesf‘Association, the ASsociation‘Qf

Private and Independent Schools, and the Universitiesl

o
A summary of the Advisory Committee's findings.

includes references to a numﬁeg of significané evaluation
prdgzam components. - They are: ' h

A. The goals and aims of the evaluation program should
be clearly defined and known by all. participants.

+ B. The evaluation policy and program should reflect a
sound understanding of evaluation theory and e
practices. S ‘

C. The evaluation program must be planned, developed,
implemented and eyaluated*épopetativgly. '

‘'D. The major resource is the expertise of the -
-evaluator. This expertise can only be developed
through extensive tr ining, experience and time. .
E. 'As the primary 1 is to enhance effective
teaching, one must/ be conscious of the pitfalls of
‘teacher evaluation) . - .
F. Sometimes major problems will.be eﬁéountered with
teachers and appropriate action must be taken. Such
problems include illegal behavior, personal

N
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misconduct, docume
,violations, polig
performance. ~
G. fig is importan o 1mp1ement an administrator

evaluation program along with the teacher evaluation
.program (1986:1-5)

Sification, contract
Yations, or inadequate teach ng

.

L It should be noted that the ATA has for a qgmﬂir of

years been cor erned with teacher evaluatlon In 1885\

position paper was submj ted on.teacher eva u"
NN o
Handbook 1985:180-182), which led to tﬁe passinq of th{

7

ATA Policy Statements on Teacher Evaluation Gﬁembers'

/
Handbook 1985 158-160). ’@ obvious thrust of “these”
documents is to protect teachers' rigpts an;\tp enSUre due

process, and to recognlze the nged Ebr both £ormat1ve and

summative evaluation. They state that the forrnter shduld ”

'~
 be- the prlot&ty and that a basic knowledqe of the putposes,

a

By ;ayrbf synthesis and for ease of ‘discussion,. the
; PRI

prevlously mentioned Alberta studies will be cons‘Spred-in

light of the five conclusions outlined in the: Rand study.

Other Canadian literature /ill also be integrated.

G The first requisit - .3 the need for the goals, -

'purposes, and-procedures to be at 1ea$t &hderstood, if notf

agreed upon, by all personnel The criteria for what

constitutes effectlve teachinq teacher should be spelled
out. Thi% concern is outlined in the-HFP policy (1985:50),

the Advisory Committee's Report (1986:12, Duhahel (1983),

.Duncan (1984), Fris (1983), Hickcox (1983), Lyons (1985),

39

-ctiteﬁﬁﬂa”a;wfprocedures should be- clear to all teachQ;s and“‘
T e T

5 £, .;1 ¢ ,
adminlsiip.éﬁs involved in teacher evaluatioh f/g§
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" Mifeau (1983), Sweezey (1983), and Townsend (1984).

- The next criterion is the need -for commitment. | Asb

‘ stated in Fris (1983: lS), there is a need for bothﬂcentral
office support and the key element the principal'

commitment. This essential involvement and genuine top

level commitment is ‘also viewed as important:by the Advisory a
 Committee (1986), Levin (1982), Mireau i1983),>and Townsend
(1584) as outlined{in;his second andiseventh T

. recommendations. - | &
~ The competence of the evaluator is considered to be
'paramount in the research cbnducted by Duncanv(1984). He
also sees the need to edncate teachers andlhe-states y
El984'24) ".}. school boards involve classroom teachers in
those in- service programs so that they become more |

' knowledgeable and committed to the processes of formal
evaluation..‘ The Advisory Committee (1986), Fris (1983;,
Hickcox (1983), Lyons (1985}, Mireau(1983), and Tovnsend
(1984) all agree that the training of personnel involved in

“the evaluation process needs to be addressed by local school.‘
SE

Y

jurisdictions. S : e : - f

’ The fonrth commonality is the need for collaboration.
As Sweezey (1983).stated, 'there is need for involvement
from the beginning by both teachers and supervisors.

Everyone should participate in development of objectives and

'5'be clear on the rationale. The Alberta Department of .

~.'Education also staté} collaboration is needed (MFP, 1985 50),'

:‘section 5(c) states "teacher evaluation polieies should

['4

L
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permit consultation with teachers in the development of

‘policy, guidelines, and procedures. The Advisory Committe

o ,(1986), Duhamel(l983), Duncan (1984), Hickcox (1985), Lyon /

"~ (1985), and Townsend (1984) also agree on this point. =

The last requisite is that of compatibility of the

-

teacher evaluat1on program with other policies within ‘the

local board and the exigencies of the local situation.
Townsend encapsulated this criterion'very‘well in hisvlast
.three recdmmendations. He ‘states (1984 49-53) "school
authorities should .assess the appropriateness of the |
structure and function® of their organization in relation to
teacher evaluation and the pol¥cies outlining teacher
evaluation should "take into acgount the realities of the
work- life of teachers and supervisors" and "be integrated

2

into overall district processes"
Iid

~ Characteristics ¢f an Effective
Teacher Evaluation Program

- It is apparent from recent’literature and:research”
projects‘that tnere are soﬁetﬁasic criteria that must be met
as a minimum fox theﬂdevelopment of an a efrective teaché{x%ﬁf
.supervision’ot evaluation programfr Harris (1985 1-24) sees

.evaluation as only a small’ ‘part of the total supervisi‘?

~personne1 - teacher evaluation should not over- shadoubthe
other important activities ‘that are necessary for effective
instructlon, such as curriculum development, curriculum

in- service, and the.improvement of materials and resources.'

o / . - - .
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"llongiwithvthis requirement for an overall view of the -
total téaching process; there is a need for a revien of.
research that is pertinent andtapplicable to the local
school jurisdiction S situation hot all7research findings
are valid for eath circumstance and the use of common sense

!'

is very important to ensure that what some large, seemingly

.

5'

/ efficientvschool'system has implemented,Ls not blindly
duplicated because it is easy or convenient "h detailed-and
extensjive study oivone 's local 51tuation must first be

f,undertaken so»that precepts found in research are adopted
selectiveiy‘and realistiCally to fitfthellocal needs and

‘conditions

-
Sergiovanni (1982:67-178) also indicates a need to

’

adjust teacher evaluation to more~than simply one style " He
discusses the need to align the scientific with the. clinical

and artistic views of teacher superv1510n He states: . '

,LOE concern is i}proving the practice of teachers and
. the quality of classrqom life. Thus a key fourth
question must be consndereda Given what is
(descriptive scienceT} what ought to be {(normat.ve
!” scienqe), and what events mean (interpretive scien-.e),
‘what should supemvisors and teachers "do" {practice)?
, . Theories of practice are ultimately concerned- with
%" action taken Lo improve a present situation: \
' ~"and. in our case the beneficiaries would be teachers
-'rand students (1982 78)

The abovg mentioned needs, specifically the need to

"*consider the‘total picture of supervision not just .
"concentratrng on evaléation, the need to use literature in

A light of local conditions, and the need to adjust evaluation

to the many teaching styles encountered in the classroom are

R v . ! " i N
;5 PN . Fog L .



all important " Table 2 summarizes the literature in e

~

simplifled form and may be helpfur as a checklist for
rev1ewin§ and devéloping a teacher evaluation program

However, care must be taken in its use because in’
A4

summarizlng and COndensing meanYng is sometimes lost Al

The characteristics 1n Table 2 w1ll be used later in

Chapter 4 to. help compare the findlngs of the questionnaire

>

sent out to’superintendents (phase 1) and the results of the

A “ o

case study (phabe 2)

,}‘., _

. . . [ - -
. -2 . 7

,Conclusionz

Taking‘into account all the'speciﬁic characteristics im
'vof an effective teacher‘evaluationvprogram'outlined tnfthe

literature, the essential ingredient for the.establishment

of such a program is the development of a positive attitude

by all concerned. This can only be achieved by creating a

climate of trust. As stated by Jesse (1985 Gl)

Trust can only be developed as a result of a
meaningful and lasting relationship. based upon

.o openness and honesty - not'a brutal hopesty, without.
concern for ‘feelings, but an honesty that incorpd%ates _
feelings and aspirations. "It is an honesty that o
provides alternatives, priorities, and a refocusing of
efforts.

Along with the establishment of trust the overall

concern and objective "in establishing a. teacher supervision '

program was stated by Duhamel (1983 16) "it should’only be"

P

: undertaken so that our teachers and most particularly our

!

pupils can ultimately benefit from its results
_ i R | .
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Table 2 .

. “ ,‘.
~ \‘ ; R
Conpffiaon of RAND ‘Study to other Literature. -

jutl :
= B . >

" Rand Study

¢

-~ Consistency Commitment Competency Collaboration Compatibility

.
1. McGreal " X T x . 4 x
. 2. Othero 18 10 - 11 T4 .8
American . + articles articles articles - - articles . -articles
" " Literature ¢ i
- .
3. Towhsend Cox x - x X . - X
4. Mvisory . . «x X x x x
Council
5. Program x : X ‘ ‘ to b's
Pollcy N ) .
Manual : Co .
- -l
6. Other ~ 7 ) 3. 5 5
Canadlan articles articles articles articles
" Literature ' :

‘Note x aanotaa agreement with the flve RAND charactetlatlcs and
numbeg_:)anote the number of articles in agzeement vlth the RAND

characterisitics.
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%, ' CHAPTER 3

. . S Methodology

- . - Introduction

| Thfs,chépter déscrlbes-ﬁhe research design '
"_ considerétions and the_daté collectiqnzéctiQities, which are
divided into two séctibns’and cqrrgspdqd to thevtwo phases
of the research préject. The first phase cohsisted of a  <
mailed'survey questionnaire‘and‘the second phase-a caSe |
study.involving inferviewing,»documenf collection, aﬁd
observation. The choice of scho§1*jurisd1cilon for the case -
,?§tddy,;thegéﬁdqggﬁbh%sé,,hinged on the 6utcome of the f;rst

féhase. ’The fo%ﬁgﬁaﬁg is a detailed description of the steps

.taken,to cohplete each. phase. | -
i

Des.ign Considgrations

Tﬁé design of this study was influenced by a research
.profeet,completed for the RAND Corboration by Wise et al,
4 : - , s

(1985)‘and a‘persdnal préference‘for working with people in

a one-to-one, face-to-face sltuation. However, there were

4y
N

additional’ reasons which related more directly to research

prlncipleé:

bEisne111981:9) states, "the field of education in
particular ndeds to avoid méthodoloqlcél monlsm.“‘Ova.}‘

\

45 L | DR : ‘,;iA



L AL
RN
RIS

S
iy

- .
y.e s

problems ‘need to be addressed in as- manx%wéys as will bear

PR

fruit.” This research pro;ect which utilized a broadly
based questionnaire format and then enriched the data
through a case study, may in. fact av01d a form of research

monism about which Eisner was concerned Eisner (1981 9)'

provides further 1n51ght into research de51gn by 1ndlcat1ng

that the dual approach - a combination of qdantltative and
qualitative techniques - can achieve binocular v151on,
"lookinq ‘through oné. eye never aid prov1de much depth of
field"J‘ The conduct of this study was de51gned t% achieve -

some depth of fleld. A - 4

’cﬁ‘ _ The characteristics of qualitative research matched

the lntended outcomes of the research project. As Guba and
’ Lincoln (1982:372) outline, the case study can be used for
several’ purposes.f My purposes- were to "describe."7
“make-clear", and’"provide'a_sense of" the.teacher
evaluation program that vas chosena»o’

' Other characteristics of qualitatlve research that
induced me to pursue the case study method are provided by
Eisner (1981 6 -9) who states "... . a major focus in -
artistic approaches to research is the meaninq and

experience of the people who function in the cuAtural web

one studies" and "artistic approaches to research are less

concerned with the discovery of truth than with creation of .

meaning."

The reasons for my selection of the case'study‘

46

approach isAprovided in afcomprehensiVe summary.by'GUbavand o
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Lincoln (1982: 375 376) " The case study

, 1. provides a. ”thick description" which allows the

e

'reader to determine ”Eittingness“

2. is grounded prov1des an experiential perspect

@
-and emerges from the context itself _ 'f

3. is "holistic" "lifelikev///%\can be "gast in

L

‘natural language"‘ Ve

'

P

'sation like format'~

5. focuses the reader s attention and illuminates

meaning with "well- 1ntegrated statements that point
out essentials (and their relationships) and
disregards the remainder"; | |

6. builds on the "tacit‘knowledge"‘ot its reader, it

has "naturalistic generalization"

The supporters of the quantitative (scientific) method

cite problems in validity,'reliability, and generalizability

as reasons not- to use qualitative (artistic)\methods These
concerns. will be addressed later in this chaptero o

For clarifitation and as a final comment before

outlining'thefactual steps taken to complete the case stugy;‘

it is necessary to state that "the researcher's primary goal
, . . : N .

‘is to'add<tovknow1edge, not to pass_judgment‘on.a setting.”

‘(Bogdan and Biklen,1982:42)

( / ‘. ) . 'A . . ’ -
4. simplfgies the range of data, is "streamlined”, and
essentia ’Tn;;:§§;i62gis eonzgged in a focused Y
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Phase ﬁﬁrugﬁésti:}naifeégndﬁ iy 7
Why choose 'a matled dukstionnairg?’ fhfgrﬁéé
. 3 " el

needed from superinténdents in Alberta. The finahéigi and
- \ L . B ) ) . . ,. ! ’ . ’ -
* time considerations resulting from the geographic 1locations -

N

of the multitude of school jurisdﬁ%ﬁibhé spread'éCidggn T

< _ _ . !
‘Alberta led to the use of a mailed questionnaire. It was
- the qulckest and cheapest method of reaching the
‘respondents. As stated by Labaw (1980:144)
... a questionnaire is a ‘means of communication
between the researcher and-respondent, (and) the *
ultimate goal of every questionnaire should be’ to.
provide: a means of letting the respondent tell the

. researcher truthfully and as accurately as possible
what the respondent knows, thinks, feels and does.

Thé steps~£or planning~and mailing a’questionnaire
that are outl;ped in‘Borgland Gall k1983:415#435),'were
£ollowéd,~d§t necessarily because it was,thé best or pnly ‘
“lmEEhod éf’eonduct1ng a survequugsfion;aire bht beqapée‘it |
“*provided'a Hetailed plan that'helbed éns&re éfféctivenéss.
. , h
ObjeétiQesl
As stated by Borg and Gall kl§§§:416)'é reséarﬁber
' needs to qstablish the objeétivés»of the’qgesbfonnalre to
ihéﬁrg-éffectiVeness and "to make Sound,decisionslregarding |
selection of é samble, consﬁructiqn'of'the‘questionnaize,
. and methods for analyzing the dafa“,
The first Objeétiv§:o£ the éuestionnaire was

determined by the fact that a»rgsearchébroject was being

Y
17 -
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partially replicated. This project, (Wise et al, 1985) had

been sponsored by the' RAND Corporation.and the résults-wete‘

, T R Voo |
felt to'be relevant to the Alberta situaktjon. The RAND,

report, as désc;%bedfin_Chapter 2,’was a case study of four

effeqﬁ}ve local school authorities. The four effe;tlvé
' - ;

systems Qere selected by Sﬁbanei of eminent educators from a
qroUpr£»32 school sztricts which'héd been previously'

Vstudied'apd described. The four were'choéeﬁ:for‘th&ir

—~—

perceived effectiveness aﬁd%@iversitycﬂ However, in this
s

instance the financial resources, time, and means to
. . & : J .

’assemble»a group of knowledgeable educators in the manner of

the RAND report were not aQailable; hence there was a need

toudEVelop a different means of selecting a sthdol district

_ <
for a case study.

The method adopted tookvthe’folloWing fbrm: a survey
of all superintendents invAlbefta.was conducted in.whiCh
. they were'asked.tofngminété a school juriédiction (dther
thén their own) which, 1n‘théir.opinlon, had developéd_anv
effeétive progfamvfo; teacher evaluétion.- A simple tally of
the pumber of nominations given e;ch‘school jurisdiction and
_ﬁhé ;esulting rank order'of‘school jurisdictions from most
‘nbminéfions to least would give aﬁ indication of an
effeétive System és éézceived by practislhé administratots.

I

Supérintgndénts were chosen as the respondents, first

because df'their govérnment mandated xesponéibiiity to

implement a teacher evaluation program, which heﬁﬂp they

' ‘ : y N,
- could be expected to have very current and relevarit

49



knowledge about teacheg evaiuétion; seeond\pecause of their

e

.
influential position; and third their greeter oppo;tunities

. extensive educational experience, gained from years in an

to visit other school jurisdi%tions.
A >

- The Second maintobjective of thé'survey yas*to

-_1deneify a list of the ~riteria that, 1h the opinidn of the

superlntendents, are hallmarks of*an effectlvq program for
<

teacher evaluation. This data .would be validated by a
domparlSon against the results -of theAreview_oE the
literature and was in turn used to illuminate the data

generated in thercase study segment of the study. :=*

2

Sampling

,The=§eiecti0n of -the xespondents was influenced‘by the
fact that the case study would be at the dist:lct/divfslon/~
1ounfy level. Tﬁﬁs superintendents, beind-the leade:s.etj;“
“his leVei‘of education, were the }ogicalvré;pondents; As
the number of superintendents in:-Alberta approximatee one
hundred, it eeemed'éeasonabie toAattempf fo survey the totel
population. A mailing list was obtained from the Alberta
Trustees' Assoclation. In fact, tgr Alberta Trustees'

' Association provided a complete, /? to date set of malllng,
labels of superlntendents ln Alberta and the @n;thwest b
‘Territories. 1In the end the sample included 116 Alberta

superintendents. As this sample was close to the population

of superintendents, this reduced sampling bias or etror.
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Questionnaire Development

P

The type of questlons were determlned to some extent
by the type of 1nformat10n required. Open-ended'questlons
were chosen on the_ghgle,because they ailoy the respondentA
tofbe more.spontaneons in providing'data. An opéh—ended
question, as indicated by Platek et al‘ (1985:35) "...

-allows the respondent to answer in his own way, creatrnq his

AN
P s :
~ Oown ‘response in words or numbers

4

Open—ended questions present difﬁ\xulties in

organizing data, such as: the dxfflculty in coding and data

ana1y51s, respondents' dlfferent frames of reference, no
control overathe wordlng,'vague or incomplete answers, poor

h&ndwrlflng, and pOSSlble m151nterpretat10nnof the question
’ ¢

“(Platek 1985 gﬁ<ﬁ%) 'However; the advantages seem to

‘outwelgh these llmxtatlons and 1nclude allowing the

Y ! R
. f
respond%nts an opportunlty ﬁ@r self exoression, stlmulated

'frge thought wider ramqﬁ of answers, reduced an3weran for

fmanswer S, sake, an@ E reduced chance that ‘the researcher
7

h .

would Lnfluence’or lead the respondents' answers by using
closed type questions.. In fact it was this type of
1nformatlon that was belng sought - free, open opxnlonvfrom |
supérintendents Thus‘all but one of the questions in_the

questionnaire were open-ended. (Appendix 3).
vOne.question, item»numbertthree!dwas chSedvand was 3
multiple,choice,.Likert scale queStion. This'ttem was
: o : p
intended to giye a st%ndard perspective on where each



superintendent feit his systeégstood‘in the development of a

-.’{-

- teacher evaluat1on program in relation toﬁvther school
jurlsdictlons.: G

. ) 3
Y - R . ) .

h Y . .
Questionnaire Format

reqard to the nature and number of questions (ie. open type

questions and only five in number) and with guldance £rom

2

the lite ature.

qubstion__xf 3 tfﬁbtrve" and "orgahize and lay ‘6ut -

" questions so t{.,;the question is as ‘easy to complete as

O

possible." Cohen and Manion (1980:85) advise'"clarity of

“"1

; nd simplicity of design are essent1a1 * Hence,

N ‘o

: quesﬁgpni?umre,kegt 51mp1e and the 1nstrument was " lelted to

~ £l
£ g ;.“” . . -

L

onevpage )

wf/ N
Y L ’\‘ ’
;draft questionnahre was reviewed ‘and crlthugd by

. Q .
6 'sevetaf ‘educators enrolled 1n tpe Masters Program in the
_ Department of Educational Admlnistratlon at the Unlver51ty

,'oﬁ Alberta. Based upon their comments, -along with v

4

discussions with my thesis advigkr, revisions. were made

= which resulted in the final ﬁormat (Appendix 3). ' \:5' "
Lo «"14 & ""
The Letter of Transmittal‘ i \"* K a, - N

o

Ip developlng the toverinq 1etter for the-

questionnaire»(Appendix 4), a number of factoﬂs .were

considered. ~In this’ regard guldance was ‘taken from Borq

~

52 °

sThe format of the questlonnalre was developed with Ca
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\ .
and Gall (1983: 427- 429) and Cohen and Manion (1980:86-87).

The guiding pr1nc1p1es were as follows:
1. Be neat and attractive.
2. Indicate the aim of the éurvey. -~

"3, Convey to the respondent the importance or

51gn1f1cance of the survey<f$\
4. Assure confldentiallty L ;
5. Be brief and to the point {(one page if possible).
%6. Use a letterhead if possible. | :
7. Use good q&BIity stat{onery‘énd photqlcopying.
8..Enclose a se}f add:eésed, stamped return envelope.
9. Make reference to theiprofeSSional status of .the

¥

respondent or the  fact that their knowledge is
important and cannot be gained elsewhefe.
+ 10. Associate the study with some ;rofessional
organization (ie. Un;veréity.ef Akberta,:Department L
3 ,of ‘Educational Administraf?bni\if possible.
11. Offer some ingentive, not necessarily monetary (in
thi's case the opportunity to receive a cepy of the
redults of the study) .

12. Indicate a time frame fgr completion (usually a

week,.not including-mailing ‘time, is sufficient) to.

increase urgency.

All of the above suggestions were incorporated into the o

oovering letter

Another technique useg‘to increase the return rate and

make it easier to identify non—respondents was the coding of



returns. A code number was placed on the return envelope
4 T - L
which corresponded tofa.number on the mailing i1ist of the

116 superintendents. Thisvcode number was:used to reduce

the timehand expense of sending follow-up letters‘to all of

»

‘the original sample.

. Follou—up Letter

- &
=

A follow-up letter (Appendix 5) was developed and sent
- out about four weeks after the: original covering letter.
-Many of the sameftechnlques and'con51derat10ns were used-in
writing the follow—up letter‘as were used intthe original
covering letteri nAdditionally, the follow-up letter-cx/f".
re- emphasized the importance of the study and the value of
‘the respondentﬂs part1c1pat1on (Cohen and Manlon '1980:87) .
However, a somewhat different empha515 and wording was used ;
,from-thaﬁnintthe original letter (Borg and Gall, 1983:431).
_ Both Borg and Gall and Cohen and Manion claim that the
- first follow-up letter can produce a 20% increase in the
.number of responses. However, it is the whole process of
planning for -a malled questionnaire and the 1mplement1ng &2
that plan that produce the necessary results Many
questio naires,_including those used by prestigious
organizations, achieve less then a 50% return rate A 70%-‘»
to 80% rate is considered successful and the goa} to be set

In this study there was a return rate of 70% vMore details

will be 6utlined-in_Chapter 4.
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o Gaininq,AccessA _
After tabulating'the results, of‘questiOn.#Z of the
survey,'ag‘obvious first choice a§.candidate for the,case;
gstudy.emgiged,l (Nofe, #he schbol‘jurisdietidn ;hat received
vthe most nOminations;aiso had a‘reputatrdp for effect}veness‘
that-had beed mentioned in previouS‘caneraations-witﬁ

governmental personnel and, senior educators.) The questfdﬁ\;

then was, "How to gafn permission to carry'outk%esearch in
this school jurisdiction?" A phone call'was made to the
>superin£endedt in thch.a brief overview of the project was
odtlinedaand the;reason for chdosing_that disErict was
given; A subsequent heering was arranged.

| Before.the meetiné a detailed plan'was drafted
(Appendix 6) in thcﬁ a schedule ofithevfield work, examples
of. 1nte¥blew questlons, documentatxon, and a proposed list

of poss1ble reSpondents to be 1nterv1ewed were outllned
é;‘~-.:‘ A N :

" _This plan was ' developad utlllzlng consideratlons outlined in
Bogdan and Biklen (1982:123—125) and Jaeger (1980).

At the meetihg, the plad was diecussed Tentative
agreement of the super1ntendent was received and dates
scheduled. A request was made for documents, including‘g
~board policies on teaeher evaluation‘and'schopl reviews, to\

bev‘ sent t3 the me along with a letter of vé:tfi'cat'ion?. With

agreement#for the study to proceed the next step was to'

prepare for the actual fieldwork

4 L&
. R
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Preﬁigiharx Preparations S i
- Pilot Study _ . : _ n’

&
-

The importance of pilot tesfing or carrying out an
:actual'pilot'study'cannot be pvér—emphasized (Borg and
Ga{l,1983:190-10L). . The testing‘of interv%ey duésfioﬁs is
very neqessaryAand so is the equipment. In fact two major
problems were alleviated because they were encountered in
tﬁe pilot study. Fi;st,‘the‘mfcrophone that was being used
was run on bafteries (the'first inteiviéw was not recorded)
and this zeminded the reSearcher thaé periodic checks shodld
be madé.duripé the interviews to ensure that they are in:

fact being recorded. Second, it was discovered that an
‘ 3, re S . - ,

i

#extension cord was a definite necessity as wall sockets

’foeduehﬁlf'aze inaccessible or élready have an electronic
~octopus attaches. . ' | -
: The pilot'study was‘carried.out in the schoolﬁyhere i‘
tiad’pre?iouSly taught. The proposed interView~ques£ioné
were testéd on'the principal, vice-principal, ;nd three

- teachers. Each wés infér&iewed in his/ﬁer own office or
‘classroom using a tape—re;orde£.‘ An introductory‘rnﬁtiné |
was practised and quéstionsvugre réhearsedf' Upon coﬁpletioﬁ
df the intérview; respohdents'were asked to brb?ide comments
orjsuggestions that they felt‘would impto e the quéstions or
tethniques used in‘the inteiQiew -- ie. ié the questions
address the purpose th;t was intendéd? id they uncever the

information necessary to describe the interviewee's

impression of teacher evaluation? Did the betson?feel at

\
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ease? The fegdback‘fromet?egeinterviewslprovided
- . .'& . . ”

suggestions for some minor changes in the questions and
’ e

reminders to speak slowly and clearly; give respondents time

to think about their answer;”not to allow the seating

\ L

arrangement to put barriers betweén interviewer and

respondent; and, finally, to select a quiet, private room to

c

" conduct the interviews. B

¢

After redrafting the interview questions, I was
®

prepared for the field. But are you ever truly'totally

prepared for any eventuality? Although a plan_is;esgéntial,
. N N v~ - ST .

the need to be fleXible is also important. tBogdan'and-

Biklen (1982:55-56) indicate that plans provide quidelinesv»‘

»n .

J~

and dlrection on houw to proceed; In qualitati%e research,.

the de51gn is flexible rather t eh nonekiStent
i

"Qualitative researchers go off to study carrying the mental

X
tools of thelr trade, w1th plans formulated as hunches, .only

A{\,ge modified and remolded ‘as they proceed" and "desiqn
N v

decisions are madeﬁghroughout the study", - f'[,“‘ : ‘J
S l—
Fieldwork R : ‘ o ,,f‘m" )
Arrival. . .

. A . A
You arrive, tape recgrder in hand, with a grin
ridgidly planted on your face. You probably
realize that you have no idea how the grin is being
interpreted, so you stop. and nervously attempt a

relaxed pose. Then you realize that you have no idea

how that is being interpreted. Soon you work yourself
into the pazalysis of the psychiatrist in a strip
-joint - she knows she can't react. It is little _
wonder that people sometimes hide in a hotel and read
mysteries. (Agar,1980:83)

A

517
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Notwlthstanding hav1ng had the opportunity to pllot

: | test, the first few hours in any new Situation always have

™

their uneasy moments, especxally if you are using the

. "lone- ranger" a%@fo?ch to research: "That is, the researcher

\’g,“.!‘
return w1th the results" (Bogdan and Bahé:n,1982;72).' My

experience was no exception. Meeting the superintendent and

the other members of the central office staff was 11ke be1ng'

hit with a ten foot wave on a beach. ‘By the time all the
names bounce off,~one is stunned. bﬁowever, there were a few
techniques which seemed to help overcome the Ufirst—day |
jitters" | |

The flrst task wasf%he need to establish rapport with

a key person or "gate f;eper" (Bogdan and Biklen,1982:121),

b
who in thig case was t@f superlntendent because he not only

‘-'held the power to deterﬁﬁhﬁ”access to the schools -in the

district but gave legitimacy and some credibility to my
presence in the district. In fact the superlntendent had

set up contact persons and tentative meeting times with each
‘\

principal of the schools to be vxsxted The first. mornlng
N 3
at coffee the personnel at central offlce were 1nformed of

»

my purpose for v1slting th school d1v1510n but I was left

to my own devices with regafd to arranging interview times.

Some(central offxce personnel were not at coffee that E\rst
morning and thus were not introduced. They were the most
dlfficult to schedule an 1nterview with.

4 o :
However, as the superintendent is a very busz;person

58

" smglehandedly&fa‘cés‘?ﬁhe empirical world, going off alone to

o
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andvié not-alwayevauailable to answer questdons,‘hls
j;ecretary'providedfan excellent_conta§i>person. She helped
immenselx in providinq directions to schodls,»names and

i phone numbers,}messaQe service, and/the,generalvmoral
support which was sorely needed in'thoae firstftew days.

It is clear thatvthe firSt day waa of most importance .’

to the study because it had the potent1a1 to. make the_
dlfference between successful data collection and reluctance

by respondents to cooperate Bogdan and Biklen (1982: 127)

"offer some suggestions wh1ch I found particularly useful in

" making this experlence most effective. They suggest:

1. Do not take what happens in the field personally
2} Set up your flISt v151t so someone is there to

introduce you.

3. Don'titry to acconplish topenuch the férst few.
days.

4. Remain relatively passive (but show interest-and

)

enthusiasm). . . -
5. Be friendly. - | e
N v .

" Above 511 ﬁhey suggest that the researcher5try to maintain a

1ow’profile, so.as to diSrupt andiﬁnfluence the.respondents

as little as poSeible. -

’

- AS has already been mentioned any research plan{

especially once the researcher is in the field had to be

4

Ly
.flexible. When deallng w1th people: with their own personal
aqenda, pr1orit1es, and the chance of unforeseeable natural

events, if something can go wrong it will; thus being



/

prepared o'makigidjustments to your plans is paramount

the case of this study, I failed to plan for a major ‘ |
.blirzard in the middle of May - a definite flaw in thelw'

research plan, especially con51dering the fact that thisrfité
~tesearch was.being conducted in Alberta;r This resu&ted‘{nﬂ"sqs
the research ‘being conducted in four‘days over a two week

period instead of four consecutive days

Sampling. - The sampling was not strictly random»

However, 1ij ﬁﬁew of the fact I had to interv1ew teachers and

;o

administra@pfﬁfwho were invol?ed in their normal everyday ﬁ;“

johs, daily routines, anduthe ethical consideration_of
minimal‘disruption, different sampling’techniques were
definitely required. Thisvseems.to be a form of volunteeri
sampling as cited by Borg andvGallp(1§83,251;255).

