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" ABSTRACT

14

In the final analy: is. a teacher education program must be evaluated
in te-wis ®* the swccess of Tts graduates. This study examined the teachimg
effec” . vemess of @ random sample of The University of Lethbridge Bachelor
of Emucs!ian yradluates and feTate‘d various components of their success tu
the performance o¥ those same individials as students within the teacher
sducation program. There amearec_i tc be a definite relationship beilween
sucresss i1 the program and success ir teacning, but individual components

of “the prograr were not gmod predictors ~f success in teaching.
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INTRODUCTION -

?erhaus thg most problemati~s aspect of teacm=r education soncerns
ensuring that graduatés who hawe attained a requ *-:te: degree of su cess in
a teacher education. program, are in fact capab qnd.affect1ve teazners.
“Making muan.t Jjudgements about probable teacher :=mccess during.ltea- .
cher] premmsation requires demonstrating that a cr==erion employed daring
tha prepavatmry program is & correlate of a later criterion intrinsic to
work success" ‘Turner, 1974; p.87). The practica  implications of *his
requiremeut'ﬂl!gssitate.démonstrating that criter-me characteristius,
skills amm terziniques contribute to teacher effectiveness before tmey can
be justifiec oeing of merit w1th1n an educatiomal program.

' Very few teacher education programs are conducting 1ong1tud1na1
studies to emsduate the teaching effect1veness of their graduates and to
identify commenents of the program wh1ch might hawe contributed to that
success, © ;ack of success. This study,_which is a part of a much larger
project kn#¥ as QAULTEP], was desigéed to identify successful and unsuc-
cessfu] te@Ching graduates of the University of Lethbridge B.Ed. hrogram
and to det=rmine relationships between their teaching success anc tneir
success within the teaqhef education program. It was the f1rst study
withfn QAULTEP to aollect teaching data on graduates of the program and
therefore was‘éonducted partially to examine and evaluate the research
design and methodology, to identify 1imitations and weaknesses in the
study, and to make recommendat1ons for a major foquy up project. present]y
in thn ear]y p1ann1ng stages

]QAULTEP is an acronym for the Qualitative Analysis of the University of
of Lethbridge Teacher Education Program.



Pdrgose and Objectives

The major purposé of the study was to develop a eoT]ecﬁion'of variables
which appear to be the most valid amd reh’ab]e for eva]uafing a teachef |
educatjon‘program. Specific objectives were to:

1) _idehtify factoré perceived to influence teaching success of te;chers'
percepfions of ﬁuccess,
2) deterﬁine cémponents of teachime success as idemtifﬁed'by teachers and
their princ{pals, i
3) " determine the re]ationship between evaluations of performance_in an
education program and evéluatia»s of berfbrmance as a practising‘tea-
cher, and | |
4) determine the validity of the professors' assessments of future teach-
ing success in terms of the principals’ éva]uations of teaching per-
3forman¢e.r o

Review of the Literature .

. "The validity of a teacher education program is determined ultimately’
by the product{on'of teache.:’s who pertorm more effectively in classrooms
than had they not receiQed such treinimg™” (Austis, 1974, p.13).. Unfortu-
ﬁaté]y there are very few studies in tve field - ich have been abie to
orove that teacher training doas make a difference. Beéry_(1962),_in a-

" study  comparing provisioné]]y certified beginning teachers with those who
had comp]eted the prescribed education program, concluded that the fully.
certified teachers wefe "consistently and significantly rated by competent
observers to be more effective" (p.395). However, ther; have bgen very
few studies of this type. In fact,ﬁBausell and Moody (1973) ma%ntained
that "teacher preparation as provided by colleges of edu.~tion hbes not -

result in student achievement" (p.208). Turner (1973) disagreed, citing

/
/




3
sevehel defects in the stydies on which Bausell and- Moody based their con-
« lusions. He asserted further that neither they nor Popham (whom they
zted) had produced studies from which dependabie information about teacher
es.:atich could be extracted. Part of the prob]em, of course, is that it
is wery d1ff1cu]t3 if not 1mposs1b1e to obta1n a contro] group; that 1s,
2 group of "teachers" who have not had teacher preparat10n. \

A second, and perhaps more important‘problem, ie‘that-of defining
teaching effectiuenessl Sandefur and Adams (197€) stated that "teacher
education institutions fail to effeetively‘evaluate graduates primerily :
because of *he profe;Sion's ihability to determine'what constitutes effec--
_tive teaching,”and baht]y from a lack of eveluation tools and techhiques"
(p.Zl). They did go on to describe their model for the eva]uatioh of
teachihg,‘which was based-on the assumption that both of those obstacles
had been partially removed. | | : . | |

Doyle (1975) indicated. that in spite of a f]urry cf research activﬁty,
most studies have ' ra11ed to suﬁport the ex1stence of stable and consistent
re]ationships hetween icacher’ var1ab1es and effect1veness cr1ter1a" (p 2)
He reiterated this theme in 1978. However, Gage (1978) believes that
these conclusions eehbbe questioned on severel grounds. He agrees with
Glass (1976) that studies with flaws in the design or analysis may still
_ be valid. He states rurther that "...the true re]ationship, if any,
hetwean any single dimension of’ teacher behaviour and pupil achievement
or att1tude is protably low [and that] the teaching- learning process is
SO comp]ex that any single significant variable in teacher behaviour
should have only a 1ow~corre1atieh...with student eehievement" (p.230):
According to.Gage, with the small sample sizes tybical_Of:most teacher

studies, it is unreasonable to expect results to be significant at the

.05 or .01 levels. o
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Gage's optimism should be encouraging to researchers who continue to

believe that ine teacher effectiveness question can ultimately be answered.

Doyle (1975) suggests thqt'"the persistence of the belief in the answera-

bility of the question, in the face of discouraging results, would seem to

be 1inked to the persistence of the personnel selection and evaluation

prob]em_facéd by school administrators... . If one is charged with the

Eesponsibi]ity of finding and keeping 'good"teachers, he is forced to

accept tne premise that 'good' teachers are identifiable" (pp.15, 16).

Although it may not be eaéy or even possible at this time to define

effective teaching, teachers are in fact being hired and evalvated and

recommended or not recommended for certifitétibn. It appears fhap the
person most direct]y responsible for eva]uatingAthb\Eeacher 1s'the.princi-
pal and/or sterintendent. whén teacher; are selected for positions,
their prospective el ployers assume that because they have successfully
comp]eied a teacher education program, they.will be "acceptab1e teachers".

To follow that premjse to its logical next step, the employer should be

- able to expect that those who obtained the greatest success in the educa-
tion program, should become the most successful teachers. There has' been

”little evidence to shdw that this is in fact the case. Hall (1964) stated

that "very little research eVidence is available to verify or deny that

‘teacher educgtidn institutions are doing an effective job in preparing
future Aew 5" (p.72)u Using pupil growth on standardized.achievement

‘tests as a measur®of effective téqchind, he found it to be of questionable

va{ue as The.sole'criterion but he did conclude thaf average pup{l gains
were higher for pupils taught by cértifiediteacherg.

Turner (1975) identified two studies (Ducharme, 1970, and Greaves,
1972) which 1gd him fo conclude fhat "ré;ings’of student teaching perfof-

mance consistently correlate with principals' ratings of success in
. \ N M
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teaeh{ng" (p.103). Labriola.(1965) conc]uded from a fo]]ow-up study of
200 teachers that it is possible to predict success in the initia} teach»_‘
ing exper1ence based on the teacher's performance in student teaching.
However, Pratt (1977), after a review of several such stud1es,_stated
that "5,;genera11y low agreement has been found between in-training assess-
ﬁnentg/hased on practice teaching and subsequentfratinés‘by supervisors"” |
(p.12). | | A | |
Criteria other than performance in student'teaching have also been
used to attempt to predict teaehing effectiveness. Vittetoe (1977)_
identjfied.144 superior and '100 inferior first year teachers, based on
principal rat1ngs He found that one-fourth of the superior teachers had
had low GPA's in the educat1on program and several of the failures had had
high GPA S. He did find some relationship between teachlng sutcess, sub-
Ject area, and s1m11ar1ty to the student teaching exper1en¢e Ryans (1960)

v

in a comprehensxve\research study of characteristics of teachers, ~oncluded
. .

+hat academ1ca1]y outstand1ng students did score s1gn1f1cant1y higher than
other groups on many attr1bdtes considered to be charaeter1st1c cf good
teachers . |

0rt (1964) conducted a study of various techniques used to predict
the success of teachers. Supervisors were gsked to rate the teachers on
the same evaluation form as.the one used during the teachers' sfudent
*aaching experience. Varioqs personality and attitude tests such as thé
MTAI and the MMPI were also used as predictdrs. ‘he concluded among other
things that:
1) "academic achievement in college does not seem to have‘any pred{ctive
value as to how successful a student will be as a student teacher or as a

teacher in his first year of exper1ence", 5) "the results from personality

and teacher att1tudc 1nventor1es .did not have any predictive
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value", and 3) "the best predictions of the-future success d; a student
teacher, even thdugh Timited, can be made by the supervising teacher and
the campas 5upervisors" (prO). " !
Anderson and Hunka (1963) stated that "conventional research: 1nto the
evaluation and pred1ct1on of teach1ng prof1c1ency and cr1ter1on var1ab1es

has reached a dead’ #~d because negligible re]at:onsh1ps ex1st within and

ampng the various criteria of teach1ng proficiency, the u1t1mate cr1ter1on'

of pupi? growth along desired d1mens1ons, tre 1mmed1ate cr1ter10n of'prac-
tice teacning marks, and the intermediate criterion of principals' or
superintendents' ratings" (p.74). |

The use of principals' or superintendents' assessments as a measure
of success ih teaching has come under considerable attack. Ha{n ahér§mtth
(1968)\found that principals used criteria such as.bus dutj,(pAaygfe;;d -

and cafeteria. duty. and observation wh11e the teacher moved f jom one class

l

to another, more often  than forma] observat1on or classroom v1s1ts Turner

| (1975) sugqests that work success can be reduced to three classes of cr.-

ter1on variables: student attainment, profess1ona1 judgement and student
Judyement, Sandefur and Adams (1976) utilize four categories of evaTuative
data: career line data, direct classroom observation, pupil, peer and

supervisory evaluations, and standardized measures. Ryans (1960), however,

stated categorically that "only time sampling involving reb]icated syste-
*ﬂ matic'observation by trained observers prdﬁqfes sufficiently re]iab]e

results to recommend its use in ;ﬁpdemental fesearch" (p.374). He\does

allow that other data would be acceptab]e for broader d1scr1m1nat1on

In spite of the weaknesses in the'ut111zat1on of pr1nc1pa] and self
etaleetions, it we{ decided to.use these assessments as the initial mea-
sures‘of teeching success far this study. Principals are in faet evalua-

ting teachers, and they do have considerable impact into the teacher

N 13. . v
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education program. This was the initial attempt at evaluating teaching
graduates and the opinions and ccoperation of the principals were consi-

dered to. be crucial-for this study and for the follow-up study which is

' expected to utilize a more sophisticated evaluation system.

