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CMAPETENCY -BASED TEACHER EVALUATION IN

A SCHOOL DISTRICT: VALIDATION OF

THE COMPETENCIES' IMPORTANCE BY

DISTRICT ADMINISTRATORS, PROFESSIONALS,

STUDENTS AND PARENTS

For the school year 1977-78, the Austin Independent School District
(AISD) lioard of Trustees set a high priority on revising its Pro-
fessional Personnel Evaluation System. In the summer of 1977, the
Board did not adopt a system devised by a teacher/principal committee.
This Board-appointed committee had gathered a great deal of input in
the two years of 11:s exYstence, but legal problems created by vague-
ness of criteria and time demand problems of administrators led to
its not being adopted.

The Board then decid d to turn the development of a new system over
to the Department of Staff Personnel with the technical assistance
of the Office of Research and Evaluation. A December 1, 1977 dead-
line was established. The two offices agreed that the literature
on competencies and tbeir validation should be surveyed, then the
competencies should be compiled, the entire professional and admini-
stlative staff of AISD should be surveyed on the importance of these
competencies and from the compilation of the ratings of the competen-
cies' importance, the final evaluation instruments should be developed.
Sinc.:. the Department o Staff Personnel WAR involved with staffing all
summer, the Office of ,,esearch and Evaluation (ORE) agreed to do the
literature review and then conduct the ,:ompetency survey within the
district. Even though counselors and librarians were included, this
paper is limited to a discussion of :_eacher items only.

At this time, ORE was fortunate to become involved with the Evaluation
of Teaching (EOT) project at the University of Texas Research and
Development Center for Teacher Education. The involvement of EOT
with ORE was made possible by the support and encouragement of the
National Institute of Education, the sponsoring agency of the R & D
Center for Teacher Education. The EOT staff members were told of
the need to develop the new evaluation system in five months by a
December 1, 1977 deadline. An agreement was made to provide help
in three ways: to survey the literature through ERIC and any other
relevant sources; to provide technical assistance in computer gen-
erating the survey forms and finally to analyze the data from the sur-
veys.

A much more in-depth descriptioc, of the competency surveying process
and the evaluation system developed can be obtairQd (at cost) from
Dr. Christner, Office of Research and Evaluation, Austin Independent
School District, 6100 Guadalupe, Box 79, Austin, Texas 78752.
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In ,uly of 1977, the EOT staff conducted an ERIC search and .:on-
tacted a number of researchers who had developed competency-pased
evaluation instruments. The literature and contact with other
researchers revealed similar studies, all utilizing the same basic
procedure as AISD had independently already planned to follow to
develop and validate competency-based teacher evaluation inbtruments.

The projects contacted included: The Florida State University/Flor-
ida State Department of Education Competency Study (Carey, Note 1;
Wilson; 1976); the West Georgia project on a competency-based
teacher certification system (Soar, Coker and Lorentz, Note 2 and
Lorentz, Note 3); and research from the Beginning Teacher Evaluation
Study, conducted by the California Commission for Teacher Preparation
and Licensing (MacDonald, 1976).

The procedure usually involves the following steps:

1. Identification of resources for estlential teacher skills and
competencies. Resources usually incl-de relevant l..,.terature
reviews (Borich and Fenton, 1977; Medley, Note 4; Rosenshine,
1971); extant catalogues of teacher behaviors (Dodl, Gant,
Nelson and Jung, 1971); input from advisory committes, and
review of other school districts' evaluation instrumetts.

2. Development of an edited list of skills and competencies
through the elimination of ambiguous and redundant items.

3. Development of a group reaction form for the purpose of
surveying a sample of the "experts" and concerned individuals
about the competencies identified. The format of the form varies
generally with the needs and objectives of the school
district (Thomas and Kay, 1974).

4. Revision of the list of skills and competencies based on
the results of the survey.

5. Actual use of the competency-based instrument for staff
development, improving teacher craining programs, evaluation,
etc.