The importance'of the'SMperintendent selecting'
pringipals from five schools (two elementary, two
- Junior- high, and ‘one senior- high school) and: arranqing
meeting times can only be appreciated in the light of the
final implementation of the fesearch plan and the choosing
of the sample of teachers to be interviewed ’ |

The choosing of the Eive schools and their principals
was completed by the superintendent before I arrived: " The
only specific direction that was imposed-on the,

e . v ¢ :

superintendentpvas‘the research design plan to have samples
at.each‘school le&el (ie.'elementary, junior,‘and senior |

‘high schools) (It shouldfbe noted that thisrschool

jurisdiction has only one high school ) This represents a



form of quota sampling outlined in Cohen _any Manion
(1980: 116) and internal sampllng as outlined\\n Boqdan and
'-Biklen (1982.63). That is to say, the sample was chosen to
. narrow’ the focus of the study and ensure that the particular
‘categories (stakeholders) are represented in the sample

One other comment is necessary with reference to
sampllng.n.On the request of the superintendent all central
~office administrators involved in teacher evaluation were

r1nterv1ewed - This represents the total population of

-~

central office staff. :‘

. Once I had arrived at a school (usually preceded by a
phone call to the‘prlnCLpal to verify arrangements) and had.
met with and interviewed the principal,. another‘.form of
samplino-was used. 'Thisjform is‘what €ohen and Manion
L(1980:76)'wou1d %ail'a convenience sample., Teachers.in‘each
ﬁschool were‘interviewed; if and when available. That is to
Hsay;kany teacher’uho»was freedfrom classroom responsibility-
i at a particular time was a candidate forhan‘interview With
11m1tat10ns on time for 1nterv1ews and the concern to
disrupt operations ‘as 11tt1e as possible, thiS seemed to be

TR

"the most su1table form(oﬁ samp rng under the circumstances
. s ki,

) Intervxews. In thlo study, interviewing was used as

the primary data collection technique. A semi-structured

0

interview was”Used This meant that a question schedule 'was -

v

implemented as a- guide, but questions were open- ended and
:‘there was ample oppqrtunity for me to_probe the respondents ‘
for clarification and enrichment of their answers (Bogdan

[
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and Biklen,1982:132). The interview was focused in the
sense rhat tne'topic was teacher evalhation and -the
1nfornation thar was being eooan héé“the respondents',
inpressions on this topic. 7 | |

‘The rationale for choosino’this inferview;format was
. the desire to gain information that'was,enriched.withfthe
respondents' perspectives,,detaiis, and examples; Tnis
Ainformaﬁion could possibiy have'oeen.gained from a writtenv

Y

questionnaire; but the."face,to facelt éﬁoroaqh:of

interviewinq.inCreases thevopportunity fbr gaining insighw
iinto the reepondents' oplhions by affording the chance to
expand on : the original questions. In other words, ygdthe' .
question as tirst asked did not brlpg aurespﬁnse or result

in a "blankilookf,-the researcher ¢oﬁ1a rephrase.or clarify

the questions to ensure onderstandinQ; This cannot be .
accomplished in a majiled out_ouestionnaire. Théwresearc (34
unQerstands that interviewing has sone 1imitations. Thése

.are discussed later in the cnapﬁer under'valioit;'and=;

L

reliability _

Prior preparation ror the 1nterv1ew‘was essential
There are many source% that outline the points to remember
‘to increase the chances of a suCcessful 1nterv1ewr (Cohen
and Manion, 1980 254- 257 Engel and Friedrichs, 1989 86 87
Bogdan and Biklen,_-19_82:;136-*“139; Borg#and Galiv,1983:441—4§3-) .'
Sone of‘the main“sugqestions_followeo were chobsing a place
to interview that was relativelyvfree from distraction and

interruptions, trying not to.d¢d¢ too. much taiking;_gsinge’
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AL \/
173s nods of the head\\listenlng/
. N Ts?’ | N
very carefully, being fle~;ble, and‘trYQng to put the
e

vrespondent at ease by»hsinq sma%l tafk or~Joang.

After an introduction of both parties and some small
Ealk, a location was decided oh\and both pazﬁies moved there
(some times the respondents weré brought to me already set

_e/
up in a prlvate room) . Once ‘eyeryone was seated permission

was‘asked'to use a tape recorder (if not already assembled,

permission was asked before the'reco;der'w s set- Theh,

as outlined in Cohen and Manion(1980:256Y the purpose of the

- -

interviewfand the researcher's rolevwa "explained, the

‘method in which fhe findings would be reported and finally

anonymity -and confidentiality of the c0nversatioh was
assured. At this point, the tape recorder was turned on.
The respondents were then asked to describe their

'}background in education, including training and history with.

the Board. This questidwfwas a means of gaining necessary
ihformation to provide a ‘context for the study, but also’ it

helped to put the zespondent at ease and 'warmed-up' for the

b »
remaining questlons v ‘
The questlons were generally asked in the order
‘outllned in the 1nterv1ew guide (Appendix 7) In some

instances the questions were asked in a different order as

-

the answer to one question led naturally to another. Some
guestions were eliminated when they did not-pertain to the
person being interviewed. Clarification and additional

‘information were r&queéted-as needed. Near the end of the

LN ~
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s \
- interview, respondegts,were given ‘the opportu2¥t2>to *dd any

&

o+

additional comments on topics~they-thought,ha been Mssed.
?bqy werejtheh tﬁanked for their‘coopezation and iﬁformed
éﬁat a suhmaiybof the studx}yould be made availabie to-ﬁhem:
in the_future. This routine waS’foilowéd-in.interyiews with
all the resé%ndents; teachers, in;schdol administrators, and

central office administrators.

Document collection. A secondary source of

informatidn included the collection 6£ officiaé’documénts of

the school bbard~(i€. board policies; evaluation programs},
) " [N ¢

;xschodI'dqveloped information pamphlets, brief field notes

ade after each interview, and two independent reports on

evaluation procedures in tbg'district. As well as
documentation on the”schos}'diStriEt; Informaéion was
gathereﬂ)from-City Hall 05 ;Eé\idca1 conditibns.and
description of the‘commuﬁity.f”Tﬂis documentation was
collected f§i>two reasons?; Firét, it was a way to provide a
context to the case study;uhich would help-readers evaluate
the résults in relggion to their own situations. This
information, along with the impression.that I received while
visiting the shopping malls,'pa#ks, and campgrounds, as wel%w
as the‘scﬁqols, provided "ric?" impressions tochelg desc;ibé
‘the cultural conﬁexf of the school djstrict.
The second reason for gathering the information on
official policy statements and program descriptions aas that
3

they represented an alternate source against which tﬁ§§
. .,A

descriptions given by the persohnel who were interviqﬁ d



w~*

_bbenfended-questions, the findings, were subjected to content

could be checked and verified, representing a form of

triangulatioh.

Findings and Data Analysis o

Phase 1 - Questionnaire

¢

»

“As the questionnaire (Appendix 3) was primarily

: .
anal&sis. >However,‘frequency counts were also used to gain
insight into numbeis_of respondénts and responses.

The responses to question one, "What,do you consider

the halimarks of an effective teacher supervisioh program?
List the criteria below.", were placed iddiviguélly on long
sheets.of liﬁed paper under‘common headings or cafégories.
Thesé categories developed as the characteristics were

grouped.uih other words the categories were developed and

refined as the regqularities éna patterns, emerged (Bogdan End

. Biklen, 1982:l56)} All responses were placed in one of the

categories, ‘none was disreqgarded. The responses seem ‘o

fall into two main groupé: criteria that had consistent
responsés from a number of sUperintend;nts and responses
that weze‘diversé-orjdifferent. The caﬁegories and groups
are included in Chapter Four and examples are presented.

The second quéstion, beminate one school jurisdiction

in Alberta (other thanvyour own) which you feel is

characterizedbby your above criteria", was analysedlby'usinq

a .

65
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-a frequency count of school jurisdiction nominated. 'Total

. e

.numbers are reported in Chapter Four.

Quest;on'tnree; "How would youlrate your schodL\
jufisdictionﬂe teacner supervision prdgram in ccmparison to
’ the above'criteria?-(l.much‘mqre effective,z.more
effective,3.equall§§gffective 4.less effegtive 5.still
developing)" was statlstlcally analysed in order ‘to nge an
overview of the current leveﬁ of implementatlon and quallty
of teacher evalhatlon/prcqrams Ln-Alberta as percelved_py
superintendents. W;itten comments will also be ogtl@ned»in
Chapter Four. |

Question four, "If you have any additional commente
'regarding this sdrvey, please indicate themibelow.", was -an
'topen questlon asklng for further comments: : These comments
are fncluded in Chapter Four as Qerbatlm quotatlons

| The - last questions,was an optiona} opportunity fo:
superintendents to receive a-copy of the results of the
completed study.” A frednency count"'was carrled out of those

making zequests in order to determine interest in thlS study

in particular and possibly teacher evaluatlon in general

oy

Phase 2 - Case Study

The content analysis of. the interviews recorded oh

I' . o
cassette tapes followed the following steps. The tapes were
first‘listened to an the evening of the day in which they

were taped in ordeé to help me refine ny - interview
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tecﬁniques and toagnspre that the tape recorder was ihdeed

) ) Q
operating properly.:. =~ !

The tapes were'later transcribed. Each ihterview was

-

typed using doubie“spaéing on individual pages andv,

identified by a ‘letter to prdvide anonymity. Multiple
copies of the transcripts were made and placed in varlous

locations to provide insurance.ggatnst lqu or destruction.

I then compared the transctl e tapes to ensure

/épcuracy and‘to-identify jof: * ad been missed or

‘misintEIPtéted by the typist copfés‘were then

v

corrected. The transcripts“were color codedJaccording to

the stakéholder.groupsi teachers (yelldw), Bn-school

administrators (red), central office administrqﬁors (blue),
. S
and superintendent (green). As I listened to the tapes,
. _ S

'si;hifiéant parts of}the interviews were highlighted with
‘the cobtesbonding colbred hiqﬂlight magker and a diary of '
comments and reflections dfltﬁélprocess and“cOntentvof tﬁe
ihéer&iew was maintained.

Once thé tfanscripfs had beeﬁ'color'coded, each was.
cut up into the ﬁéllbwing ten categorles which roughly
cérrésponded to the interviéQ questions: ’ b

l)‘pefsonnel background information,

2) historical information, -

3) developmental and implementation information,

",

4) present situation, ”
5) strengths, |,

6) weaknesses,
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7) criteria fot evaluating effectlve teaching,
. 8)“the goals .0f education in the Red Deer Public
Dlstrict P
1

9) the future of the. teacher evaluation in the Red

" Deer Public DlStIlCt, and |

.10) anyeadditlonalxcomments. | |

It should pe noted that gé;the”transcripts“were being cut-up

and ‘placed ln-each‘of the above'ten categories according to

the color.coding of-the four groups, the.page*number and
identification letter was placed on the portlon of the. page
to allow referenc% back to the orlglnal transcrlpt
<‘W1th/this raw data divided into categor1es and the

: .SLgnlﬁicant comments htghllghted (w1th the coorespondlng a ~
o . 3 - fwj ..

J~colored h1gh11ghter) an oﬁtllne of howfthe flndlngs would be
presentediwas developed. The iormat‘followed is outlinedﬂ
below and utilizes SOme vérbatim comhéntSjln order to

~,

"highlight the findings v )
. \ o r “ 9" ;
, The format for report1ng the results or flndings of
’ ) )

the case study (le interwﬁﬁws, documentatlon,‘end“

o . [}

ﬁobservations) was”" 1nf1uenced by thegfact that this research
proJect was a partial replication ‘of the RAND gorporation
?.lstudy on teapher evaluation, Wise et a1(1985) The yntent’“

’r

. was to provlde a)"thick description" of this school: district

’ . . '
.»inskeeping.with printiples'of qualitative research

»

.,',.‘:A The‘co ntext of the schoo district is outlined first -

Lt

AN

It includes aspects of the "extemnal" qpntext, a description

e a
of the éurrounding community and an "internal" context which

*



*

evaluation program.

includes a'description of the schools and personnel involved J

v

.in the study.
The next section builds a description of the teacher

evaluatlon prebram from a temporal point of view (past and

\

hN
'x.present) and also from a group perspective (teachers,kschool

based administrator, central office administrators, and the

superintendent).' The description isvguided,by the questions'

outlined in Apoendix 7, looking at historical factors

(antecedents), development and implementation, present policies
L ] A

‘and situation, and the strenghts and weaknesses of the teacher

« " 3 ' oo <

The strengths and weaknesses were handled in a manner

similar. to the analysxs of question 1 of the
'superintendent's questionnaire in phase 1. Eagh strength - ...

and weakness was paraphrased anpd classified. The‘cateqorlés
developed as each strength and weakness was placed on a 5x7
card As each commenb was recorded on a card ih‘was also _

' f .
color coded to alldw me to make referenceé not onty to the '

s

" total quUp of interviewees but also t0'e§Fh of.the gour .

. '

-®

“‘ma1n stakeholder groups. ‘f-, K ,;.us-‘

L3

- 'v_ Each of these toﬁics 1s described from the point of

“view of the faur main\stakeholders . IB should bp noted that

w
N

the findings are reported as_ composite picture of each

]

group and for that reason the reader- should interpret the

findings with caution\(Guba ap Lincoln, 1982 379)

The analysis of the results found in Chapter 5 first

1

compare those features that seem to make it successful as

N
}
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seen by the 1nterVLewees, with those features found in the

review of the literature and the survey .of the Alberta-

R R
‘ ;uperintendents. Second, a comparison is made of what is
. I iy N ' _

"on p55e£" (policy documents) against what is apparentiy
occurring (answers to the interview questibns).» Finally, an
analysis of the ihplementation is made to draw out the
reashns why the teacher eyaluation program in the Red Deer
PubliciSchocl District is aﬂsuccessﬁ " Recommendations as to
practice,‘theory, and research are presented in the finai

Ehapter. s 0 ‘ J .

- '\'

Rigor I

'As Guba and Lincoln (1982:378) have stated, one can
,\( ‘ Il' ’ B

not consider validity and reliability of the total

e}perihent but must COn51der the elements of the experiment
sugi a3-the instrumentation, data analysis, the-relationship
' between COhClUSlonS and data, etc The same is true of-the

case study method ‘one must con51der the reliablllty and

val'dity of the interviéws, the ana1y51s of the documentst

i “

.

. anﬂ the conclu51ons sthat. are grawn from"the ﬂata o 1ne case"

-
~

. . |
9tudy is, 1n.regard to demonstraahng rigor, not a’ whit -

L]

‘ different from other technique"
: The interview technique, the primary instrument for
gathering the findings, is sometfmes challenged as to its

reliability or validity. However, if a number of ¢
i precautions are taken, these doubts can be reduced. First,

s -

2

/ . T .
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3

by utilizing systematic thinking, a concrete plan of actlon
can be deVeloped (ie. example of questions to be asked inv
the_interview, schedules, analytical procedures, etc.) such
that subsequent researchers could,feplicate yonr procedures.
"A structured Eormat ... minimizes the intrusion of values
and enhances a study's replicability." (Foster and
Nixon,1976i20) |

The fact that I spent considerable time in the field

collecting lnformation and 1nteracting w1th the respondents

validity of thé results, particularly in
fquestionnaire Filled out and mailed to a
distant respondent. As Cohen and Maplon (1980:252) outline:

The main purpose of using. an 1nterview in research ls

71

that it is-believed that .in an interperﬁpnal encounter

people are more likely to disclose aspects of
_themsélves, their thoughts, their’ feelings and values,
than: they would in a less human sltuation o

Tt is’ fe1t~that the human elemént of the intervieﬁ,‘

I
.

discuSSion, helps to make the respondent more'comfortable
and ‘thus more willing to provide reliable inﬁormation\and
T : L~ o
thus increase validity ';f e oL o
¥ Ao ‘ o 4

8,/,
‘and detached, the les¥ likely the Interview is to be
perceived as'a friendly transaction, and - the. piore:
calculated the response also is likely to be.

2 2 - -

As ‘'well, b recognize that whenndealing with humans, ”

]

. bias cannot be eliminated. Blas is found In ‘both the

‘researcher .and the réspondent . However, the researcher can

¢ 'Fhe fozge the interv ws becomealrational “calculatin@,-

limit the bias by recoqnizing that it exis%@'and by maklng a'

consclous effort to make.allowances. As stated by Bogdan

.
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and Biklen (1982:43) "qualitative reaearch%rs try to
_ , P -
acknowiedge and take into account thé{ilown biases as-a

method of deallng witk them." ’ . ' K

The prlmary goal was not to pass judgment but to add

P

to existinq knowledge R

Stating. that case studles lack validjty is an : -
ovegs1mp11f1catron No study has- inherent validity.
: : We:-must ask "valid for what?" A given case study
- might be highly valid for some purposes and totally
“.invalid for others. Trlangulatlon, a process of
sneking confirmatory data from a variety &g sources,
can often be used to 1ncrease va11d1ty (Jaegep-iﬁso 8)

~

_ ~I- used trlangulatlon as a method of trylng to 1ncrease
.PAvalxdlty‘and rellabti%t In an artltle by Jick, (1979m603),
he descrlbes two types ot trlangulatxon, "thhlnf and

ﬁbetween". He states:e L 3 7ffv\ A
' . . S o : V.
In Short;b"withinfmethgd" triangulation esééntia11)7
. ‘involves cgoss-checki for internal consistency or.
- -“reliability while "between- method" trlangulatlon tests
B the degree of external valldlty Cos

. : . .9

- - In this study, "wlthln" tr1angu1at10n was ma1n1y

-

'accomplished by a: cdmparlabn o£ the dxfferent stakeholder

/
“

f'groups/ des&riptlon oﬁ,the teacher evaluatlon program
Aﬂso¢ as Jick (19%9 605) outllnes,,the collectlon oﬁ | ’

L

i
3 _énﬂs and obser‘ttlons by the" reseﬁicher helped{prov1de

T

ddxtlo al 1nterna1 checks . ﬁ R S .

|-

The "bétween" trlangulatlon was accompllshed by

W¥
e

:comparingfthe»Lnterview‘results with the despriptlons of'the

[d

Q@ueStionhaire.reédits and three other independentlreports
_completed on the”teacher‘evaluation brogram‘on this schbol

d@sfricg (Lyons,1985, Jesse,1985, and Cooper,1986). Theseua



. relles on’ "naturallstlc generallzatlon" ‘which' is to say‘

73

7

\

multi-methods or combined levels of triangulation as
described by Cohen and Manion (1980:214—215) are appropriate

when the study being completed is desioned to provide an
: o . ’ . ¢

yiew‘of‘educational outcomes" to describe "a

oménon" anhd to 1nd1cate that a "controversial

b

"ducatlon ‘1% belng studmed

rl L

[
se«of trlangulatlon not only helps increase

e

sxdeveffects. As chk (1979 60@ 609)

-

. ates_it gives the

. researcher more confldence ‘in the results,,it’can stimulate

¥, 1nvent1ve methods, 1t can help uncover dev1ant phenomena,

'h... .
syntheSLZe theorles, and a cruc1al t st of theories :It,

&

’can prov1de "the glue that cements th 'lnterpretatron oE_

mult1 method results & (chk 1979 609) g_n

2
% .

n-Generaleability‘F R BN
7 Y . . N N . .

.,AlluindiViduaisfare1unique, as are:all 585631}

, : i o .

districts However,inoththstandanvdlfferences, common

'elements can be seen.when comparlsons are made w1th othzrs,_'kf,
Thls stud;.uas not-co;paratlve but offers the opportunity

for the reader to make comparlsons The use, of a case. study

4

that the researcher 1ets the data speak for themselves,

Cohen and Nanion state (1980 99): :éz

. The purpose of such observations is to probe deeply
and to -analyse 1ntensxve1y the multifarious ‘phenomena ’
that constltute the life cycle of the unit with-a view
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to establishing generalizations about the wider
-populatlon to whlch that unit belongs

" The school jurisdiction studied is both typical and
atyp1ca1 That is to say 1t has aspects in coﬁmon with
.other school JUIiSdLCtlonS in Alberta, but because of its
cultural, organlzat1onal, and ‘human context is“veryl
.dlfferent-from all others. It‘ls felt that people'gainr
their knowledge.and understanding through experéence-in
individual 1ife events. The findings in this ‘case study
Cwill addvto readers' experience and thus to their knowledge.
It lS also expected that readers of thls report will 1
exercise judgementx1n making use of the flndlngs by
.extractlng the. 1nformat10n-that 1Symean1anul to then. As

" stated in Jaeger (1980 7),

The .case study Tesearcher . doe; not guarantee that the

reader wiil have an ‘equal share in the interpretation,

.but it is common for responsibility to.be shared
between the case study researcher. and reader’.

r

%

Ethical ConSiderations_

v *

The ethxcal concerns related to thlS stu have beel
- > . A 5$, .
considered in llght of the Department of Educatlonal

¢

hAdmy:/stratlon S Research~Eth1cs‘Rev1ew Polic1es and

o o

‘Procedures (July,1985).“ - "L

TR ) ' ' 3 .
The two ma1n ethical con51deratlons in deallng with

- the questiJﬁhalre were to reduce any dlsruptlon in the

superlntendent's busy schedule by keeplng the,survey as

“brief as possible and by maintaining the respondent's

Py

14



ganonymityfbyuremoVinéVPetsonaiirdentitication‘Erom the . .

returned surveys and reportlng the data as a comp051teA§rouu

‘111n a: summary format. - - - : S o -
, In‘the case_study, since the desfgn included entry

j“intoiand.descriptfon-of a»field situation, a concerted

B
-

?‘,effort was made to dlsrupt the part1c1pants as llttle as .

90551638 from the1r regular routlnes "My guxding pr1nc1ple
‘was ‘to conduct'the data collection and reporting in such a = \

.
/\\J

- way that'after completion of the researchlthe participants
would be receptive to being invorved in a similar research

'experlence in the future ‘ a' @5" U : ' o
‘As outlined in Bogdan arﬁ Blklen (1982 50), "treat

"_your subjects w1th respect and seek the1r cooperatlon in. the

;'research" ‘ Thls prlnc1p1e was paramount in the researchep o

i

mind. All part1c1pants were fully xnformed offthe purgose
of-theﬂstudy and voluntary c?msent was solicited from each
;L_/participant.‘ Theyﬂwere also given the’the opt;on tdzwf,f

;-

thhdraw from the study at any p01nt All information "
L4 OA‘ V'S
galned fro the 1nterv1ews was treated conﬁldentlally‘ » k

W .

y'Part1c1pants were guaranteed anonymlt in reportlng of the

‘results through the usewof,descrlptiVe acCounts of the data

- . ~ - e

and partial verbatim ‘examples.  Results are'reported as a

~composite group, notyas'individuals. The superintendent was

* »

‘ an exception.‘oAs.he was a grcup in h@mself, his commentsb
cannot .be kept anonymous. However, he was provided aocopy
of the descriptive portion of the findings of thevinterViews

and allowed to make ammendmeﬁ!s and verlfy his comments
. S : - V. .
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© In addition, a’iaﬁdom sample of participants was asked
- g " . i

3
'

3!

;

to review portions of thevreport to ensure accuracy before

publication. A cove:ﬁnq lettar (Appendix 8), along with a
,copy'bf the déSCIiptive portion of Chapte§é4 was sent by

mail t?,twelve'inteIViewees. ‘A‘sel addregéfd, stamped

‘envelope was also enclosed. Of the twelve ®eports sent out,

'six were returned with comments.
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CHAPTER FOUR
t v '-f . . ‘. {

Findings . .

_‘5‘ u o

The findings are presented in two sectiqps whlch

correspond to the two phases of the research, the

'

questionnaire survey and the case study. fThe questionnaire

findings are first reported in qeneraL<forms; then

individual issues of interest are presented. The

-

' collected.

historical background, the development and'implementation

process,'the policies,Athe present.situation,'and finally

-t i : .; ”QueStionnaire.Findinqs

presentation.tends;to follow the question format of the

survey instrument.-
3 » 1
Phase Tﬁb, the case study, 1s reported by outl;nlng the

,context of the- school board and. 1ts personnel he

,the strengths: and weaknesses of the teacher evaluatlon

. L
")z'_ 3 . v ;\

program ) These desarlptlons are based on the interview

'transcr1pts$and are‘supported by - other documentary data

<
¢ . .

? A

As stated in Chdpter Three, 81 usable responSes resulted
. ’ Lo - : '
from a sample of 116 questionnaires mailed to all

superintendents in Alberta in February and March of 1986.
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Question One: What do you consider the hallmarks of an
effective teacher supervision program? List the criteria

‘be%ow. -

Question one was answered in 73 questionnaires. A
total of 307 individugl ciiteria were identified by the
respoﬁgeﬂté. ?i?e respondents, whd did not answer this
question, instead eﬁclosed’a copy of Eheir)jurisdictibn's
policy statement @n teacher evaluation. o ‘:i

From these résponses, eléven“clusters emerged. The“'“ﬁ:
majority of the reSponSes 62% fell ihto_a caéegory in*which”(ﬂ_
six factors were COnsisténtly‘advoéated: The remaining ,u\
responses 38% féll into a‘category in whigh five factors | )

received varing amounts of support. The responses in this

"category were highly varied and at times contradictory.

Consistent responses. 'ThepfirSt major category of

 ‘fagtors seemed to be those for yhigh'there ere no '

opgoéingéor négative comments. That is“to say\there were no

oppdéite or debétable criteria. - The factors. in ‘this sub—éetf

L= T " o AN

are: SR - ) .. I /), '*
T - e R
’ 1) knowledge:or understanding of policies and-
procedures, ‘ .

1
\

—_._  2) feedback or follow-up,

e, '3)_training and top-level support, . ‘f

:ji” T. 4)*cooperatiph and teacher in-put,
*‘“fwa):evaluation based on research and a model of
'kf,té;dhihg, and

6) awdevélbﬁment of gﬁﬁSﬁAqSing a-process of appeal,



:;>T\\ﬁﬁz sufficient time to develop evaluation procedures,

consisteht‘evaluations, and positive overtones.
Table 4.1 summarizes the resQOnées in relation to the six
factors th@% emerged and will be followed by“a discussion of.

Tk
each of thqge factors.
<4

° I

g

@, Table 4.1

Number of*Responses for the Consistent Category

oy
(RO

Factoz$” L R Number of responses

©

b, -
1. Knowledge /- Understandlng : - 45
‘ (includes having policies for teachez

. evaluation in place)

2.vFeedbaCK / Follow-Up /oConferences 4  '_ 29
3. In-service and training for both teachers 29
and evaluators (incudes all support
provided by central office)

4, Cooperation / Teacher. Input o 20
5. Program based on research or a model of o 19
teaching.

6. Trust and.factors that develop it.

a) Trust 11

b) Appeal process for teachers : . 8

c) Time to develop program o 4

d) Consistent evaluations ‘ 11

e) Positive overtones on reports 14

. ; 48
TOTAL (62%) 190
i
Y
J // -
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‘The first factor was the need for knowledge and

understanding of the teacher evaluation program This
requirement extended to both the teachers being evaluated

Nz

and the administratofs completrng the evaluation. There

were indications of a clear belief that the school board

. should lay out the teacher evaluation program in the form of

"i

polic1es, gu1de1xnes and procedures, and that these should *
be communicated to the teachers B These policies should be
easiLy acgessible to‘both&teachers and evaluators. In fact
4?% of the responses related to this-factor spec1f1cally

'y

stated board policy is needed to make the Eeacher evaluation

vprogram;eﬁfective. \

The following statements by superintendents are
illustrative:

"Peachers and evaluators must have good knowledge of

guidelines and procedures to be used."

"The system has eotablished-expectations and ....these

are communicated to oarticipants."

L

(See: Appendix 9 for further. examples of responses.)

4

The second major factor identified the need for

-

feedback to, the teachers after evaluation. This category

includes such ideas as conferences before and immediateiy‘

"after observation, and follow~up procedures after an

‘evaluation has been written. Respondents also indicated

that just providing axreport_to the teacher peing evaluated
. \ n
was not sufficent; that two way communication was important.

This includej e need for the .evaluator to provide




81

suggestions or alternatives if performance was inadequate.
,Thus, after any evaluation it is not just the feedback
wh%ﬁp is important but an ongoing need to ﬁpllow—dp on any

‘recommendations for.improvemeﬂt at a later time. The need

for a supﬁortive, collegial sj@%eh with an educational team
Llépproach was Begg to be important not only in'éhis féctcr
but in other Eac;ors. : e ‘ B

The following aressome‘oféthe comments madeLby
‘%F&égéndents'on the need for feedback and fbllow—upi\\)

ﬁﬁgvéluatoré] should follow-up observations to

I
’

1

f_TEVaiuéﬁors should] provide opportunities for
1/ 7‘ See . T .

R

mmuhication and exchange between the evaluator and
oy -

»

4’fe%cher." ' | , ' ' e
: - .
(Seq'Appendix>10 fbr4further examples of responses:)
The third factar was the..need‘fqr sugpért by the
.board for the téache; evaluation piogra@;- Pﬁ”pa:ticula;,
the‘regpondents identifiéd the‘need'for }ggﬁnihg‘in.teaching
and evayuaéion techniqués; T?ained evaluators seemed to be
COnsidered an important aspect'of an effective teacher
 eQaiuat§on prqgtam.“Alsp suggested Qas the need'for supéézt o
in fhe form‘of timé, money, énqvpérsonnel._ T?us support of
‘a teachg; evaluation program must come from the board in the
form of botﬁ budgetary and moral support. - N
»The fdlléwihg comments tndicate these types of concerns
and are ;epréseﬁtativg:

\ P

R .
e . %
& R L



An effective teacher evaluation program *.
1ncoxporates an effective teaching prognx‘n»a volunteet
basis and "f a1§b includes a program to train supervisors
;f instr:ction -- fp~sghool and system administrators to

conduct both formative and summative evaluation." . -

"... the systen has a coordinated plan for in- -8

and ttalelnq of partlcipants (eg. administrators,
coordinatqrs, teacher). Particlpants should take
'responslblllty'for the'ptogram."

(See Appendix livfor further examples of responses.)

The fourth factof\vas the nees for coopetatloh_and.
‘teacher input. This did not necesaarfly mean that P
teachefs had to ﬁave total control of the development of the
evaluationxpzogram but, as many respondents stetea, there
‘needs to be input from teachers and admiristrators as the
program deGelobed. The following are some_speéiflc
state-.ntsxexpiessinq this thought: ‘

'!&zsons being evaluated and those doing the evaluation
were involved in the development of the system."

;:Teachefs‘hnd evaluators must mutually agree on goals .
and objective:fuhich are to be accomplished, based on
- information gained in the supervising pkoqzau.'l , .

(See Apﬁeﬁdix 12 for ;;tthet examples of responses.)

The fifth factor was that teacher evaluation should be
based on research or some agreed on model ef teeghlnq.‘

The exact uodei'}s not as important as”the fact that the

staff of a schddl jJurisdictlion should choose a particilar

'l . - .
o | \
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° .
L] '

model which they have researched and Eeel'ls appropzlate‘to

~ %heir sltuatlon The czlteria tot effective teachinq that

are assoclated with the chosen nodel must also be easily .
observable and undetstood‘by both the teachog and evaluaigr.
The following are some of the comments made by.
aupctlntcndents. ot |
"The 'effective’ .characteristics need to be 1denti£1ed
and based on current research if it is to be valia."”
"Evaluation czit;tié are directly related to the
i(zosponslbilltlg? of the person being evaluatéd, such
criteria to include observable job behaviors and be flexfble
enogqh-to take .individual ¢1££et€nce into account."
| (See Appendix 13 for further‘ﬁiamples.of responses.)

. The sixth and finai féctor\unde;scores a qluSte: of
observations that varied in phrasing bat all pointed to
trust as an essent:al pa;t of a successful teachér
evaluation prgétau. fn mhny cases the t;rms *fal;ness" and
"equitable” were used in bfacé of trust. The following were
trequentiy emphaslied as important correlates ;ETErust: the
"need fog an dppeal process, time for .teachers to bring.
necessary'chqnges into their teaching, and\tﬁe need for
consistent and poqltlv; t;ports. All of thc;e were seen to
contribute to an atmosphere oi}cllnate otitzu;t and respect;

[

The following are representative of statements that’

A

pointed to the importance of t:ust; Teacher evaluation

-
-
[}

needs to:



.., be based on mutual ttust, respect and ' "
. , © e
tesp/?siblllty h - : ' .
hqve an underlylng philosophy whlch tegsxds the

wotth and digniky of the !ndlvidual as paramount,”

’

be predicated on a positive, suppqxtive tathet].han
4

a negatlye 'watchdog', thrust,” ) : .
\ . " 2 . N .
' ®...aid the teacher in identifying and capitalizing on

stzenéths;" ’ ‘ : .

(See‘Appepdix 14”£qr further*‘examples of responses.)

—

Qiverse responses. The second majoz ca;sqory of

responses tdentified factors\for which superintendents r

2

subn{tted confllctinq views ot at 1east not '%tal consensus.
These responses seem to correspond to the following five ~
issues; the purposes for teacher e;aluatlon (Why evaluate
teachers?), the focus of the program (What teaching o
chazscterlstlcs a;e to be evaluated?), the methods to beA
used in the evslustlons (Ho; will tesche;s be evaluated?),
hhe aqents (Who will eva}uite ﬁeachets?),.and the schedule
for quluahion~(vhen will teachers be evaluated?). Tlhle
4.2 summarfzes the responses to these five lssu'r. 8-

The closest co a4 consensus occutred in-the responses

. for the first lssue, the puzpose or "Why evaluate |
teachezs?’. Of the 43 responses 70% telt evaluatlon shou!l
be carried out for 'formative' reasons, 19\ felt it should
he for 'summative' reasons and 11% felt it should be for
both.

v

The following comments lliusttate the range of opinion:
_ .. .