MethodoTogy

Th1s study was one of many studies within the framework of QAULTEP 2

_ QAULTEP is a 1ong1tud1na1 project wh1ch has as its u1t1mate goal the deve]op-
ment of_a model for the eva]uat1on of teacher education programs. The data-‘

'Bank now contains approximately 40C variables on each of 600 étudente in

three popuTat1ons, created for the purposes of rep11cat1on and »a11dat1on

'The va*:ab]es 1nc1ude biographical: 1nformat1on, pre-education data, (for

exampie, scores on severa] psycho]og1ca1, persona11ty and Eng]1sh tests,

~and grades 1n_the students' first two years of arts and science courses),

evaluatiOns in the three educat1on practica, and much other educat1on:data.

' Many QAULTEP stpdies have examined relationships within and among the pre-

education3 selection and training categories of variables. However,wthis
was- the first QAULTEP study to examine the teaching succéss of gradUates
of the program and to re1ate their teach1ng effect1veness to their per-
formance within the educat1on program.’ .

The sample for this study consisted of a random selection of 50

University of Lethbr1dge graduates who were 1n the second popu]at1on of

-the QAULTEP study, who had comp]eted the1r teacher preparation at The

University of Lethbridge and had been awarded a B.Ed. degree, and.who

3

%Eor more information gpaQAULTEP, see Draviand, V., and Greene, M.
“Deve]opment of a-Mode r the Evaluation of Teacher Education Programs".
Paper to be presented_at the Ameqican Educational Research Association
Annual Meeting, San Francisco, California, ‘April 8-12, 1979.

T
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~were teach1n\ in a pub11c school system in Alberta. Detailed questionnaires

\ s were ma11ed to each graduate and, w1th his/her perm1ss1on, to .the pr1nc1pa1

‘}_ (see\REBEnd1x\A). The questions re]ated to p]acement and other factors
thuught to influence a teicher's success, and opinions about what const14\
tutes teaching. effectiveness. One section of the questionnaire was identical

4

to the instrgment that had been used for the evaluation of. the individual
'as a student teacher in the teacher education program. The pr1nc1pa1 was
- asked to eva]uate the practising teacher using this same form; that 15/

using the same 39 competenc1es on the 1 to § rating sca]e Each teacher.

1

1ndependent1y completed a self-evaluation using the same criteria.
/ Forty s1x pa1rs of questionnaires and one 1nd1v1dua1 principal ques;
et1onna1re were returned for a response rate of 93%.° In add1t1on, a persona]
structured interview was. conducted w1th 89% of the respondents. Much of
the data collected from the .nterv1ews perta1ned to specifics of The Un1-'
versity of Lethbr1dge teacher education program these resu]ts are not
1nc1uded in this report
DeScriptive analysis appeared to be most appropriate‘for much of the
data As well, the Chi-square test mu1t1p1e regress1on techn1ques, and
ffactor ana]yses were ut111zed to obta1n the greatest possnble mean1ng from .
the cons;derab]e amount of ava11ab1e data,
. . Limitations | L
X \'NOTattempt was made to define teaching effectiveness or teaching
o socceSs; The assomption was made that principals can” and do differentiate
betweenfgood and poor teachers:and that teachers themselves haveipercep-_.
.- tions of_the;r own'succe§s. Therefore, principals' evafuatfons and self-

- T evaluations were used as the measures of teaching success. The evaluation

. . Y
2 ) . ~

s o instrdment Tisted 39 competencies and/orjcharacteristics,in four categories:

14
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//preparation, performance, personal attributes'and.professionél attributes.
From the ratings on these 39 variab]es,'principa1s were asked to assign

the teachers a numter from 1 to 5 for "overall assessment of teeching suc-

‘cess" (this corresponded to the category "global assessment of performance”

on tne student teaching evaluation form) . A]so;¢principals were asked to-
- rank the Qeécher's success on a scale from 1 to 10 "relative to other
teechers at the school". It wﬁs hoped that'this'quaiifying phrase would
mqke<the retings‘more comparable. However, it appeared tc compound the |
‘problem as some principa]s ignored the statenent'and ratéd'the teecher

relative to all other teachers they had known or relative to'their'concept

of the “"iceal" teachér. Some principals stated that all their teachers

were excellent that year. Therefore,'two equally "good".teachersmcggld“»;f

were compared )

. A second maJor 11m1tat1on in terms of data ana]ys1s was a- resu]t of
Un1vers1ty of Lethbr1dge oo]1c1es ‘The Un1vers ty of Lethbridge students
spend two nre-education years in Arts and Sc1ence before,enterlng the

FacuTty'of Education.- There are always some students who drop out during

‘those first two years. " In addition, all potential education students must

take an Orientation to Teaching course in the first two years of arts and
science.courses. Approxiﬁate]y 30 to 35% of those who take that 1nitia1 

-education course do not enter the Faculty of Education. According to an '

1nforma1 poll of Arts and Sc1ence facu]ty members, those who do enter the

~Facu1ty of Education are among the better students in the1r first two
years at the university. Also, a certain nurber of students who do enter
the Faculty of Education do not complete degree requ17ements, In order

to.graduate, students must receive at least a "C" in student teaching, and

-

/

have_receired very different ratings depending on the staffs to which they . -
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a4?ﬂn1mum GPA (grade point average) of 2. 00 on a four point scale. There-

fore, the samp]e was se]ected from a homogeneous group of h1gh1y qualified

people. One uou]d not expect to flnd SIgn1f1cant correlations among sufh

a, groug.

A third limitation concerned the size of the sample. .wtth small:
samole sizes and a large number of variables, the findings must be inter-_
preted with cautton. Faetor analyses especially may be misleading wjthla
]arge number offyariables and a small sample size. The small samp1e.s12e
also made a full descriptive analysis difficult; in order to protect the

anonymity of theirespondents, some of the discussion had to be kept rela-

“tively general.

s

The exp]oratory nature of the study must be kept in m1nd throughout

this report. There was a very cons1derab1e amount of data\and a well-

'designed fo]]ow-up study is necessary to clarify some.of the rtsu]ts and

to be confident of the analyses. .



RESULTS
‘The fimdings of this study afe discussed ih four major sections: -
1. a deser¥ption of thelsamp];, '
2. factoms ;nfluencing Success és‘perceived'by principals and by teachers,
3. analyses of the evaluations of success as &ssessed by the.professor in
student teaching, the teacher:self-evalqation; and the principai‘s

evaluation, and

4. _comparison of professors' assessments of future teaching success and

principa.s’' evaluations of teaching parformance.

gg§criptidn of the Sample

Forty-seven principals and 46 teachers returned their completed

. fjuestionnaires. For comparison purposes, the sample was limited to the

46 teaéhers for whom there was a princinal evaluation ard a professor
evaTQation of student teachihg;"ZZ wefe.?emaie and 19 were;méle. Ail'of
the teachers had done their student teachihg at The Universitvlof Lethbridge '

between 1974 and 1976; five (11%) were in their first year of teaching and

the remainder in their second year. They were téaching in various~§Ubject

-~

areas and at various grade levels from kindergarten to Grade 12. Most

(83%) were teaching inlpublicléchoql systems, seven (15%) were in senarate -

'ISystems and one Qid not specify. Sch001 size rangéd from 50 to 1,540

studehts (M=382) and town size varied %rom Tess than 500 people to more
than 500,000;  70% of the schools were in communities with féwer than 5,000 )
people. A1l of the teachers were under 30 years'of age, exéept possibly

for six who did wmot answér the question.

A1l the primcipals in the sample were male; 54% wére Qyér 40 years_qfﬁhll”"

" age, 41%_wére between 30 and 40 years, and only two were und:r 30. Eleven

(24%) had been princfpa]s'or.vice-principals for 15 or more yeafs, 19 (Qi%)

for 5 to 14 years, and the rest‘(QB%l_for fewer than five years.

"1
\ .
7
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: On'fhe whole, the principals appéared to be very pleased wifh The

_Univgrsity_of Lethﬁfidge gfaduates. The principals were asked to‘rafe
the teachers: on a scale from 1 to 10 relative to other teachers at the =
school. Unly fcuf teéchers,weke rated 1essfthan 5.(M=6.75). When rati?g ‘

themselves on the‘sémg;scaie, teachers as a whoie were slightly more

' generous (M=7.05), bd; also a Tittle more reluctant to assign themselves

to the extreme ends o%:the scale (see Tablz 1),

TABLE 1
~ o ,ﬁfFrequen¢y~of Ratings Assigned to Teachers
\ _ Rating* o k}: .By.Princgpalg' T .--. By.Sélf.~
N 1 : "0 0
. 2 1
) - /
’ 3 0 1
4 - 3 2
5 - 7 4
6 6. 5
7 7 . 12
8 11 15
9 | ? 2 5
0 o 0
‘uNo;resbonse . 6 2
-t Total SR f -  - 46 s l' 46
Mo L eas St 105
Q §g. S Coas - 1.45 ‘

'_*Rating‘On a 1 to .10 scale relative ﬁo 6ther teéchers_atffhe school.