Method

The AISD competency survey prlceeded primarily as outlined above.
After studying all the materills collected, it was decided to use the
competency categories developed by the earlier Board-appointeu commit-.
tee since so much district inout had gone into selecting them. The

literature (most particularly the Florida competency study) supported
the validity of the choice -- I. Personal and Professional Qualities
(A. Personal Qualities and B. Procedural and Record-Keeping Skills),
II. Teaching Effectiveness (A. Instructional Skills, B. Classroom
Management Skills, C. Expertise in Basic Skills and Subject Areas)
and III. Interpersonal Skills.

4
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The competencies.were condensed to 90 items (see Appendix A) and
goouped under these categories as appropriate.

Next, instruments were designed to collect the district staff's
input on these competencies. Several different types of information
were requested, but the one dealt with in this paper.is a rating of how
important each competency was to teacher performance (1=No Value, 5=
Essential) Although all the district professional and administrative
staff were to be surveyed, the number of items gtven to each person was
limited according to the number in each group (i.e. elemantary principals)
to be surveyed. The teacher groups received 16 items on a camputer-gen-
erated form (Appendix B). Each item on bach form was randomly selected
and randomly ordered via computed program. The school administrators
received 45 items on their survey. The central office instructional
administrators (i.e. instructional coordinators) received all 90 items
as did parents and University of Texas education profesaors. The
sample of high school students received one of six sets of forms with
15 items per form.

During September and Octobar, ORE sent all the district professionals
and building-level administrators a survey through the school mail.
With one follow-up letter to the schools and other building locations,
an 80% return rate was obtained from these groups. Since the timeline
was so pressing, additional follow-upE could not be pursued.

In October, ORE met with the Central Office Administrators in group
meetings and administered the surveys at that time. The Associate
Dean of the College of Education at U.T. distributed the U.T. educator
surveys and returned the completed surveys to ORE at the end of Octo-
ber. The students in three eleventh-grade social studies classes
(chosen to avoid ability. grouping) in three Austin high schools (to
best represent the district student makeup) were administered the
student surveys. The parent group completing the survey was rather
small due to a low return rate from both the Citizens for Better
Schools and a city wide PTA Association. The surveys were given to
the members who agreed to participate in their regular monthly
meetings. The surveys were returned in a stamped, self-addressed
envelope given out with the survey.

The data from the surveys were keypunched. The EOT staff then
analyzed the data in early November so the final items to be on the
evaluation instrument could be selected. The mean ratings of several
major district staff groups were used to select items. The groups
dealt with i this paper (the groups used for the teacher items)
were; elementary teachers (N=1020); secondary teachers (N=680);
elementary special education teachers (N=172); secondary special
education teachers (N=58); other special education teachers (N=50);
elementary administrators (N=65); secondary administrators (N=56);
secondary assistant directors and secondary instructional coordinators
(N=20); elementary director and area directors, elementary coordinators
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and bilingual instructional specialists (N=31); parents (N=32);
University of Texas at Austin education professors (N=65) and AISD

eleventh grade studehts (N=240).

Results

Initial analyses of the results of the surveys allowed for the
consensual selection of the final items for the teacher competency
instrument. The mean ratings of the items by the district groups
were used to determine which items to keep or eliminate. Because
of the uniformly high ratings, (nearly all items were rated at 4.0 -
very, valuable to performance, or better). very stingent crinria
were applied to delete enough items to make the final list manageable.
The University professors' ratings were not used in item elimination.
An item was eliminated if there were no mean response ratings by
district staff above 4.5 and if one or more mean ratings were 4.0
or below. Finally a few more items were eliminated by applying the
fcllowing rule: If either students or parents rated a competency
low and other ratings were consistently below 4.25, the item was
eliminated. Based on these ratings the final 63 teacher competency
items were selected (see Appendix A).

AddiLioual analyses to be reported on now were done after the system
was developed to further as:ess the yalidity of the ratings by trying

to gauge the amount of intergroup agreement on the questionnaire
as a whole. While in a strict sense this is a reliability analysis,
it has some bearing on validity, for agreement among groups of

experts on the importance of various competencies can be viewed as

consensual validation of the competencies.