84
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"A dedlcated ’staff of supervlsors vhose first concern

>
is grovth and remedibtion rather than ternination "o
‘ .
'Ptovtdes e-ployees wlth formative. information that

thoy can use to inpzove'insttuction. '

"The elphaais should be on lnptovlnq teachez

[§
etfebtlveness 1nvolv1ng day to day COntact/consultatlon with
I -

" colle.ques " Lo

' y _ «Table 4.2 . ‘
. - - L ...
. \ . ' T, .
Number of Responses for the Diverse Category . -
. \
el . [ . ) .
’;/ Issues - . Number of respopses,
“( 1. Purpose T S ' ) 43
‘ -(Why evaluate teachets?) . i
2. Focus ' ) .18
(Vhat chazactetlstlcs ate to be evaluated?) - ;
3. Methods ‘ 11
(How will teachers be evaluated?). : ' .
_ .7 . » .o
4. Agents * ! 20
' (Who will evaluqte teachets?ﬁ
’ ‘ ' ) ', - K A
' 5. Schedules IR 25
.~ . (ﬂhon will ovaluate ‘teachers?) ’
. " g . total l '(38%) 117



L 4

Q; - IS . ) .- ’ .‘- g
'One which e-phasizes tornative ’vaiuation but does not
/ .
hesitate to conduct sumnative.evaluations for beqlnning and
s
tenured teachers." ¢ ' 3 ) :
v ‘ R

"The purpose of the policy should be: to faciiitate, -

a)instructional inprovenent, b) teacher recoqnition and '

SUPPOIt. c) decision hak&nq » -
. "Allow. f°' the t‘kiﬂq Of lppropriate action vith

respect to those teachers whose performance ts

L]

ynacceptable." T e ‘ fd)/
The large -majority, 30 of the 43 (70\), [ th‘r

. responses from supJ&intendents inuicated thot torlatlve

evaluatibn is an inportaﬁt hallmark ot an effective teacher"
evaluation progzam. o ‘ , \
This is interesting in light of, the:Alberta pducation
mandate to evaluate for both: purposes It is indicated in f.
the provincial policy (Appendix 1, pnra 6) that evaluation
should be used to heip teachers dtveiop and ilprove teaching

but’, qs ‘a school division and thus & superintendent is held

accounfable for Complete eW?luation of all teachets, this

tcnds to. make evaluation ‘summative: moreover the report‘rnst

N .

‘bt*{p’file Notwithstanding, it seems that superintendents‘
1

view teacher eualuatIOn as inportant for inproving_end

4

developing teachers (forlativei not just as an '

.administrative tool for making'decisionsvor fulfilling ;

- 4
provincial policy, mainly suluntive.' <
The second issue, the focus of teacher evaluation or

"Uhat characteristics of teachinq viil be evaiuated?'
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L4 o ' :
.ellcltcd”ﬁnay different ideas including references to /

" suggestions for methods of teaching, student results or.

'ltanda:ds of achievement or outcomes, classxoon behavlo:s
’ s
and attitudes, pzepazation, teaching nethodo!ogy, classxoon

. clllqtc, and, coverage of curriculum. Some felt a number of
. ot v ] ‘ ‘- o )
aspects of ths teacher's performance should be considered.

]

The following-are some of the iost”slgntflcant‘conment; and

° ’

: aéain indicate the range of opinion:
- 'Oxlhnicd tovard classroam behaviors.",
| "Require a revlev of the ueach;t 's to?‘l ihstzuctional
ptacticcs lncludlnq both prepacatory work as well as
teaching g‘fhodoloqy , , D o .
"lnsuu that teachers teach‘ what ls ptesctil}gd "

"Rélated to standards of student achievement.”

“ghould concentrate on establishing effective classroom

climate. ’ O
. - a . '
. The thlzd issue, nethoas of evaluation or "How will

teachers be cvaluated?', ‘again tesulted in no clqp:

conscnsus. Supetlntandentﬁ ‘felt methods should consist’ of
numerous vlslts and sour&es vlth dlzect classroom .
obsotvatlon as the most lmportant. The recording of _

7

observations should also be detailed to help ln the
e;ila:;lon. 30nn of the nost notevorthy comnents are:

"Bvaluation based on numerous soutces‘of data’ -
(gntorvicvs, documents, visits)." |

"Classzoom visitation and discussion.”

"Direct obsérvation of classroom performance and

“
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PR Ji?biﬁgb th issue, the aqanta,of evnluatlon or "who " .- .

B 2 ‘9‘

5 o ',,
e ‘J_.‘,‘.i—""—‘L'
i l,*‘i’ 3
A et ‘r/ .

dﬁkgiglty in oplntons. the principal or immedlate . | i} -

f:dte teachers?" produced probably the: nost

foﬁ'uaa the one consldo:ed most. Howeve:, some felt

_ ﬁ&%iﬂ be a peer evaluatlon, a self-evaluation, a
R 4y b £
-.mditu%gggnt evaluatlon and even an evaluation by both the

. }p“i and*centzal offiqe bersbnnel The followghg are :
BRI T ey . - "
rof, the leetse respgnses: -~

,“}g'gstgggaggpg;vision by sthool based ‘administrator

”i ,1nvol§lng.'llnedlate' supétvlsoﬁ (le. principgal).” .
nptlncipals‘must be involved since :héy ;ﬁe in tpe b;;t
. posltlon‘tq;koep on a day to day basis. : o )
"The priqé‘%gl is a very ;:y pctson in the- oLaluatlon
- ;p!OCECS " ﬁ’ ‘ ﬁ; .
3 ' L o

'Ponz/colleqial—supetvision.

4
"Procpdutes\p:ov[de‘fot multiple evaluations and

' pzévide opportunity for aélf—evaluation."
* . "Peer evaluatlon and sglf-cvaluatlon should be '
encouzaged and coulq forn part of thc torlal evaluag‘on '

-roport." : . ' -
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"Peers are involﬁéd iﬁ'the°pto§zam opportunltles for

. [}
pce: supetvtsion, coaching, interfclasszoom visits ., -

*One that) es ptovislo r self- evaluatlbn andopeeﬁ'
. : . AV i
cvalultidn but

es not inclug supetintendené{évaluation.'
Th. tlnal issue of the diverse category, Q’g schedule

qf eualnatlons or 'Hhen will t!achers be evaluated?”,

4

Qqcln pzoduced mixed tesults The tesponso which did occur

e

!tqquently Hll that evaluation should be 'zegular" and

4'contlnuoub' -or "on- -going", TheteAUete‘sowe vho felt that

x.

tcache:a at‘diffetept stages of their gareer should be
Cvlluatcd on a different schedule whl}e some felt a need for
gtouth'glans, for development. The following are indicative

of the connenfs made .

—_—

:._p 'ﬂoz. fzequent foz beglnnsng teachezs and teachezs new

to a jurisdiction than for other teachers (but at least a’

| vislt f9 every teacher and a4 formal report at least -once

;éateet Of teacher."

every tliree years)." .

"RBarly hupervision by principal-superintendent .{n ,

" %"One which provides regular and numerous formative .

evaluation cycles for all teachers." 3

"Regularity of supervision (continuous)." ' ‘
'”Cohtlnuéus and on-going for all teachers."
- *Reqular evaluation every 3-4 years."
('onvldcs for aupctclsion [ﬂ'sevoral differing

rd .
situations over a reasonable period of time."

"Oﬁ-go;ng and developmental ip nature.”

89
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Siapnificance. As a means of eonpatioq.thc responses

to, the question, Hhatzﬁte the-ttitetia of an effective
 J

- Y
teacher 9valuatlon,pzoqtan?, submitted” by the . P
superintendents Bf Alberta ﬂo the criteria of an.qupctiv;

teacher evakuﬂtion program discovered in the literature
: P

. ' Rl & - ' -
search, Table 4.3 below has been developed to help organize )
. : b

this information in a visual foi:ut. The criteria that '

energed from the analysis Jf the questionnaires are divided -
into two. cateqorles, consistent and diverse responses, and
are listed dogh thgaleft side of the page. ~ The major-
research tepotts found ih the lltetatu:e search are llsted

along the top gf the pa%..he four teaearch zepotts are
RN

~_ the RAND study (Wise et al, 198%5), T.’ HcGrcal's book (1983),

D.‘;ovnsené'a report (1984) and the Advisory Commlttee's‘

. -~ .
report(1986). Also included in the Table is the provincldl
policy for teacher evalyation as outlined in the Program

Policy Manual i1985), Appendix 1. This policy was lnclbdedr

.

for reference and as a ched®k-1list or report card of how

»,

superintendents compare to provincial policy. (Summaries of

these reports are found in Chapter 2, Review of ‘the

.

Literature.) .

,

The six factors that comprise Cateqgory A are

‘ »
significant. They summarize the factors that

'superintendents in Alberta seem to feel are essential

featutes,

the development of an effective teacher

evaluatio) dgram. ‘ : N
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Table 4.3
Pacters
identified - .
by Alberta 1.Rand 2.McOreal J.Townsend 4.Mwisory S.Progsam
Superintendents . : » Committee Policy
) . Manual
.Category A.
Consiatent ] -
1. Knovledge ¥ x ) o x_ _ I
2. Peedbatk ' " x
). Training x “x ' x
4. Cooperatlion x x . x x
S. Ressarch =~ x x N
6.Trust ' ) x x x x
- ‘\»
Category B S :
Diverss -
1. Purpose (WVhy?) x x x
. ' . )
1. Focus (Vhat?) ~ x .
3. Ments (Wmo?) ¢ ‘ ) ,

4. Schedule (Vhen?)

)

$. Method (How?)

ata: x denotes acknowledgement of the factor by # reseaxch report.’
' 1

4

91
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For two of them there was 2 total aqto‘-nnt The
"h
first, the need for all lnvolved personnel to have a

knovledge and understanding oﬁ:tho evaluation processes and

res. The respondents indicated that it was ptgtezabie
to have these outlined in pollcy'fg;tchents{_ The second

. ' ‘ -
factor with consensus was the need for training and

top-level support' This trainlng 13§?°t just for evaluators
but for teache{s as $e11 This woﬂld;lnclude methodology of ,L
evaluation for evaluaiors and’ in- séf%ic; for teachets on the

bf teaching or chprac£::=zézés that will be used to

he eyQ}&dtot.

ree of the features identified in the. questionnaires

N
(wg:e found three of -the foutigeports that were reyviewed. \
The need for cooperation and’/teacher fnfput was sgen "‘.’1!t{»
llﬁozéi;;/bx the RAND report, Townsend, a‘h the Advisory g
Compitte@. The nged for thE® teacher gyaluation togtan-to
be based on research and a model of teachlnq\was cngltled
- by McGreal, Townsend and the AMvisory Committee. he tfust
criterion was identified By McGreal, ﬁgwnscnd an 'the
Advisory Committee. : : \ -

.+ Interestingly enough, the only factor for which there .

o Y

%;uas no consensus anonq the respondents -- feedback-- did not

”;5 seem to Ef considered as lnportant ln any of the four
reports. This may be the result of feedbick being included
as pa;t of ‘good training of eva{uabors or as part of.th?

. t;achet in-put criterion. It is also posslblé that

" superintendents, who are the main persons involved in
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<

t:anolathp researgh intb practice, see thé importance of

_using the results of an evaluation for some other purpose

besides just fulfilling the provincial mandate to evaluate.

N .
It could also be the fact that superintendents }P the

process. /of setting up thelr teacher evaluation programs (as

*

mandated RY the province) have tried to improve on areas

&
: -2
4 >

[}
-+
-"i.‘}

. S
that were deficient, that is, elimlnatinq,evaIJStion for-
. 9 =~ )

: luation's sake, -with not-much feedback, follow-up or
yalua . .

actual use of the reports that were genezattgéafter an
’

observation. ¢This seems to be an area‘that the résearch

reviewed in the literature did notfconsider as an important

. s - :
criterion (hallmark) for an effectiveﬁteaéh%r evaluation

program.

Using the last column, the Program Policy Manual, as ;
chéckllst, it would seem that the superinten@ents were
compling with Alh;xté Bducation''s mandated pd‘?cy On teacher
evaluation, as fbur of the supezintendentﬁ"Ctitetia are
directly.applicable to the Program ?oilcy Manual. Ig is
possible that the supetlﬁtendents' teséonsﬁ; to the J

L]

questionnaire were, in:fact, af!ec;‘d by the Alberta

Bducation ?ok;dn.

In conc on, it seems that six factofs from the

consistent category ate‘essenti
atmosphera of trust. If all
teacher evaluation program, then trust would ‘develop between

evaluators anq'teachezs. (This atmosphere might then benefit

all stakeholders in 'the'educat.ten, étom the

93

for the deve_].opnent of ’b
ese factors were present in



f ) ‘v - - )/ K’

superintendent to the‘teacbe;, and teachlnq would tend to
\/A .
inprove with the end tesult belng beneficial to’the most
’ £ - 1Y
;tmportant sfakehoidet, the btudent

The ansuets "to the )ssues orfquestlons in, the dlvezss
» L B * L ]
category are of course 1-portant, but as the resgarch

»

‘1nd163tes, it is more important to'ensuré.thag’these
! \

*

qﬁestzshs are answered in a way that is compatible vi;hﬂ ¥
local conditions and purposés énd not that any particular
‘model is chosen. (McGreal, 1982:8-35; .Townsend,

S w 3 "
1984:48-51). Wise et al (1985:103) summarize this cond¥pt

¥

,tailoré& to local circumstances ... modified on the basis of,

as follows "educational policies and procedures must Be

local experience."

\.

li : Nominate one school ju‘isdiction in Alberta»
(other than your own) which you feel is characterized by
your -above criteria.

4

Not all returned gquestiorinaires provided a nomination.

\ ~

Eleven gispondents stated that Eﬁoy did not have enough
knowledge, ten did not answer the question, seven wzote'tqat

they didn’t know any, five tilled in a "2", four felt none
> _

existed. One superintendent nominated hls,QIstrici and three

’ - ) : -
nominated two or more school jurisdictions.

- In all, the respondedts provided a total of 47
nonlnatlons One school jurisdiction was clearly flxst --
- Red Deez Schoo} Distrjct #104 received }2 nonlnatlons (23%7).

The next closest school jurisdictions were Edmonton Public

and Separate School Distrigts, with S nominations each 111%)

N °

<»

<

v

.
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and the fourth Rocky Vlew School DlVlSlon #41, having

three(6%). The rema1n1ng votes were d1v1ded/between 17

)

school jurisdictions. Refer to'Appendix 15) for the

' complete list of. results.

-

The fact that approx1mate1y half of the respondents did

not answer this questxon -could 1nd1cate that superlntendents'

B

answer or could not choose between ‘many equal ch01ces I

[

\\Erd\;ot understand the questlon or did not have t1me tb

believe that many did not make a. nom1nat10n because they had

- 9

llmited knowledge of teacher evaluatlon ‘programs in other
o

jurisd1ctions. This 11m1ted knowledge 1s the result of a

: comblnatlon of geographlc dlsperSLOn, the 11m1ted tlme that

superlntendents have to devote to teacher evaluatlon and
‘thus delegatxon oE teacher evaluatlon to other personnel,

“and’ the fact that the prov1nc1a1 pollcy that mandatéd

95

teacher evaluatlon was less that [&.year old at the t1me the

A .
questionnalre was sent out ’ e

. .
v

Question How would you rate- your jurxsdlctloh s teacher
supervision prdgram 1n comparlson to the above nomination? .
Again not all respondents answered thls quest1on
Twelve d1d not- answer and three rated themselves in two or
more.of the. categories' thus there were 66 useable answers.

The great majority, 42% rated themselves as. equally

eEEective as the nomlnated schoo- jur1sdict10n xn questlon

two. The remaining responses are as follows' 29% 1nd1cated

~ they‘were "still developxng", 14% rated themselves as "less

effeCtive",dﬁ% "more.effectlve",-andls% "much-more_"' 1f’

L . c i
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effective“. fAlthough not requested, a number of comments

- were 1nc1uded in responses to thlS questlon 'The vast

ma:orlty of the comments stated that the school dlSttht was
still developlng its teacher evaluation program. This

comment serves as a q5;d\example:

"As a result of implementing criteria, we are much more‘

B etfective;_however ve are still developing and will éet‘

better." ' ,

These results seem reasonable, taking into account that
o - R ) .
v . .

its‘first‘year of development and thus most}EChool : .

jurisdictions would have been developing and experimenting

vith newly implemented programs.

Question 4! If you have 'any additional comments regarding
this survey, please indicate them below

-

Seventeen of the respondents (21%) wrote comments of

-thlS numberh_f1ve prov1ded the researcher w1th a* contact

person or Jurlsdlctlons where information might be souqht

“ " The fbllow1ng ~ce the comments that were enllghtenlng or

\
1n£ornative an’ gave further 1nsxght into how

.-superlntendents see teacher evaluation°

."Some supervision (ie. levaluatxon) pollcies are the
'Dange of the Whooping Crane’ ie. lots of noise and feathers

but signifying nothlng {(sex but no qu!l)

H
.
evaluatdr.) "Assoc1atrons have policies, opposing thisw I

think they do teachers a disservice because principals are

v

96

~Alberta Education's new policy for teacher evaluation was in

(Commentlng on the use of the principal as a summative .



-] think ydu will find will: a) be defended,by the proponents,

e

more 1ntim5tely aware'of what happens in a classroom dai by

¢ y .

!

day."

"The effectiveness of a particular supervision program

" and b) be re-evaluated at frequent intérvals.as‘mine i

years." o . ¢ ; . f
"] see the supervision .program as a 'helping program' - .
) ‘ , ? . . ) I N 4 ~ . R .
not evaluative." ‘ e
' The fact that only 21% of tgg‘respondeﬁts madé-

! -

97

since T have worked principally in this area for over gight

additional comments and 63% wanted a summary of this

research project, indicates there is considerable interest
_ _ . ‘

in teacher evaluation. However,.idterest is limited and

ciftainly not universal., It seems natural that in the first

years‘of 1mp1ementing ﬁ piovincial policy, pagticularly‘dne

of such importance and magn;tude, there should be

considerablé concérn and interest.

>

Part 5: Optional: If you would 11ke~fo'receive a copy of

-a,summaty,of'my research report, please recoxd ‘your return
address below. -

4

: Suﬁerinténdents were given the'qptign of obtaining a '
copy of a sumﬁéry report of the thesis and were' requested to

write their address: in the space provided if they wanted o

receive a bob}. Fifty-one of the reépoﬁdents (63%) askad

’zor a copy. The reciprocal of course, is that 37% of

superintendents chose not to partake!

|



- .Phase Two - Case Study -

The follow1ng segment of the chapter is a "thick"
descrlptlon of the Red Deer DlStIlCt teacher evaluation o
program. First theocultural and organlzatlonal context of

- the proqram-will-be described Then the group of educators

~

who were 1nterv1ewed w111 be descrlbed . Next, the {

development of the present teacher evaluation proqram willl

.\be_outllned and the operatlon of the present program will be

described in gteater detail. Included in. this descriptién
are the'pteSent policies‘telated tojteachet evaluation.
~ Finally the strengths ard weaknesses of the teacher
evaluatlon program w111 be dlscussed ,; <

Information about'the Red Deer City area was taken Erom
The Future }s Now, a document that is used to promote the

.

economic development of the city. The infotmation'

concerning the school district was taken from the latest Red
Deet'Pub}ic School DistricthAnnual Report and information
for each bf the individual schooLg was taken from school

produced handbooks. . " R f

Context

External. The c1ty of Red Deer is one of- the fastest
/ \i
fqrowlng cities in the prov1nce oE Albetta. Red Deer is
llocated in Central ‘Alberta, mldway between the two large

yrban centers of Calgary and Edmonton It has an urban

‘population of 52, 620 (based on the 1985 census) and a trade

A
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area population of 200,000 peoEle.‘AItS'regional economic .

base includes‘agziculture, fo§§il fuels, and manufactﬁging.

" As stated in the éummary of data_ih R&d Deér - Central

Alberta - The Future is Now, published by the Economic
o K P . ) © .

Development Department (page 9), 1985: .

" The beautiful parkland centre of ‘Red Deer provides a’
small. town atmosphere with big city aménities. An
expand?d economic base and growing employment '
oppcrtunities, extensive gultural and recreational .
opportunities, superior transportation links and top
"grade municipal services charactfrize the dynamic

. City of Red Deer. . e ' -

In driving around Red Deer to visit the schools were T

conduCtea the interviews, in camping and shopping in the

© "malls and downtown, I would have to agree with the above

descr{ption. I£ is a bea&tiful city nestled in the Réd Deer
' River.Va{}ey. It'séemed like your average‘small‘urban
center with a wide‘range oflqultural aﬁd.reliqiﬁus
backgrounds. _The socio?economic ieve} seemed a little above

average as few slum areas were visible, although this is to

' be expected as Red Deer is not much older than 100 years.

Also, the statistics,%ndicate an above average income level.

¢

C

The students of‘thisUsbhodl disfrict would be classified as’

urban, as the outlying popﬁlatiqn is serviced by(?ﬁraL

-

school jurisdictions. o : ; ‘

Red Deer Public School District Number 104 is located’
in the City-of Red Deer. It is reiatively iarge in
comparison to most rural school jurisdictions but small in
,comparisonkto the large urhan schooildistricts, both |

Protestant and .Separate, in Calgary and Edmonton. It is the

P



ninth largest school ju

"largest of the urban dlStrlCtS ) 3

Red Deer Publlc School Dlstrlct 8104 us a Protestant

'sdlctlon Ln Alberta aad the S5th

Public School Dlstr1ct w1th 21 schools, 434 teachérs and

s
3 491 students. Also Eound 1n the city of Red Deer 'is the

Roman: Cathollc Separate School system w1th 7 schools, 110

\ o

teachers and L¢8p0 students.r There are Eour prlvate schools
~ '

and one postisecondary institution, Red Deer College,

: A
located in the city. :

Internal. The Red Deei Public School District's

bteakdown of schools, students. and teachers d4s of April 30,

1986, is indicated in Table 4.4.

+ - \, !

Table 4.4

“

‘\,Red‘Deer Public School Sysfem

©

f E.C.S. : Regular
students o

French Immersion
.Elementary { 16 schools )
Junior Secondary ( 5 schools)
; Senlor Secondary~( 1 school )

o

Teachers ( full time edulvalent) 4

Total

336,

59

3837

171@

1541

7491

-434

100
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zTrustees made up of seven elected trustees The - .

, - . . <

- The organlzational frameyork of the Red Deer Public

School Dlstrlct is as follows ‘It is qoverned by a Board' of

administratlonal staff, located at a central office in the
. N \.\ L4

central part of the city, is lead by a superintendent of

schools, a deputy ahd}two asslstant‘Superintendents, all

hired by.the board. Also located’in'the central office are

. eight coordinators who have<peen assigned’ specific

.curriculum'areas as their:main focus.

Slx schoolsgwere~§13lted The large high school
consisted of 1541 students from grade 10 to "12, a_prlncipal
and ‘three vice pr1nc1pal5»(each ass;gned one ofithelthree
grade levels), a business manager, four cohnsellors, ten'h

department heads and 93 teachers. Two junior ,high schoolsz

were visit@d. One consisted of 289 stddents-from*grade 7 to

o . , . .
9, one principal, vice principal and caqunsellor, _and 17

teachers, the other junxor sepondary school con51sted of 373

students from grade 7 to 9, a pr1nc1pa1 two vice"

'principals, a counsellor, and 18 teachers. Three elementary

schools were visited One consisted of 46 students K to 4,

% ES

a prlncxpal/teacher and 2 full- time and 2 part t1me

teachers, the second had 289 students K to 6 a prlncioaL,‘a
N . v

_vxce principal, a counsellor, and 14 teachers; the third

‘consisted of 179 students K to 6, a principal, a

viceéprinclpal, a'cdun5ellor, and 15 teachers.
Thirty four educators were interviewed They were

distributed widely among qrade levels and posit1ons in the



o S X
organization. The table that folloWS'summarizes tﬁe break
‘down of the interviewees: ' .

J
Table 4.5 _ .
- . ) [ . . ) oM .
-Distribution of Personnel Interviewed
A R Total Elementary Junisz , - Senior
T ' .Séﬁondary '
Secondary. D -
N, ,. - i
R L : . "
Teachers - o 13 ) 4 6 e 3
,. v-)l . ‘ ) ) /.,’
. In-School . - _ o : & '(~ . .
Administrators 10 . 3 / ‘ 5 . - 2 - .
N - : N
- principals - 5 | - e
- vice-principals 5 - - ; o
- Coordinators ) "1 8 : v T ’
Central Office 3
Administrators .
*© N &
- Total ' 34
. : [ ) L]
\ t 4
|} ) ‘J
v
-
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. subject areas or responsibilities.

R

o

" The background of personnel interviewedbyas varied and

r

experience extensive. The superintendent had spent 26 years
Q9

in education and after 21 years of experlence as a teacher'

’and adminlstrator, mostly in a 1arge urban settlng, had

spent the last Epur_years as the_Super1ntendent of Schools,'

in Red Deer. The other members of the central office staff

]

-~ ® . v , .
~- dﬁich,included'the Deputy Superintendent, Assistant~

Superintendents, and Coordinators -- varied in experience in"

education. from 40 years to 17 years with an average of 25
[ L
years. Their time spent .in the Red Deer District varied from

&

24 years to 1 year with an average of 14 years and the rgik

of time spent worklng out of central office Varled from QO'

' years to one -year with an average of 10 years. It -should be

noted that the present p051tion of coordinator had at one

time been.a,consultant/positron " Many of the pLesent

coordinators had been consultants in the past or -had changed

Of the-in-school administrators interviewed, five were

princ;pAIS and five were_vice—prihcipals. Their educational

of 17 years. They had from 21 to 5 years working in the‘Red

-

' Deer DiStIlCt w1th a ‘mean of l3,years and a. range of 20 °

years to one year as admlnxigrators and a mean of seven

-years in that role

Teachers who were interviewed came from all three

)) .
- ' '-

leuels of schools, elementary, juniﬂr secondary, and senlof

secondary wlth a w1de range of SUbJECtSa The range.of

103

. backgrodnd ranged from 30'years‘td 7 years with.an average

T



teacher experience was from ohe.year to 27-yéars with the
average of 12 yeags; The time speht in the Red Deer ’ i o o
District was the same zaﬁée as above and the average was 7

years.

‘Historical Background / Context

P The historical‘bacquognd of teadhef évélkation in é%e’

Red Deer Public School District priof to implementation of
the»bresent teacher gvaluation policies and'piogram$ can bé
éiv}ded into two.periods; the eaily (pre—Hunferism) period

and the Madeline Hunter Period.

The early period in Red Deer, prior to'1979;-ag in most

. N . ) '),9 v i
school boards in Alberta, was a.time when teache%§evaluation
: : : @ ;

had a low priority. ' . ag
“As one teacher stated: I ' %§R

¢Arying to get
N4 7

;zéen-evaluated in

Or. as a coordinator stated: v
"There was probably verleittlgi‘

other than what was done by the supefintendent or his direct

-

advocate." R 8 ' RO

9

As for in-school administrators, bhe‘principalrdescribed the

situation this way: -
1 N

"There was no direct.responsibility for administrators

;to evaluate or supervise teachers and there was cértaihly no-



[y
‘o,
(9,)

structured-policy,‘iegulation or anything that we operated

[

under."

The only other reasons that might have prompted

. - / -
teacher €evaluation, ‘as indicated by the interviewees, were
’b ot . ) . .
concerns expressed by parents, a principal's concern or "if

they heard something", but basically it was a "hit and miss
.affairﬂ, "haphazard"}

i «
In describing the evaluations that did eccur, one

&5
o

administrator stated,
"Certainly there wasn't a un;form method or
at *least a common way oggdoing it as I think we have now.
Each'principal wés basi;ally on his own to évaluate."
Onélvice principal\ftated, "We [Licegbrincipals] were
sure ndtﬂinvolved‘in teacher evaluation béfozé the present“
polic%T" A coordinator’yas hot quite a§ kind about past
ié;aluation metﬁods, he Stated:
I think 1t was more what maybe we would call a glad
handshake type of supervision, where you walk in, you

“sit and you look and you're not sure what you're
looking for, but you get a nice feeling and you say

good job Joe and away ybu go.

'_There was no specific‘focus;‘there were no evaluaticn
instruﬁents or_téaching model, and'as-another coordinatér

put 1t,u{¥ou didn't have.the skills to knbwawhat you werg‘ oy
lobkan‘for, and 1f }ou saw them, you wouldn‘t\knoQ how to |
1mpiove_d§?them." | . ' S | )
| As fqr the coordinafoishat‘central office (;alledl

consultants at thAt time) they'werevinvolved in program

evaluation but not teacher evaluatiion. . The only exception
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. A
‘would be if a coordinator had expertise in a particular

-9 4

>

~area, fB; example PFrench. Thére were fewgr coordinators
then. - o ' ST
About i979 a group’of administr;tors (both at centgall
ofﬁic; and in schools) became aware of the Madeline Hunter
.approaqh. This group of administrators had been
1nvestlgat1n§ the literature and had formed a commi{tee to B
gé over 1hstrument§ and cheCk—iists, and listep,to speaker;.
The committee members were impressed Qlthluadeline Hunter's )
" model of coaching.v In fact'as one coordinator put 1t;‘
There was a 2 or 3 year period {when] all of our
principals were actively involved in Hunterism and we
" were probably one of the first school districts in’the
province to really, you know, do that. We're talking
seven years ago. :

In the few‘yeais leading up to the deVelopment of the ©\
present policy a number of administrators were Sent to
California to take the course from Madeliné Hunter, wh}le &\
others were sent to bresentations that she made in‘Canada.
Returning administratorS'gave extensive infserQice to other
administrators and teachers in thé dlsfriét. The results of
this interest and activity ;glh the Hﬁnter'model led to |
"dramatic changes in terms of things such as lesson design,
motivational teqhnfques, reinfof;ement, modelling..." and
"we had a lot of prihcipa;s.ln clagsroo;s over that period
of time,énd very few formal evaluations in that way."

These activftles, concerned with teacher_ﬁupetvision

fusing a specific model, would form the base for fﬁture

&evelopmeht of teacher evaluation. As oneé administrator
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e*plélned, the resultingivisitiﬁglof classrooms by'
administrators to assist in the Hunter model, prbbably
produced less anxiety and more trust when the new teachs;
:evaluation ptograms were initiated
Th consensus amoung respondenps was that»é new perﬁod
of intengive teacher evaluéélon (as well as school program,
and stude tfevaluation) began with the_appointment of a new
- superintendent, Ken Jesse. Ken described the few years

prior to his arrival as follows:

Bssentially it was a developmental process -- with |

the emphasis being on instructional strategies,
lesson design, staff development -- and there was no

firm policy in place.. Practice was based upon the
Madeline Hunter model, and there had been extensive
in-service uslng that model. It was a good model and
the in-servicing had made significant differences in
how principals were supervising their teachers.

Ken felt that the situatio; that presepted itsélf whep he
arrlvédywaS'far from a problem. Hévb:ought with him eiqhi
years of experience in developing énd impyemepﬁing Eeécher PR
i;a'adminlsttator evaluation 1n Calgary. Ke; continued: B

:They had done a lot of initial work on it. It

KR was a very fertile seed bed. And the work they\[
@élg‘a-.“,had done was just excellent. It was a good group :
hey 4, Of principals and the supezvision process was
%2377 well established.

i G

of the Current Policy. )

Vhen describlng hlstorlcal events, it is not always
eaay or convenlent to divide them into periods of time.

However, in the opinion of the vast majority of personnel

L
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interyiewed, the aarival of Ken Jesse gave critical impetus.

>+

to.the development and implementation oﬁdtﬂe‘preeent
~ evaluetion~polisies. This section will review the rationale

for'the developdent of the policies, the role. of the -

stakeholders, the in-services that were conducted, and

finally the problems that were encountered and how they were ,»;7
~dealt with during this period oE deVelopmentiand | ’
: -.*’mplementation . oo : -

ar
N P

e,

Rationale. As stated before, most interviewees saw

.Ken Jesse as‘the'major innovator. _As one administrator

stated;

. The new policy definitely started with Mr. Jesse _ s

getting the superintendency, because he came with a
number of ideas and we-had the teaching model in
‘effect. He came with the idea af doing these
vagious evaluations, which brought a formalization
of things, like the number of visits that are
required and the filing of reports, things like this.