Factors Infiuencinngeachfng Success
“Principals and teachers were asked to indicate the tive importance‘
of each ofdeTeven_factors in determining teaching suceess «:d teaching
failure (see Table 2). There appeared to be litile difference between
teacners' and prfnéipaTs' opinions or between factors thought to contribute.
,/'1 the most to feaehing sucoess and those thought to be most important in |
| | determining teaching fai}ure.. In ooth cases, teacners and principaTs.ranked |

~ classroom control, communication skills and preparation as the three most

important\ factors.

_noweﬁer, nhen teachers and.principals were asked in a personal inter—
view to identify-the 'single most 1mportant factor 1n‘determ1n1rg teach1ng
succes*“, without the 1nterv1ewer spec1fy1ng any factors from which to
choose, the list that emerged was slightiy d1fferent (see Fab]e 3). Teachers
‘most often~ment1oned factors re]at1ng to re]at1onsh1ps with oh11dren

- (empathy, rapport, love, etc. ) while pr1nc1pals tended tomnent1on class-
.room management 'skills and personal att1tuoes more often The same ques-
fnon was asked with regard to teach1ng fa11ure Aga1n, no attempt was
made to de41ne teaching failure.' In many cases, the response was "the

i’

‘oppUslte/of the prey1ous ansmer". But many.respondents interpreted the

_ question/as measuring very different quaffties (also see Table 3). Class-,
room control appeared to teachers to be far more related to teachﬁng
failore tnan'to teaching success It fs 1nterest1ng to note that only

T'three persons in e1ther group 1dent1f1ed "hav1ng an effect on student-

.learn1ng" as the most important-

_ctor_1n.teach1ng.success or faiture.
When asked in the 1nterv1ewc "If you-cou1d~replace 75% =f your
present teach1ng staff w1th whomever you chose, would, you retain th1s

teacher’", pr1nc1pals gave the fo]]ow1ng responses

1
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TABLE 2

" Factors Thought To Contr1bute The Most To Teach1ng Success
And Teach~ng Failure

By ?rincipals - By Teacher's
h Weigt ~  Ramk  Weighted M Rank
. S
Factors. ‘ ' Teac uccess = -
Classroom Control | 4.80 ] 4.87 1
Cozmunication Skills 4.74 z . 4.61 2
_ - Preparation ‘4.65 3 4.54 3
'  Perssnality 4.4 4 4.35 5.5
| “Knowlédge of Subject 4.30 5. 4.41 4
“Teaching Methods 4.22 6 4.35 5.5
‘Placement Suitability 3.72 7 4.17 - 7.
School Administration . . 3.56 8 4.09 8
Staff Interpersonal Relations 3.54 9 3.98 9
Teaching Experience 3.33 10 3.74 10.5
Student Characteristics 3 1 3.74  10.5

.23

Teaching Faiiure

N

Classroom Control 4.87 1 . 4.76 1

\ Preparation 4.65, 2 - 4.27- 3
Communication Skills 4.45 3 481 2
Personality i 428, 4 - . 3.94 4.5
Teaching Methods 4.04. . 5 . 3.84 6
Kmewledge of Subject 3.82 6 . 3.94 4.5
Schoot Administration 3.54 7 3.46 - 9
Placement suitability 3.47 8 3.83+ 7
Staff Interpersonal Relations 317 /[ 9 3.02 1
Teachimg Exper1ence . . 2.96 '/ 10.5 7.3.1%6 .10
Student Characteristics . 2.9  10.5 3.54 . 8
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TABLE 3

Frequency of Factors Identified As Being The’
"Single Most Important Factor :in Determiming Teaching Success
(Or Teaching Failure)"

Most Important In . Most Important In.

Factors Identified . Teaching Success Teathing Failure
By , By .
v Principals Teachers Principals Teachers
Relationships with children 8 15 6 14
(love, rapport, -empathy, 3 v
_ caring)* /
"Personal attitudes and' ‘ 9 - .6 | 5 4
relationships : , . '
. / . [
Classroom management 9 4 <14 10
- Preparation, planning 0 5 3 2
Self..confidence, poise 3 4 2 3
Dedication, sincerity, | 3 2 4 3
ambition - . . '
Adaptability ; | 0 2 0 2
- Effecting student learning o 2 0 9
Class size - 0 0 0.
Knowledge of subjeét _' '4. 1 0 0 0
// Difficult children’ 0 0 .1 2
' False idealism 0 0 0 1
-No respon;e .2 0 1 0

36 M R P

Ta

*For téaching failure, "the factor mentioned would be "a lack of" a par--
ticular characteristic such as classroom control, or the opposite of the .
. trait mentioned; e.g., "insincerity" rather than "sincerity".

e
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- ° . /‘
Yes - 28 &68. /3’%
Mavbe - 6 14.6%

A ‘ . No '- 7 %]%" ‘ : | '
R | | 41 100% o S

Many of the pr1nc1pals indicated that the1r responses might nave been

.different_another year. If must also be remembered that the pr1nc1pals

¢

were comparing these first and second year teachers to: other teachers whn

!

S .. . may have had many years of exparience. Those ‘who had answered "no" . gave
! the following reasons: _ | |
1. 1acking in dedication and ability, - _ I _ |
2;. personality, L | | - ; ‘.‘_v i ,
3. 1ack of emperience, L o | = o /“.
54._ too many fantastic teachers this sear. |

It was hypothe51zed that teaching success wou]d be . re]ated to JOb

'

satisfaction, and that facfors such as teaching load, sa]ary, community

/

and soc1a] activities, and subject and grade level placement would affect

the - teacher s feeling of satisfaction. This hypothesis was not supported

n .
a

by the results of this study

IL was first determined that principa]s' and teachers' perc%ptions of

these factors were very similar. Principals and teachens rated 'the "teach-

. ing "convenience" of the schoo] 1n a similar manner, both rated 51m11ar1y

\

the community social activities and the teachers- participation in the

social activities There were slight d1fferences in the asséssments of
- R

the teachers teach1ng load and extracurr1cu1ar act1v1t1es , However, _
Py

o most of £he principals (82%) and about two th1rds of the teachers them-

selves rated ‘their teaching loads’ comparab]e to. that of other teachers,-

16% of the pr1nc1pals rated the teacher S a551gnment heavier than average




(p<. 01)

as d1d 29% of the tearhers

The pr1nc1pals rat1ngs and cverall ausessments, and the teachers'

«

self-ratings and overall assessments were then crosstabulated with size

of school, community size, participation in social activities, teaching

load, teacher satisfaction with salary, time spent in extra-curricular

'¢/;;>hv1*1es, number of teachers in the, achool, and subJect and grade level

acement. None of the re]attons1p§/were stat"stIca]]y significant; "nor

were any part1cu]ar trends evident in the analySIS There d1d appear to )

.be some re]at1onsh1p between the teacher's feelings of sat1sfact1on w1th

_ h|=/her part1cu1ar teach1ng ass1gnment and the pr1nc1pa] s overall assess-

ment of success (Ej 05) and h1s rating cn the 1 to 10 sca]e (p=. 06) of

those: rated above average, 94% were =at1sf1ed of thoce rated below average, e

only one=fourth were happy with their a551gnments OnTy three ieachers

indicated that they were very unhappy with théir teaching«assignments. - A1l
three were below average on the principaTS‘ overall assessment of succer.
. ° N ‘ . b

.

Anaiysis of Success as Determined by‘Professors, Pri: :ipals and Teachers

o

Overall Assessments. For each of the three evaluators there were two

- overall measures of success: for professors, the "global assessment"

category om the stident teaching evaluation form and the grade in student"
teach1ng, for pr1nc1pals and teacher self- eva]uat1ons, the "overall assessru
ment of teaching success" category on the evaTuat10n form and the rating

on the 1 to 10 sda]e As one would .expect, the-re]at1onsh1p between each

of the two measures for _each of the three eva]uators was s1gn1f1cant

There was no apparent relationship between" ‘the principals’ ratings

of teach;ng’success and the teacﬁers self ratings; on]y for 18 (47%) of
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‘ lations were not significant. It seemed’]og%ca] to assume that different

. var1ab1es on each of the thmee evaluation forms were subJecth to

\ -~

\ .

\ S 18

© . the 38 teachers who had both principa]Aand\self ratings, were ‘the ratings’

‘similar. Ten (26%) of the teachers rated ﬁhemse]ves higher than-did

their princiba1s; the same number rated themselves Tower. The .grade

ireeefved-in the student teaching practicum did ndt‘appear-to be re]ated A

to either_princ%pal ratings or to teacher se]f.ratingsf

Simﬁ]ar]y,:no statistically significant relationship existed among

o overall assessments by professors,'teachers, or principals. The principal's -

response to the quest1on of whether he wou]d keep the teacher given the

~

. opportun1tj to replace 75% of his staff was not re]ated to grade in student )

teach1ng or to professors assessments Nor was it re]ated to teacher. se]f

assessments. It was, of course, s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to the pr1nf1pals

-

assessments (p=.000) and. rat1ngs (E? 002)

Rat1ngs -on Ind1v1dua1 Categor1es of the Eva]uat1on Form. None of the

;correlat1ons between pr1nc1pa1 and professor ratings: on the 39 variabies

[LNY

on the evaluation form were .statistically s1gn1f1cant, _However, with the

large number of .variables, (39), the small number of subjects (46), and the

“small range of scores (2 to 5), it was not surprising that the corre- °

v . . N

eva]uators m1ght be concentrat1ng on d1fferent aspects of teach1ng i

- order to arr1ve at the1r overall est1mates of success Therefore the 39

regress1on techn1ques and to factor ana]yses procedures in an att mpt to

account for d1fferences mong evaluators.