Agreement was assessed on the basis of mean ratings of each of the
90 items for each of the 12 groups of judges. This matrix of mean
ratings was then analyzed using the methods of factor analysis and
.atraclass correlation.

Pearson product-moment correlations were computed on the mean ratings
of the 90 competency items between all possible pairing of groups.
Each correlation in the reulting matrix indicates the degree to
which two groups agreed in their ratings of items. This correlation
matrix is presented in Table 1. As can be seen that all correlations in
this matrix are significant (p < .001) and generally high, ranging
frmn .87 to .36 wiTh a median of .605. From this matrix, each group's
median correlation with the other 11 groups was determined. These
median correlations are presented in Table 2. It can be seen that all
of the medians are rather high, indicating general agreement among the
groups. However, it should be noted that two groups (parents and nigh
school students) have somewhat lower medians than the other groups,
indicating that they rated the items somewhat differently.
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A principle components factor analysis was performed on the correlation
matrix in which the 90 items were considered subjects and the rating
groups were considered variables. The emergence of more than one sizable
factor (clustering of rating groups) would have been evidence that various
groups of judges rated items differently. However, a single large factor
was found (eigenvalue 7.86) which accounted for 65.5% of the total
variance. The loadings of each of the groups on this factor are presented
in Table 2. All of these loadings are high, reflecting the general agree-
ment among judges. However, it can be seen that parents, high school
5tudents, and elemencary and bilingual coordinators had slightly lower
loadings on the factor than the other groups. This pattern, for the
parents and high school students at least, is consistent with the pattern of
median correlations, and suggests a slightly different view point for
these groups. The mean of each group's ratings of the 90 items, presented
in Table 2, also indicates a slight divergence of opinion for parents
and students, for their means are the two lowest of the 12 groups.

The matriXof mean ratings of the 90 items was further analyzed using
a different method: intraclass correlation. This method is based on
a random,effects analysis of variance model in which judges' ratings are
considered repeatr:d measures of subjects (with the data in this study,
items correspond to subjects). The intraclass correlation is maximized
when subject means differ greatly from one another (when the between-
subjects mean square is large) and when judges' ratings are similar
within subjects (when the within subjects mean square is small). IL

the present study, the intraclass correlation will be high if items
receive different mean ratings and if the judging groups tend to agree on
their ratings of particular items. As Winer (1971) points out, it
is desirable in some designs to reuove mean rating differences among
judging groups before computing the intraclass correlations. Such a
procedure removes the effects of tendencies of some groups to rate all
items consistently higher or lower than other groups. Since the present
analysis was concerned not with judging groups' constant biases but with
their relative rank-orderings of the items, mean group difference were
removed before the intraclass correlations reported below were computed.

The intraclass correlation obtained from the present study's data was
.60. This coefficient can be interpreted as the correlation expected
between the ratings of two judging groups chosen randomly from the universe
of all possible judging groups. In fact, this coefficient corresponds
very well with the median correlation of .605 found when all the groups
included in this study were correlated with one another. The intraclass
coeffieient is also an estimate of the proportion of true variance to
total variance in the ratings. This estimate of 60% true-score variance
agrees well with the factor analysis in which 65.5% of the total variance
was accounted for by the first factor.

It will be recalled that the 90 competency items were grouped into six
categories: personal qualities, procedures and record-keeping skills,

7
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instructional skills, classroom management skills, expertise in basic
skills and subject area, and interpersonal skills. Separate intraclass

coefficients were computed based on the ratings of the iteme contained
within each of these six categories. These analyses were conducted to
determine whether the judging groups showed the same level of agreenent
for each category, or vhether different categories elicited different
levels of agreement. Table 3 reports the number of items contained
each category and the respective intraclass coefficients obtained. It

can be seen that items relating to instructional skills elicited the
greatest agreement among groups. The coefficients obtained for most
other categories were comparable to the coeffieient of .60 obtained
when all 90 items were considered simultaneously. However, the "pro-
cedural and record-keeping skills" category elicited less agreement
(ri = .40) than did the other categories.