~However, many stated that the North Amer ican trend for
‘ accountability in teachet performance was another important
\factor; and some mehtioned the "Keegstra Affalr" as

’

“influential in the overall rationale for the teacher -~
. 23 : ) ‘

‘  eva1uation programs | ‘ | -

(* It is. interesting that Red Deer: District had already
deuel\ped and implenented teacher evaluation policles and

| \were ahead of the provincial mandate (MFP, Appendi&\l) that.
instructed school jurisgictions to develop and implement

teacher evaluation programs. Thus many.intervieweea

speculatpd tnat Mr. Jesse had anticipated these governmentai



o were timely
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. : : \ S
~moves toward mandating teacher evaluation. As one
coordinator stated:

Ken is very progressive -and follows the literature'
very much. He knew very much the trends. I think Ken.
was able to anticipate the trend and in essence stay
one jump ahead of ‘'what was going on.

© A few felt, that as Ken moved from a large urban district
were he was a5513tant superintendent and did not have total
control over ‘all aspects of evaluation in the school
jurisdiction, to a smaller district it allowed him to
include all programs and aspects of a school Jurisdlction s

: into one philosophy of‘evaluation Whatever the case, the <

development and implementation of these evaluation programs

! .
S ‘ . - . - -

- Ken outlined his own rationale as follows First '
"the evaluation of teachers must be. done in the context of
the whole school and second the goals and objectives must be
: clear to - everyone.t As Ken explained, teacher eva]uation

: should not occur in isolation and although attempts had been
| made to develop an integrated approach to teacher
evaluatipn, the focus had been on the princ1pal looking at
the teacher in relation to classroom act1v1t1es only Ken :
felt a really effective evaluation program‘takes the B
following into account: "the program that the teacher is
expected to teach" "the milieu related to the students in
that ‘community", "the climate and structure of the school".
"administration"» "the school, and the teachers" , "There is
a kind of a ethos, it isn t just a teacher in a claseroom"

NS
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Ken also indicated the need to include parents' and
- students' reactions, student achievement, prooram’reviews,

: administtator eValdation in any evaluation of a school. All

o~

of these in fact have been incorporated into the school
,-
reviey model. Thus, teacher evaluation is not just an

isolated event or process, but is on-going and is only part
of a latger whole, the total.school evaludtion.

| The second rationale outlined bf Ken was the need to
make the goals and objectives clear tc all concerned and .
demonstratw’to everyone your intention to acheive them. " He

L

explained

Most people [will be] motivated to achieve certain
prlorities, goals and objectives, Lf they clearly
understand what they are and if they know there's
- support to achleve them ... Then fost programs have a
_good'chance~o§ success. ' :

Role of'stakeholdets. The role of different
i _ ‘ . _ .
stakeholder groups in the development;and implementation of
.teacher evaluation was varied in both intensity and
involvement. As one administrator stated about his role in
the development and implementation pf teacher egaluation:
[Our role) was:direct in the sense that we had some
input into it, but as far as it being a democratic
process - it wasn't .... We had input, but the final

decision was up to the central office administzation
and the school board. v

)
The development and implementation of the Red Deer
Public School District Teacher~EValuation Program (both

“in-school andvschoolbzeyiev) began as forlows, according to

the superimtendent:
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The first thing we did was spend some time as a groap -
of central office people reviewing lessons, talking
about reporting, talking about evaluation, talking
about supervision, going through some development
things as a. team of evaluators
He cqptinues to explain that there was no policy in place at
that time, just models and plans. The development committee
‘went out to the in-school administrators and teachers for
input and feedback. A number of tfschools were reviewed.and
teachers evaluated. Again, administrators and teachers were
surveyed for reaction and then evaluatign policies were

- 3

rewritten and put ‘into place. At this time the government
came along saying that teacher evaluation must be done and
we had 90% of the policies already in place.

The proc;ss of evaluating and amending the teacher
evaluation program and policies continued with in- put from
studies such as Alan Cooper's Ed.D. Dissertation, which was
presented to the board in March of 1986. As the

vadministrators;stated, it was a process of "fine- tuning ’

"adjusting f "adapting . Ken Jesse put it this way,

2
4

the thrust'that's been throughout is to learn, to g
try, to improve, to modify and to keep the targets
clearly in- front of us.as to what we are going to do.
Most teachers interviewed fel; that their role in the

development was limited to the comments given at staff
meetings and presented to central office in the form of
group input. ' There ‘was also input from the teachers'
association local, but again this was not input from

individual teachers. In the program evaluation, in the

course.of which teachers are also evaluated, their influégée
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was greater. They were consulted before the evaluation but
"we didn't have influence on the formats that they used »

As one adhinistrator described his role
It was more of a learner rather than an actual creator
- of policy .... A lot of the policy that is created
does.at some point go to schools for some input,
feedback. So in that sense, we have,k had opportunities.
But that's Primarily after the fact. 1In other words,
the policy has been developed and our’ input is more the
fine-tuning. Then its finalized from there.
As many of the administrators etated, they saw their input
‘ . - 4 ‘
increase as the teacher evaluation pProgram was being’
: implemented and tested. At this point they provided
ffeedback as members of the evaluating team or in regular
principal .meetings. As well, the in-school administrators
- who, make up the Districgt Operational Committee (DoC), along
;with the central office coordinators and superintendents
provided substantial input DPC is responsible for
generating policies which are later brought to the board for
approval As one coordinator stated , S~

!

We were involved from the very beginning in conmittee'
work. The main framework was drawn up by Ken, but we
had ‘@ hand in a lat: @5 it . :

Vl

The Process was gne of Learning and revising before
_:developing a policy to put in place. The respondents seemed
to agree that this process of continually re- evaluating the
‘Programs and learning from the previous experiences is key
._t ‘the succese of their teacher evaluation programa This
iﬂlearning '+ accomplished throughcextenstbe in- service and

the supergbtendentwindicated the importance o£ in-service:

v *
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’ eValuation p}dgram was being deveiopedvand implemenfed}

~You've got to keep all of the pieces being well
. serviced in terms of development if you're going to
expect success. It's an on going thing, a -lot of.
input. ' : S
. R : —
3

In- service All groups saw 1n¥serv1ce as one of the

strong features of the developmental and 1mp1ementation
. \

process. There had been major in—serv1ces durlng.the two ' o

years of Hadellne Hunter ‘Training. This included both
Vteachers using the Hunter teaching model and administratozs ’

. usxng the Hunter supervxs1on model. As the new teacher,

‘extensive in—setulce was carried out with administratofs wnb

would be the evaluators. Teacher ingservice seem to be
limited to outlining, for them, dnat teaching crltetia wouid
be evaluated.

In—Se:vice for in-school adminisfrato:s consisked,of
such activitles as practiciég "scrlpt-capinq" uslng'VCR

programs of teachers teaching; reviewing case studies or’

"in-basket" studies and then discussinq reactions,

evaluations, procedures, and actions to be taken, going over
L4

policy and ensuring uniformity of action; and revlewing

pertinent llteraturzdfboutvteacher evaluation and

o ) N
supervislon These in- -services were part of regular
principals' or vice ptincipals' meet ings, and part of the

yearly :etreat fot administrators, as well as in-service
/ , :

that administrafors compIeted on theilr own.

The coordinatOts were also vety positive about the

-

.
</
.
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gnumber of infservices. They, dlong vfth 1n-s¢hool
administrators, completed training at thelr.regular,
meetings 'This Included .as one troordinator “stated, "what
to watch for, how to observe it, how to write your reports,
what thlngs should go into reports,‘and the crlterla for

teacher evaluation" | Other areas covered in the in-services °

"

wer@*how to assess people, a revlew of different evaluatlon

instruments, and what procedures to follow if an evaluator
_".;:';\ v

encounters a teacher experiencinq dlfficultles

| CombThed with this planned, direct in-service, each
admlnistrator is involved in schoollreviews, in which ,
teacher evaluation is a component. Thus there is a;\”vf\j}‘
opportunity Eor administrators to practice, dlscuss and .(Jécv"‘

refine their teacher evaluation skills, As stated by the ‘-

t
ra

superintendent

We essentially ran most of those 1in- -services ourself,
but everyone that's gone away, say to a major .
conference or seminar, every principal or vice
principal, has.come back and shared wlth us what they
have learned. We've shar a lot of common literature
that we think ‘is worth reading and we've sent it to.
everyone in th& district

)

Ln—servicing has been extenslve and the board has been very .

supportivé,yith both moral ‘and £fnancial support. e

- Eggpleggzgolugggng. Flnaliy, the interviews
| addressed the difficulties or\probiemshthat were encountered .
.during iéplenentation'and hoﬁ'éhese problens werebhandled.
Teachers had a different view of probléhs than :

”

3adm1nistrators, both ln school and centraI offlce.
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,Teachers;’major gpnggrn dh;iné‘impltmentatl¢n_of the

eQaluation_proéxim”Qas feaf; anxiety;vand hegitation about
evaluation. Some qélleq'it3a nuiéance, umt all,félt'that'
these feelings were someﬁhaf allevjated by the opénness and‘
gffoft to make all‘evaluations4poéit1ve. Tﬁey stated that )

-

the process of informing themigbodt what the eValuétion

would be 1ike and what swould be ex@ai‘uated&went'a,lotay to

- help ghem‘feel less anxious.l.But[one teacher stated“ hey

, - o _ i o
certainly have g&t the screws on all-;heAtime." ‘Thus there

were still some Eeeiings of insecurity and fear.

Iﬁischool'administfato;s anqlcentfal“pffice
coordinators felt the major problems were those created by a
change, an lnnovatibn.v As'6he>3dm1nistxétorfsEated; L

I would say the problem primarily came’ out of .
"change, as it often does. .It was a change _
for all, people in‘the‘distript,'for the teachers
to_have,people taking roles of supervision,
evaluatinggand going into their classrooms, was a
change. at was an urnuysual thing to be happening
~ to them, to move from informal visits to final report
writing of teachers. For some that was difficult
to accept. ' - .

pBut-these problgms,were'deafi with in an ongding\process.of

belﬁg’opgn:and providlng ln-service.'’Asa.cdordlnat:or.y

stated . o Z

being open and involving'people,at all ::::Ts

o ..
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and giving them in-service, I think those are the three -

. areas that we used to try to get around anything that's
new. ' : _ :

Thus,‘th5~d§veiopment of a'feelingfof trust helpéd
ease fhelstaff members into the—change to formal teacher

i

evaluation:' N .

Another major problem that was mentioned was staff
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“

trainlng Even though-eﬁtenslve 1n-serv1ce was prow ded\
-all administrators, 1ncluding the superintendent, clted this-
as a_concern. In fact, all felt that lt.was a concern that

must be continually;addressed. As the superintendent

There .was a'problem of traininmy, and I think 1t'étlll
_ exists, because you could probably study (teacher
- evaluationl forever and never. feel totally comfortable
with it. , '

Lo N
-

,—f' Along with training, there was the oroblem of the tlme.

.The superlntendent stated that to overcome this problem:

, A /\‘J

"the best, most effect1Ve way of 1mp1ement1ng it was to

schedule time more carefully " He went on to say that wlth
the realignment of priorities and time lines, the
evaluations had been completed without addltional cost or .
additional staff. o | L o s

' The most encouraging thlng [was that] the Board of
Trustees, as well as the staff, but the Board of
. Trustees in particular'*have been very supportive 1n v
terms of doing 1t :
~ Ken concluded by stating ”Tlme is still a issue, always an
, )

lssue."_"

: The final concern expressed was the fear that the

r -

program would reault ln over-evaluatlon Both ln—sthool
admin}strators and central office coordinators felt that

there needed to be constant monitoring to ensure that

Al

'over-evaluation does not occur.

eacher Evaluation Po e
. ! . - . ""‘ . »
The developmental period resulted In the rewriting of
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district policies : Forlowing is%an,outline,ofﬂ.h

‘that are pertinent to teacher ev&luation.

« AN

evaluation is also a component of' t‘he ic‘hool review pr : e

) »

the latter will be explained aLs%ﬁiflndiuded in the

pertinent policies are deScription

‘he roles and

&

responsibilities of all supervisors»angghvaluators,,the:'
\

hpolicy for a11 supervisioﬁ dﬁd evaluation, and the criteria

N
for teacher evaluation\that are specified in the

school

'review policy. All pert policies concerning teacher

}

,evaluation are included in Ap endix 16.

The: policies for superintendents are 3005

"Superintendent of Schools", 3010 "Role of the Deputy

Superintendent" and 3009 "Role of the Assistant

Superinterflent - Personnel and Administration".

>

the;specific referenge to teacher evaluation states that the

superintendent is responsible for the ";,.evaluation of the

In 3005,

" staff and system". Both the role of the deputy and

assistant superintendent, policles 3009 and 3610, show that

‘thelr "duties and responsibilities include asslisting with

.supervision and evaluation of teachers, administrators, and

schools";

" The role of a coordinator, -as was indicated;previously

415 the historical background,'has undergone -some
particularly in regard to the developmentyof the

evaluation program.fﬁln'fact the'superintendent

that the expertise of the coordinators as a key

the eValuation of teachers and the school review

changes,

teacher.a

indicated

factor in

\

‘Process.
S oe—
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Policy 7010, "The Role of the Coorainator" states.that-'
coordinators shall "a551st in supervising -and evaluating
staff members". This is a radical departure from their
“previous-role as consultants for programs and resource
persons for teachers,‘not evaluators of performance.

.The principalis’role‘is outlined in policy 7020 and‘
states, "in fulﬁillinq this'responsibility the principal

will supervise the/school staff". hore specific direction

- is provided in the direct reference to evaluation:

Efficient management of the operation -of the school.
)requires that the principal will: assist in the
recruitment, selection, placement, and evaluation of
school personnel :

b Policy 7041, "Supervision and Evaluation", outlines<the
whole process of teacher evaluation and states "The primary

purpose for the supervision and evaluatien of teachers’ is to
t

0
enhance and maintain a high standard of instruction " The
"policy also outlines/operational requirements, performance

critéria, evaluation process, documentation procedures, and B

4

L ‘personnel involved in ¢ -"luation. o \){

‘Phe final policy that 4nvolves teacher evaluations is
N

.”POILCY 3007, "School Review and Evaluation". The purpose of
, v . R ’ -
this pollcy is stated as "schools will be reviewed and
evaluated on a regular basis‘for the purpose'of'improving

and enhapclng the quality of educat/lon oé&ered to the

7 _
- student.” Specific references to t aéhﬁ; evaluation include
T a review of "the performance of each teacher" It should be

noted that a separate document (Jesse, 1985), otmgg than the
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Policy'Handbook,.ia published to_outline and add further

details to the School Review and Evaluation Program.

4

Igggﬂgg_gxglggslon / Present Situation

The followlng is a composite plcture of theﬁ@ed Deer
Dlstrlct Teacher Evaluation Program _It wasvconstructed'
from the lnformatlon gathered during the taped 1nterviews of
Red Deer School District educators ‘ It is meant to be an |
overall lmpression gained from the commemts made by all

stakdholders

‘ A,

The purpose of lmproving teachers' performance through
teacher evaluatlon came through loud and clear during my

lntervlews' As ‘one teacher stated:
1& ‘ .
I thlnk .they're looking for quality teachlng They're
- looking to improve, on a constant basis, the quality of
- teachers.. They're looking to.support the positive
~aspects of teaching that they do see currently, and I
. think to develop and look for ~some common threads
- throughout the system. : S

Thls purpose was;relterated by an administrator:

I thlnk .the purpose of teacher evaluation is to

- lmprove the teaching performance of our teachers.
“That's the primary one. I think a secondary -
objective, which is’ still strdﬁg, is to have data
that.show to interested groups that we do ‘have a- ﬁ \
good teaching staff and good programs. And third,
to give Central Office an idea of the performance
of teachers. You know who-ls strong, who isn't. And
"1've mentﬁgned those “in that otder deliberately.
‘ ’ : . / ‘
Within this ‘broad purpose, teacher evaluation seems to

have four basic dimensions, evaluétion,fqr tenure and

B

permanent certlflcatlon, regular on golng supervlsion and
2 -

k§>§N)|luation by 1% school admlnlstrators, teacher evaluation

- . 4
- ¢ v’ SR
. . A . . s



120

“

as part of the school or program review process, and flnally
a distinct evaluation,and SUpervisionhprogram for teachers

who are experiencing dlfflculties.

Tenure and permanent certifidation. This type of

evaluatlon tends to be a jolnt project between a coordlnator
"from central office and one of the in- school admlnlstrators,
although it ls»the major responslbility of the coordlnator.

At the beginning of the year, first year teachers and those

in their flrst or second _year in Red Deer District are

- allocated to the coordinators according to the teacher's
“§ubject specialization. (This‘ls not always totally '
_possible as an effort is made to allocate those teachers e
belng evaluated evenly amonq the coordlnators.) |
The genera} process or methodology of evaluation is
similar from coordlnator to coordinator All make early
contact in September with their assigned teachers and use
.these early informal vlslts to orlentate and to lower the
anxiety ef'the teachers. In these early sessions criteria
aré’outllned‘and the yearly.evaluatlon process dlscussee
vThere is an effort to try to be a consultant and-a coach and
assure the .teacher that the coordinator 1s there to help
even-though in the end he will evaluate the teacher too~
The formative - summatlve tenslon that exlsts 1n teacher,
evaluation and supervislon is dealt with in this manner. -
The number of visits made by a coprdlnator varies from

N \ R . ‘ -
six times in aﬁgear to tw?nty times, dependingﬁgn the number



-,glvén.

ofnteachers a coordinator has and“ihe progress the teacher_‘»

is'making during the, year. Those eiperiencing difficulties

-~

in the early patt of the year would be visited more often.
'The length of each visit. varied frém 30 minutes to 80‘

.'m1nutgs dependlng.on the grade level or length'of class

»

period.

The first few’ visits tend to be 1nforma1 but after

. (

these ptelimlnary sesslons the evaluations beC9me much more-
/ Y

formal. Most Qf'the coordinators follow a similarnroutine.

_ | |
They do not have a pre-conference with the teacher but

arrive at the classroom unscheduied{i There may be é brigf
discussion just before class #Earts oné of the coordinators
did have a pre-conference similar to the clinical
qupe;vlsloqﬁgoutine, to discuss tpe'objgctives of the leséén
and areas tb?gg obSerVeQ), but generally the ;rpgedure used
cqnslsts of tgdicoorgigatot script-taping (a la Madeline
Huﬁtér)lon carbon paper with comments' placed beside th;
record of ciassroom‘events.
At the end of ﬁhe class a carbon cop&-of the sgiigt

tape is given to the teacher and a post conference is

. scheduled. In fost cases this post-conference would occur

at a latez time. In fact, one coordinator put it this way,.

"Both of us need the . delay" -- as to think through and come
¥

up with some posltlve :eacé%ons During the post- confetence

pe ‘

"fposltiye commendations are provided ang recommendatrons,are

%
"\

y

AN completion of from 3 to 10.?f/th15 type of
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observation, the coordinator writes up“the final report.

The‘deédllne for these reports for tenure and. permanent

certification is the end of April. This is where the °
- - . - ) Ay

prihéipal is involved. 1In fact, the coordinator’generally& .

ld

"communicates with the principal throughout the year on*the
progress of the teacher. When it comes to the fieg} report
both the pr@nclpal ‘and coordinator,gan co- sign a common

letter or each write a separate repqrt. In either case the
. ; 1

letter consists.of a list of comme:!!tions (le. continueiRo .

-

do ...) and some recommendetions‘(le. constder doing ...f

’

and occasionally some mandated Changes‘(must do ,L.). The .

evaluation letter is discussed with the teacher, principal,’

and coordinator at a meeting. ‘Then all slgn the lebter and
4 o

Y

9

- (

each gets a coby. Oné copy is filed at central office
'tﬁe principal or EOOrdinator disagree on the~granting of
tenure or certificaﬁion,'the matter is referred to the
superintendent for further review, This process will be
outlined later 1n‘the chapter under "teachers in
difficulties®.

The evaluation of first year (tenure) and heeend year

(5ermanent eertlflcation) teachers seems to be very simiiar
-from‘one co;rqlnator to another. This is probably due to a
very specific policy on these types of evaluations (Apbendlx
16) and the'in-service that ceordinators and suberintendents
have been receiving concerning repert‘wr;tlnq,

script—taping, dealing with problem teachers, case studieu7

-atc. Teacher evaluatloh as part of erchooL'pi'proqram



Jrevleyfls also very much the same. (Note: a\program-review“'

at the High Schoollis completed'in place'of a total school .
review because of the sheer size of the one and.only high-

school in the Red Deer District.)

§chool review. School and program reviews are very

1nvolved’/nd/4ncIﬁde/a11 aspects of the school As

e

ﬂf_the superlntendent lndlcated teachers and teachinq are only
vpart of a school, it is 1mportant when evaluating teachers

‘that it occur 1n the context of the whole "mllieu" of the

school. Thus students, parents, administrators,'and support

statf are all lntervlewed and the Eacllity itself is

~vscrutinized”‘ Teacher evaluation is an 1ntergra1 part of the

t:revlew process. :HoweVer, I will not attempt to‘describe the_

s

process T ' . ' R

-principals from other schools

" whole school or program review process, but Qill attempt to

extract and outline the teacher evaluation component of this

N

" The superintendent is the chairman of the review team."

Ve

He completes the pr;nclpal's evaluation (thls w111 be
describedtin'detail.under-"Evaluatioﬁ of administrators")

.%5,‘?.&, ,J

“~-and is also assiqned two teachers tgfobserve just 1ike the

..other members of the team The team usually consists‘of all

members of central offlce, a ew,prlnclpals and vlce

he district, and some

’foutside speclallsts (eg a ph,sical education speciallst

'from.Regional-office,\a;su

) lntendent irom_another

.

'jurlsdicttpn,#etc.);"Theﬁgliebandncompositlon‘of-the team

4



depends-on the size of ‘the school (ie. humber of teachers)
of in the casé‘of the program reyiéws‘oh‘the subject area
(English‘br Social Stﬁdies for example). ~Theﬁteam‘may
include admfnistratozs_or outsidevépééiallst who have some‘
; inteiest or.expettlsgyln'ﬁhié atea; |
Oncé fhe team i§ chosen, each membe: is assiéned two

teachers to 6bsef§e.  One obséiver is :espdnslple for

'writing thg‘téacher evaluétion ieport. ‘In the week ér two
.vprecéding the éctual,rev;ew'déys, the evaluators make»at
léast<Fwo informal and"dnscheduledvvlsits to\their'q3319ned‘
teacher's classroom, in order tb get a more aééurate

impression'of the teacher, ‘A schedule of viéits for tﬁe
actual réviéw dayﬁis arranged_with‘the.teacher.
o 'On the réviey day each evaluator visits his/her twd
assigﬁed teacheis}vusuallyiscript-tapinéiand leaving a
Carbbn copy for the ﬁeachef. Most of the evaluators alsq‘
- ére‘assigned to review some other aspects of the school, for
' exampie'faéility,'suppbrt SEaff,‘administration, library,f ;
'etc:*.At the énd‘of‘ﬁhevsame day the team meets in a round ;
table diséussidn with-the'p;incipal and vice principal in
‘attendance. Each teachér is discussed and the two’
evaluators oﬁtiine their 6bservations'and ask the principal
- and vtcé-pzlncipal for their in-put. Lf both are positive
about thé teacher, the pre-assigned evalﬁator is dire;ted to
write a report. |
ﬁowevei, if there is some disagreement or ¢oﬁcetn, an

alternate procedure is used. As Ken Jesse states:



.

If someone has had some serious problems, you are not
allowed in that round table discussion, to discuss that-
" teacher. The person who ... has observed those serious
. problems is-ekpected to have told the teacher, 'Hey,
I'm concerned about what I have seen. These are my
concerns and I will be meeting with the superintendent
‘nd’ reviewing these concerns'. N

Thus, teachers in difficultieé are not discussed in tﬁé team
meeting and are handled in a different manner. This
procedu:erwill.be déscribédixaﬁe:. |

After all the teaé%ers have Eeen discussed, the team

generatgs_recommen@ations for the whole school review and

the supe:lntendent ls responsible for writing the iepprtl'

After further discussion with the team, the total report is

presented by the superigtendenﬁ to the staff. In the few
days'following the'rev;ew each teacher meets with the
evaluators and the pnlnclpal.' His/her evaluééién’is
dlécussed, signed, and then filed at central office.-

This type of school or program review occurs

¢

approximatelY'evéry three years. It should be rioted that if
a school review occurs when a teacher is beihg evaluated for

‘tenure or permanent certification, these evaluations are

~

combined with the school review so that the teacher does not

go thiough more than one major evaluation in that year.

Reqular in-school evaluation/supervision. As well as

_the teacher evaluations mentioned previously, ln-schobl

_admlnlétrators carry on regular evaluation and supervision.

My interviews with the administrators indicate that there is

no single, éommoﬁ'system in use. However, there were a faw



common featurea. ;?frst; all teachers;in the school;\not
Ljust first o‘s‘econd'y}ear teavc‘her;s,' :wej,-re being.'.visited in L :
their classroom. Second, both‘principale and vice

principals were‘involved in theievaluation process and

on- going in-service at district vide administrators meetings
to inprove evaluation techniques. Third the prbcess in
general and the Einal reports, tended to be very‘similat,
#probably due to the district wide common in service.

Finally, all used script taping as the means of gathering :

d&ta dnring observations of the teaching process and all

stated they leave a copy of their rou@h notes with the ~-

teacher after each visit. . T = ._' )
The actual evaluation process, however, was . .quite

-varied from school to. sch001 and administr or to ;

i .

administratot This diVersity and flexibility seema to

Lo

develop out of each administrator '8 personal styﬁg and the
!

disgrict's willingness to alloﬁ‘and maybezeﬁen~encourage,

‘_personal initiative and development

o ’
M

1

The first variation is that no set cycle of teacher
evaluations was in evidence One school was on a 3 year
icycle, another on a 2 year cycle, yet another evaluated
teachers‘every year. Second, the number of. iormal claaeroom
visits ranged from 3 to 6 times a: year.; Some of the R Ty
administrators ‘stated that there were aleo many informal
visits, or-'walk-throughsA which helped them develop an *
overall impreseion of the teacher 5. performance. The length

L

of each visit depended on- the grade level or 1enqth of,

{
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classes, from 30 to 60 minutes. .

_ . | o
Most in-school aaainistrators mentioned and indicated

that their evaluation criteria were based on the Hadeline

PO

Hunter Hodel, and tﬂe processes used were variations of the

.Y

iclinical supervisdon ﬁodel with a Eew using pre- and

~

post- conferences . In the post- conferences, the - positive

-~

points and possible areas to work on are discussed.

”

~ One administrator wrote a mid-year report, while most

completed a yearly report in letter.form_that listed the

commendations and the suggested recommendations. All
discuSsed the results—with the teacner, and both parties
signed the letter."Not all stated that the letter was filed
at central oEEice, but each of.the evaluators and_teacners

recelved a copy of the letter. | o

The slightly different process of evaluation among

principals did not segm to adversely effect the Qquality of

the overall process of evaluation of teachers across the

district, as most teachers stated that they saw it as a very

'positive' and 'constructive' processx

ieaghers in difficulties. ‘No matter when a teacher

( .

is identifiedbas having difficnlties -- during the first

year, during a'school.reView, or eVen'when an experienced

i

teacher is identified either byvthe reqgular in-school

T

evaluation or as a result of a concern expressed by parent54

-

-- the supetintendent coordinates these cases.

In the case of a first year teacher the supervising
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principalpand';pecialist coordinator are expected to notify

the superintendent very early in the year of the

,dlfflcultles and keep him up to-date 4I£ the problems are

el not cleared up, thep a third person is added to the process.

I'The third person coordinates a.remedlal program vhlch lasts

at least three months .. As th& superintendent stated:-
. . }
First year" co ¢cts and certification, plus the
regular - supervisl n, have to be processes that go
alongside this_: ori“the first year contracts and
certification; I ‘expect the. report from the principal
and the report from ‘the’ subject specialist, so that two
. peoplé are- working with that person all the way through-
the first two years on 'a regular basis and they-are
R both . reporting and they re both independent reports.
: We really want, Lf sgfieone runs into trouble, to insert

a thirxd erson, a deputy suEerlntendent or myself, so
we have three oplnlons ire that way and we: -

_supervise that way.

If the teacher does not 1mprove after the remedial
rperiod then aefinal evaluation 13‘comp1eted by-a thlrd
party,_either the supbrintendent or deputy superintendent
At this polnt an interview with the teacher would be held
and a "counselled reslgnation” would be the preferred
outcome. As Ken stated

One of the 1nteresting things that has occurred

in the process is that we have not had to

terminate one teacher as a result of it and we
have had, I think, somethlnq like twelve reslgnations,
not one termination

In the school review process, asvmentioned before; lf a
teacher is ldentifled ‘as havlng dlfficultles he/she 15 not
discussed at the round tabl?\post review discusslons :The'

.superlntendent takes control of the:sltuation. Ken'

summar ized:,



‘\‘\\532 ... meeb with that person: (to] discuss ... concerns

- and then try to put an improvement program in ‘place.
You just have to protect the ethics in that process,’
and that's how we protact ethics.

. 3

If after at least three months oE remedial work\the teacher'
has not improved ‘a "counselled resignation" is, usually,
the next step However, in 80% of the cases, teachers who-
are experiencing difficulties and have been on a remedial

)

program improve and conginue with the system.‘;

ggglugtion of administrators. Although, my major
concern in ‘this research project is teacher evaluation,hr
'feel that the fact that a11 administrators in the district
are evaluated, effects the overall impression\:;\ valuation
by teachers. Thus, I will briefly outline the ev:l:ation of
the‘superinteqdent, the deputy and assistant superintendent,
‘the coordinators at central office, and the in- school A

7

administrators (both the principal and vice princ

-’

followinq way

I'm evaluated each year and we just use a
rating form. I don't use a rating form on anybody
else, but I do with myself, just to ‘'get the thing
done, I think, and also to identify the job. &s
“there's only one superintendent, I think the role

- must be specified. All the administrators in the
--district complete .the form. ' The teachers complete
_ffy it the trustees complete it,...

.

As for other members of central office, the superintendent '
evaluates the deputy and ass‘itant gﬁperintendEnt and two

fcoordinators, while the deputy superintendent evaluates the

'-,other six coordinators. Botp tre supeﬁfqtendent and deputy

4



use the same“techniqoe to evaluate the.ooo%dinators._,They N
choose a group of teathersvand.administrators_to.interview,«ﬂ5
;*Some of this group have»been shgdested by the.coordinator“
)being evaluated and some are chosen byxthe‘eyaluator. The
process inoludesva surQey instrunent or_questionnaire,:
individual‘interviews,_the‘administrators'perceiyer
"questionnaire and other.infornation about projeots thatfmay
haVe been worked on in that year.) Also, Questions have'beén'
include in program and school rev1ew questionnaires that o
~
pertain to the leadership provided by central office
coordinators - Once all the information has been gathered
“_an oral and wrltten report is oiv;i to thevcoordinator being‘

evaluated and then the reportvis passed to the

soperintendent and finally t¢ the board.. This process is

completed every other yea
Principals on the o her hand are eyaluated during the
“school reviewpprochss, in whioh the superintendent will use

a climate‘sorvey filled in bf teachers and surveys‘and'

' _questionnaires completed by teachers, parents and studénts S

N

As Ken outlined the princ1pals' evaluations includes

interviews’ﬁf groups of-four or five teacherS‘by-the'

A

superintendent to discover' : e B

- the relationships, processes, gself- initiative, on the
: part of the principal That has to be a positive
interview. There's' no opportunity for criticism there.
It's more a, finding out how things are done rather .
than what's done.  If the teachers are concerned and
say 'Hey we've gqt concerns, we can't go though this',
then I immediately stop the interview and meet with the-
principal to establish a different process.