Mu1t1p1e g=gress1ona For each of the three eva]uat1on forms, the | S

“overa11 assessment ot uccess“ var1ab1es was used as the’ cr1ter1on, each

regress1on was. a]so re-run using the 1 tu 10 rating of success as the

‘criterion -for teachers and pr1nc1pals, and grade in student teach1ng as the

-/
/
/

4

! . A

. *
! ' 3
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criterion for professors. In all cases, for a-variable to enter the e-
oress1on the F value for the next step had to be s1gn|f1cant at the 05 -
level (GL11ford and Fruchter, 1975 p.368).
. - For the professor evaluations with global assesément as the dependent
variable, four variab]es met the criteria, and together accounted for 79%
- of the .variance {see Tab%e 4). With grade in student teaching as the
"dependent variab]e; eight variabies entered the regression and produced a -
mu1t1p1e,corre1ation of .974 with a standard error of .185. These re§u1ts
must be interpreted with caution since the samp]e size was small and it |
: was therefore poss1b1e to account for a Targe port1on of the variance. It-
is interesting to note, though that in both cases, professora appeared to
concentrate on var1ab1es related to the_student teachers' preparat1on and
1nteract1on with pup1ls - ’ \ - -

For the principal eva]uat1ons with”~ "overall\assessment“ as the depen- "
dent xar1ab1e, one var1ah1e (su1tab1]1ty of lesson mater1als\and néh)a) by
itself accounted for 89% of the.var‘arce. andzonly one other entered the
regression (see Table 5). These var1ab1es were ones which conce1vab1y
‘could have been. rated by the pr1nc1pa1 without h1s every having observed the
;rteacher teaching. With the 1 to 10 rat1ng as the cr1ter1on var1ab1e four
variables\enteredtthe regression and.prqduced a~mu1t1p1e_g_of .969 w1th a
;tandard'error of'»524. 'Here‘ciaésroom'management and "self-image" charac-
teristfcs-were paramount. ' |

The teachers themselves appeared'to place more emphasis-on appearance
diand c]assroom control and management techn1ques (see Tab]e 6), but it
shou]d be noted that the port1on of variance accounted for was smaﬁler

and the standard error was greater than for professors' or principals’.

evaluations.

< ) . ] ) . ‘. o
] . B ) N
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TABLE 4
TAB a

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis on Préfessor Evaluyations - -

—

Dependent Variable = Professors' G]dba] Assessments of Success

Variable Entering - Step ) Multiple R
Motivation of pupils (1) o 731
Consistency of prebaratidn - (2) _ 824
Respect & admiratign from pupils - (3) - | 862
Presentfég informatioﬁ : (4) \\ - .895

Standard e#?or = 0.323

Dependent Variable = Grade In Student Teaching -

_Consistency of preparatipn | (1) ‘ - - .78% -
Respect -& adhiration from pupils (2) g .§86 ' j,j
Pre§entipginfokmatibn) o ~ (3) . i . 925
Enthusiasm & vitality S (4) s

~ Handling rout{nes ) . (5), ’ .956,

mVofce quality 'J o o (6) | : .964‘

Initiative : : : 1‘ '-q “(7) , . - .971
A Adaptabi]ity- | ) | (8) - S C".975

- Standard error = .185
a) N737A.

’ .

v
1!
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) TABLE 5
. Results of Multiple Regression Analysis on Principal Evaluations a
Aﬁependent Variable = Principal's Assessments of Teéchihg Success
. - - V : ’ *_ h
Variable Entering ' Step Multiple R
. ___ .——Suitability of lesson materials (1) .944
- and media o
_Jystiffable self-confidence (2) o .960

Standard error = ,248

N

-Dependeﬁt Variable = Principals' Ratings

Cféssroom ﬁaﬁagement_ ] (1) .897
Self-concept | | (2) | .941
Se]f—evalﬁation h o (3) ‘ o .987
‘Leading discussion - - (8) 970

Standard error = .524 °

“a) N=24



TABLE 6

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis on Teacher Self Evaluations a

Dependent Variable = Self Assessménts of Teaching Success

Variable Entering ' Step . Muitip]e R

" Personal ;ppearance (1) .412
,blassroom control ' S (2) .631
_Planning ability 3y 695 °
Creativity ') (¢ 800
Maturity and judgement " (5) .848
Handling routines ) (6) - .879

Standard.error = ,787

Dependent Variable = Self Ratings

_Classroom management . %1) ' - .590
Initiative (2) .740

Standard error = ,933

a) N=28
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Factor Analysis. Factor ana]ySis using an orthogonal so]ution was

conducted on the 39 variables in each of the professors and principals’

: }eva]uations. A listwise de]etion.procedure was utilized; thatiﬂ;77§nﬂxi\\\;\\
were excluded from-the analysis if there was missing data on-any’one of \ o
the‘39'variab1es.' This reduced the sample size considerably and interpre-
tationc from the analysis may be very misieading.

The factor analysis procedure was repeated several- times, first
a]]ow1ng the program to se]ect the number of factors (9 were extracted)
and then specifying the number of factors from 2 to 7. Thefmosn meaning-
,fu] interpretation of ‘the analysis appeared to be for four factors for |
each of the professors and principals. Tables 7 and 8_present the'output
'from that analySis Loadings are indicated whenever they Wereafhe highest
for that variable or were .6 and above, or had very little difference
between them. A1l 1oad1ngs presented were Significant beyond the .01

'>1eve1 based on the formula p<.01 = } 2,58SE where SE = V%T .It had been
hypothesized ihat -certain variables should have been grouped tobether as
indicated by th2 brackets in Tab]es 7 and 8. This hypotheSis>uas based .
on the theory underlying the faculty's deve]ophent of the evaluation form.

For professors this‘hypothesis did not appear to have been supported; for

example, the fourth factor seems to be a cong}omerate of various quaiities.
'Certain of the other characteristics; especially in Factors 1 and 2, do

logically go together, for example, the first four p]anning-type activities

in Factdr 2 and the last five characteristics in Factor 1. However, it -

would be difficult and inappropriate to attempt to name these factors for

such a small sample.




TABLE 7

Professors; Evaluations-Of The Student Teachers:
Varimax Rotation Following The Extraction Of Six Factors By Common-Factor Analysis a

Variable ﬁame Factor Loadings

- 1 2 3 3

—icademié background ) ¥ .602
Planning ability’ o .70
Suitability of lesson materials & media ' .491
, . =§onsistency of preparation .708
- ' Effectiveness of methods .556 '
‘Motivation of pupils . ' .689

Leading discussion .616
Skill in questioning .699
Handling pupil responses .429 .407 .436
Presenting information .479 - . .465
Working with individuals & small groups .473

Variety in appréach to presentation : - 592

Pacing of lesson. .705

Creativity (0r1g1na11ty) : , .527

‘Adaptability ' : .616 ’ N

. ' Closure ‘(culminating, summarizing, con- .. .524
cluding activities)

Skill in evaluating pupil learning : .696
Attention to individual diffetences . .532
Classroom management . .647
Classroom control .603
Handling routines - T ~.598 o
Giving directions ' 7,569 .557

Suitability of physical arrangement of - . .576
B T classroom

Fberson}l appearance ' ‘ 672

Classroom manner (poise, self- cowtrol) .477 . : .463
‘Enthusiasm & vitality ‘ .540
Empathy for pupils h. 738
Sense nf humor A vl
Voice quaiity . ' : .821
English usage - - .680
Self-cancept .600 ,

[ Initiative . _ .585
rﬁependabxlsty % punctuality .633

Maturity & ;udgement - ' . .550 :
Justifiable self-confidence .558 ‘ .534
Self-evaluation .64 ‘

‘ Response to criticism (receives & .793
implements suggestions)

Respect & admiration from pupils .559

/ , : Interpersonal relations with school .552
- personnel

a) N=38

3J




TABLE B

. Principals' Evaluations Of The Practising Teachers
Varimax Rotation Following The Extraction Of Six Factors By Common-Factor Analysis a

Factor Loadings

Variable ‘Name
1 2 - 3 . 4

™ Academic background : ' .564
.. Planning ability .564
Suitability of lesson materials & media .589

| _Consistency of preparation .565

Effectiveness of methods .75

Motivation of pupils . 762

Leading discussion ' .492. .496
Skill in questioning - -~ .578 .581
Handling pupil responses : : N3

Presenting information .754

Working with individuals & small groups ‘ - .B85
Variety in approach to presentation .6B3

Pacing of lesson - .619

Creativity (originality) - .820

Adaptability .601

Closure (culminating, summarizing,® ' .625
concluding activities) .

i1l in evaluating pupil learning .444 .458

Agtention to individual differences : .579

. lassroom management s .. .662
2 : ' Classroom control _ o .675
Hand1ing routines : ' ‘ : .647
Giving directions ‘ : : .608 '

Suitability of physical arrangement .644
of classroom . .