In summary, both the factor analysis and the intraclass analysis of the
entire questionnaire indicate that the 12 judging groups tended to rank
order the competency items similarly. Approximately 60% of the
variance of these ratings can be considered common or true-score variance.
There are some indications that the non-professional groups (parents
and high school students) tend to rate teacher competencies from a
viewpoint which is slightly different from the professional groups.
In addition, it appears that the 12 groups tend to show some disagree-
ment in rating the importance of procedural and record-keeping skills. But

despite those disagreements, there is a high degree of commonality in the
way these rather diverse groups rate teacher zompetencies.

Discussion

The factor analysis and intraclass correlations confirmed the mean rating
comparisons among the groups- a high degree of agreement upon which were
the most important competencies for effective teachers. The educa-
tional importance of this effort is the fact that the competencies upon
which teachers are to be evaluated were chosen and validated by the
intended users (evaluators and evaluatees) with additional validity
supplied by parents, students and education professors and with demon-
strated consensus among all the groups. It is not totally surprising
that the level of agreement was hi'gh on these 90 items since all items
were based on a compilation of what the literature(including a wide
variety of evaluation instruments) indicated to be important. The parent
and student groups tended to give the items slightly lower ratings in
general than did teachers and administrators for whom the teacher e-
valuation i%strument is perhaps of more immediate concern.

A look at the literature th:t.s past year indicates other researchers and
school districts(Johnson,Adams,Okey and Capie, Note 5; Adams, Johnson,
Okey and Capie, Note 6; STAR, 1978) are pursuing the general steps out-
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lined earlier on identifying and validating teacher competencies,

The next step in the AISD project as well as in the other studies men-
tioned, is the further validation of the competencies chosen through their
actual use. In the AISD case, the competencies were chosen as tha basis
for the district's teacher evaluation instrument fur the 1978-79 school
year. Therefore the use of the instrument-particularly the ratings given
on the various competencies will be stuuied extensively. The examina-
tion of the ratings is part of the Board-adopted evaluation of the
evaluation system as a whole- evaluation instruments, evaluation pro-
cesses and procedures, the evaluation handbook, administrators' and
professionals' attitudes, experiences and concerns about the system and
the training given administrators to become better evaluators(Christner,
1978).

Besides fulfilling the requirement of evaluation of teachers for the
purposes of determining contract status, one of the major goals in de-
veloping this evaluation system was for staff development purposes.
The ratings on the items Jn the previous evaluation system were so
high across all categories and the items themselves were so multi-
facted that there was no real basis for staff development planning.
The ratings on the 63 competencies will be examined on a districtwide,
schoolwide and individual basis to determine possible staff develop-
ment needs at each level.

Additionally, it would be desirable to explore the relationship between
specific teacher competencies and pupil growth on achievement, cog-
nitive and affective measures. This presents several problems on a
practical basis. Latching a specific teacher with the achievement of
a specific student on a specific subtest of a standardized achievement
test can be next to impossible- for example- when a high school stu-
dent has three quarters of social studies classes in one year with three
different teachers- to which,teacher do you attribute his/her gain or
loss in scores?

Most school districts seldom have the money, time or staff to,conduct the
type of long term research this type of issue would entail. Also
the technique most often used for long term studies of this type are
in-depth,iong term observational studies. Besides the time, money and
staff constraints, as Borich, Malitz and Kugle(1978) point out, few of
the standardized observation instruments have had adequate reliability
and validity investigations.

Finally, many of the competencies on the AISD teacher evaluation instrument
are not observable in the classroom- i.e. communicates with parents
sympathetically, accurately and with understanding. Therefore class-
room observation studies would be of no real help in validating these
competencies. Our district is strongly encouraging as well as training

9
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administrators to not rely on classroom observations as the only
basis upon which they evaluate teachers- observe at parent-teacher
conferences, look at lesson plans, examine a variety of student work,
examine teacher-developed tests and materials,etc.

The next step in the validation process is the compilation of the
data from the evaluation forms. The analyses of the ratings on
the competencies will be completed by the end of June of 1979.