LY
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Students are also interviewed by the superintendent Asvhev
stated "we rely very heavily on talking to the people that
‘they [the principalr*provide leadership for, interviewing
them plus also learning their priorities and their - ’
achievements" ' - Thus, the ptincipal is evaluated when the
- school is reviewed and the superintendent would meet with
_the principal and discuss the results.oflthe evalu%tidn;‘
Vic'e-"pr.i-:ncipals also..are'nevaluated by staff

gues;ionnaires However, as most are teaching, they also
are evaluated as teachers during the school review process.e
As the superintendent stated,‘*everybody s either being (7
evaluated or they are the evaluator"v |

f ThebRed Deer Public School Teacher Evaluation Program
fgseemed to be’very much a team approach with all levels of v -
sta££ involved and in some measure being asked to evaluate“
others v Even‘teachers are given‘a chance_to have input intovi
ithe‘evaluation of in-school and central oftice - =
'vadninistrators.‘ - | |

I 1

- - ".' S e h : \

O

'§t§enqth§iand7weaknesses )
{/I - : ) | . . -
All'interviewees were asked to outline‘what they felt

were the strengths and weaknesses of the Red Deer Public :

ffTeacher Evaluation Progtam
V .

Strengths + I T o

EEERE el . : S -
.After categorizing each of the comments that was given
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N

by the 1nterv1ewees and then grouplng the comments, flve

' .strengths emerged. The first two were mentiqned the most, ‘
accounting for.SSS ‘of the comments; hThe third strength drew"
A abuut 20% of the comments while the last two accounted fot

| ~about 20\ of the statements . The five strengths were;

(1) the teacher evaluation program relied on a
pdsltive/collegial approachJ;hlth.fhilt trust amongk
‘participants; . - . | y
(25 the teacher eyalnatidn-pioéiam produced imptoﬁement in
_ teachers‘and theetesultiné posltlve impact on*teachiné'was'
bene€icial to students, B |

(3) the proqram pzovided accountabllity,

{4} the ?o;ic;es ‘of the teacher evaluation progiam_ﬁtovided
' a-ciasslflcatldn of effective teaching crltetia‘and '

d .
'objectives, and

.(5) £eedback and follow—up was ‘an 1ntegra1 part of the

teacher evaluation p;ogram.

R
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T?ble 4{6 e
Rank Order. of Strengfh Responseé by Stakeholder Group y
Teachers ‘In-school Ceﬁ%ral Offlice Overall
~Administrators Administrators
)
Positive/ 1 (45) 1 (450 4 (ie) 1 (33)
Collegial - : - ) -
o T €
* ot = ' S ‘ ,
Produces 2 (24§ ° 5(7) 1 (35) 2 (23)°
Improvement - S ' T
Feedback/ 3 (21) 4 (10) C 5.(8) 4 (13)
Follow-up: R : - '

- Account- 4 (10) T 221 L. 21(22) - 37(18)
ability S B £ |
L1 N _ ' : o ’

. Clarity of 5 (0) 3 (17) 3 (19 4 (13)

Objectlves : ' ' \ w,
i
3
s ; | .
B N ] o) < . ', ] P
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Collegial approach. The relationship betweenievaluators

and teachers had been open/and :alloweéd good communication.

Both in-school adminiStra rs and teachers saw this as the

most important strength, a d in fact mentioned this aspect
g

tvicé as often as did central office personnei. As one
 in‘school administrator stated:

It is done in such J'gentle, caring, quided, coached
way, and is done as a group, as a team, together,

rather than as .a syperior dominating or controlling
teachers and sayin; 'This is the way you nust do it

-The program had built trust and “as ovér half of the

-

comments indicat@d, is a yery posjtive experience. As one
teacher stated,vt‘ |
~ .
c..xit's a very positive thing, too. They support what
they see as good teaching and refer to that and if they

"do have any recommendations, it's a non- threatening
“vﬁform of recommendations.

OthEr comments that indicated that this positive, truating

\
atmosphere was built as part_of the teacher evaluation

o -system include, "clarificatipn of valuesvbetween teacher and

ewaluatot", "very positive emphasis", "fair", "positive

"’ ggfel", "flexibility and latitude", ”and»finally "input from
lots of people"; The‘superintendent outlined this as a
significant strendth,‘"Our,teachers ... trust usiand therefs
' a great deal otisopport.for what we do." |
prgducinq improvemént. ‘Theisuperintendent's comment that .
'"t;is is makino'a difference“ hithights@the second
strength that the teacher evaluatiqn program in Red Deer

pistrict is producigg resqlts.: It~is.improving,teachers and

'schools, teaching‘methOds, and‘stddent test results. Most

v



‘although teachers made about a third of the comments.

of the comments came from central office admlnlsttatdzé}

v

Some’cemmentg lndlcated thet there was'lmprovement-ln
teachers and schools. Thej include "good for the
professlon",'"keeps you on your toes", "lmptoues_schools ;
"foeus on improuement”, "maintains standards", and "raises
level of concern". One teacher stated ”It's 1mprovlng my

teaching and I'm sure 1t's improving the teaching in this

| systeh .... I'm 30- 40% better than I {would bel 1f I don't

track of weak teachers but, as one central office

think someone will be'coming into evaluate me". Similar .

beneflts were mentioned for students such as "fair for

-vstudents by sett;ng a standard", "raises test scores", and

"insures curriculum i{s being covered"”. Ken Jesse put it
this way: - T R
. . ' , / ’
We do want to have the best staff that we can possibly
get. We want to develop them and we want to have an
lmpact on the students..

Accountabillty Accountablllty was not seeh as keeplng

: 2

.\administzator,stated,'”We recognlize top-notcn;teachers as

well."” Most of the comments eame from centrdk office and

Il
12

in-school administrators. Some of the commentéwftom central

office admlnistratore incruded "evaluation is regular”,

-"evaluation is actually happentng*, "heips keep central

135

>

office on top oﬁ.whét’sthappehing“! 'piinclpais have become

more familiar fwith staffs" énd,»a; another central office .
. ‘ a » } .

administratior stated:
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It raisds [student test] scores. We're one of ;2e

highest in the province and I think-ng.of the in

reasons is our central office people at schools all

the time and the schools are more accghntable to us.

-

. : I
In-school administrators drew attention to the positive

.ﬁeffécts oﬁfgg?t{ég‘into classrooms, such ‘as "teachers have a °
: , H . ' ) . ‘ ‘ . -
‘record of their teaching", "recognizes good service”,

"strengtl . are identified”, and "shows we are doing a good
:jpb"., One-administrator indicated that teache:s_expectéd -

evaiuators in their cljssfooms and this ‘was not totally

/ 1
-dlsagreeable to the teachers ad one teacher stated- it was:

,‘_._/

"good to see central office in my classroom" But one

-ﬂ§ent;al office admlnlstrato: recoqnized another aspect of " 1

?iacgounﬁability as follows: L /}y

»

, ) Many times the focus is on the weak teacher "Ik
I - Shouldn't be., It should be to reinforce the st:engths
‘- ofrour very, very, fine teachers.

L

fbf goals and objectives. Knowledge of tge process
Y ] . . .
teria against which teachers are evaluatgd@ngo was

ébns&ée?ﬁd critical, to this feeling of clarity. . It is
. ‘a M .

ihteresting to note that no teacher(?entioned);his as a

strength. However) the superintendent stated:

-

The quality of 'he supervisory and evaluation staff and
the clear focus 'hat each of them have _in terms of
prioriiies and trying to achieve all of them is the
greatest strength.

Both central qfﬁicé and- in-school administrators tended
to agrede. They commented ?It's a system - it's not
'hapghazard", "making us aware of the whole process of

monitoring", "teacher's have been made aware of what the

whole intent of the evaluation is", "focus on improvement"”,



137

"there' sra lot‘more conslstency 1n terms of- phllosophy and :
-continuity . "there s a lot of clear objectives stated" |
"1t s a planned, set, organized_program", and.”no surpriseS‘v
%for people" | | | |
The knowledge of the process and crlteria agalnst whlch‘

‘teachers are evaluated was also cons1dered crucial. As for
in- schqpl administrators, one stated that ”It glves the
vevaluator a chance to be Eair and reasonable [toward] the
'teachers he's eyaluating, because of the knowledge of the :
process". .Other comments'include; "knowledge.of criteria by
evaluator and evaluatee”, ."specific’criteria:thatoboth o
'evaluator and evaluatee know" ‘Mcommon vocabulary &andl
vlanguage", and "everyone is kept aware of the process"‘
.Eeedback_and follow-up.f Teachers Eelt.thls was. more‘
important than did‘both:adninlstrator Eroups.l’Teachers-v
stated that "1mmediate feedback"  was excellent and that -
'"support of oood teachinggthrough recommendations” was
1mportant. The Eact that 1ta"p01nts out strengths as well

recommendations" was very helpful They also pointed“out

. fthat knowing it was: an "on- QOlng procec- ‘and that they had

"‘"accessibility to evaluators" indicated that the feedback

and follow—up«were.meantgto help them improve and grow»ash

teachers. o Q R L ; a’"

Administrators saw bhe feedback aspect as a strength as
: we11 In school administrators Saw follow up after -
'evaluatidns as ‘rlportant The ‘need to g1ve teachers

7 feedback not just positive but productive,'constructive
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.feedback'and recommendatlops, Qas.very essential. Centralv

.office administrators stated problems need to be clearly

Stated", and that the evaluation needs to_belboth “sudmative
. : . . .“.
and formative"™. Oné administrator stated "Our teachers are

getting some feedback on thelr,instructionai techniques and

‘they're feelihg good about the recognition they're getting”.

¢

. o /
Weaknesses v
t

.
/ ,
;

In most cases interviewees feitvthat the présep?f

teadkezdévaluation system was more then adeqqate‘bﬁt that
_improvements could be made in some areas;f586mq§actdally

preferred to comment on, "sreas where improvements might be

made" rather than weaknesses. The four main areas for

improvement were (1) evaluation prdcedurés, (2) time and

_Q;her'resourcgs‘commited, (3) the formative/summative

'ftenslon in the‘c%o:dinators' role, and-(4) the danger of"

over-evaluation.

G _ - v
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. o Table 4.7

‘Rank>6rder of Weakness'Responses by Stakeholder Group

o

AT

' TeaCher$“_In—Schoo1 Central Office Overall

t Admin. Administrators
! " i ' » - . . .
Evaluation 1 (88) 1(39) < 2 (30) 1 (49)
Procedures R ‘ ; . -
* over-evalyation - 2 (12) 3 (11) . . 4(8) 4 (10)
Time/Resource | 1(39) - <1 (35§74 2 (26)
- Commitment . : ~
Formative/Summative 3 {11) 3 (27) 3 (15)

Tepsion . , /

- ted
sk
. . "
D
.

¥l _
.Evaluation procedures Teachers were the most concerned

‘,Vﬁand made half of the commentq, while the in- -school and

‘central office admlnlstgators contributed the other half
. . ‘/M/v
' Fgur main ‘areas of ‘aficern about the evaluation pr oce dures,

/ Camae .
emer?ed. o

‘First, it~ Wa% felt that there was a need for longer

w;.-i"‘ N

R g ;

- vislts. Teaqhers were ‘the most vogal about thls pointp They
! ,‘ ’ r{LIl- th . s
‘f_ffelt that evaluators needed to spend not only more time per

o

vlslt but needed to vlslt more often. Also a concern was -
expressed about the teacher evaluation‘componentfofﬂthe {d
schtgl review process; some felt that the evaluation should

S
be:.spr¥ead over more then one day. : |

0
. [}

o . B \
. 2, k\- . M
2 4 ;/ o, . E’
. . . .
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Second was the Eeelingﬁthat more follow—up needed to bem

_carried out ! The majority of responses in this category

came Erom central office administrators Most felt that the N

difficuity here was finding the time to visit and vork with :

~_teachers ¥ T ' , o f &

L4 4'?.
" 3 !

Third was’ the feeling that input 'was. needed from other_

sources such as parents and other teachers Some felt that;

peer coaching" or "self evaluaéion” should be uncluded in

A 2

the evaluat&on process. R ;

Other ‘areas of. concern that were mentioned by s

SR N
S

individual interviewees were that the criterra needed to be

‘made consistent (especially by evaluators from outside the

Red Deer. School District), ethical concerns (eg teachers'

input into principal'evaluation), loss of individuality or .

‘spontaneity of teaching styles, recommendations in teaoher.

evaluation reports interpreted as weaknesses, reports that

tend to become very similar, and evaluation not being tough )

I
®

enough.

Time and resource commitment These. comments reflected a

concern about°the future ability of the Dfstrict to continue )

to provide support to the program. As the superintendent
stated'

The funding reqmired to keep it going is always o
at risk and that's a weakness, in the sense that.
- you are wondering '1f the funding is going to be .
, there - not from the board. level more from -
-the province. There .are so many demands on the. |
funding these days, in so. wany areas, that you're -
‘always torn between what can we afford to do and
what do we want to do. ,And it's a real issue.
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It's a much bigger 1lssue than people are beinq
led to believe, in my mind.

ra

This concern for commitment was mentioned by both groups of

A

administrators. 1Central office personnel saw it as the
qreatest concern. This’may have been the result'of their
heauy time commitment to teacher evaluation. As .more

demands are placed on them, will they be able.to maintain
L 4 T
'the time commitment necessary to continue teacher

evaluation? Also,,as Eunding decreases, it will be

‘"difficnlt to keep evaluatlon_of teachers as a‘priorityL

e

yearfafter‘year". ‘Related to the concern over time

‘commitment is concerniabout the on—going training of
eYaluators. .o .

Formative vs;'summative supervision. Almost all central
office administrators and'some in—school(administrator%'saw
this as a copcern. Some felt the1r role had become more

difficult and that ‘there was a "loss)Bf rapport" with

teachers. The fact that "the role of evaluator was not-
p _

totally defined", and that the coordinator was becoming
"more of a policeman then a helper" worried most of the
coordinators. One codrdinator summed it up as follows:

There are some teachers who become a‘little over
apprehensive about the ‘evaluation and are concerned
about which hat we're wearing when we walk into the
“ classroom. ' If we lose anything out of that, it's
‘ maybe a rapport that we have developed with some of
our teachers in the past, when we were looked upon as
consultants. ¢

»

J;o muchvevaluatiOn. All three groups equally felt that
this may-develop into a significant concern in the future.

&’F
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As_one'&ﬂﬁ@nlstzator stated "At what point is it enough?" A

teacher felt thagﬁsupérvisibn was "too.big a deal" ;nd

‘another felt Eﬁat‘moze»ihEOrmal supervision by the
4 : . . .

'"principal'or superintendent diopping in" type, was needed.

As 6ne'administrator.stated:
I don?t think we -should close our e&es to other models
just because we've established one.” I think we should
be continuing to look to improve the process of «
evaluation. ; . _

- v

» -

Many of the evaluators who were interviewed expressed this

sentiment.

\

TR



' CHAPTER 5

Analvsisfof Findings

Introduction .

AR

The purpose of this chapter is threefold
(1) to compare the characteristics of an effective teacher .

f_evaluationvprogram as identified,in a review of the,

NP ;

literatnre, a survey of Albertaféoperintenden.s,-and a case
Stndy of the.ked Deer Puhlic Schoolfnistrict; (Zi to compare
the policiesvpertaining}to;teacher evaluationpadopted;by.

. ‘RDPSS-against the procedures actually'being useddin'the
‘District, as revealed by the case study, and (3) to review

the implementation process of the teacher evaluation program

i

7to gain a: perspective on what the future might hold for this |

program. .

~ - |
Characteristics of an Effective -
Teacher Evaluation Program '

Before making the comparisons and developing a
composite set of . characteristics of an effective teacher
,evaluation program, a brief recapitulation of the findings

is probably useful, ":_ - | _ o T

143 .
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Review of the Literature -

g' . As outlined.in Chapter‘z,_the RAND. study cOnductedjbyv'

’y Gise et al.(1985)sproved to be a fairlyirepresentative |
indi’c‘a:tor‘ of "what one encou«téers in the lit_e‘raturel.ghe" '

-A~five'characteristics‘which the Rand étudy'highlighted;are'

1. CQnsistency// The evaluation prongm must suit the -

/

: educational go s, management styles, concepts of teaching

andrv uesgo_ the school jurisdiction.

e

/ 2.
of

both leadership and resources.'

itment There neeggsto be top level commitment

- 3. Compatibility The main- purpose of the teacher )
evaluation ‘program must be decided known by all, and the
.process matched to this purpose.

‘4. Competency ‘The teacher evaluation.proCess must.
have utility, be efficient and the evaluators must be.
knowledgeable in order to provide reliability and validity .

5. Collaboration Teacher involvement in- put and

“ responsibility helps make the teacher evaluation program e
effective; |
10'

Survey of the Superintendents -

Phase 1

_ The questionnaires sent to all superintendents ‘
.,in Alberta identified the following six characteristics
1 Knowledge. This ‘was a knowledge or understanding of

- thee; policies and- procedures byoil personnei in the ‘
- - : ‘ o
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._(; .
ﬁurisdiction and inclqgﬂd the‘?%-gf ”haveg§$lioies in
, o 4“ ' R . k3 .

place.

5‘@§*er A , ; :
2 Feedback / Folbowrup ”ThiswaSwtheVnéf

teachers with constructive feedback after evalua@ion in

L

: order that teachers see evaluation as useful and valuable."

. ql .l.‘

. 3. Training. This was thé“ﬁeed for traininq and ;?

‘ J

in-service of;both teachers and evaluators which results

from topelevel'co;mitment andfsupport{ &

4. Cooperation.' This'was the need for;in—put and
cooperation from the teachers beingvevaluated

5. Research ' This was the need for the. evaluation
programvto be based on research and a model of teaching and
‘should include consideration of local conditions and
factors.

.6 :Trust. This was the need for trust to be developed

through having a process of appeal time to develop the

~

-positive overtone ‘"b

I4
B

~ case Study - Phase 2

Interviews with teachers; in~schoo1'administrators;
and central office administrators in the Red Deer system
videntified the following five characteristics as the

Jstrengths of that District's teacher evaluation proqram"

1. Collegiality.. Thr0ugh the use of a positive

,approach to repotting teaqger performance, a trustfel

e s
R

program, consistency in evaluations, and most importantly a.

145
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atmosphere developed
. /

2. Utility. ‘The program is seen to have utility, it

produces resUlts,_makes a E\ifeqence, and leads to .

_improvementtin teacher perf mance.

3. Accountability The program"provides administrators s
: with knowledge of both weak teachers and recognition of

strong teachers.-‘ o

4. Clarity of Objectives.' The knowledge of goals,

processes and criteria for effective teaching provides all ;

_stakeholders a clear v%%w of the goals. S . B

5 Feedback / Follow-up After all evaluaLions,

teachers are provided with immediate feedback and

7
[

constructive recommendations, which helps give them a

L4

-

feeling of trust and opportunities for professional growth



A

8 | | &- | | |
Table 5.1 pto?ldes a- comparison of these th;ee lists.
0 »

-

“pable 5.1

v« Summary|of Characterlistics of an Effective .

‘Teacher Evaluation Prog;am

Literature o ‘ ~-Alberta - | case Study

(RAND). = : Superintendents ‘ Red Deer

l.féensistency; 1: Kneiledge<. ) i, Collegiality

2. .Commitment ; * 2. Feedback 2. Utility
3. éompaﬁibiliﬁ?"i 3. Training - 3. Accountability
4. Competency 4.'Cooperatlon : 4. Clafity |
5. Collaboratien', 5. Research | e 5. Fee&beék

6. Trust R
' b <

Synthesis .

I

Ahalysis of Table 5.1 suggests that an effective

teacher evaluation program is c@aracte}ﬁzed by’ seven E(f

Id

distinct features:7consistencym commitment,'compatibility,

~‘competency, collaboration, feedback, aﬁd_trust. Table 5:2.

/

- provides another perspectiVe‘onDthe derivation ef this list.

!

Ty

g
.
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- 0N @able 5.2

cOmbined List of Characteristics of an Effective

Teachet Evaluation Progtam °
Literature “Alberta | &Red Deer)
(RAND) Superintendents. Case Study
1. Consistency, X ;:': x :v ' %
. 2- Comm&ﬁment , | x o . x{ , e x 
3. gompatibility. | x ~_‘ . X o X
& 4. Competency ox - x >:ej . ;
f \»i; COIIaboration o el : x .
6. Feedback - . | X : %
,u7.gTrusé | _; | o X o X

&'f Note: -x denopys support or acknowledgement of the » - | .
o cﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁteristic. RS . C
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Although there is not a perfect.match in all cases and
many of the attributes ovegﬁap into other elements,‘the'

‘ above seven characteristics s§€m to constitute the clearest_
':"factor-solution". Thereﬁwasltotal agreement on the first
Mfour characteristicsnand agreement by at least.t;o_sources'
on the. last three chanacteristics @
Consistency. The . RAND study identified consistency
'insofar\as it highlighted the need for the teacher ok

evaluation program to suit the goals, concepts and values
established by the district The - superintendents thi;\\s

. A
q"stqd felt, thatibecause' the evaluation r’Bgra, was based- on

research , hodel of teaching, and everyone knew and

understood the evaluation program, that it would be

' consistent. ‘In Red Deer District the clarity of objectives
,;?gﬁﬁ%j knowIedge of the goals, processes, and criteria of

qg%fective leaching led’ to consistency ,u

| | com:fitment In' the RAND study commitment'was»viewed as

- toy—level commitmentwof both, leadership and resources. In

. :this study superintendents saw commitment taking the form of
' training and in- service for all involved in the teacher

! evaluation program. The case study suggested that a Board .
- "“f‘,l.

must give full commitment igtthe form of (a) e full

support of the superingendent and other central office

l . *‘ ' ,..«

~administrators in actually conducting teacher evaluation,

and (b) tipe to in service ang/to complete ‘evaluations.

Compatibility In the RAND stﬁdy'oompatibility referred -

"the matching of the main purpose for evaluation and the
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4

process of évaluatlon. The superintendents in this study
indicated that once a model of teaching is deriveéd from
research and'knowiedge,‘fhen the evaluation p:céess must be

made consistent with those findings. The interﬁiewees in \

the case study felt that the.téacher evaluation. roqtah

would be compatible (and effective) only i{f it was\ true to

the dbjectives , the gbals, the piécesses, and the

indicators of queCtiGe teaching that had been establ

-~ f

previonsly.

Cbmpetency. This fourth characteristic was_viéQed in the

2 14

RAND study as th@gheed to have efficiency in the evaluatlion

program. This was developed by evaluators who were
4 " -

compgteh?, which in turn ?ébylded reliable, v§}}d and .cost \Wﬁ
effectlvé evaluation résults.. The superinfendents:in’this

study élso éaw the need for the tfaining of‘évaluato:s. . The
RDPSD case study revealed that g'”csmpetent" sy#tem -- one

that made a dle;rence -- 1s éasysfem that ha;'clear k\,//

objectives, goals,»prngsﬂgg, and criﬁeria.( . | -f_
Collaboration. In the RAND study collaboration included °

" the involvement of teacﬁe;s and indicqted that teacher;'
should assume some of the responsibility in develéphent and

" implementation. Superintendents in Alberta also saw the
. ' - . . ¥ B
need for cocperation and in-put from teachers. .In the RDPSD - -
c N . . o T
, case study it was ‘evident that teacher involvement and

in-put ' in the‘development and implementation of teacher '0 ,
. “ _ :

evaluation was limited, but on the whole the teachers ‘ 

1nterviéVQd 1ﬂd1ca;ed that they were satisfied with the

3
: b4



teacher evaluation program and werepvery-cooperative.

. B . .
Feedback and follow-up. These two characteristics --
feedback and follow;up after teacher-evaluation -~ although

not specifically mentioned in the RAND study,‘were seen as

vcritical and essential by both the superintendents and the

educators in the Red Deer Public School Dlstrlct

_Trust This seventh characteristic was' also consxdered

<&
&

important by the Red Deer educators and the Alberta
' superintendents. The development of a climate 6f trust was

;felt to be crucial and was the- result of a very colleglal

[

positive approach to the teacher evaluation program

c _ Correspondence Between POllCY s
& -, and_ Practice_ o

~In this section of the_analysis, ﬁhe Red Deer's '
5ystem'skpolicies pertaining to teacher evaluation vill be~

compared to the practices and processes that were uncoVered

"<in the interviews.' The following polic1es will be

cdnsidered:'the Goals of the Red,Deer Public School

~
}

L4

District the Roles of the‘EValuators; the”Supervision and

:vaaluation Policy, the Sch001 Review Program, and the

’Program and System reviews

'Goalsvoquducation

g 'Th‘e principal'goa-l in Policy 1000, (Appendix 16a) is:

- To enable each student to develop to the. fullest
_.extent such talents and abilities as ‘he may
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possess so that he nay becoﬁe an active and
competent citizen in his contemporary society.w

to evaluate existing‘programs, changes in curriculum,
teacher effectiveness,‘special services, and administratlive
orgaﬁfzationn_ fhis_board has certainlyptriedvto "seek
evidence".of teacher effectiteness throuéh its evaluation
program. Whether this district is in fatt enabling students
to reach their potentials is very difflcult to ascertain
However, 1f we can believe the teachers anqbadministrators
of the Red Deer District, they would say that they/ar"*J
accbmplishing this goal " The emphasis on teacher
~development and‘improvenent tends to support the Eact that
teacher effectivehess is a concern. When educators in Red

‘Deer were asked "What are the goals of education?" the-

majority cited "student development"

RolefDescriptions,f}"_
" The f’olldwiﬁi‘;;v,agejii"the individual policies that outline
the role and job description of the administrators. who are

involved in teacher evaluation in the R.D.P.S.D.

Superintendent of Schools.  In policy 3005 (Appendix

16b), the superintendent's duties include 'evaluation of the
&
‘ staff and system" My conclusion is that the l; _
superintendent Ken Jesse, has fulfilled this particulgif‘

role. He has vorked to develop and implement not only .



teacher and system evaluation but ﬁaéhféd the development of
an innovative school review program. 'His previous
experlences, leadership, and dedication to this evaluation

.

program have been instrumental in bfinglng Red Deer Public
;Scn061 District tecognition'from educators,atrosspNorth

Anmerica; the school rev1ew program, which has been recently

. described and evaluated in Jesse and Cooper, (1987), has
become renowned. | _ | |

The tole that the superintendent has actuaily adopted

. in ail of the evaluatlons seemed vezv clear and'predictable.

Nonetheieas,“hls duties are not outlined, other than in very

,4' .‘broad terms, in either of the:boarddpolicies or The School
o '
L Review and Evaluation Program document, (Jesse, 1985).

For example, the superlntendent is primarlly respon51ble for
. .

, Svergeeing the operation of a program for "teachers in

difficulty", but this is not: reflected in board;policies.

3 -

Assistant Superintendent. Policy 3009 (Appendix 1l6e)

0

indicates that the Assistant Superintendent - Personnel and

Administration is responsible for’supervising#and evaluating

staff members. This role is 1ndeed-carried'out and a number

153

—of first and,seoond year teachers are assigned and evaluated

for.tenute and cettlflcation.

LY

Deputy Superintendent. Policy 3010 (Appendix 16£)

_ states that the deputy assists the superlntendent and is

\ 5

responsible to "supervise and evaluate staff members " This
A\ :
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“he does. He is%asSlgned a number of teachers to evaiuate

F
for tenure and certification each year. Again, specifics as

to the numbers, .timing, and responslbillty‘forlthevfinal
‘report are not outlined in theNpolicy.

o \ o~ o

He is also responsible for the supervision and
evaluation-of the coordinators at central office and.to..
assist invevaluatigh of in;school administrators and
- \ . ’ .

schools. Again, this is done despite the lack of specific

'vperscriptions in the Board's'policieié; ' .

. T ' /
P2 o .

.

Coordinators. These eight central office.uf

administrators have responSbellty for a551st&ng and

advising staﬁf an?‘tﬁ "a551st in sﬁpervision and evaluation‘

o

-

of staff members". This is the area~©{ concern that was’
mentloned by coordlnators ‘in the intervieus and‘emphasizes"
. _ iy ; N .

| the contradictlons that are apparéntly 1nherent in summative

o~
and formative supervision , It is sometlmes dlfficult to
assist and ady?se a teacher in "developing efﬁective

1§ :
1nstructiona1 methods and strategies" thle evaluating those

1 4 ) B 0 :

very same’ methods and strateqles ’: 'f,' S

The coordinators do indeed evafdate first and second
year'teachers/for tenure and certification but again there
are no speci%ic expectationsfoutlined in Board policy}
Also, thelr involvement in school reviews was not indlicated

1n policy 7010 . This may partially account for the Variation

~in the procedures used by the coordinators, for example the

).b,

number of vislts,flength,of»visits, etc. It should be



ment ioned that the final format of the evaluation'report,
although unique to each coordinator, seemed to’ follow the

'same basic Eormat of commendations (continue doxng)

~Principals. The principals (and vice principals) in

fact were regularly/consistently involved .in teacher’
evaluation, as part of a regular yearly‘cycle angggs
co-evaluators of first and second year teachers. for tenure |
and certlfication However,-the reference to this role 1n‘
policy 7020 (Appendix 16h), is very general; the policy
includes only themfollowing:."supervise the school staff"
and "aSSLSt in the-recruitment selection, placement,rand :
'evalugtion o?{sch@%iwpersonnel""; The factbthat the

i procedure; of each school principal were unique, may in fact
result from this lack of specificity in policﬂes._ It should
also be ‘noted that no reference is made to the role of the
vice principal in the evaluation of teachers, in any of thex
policief were in fact, they were very much involved Also,

as some of the principals indlcated it was difficult to

cqmplete the role of evaluator and at the same time the_role

‘o of "consultant"'as outline in paragraph 5. (£) of the policy..

\ )

» gupervision and Evaluation

The pertinent policy. (7041, Appendix 161i).outlines the
: er b4
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criterla against which teachers are evaluated The primary

r.purpose is stated as "to enhande and maintain a high ‘

i »standard of instruction". As mos ‘interviewees indicated;

they agreed this seemed tombe’the’case,. Also outlined in

/ N 8

_thevoolicy were the aims, operational requirements, and a

Son

statement indicating that ‘the listed criteria were to be

used as a "guideline only

The criteria are based in a very general way on the

\

‘ Madelline Hunter Model; however; no speciflc reference {s

made_to that model. The majority of the‘reSpohdents

,mentioned three of the'five Hunter criteria. The three

mentioned most often were ”positive interpersonal
relationship with students", "good classroom management'
skills", and "effeCtIVe instructional strategies” The -

2

other two Hunter criteria, "curriculum knowledge" and "out

fof class behavior" were seldom mentioned On the whole, the

)

hinterviewees,‘including teachers, knew the majority of the

‘criteria and that there was a pollcy that listed them Most,

- will carry out either the formal ar lnformal procedures

‘vof the educators also knew that the criteria had been

developed out of the Madeline Hunter in service training of

four years previons ¢ v

‘Policy in this atea also outlines a formal (summative)

. and informal (formative) evaluation process“and-is an

’ attempt by the Red Deer District to deal with the potential

“’ .
conflict between the roles of consultant and evaluator The

policy doesn't give any speciﬁics as to how, when, or who



/

The mandated documentation procedures outlined in
Appendix 161, paragraph 5, are being followed by all
_evaluators All teachers interviewed knew these procedures

&
and that they could review ‘their personal file at céﬁtrar

. office. Most principals and coordinators stated they tendgd‘”

P

- . o‘

to keep a copy of the report for their files and this
procedure is not coVered by board policy |

Finally, the personnel who are to be involveﬁ in

7
L

ﬂg;;:were not, even. though they do participate in the

"teacher evaluation program

' School Reviews and Evaluations .