Personal_appearance \ - : AT
Classroom manner (poise, self-control). - .717 '
Enthusiasm & vitality . ' .689

Empathy for pupils : .749
| Sense of humor .. ' -840
Voice quality ' .709
English usage ‘- : o .652 .
Self-concept .627 '
|_Initiative : .603
| Dependability & punctuality : ) ..815
Maturity & judgement T ea7
Justifiable selflconfidence i ' . 733
Self-evaluation - ’ . 77

Response to criticism (receives & .685
. implements suggestions) 0

* | Respect & admiration from pupils ' .675'

Llnterpersonal relations with school .819 .
: personnel

- o
o a) N =31 - 3%

~
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»'Pr1ncioaks' factors.were a 1itt1 easier to define; c]assroom contro]
techn1ques were c]ear]y 1dent1f1ed 1n Factor 4 and profess1ona1 charac-
ter1st1cs appeared in Factor 2. However, ncluded w1th the profess1ona1
| character1st1cs in Fe .tor 2 were variables dealing spec1f1ca11y with
teaching techn1ques. Factor 1 cons1sted most]y of personal characteris-
.tics and qua]ifaes that mjght‘be assessed‘outsjoe the classroom.‘ It
was interesting to note that no matter how many factors were extracted,
for prihcipa]s the claésroom control var{ables were a]ways together as
were the professiona]véharacteristics. For professors; p]annfng-prepara-

tion variables were always in the same factor.

Predictions of Success and Principais' Evafuation '

The statistical analyses of the professors',.principa]S' and teachers'
evaluations produoed‘little in terms of statistica]]y'significant findings.
This was not surprising in'the ]ight of Gage;s comments diﬁcusseq previous-
ly. \In a study of fhis type\a descriptive analysis is often hore productive.
Accordingly the eva]uations were examined in some detail. There was an'
almost perfect re]at1onsh1p between the grade in student teaching and the
professor's prediction of teaching success; that is, a "C" in student teachang
corresponded to a prediction of'average.success in teaching, a "B" corresponded

"to a predietion of better than average suocess_and an "A" to a.predictioo
of outstand1ng success. |
'One would hypothes1ze then that those who had rece1ved h1gh grades
| and pred1ct1ons in student teaching wou]d a]so receive high rat1ngs from the
. pr1nc1pals However, a]though a. "C" is usua]]y cons1dered to be an average‘
gradefjg)udents in The University of Lethbr1dge Faculty of Education must

have at least a- "C" standing to_graduatemfrom the program, this requirement
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ha§ had effect of raising the actual average to a "B5. Therefore, jt was
predicted that students wﬁé had ‘received an "A" 1in §tudent teachiﬁg would
also havé received an assessment of 4 or 5 and a réting of at least 7 or

| better from the pfincipa]. This_prediction waéisupported for seven out
of the eleven students who had received an "A" in student teaching. (One
'studehyjhad not receivéd a rafing‘from the principal.) One would also. ex-
pect "B" students to have received a rating somewhere between.5 and 8.
Again, a11_but three qf.the‘eight "B" students who had principal Eatings -
suppoftéd“thé prediction. Similarly "C* studenté roufdjbe expected to Have
received ratingé of 6 or 1es§. This was.fhe arec in which the greatest
discrepancy was found; six of theieieven "C" students received-ratjngs

higher thap‘a 6 and three received a 6.

Certain trends Qere apparent for those teachers who did not "fit" the. :
exbectatjons. Of the three students rated highly (A) by the professofs but
Tow (<7) by the“principa]s, one waé actually.assessed very highly in the
interview and thg pf%ncipa] indicated that he would definitely keep the

teacher on staff. The low ratingfoccurred Because of the largéynupbers pf

~ "well above ;verane" teachers at the s¢hod1. Another of the "A" student
teachers had left teqching and indicated disillusion with the s}siem; The
other had had, accordiﬁg to the'superQisors,‘a detrimental experience in A
,anothér‘§chool, which added to the problems of disorganfzation andlglasé-
room control. |

Of'the three "B" teachers who did not "fit", one was assessed higher

i by the principal énd two iOwer. Both of those assessed lower were 1h large
©city schoois where the subervisor was rating relative to aq]érqér number

-

of teachers and presumably where the choice was greater; The teacher rated

33
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' higher-was in a sha]] schoo?'in a rural area. This does not imply that teachers
'1n larger schools were assessed lower than the others, several of the h1oh1y
- rated- teachers were in large urban schoo]s
A]l sevan of the "c" teachers raked highly by the1r pr1nc1pa1s were in
rural areas. Most of the1r professors had indicatea that with additional
' experience they could become"very effective teachers Many had also 1nd1cated
' abneed to deve]op greater confidence. Presumably these teachers had developed

-

this confidence with this additiohal experience in the rural sett1ng.

31
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DISCUSSION

The mamor purpose of this study was to develop a collection of
var1ab1es which are valid and re11ab1e for -evaluating a teacher éducat1on
program. A secondary purpose‘was to evaluate the decign and methodology .

~of the study with a v1ew to conducting a s1m1lar, but more. extens1ve '
fo]]owaup study of Un1vers1ty of Lethor1dge teach1ng graduates In light
?'{ u of the f1nd1ngs of - this study, it appears to be premature to present a
list of var1ab1es usefu] for eva]uat1ng a teacher educat1on program It
_must be remembered that ‘this was an exp]oratory study and to. expect to
have comp]ete]yxach?eved that pr1marv purpose. from a pre11m1nary situdy of
only 46 teachers waQ&urrealistic | However, the des1gn of the study and
SR ~ the techn1ques utilized appear to ‘have been appropr1ate and w1th some
modifications, should be app11cab1e in the proposed future study .
In sp1te of the exp]oratory nature of the study and its 11m1tat1ons,
there were severa] f1nd1ngs worthy of note o | '
1. Generally, pr1nc1pals were pleased with The University of Lethbr1dge
I ]' ~ teacher education program and the first and second year teach1ng
graduates of the program. -Ih1s was evident in their assessments.
- of the teachers' success (only four were rated at less than a "5"
on the 1 to 10 scale relative to other teachers, many~of'whom had
had several years of experdence),'their'responses to the question
" of whether'or'not.they would keep the teacher given the'option to'
rep]ace 75% of the1r staff, and from their comments dur1ng the
1nterv1ews ‘
2. Re]at}onsh1ps among grades in student teaching; principals’.
assessments and ratings of teachino success;'teachers"self
'assessments and ratings, were not statisticaliy,significant,

" Nor were correlations betwéen professor and principal ratings

/
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on any of ‘the 39 variables on the evaluation form significant at ,//,”

e

the .05 level. However, these findings were not unexpected givenlu

the large number of variab]es, the smal]‘sample size, and the

complexity of "teaching success".

‘There did 2ppear to be a definite Tink between_success in the .

program and success in teaching. The criteria used to evaluate '
the student's success in the program were direct]y re]ated to
the professors assessnnnts of success in che program, the grade

in student teaching, and the professors preoictions of success

in teaching Professor predictions of teaching successlwere

fair]y c]ose]y associated with an expected assessment of teach- P
ing performance There was a certain over]ap in the expected
performance of "A" & "B", and "B" & "C" students, and there'’

were severa] students forIWhom the predictions were completeiy‘
invalid. These discrepanCies appeared to result from a combina-
tion of situational and pefsonal factors, many of wnich are

beyond the control of theiteacher eduCationvinstitution or the

school system. !

Based on the findings of- the regression analysis, principals appeared to
be assessing their teachers in a'more "global" manner than professors.
They also appeared to be utilizing criteria that could have been observed "

outside the c]assroom; for example, utilization of materials and media,

-se]ffconfidence, etc. Many principalsistated that time constraints had

/ : _
allowed them to actually observe the teacher in the classroom only once.

Professors appeared to be using more complex criterja for
evaluation, .ard focused on factors that have to do more with

teacher-pupil interaction.

%)
(!
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Unti1‘the study has been replicated on a;Targer sample, few conclu- '
sions can be drawn from the results of the factor analyses. However,
"it does appear taat principa]s/;onsistent}y tended to group together
~ those qualities tﬁat could have beeh observed outside the classroom,
and tha”professors'appeared,to coﬁsistent]y group together qualities
which might have'been assessed in on-campus activities (such as methods
c]asses), rather than fn the c]assrdom'setting._ |

Principals and teachers agreed on their selection of factors con-

i

. tributing the most to teaching success and teaching failure: However

when asked in the interview to state the single most important factor
in teaching success and failure, teachers mentioned."relatienships

with children" most often, whereas principals mcst frequently men-

tioned c¢lassroom management skills.

Factors such as grade and subjectnplacement, participation in
community activities, salary, extracurricular assignments, |
school size, etc., did not appear to be related to pr1nt7pals
assessments of teaching -success or to teachers assessments of

the1r own_success. However, the teachers' fee11ngs of satis-

fact1on with their teaching ass1gnments did appear to be re]ated

to SUCCESS

Teachers in rural schools tended to be rated slightly

h1gher than their urban counterparts The reason for- th1s

appeared to be that most graduates preferred to teach in the

'qrban areas; consequently urban schools are able to select

their teachers from the top graduates. This statement is sup-

ported by :the fact that 87% of the teachers who had rece1ved
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a "C" in Student teaching were employed in communities with
fewsr than 5,000 people.. This is compared with 67% of the "Bf
teachers and 40% of the "A" teachers who'were feachiﬁg in rural
areas. |

Recommendation for Further Study

The major'recommendation'frem the findings of this study is that
the~researbhers should proceed wjth/a>major’5tudy on a larger sample
of University of Lethbridge graduates, with the main purpose and objec-
tives being similar to those of the present study .The methodd]ogy
and des1gn of the new study should be similar except that in addition -

to using pr1nc1pals‘assessments of teaching success, a ‘major criterion

of success should be an evaluation e& trained observers. . These observers :
should be trained by The University of Lethbridge Fecu!ty of Education in
the use of the eva]uat%on instrument: and methodology that is utilized by;
faculty -supervisors. The trained observers would then observe these

teachers in the classroom on a given number of occasians, thus increas-

ing'the inter- rater-re]iabi]ity The use of the CIDAT3 equ1pment could

facilitate this procedure and make the observations more mean1ngfu1

The qroundwork for this procedure was .laid during the present study when
each of the principals and teachers were asked dur1nq.the 1n;erv1ew if
they would agree fo such a procedure. Al1l ef the principals agreed.

readi]y'butva few of the teachers voiced concerns depending on how the

observations would be conducted.