Jo
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Table 1

Incercorrelations of Mean Ratings Obtained from the 12 Groups of Judges

Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1) Elementary teachers .79 .80 .71 .70 .66 ..65 .51 .75 :87

2) Secondary teachers
\

.59 .82 .52 .78 .58 .65 .65 .74

3) .Elementary administrators .56 .64 .58 .53 .36 .58 .70

4) Secondary administrators .51 .82 .56 .45 .51 .65'

5) Elementary and bilingual
coordinators

.61 .56 .36 .65 .65 .

6) Secondary coordinators .53 .49 .54 .58

7) Parents .49 .65 .68

8) High school students .59 .51

9) Education professors .75

10) Elementary special
education teachers

11) Secondary special
education teachers

12) Other special
education teachers

Note: All correlations p < .001, df 89.

11 12

.75 .71

.74 .75

.59 .55

.59 .65

.50. .52

.60 .56

.50 .56

.51 .53

.6) .66

04 .68

.66

ONO
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Table 2

Data Summarizing Each Rating Group's Degree of Agreement

Median Correlation Loading on Item Ratings
Group With Other. Groupsa First Factorb MeanC S.D.0

1) Elementary .75 .92 :% 4.37 .19
teachers

2) Secondary .74 .89 4.08 .30
teacheLs

3) Elementary .74 .77 4.41 .24
administrators

4) Secondary .65 .81 4.28 .24

administrators

5) Elementary and .61 4.41 .36
bilingual
coordinators

6) Secondary .60 .80 4.16 .26

coordinators

7) Parents .56 .75 4.06

8) High school .51 .65 3.74 .27

students

9) Education .65 .82 4.10 .29

professors

10) Elementary special .70 .89 4.31 .23

education
teachers

11) Secondary special .66 .81 4.18 .34

education
teachers

12) Other special .66 .81 4.27 .29

education
teachers

Notes: a) All correlations, p < .001, df = 89

b) ivadings on first principle components factor (eigenialue = 7.86)

c) calculated across the 90 items on the survey

q.
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Table 3

Intraclass Correlations for Each Section of the Survey

Section

Personal qualities

Procedural and record keeping skills

Instructional skills

Classroom management skills

Expertise in basic skills and subject area

Interpersonal skills

Intraclass
No. of /tems Correlationa

15

8

25

18

7

17

.60

.40

.69

.65

.58

.62

Note: a) calculated after adjusting for mean differences among groups

c.

1 4
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pm. Indicates the final 63 items selected for the AISD teacher
evaluation form.

Appendix. A

Competency Statements

I. Personal and Professional Qualities

A. Personal Qualities

1. Is physically capable of performing assigned tasks.
2. Is emotionally stable.

/10- 3. Exhibits poise and self-control.
4. Demonstrates a sense of humor.

1100- 5. Presents an effective role model.
110- 6. Is punctual.
)0.- 7. Behaves rationally and realistically.
)1- 8. Shows initiative and imagination.

9. Uses common sense.
10. Maintains an appropriate appearance. .

Oll. Shows enthusiam for work. .

)0-12. Communicates effectively and.pleasantly.
Vo-13. Exhibits an overall positive attitude.

14. Participates in district in-service.
)1,- 15. Demonstrates professional growth.

B. Procedural & Record-Keeping Skills

) 1. Keeps school records and reports up-to-date and accurate.
2. Turns in reports on time.

mil 3. Recognizes the necessity for and complies with administrative
policies and procedures.

111.. 4. Complies with school board policies and procedures.
5. Complies with central office procedures.

)1- 6. Complies with local campus routines.
7. Plans.lessons to coordinate where possible with other

curriculum areas.
)0-8. Documents student progress effectively.

II. Teaching Effectiveness

A. Instructional Skills

1- 1. Prepares written lesson plans whose instructional objectives
are evident to students and self.

Ow' 2. Employs creative and imaginative approaches to teaching.
). 3. Designs lessons which incorporate a variety of materials,

instructional techniques, and learning activities.
11114. Presents subject matter appropriate to the needs, abilities,

and interests of students.
5. Utilizes teaching and learning materials available from

sources outside the classroom.
1-6. Makes clea: to students standards for learning performance.
)10.-7. Diagnoses individual and class difficulties.