This was the fost: visible and time consuming evaluation
B \¢i'

program The program was outlined in Policy 3007 . (Appendix '

'16c) and in more detail in a locally produced handbook

called School Review and Evaluation Proqram ~The

157
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eyvaluation were listed in the policy, however, vice _],~‘

evaluation of teachers is referred to, and the cOmpOnents'tovr"

be reviewed include the "performance of each teacher"_and
"appropriateness of the role model provided by staff

-members"; In the operational guidelines and procedures‘
teacher evaluation is specifically referred to as follows

"The review shall include evaluation of each teacher s

LAY
W

performance" Yo e ' o . - S

_The only other reference to teacher evaluation is the
) . R - . .’/_,.) o ; o
exhortation "to observe each teacher priot_to the general



e

WEvaluation Proqram booklet

school rev1ew" | v ,fh\

The evaluation of the princ\pal is also outlined in the

sthool review policy and “in fact the school review process»

- all aspects of !he operation of the school Specifically, s

the reference to pr1nc1pal evaluation includes "leadership

provxded by the principal and the administration team" and

that the review shall’ include "evaluation of the principal's

Performance"" S
@he actual school review and evaluation includes the

following component3°vcomplet1ng of a personal 2

3 _
»administrative review form, the articulation of priorities

~and/or objectives by the principal. and the staff; an

administrator perceiver interview of the principal' a staff

'-interview by the superintendent the actuai school review
: g
:_visit by the review team, including teacher observations, a

-.school climate profile, parent survey, and an annual

o

achievement report : Outlines and forms for all of the above

”procedures are included in the School Review and

B

!b R

Program Reviews and Evaluations

Policy 8024 (Appendix 16j) has no specific reference to

v teacher evaluation but does refer to the ”leadership offered
. 'by the" district and school administrators"' Part of a

'~hcoordinator s and principal s evaluation includes the \fé

-

158"

.is very much an evaluation of" the principal's performance in
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progfgm(s) he/she is responsible for
There is one provision in this policy that does not ,
seem to be. addressed in practice, this is the "program
review at the High School" Red Deer has only one high
school It is very large, with a student population of over
1500 and a. teaching staff of over -one hundred A schoolﬂ‘ |
_Ereview has been deemed too complex, therefore program
reviews'(or department reviews such as Soc1al Studles
Department English Department; etc ) are carried out oh a
rotating ba31s.' These program evaluations are carried out
in a very. similar .way ‘to school reviews and also 1nc1ude
_teacher evaluations. Such program rev1ews, 1t should be o
noted, areinot’the'program reviews that are outlined in
. policy 8024 which was written to address evaluatlon of
division wide programs ‘in such areas as. elementary language'f
_artsvor_juniorrhigh math,_secondary sc1ence, etc. .

. : : : S Q
. : . )

System Review and'Evaluation_

In policy 3008 (Appendix 16d), a reference is made to
‘the need to review the’ "leadership offered by . the ’
‘quperintendent gnd other central office administrators"
This isﬂbeing carried out by the superintendent ‘The
_superintendent and deputy have instituted evaluations of the
otHer central office‘aﬁministrators on a th;ee year cycle.

Also, on a yearly basis the superintendent evaluates the

deputy and uses a survey instrument sent to all teachers and
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' administrators in tl@é@dstrict to evaluate himself
- @ . ! .
Summary and Conclusion-

- .

:a It would seem that the policies in‘ved Dyer Public’
School District that govern the many £ cets of teacher
" evaluation are. adequate, as the program has been
successfully operating for four years. ‘Indeed, the policies
for school reviews are very extensive. dfhese policiea have
been developed and amended as the evaluatione were carried
.out,‘ Thus,‘they have used experienCe from the field to
provide the in put needed to develop meaningful policies |
However, there may be a need to develop new policies or
clarify present pOlicies in the followingﬁareas: regular
teacher evaluation procedures by in—school adminietrators,
.evaluation‘proceduresbfor'first andvsecond year teachers'
being evaluated for tenure and certification, the role of
.vice‘principals ln tegcher evaluation, and the program

i

| evaluations of the high school.

Fgctors Affecting Ifnplementation

To examine the 1nplementation of educational change,
such as the RDPSD teacher evaluation program, a frameworh is
‘needed. Fullan (1982) outlines 15;factors that seem to.r
affect the‘lmplementation and'the}continuation'of a plahned
educational change. ,lhese factors are not necessarily'the

‘only onesathat.are relevant but they provide useful
: : | , ‘ ’



stzucture for examinlng'an”l' ementation of chanQé.

"

-event, one runs.ﬁhe danger of_losihg the total Sicture.

[

It is also understood that in disgeting , social

Howévei, in order toléompféhend a complex phenomenon, we
,ﬁeed to viewAits siﬁpler components. An attempt Qill bg
‘ made‘gé put the pieéeé_together-in.thé conclusion of this
seétion in order to gain a perspéctive on the'totality of

the implementation.

n

l. Need and relevance of the dhané%. This'factor is

“interesting, for it seems that the need for teacher

éy%luation\in this dist;ict'has no one origin.

Hlstotically, tﬁére'was a perceived need by ﬁhé cé;tral
office.to_develop somé'structu;e tq guide the improvement of
insgrdctlon.' Thus,;a stiohg gmphasis and development,oﬁ’thg
’:.Madeline Hunter model of téachiné and supervision was
pursued. With the afrival of a new superintendent_fiom a
lgrge'u:ban‘center, whg;e he had been lnvolvement ;n all
aspects of gvaluation,‘a new'fptcé'waswint:oduced into the
"need” factor. The superintendent felt fhere was an ufgént
need for specific and oréanlzed evaluation of not only
teéghers, but schools énd pfbgrams too. . Again, this Qw
'pezéelved need was a'Wtép-down" asvopposed td a "ground

' swell" or "grass roots" need.” . |

- As the literature suggésts, 1f teachers ?ercelve the

i

change as being necessary, there is a better chance of
: ‘ oy

. - M - . ..Km\ ’
successfully.lmplementing a planned change. Kigpouqh there.

161
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was,evidence that some'teacne svwere apathetlc toward the
development of the teacher evaluation program, the - \
announcement by the\Department of Educatxon that all sghool .
boards were required to plan and develop a teacher
evaluation program, certainly identif1ed that what was belng
. done fulfilled a real need and probably helped emphasize

"~ that need.

-~ : N B ;.4;
. .

‘2.‘Clarityl Falee.clarity is a conCefh*when'
d1§CUSalng this factor. The outward goal presented by the
| central’offiqe.was one ofldeyelopment of teacher skllls, thé
improvement of instruction. However, there will always be
thosesthat feel the ﬁreal".goal is one of eliminatinq |
unwanted teaehers.'iThis feeling may we%l‘have been
intensified by the events in Eckvlllej which;in turn were
followed by the government's Teacher Evaluatlon Pollcy
Thia echool division ensured clarity by cqnsistently
provldlnq positive reports to teachers which would relnforce

the idea that the intentions of the innovation -- t0’he1p

teachers ~-- was in fact being followed.

“©

'3. Complexltz.‘ The'complerity of this innovation
seeme self evident. The cbmponents_are complex in
themselves. The act of teachlng is complex and the features
of‘effeetlve teaching are as yet not universally aqreed
upon. How and what to evaluate, moreové?ﬂ.are debated and

C s 4 ] R
unsettled, and who is to evaluate is not spelled out. This
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school district addressed these issues by setting"up/a mode 1
and process to he followed.ﬁ'Then,‘through the process of

trial and error, the evaluation prbgram was developed and

improved. As Fullan states(1982 59)

Difficult changes are attempted because they have

‘the potential to achieve greater benefits, but they
must be done in a way which maximizes clarity

(through defining specffic components and implementing
them incrementally) ‘

On this criterion, the Red Deer system scoxed high.

2 z;

v ; 3. : . .
4. Quality and‘practicality of program. The school

district seems to'have worked hard to provide -a high»quali‘tyiQ
' progfam that teachers perceive as having not only'benefit to:
. \

the central office (for their own as well as proviacial

needs), but personal and professional'giowth. ‘The quality

was improved by constant review of the prdcess, constant

/

consultation with evaluators, and training w1th1n the
district by using mostly ‘district personnel, including
teachers, as instructors. | ﬁ
‘ The practicality of the program was ensured br the
fact that teachers received Eeedback immediately ‘ As well
as gaining ppsitive recognition for their good teaching -
strategies, they were also provided with recommendations for
improvement and an*opportUnity to improve thrdugh‘individual
progra@s set—up by the central office consultants and
if-service opportunities in the district and abroad.

\ For inplementation'to gather'any momentum, teachers

and others must experience some sense of meaning and
practicality relatlively early in the process of
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.attempting change; otherwise thev willreventually
_abandon the effort.(Fullan, 1982:62)

< R

5. The hlstory of Lnnovatxon attempts. Although my

research did not deal with all 1nnovations 1n this
-district's history, lt does appear that the 1ntrodﬁctlon ‘of
the Madeline.Hunter model was being accepted relatively

well, at least by those attgnding conferences and

~work-shops. The fact oming superintendent did

'not'abandon this innovaé{ ,;:f; “‘corporated it into a more#,\*

b‘detailed and planned innft ;f.. The fact that the .

) correspondlng méndate to evaluate teachers by the province -
1ndicated a need, probably meant that this 1nnovat10n was
seen in light of a positive history or'at least
non—negative. ' o S ot

; -

R

‘”6; The adoptlon procéss " of this dimenston of

assessment the findings are somewhat contradictory It ¢

L&

seems that ‘in the plannlng and adoption phase, teacher
involvement in dec1sions was limited if not non- existent'
In fact, it seéms that.only central office and in-school

" administrators ;ere involved in the discussions and reviews
during the'implementation. Teachers' only'input was as |
evaluatees and respondents to-.surveys by thevsuperintendent
on the school and the principal. Nonetheless,‘Fullan

(1982:64) states, "It maf'come‘as some surprise‘that

eparticipation in‘adoption decisions and/or development is
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afwnot necessarily related_to effective implementation." 'Thus,f

. 'even~though teacher involvementfcame_about only later in the

_change9 during implementation, it vas.not one, of the*main |
factors that led to the effective implementation of~teacher
.evaluation in this scthl dis;rict

e | |

1. Central admid&strative support and 1nvolvement

Fullan (1982 65) sumsaup this Eactor very we11°'

The chief executive officer and, other ﬁey central ”
administrators set the conditions for implementation
to the extent that they show specific forms of support.

" and acttve knowledge and understanding of the realities
of attempting to put a change into practice.

. In Red Deer this factor seems ‘to .have been the main reason
for the’ teacher»ev%ﬁgation program being successful .Tﬁe.'
_soperintendent,’capi:alizing on his past experience and
knowledge,»has developed a very strong program inﬁwhich he'
hgs devoted‘a great deal ofitime‘and energy His staff --

"edincluding a deputy, an assistant, and’ eight coordinators -

sfall have been involved and seem to be determined and

-| H'enthusias-tic abdut the@pro“gram R The supe’intendent'

'dominant character has had a Edrceful impact on. the

s . v.“»

innovation, but he has demonstrated his’ c@nvictions to all

gpersonnel in the disttict and these have alsd“béen

-‘,'

“Ztranslated,)nto action.

4

The superintendent has not paid qnly "lip service" to
‘the.need for teJcher-evaluation B His~investment of pers nal
'.v‘time and effort - as well ‘as’ his demands on the other

»administrators in the district have demonstrated his

rY .
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H

commitment'to-this change. Central offlée pe;sodnéijhave

\ béenlasked to derte substantial effort éo this'iﬁno?ation
..and:pplority has‘beén,blacéd*bn‘the evaluation policlés |
: }schools} teacheré, apd programs) with time ﬁeing’the'mOSt
difficult resource to be found. Hﬁwever,'with careful

scheduljng; the necessafy'time has béen found and the

'impiementation and contlnuan¢e~maintained.

8. Staff development'anigparticipation.,vThese ' ’,

aspects 6E change were to SOhe‘exteﬁt beiné dealt wlth N
_ziﬁgfo:e_thg arrival of the'sgPerintendent (Madeline Hunter

era)_.and can be classified as pre-service .or J

pre-lﬁblementation tra;ning.l With‘théldeVelopmgﬁt and /
.édoptlon of the new,evéluétiqn program, mg;é‘prefserviqg‘kas

carried out,‘essentiaily at the‘admin}strator 1evé1;f;?ﬁis -
tncluded,megﬁings gp‘digcuss th‘to evalugte,'whét‘td’

14

) evaluate, and howtto report. _This training was done within
the district and with district personfiel -- which Fullan
, and with disf rson - wbich Fullar

(1982:190) indicated is an éffective fiethod of improving the
’“chan&é3'6£ a1SQCQessEu1-melepghﬁaffdn:,'» AR
‘ The”szmAzy*t&sk?pfltne"gchoolrdistzitt should be to*’
‘ 'develgpnits'pwn inte:na1-capacity'to process needed
~ educational \change, relying oh externa) assistance to’ 4
A-tpain?lnslde:s and Fo»p:ovlge speciflc .program . :
expert;se 1nchmb1natlon with‘1nte:naL,follow—th:ough.

The'Lniquement of‘teaché:s hésﬁbeen more or leés limited to
< ~ : . . : . : . . )
 1n-8e:v1cé on the criteria against yhlqh‘théy will be -

_evaluated. There has.been limited input from teachers into

-the pIOCeSS of theJevaiuéfion. ‘Adﬁinlstrators, on the other

S ..

N e
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hand, have been heavily’involved in pre~service, in-service,

" and post-service training sesslons as the programs were .

reviewed, and revised.

9. Time-line and information systemv(evaluationi. As
. stated by Fullan (1982:69) "a‘time—line is needed.which is
'_neither_Unrealistically short.nor casually long". In
retrospect, the Red Deer program seems to have satisfied

this criterion“ Approximately one year was used to plan and'

o

adopt. Another year was devoted to.implementing a pilot

study and to completing the writing of policy statements.

Finally, two more years of implementation of the policy and .

evaluation of all schools, teachers, and programs in the

‘ district completed the cycle. e S

) - e '

\ ‘Secondly, during all of these evaluations, information

was gathered from many sources (administrators, teaohers,a

Jstudents, parents, and board members) Thus, the process

- s

has been reviewed at regular intervals and an effort to -

oy

-

"fine tune" at each stage has helped to create a feeling of -

- . L \'
hsuccess.and pride. S Lo o T
o ‘ Coar \t» . g SR SRR DA . C . -

Ca . ) ’ o
. - . * R B - .. » ) L e
- Lt A -y i
¢ N \ ' .

e

io.-Boarg.and community characteristicsu_ The -board

and community support’ appeared positive.‘ It‘may, in'fact, X3
A"
,3have been strengthened by the Keegstra affair and the
€,
_ political and public pressure on school jurisdictions to L

"clean -up" their act with regard to ensuring teacher

competence. In»this school district, the concern,was

’ ' *
1 - "«‘\
by

‘¥
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already being addreSsed; and this led to the board and
parents seeing their superintendent and staff as being
*ahead of the game". This built confidence and support
The board then followed with general support of the

programs, including permission to use substantial amounts of

time to continue“with the‘evaluations.

11. The principal. As all principals were -involved

in the developing and implementing of the evaluation

. The-school review process meant that

principals would be evaluated and their own teacher
| o

evaluation program would/come under scrutiny For'these 3

\ <
\

reasons, the principal is the key at the school level and is
| heavily involved in teacher evaluation.' Principals and vice’w‘

fprincipals have district meetings regularly in’ which

‘.evaluation is discussed and some in- servise is carﬁ}ed out

’ (This alSo helps provide a consistent district- lﬂiif e

implementation prognam ) However, in my interviews ,ith ‘
b g . gf‘ . T

-. .
R

ﬁome pringlpals and - vice principaTs (also involved in ”: oo uf~i

teachertevaluation), I got the impreSsion “that nnt alh were
as éhthusiastic and did not seem to have thé same 'level ofj‘
involvement and/or technicg\\knowledge.‘ Thus, the
Levaluation program may not be implemented as effectively in{'

every school. -
| g

v

LA

12. Teagher~tgachet relationships. Not all teachers‘

. v
1
LT

i -
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« b

- saw the program in exactly the same light,b Most were
supportive and praised the positive nature of the reports,
but a few concerns were expressed. These concerns fell:

: mainly into two categories' (1) the fear that the indiv1dual

- ¥

nature of the teacher and the subject area would be lost in

the bureaucratic, uniform evaluations and (2) that

4

eVaIuation will become’ too frequent and dominate the.*
teacher s thinking, therefore displacing the more important

?‘ N
goal of teaching students. Overall, however, a positive

¥ -
feeling concerning evaluation was evident.

o
T kl‘

:sﬂkf 13. Teacher chaggcteriStics and orientations

"Innovators and hard core resisters are found\among all ages

Y ~

and levels of educatio\: (Fullan 1982 72) tThisjwas‘true in

this district as well; however, the resistors were a

' . '

minority and may in . fact, have been sileneed (at least for'

the time beingL by the success and p051tive nature of the : -

‘g ev iuations It was made ciear to the teachers of the‘
’ "\ * .
*distrigt that the evaluation program was not a ”witch hunt"
‘ . x N * - ) sy
but an attempt to assess teachers' competence and at the,‘
o ) oy e - LA S P

,éamé time heip them improve. When this is the caseh s =

l

»,

‘teichérs begin to Eeel good about the process and the
”‘"teachet's sense of efficacy" is heightened —-°which Fullan

(1982;72)*£eeis,is~important in successful impiementation.

L]
!

14. Role of Government. As has already been

4

indicated, governmentvinvoivement in this,innovation was not
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s

. o ) : . _
financial or material, but in the form of a mandate, "order

from.above" However, because ‘this school district was

D

ahead in the process,’the prov1ncia1 mandat% for all school

d'ctions in Alberta to 1mp1ement, maintain, and operate

evaluation system provided utllity and

”;tion fdr.the ex1st1ng program. In turn, this~
% Y

'_prpv jJustification for board and central oEfice to

FERE A

continue the 1mp1ementat10n @As a ner and a "good"

Ycher evaluation'

&

.- RV
example of a system Jf%h an effecti
program, this prov1ded bhe personnel lo were' involved in
{

the innovation some notoriety and pride, a feeling o[

k4

suCcess. (The superld%ﬁhdent hasdleg%ured and sent material ff:f
. . .“501 N ) ar “.“

about the ‘Red Deer system across anada -and the United :

States, and as~wel1 has published articles in education o R
Qurnals ) a g ‘m Coe : : . _. l ‘ ‘... oo _‘ \\' . ,._
2 m\i“‘#, DO PFIEEI T T S '
) . - . ' . . .‘h *

'E‘W“ .lz v “.“i R E A :
15» External assistance; .En this situation external

aSSLSbance has been minimal The superintendentfhas brought“‘

with him some’ previous knouledge and experience hs'well
Jsome exténnal evaLuators were uéed, but this factor is seen ?'
' * ! N - o2 7

v“as,having_minimal.influence,

N L. N
. . . . .o
LR - . . . (] . . ' '
L . - - s co o . e .. " .

"Conclusion
AlthOugh the'Red Peer Publictschool~District*probablyf
did not Eollqw these 15 factors in planning, adopting, |

and implementing its teacher evaluation programs, high
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standards were achieved on all factors. Perhaps not perfect
"marks, but a good overall collection of positive factors.
It would seem, therefore,_}hat the-probabi}ity of the
successful continuationiotathe evaluation programs is good.
'vAs outliped in Fullan (1982 77), "probably the most
discouraging prospect in understanding the implementation
and continuation process is the realization that it is not
‘linearvand is neverfending . Red Deer Pubfic School
District has worked to continue to imptove its program.'.All

_members are involved in the program and the attitude seens

h generally positive at all levels The programs_provide ,

obvious benefits The programs have become lf o o ~-VH s

institutionaliZed Thhs, as indicated by Fullan -

A

'(1982 77 78), the chances of this innovation continuing are
. \ ‘
_greatly improved and what more“&an be expected of a. planned

vchange than to'have it ‘become used'and-routine.‘

B



CHAPTER 6

' Summary; Implications, and_Recommendations

- -This chaptervis made up of three major components.

First comes a;summary'of-the research project in_terms_ﬁf
thé'purposesvand methodology, findings, and conclusions.

Second, the Eindings are related to theory and research™ T

r

Finally, ‘some recommendations are formalized for school
personnel who would 1ike to use the results of this research

.

<
project in reviewing th%ﬁr %Zacher evaluation programs

|
; ~ . Summar

s

- Purpose . _ i

.. S ) " LU ‘ . T e Wt § - Yy .
The overarching objective in this,tesearch'projectuwas

'tocdetermine the characteristics’pf an effective program for ..

-'}teacher evaluation This objective was pursued in/tuo ‘ }V.‘

, s it

"stages. oth stages were guided bv the research question
. . \
"What are the characteristics of an effectize program forh-
teacher evaluation?" and the secondary research questions.
The data were gathered using_two styles of research
‘ methodology) a malled ‘questionnaire and a modified case
Study. | |
Thehresponses to the open-ended questionnaire’invphase

172
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"i and the verbatim transcripts qf the interviews in Phase 2
were content analyséd and these results summarized into

lists of'common characteristics These twoflists of
characteristlcs were then compared t@ each other and the
findinqs from the review of the litecgaore in order to
,develop an overall\composite list of_gﬁgracterlstlcs of an
etfectlve teacher evaloation brogram; (Theflists mentioned

above are found in Chapter 5.)

" Findings -- Phase 1

What are the characteristics of an effectlve program for
teacher evaluation? .

~!’ - ..'

‘l Followinodthehrevxew of the literature, five’

characterist'cs Erom a study done by the RAND Corporation
were adopted as a:tramework Tor Summarlz1ng the flnd;ngs _
'from!the:ilterature. That framework comprlsed of flve T
“4characteristics:“cohsistency, commitment comgatiblllty,
vcomoetehcy;;ahdvco};abqrat}ohi Two more llsts of o

tyeowel
1

. éharactefistics ‘were then developed.y.First superintendents

o -

L=~ " . 4\ —— . '..“_‘

'ibf Aiberta, 1n a survey of their opinlons as- to the_\‘\“-y,~:f/
hallmarks of an effective teacher evaluat1on system,

1nd1cated that there'was a needkforfknowledge, feedback,
training, cooperation, research, and trust. 'Secohd, a case ¢
a\sthdy based on interviews otlperSOnnel th the Red Deer |
Public School system 1dentif1ed the follow1ng factors

4
colleglality, utllity,ﬁgccountability, clarity, and



‘AWhat were,the effects of the local environment on the R

supervision. Next came-anvintense'training and

174
~feedback. - - B N i"."‘ ‘ 4 » ‘ ?’
/ .

: _ A X R '
Findings -- Phase 2 . -

ﬁ

What was the impetus that led to the development of the -
teacher evaluation program? ' .

b
.. R

In the case of the Red Deer Publiq School District, a

combination of_ events and, clrcumstances precipitated the N

development and implementation of a teacher evaluation

'program. First, a group of administrators felt a need to-

supervise teachers, investigated;some alternatives, and

,settled Qn'the Madeline Hunter;approach to teaching and

3

K

;indoctrination in these techniques . Subsequentlyha new

superintendent provided leadership and guidance in

‘developing the program anhd policies,A Finally, a mandate by

rthelprovineial government,'provided the final justification,y'

R s St 5o
” . - '

. . L . .
-~ . et M . R B
d . .. .
-~ 3 N . .. . - .
e . . ) . . -
. 1 . I . . 1] x. . .
. & ¥ i ; . RN f L Y
. b {.

'develdﬁment of the teacher evaluation program? L ~‘: S !

The local environment inEluenced the structure of the

-
A .

program. With administrators already trained in supervision

'teéhniques and ‘some teachers having been involved.in-;

Madeline Hunter type "effective teaching" sessions, a core

0

»of knowledge and competence was established The relative

proximity of all the schools in the urban setting of Red

Deer District led to easiler communications and contacts
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between central oifice and the s$chools. The ayailability of
. coordinators at central office to assistlthe superintendent_
and:in-school administrators in conducting teacher
evaluationdenabled this'extensive program to be completed.
All these £actors led to what the superintendent called ra

fertile seed bed" for the development and implementation of

the present teacher evaluation program.

What were the steps or processes used to develop the
—-teacher evaluation program? , S w

The steps in development, once.the neﬁﬁguperintendent
“had arrived, included (a) reviewing the litegature for _
research hased knowledge, (b) developing a "2}30 of attack"
with central‘office and in-school administrators,) (c)
.carrying out the plan by piloting the evaluation procedures
for both the school review (which had a 'teacher evaiuation
component)'and regular teacher evaluation, (d) con;tantly
‘.reviewing and appraising the results of- the program, (e) |
writing policies that reflected ‘the 1essons learned in the

'preliminary implementation, and (f) constant and regular

;evaluation of present policies

I\ : ~—

~ What were the underlying goals and purposes of the
téacher‘evaluatibn program?

fﬁ@vl A There were two definite goals that e purlSued. One

1

was thg need to improve instruction for the it of'

students This was both a concern for the students and a

S
Ly -y
EEEANY . g
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teachers for tenure and certification, with the greatest

176

concern for the.developmentvofveffective teachers. The

%second goal Qgs one of accountability. In-school and

central office administrators wanted to verify that good

- teaching was happening in Red Deer Public SchoOI»District

i;assure the general public that quality education was

beinq provided to their children The evaluation allowed
edmini%§rators to recognize *good" teaching and to assist

weak’teaéhers -- improving or changing professions.

g, . . ¥,
“ : v

iy

L

What is the current status of the teacher evaluation
program? . ffw“,m .

’ 13
L]
Bq

The main components of the teacher evaluation program
are as follows: regular in—school teacher evaluation,
carried out on a two or three year cycle by the principal’

v
and/or vice principal; the evaluatlion of first and second

proportion of these évaluations conducted by the central

office coordihators, the\teacher evaluation component of a

ischool review; and the evaluation of "teachers in

difficulty", which includes input from the superintendent's

office.

How is the teacher evaluation program intebzated’with
other programs and policies of the school jurisdiction?

The teacher evaluation program is a major part of the

'school review pzogram,“one of the major projects in-the Red

. -\ o , . :
Deer Public School District. A teacher evaluation completed
Y - . N :

e
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in a school review is the same as a regqular in-school
evaluation or an evaluation for tenure and certification.
. Dupldcation xs .avoided by using school review teacher

-evaluations for the other purposes in years where they
(.w Q

overlap. Other policxes such as the Goals of Education of -
the Red Deer Public School District and the emphasis on

teacher and,administrator_in—service seem to compliment the
AN : : :

¥ N

main goal of tea evaluat}on -- to improve instruction

for the beneflt

.How do the major stakeholders (teachers ahd
administrators) view the develogment and implementation of
the teacher evaluation program? K

= X |

As a whole, educators in Red Deer District felt that -

teacher evaluatlon was being conducted very positively ahd’
was "making a difference”". Each group, however, had some
concerns; Some teachers were concerhed about
‘over evaluation and the effects of prolonged anx1ety of
- being evaluated on a more:. frequent bases then in the past.
vSome Ln—school,adm;nlstrators were concerned about the
over¥eva1uating and Eossibile loe; of rapport withlteachers
‘1n.the}r'schools. Central office administrators here |
concerned ahout the time aliocated to teacher eﬁaluation,;
.particuiarly insofar as it reduced tire available for

- program and curriculum consultation. Another concern was

- the loss of rapﬁort'wlth.teachers and rolelas consultant.

Finally, the superintendent felt a concdrn for continuation
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of the .top-level support for this project. In particuLar,
,thé'dwindling.ability of the board to continue to support

such a time‘consuming project in the face of decreases in

{Ytinancial and other resources. ¥

-

pe

&

What are the strengths of‘the teacher evaIuation\program?

9

T . u o
The-stréngths of the program, as outlined by the

educators who ‘were interviewed are the "ollegial approach

‘;to evaluation, with its positive and trust building

v

' \eiements, the feeling that it was producing constructive

j;personnel to know what to expect; and finaily the/}eedback

‘and follow-up fhat is provided to improve instruction.

-

LG

What are the weaknesses in the ‘program or.what adaptations
must be made to Insure continued sudcess of the teacher.
- evaluation program? . o

.

"~ Four main concerns for the future of the evaluation

2 \
\

program in Red Deer District emerged during the interviews. ?f
'4'First the evaluation procedures must be mondt/red and

revised iE necessary Second, time and resource commitmentsf

’must_be_continued. Third, the tension between the summative
v

~and formative role of evaluators (principals and

coordinators) must be considered. Einallyh the possibility -

&
Py ¢

»



of too wuch evaluation mist be quarded against.
i : !

-

Vhat is the future of the teacher evaluation pzoqz‘

»

An assessment of thls teacher evaluation ptoqza-, uslnq

rullan's 15 factors model £0t Successful i-ple-nntatlon of

.an ‘educstional change (1982), 1nd1catcs that the

implementation vas a sucCess and that this progrem

probably continue in the future with Sustained effort and

commitmgnt.
’
Conclugjony. ‘
In the final analysis, the results of this s

lnvcsfiqatlon Qeen to Lndlcatc that the following are
ossdnzlal'but not necessarily exclusive to che.devefﬁpn;nt
of an otfcctlve teacher evaluation program: ° !

1. cOng:ucncY.betv!eh the evaluation program and the
systen'n‘educatlonnl qoéls, -qnaganent and organizational
systil, concepts of teaching, and local values.

2. IConnltnnnt of top level leadership and the
allocation of ipp:optia§q resources by Central Office.

3. cdnqrﬁoncy betwgen the purposes of toachcf
evaluation and the proceqg of evaluation.

4. Competency of the evaluators, which leads to
efficlency, rellability, and validity of the results.

5. Collaboratiqn of teachers, :go cooperate and have

input into the' teacher evaluation program.
- .

179
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6. Peedback_ and tollov-dp‘ptgéfded t6 teachers, to
1_help them inptove and develop professlonally. | |
7. Ttu.t ln the evaluation program, dcveLoped through |,
‘a pbgitlvo and collegial approach. |
Tho\ppjot concluilons pflthlsaptojecé are fltst;:Q
’_tﬁe successfui 1nple-ahfat£onfo£ a teacher evaluation
btog:aa does not happen by chance but results Er;- a well
planned and iﬁple-ehted érogiai dnd‘éontinues with hard

2
work. 8Second, the presence of the seven characteristics

ontlgpcd in the major tlndings would be very helpful ln
es@abllshlnq a successful teacher evaluation program but not
all neid to be present to achieve success. Third, a téacher
eval?atlon‘ptoq:al-aust be develoged with the full R
zeco;;ltion of the lllitdftunlloﬁwthg school jurisdlctioh'a
'past programs, ‘resources, leadétshlp, and evalluators skllls.‘
.Iﬁ other ib:ds, there is no one best ;yste-; a successful
program is rooted in local initiative and creativity.
Pourth, the first step lé’ﬂeveloplﬂg an effective teachez
evaluation pzoqranlls to bec?ne awvare of thenfa?togs thét
“ characterize effectlve,ggachlng and hov.these factors will
be tocoinlzed A1 educators who are tnvolved, both
evaluators and teachers, must have a basic knovledge of and
—==—-‘xv'rtlae in ldcntlfylnq those factoxs It does no;‘really
matter what the factors are; but everyone involved needs to

understand what they are ang belleve in their validity.

- -
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The-findinésﬂof this teseatgh btoject suggest & number

) ‘ | R _

of implications for theory and.research on teacher . °

evaluation programs and for practice. . )
i

Theory ‘
o

’ TETs'studx seenms to'confiin the-RAlD conclusions
\rgqatdlné th'qeed for conildtencx,‘co-plt-.nt,

compatabllity, and competency in establishing a teacher
4

evaluation progranm. Héyevor, the need for collaboration did -
. . f

ot eng;ge as A -fjof faétot in the Red Deer case study.
Th; lédlcatloqs ate,’lnste#d, that'stto;q Jiadeishlp ;;; be
‘more important thanFcoopeiation and collaboration from
teachers. The extensive ln-sez#lce glven'to teachers ©on the
teachlq2 model (Nndeline Hunter) -ay'have acted as ‘,bfllnc;
Eg the limited involvement and in-put from teachers.

Two factors that aré not prominent in the litérature °
wvere 5Qslqnate¢ as ctltlcal.ﬁy Alberta e&u;atottl the nqg&
for feedba® and fol}oﬁ-up, and the need to develop g
climate of trust by ;;ployinq a collegial approach to
~t¢achcr»eva1uatlon. These factors t;ﬁd 10 reduce the
anxiety gilt by teachers &utlnq ovalu’tion ahd make the

process more -.aninaful. Evaluation 1l'qcncially'not

enjoyed and these factors make it as palwxtable as pdlslbli.

\



v o ist unlques hence the*tesultn must be lntetpteted cautiously.