3CIDAT stands for Computerized Interactive Data Acqu1s1t1on Terminal

" which is a microminiature r.omputer, programmed to heTb gather data

from groups of peop]e
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‘ - If a definite re]atipnship caﬁ be estab]ished\betwéen evaluations
P\\in student teaching, and evaluations of teaching by trained observers,-
T.and if a cﬁ]]ectionhofvvariables can be identified aS being valid for
evaluating a teacher education program and success in teaching, then
( . principals could be trained to eva]uafe their téachers’using these |

.

criteria.

- 3)
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. . FACULTY OF EDUCATION
- “RESEARCH CENTRE

[—

[he Universi
- Of Lethbricige

Al ULIIRL L T

COAREPIAGE AREPTA .
CALIALA 7K 3tAa ] : January 9, 1978
A129-2424¢ . s

Dear Teacher,

We arebrequesting your assistance in collecti?g-data for a study which we
believe will have major significance for the education of teachers in Alberta.

The study begins the third phase of a long-term project designed to evaluate
The University of Lethbridge teacher education prograw. . The project is an
integral part of the Faculty s academic plan. Duriny the first two phases
of the project we have examined various selection and pre-education factors,
their relationship to success within the program, and the relationships between
and among various components of the program itself. This third phase is
designed to determine whether the faculty evaluation of success within our teacher
education program correlates with teaching success as assessed by teacher
self-evaluation and principal evaluation. We also wish to:examine factors which
may contribute.to or detract from a teacher's success or'ﬁis/her percestions of
success. \

The enclosed questionnaire is desfgned to provide us with information
'necessary to begin Phase III. You are one of fifty University of Lethbridge
graduates teaching in Alberta who have be€n selected at riadom.to receive a
questionnaire evaluating their teaching Asuccess,

In addition, a questionnaire and letter for your principal are also enclosed.
Please give your principal his/her copy of the questionnaire and letter and return
envelope. We would like you and your principal to complete your questionnaires
independently and return them at your earliest convenience. Two self-addressed
return envelopes are provided to maintain corifidentiality.

Although the questionnaire requires some thoughtful consideration on your

part we belleve it can be completed within 45 minutes and we very much appreciate-
your cooperation. - : .

cenl2
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& | /

We are looking forward to a personal visit wiﬁh ydu sometime in the next
few months to obtain greater feedback on the quesbionnaire itself and on other

5§§§Cts ~f the study.

You will be notlfied when the initial report has been completed and
copies will be available fon~all those involved in the study. We have enclosed
a keepsake for you in the form of an uncirculated silver uollar

I

Thank you again for'your assistance."
K : .
' Yours sincerely, .

S

Dr V. Dravland
COORDINATOR_

Mrs. M. L.;Greene

ACADEMIC ASSISTANT

Encs.
MLG:HM . v : .

41




‘"' = EVALUATION OF TEACHING SUCCESS
) . S DIRECTIONS FOR TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 39

The number sssociated with each question (e.g. 6.1 to 6.5) are Inurlod only for the convenlsnce of the keypunch opomfbn and should not -
-Influence your responses in any way. . ' '
SECTION| ' : B ,

t

. L » ~ . . . N
This section Is designed to provide information on factors that may affect a teacher’s feelings about his/her position and therefore may
influence his/her success, or perceptions of success, in teaching. You are asked to indicate your first iImpression for all questions except:those
dealing with d_on[qgnphlc information (e.g. years teaching experience, sex, efc.). : ’ S

SECTIONI' : , L ' .
This particuiar form is being used for your evalustion of yoa’.lr teaching because it was usedin yourstudent teaching and we wish to determine

reiationships-between the two. Piease give very thoughtful consideration to your responses and wheru you are unable to make an objective
Judgement, please respond with "don‘'t know". . . . . . .

SECTION Il N o : _
We hope fo detenmine which factors are considered by practising teachers and principais fo be the most important in influencing teaching
success. This section Is particularly important for our long-term plans for determining the characteristics of an effective teacher. Plesse read the
instruction carefuily. : : ' : L
-8ECTION IV . o o
This section Is designed to provide Information on factors such as cIai_s size, grade level, student-teacher Interaction, etc. that may or may not
sffect a teacher’s feelings of utlgfacflon in his/her position. Directions for completing this section are on page 5. -

EVALUATION OF TEACHING SUCCESS

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
1. How many yea'rs teaching experience have you had? . 7. - How much time do you'spend per week on assigned school-related extra-
. . R curricular activities? . !
6.1 . this is my first year . )
6.2 1 to 4 years ] . 121 less than 30 minutes
63 5109 years - o7 122 _____ 31 to 60 minutes
6.4 10 to 14 years ’ _ 12.3 61 to 120 minutes
6.5 15 or more years : 124 more than 120 minutes

2. - How many years have you been teaching at this school?
8. - How much time do you spend per week on voluntary school-related extra-

71 . this is my first year ' . curricular activities? -
1.2 1 t0 4 years . : o ,
73 . 51to0 9 years ’ 131 less than 30 minutes
74 — 10 to 14 years ’ o132 ' 31 to 60 minutes
75 __ 15 or more years \ - 13.3 6140 120 minutes
i ’ 1 . 13.4 more than 120 minutes
3. How doyou rate the physical design of your school in terms of teaching .
convenience? '\ \ T : 9. Do you feel that your salary provides appropriate compensation for your
B : . © efforts? .
- 8.1 excellent . _- ‘ ' -
- 8.2 very good \ \ 141 underpaid
83 _____ good . o N 142 adequately paid
84 fair . : NG 143 overpaid
8.5 _ poor . . ) .

. . . : ' ) o 10. How far do you have to travel to school? o
4. How would you classify the social activities offered by your community? o : _ ' 1
(Consider "social activities” as social, Cultural, recreational, and sports 15.xy mile(s) : . : ;
events not organized by the schovl). s

11. Do you ever feel isolated from tha community in which your school lﬂ

. 9.1 excellent . . ‘located?
. 9.2 very good ;
.. 98 gorgdg ' v 171 very often . ‘
9.4 tair . ‘ . 17.2 -often o o
’ ) R ’ 17.3 sometimes oo
85 poor . 174 ______ rarely
17.5 never

5: To what extent do ydu participate in these community and/or social

ivities? - ) R : 12. It you-often or very often feel isolated what is the main reason?
. 101 __ .. agreat deal . .
10:2 : a fair amount . 18x — -
3 —— alittle : : -
:82 ,a,o'tn‘m all - . ) v 13.  Would you prefer to be teaching:
: ' . . ST . inadi subject area? '
8. How do you rate your curriculer assignment re|ative to that of other teachers . n ﬂgrm} I re.a .
at school? S - 194 yes (specify) _
. 19.2 no -
1.1 much heavier :
112 . heavier ' at a different grade level?
1.3 _______ comparable . o ———
114 ______ lighter : i 201 . yes (specity) R —
11.5 ____._. much lighter R . St 20.2 . no
\)4 ' “ . . . g o

Hals
R < et L




" in'_a”.dmere"nt geographic location? . - ' i ' .14, Tb what a{;e group do ybu befong? 40
21 yes (specify) : : : 241 "23 years or under S - ’
. 21.2 no » E ’ - 24.2 24 to 29 years .
- : ’ o - 243 .30 to 40 years
; T at a different school? L, : . - 244 41 years or over
221 yes (specify) : i ' _ .
222 no . ; ) : ' -
at the same school but with different administrative philosophy? : 15. Sex: .
23. yes (specify) . 25.1 temale
22 no = o _ - 252 male
SECTION Il

Please rate your teaching success accordmg to the tollowing criteria. Put an "X" in the column that most accurately reflects your evaluatlon of your pmcm level ¢
-success Be as objective as possible - . S .

A
o " 53 6*
/! § o & & &
; . ~ S & xr A
& £ & g§ 8 &
' Q ) . £ . § Q
e 5 4 3 2 1 : 9
26 Preparatlon. ‘ ’
27 Academic background o T [
28 ‘Planming ;bl/ll; . B T
29 Suuah:/l v of lesson ma;e—r;;a/;—.azg media
30 Cons:slency ol_ p_r—e;;a.l;on N
n IPeddrmanco o T e e
.32 . Eftectweress ol Methods T g
13 Mot 3o ol bu;//;—“"_M“L I
4 Leading a'scussion T T
3% - Skillin questioning . D ‘
16 Handhng pupils’ responses, B R
ar. Presonting inlormation - . R
38 working with indwiduals 'ahd-sma// '.grvoﬁbs T T
39 Vanely n approach lé ;r;;s;l;l;éﬁ- T
°40 Pacing of lesson : ' , B
4 'Eé.:??;ﬁﬁ;hb_,ﬂ/{(y’f"“""' o |
42 _Adaptablllty.' ' _ . '
\ 43 Closure (culmm;nng summarizing. concludmg acnvmos) ' ] 1.
44 Skill in evaluanng pupil Ieamlng » SN .
45 Attention to individual differences - ' - 3
6. mCIassr:aom management " ‘ ' e - .
47.  ‘Crassroom cont(oi‘ - ]
48 - Handling | )curih-es . R
49. T G.:-v-:;g.c—hrecnonc .
50. ° Suitability of physical ‘arrangement of classroom
51. Personal Anrlmi'o.. .' ' § ’ :
'52 Pcrsonal nppurancé . _ ) e . v A ~ oL .
El{llc ‘Ias.woom mannor (poiu, soll«control) » . q(ﬂ : ) .' o | _ L _

KR A i ext Provided by ERIC : i R - - s . . B o P . - - X



54 Enthusiasm and vitality

-1 Empathy for pupils -

- 56 —Ebnso of humor

~

- 57 Voice quality

58 English usage (grlmmar, spelling, colloqulalisms)

‘59 " Sell-c fncepl )

—_

T en Inll(éllve .