1. 7



Appendix A continued 13

8. Introduces activities and provides closure at the appropriate
points.

)10.- 9. Moves around the room at times, rather than teaching
seated behind the desk.

)100- 10. Plans instruction around needed student competencies.
Prepares appropriate tests and evaluation acttvities to measure
student learning.

12. Administers standardized tests properly.
13. Interprets standardized test data accurately.

OP. 14. Interprets oven tests and evaluation activities accurately.
15. Reports test data competently to students.

OP- 16. Reports test and evaluation data competently to parents.
0.17. Uses formal and informal means for assessing student

learning.

>18. Designs lessons and units with clear, logical and sequential

content.
>19. Paces instruction to suit students' concentration ahd

interest span.
20. Provides balance between students' active involvement

and independent work.
O 21. Utilizes a variety of questioning strategies.

22. Utilites flexible grouping of students.
23. Arranges attractive purposeful bulletin boards and displays.
24. Provides flexible seating arrangements to facilitate

instruction and interaction.
VP-25. Makes assignments appropriate to the student's instructional

level.

B. Classroom Management Skills

)1.- 1. Uses a variety of motivational strategies.
2. Provides opportunities for each pupil to gain recognition

by his peer group.

3. Gives careful attention to the physical condition and
appearance of the classroom.

>4. Maintains class control in an atMosphere conducive to
learning.

>5. Organizes the class routine so that little time is lost
in transition from one learning activity to another.

) 6. Organizes the classroom for quick and Oficient distribution
of learning materials.

7. Arranges for students to halp each other when the teacher
is occupied.

k 8. ,Has a lesson plan for the day so that each student moves
smoothly through the day's learning activities.

VP-9. Uses management procedures which prevent behavior problems
from arising.

10. Organizes a system to give students responsibility for
care of the classroom and its supplies and equipment.

>11. Uses behavior management techniques which preserve student
and teacher dignity and self-esteem if problems arise.
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Appondix A continued

P 12. Practices positive reinforcement techniques.
OP13. Allocates time to include presentation of all appropriate

content.
14. Maintains a reasonable noise level.

)10.15. Provides enrichment activities for students who complete
assigned work.

01-16. Involves all students in learning activities.
12. Maintains hartonious work in several small groups at

the same time.
110- 18. Is prepared to begin teaching at the beginnipg of each

period.

C. Expertise in Basic Skills and Subject,,Areas

110- 1. Has knowledge and a brbad background in subjects taught.
), 2. Is well informed concerning latest developments in conrent

fields.
p. 3. Demonstrates knowledge and ability/to use the basic

essentials tf standard English; in oral and written
communication and in spelling.
Demonstrates knowledge and ability to use the basic
essentials of mathematics skills and concepts.
Has understanding of dialect/language differences among
students.
Presents information verbally in a clear and understandable
fashion.
Teaches lessons and units that reflect the AISD curricula.

) 4.

5.

)10.- 6.

) 7.

III. Interpersonal Skills

OP. 1. Fosters positive self-images in students.
A PP 2. Fosters students' self-control and self-direction.

PI- 3. Is consistent in relationships with students.
4. Is cordial in relationships with students.

OP. 5. Treats students impartially.
6. Is adaptable when dealing with individual and cultural

differences.
7. Communicates with students sympathetically, accurately

and with Understanding.
8. Works with parents regularly towards the students',best

interests.
9. Accepts criticism or recognition gracefully.

10. Consistently promotes friendly relationships through
active participation in faculty groups and meetings.

).-11. Works effectively with teachers, student teachers and
support personnel.

12. Maintains constructive relationships with school and
district administration.

O-13. Recognizes and responds ro contributions of students.
pp.14. Respects students' rights and encourages their sense of

responsibility.
15. Encourages students to assume leadership.

)10-16: Establishes a warm relationship with students.
)00-17. Communicates with parents sympathetically, accurately

and with understanding.
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