]

i
«
.
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'As lﬁdttated_in the nethodoloqy chapter, a case study

-
LA

;\Nonethqlels this case stuﬂy adds some tentative elenente to

"the’ knowledge ot what constLtutee an effective teache:
B . ]

. evaluation program. Replication of this stu n pthei
schoql jurisdictions in Alberta and othet provinces of

Canada would helg'to validate the’ findings Further, if

/’

such !‘k‘ltch were to be undettaken, lnter?lews with more

\ -
than just educators .but patents, students and members of .fhe

I

" board would pzovlde added petspectlves and validation of the

flndings, reported he:e r1na11y, there were initially sohe
4

\ 7
concerns about how the subjects might- react to the 1ecord1ng

of interviews. However, it wvas discovered that most
v’ I . '
iInterviewees soon ignored the tape recorder and seemed to

're.bond honestly ind candidly to'questions' It should aleo‘
be noted that not -one person. reEuSed to\te taped.and no dne
stopped the intetvtev. This reintotped the® notion that the ‘ihk
lntervlev techeque has tellablllty end vglldlty as

tqtnezch npthod S el ‘o -

‘Altheugh this’ study tocused on a partlculat scheol l,’}l

jurlsdlctlol‘ the research invplved uultidl.enelonal data

’ .

tlndlng -ethods. . Thus, the telultl have some lhglicatlons

for pzectlce ln othdr schooa
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adnlnlstrators may be tevlouan or l-plenantlng a teachot~

evaluation p:og!a-. The follovlng are reco-endations based
" on'the Elndlngs of thls reseatch ptoj;ég'
1. Although thete may be some application of the
cha:actetlstics Jf a successful teacher evaluation p:oqra-

in Red Deer Publtc, adninlst:atot: in other- school

Surisdictions ;hoqld be cautious and remember the following

‘s

‘otganizational‘fgatute& of the Rdﬂ'beet PubiicISChoob
District b@fore adoptlng the Red Deer model -;'close

< 1

proxinity of schools in an urban setting, a telatlvely larqe

[N

centtil office with ten administrators available as : oo
evaluators, and the commitmant to a :ggulat-school tevlgv ' N.
ptoéran.

2. The evaluation of teachers as part of the whole.
edugation pkocess in a school and ndt as an isclated act.
(eg. the ;chool Ireview uodel) ﬁag nntlt and p;ihabs should’
"be considered an essentlal part ot a co-plote tqachet
evaluatlon nzogran. . ) _

3y .Total connlt-ent frvu the board and central ottlce
leadership 'iIs essential. Without the commitment of the \
loadets; resources in the way of time needed by evaluat&;s
and toachezs to compléte the actual evaluations, as well as

N

the -ozal support of the board, thlﬁ‘typc‘ot program cannot

be successtul

' o™
g ]
. 4. There uilr alwvays be sonk teachczs and. .
Y 4 )
. administrators who are not happy with evaluation -- there is

always: the teacher who is not at all confident about
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\;'

y .
hll/hez ab(ilt;ee ]o teach and the ad-lnletzatot who is

~

* unsure about hl‘er ability to evaluate. . This u only’

) nabuzal as -oet’people are not totally contoztahle vlth

[N L4

evaluatlon at any blae.. Hqu@ex, uith a pealtlve dvettone,'

recoqnttlon ot excellence, obenneee about  the putpoee and

¢

>

teeulte of the evaluation, and theJﬁact thtt all co-pgnente

of the echool eylte- are belng evaluated (lncludtng the -

! evaluatoze), the zeeletanpe of -oet personnel can be reduced
. 3 .

m oy [}
T—T—

5. The need to train all members of the educatlon tean
L]

is undenlable. !valuato:e need to be pezcelved as conpetent y

significantly.

in both cuzrlculun and evaluation ptocedut’ee 'reachete need P
to be ln-:!zvlced so that they ate not'bnly knowledgeable _
about the critexia agalnet which they wlrfdbe evaluated but .
they nuat have oppo:tunltlee to pzactlce the tequlzed
~teéhnlques in th‘e‘ﬁ?la'eetoon. ) . , Lo | Q
As stated earller, L is not s0,much what' model of
effectlve‘teaéhlqg 1s used but father that a model is -
Choeen; that a'qeneral consensus on. its valldltv pervalils,
and that, the iddel is lldeed‘the £;cue'ot the evaluatiqn.

. 6 Although a teaéhet :evaluation utoqraa must tollow a
plan, tlexlblllty nuet also be planned lnto the p:ogta-.
Teachlnq is a very. conplex and ldloeynctatlc process; hence
each teadhet .must be evaluated vlthln a general model of
teachlnq, vlth allowances for peteonal lnltlatlve/indu
pexaonallty. .The same is true tor evaluators. 80..‘

v

tlexlbtllty ln the evaluatlon procedures is lndlepenelble,

o
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GUIDEL]NES g .

The pnmary responsibility for the wlluanon of individual
ummwmwwwmwmm
les with each schoot boasd.

Eacnsd\oolboammudowbp.knqwmm and implement
written policies, guidetings, and procadures in keeping with

tha intent of Provwncial policies, guidelines, and procedures.
These policies, guidelings, and procadures will be a matter of

pubkc record, mhbbuponmmmbena!iducnbonmn

.assist school boards in the development of pohcws

guidelines, and procedures.

NbomEducanoannothou-nyappulslrommdmdual
teschers who are dissatisfied with evaluation reports from
school boards whose policies &re consistent with the princi-
ples of natural justice and provide an appeal mechanism.
Msdmmmwmappomtrmlom

on\obpdbyscmolboudswhoupowosdonotcommn

such Provisions.
AbomEduaﬂonwnchoolboudswmponwola
snsunng that:
(a) mmmmwmmnmpb-
mented appropriately; and that
o) rughlwmumprmmwmdand
maintaned 8cross the province. /- .

LN

5.“Tud\q1m|kmio‘dpoﬁoos: .
(a) will be apglicable (0 all teachers; .
.(b)"mlbofunrumtemnnpohanon
¢ mupumwmonwmmmmdmm
monlolpolb/ gudeunea.mdpmcodum
(@) muomnmdthomunonmpomsmademlablato
" the laacher in question after its compietion; and -

o {e) wﬂbcmmmmprmpbsofnamralmhce
-mdpmvldowappulmamm

" 8. - The resuits of evaiuations will be utilized to: ~

(l') assist the ptdcssaonll development ol teachers;

(b) deveiop improved measurés of teacher performance:; :
and ‘ -

(c) take appropnl!a action with respect to teachers whose
poﬁon'nanca is ynacceptable.

7. Alberta Education will conduct tegcher evaluauons in pnva(e
schoois and privately operated Earty Childhood Services
centres for the purpose of recommending permanent
certification. : ’

8. Alberta Education will investigate specific incidents nvolving
profeswmaaﬂmmoempbtolsd\ooﬁboardswhemt 18
domdbymoMmurtobonocessaryandmmabest
public interest 10 do 30.

9. A teacher who desires mappoalanymanef relating to the
suspension or cancsliation of a csrtificate may appeal to me
Council on Alberta Teaching Standards.

Program, school and System svaluabons are separate, but

closely linked proce: . The results of program and school -

aluations can form dmmolsymmmmwon orvisa
versa. Consaquently, the three interreiated policies are ouglined
bobwmdonomdgudohncsmpmvndodiouﬂthoupol..es

a _
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Albafo _ R e .

EDUCATION

Devonian Buiding, West Tower, 11180 Jasper Avenus, Eamonton, Alberta, Cansca TSK 0L2 : o

- T <

ro/ BOARD CHAIRPERSONS ’ B . : .
"' SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS - } LT
PRIVATE SCHOOLS - Co ;
PRIVATE E.C.5. OPERATORS ' o

R'E EVALUATION POL!CIES MANAGEMENT AND FINANCF PLAN

An_important aspect of the Manage"nent and Finance Plan is that all school
jurisdictions; private schools and privately operated Early Childhood Services Centres )
" are required to develop and implement, within the framework of provincial policy,
their own student, teacher, program, school and school system evaluation policies.

- \

As of January 31, 1985, all Alberta school jurisdictions should have in place
zeachcr evaluatign-.and student evaluation policies, guidelines and procedu es. Ay of
June. 30, 1985, policies, guidelines and procedures should also be in-place“for the ° »
evaluatian of programs, schools and the school system.

T

"Regional Offices’ of ﬁducanon are responsible for provxdmg, assistance in
the development of policies and for'the xmplcmentauon of these policies.

Enclosed as information, is a set of guidelines which will be used by the '
‘Regional Offices for monitoring student, teacher, program and school evajuation -

policies. Guidelines for monitoring school system evaluation policies will folloy the . .
same format and will be ready in the near future. . M
ot : v : ,

- These -guidelines have been . developed  for -the -use,.primarily, of our, ’ ¢

Regional Offices. Therelore, the guidelines should be considéred as non-prescriptive
with. the exception of the mandatorv inclusion of an appeal and due process procedure
in_the teacher evaluatuon policy. It should be further noted that although a due . ..,
process and appeal ‘procedure is mandated with respect to teacher evaluation pohcy,
Alberta Educatxon does not propose 1o specify its content .

Your contmumg support in the implementation of the Management and
_ Finance Plan in the interests of providing quality education for children in our
provmce is appreciated. n »

[
°

Sincerely,

v o R . -~ ,, ; - .
Reno A.@osetti
Deputy Minister
~ . c.c. Honourable David King

Enclosure | ) . A N
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(1)

" GUIDELINES FOR MONITORING
TEACHER EVALUATION
POLICIES, GUIDELINES AND‘ PRQCEbURES

3 'F L . ‘ .
At "Format .

The suggestsd m‘ma' of background, policy, guidelines and procecures is used.

N

Policy Statement

o8
(2)

(3

Guidelines

49
(2

(3)

)

»

The backgrou?ld statement outlines ' the context " and rationale for the
accompanying policy, guidelines and procedures. e

4.}

The statemem tells what is desired and why. ’ i‘ﬁ

9
The statement prov:des posmve direction to managcment and staf{ but does not
prescribe methods. .

"The statement permxts managers and staff 1 meet changmg conditions Wwithout

rewriting the policy.

4

>

The guidelines clarify the key elements of the policy statement.

The guidelines mdlcate, generally, how major aspects of the pohcy will be
administered.

The guideiines differentiate between mandatory and discretionary provisions.

-That is, mandatory guidelines are denoted by shall or must, dxscreuonarv

" glidelines are denoted by should or may. — _ -
The purposés and the priorities of the evaluations are identified. These may

_ include some of the {ollowing: : _ . .
- certification

- recognition of excellence
- staff deployment (placement, transfer, teacher assignments) E

N S T

I

%%

199



- tenure -

- termination v

- professional development (e.g.: inservice, consultation, conference)
- promotion .

- improvement-of instruction

- other

(5) Teachers covered under the policy are specified. .For example, these may,

_ include:

- probationary status teachers (new to the system): .
- tenured teachers .
- substitute teachers
- temporary contract teachers
- other

Procedures

.

(1) The procedures delineate between mandatory and discretionary activities.

(2) The procedures-for evazluatmg‘teaching' performance are clear and app}iopr'.ate

relative to-the following: .

a) The sequence of activities z‘cqmred to carry out the evaluauons ifistated.
[

o

b)  The various stages of teacher’ evaluation and the person (s\ g
< © identified: some. examples of stages are:

- evaluanng teaching performance
- administering due process and appeal
- mamtammg records &
- reviewing and keeping current the pollics, guidelines i
- other . &

¢) The reference to the means of data collech"
evaluatmg teaching performance is rnade. A

d)

(3) There are provmons for keeping currem b,
policy, gu:delmes and procedures. For examp %

e

a) Pers’on(s) responsible for initiating the re¥

.‘ric’ and represent a regular
34', one every two years)

200.
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7 _3_ . . . hd

b4

b) The basis (e.g.: frequency, conditions, étc.)v for the initiation of a review is
identified, . .

0

c) thgrs ' » : : } .

.,' (4)° There is a delineated due process and appeal mechanism which outlines:

a) H'ow- appeals are initiated. . .

) To whom the appeal'is add;e;scd. ' S
¢) How Yeachers and others are informed of t‘he process. .
*d) Ot’heri |
A due pricess and appeal me#hanism is required by Alberta Equcation.

(5) Procedures for the maintenance of records of teacher evaluations are outlined.

The procedures include: N, F'S onii e -
a) Where the files are located.
. _ .

b) Who is responsible for the files. ¢ g

¢)  Who has access to the files. 9 ‘ . ‘ : ; ,
d) A description of confidentiality parameters. '

e} The’teacher receiving a copy of the evaluation.
-y . .
£} The teacher adding material 1o file. - ' .

(6) The procedu'rés outline how the public can access the pouc.es\? sdelines anc
procedures. ' :

(1) 5takeholder involvement and the nature of involvement are outlined.
- teachers } .
- parents .
- stucents . ) oy } -
- administrators
- trustees
- ‘others

(2)/Other comments/factors to consider: ‘ . .

194
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ALBERTA TEACHER SUPERVISION SURVEY

1. What do you consider the hallmarks of an effective

teacher supervision program?,pxgg the criteria below.
! A R J‘Q ;.»

AN . ) - .
) \i'\‘ T Lo ' . »{\
4 * ¥ ’

iate one school jurisdiction in Alberta (other then

2. Nomiii
your ovwn) which you feel is characterized by your above
r_critezia.

3. How wouldaybu rate your school jurisdiction's teacher

supetvlsion program in comparlson to the above criteria?

.‘much more more ~»equa11y less still
effective effective effectlyg .effective developing
developing ~ _ ' .

1’ 2, 3 - 4 5
@ S :
.4. If you have any additional comments regarding this +

survey, please indicate them below. (If more space is
required use the back of thls sheet.’)

T

~

5..0ptjonal: If you wouid like to receive a copy of a
summary df my research report, please record your return .
address below. . o —

.Return to:

Gary Babiuk
M.Ed. Program
Dcpaztment of Educational Administration
University of Alberta -
EBdmonton, LAlberta »
T6G 265

—
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. as a method of galning an overall perspective. on how superin-

¢
. .
3\
=2 Unuversity of Alberta Denartment of Educational Administration’ .
L, Edmonton Faculty ot Edutation
e ‘ : . ) ‘
© Canada Te 26l ' 7-103 Euucation Butluing North, Teiephone 1405 432- 5210

Department of Educatlonal Admlnlstratlon
‘University of Alberta

Febrdary‘17,1986

a,

. Dear Superlntendent,

The attached teacher supervision su—vey is the first
phase of a province wide study designed to identify the char-

. acteristics of an effective teacher supervision program.  The
results of this survey will be used to choose one or more school

jurlsdlctions for..a later case.study. They will also-be used

“tendents in Alberta define an effective teacher supervision i
program . ) . ) . L . . 2,
1 am particularly 1nterested in obtaining your response : ‘
because your experience as a superlntendent glves you: pertlnent
.knowledge of this =ubject.
The results of the survey and the subsequent case study
~will be useful to all educators interested in developlnq or re-
vising their present tecachcr 'uperv.slon program. ' You wilil bz
given the opportunity to receive a summary of the results of
this study for your- own use.

" The tlme requlred to complete this survey is approximate-
ly 15 minutes. . It would be appreclated 1£ you could take some
time oLt from your busy schedule and complete the enc;osed survey
prlor to Harch 3,1986. . -

please return the survey ln the enclosed self-addressed..
stamped envelope. The next stage of my tesearch, the case study,
which is part of my M.Ed. program, can only be carrled out once
I have received your completed survey:. .

The findings of the survey wili be reported anonymously,
and the respondents' identities kept confxdential

]
v

* o : : , o T ) You;s truly,

‘ : " "/ Gary Babluk
MEd. Student . &
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University ot Aiberta Department of Educational Administration
Edmonton .- Faculty of Education ’

<

(«k

Canada Te 268 T-104 Education Building \un@ lelepnone me-\ 3325200

‘Department of Zducatlonal Administration .
University of Alberta N \

March 14, 1986.

~ Dear Supazlntendent,

During the veek of Pebruazy 17, 1986 ybuiﬁﬂbuld have
receivaed in the mail a short questlonnal:é, entitled. Alberta
Teacher Supexvision Suyrvey. The purpose of the survey is to
refine the understanding concegpling teacher supervision and
evaluation in Alberta. Your professional knowledge and experience
{s a valuable source of expert informaticnu.

‘The findings of the research project wlll be mads availablc
to all Interested adminlstrators. Hopefully these findings will
help them in the managlnq of thelt teachez supezvlslon programs. -

If you have already completed and returned the auzvey, I
thank you for your cooperation. If not, please comp}ete ‘and
return the survey as soon as possible, preferably by March 27,
1986. I have enclosed another copy of the suzvey for your
convenlence.

Please be lsauxed that the flndlngs of the survey will be
_reported anonymously and the respondents' ldentitles kept
confld.ntlal. Your response is very critical to this research.

Your cooperation is very much app:eclated.
v Yours truly,
”~\

s ‘ fary Babluk
' MEd. Student —-

¥ ) . a .
. k]

%,
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AN EFFECT]VE PROGRAM FOF TEACHER EVALUATION AND SUPERYISTON

A CASE STUDY

_A. Purpose : To _provide a dFtailed or as the literature states
a "rich” or "thick" descridtlon of an effective district

context of the

program for teacher evaluation and supervision within the

local environment and culture.

B. Tentative Outline of Itinerary

Qg;;né Office / School Houré

° Monday- AM. -

@ . -

Tuesday’ -
Wednesday
sThursday -

Friday -

“Monday to
Thursday -

C. Respondents to

-
.

visit central office i
interview superintendent and any other centzal
office staff involved in teacher .evaluation or
supervision.(see attached list of sample -
interview questions)

gather documents (see attached list of sample
documents) .

plan for visits with pzincipals : .

. continue with the above
Lt time permits visit first pzlnclpal/schooﬂ

.one-half day at each of six schools se}ected

randomly
interview principal/teachszs/others (see
attached list of sample Interview questions)

“gather documents (see attached list of sample

documents)

open: to be used .to complate study and fill-in
missing ingkerviews or lnformat!%h

]

attend meetings;'communlty events, tetc.

¢

be interviewed

1. Superlntendent
2. Central Offlce Staff ( involved in teacher evaluation and

supervision)

. Principals ( app:ox. six from all three levels )

Other school administrators  (vice principals/dept. heads) -

ATA representative

3
4.
5. Teachers ( approx. six from each school visited)
6
7

. Parents ( 1f possible, at patents meeting or community

school )

8. Trustee ( If posaible after a boazd meeting )
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Methodology 1 ..,

21{ﬂ;nte;vieys',— lnfozmatlon will be- gather under the following

,4'£our main’ topics related to the district .
f;teachet ‘evaluation 7/ supervision program ¢
(historlcal developmental,current, futire)

.f:'vfft : "f;}f~ a list of" sample questions is attached

~2. Documentatlon - a 1lst of sample documenis ls attached

3. Obse:vatione_"f a Lisp_of ob;eryatipnskls attached»'

o -

.m{r Peisonil Jbuﬁnel_J daiiy7entries'will,bebmadef‘-

R

..Eth!cal Cons!deratlons

: All participants will be £u11y informed of the pdzpose of the
.. study and voluntary coq;ent will be solicited from each partici-
- 'pant. They will- also ‘be-given the option to withdraw from the-
"study at any point. "All informatlon galned from interviews will
. be . treated confidentlally Participants will be  guaranteed

dnonymity in the reporting of the results ‘through the use of

descriptLve accounts 0f the data rather than verbatim examples
Results will be repozted as a composite group, not as

.ulndivlduals -In addition, key participants will be asked 36

. Reportlng Results /- Follow-up

review portlons of the _repor! ‘to ‘ensure .accuracy before

‘-publieatlon. Lo Lo Lo o .

.- N
»

v_A copy ‘of a summary o£ ‘the research- report will be made

”available to all respondents and a copy of the final thesls

will be presented to the supetlntendent foz the 'school
dlstricts. :

.’

4.

—vmost lntervlews vill be approx. 20 30 minutes - -

g



. “‘g. what do you think were the underlying goala/puzposes/

SAMPLE LIST CF INTERVIEW QUESTIONS / DOCUHENTATﬁ@N / OBSERVATIONS

T
[nterview Questions :

P

1. Antecedent / Hlstozical
a. What was your previous experlence thh teacher evaluatlon’
b. How long have you beeh with thl's school district? ’ )
©. What was teacher evaluation like in this school ditrict
before the present system was lmplemented?. )
-d. Why do you think the presknt teachet evaluation program was
‘ implemented? .
2. Developmental R : .
a. What was your role ‘in the eveiopment of the current
teacher evaluation program?
b. Describe the.- process used to develop and lmplemgnt the
current:teacher evaluation program?

—

* concepts/models of the program? ¢
d. Were there any problems in the development of the program?
) /1f so, what were they? How' were they ove:come? Are they ¢
i still problems? °
¢. Was any in-service ot t:alnlng provided duzlng this.
¢ developmehtal period?

3. Present Situation,/ Current Effectlveness ' L
/ a. What .is your ovezall 1mpresslqn of the teacher evaluation "
program? .
‘ b. What are the strenqths and ueaknesses ‘'of the present i
[ ] program? .
; c. Are there evaluation proqtams in place for other aspects of .
N the school district operation? - i Wt
" d. How does the teacher evaluation program fit into the

. overall:program of educatfon of the school district?
e. What is your role in the teacher evaltation program?
£. What do you jéel are. the goals of education?
g. How would you describe effective teaching?
4. The future
.a. Do you see a need for change in the future?
b Vhat will be your :ole {in any futqze change?

= d

L

| v S
1. District Evaluation Policies , 4
2. Evaluatlon Instruments >%

3. Othar distrigct policies that relate to teacher eva’uatlon
(le. lnservice, evaluation of first and second year teachers) )
4. outline of related evaluations ( program, studknt, school, v
district), transfer policles, :evleu of service, peet advlsors
administrator evaluatlion i
. pollcy handbook for district and possibly individual schoolss -
records of the number of students, schools, teachers, etc. -
. statements of goals and purposes of education in general and
programs in particular
8. Community informatlon ( from city hall )

~awn

va
1. Attend a board meeting
.2, Attend a staff meeting
3. Attend a parent meeting
-4, GCeheral observations of each school and the community
during my week visit, .

s
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" FORMAT . . .

. A;Superintendent / Central Office Administrators.

- m'rmvrgkl cu‘&‘DE ,‘ o

@ s .
B
T

l.fIntroduction of researﬁhgz

*’i“&@\

21r0ut11ne purpose of the s‘

3. Assureg Confident;akity.

4, Assure~ﬁnonymity: - : o T e . T B
' ' K : ’ . : .

@
~——

- 5. Ask questiOns outlined 1niguide.

6. Closure and Thank You.

UESTIONS S . S

L}

Antecedent / Hlstorical

1. What is your previous experfence as a teacher and
“administrator?
- 2. Hbw lcong have you been with the baqard?

3. What was your prevlous involvement with teacher

~evaluation?.
4. What was teacher evaluation like before the current
policy was implemented? . 'e?'

5. What was the rationale for the changes in‘the
teacher evaluation policles?

Developmental

1..+What was. your role in the development of the current
‘ teacher evaluation program?

2. Describe the process used to develop and Amplement

the program.

3. What are the underlying goals/purposes/concepts

models of the present teacher evaluation program?

4. Were there any problems or difficulties in the

development of the program? If 80, what were they and

how were they overcome?

5. Was any in-service or tralning provided to help

develop and’implement the program?

Present Situation

1. What is your role 1in the oper Qn of the teacher .
evaluatlon proqram? 8 , .

SN

'\'
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2. How does teacher evaluation fit into the overall
education program of this district?

3. What do you see.as the strengths of this pzogram? _
4. What do you see as the weaknesses'of this program?
5. What is your overall impression of the program?

6. Describe the administrators evaluation program.

.7. Describe what you feel is effective teaching.
. 8. What are. the goals of education in this district?

Conclusion ke _ ' ‘ {

N
~

1 Describe any changes you feel may be needed in the
future.

2. Is there anything else you would like to say about
teacher evaluation that I may have forgot to ask you or
you now remember? - . . : —)

N

B,?:inclgals and Vice Principals.

A -

Antecedent / Historical -~ - -

1. What is your previous ‘experience as a teacher and
administrator? _

2. What is your experience in this school district?
3. What is your previous involvement in teacher
evaluation? .

4. Why do you think the current teacher evaluation

- program was lmplemented? What lead to #he change?

Developmental

, 1. What was your role in the development of the current-

‘teacher nvaluation progzam?
2. Describe the process of the development and
implementation cf :.:e program.

3. What were the undsrlying

'Present S8ituation-

4. Describe what you look for in evaluating

goals/purposes/concepts/models of the current pzogtam?'

4. Viere there any problems durihg the development

.stage? If so what were they arid how were they handled?
5. Describe any training or in-gervice that you

recedived during the development and implementatjion.

1. What ls your role. iﬁ/the curr
proqram? / :
2. Describe how you evaluate teaqgers and the
instrument that you-use.

3. How many teachers do you evaluate in-a year "and how
many observation will be made of each teache

t>teacher evaluatlon
SO

e
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5. What are the strengths of the current teacher
evaluation program?

6. What are the limltations?

7. Describe your administrators evaluation.

8. How does teacher evaluation fit into the overall
education program in this district?

9. What are the goals of education in this district?

-Conclusion : ' : -

1 Do you see the need for ary changes to the teacher
~evaluation program in the f@fare? _ .
2. Is there anything else you would like to say about
teacher evaluation that I may have forgot to ask you -or

you now remember?

C. Teachers _
pAntecedent A Historjcal ‘ 3 ‘ - Ch

1. What is your backgrodnd in teaching?-
2. What is your past experience with teacher
evaluation? ' 5

3. How long have you been with the board? "

4. What was teacher®evaluation like ‘before the current
program was implemented?

5. Why.do you think the current program was
implemented? What lead to the change?

Y

Deveiopmental

1. What was your role in the.development and

~ implementation of the teacher evaluation program?

~ 2. Describe the process of the development and

~ implementation..

. 3. What were the underlying goals/putposes/concepts/

- ..models of the current teacher evaluatlon program?
4. Describe any problems thatjgere encountered during
the development .and implementation.
S. Did you receive any training or in-service during
the development or implementation of the program?

’Present,31tuation e ‘ e

!

1 Descrlbe how you were last evaluated. pr many times
were you observed? When was the. last time?-
2. Describe how the teacher evaluation program effects

you? ,
what do you think is the purpose of the teacher AN
evaluatlon program? 2 :

4. Descaﬁbé the final report and how it was presented
tg YOU * ~ " . -¢’ 4y /~ .

. " ®

- " 1 4
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1

5. What happens to a teacher who is considered weak?
6. What do you see as the strengths of the program?

7. ‘What are the weaknesses? .

8. What do you think the evaluator is looking for as
characteristics of effective teaching? , -
9. What are the goals of education in this district? .

Conclusion

1. Describe any future changes you see necessary to the
teacher evaluation program.

2. Is there anything else you would like yé say dbout
teacher evaluation that I may have forgot to ask you or -
you now.remember? :

0ﬂ~‘f”:‘ .
‘\
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) \ . ‘k‘
June 14, 1987

’

. - t
_Dear , : ';V \~\

I am now in the final stages!’ of completing my thesis,
During the time since I last saw in’ May, 1986, when I .
interviewed you about your percept s of the Red Deer Rt
Teacher Evaluation Program, I have Qummarized the ;
transcripts of the interviews into the attached section
my thesis. One way of verifying the accuracy of my ’
summarization is to request a random sample, of those
educators that I interviewed, to review and make comments
about the summary. ' :

7

, \ . .
Thus, I would appreciate it if you would read the
attached document. The major purpose of your review ls to
" .make comments on the accuracy of my description of the )Red -
Deer Teacher Evaluatton Program, a kind of perception check.
However, any comments or criticisms you may have are #fst ¢
‘welcome. ' Please feel free to write and make comments on the
. attached draft. (
As a mail strike may cause some 1nconven1ence, I have
made arrangements for you to drop-off you comments at the
Red Deer Central Office. I would ask that you, after
reading and making your comments, place the draft in the .
enclosed. self-addressed stamped envelope and if ,a-mail
strike is in‘progress return tnc envelop to youz central
office, where I will pick it up. If, on the othexr hand,
there is no strike, just drop it in the mail. ‘4 -

\/

i
I plan to complete my thesis during July while working
~ with. my advisor at the University of Alberta. I hope to.
-send everyone, who was involved in my research project, a
summary of the results of my thesis in the fall.
) ,
I. hope you have a relaxing and enjoyable summer. Thank
you agadn for your assistance and cooperation. :

s ' Youts\éruly,

s~

) ) ) .
‘Gary Babluk -
MEd Student
UnlverslSy of Ang{ta

Encl.






The following are some of the statéments'madF by
superintendents_oﬁ the'importancebof‘knowledge and
,understanding,in”déveiopinq\an efficient’tgacher
‘evaluation program: |
__w'f?Thaf a1}~teachers Qnderstand the supervision process
as detailed in district policy." o

."Puﬁlished criééria of effective teaching."

"Includes criteria to be used to evaluate."

”Policies; guidelines and procedures are communicated
to all teachers." |

"Purposes for_the evaluatidn'aré clea:lg,statéd."

'3 5Teachéfs.neéd to know the 'rules of the gaﬁe'."
j'Teachers ahd evaluators must have good knowledge of
guidelines_and proced§res to be.used."w |
‘"Fuii teééher knowledge oprrocéss;‘time—lines,
criteria."

"C;ifefia for effective teaching outlined and approvedJ”
by the board." o |

"The system has'estahllshedvexpeCSations and that these
are communicated to pa;ticipants.".

‘ "That>the:put§osesrdf Qupervisidn / evaluation be
clearly‘delineated in disfrict policy;" :

"A clear,8£atement of policy (what the board
' beiieves):" | | | |
- ?That,allvteachers know who is responsible for

supervising, and for wfiting repoits.""'
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.The followlng'are some bfhtheTcomments made by
superlntendents on the need for fe;dback and follow-up 1A,f
‘developlng an effective teacher evaluatlon program
; "Follow-up and feedback for the teacher n

‘”Opportunlties are qiven to those belng evaluated to
express their opinion about their evalu;tion "

"Provides for adequate schédule of follow;up actlvltles
and for adequate time, circumstances for adjustment
: correctlve and - remedial procedures to occur " ’ $

"Data collected should be discussed wlth the teacher
and should be the basis for suggested improvements/
refinements." | ) ‘ 4 _ ‘t ~;

s

4

e "Provide for callegial professlonalalnteractlo. among-
,staff "
‘ "That pre and post conferences be held one that

~provides follow-up and coaching "

"Should follow— up observatlons to determine whether
Zquestions have been effectively lwplemented "
"Opportunities for communication and exchange between
the evaluator ‘and teacher‘".ﬁ
'"Draft~ré;ort with'teacher input."l
;"Includes alternatives when’berforbance ls -

E Unsatdsfactory."‘ - L e “} %‘"{ R ", .
‘"Post conferences‘after the vlslt_and when report lsl
dellvered to teacher. o ";,:L,‘

"The teacher ‘has every chance to dlscuss the evaluatlon

with the'supervlsor. Sy P ', LT o
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the following are some of the statements made by
superintendents on’ the need for support by the board in
developing an effective teacher evaluation program:
| "Plannedﬁaqti&ities to improve teacher performance ie.
in- service and development " | |
”Providing teachers with assistance for the total
’ planning,'for deliveringvofland evaluation of the education

L

.program."

*

"All participants receive in- serv1ce on supervision
'procedures ‘and techniques "

"One that incorporates an effective teaching program on
a volunteer baSlS and one which also includes a program to
“train supervisors of instruction, in- school and system
administrators to conduct both formative and summative

evaluation " l ¥

"The system has a coordinated plan for in- service and

.

training of participants (eg. administrators, coordinators,
_ g *
‘teacher)Participants should take responsibility for the
program." . ' _W‘;g, o R | .

"Iheservicetneeds to be a<priority for evaluators in
order that they'understandvthe 'effectivef teacher | -7
_ gharacteriStics‘to ensure. reliability in evaluations.?

J "Trained personnel ‘to accomplish positive change.

"Highly skilled supervisors, knowledgeable in

pedagogy, supervision and conferencin%U

S
-

"professional development in techniques to be used,

. develop skills'for those involved in-evaluation.

"
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The following are some of the statements made by
)
superintendents on the need for cooperation and teacher
input in developinq an effective teacher evaluation

program: : - .

~< "Approached with a cooperative attitude by all

parties.

I3

"Jointly established n
"Persons being evaluated and ‘those doing the evaluation
v_were involved in the development of ‘the system“"

. /’ ’
~”Teachers and evaluators must mutually agree on go ls

and objectives which are to be accomplished based on
' h'information gained in the supervising'progrgﬁi

."Developnent andfinplementation ofnpolicy
teachers and school administrators "

"Input from teachers is essential when devuloping

v

policy
‘ (
"Teachers .to be actively involved in setting

guidelines " - L -_,."., vﬂ‘ : v

A

"Permit consultation with teachers in the develépment

\

of policy-guidelines and procedures."
"Joint developmenttof the~program,"

"It uses the collegial mode . " ‘ .

.