6T Pmm.somt Attributes

: 65 \ Dependab/llly and puncruamy

63 . Maturity and judgement
- B4 Jusl;h—al—:.l'e selr-conhdence o o
65 éel!—evaluahon —
- 66. Response to crmc’f;;r_vh(‘rece/ve and implements sugge. -ons)
87 Respect and admiration for pupils ‘ .
68, Interpersonal relations with school personns! /j

,I €9. Overall Asmsmom of Tnchlng Success

Ona mlo from 1 to 10 with the number 10 being assigned to the moet effective teacher at your school and the numbar 1 bolng mlgned tothohuteﬂeczlve teachont

your school, what number would you assign yourself for your teacnlng effectiveness?

L~ - T .
ERIC LT,
: . S v

"M
B

e

i 70.xy
Do you beliovo you would be more effectlve .
in a different subject area? at a different school?
721 _ yes (Comment) 741 ' yes (Comment)
2 ________  no 74.2 no’
723 _ don‘'t know 743 don't know
at a different grade level? .
731 yes (Comment) '
'73.2 no
+73.3 don’t know #
L o . ‘ , &
SECTIONIN . ~ , ‘ $ q°¢
A .
For each of the next two questions put an "X~ in the box under the response 3 $ «9  J &$
that most_accurately reflects your opinion. B ,3?0 X Y >
| 3 s < & §
. Based on your experience how important is each of the follomng ﬁ : §° § S f
factors In determining feeching wcocu’ C . N &
- 5 4 3 2 1
, 75'. Classroom control (] a a . 0
76. Commumcahon skills - Q. a . a a a
77 Knowledge of subject area (] a a . a a
78 Personality.factors a a a a a
79. - Placement suitabiity . a - a a a a
80. p'r-paration lor classes [ a a a a
8 Sehool agministration a a a a., - a
7. sttt interpersonal relationships . . a a a - D? ’ a .
"B Studen) characlenstics a a a, a a -
9 luaching experence ‘ o ’ , (] O a 0. o
“10. " Traching methods g a a a 0O a.
" 11.- Other ('specdy) __l . . e e a a 2 a a- a
\)‘ - v hedl . "v,-;‘




et

i e N - - - <« . R
. ) . a &'r ‘ ..42‘ L
- : $ & ML
& & & N i
. T o F & $ L ‘
Buod on your expesience how lmponam is each of the 1ollowlng ,zi-‘ L : § \‘* §
tactors in dummmmm E\ 5 S . & S
e . - . 5 4 3 2 - 1
-12- _ Classroom control O o O 0O o
13 Communication skills 0O ] 0 ‘o .0
' 14 Knowledge of subjéct area’ a a a .0 a
-18.  Personaliy faciors o . W] W] a W]
i 18.  Pracement suitability | a = o o. .
©'* 17, - Preparation for classes. : O (m W] /'/" a |, O
- 18. School agministration v g a o - o, a
w18 Staff interpersonat refationships (@] O O a O “
1 20. Sludent characterisiics a In| a -0 o
ca Teaching expef;enée Q- a 0 () O
' .22 Teaching methdds a o o - (@) a
23. Otner (spec-ly) S o a a (m] a

. Each of the following factors has some effect on teeching competency. Selectthe
_three that you consider to be the most important and renk them in order of their.
importance. Assign the humber 1 to thefactor which you consider contributes the
most (o teaching competency, 2 to the next most important and3tothe next most
important.

24. . classrnom control
25. ....- knowledge of subject area
26. .. ... personality factors .
27. - - placement sunability
28. ... ... preparation for classes
29. ....._.. school admnistration :
30, - - staff interpersonal retationships
- 31, .. ... student charactenstics
- 32.. . .... teaching gxperienc?
33. teaching methods
34. other (spécity) . . . .. . __ .

PAFulText provided by ERiC Y l : -
T )

Consider the concept 61 “teaching success”. Then rank the followi possible
components according to their relative contribution to teaching suc Assign

the number 1 to the item that you consider contributes the most to teaching
success, 2 lo the next most impoﬂam. and so on. AN
' : AN
35 - . adaptability to ¢ hange
36. ______. classroom administrative efﬁcuency -
37. __.___ effect on student learning
38. —____ fiexibility in interpersonal relationships
39. _______ placement suitability ¢
40. ______ teacher personality
v. . .
1
. 3
i




B | e ) . T ' . ) . ' .
CTION IV . X , o
. . ' e _ - 43

if your school operates on a “teaching cycle” other than the 5-day week, how many days are in each cycle?

» - 41 ___ dayspercycle
o AN . . K . Y )

Please consider the following chart and then complete the information requested accordiag to how it applies to your particular. teaching schedule. The last three

solumns concern the of interaction maintained between you and your classes (eg., whether purely lecture: low interaction, lecture and discussion with the class

nembers participating: medium interaction, etc.), the level of satisfaction you feel as a result of teaching this class, and whether for some reasc?, you would choose

Mther to teach or not to T this class if you had the option. - : -

S
3

. . . _ R o
.v“ ’ ' : . ° . 3y
N . : : ; Q& £ 8 &
- & . & 2 9 R . lf’
; & o . I év ~ .
A ) &L AL WAL , §do -
3 o ‘ of ) 3y ey F
SR ' S . o’ : ‘fo’& "Jgﬁ ..«oiz{’ﬁ ) gk
. T \i PN ' ~ o*
& A & SEF R
2 § & & & &8 §8 &
S & 3 e 4 & & B &
Boys..
Girlg_ e
Boys -
Girls
8'oys SN
Girls
Boys .,
Girls - -
N o ‘
Boys___
Girls__»__
. ... r
Boys. ' p
Girls

“If you wish fo make further comments sbout any topic raised in .tho questionnaire, or about the questionnaire itself, piease use the lbaco below or the back of this page.
Thank you again fer your cooperation. . . ) . ¥

'EKTC"- TR o 4) o ]

| e - : .
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FACULTY OF EDUCA TION
RESEARCH CENT "

=
P .} .
The University
Of Lethbridge
L e T g
T o) e ATTTA
CATGATW, T s

S Sraa Januéry 9, 1978

Dear Principal,

We are requesting your aséistance in collécti g data for a étudy which we
. believe will have major significance for the eddcaéiqn of teachers in Alberta.

The study begins the third phase of a long-term project designed to evaluate
The University of Lethbridge teacher education program. This project is an
_integral part of the Faculty's-academic plan. During the first two phases of
the project we have examined various selection and pre-education factors,.
their relationship to success within the program, and the relationships between. /
and among various comporants of the program itself. This third phase is
designed to determine whether the faculty evaldation of success within our ,teacher
education program correlates with teaching success” as asgessed by teacher self- -
evaluation and principal evaluation. We also wish to €xamine factors which may
contribute to or detract from a teacher's success or his/her perceptions of
success. 4 S -
The enclosed questionnaire is designed to provide us with information
necessary tb begin Phase I11. Fifty of our graduates teaching in Alberta 'have
been selected at random to receive a questionnaire evaluating their teaching
success. ’ -

Ty
/

In addition eéch principal is being asked to evaluate the teacher's present
level of teaching success. We have asked the teacher to give you your -copy of
the questionnaire along with this letter and a return envelope. We would like
you and the teacher to complete your questionnaires independently and return
them at your ‘earliest convenience. Two self-addressed return envelopes have
been provided to maintain confidentiality. ' - '

""" Although the questionnaire requires some thoughtful consideration on
your part we believe it can be completed within 45 minutes and we very much
appreciate your cooperation. '
. . _ A

ceedl

5y
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: We are looking forward to a personal visit with you sometime in the next
few months to obtain greater feedback on the questionnaire itself and on other
: aspects of the study. v \

 You will be notified when the initial report has been completed and
copies will be available for all those involved in the study. We have enclosed
a keepsake for you in the form of an uncirculated silver dollar.

Thank you again for your"assistance.

~

i;yts sincerely, A

4 /’ ",0‘-1 ’ ’7)\
Dr. V Dravland;

COORD INATOR .

Mrs. M. L Greene
ACADEMIC ASSISTANT

Encs'.
MLG:HM . ¢
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3

Tho number assoclated with ooch quuuon fe. g €.1 to 6.5) are inserted only for the convenlence of koypunch operaiors and shouid nof

infiuence your responses in any way.
SECTION:I

This ucuon Is dnlgnod fo pmvldo Inlorinauon on faciors that may affect a teacher’s feelings about his/her position and thmlon may
-Infiuence his/her success, or perceptions of success, in teaching. You are asked fo Indicate your first Impression for all questions sxcept those -
deeling with demographic Information (e.g. yeers experience as principal, sex, etc.). However, If there are questions abouf fho teacher for which
you find It difficult to decide the opproprmo mpomo, please do not guess.

!

SECTION It

This particular form Is being used for your ¢ mluaflon of the teachor bocouu It was used to evaluate his/her student teaching and we wish o
determine reiationships between the two. Piesse give very thoughtful consideration to-your responses and where you are unable to make an

objective judgement, please respond with “don’t know”.
SECTV‘N 1]

1

We hope o determine which factors sre considered by practising teachers and prlnclpals fojn the most Importanf In influencing fuchlng o
success. This section Is particularly important for our Iong-tonn plans for determining the chamctorlsrlcs of an effective teacher. Please read the: |

Imlmcflons carolully

EVALUATION OF TEACHING SUCCESS

PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE

SECTION |

1. How many years total experience have you had as a principal, vice-
principal, or assistant principal?

s 6.1, —. this is my first year
T 6.2 _._1. 1todyears

6.3 5to 9 years

64 10 to 14 years

8.5 15 or more years

2. For how many years have you been principal, vice-principal. or assistant
principai for this teacher? '

71 this is my first year
72 - ___ 2to4years
73 . ___ 5to9years
74 .. 10to 14 years
75 ______ i5ormore years -
3  What type of schaol system are you in?
81 . ... public
82 - _______ separate
83 ______ independent
.84 other ('specuy) :
4. What grade levels are taught in your school? Check all appropriate
' categories.
9.1 kmdergarten
101 — primary (1-3)
11.1 — . upper elementary (4-8) P \
12.1 junior high (7-9)
13.1 senior high (10-12)
5. What is your current school population?
14 wxyz students
6. How do you rate the physical desngn of your school in terms of Mchlng
conmnhncc" :
181 excellent -
182 — very good
183 - good
18.4 fair . -
18.5 poor ' .