. "Teacher° and aom}nistrators develop growth p' _,'
'objectives . v

eacher involvement in setﬁing evaluation criteria.‘

‘

= :‘"Teacher initiated as much* a° possible "

g ”Teacher acceptance of the concept "



o

B NE
) )
)
)
y
'
N .
\) ¥
; )
2.
:
-
7
» N\
)
N {f
-~ R X
. !
!

|
>
.
%



. ” - 228

\

'The following are some of-the statements made by
‘superintendents on the need for an effective teacher
evaluation program to be based on research or some agreed

=

on model of.teaching. ‘ _ ~

"Criteria based upon characteristics which are

Y B
o

necessar& for erfective 1n5truction and learning."
“Qne which relates to current reseérch and literature
eg. eEEective-schools, Madeline Hunter,.Goodiaw,
Dr. Mireau." ' | o
"The 'effective"characteristics need to be identified
and based on current research if it is to be valid."
"Evaluation or supervision ‘must be based on evaluating
what we currently know'makes a-difference in instructional

| activities no ;5 S '

a co. .
"Evaluation criteria are directly elated to the

£

: responSibilities of the person being e luated,'such'

criteria to include observable job behav ors and be flexible

enough to take individual difEerence into ccount ."

"Observations to be based upon salien visible

Eeatures that can-be reCorded from pupil”and tea

’ behavior in the classroém, "
2y - ) .

"Is there evidence of improvement in teachers' 3kills

'(empirical / verifiable)."

"Developed as a result oE effective teaching
effective school research.,ie. objective{data is egsential

o

to analyze penformance."
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The following are sone of the statements made by

"superintendents that seem to indicatg that'they feel trust

-

is an essential part.of:a“successful teacher evaluation .

program.- * B
nls it fair/equitable?' ’

*Based on ‘mutual trust, respect and responsibility."

el

"Establish a sense of trust.”

nAdherence to the rules of 'natural justice."

mPeacher mnstupe given time to improve." .

"Due processﬁﬁlth written description of areas Eor

wy

change.
"Hechanism needed for teacher to bﬁ glven opportynity
i
to- remediate weakness(es) should they exist."

A

;"That all teachers- have the rlght of appeal. with

o respect to any report "

"That teacher receives a copy of report and that a
response appeal procedurelbe'évailable.”
' " "Systematic the evaluation process should be - applied

to a11 teachers usinq approprlate but relatively stable -

criteria of evaluatlon., A

"Fair and consistent in appllcation "
*

"Consistent with the principles of natural Justice.”

Sa

" "An underlying phllosophy which regarés the. worth and

"dignity of the individual as paramount "

i ,
"Respect for the teacher as a person."

§

- "Predicated on a positive,Esopportive-rather'than a

inegatLve 'watchdog' thrust.”

) ™
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"It alds the teacher in identifying and‘capltaiizing on

»'

strengths.". ‘ . 4 ~ e

"Basic assumptibns fdr‘eValuating is that it must be an

honepf, positive apprgach'to improving the leétnlng

climate.” : = ' -

231
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NOMINATION TOTALS

- "The following list is the oChOOl jurisdictions that received
‘at' least one nomination in question 2 of the questionnaire

-*sent to superintendents.

.School Jurisdiction

' Red Deer School District #104

: 'Edmonton School District I7
Edmonton R.C.S.S. District #7

N Rocky View school Division #41

"Calgary R c.s.S. D1str1ct #1
- County of Ponoka #3

Fort McMurray R.C.S:S. District #32

Lethbridge School District #51

‘County of Barrhead #11

County of Forty Mile ¥8
"County of Lacombe #14

County oftMountainVLew k17

- County. of Parkland #31

County of Red Deer #23

- County of St. Paul #19 -
County of Stettler #6
County of Vulcan #2°

‘County of Wetaskwin #10

'Leduc School ‘bistrict #297 :
Pincher Creek R.C.8.S.District #18
St. Albert P.S.S. District' #6
Sturgeon School Division #24

Number

11

;mwo

w -

INEXENEN

Theresetta R.C.S.S.D. #23/Neutra1 H11{s 8. D #16/

";County of Paintearth #18-

%

e

bt o B e e
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T N , Folicy 1000

- GOAL OF THE RED DEER PUSBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 104

»
o

" .,In keeping with the Goals of Basic Education for Aluerta,
the pr*ncxpal goal of the Red Deer Public School District is to
enable’ each student to develap té the ‘ullest extent such
~‘talents and abilities as he may possess . 'so “that he may become
an active and competent citizen in his conCemporary society.
The Board of Trustees recocnizes that many agenciés in the
communlty inf€luence the ‘achievement of thi's goal and that the
,school has a special but not exclusive function in the areas
of developing basic skills, in presenting certain organized
bodies of knowledge about the physical and social environment,
in developing intellectual abilities, and in assisting the

\ . student to evolve & value system which recognizes his individual

worth and his responsibility to sociefy. 1Inm fulfilling its
responsibilities toward the achievement of the goal, the Bcard
of Trustees recognizes that the school programs are the means
and teachers are the most important agents by which the goal
may be achieved. . __. /,

The primary purpose of administ ation and special
services is-¥c establish +those condxtxons under which a
teacher can do h;s best for :he'Stuﬁent.

-Inr settlng this goal and tn‘ lpgppose the Board of

- Trustees recognxzes

1. the need for the schod& to work 'in harmony with
expectations of the student, his parents, the
fcammunlty, and’ socz@ty
r) J.
. R ;
S 2. the nee to ‘seek @vidence to evaluate exlstlng
. ‘ : progr changes ir curricula, teacher'effective-~
) ' ness, SpeCLBl éérvlces,_and admln’st:atlve organ-
lzxtlon and I

l

' ‘ ;3. the need ;p operate within the flnanCLal resources
) : of the d;§¢r1ct.

Approved by the Board
-January 6th, 1982 '
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’ . SJPERINT;MDEV* OF 3CHOOLS
z " g :
7‘ . ‘; 3 ‘;’ : N .

The Board of ”*uéeees of the Red Deer Publlc bChOOl
District’ No. 104 shall appoint a pe*son to the position of
Superlntendert of Schools. .

. The Superintendent of Schools shall be theﬁchlef executive
officer of the Red Deer Publ;c School Dlstrxct and is responsible
for. the total operation of the school system in a manner, which
is consistent with the SChool Act, Alberta Education procedures,
'Red Deer,°ublxc School District policies, regulatzons and
procedures, and is accountable for the. ‘onegoxng to the trustees
of the Red Deer Publlc School Districe.

The’ dutles an‘ude leadershlp in educatlonal m&ttars ,
for the’ effactive  and ef%;cxent delivery of educazxonal programs
and’ servxces,.lmplementatlon of Board policies and declszons
and’ develogment of appropriate regulatxons “and -procedures
o accomplxsh this; notificaticn to trustees when Board motions
or, Red Deer Public  School District action'is in contradiction
to approved policy; delegation of r;sponShbllxcy ahd maintenance:
of communicaticn channels within the admihistrative structure;
advice.to trustees on matters of concern.or-interest; provision
to trustees of recommepdatxons and/cr opinions ‘and:disclosure
o trustees of such contrary opinions as may be known to the .
Superintendent of Schools from other levels of ‘the organization;
liaison with other pubBic and privage agencies. for the mutual
benefit of the system and ‘the codmufiity, 'and for adequate
representation of educatlon concerns to the public; eva;uatxon
of the staff and the system.

In_ situations where emergent action is, -mperatxve
and when neither the Chairman nor- tHe Vice-Chairman is ava;lable
for consultation, the ‘Superintendent shall .act ,on behalf of
the Board. However, if such emergdent action is taken, the

Superintendent must notify the Chairman and/or the Vice-Chai-man -

at the earliest opportunity, advise trustees. in yrxtxhg of
the action, and file a report at the. first schedu;ed meéting
of the Red Deer Public School District. ‘

0
14

Approve October 27th, 1982
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Policy 3007
- SCHOOL REVIEWS AND EVALUATIOM

' Schools will te revi?wéd and evaluated on a Yegular
pasis for the purpose of imProving and enhancing the quality
of education offered to the students.

*
Approved by ‘the Board
o - November 1l4th, 1984
- N "
N ‘ AN
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Regulation

Page 1l of 2 pages
SCHOOL REVIEWS AND LVALUATION

N

To enhance.student growth and learning.
o - ) ) . ) /\J . =
To provide professional assistance to staf members.

To faczlltate the professxonal grow:h and development

of staff meﬁbers

To-ensure that all -orograms are being offered in
accordance with Alberta Education requirements.

To provide parents the opportunity to -indicate their
preferences and suggestions with regard to the operation
of the school.

To prov1de Lnstruct‘onal and program recommendati ons
for the school staff

A

Comnonehts to be Reviewed-

A school is a complex institution. Components listed are
not in rank order. They are significant factors 1in
ensuring that the school is performing efrect'vely
ComponeQCS include: .

v -

'Appearance and comfort level of the school.

myn

_-mg S1is on :tudent learnxng.ﬂnd effective ceachlng.

~Use of prﬁise and rewards by all staff*membezs,

Level of student expectations and achievement.

Organlzatxon and scheaule for fhe ,rog*ams for
instruction.

Performance of each teacher.

Appropriateness of the role-models provided by staff
members. ,

‘Mean;ngful involvement and communication with parents.

" Use and’devélopmentlpf appropriate fesources.'

3007
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10.
11.
12.

13.

b

AL ,3:&.;; ‘5’.\ .

Leadership provxded by :he prlnclpal and the
adnlnlshratxve team. DR S

Involvement of the teacn‘:s in the operation of the
sciool. .

. N ;o . .
Orderly and pleasant learning environment.

Consistency within the §¢n5017

Opverational Guidelines and Procedures

1.

'f\)

‘(b) observation of all programs

Eacn 'school shall be revxewed and nvaluated once
every fou' years. : »

The review snall"nclude- ¢

(a) evaluat-on of  the prlnCLpa"s performance

D U;3

) \

(c) evaluation of each teacher's performance
-4 ) ! 2 :

(d) ‘a climate survey -

(e) -a parenta. survey

(f) recommendations for the‘school staff

All the reports and recommendations shall be prepared
by the superintendent. Any individual reports shall

: be'prepared at the request of the superintendent.

fThe superxncendent shall be responsmble for ldentlfylng
‘ and preparing the team membe's who w1l1 make up the

*evxew team for each,school.

All reports ‘'shall he reviewed with the appropriate
staff members. A summary report shall be reviewed
with the Board of Trusteses at a commlttee meeting.’

’

_The principals shall be responsible for considering

the recommendations. The princip is expected to
file a report within six months, outlining the action
taken with regard to each recommendation. )

Parents shall receive a copy of the parent survey

results. They may also be invited to a parent meeting
to review the results if it is appropriate.

‘Approved by the Board

November l4th, 1984 e

ey

Page 2 of 2 paages
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0 / Policy 3008@ s
' : //' @ : T
‘ - SYSTEM KIVIEW AND EVALU’ATION'/ $ -
The district will regularly .

revidw-and, evaluatg the

operation of this school system for e purpose of improving
and enhancing the quality of educatrton. -
. -avion.

. : s

N
W

Aporoved by the Board S
@@be: lith, 1984 - : :

O
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SYSTEM REVIEW AND EVALUATION
“ ’ ) . (3
A.  Aims
. ) . Pl ,i' .
1. To enhance student .growth a&jfiearningt-‘ﬂ L B *
2. -To ensure that all prdgrams are being offered in L

‘accordance with Alberta Education requirements.
(4
3. To ensure that the goals of the dlstrlct are being
pursued and achieved. i &

4. To ensure that the policies and regulatlons of the
district are. belng xmolenented . C,

B. Components to be Reviewed ‘' ) >
" A school is a complex institution. . Components listed are
not in.rank order. They are significant factors in
ensuring that the school is performing effectlvel{

Components include: '

’

1. Emphaéis on student'learning,'effec;ive teaching
~.and effeccive leadership. ‘ : . : o : .

. 2. Effectiveness and approprlataness of dlstrlct pollcxes
: and regulations.

23 Leadershxp offered by the suoe.zntendent and other . ‘
- central office admxnlst:QESrs. : A
¢ 4. Provxsxon for meanxngful xnvolvement and communxca'xon
with all staff members. ‘, , -
5. Provxsxon for meaningful involvement and commudncatxon a :
with parents and the community.

6. Efficient and effective use of resources.

7. Legal requlrements outlined in the School Act .and other
provzncxal documents. S

C. Operational Guxdelxnes and Procedures = . ol

-l Each year a planning report shall be prepared by the
superlntendent. In prenziing the planningireport the
superintendent will consider the suggestions of
trustees, all staff members, yarents and-students.

The planning report shall he :evzewed at a Board meeting
in September each scn:ot yesc.

2. District po icies and regulations shall be reviewed o
annually. roposed amendments and new policies shall S
be prepared in accordance with Board policy and the

lborta School Act. - . ’

o - »l - v'. ' v' '6?‘. Q | /f\\
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¥ [ Page 2 of 2 pages

@

-Starf development and insesvice prograxw shall be cifered

- eadﬁ5year Lo ensure that the programs and district

.shall evaluate the performance .of the co-ordinators.

priorities are aporoprxately implemented. . ) p
The performance of the Superintendent of Schools shall

be qvealuated annually in accordance with the agreemenc

between the Board' nd the superlqtendenc.

The superzntendent shall be —es:onsxble for evaluatirg
the perforthance of the deputy suoer'ntendent and the
assistant superintendents. The deputy superintendent

s
The co<ordinators will assist in assessing programs . -

on a regular basigto ensure that.all programs are * - .
implemented in ‘aé 9rdance with Akbernp Education . ﬁ'~
requirements.  The deputy. superintendent shall be )
—esponsxble for the overall evaluation: of programs.

Pazent and student concerns, percqp:xons and suggestions,
shall be solicited and considered on a regular basis.. ¢

The Board of Trustees shall regularly review their
pérformance as a Board-t2 ensure that they are being
responsive to theéir numerous publics, and to ensuge
that they are complying with the reqguirements of the .
Albertad” School Act and other provincial documents.

v

Approved by the Board -
November l4th, 1984

. * , .
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. ) S Policy 3000

< . : \

ROLE OF THE ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENE
~ - PERSONNEL & ADMINISTRATION o

The enhancement ~{ teaching and learning is the foremost
function of the assistait super:intendent. In fulfilling this
responsibility the assistant superintendent will:

¢

- assist the Superintendent of Schoolgs
- administer the teacher staffing program
- administer the collective agreement with A.T.A.
. " Local 260 ¢ '
- administer and supervise personnel policies and progedures
- supervaép and evaluate staff menmbers '

b 4
. e
‘Approved by .the Board \),
v - November l4th, 1984
S ‘
< ‘ o

I o’
'
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ROLE OF THE ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT © _
- PERSONNEL & A%FINISTRATION v
The Assistant Supersntendent shall. be respon51bl 1o the
Superintendent of Schools: The-duties and responsibilif¥ias for
the position shall include personnel functions as well ;as adminis-
trative functions. The duties and responSLbllxtles anlude
1. Assisting cﬁe Supérintendent in allvmatters.related to the
operation of the Qistrlct : ‘ - ,

2. Participating. 1n/axstr1ct committees related to polxcx and
regulation developmeat, district management. and personnel
- functions. , Ly

(97

ﬁgmlnlsterlng and developing the ceacher Std'flng program for
e district The program will include identifying pntent! al
candidates, -interviewing and screening candxdates. ‘reviewing

position descriptions with principals. >c1ec*1ng candidates.

fasqlgnlng ceachers ty schools and :transferring 'eachers

. f

4 Admxnx;terxng the staff ing allocations and maintaining current
rdcords in accordance with budget approvals 1nd J strict
pollC/ ’ s

q . : y - S .

3. kdmlnlsterlng the collective agreement thhnA T.A. %60 to

®

ensure tﬁgt the terms of the collectxve agreemen' are met.g

.6 'Sup&é; _3hg and administering the proteSSLOnal leave programs
e and“@he bstltute teacher services.

T Administering proféssxonal-éevelopment leaves under Clause 13
.- of the collective agreem% T T

8. Administering-and p¢épar1ng the statistical infermation .- *
relatxve to st§iﬁﬁng enrolments and enrolment ‘projections.

9. Admlnisterlng and supervxsxng the records and procedures |
relat1ve‘to school opening and closing.
v ~ .
f
10. Assisting wlth the supervision and evaluat ‘on of teachers.
adm1nxstrators and schools.
1
11. Ensuring that all Alberta Education rgquzrements.relatxve to
teacher certification are being met.

-~

—

4

12. Maintaining a liaison with all appropriate organxzatxons such
as the Universities, D.N.D.., Teacher Exchange Organizations
and Alberta Education.

13.  Preparing the teacher handbook. ’

14. -Assuming other additional :esponsibilities as assigned hy the

Superintendent of Schools:

v

s
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S - ’ oY . ,
ROLE OF THE DEPUTY 'SUPERINTINDENT’ ® . ) v
' . ) ) . ) . . Cowe o, .
Y . The enhancement of teaching and learning is the fofemost -
. £dnetion—ef the deputy superintendent. In fulfilling thig
, responsibility the deputy sugerintendent will:
Cor . -.assist the Superintendent of Schoels
- supervise curriculum implementation and development )
_ - supervise.and ewaluate instructional programs TR
" - co-ordinate inservice and staff development programs ,
) , - supervise and evaluate staff members w B
. lm . . ‘>
. R E Approved by the Board, ya
: - : November 1l4th, 1984 NS
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Regulation

RQLE CF THE DEPUTY SUPEZRINTENDENT

The Deputy Suﬁerintendent shall be responsible to the

Superintendent of Scheools. The du:'es and responsibilit:es

of the position shall include curriculum and program functions
as well as admipistrative- functions. The duties and respons:i-
bilities include: T '

wn

i,
11.

12.

13.

14,

. N .

Assisting the Supeflﬂ endent in all mat ters related to
the operat‘oﬁ of the district. s

Assuming the duties of Acting Suferintendent 1n the absence
of the Superintendent of Schools.

: - . a
Particirpat: ng in district committees related to policy
and 'egulat'gp deve lopment ,®° districtimanagement, and.program
development. "

Su:e-vxsxng and eval ua*‘nc all ins% ructlon programs.

Developing instructional prog:ams to ensure that '’ pproorlate
brograms are being offered.

-nsur¢ng that all procrams withip the district are
implemented in accordance with Alberta Educarien program.

Maintaining liaison WLth Alberta Educaticn *elatzve to
curriculum changes, programs and polxcxes.

Co-ordinat: ng and supervising Phe'E.O.F. program.

Ma:ntaining lialson and reﬁfesentlng admxnxstrat-on on
the management committees for all deszgnat%q.‘ommun'tv
schools. »

Supervising and evaluating the Co:zzztﬁkﬁars of Instruction.
Co-ordinating and administering the inservice programs.

ASS}Stlng with the supervision and evaluatlon of geache s,
administrators and schools. .

Assist with‘ the computer programs relative to providing'
student data and administrative support for the schools.
Assuming other additional responsibilities as assigned by
the Supérintendent of Schools.

. L

- ©

Approved by the Board
November 14th, 1984

~
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Policy. 7010

T _ THE R@LE OF A C0-ORDINATOR
. . ,
The primary role of a co-ordinator shall be to provide

program leadership for the purpose of enhancing teaching and -
student learning. = : :

Approved by the Board
March 1l4th, 1984



_Proposed

10.

11/

To provide leadership,

a*tlculatlon Ln assigned program areas.-'

Q ‘Reguldcion

THE ROLE OF A CO-ORDINATOR

co-ordination, super:lsxon anc

T

To assist and advise staff relative to:

b. selecting and evaluating textbooks, resources,
equipment and supplies
developing effective instructional methods and strategies

. preparing budgets

c.
d. planning and lmp‘emen*lng programs
e
<

monitoring student p

To assist in superv;:

To visit all schools to monit
in accordance wit

stafif and publlc.

‘a. .interpreting provincial curriculum guides and mateczi

ing and.eialﬁatinq staff members.

or program implementation
h provincial and district requirements.

To communicate all pertinent :information to appropriate

70

To part1c1pate in district commlttees relative to policy

and regulatlon development,

district management.

’

.

program planning, and general

To maintain on-going contact.with appropriate provincial,

national and international .associations. ’

To maintain . a current and viable knowledge base through
continuous professional development and reading.

To. prov1de 1n servxce programs as approprxate for staff

members.

To partlcapate in: plannxng new ‘aczllties

instructi on&L afeas and purchasxng equipment.

it

To assist and assume such other duties assxgned by

the superlntendent.

v

approved March l4th,

£
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Policy 7020

THE ROLE QF THE PRINCIPAL

‘e
y

The enhancement of teaching and learning is the foremcst
function of the principal. In fulfilling this responsib:lity
the principal will:

- co-operate with the Superintendent of Schools
— - manage the cperation of the school
\ .
- supervise the school staff
- create the optimum learning environment
- develop an appropriate program ;
: "

- establish effective staff development programs

- ifcorporate community resources in the learning process

‘ » ' .Approved by the Board
‘April 13th, 1983
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Regulatzon 7020

THE ‘ROLE OF THE 'PRINCIFAL ;

, Co-operate with the Superintendent cf Schools ané sarve as the
Superintendent's representative in the school. In thi . regard

the principal will:

(a)

‘

()

(c)

(d)

(e)

.

interpret Board polley to the staff *he st udents and the
community. . :

r

complete reports relative to the operation of the school.

make the Superintnndent aware of conditic..s which adversely

affect the operation of the school or the mazntenance of

a h;ghly effective instructional ~rogram.

become knowledgeable about regulations direccives. rotices,

bulletins, etc., and make them avallable to the, staff: ° . -
N . : . L

become knowledgeable about the organicat:ion, the services
and the programs offered in the dlstric: : T

) ' l

: 3 Vo
Efficient management of the coerathn of the sct ool requjres -

that

(a)

(b)

(d)

(e)
(£)

(g)

-(h)

(1)

.of the staff..

the principal will:

. . Wt
P P

interpret and accept --spohsxb lity for’ ,such J?eas as student
attendance, plant operatlon nsafety and pe'sonnel sepeIVLS*bn

assist in the’ rec:uxtweﬂt “selectiohn, plaéement and evaluatzow

of school pe*sonnel s

communicate arnd wo$k thh centr at admzﬂxstretxon SLpervzsorv N
personnel and other principals for the purpose of’ shar ng. ..

ideas, problems, expertlse  Fesources and personnel
delegate aporoprLate -esponSbel ties and tasks to membera
\;’ . ‘.g ‘ .‘ @
effectxv&f% uope wlth emergencxes’ n R
assxst in lﬁspectlng the facilities as ueil as éarrylng
out procedures to imgprove, modify and/or yepair the school
plant. : ‘ ‘

’ 4

manage the school finances in a respons ible and e‘fxcxent
manner. ) w

R . . N 1
design and develop an aporc riate administrative team.

hold staff meetings on a tegular baszs.

lst pange cf 3 pages
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W)

In order

".J e optimum school learning environment for
wl‘ : . ‘ ‘ o

a‘i}susta-n ’ﬁa goals and policies for the schcol.
o .
(b) . develcp s:—ateg;es .or -nplementzng the coa s and goligies.

{c)  involve appropriate members of the scﬁoo- community ‘in’
the operation of the school. :

(d) assist staff members by involving specialist staff, counsellors,
administrators, suppor: staff, parents and ot her ccnmun‘
personnel. . . :

(e) assist.in an assessment program TO measure the schoal's
effectiveness. ,

(£ devexop and Lﬂplement a ;eade:sn'p cole which Incluces
team and pa:tne*snlp approaches.

(g) wes=-ablish an apprcpriaté and acceptable level of conduct,
benavior and discipline.

(h) communicate effect'vely with students i1n groups and individually

e

Ia the development oz an Aporoor;at program the principal,
with the sta.-, WIl“ y

_eeds of learners.
. "’)-; [N
{c) use 'esea’ch and
change st= eg-es .

". B 3 /.- ' . . +

(c) assign staff to %:ticu’_ar‘ ingtructional areas. : E

(d) acquire and assign‘mate:ials, eguipment, resours<es and
facilities.
{e) communicate instzuctional and curriculum changes to parents
© and the communxtv. ‘ ‘

(£) assist Ln evaluating both curricular andlgo cu:--cula-

programs. : .
. 3 ) .
(g} develop ﬁpprocrzate stud:nc-staf‘ groupings. ‘ .
(b) asses; and . record the achievement of students. g -

(L) lmplemenlfprog:ams in” accordance with prbvincial regulaticns.
3

S



Weet-"g ‘the learning needs of
by an ong01ng staZi

(a)

(gl

the staif
development grogram,

LA

'3rd page of

2 pacges

hép-d'be aé-ommod@*ed
Mhe principal will:

ter the concept that staff, membérs are also. conthUOus

fcs
learners.

encourage staff members o part

and develcpment activities;

develor strategies to include staff members:

icipate in workshcps,
activities, seminars, conferences, university courses,

resources and assesswg achi evement.

haintain a professional likrary for the staff

provide for orientatisn of new staff membe:s.

inservice
classroom intervisitations and self-evaluation programs.

in plaaning
preparing materlals

using

p-ov*de consultative and SuSe*VlSO'y ass-stance within

the school.

-8

effectively utilize other district personnel.

environment, the principal will:

(a)

(b)

(¢)

(e)

assess the climate in the school-community set:ing.

“

'In order to incorporate the community's resodrces in ‘the learning

oromote ccmmunity awareness and supocr° for the schoo"

communicate effectiveiy with

by such means as conferences
news media.

.program, achlavements and goals. o

parents and the communi:y

,. meetings, newsletters,

"and

work with the staff to develop comnunzty hesources and
use them in the learning process.

romote t&e ccmmunxty use of apo*ocr-ate sch00¢ ’esou,ces

programs and facxlit.es.

" Approved April

]

.

13th,

1983
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- ~ poliey 7041 . L
SUPERVISION ANDT.BVALUA'I‘ION o SR 5 é
" The primary purpose for the ;upe:vision and evaluation - R ;ﬁ E i“&“

of teachers is.to enhance and main*ain a high’'standard of
instruction. . ‘ . : Y A e

>
' . N »fﬂé. ’
Approved April-13th, CEE
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~/ - -Regulation 7041

_ lst page of 3 pages

SUPERVISIZM ANL EVALUATION o

Aim$

(a) - To enhance student arowth and learnxng

{b) - To recognize the worth and value of each teacher.

{c) To p‘ovxde professional assistance. R
sure gappropriate cnathng_assxgnments.

(e) To faczlltate profeSSLOnal growth and develocment

Ooeratlonal Requirements ' S -
The  teacher must have the opporhunlty.
ta) to be evaluated in an atmosphere of trust and confidence.

.(b} . to raview and discuss all wWritten repcrts.

(). to respond -to all reports in. writing.
(d)  to seek professxonal~assxstance and consultation.

_(e)  to review the evaluat*on criteria.
-(£) to appeal the evalua*xon to the Superlntendent of
- ' -’'Schcols.
3. Performance Criteria ' ' .
Tt is reall ed chat the phllosophlcal background, the
methodologlcal expertise, the learning theory knowledge,
the classroom context, and the personality cof the teacher
ave extremely important. The criteria listed are intended
to orovide a. guidelihe only. - o
‘The crlterla are not in rank. orde:, and each criterion . . .
has several ccmoonents which relate to effaective teaching.
BB .
Criteria .0 - o Criteria Cdmoonent‘
,Positive/lntquersonal - demonstrates respett for students
‘Relations with Students - tolerant of student ideas
s . .= available to students
- helpful ‘to students
3 - treats students fairly and ob]ectlvelv
- communicates. effectively with students
- - sensitive to student: feelings -
: - provides opportunities for success
"%, .. » - inspires students to lea.1 and
to seek knowledge. s
Classroom Management’ v - dezla%s learnxng objectlves and
- teacms toward them
ce /’u-. - estabffishes reasonable, but challenging

4 expectations for students
- demonstrates business- like or task-
oriented behavior o
-‘uses class time efficiently

254
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Criteria i Crlterla Component S

Classroom Management . makes students aware of their respon51b lities
continued) : - estalflishes a difficulty level of 1nstruc'10n
: : \ - , which is appropriate
\\ monitors student progress and ad)usts the
: pace appropriately
- uses discipline .techniques erfect;velv
", - stimulaves students by exhibiting enthusxasm.
~ the enjoyment of.humor, and vibrancy . ,
- encourages regular attendance and punctuality
- sustains student attention and involvement

Curcrculum Knowledge . - knowledgeable about the program of studies o
: ) o - comprehensive understandlng or the approprlate
curriculum content ’
, o . : - translates the curriculum into learnxng
‘ : .-‘activities for students
i -‘maxntalns knowledge base by part1c1pat10n
in staff development -activities
“Instructional Strategies - knowledgeable about student growth and
' ‘development ,
5 . o -7 - knowledgeable ‘about..and able to effectively
: use-learning theory - :
‘ -.selects and appropriately uses learning *
P materials (hardware and software):
- designs and executes lesson plans, long-term
instructional plans .. . .
- ‘develops ,and uses approprxate evaluatlon
technlques
- responds to unique 51tuat10ns approorlatelv
S _ - »explains things to students effectively @
. ' — . - structures comments and es effective Co
questioning techniques ™~ e :

Qut-of-Class Behavior . - strives to be an effective team member
: : - reports student progress to parents effectively
- utilizes community resources in xﬁatruction
- assumes- additional responsxbillties outside
. the classroom
' - strives for improvement through professxonal
deVelopment activities_ o

Ky E»aluation Process - R ' ; - . | .

For the purpose of¢report1ng. it is recommended that formal and informal
procedures be adopted. "Informal” refers to those procedures where the .
administrator assesses the performance of a teacher, provides feedback, but
does not prepare a formal written report. This should be a continuous
process and can lead to formal procedures. '"Formal" refers to the procedur:
when the evaluation report is prepared and a copy forwarded to the
Superintendent of Schools.
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Decumentation Procedures A
~ . . . R - . N M ‘A
When ‘o'mal procecures arce ‘ollowed the following ﬂust~occu::

1. A report completed by the administc ator must be add'essed
sto the teacher and discussed wltb the teacher.

2. A copy of the report must- be given to- the teacher and a copy
sent to the super-ntendent.

3. The teacher's personal file 1is avallable to be -evxewed upon
request. -
Fersonnel Involved:
. » - . .
The personnel involved in the formal reporting procedure may
include the principal, the co-ordinators, the assistant superifitendents
and the superiritendent. :

) . ' Approved April 13th, 1983
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PRCGEAM REVIEW AND EVALUATION

1. To enhance student greyth and learning.

2. To'ensure that all programs are being offexed in
- accordance with local and Alberta Education fequilrements.

3. To ensure that efficient and suitable program si:ategles

are being adopted. -
~4= To ensure that suitable resources are being provided
and appropriately used.
- . . . . . ~
5. To provide appropriate- inservice and professionaX*
development programs for teachers and administrators.. .
B. Ccmoonents to be Reviewed
The program components are not in =ank order.  They are
considered to be significant with regard to an effecuive
program. The components include:
-1. Emphasis on student learning and effective teachring.
4 5 ‘ .
2. Effectiveness and appropriateness of Board policies s
and regulations. ] .
3. Leadership offered by the Qiscrict and’ school administrators.
(§!74. Adequacy of ‘all program resources.
5. Legal requirements of all provincial documents such as.
curriculum guides and -handtock regulations. |
. » v
C. Operational Guidelines and Procedures ‘“’,
1. Each year the planning report shall identify specific
"« programs which shall be rev:iewed and evaluated.
. The -Co-ordinators, in accordance with policy, shall \
provide leadership, co-ordination, supervision. and
articulation in assigned program arfeas.
3. Resources shall be reviewed and evaluated on a regular
basis to ensure that they are appropriate.
43 Inservicq'ahd staff development programs shall be
offered on a regular basis to ensure program goals
and objectives are appropriately pursued and achieved. *

5. Program evaluation reports shall be'reyiewed and presented

to the Board with reccmmendations at a public Board
meeting.
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Alberta Education shall be notified about concerns ard
problems as well as4successes relat o provincial
programs. ~

Program budgets shal‘ be reviewed on an annual basis
to ensure appropriate budget support is, identified and
presented to the . Board.

Parent and student concerns, perﬁeoulcns aﬁd sugges:;ons
about ‘programs shall be solicited and cons;de*ec on a

regular basis. '
v N !,,__~/
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Approved by the Board

Mevember lith, 1984 ) -