7. What type of populatlon does your school predornmantly serve?
19.1

rural

-———— $mall community .
...-—— Suburban (to: Calgary or Edmonton)
\.wm urban ,

©

8.

What is the approximate'Size of the community in whiciy your school is
located? .

. 201 less than 500 people
20.2 '501.to 1,000 people
203 1,001 to 5,000 people
20.4 5,001 to 10,000 people
20.5 10,001 to 20,000 people
20.6 20,001 to 30,000 peop’a
20.7 30,001 to 40,000 people
208 - 40,001 to 50,000 ple
20.9 more than 50,000 people

Qo
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11,

Heow would yau classufy the soclal activities offered by the communlty in
which your school is located? (Consider “social activities” as social,
cultural, recreational and sports events not organized by the school.)

21.1 excellent
21.2 very good
21.3 good '
214 . fair .
215, poor

To what extent does this teacher participate in community and/or social
activities?

22.1 a great deal
22,2 a fair amount
223 ______ alittle

24 ______ notatall
25 . don't know «

How do you rate this teacher’ scurriculer sssignment relatlve tothatof othor
teachers at your school?

ce

23.1 much heavier
23.2 heavier R
233 _ comparable
234 = lighter -
235

12.

)

e
Lo d

much lighter - .

How much time does this teacher spend per week on mlgnod school- -
ralated extracurricular activities?

24.1 - less than 30 minutes : ) .
242 31-60 minutes .
243 61-120 minutes

244 . more than 120 minutes

245 don’t know |
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How much time does thns teacher spend per week on volunbry school- 16. . How many teacher aides are employed by your school" Insert the number
related extracurricular aclivities? . - for each category. -
251 " _____ less than 30 minutes 42xy __ full-time female )
252 ... 31-60 minutes . o 44.xy _______ fuli-time male
253 ... . '61-120 minutes ) ] 46.xy .____. part-time female
254 ...__. fiore than 120 minutes ) 48xy .. parn-time male' :
255 ... . donlknow \
: ' * 17 Is anyone in your school specmcally assigned 1o assist newly graduated
14 How many teachers aré employed in your school" Insen the correct number teachers?
f n L |
or each calegory , 50.1. ____ . yes (specily posmon) LI » ul
26 xy fuit-time vemale , ' -+ 50.2 no o
28y e full-time male . T P
30 xy - —_ pan-time female i -7 18.  To what age group do you belong?
32 'y part-ime male . [ . 511 _ 28 years or under
0 52
15 How many administrators are employed in’y: aur schoo"’ (Consider the 513 gg :g 33 yg:;:
- mnHowing as adm:nistrators. principals. assistant principals, vice-principals, 514 41 years :” over
and’Mepariment heads ; insert the number for each category. —= 4y
B4 ay  _____ full-ume female -
362y .._.... full-tme male - 19 Sex: .
38 xy part-time female - 521 _.____ female
- 40xy . part-hme male . 522 ... maie
SECTION 1
Please rate this toacher‘s teaching success according to the Vollowing criteria. Put an "X" in the column that most accurately reflects yOurevaluatIon his/her prasent
level of success. Be as objective as possible. _ _ : - N
. . , .
<>
A <
1 8 & t
. o g Q
~ s & & &
c ! gy £ & g 8
< ’ - 5 4 3 2 1 9 .
53 Preparation
54. Academic background’ h R R -
: B e i _ | il
"85, Planning ability ‘ ™ N
58. Sullablllly of lesson matenals and media o b N
. ) bl . ‘
57. Consistency of preparation ) T !
e - B _
58. Po‘rformlpce . \ ) .
59.  Effectveness of Methods =\ o : , i
S . i ) - |
60. Monvahon oI pupils
’ . —— - —— e —— A-‘____._.A. ——
61. Leadmg d:scuss:on
82 Sk:ll n queshomng ——————————— T ‘
83 Handhng pup:ls“ -/;sponses o ;“
64. Presonhng mlormahon D ‘
685. Workmg with :nd:v:c;u;;s- z;nd sm.al—l.g~r;u;7s o
' A e e
66 ' Vanoly n approach Io pwsanlahon N
- . he e mam e em—eme—ei et v e e -
. 8z, Pacing of lesson
88. Crephwly (onymahly) T - -
69.  Adaptability N ‘ 1 . 1 ‘
70. Closure (culminatiftg, summarizing, concluding activities) - ‘ ' ‘ , °
71. } Skill in evalualing pupil learning N
T2 Aftention to individual diflerences
73. Classroom management .
74, " Classroom control :
Q - ' ‘ = W g ©
: 7!]: lC*andhng routines- R - . ‘_)'J -
OB ! foul ] o X




[ ] . : . , é . » . . $ .
- - & (<3 (’Q é’
A . §
B é, S g & 3
o & & _“7 o
L% ) T . -
. . . - 5. - - 4 - 3 2
76. Giving directions '
77. Suitability of physical arrangement of classroom
78.  Personal Attributes \
ﬁ Persona( appearance
80. > Classroom manner (poise. self-control) ¥
8 Enthusiasm and vitality / ;
. [ €
7 th il . 4 - .
Empathy for pupils \,‘ B < f
8 Sense of I":umor _ p
- ]
9 Vorce quality K )
10. _ English usage (grammar, spelling, colloquiaii3ms)
1. Sell-concept N ' :
2. "I\r_17i—/;live S
13.  Professional Atiributes o
T -be:;;endab/my and punctuality X .'.MQ
PR - r v
15. Maturity and judgement , —
: } . : ; ; : -
16. - Jusi¥iable sell-contidence - o T f
V7. Self-evaluaton 7
18.  Respons® to criticism (réceives and implements suggestions)
19. k;;pecl and ad;/—r;at/on.for pupils
20. - m{n—-!;;;.).e'rsonal ré)ar/ons with school personnel
ii. Om;l_lnmu—m;! of Teaching Success
|

n a scale from 1 to 10 with the number 10 being'assigned to the most
flective t~acher at your school and the number 1. being assigned to the
1 effective teacher at.your school. what number would you assign to this
teacher for his/her teaching effectiveness?

™Y

22xy . ¢
'Do‘you believe this teacher would be more effective: in a different subject
area? . . : . -
241 - yes (Comment)
242 no’ .
‘243 _.____ don’t know
‘ Y

X "

ERIC. - - -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

at a different grade level?

25.1 yes (Comment) .
25.2 no i
25.3 don’t know

at a different school?

26.1 yes (Comment)
26.2 no
26.3 don‘t know
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SECTION it
For each of the next two questions put an “X" in the box u;'lder the response that most accurately reflects your opinion. .
, . f
N S
3 & S &
§ g Y <
) < < (&) A
3 L & g
Based on your experience how important is each df the following _{3 S § ,,})
‘factors in determining bochlng success?
5 4 3 2
27 Classroom control O O O Q
" .2k Communication skills ‘0 (] O a
29  Knowledge of subject area O o - m] Q
' 40 Personalty factors : a ' O a Q
31 Placement suitability O o O a
42 Preparation for classes O (] o . Q -
4% School administration O a a a
14 * Staff interpersonal retationships o a o Q
™ Student characteristics b a O O Q
16  Teaching experience h m] ‘a (] a
37 Teaching methods o o (] Q
38 Other (specty) O O O Q
“re :
§
| $ &
\ R : &
. \ QOQ' $ ‘00 N
. $ & S £
-Based on your gxperience how important is each of the following ‘3'} §O § el QQ}
factors in determining feaching faliure? KN K S @
: 5 4 3 2
39 Classroom contro!l O O . 0O 0.
40 Communication skills O O (] )
41 Knowledge of subject area (] (] (] O
47 Peisopahty tactors O ] O )
43 Placement surtabihty O O ‘D O
= 44  Preparation for classes o o (] a
48 School administration O o (] O
46  Staft interpersonal relationships (] o a - a
47 ' Student charactenstics ' (] o O ()
48 ‘Teaching. experience O o o O
49- Teaching methods . O T a. O o
50  Other (specily) ‘ e O = O =

Each of the following factors has some effect on taeching competesic;’. Qalect the
{hree that you consider to be the most important and rank them in order of their
importancé. Assign the number 1 to the factor which you consider contributes the
most to teaching competency 2 to the next mostimportant, and 3 to the next most

important.

51 . - classroom control

52 — .. knowledge of subject area

53 - . personality factors
' 54 _ placement suitability

55 _ preparation for classes

56 . . school adminisiration

57 .. statf interpersonal relationships

58 .. student ch}aracteristics )

59.- .-... teaching experience “
‘60 .. _... teaching methods ’
© 61 ._ ... other (specify) ’ i — S
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Consider the concept of '

‘teaching success”
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. Then Mang the tollowing possible

components according to their relative comnbutnon to teaching success. Assign
the number 1 to the item that you consider contributeg the most to teaching
success, 2 to the next most important, and so On.

62
63.
64.
65.
66
67

_._.— adaptability to change

__ . classroom administrative efficienCy °

. ———_— eftect on student learning

——— flexibility in interpersonal relationsh1pS
.. placement suitability

.. teacher personality

«

\.‘ :rmake 1unher comments about any topic raised in this questionnaire, or about the questlonnaure itself, please use the space at the bottom of page 3, orinsert

| C 3. Thank you agam for your cooperatuone

JAruitoxt Provided i . .
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