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Thi s p r o j e c t  examines prohl ems i n  t h e  supenl is  ion  of l n s t r u c t i  on 

wi th in  elencnta12r schools  and,  hy means of a survey ,  a t tempts  t o  de ter -  

i n s t r u c t i o n  eif  cct:'.vely and how much supc:rvisi on of i n s t m r t i  on t i  rn? they 

would l.?ke to r~ce.i.v?. 

A brief revj.c!w of t h e  literature 'c.ncliccites s i x  problem.  F i r s t ,  

Second, it_ m y  b? d i f f i c u l t  to agrca  urJon the nurnbe; of sapervi-sory per- 

sonnel  ~ e e d e d  with2.n a strhool. system. Th i - rd ,  t-he contradi-ctory f o r c e s  

of  hier;irchi.ca!_ cont.r:ol. anci (75  pprofessi.ona1 autonomy m z y  cause f r i - c t j o n .  

Folirkh, s c ; m  supervisory personnel. may f i n d  a confl.ic?: hetwec.n t h e i r  

mentors t . c ;  the sarne keachers,  Fj.f:h, it is  o f t e n  tl j  f f icu1. t  t o  determine 

wh.1.ch sources of p1.1pii ieiirnFncr can be a t t r i .hu ted  t o  t e a c h e r s 1  h f l u e n c e .  

amon? t h e  pe rc~-p t i~ ! r l s  of a q r m p  of' s l ~ p e r v i s ~ r s ,  t h e  o b j e c t f v i t y  of  a 

~ z r t i c u l a r  s lpecv i  sr?rl s juclgrnamt o r  o f f e red  aasisi:ance may he suspec t .  

A qut-lctior.;.;;iirc elic? t i n g  t e a c h e r s t  pcrcepti .ons about how rruch 

supcrvisi .on r-hey rccei.ved i n  t h e  1974-75 schnol. y e a r ,  about how rnuch 

supe rv l s i  or1 k hey w ~ 1 . c i  l i k e  tc have rece ived  and about who t hey  fee!. i s  



a r e  drawn. Elementary classroom teachers  would p re fe r  more evaluat ion  

of t h e i r  profess ional  work. A t  t h e  same t i m e ,  elementary classroom 

teachers  would l i k e  t o  ge t  more assi-stance i.n t h e i r  professj-onal develop- 

ment than they present ly  receive.  Moreaver, many e1.ementary classroom 

teachers  a r e  r ecep t ive  t o  changes which would r e s u l t  i n  t h e  t a s k s  r e l a t e d  

t o  supervision of i n s t r u c t i o n  being performed not  only by t r a d i t i o n a l l y  

recognized supervisory personnel but  a l s o  by o the r  teachers  within t h e  

school system. 
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C H A P T E R  I 

T H E  N E E D  T O  E X A M I N E  

S U P E R V I S I O N  O F  I N S T R U C T I O N  

IPJTRODUCTTON 

A g r e a t  deal  of human and f i n a n c i a l  resources a r e  used t o  support t h e  

pub1 . i~  school systems i n  Canada and i n  most @?her c 0 u n t r i . e ~ .  T t  is  almost a 

un ive r sa l  p rac t i ce  j.n p ~ i b l i c  school systems t h a t  one o r  more teachers  ir! a 

school a r e  held responsib le  f o r  providing educational  t r a i n i n g  and guidance to 

a spec i f i ed  group of s tudents .  I n  order  t o  ensure t h a t  t h i s  responsi~hil.it:r i s  

c a r r i e d  out persons a r e  appointed t o  evaluate  t h e  e f fec t iveness  of teachers  and 

t o  he lp  teachers Fmprove t h e i r  professi.ona1 s k i l l s  and exper t i se .  It i s  hopcc: 

t h a t  supervisory personnel will. motivate competent teachers  t o  teach a s  we l l  a s  

possihl  e , t h a t  they w i . 1 1  ident.j.fy super ior  teachers  ( possi~bly f o r  new ass ign-  

ments),  and t h a t  they w i l l  tLy t o  maintain high teacher  morale. Supervisory 

personnel. a r e  a l s o  required t o  i d e n t i f y  incompetent tes.chers, t o  h e l p  them i.n 

t r y i n g  t o  bcrome competent or  i f  necessa-ry t o  remove them from teaching 

posit:. 1 ons . 
The success of supervisory p rac t i ces  can be examined from severa l  view- 

points .  Trustees,  t h e  elect-ed rep resen ta t jves  of t h e  pub1i.c who have t r a d i -  

t i .onally appoi.nt.ed persons t o  supervi.sory posi t ions,  may view supc.wjs-jon o f  

i.nstructj.on j n  terms of t h e  q u a l i t y  of educati.ona1 programs given t h e  s tudents  

i n  t h e  school d i s t r i c t  . Persons i n  supervisory pos i t ions  i n  may cases  probably 

s e t  f o r  thcmselves c r i t e r i a  f o r  the  success o r  f a i l u r e  of the i . r  supervisory 

services .  Those who a rc  supervi.sed, whether a c t u a l l y  o r  p o t e n t i a l l y ,  niay have 

cxpectati.ons of a supc-nisi  on proqram o r  may at: Lcast have impressions about: 

superv:i.sory personnel and pracLices. It i s  t h e  perceptions of t h i s  latter 

group, tlic! c1:lssrooin teachers, w i t h  which t h i s  paper Is concerned primc;ri.ly. 



The amount and kind of i n s t r u c t i o n a l  supervis ion  wi th in  a school 

system presumably a f f e c t s  t h e  tenure ,  e x p e r t i s e  and job s a t i s f a c t i o n  of 

classroon teachers.  A s  most supervis ion  of i n s t r u c t i o n  at tempts t o  improve 

teacher  e f fec t iveness  it may he h e l p f u l  t o  f ind  out  from classroom teacher  

t h e i r  perceptions about t h e  amount of supervis ion  they now have and from 

whom they rece ive  it  a s  well  a s  t h e  amount of supervisi-on they would l i k e  

t o  have and from whom they would l i k e  t o  r ece ive  it. 

Although t eachers '  perceptions about t h e  optimal amount of r~upervis ion  

and ?.bout t h e  persons a b l e  t o  do t h e  supervis ion  should probably not  de te r -  

mine s o l e l y  t h e  supervisory p rac t i ces  wi th in  a school system, i f  most 

teachers  a r e  concerned about continuously improving t h e i r  profess jonal  

e x p e r t i s e  then t h e i r  perceptions should a t  l e a s t  be considered in decidj.ng 

on how many human and f j n a n c i a l  resources a r e  t o  he a l l o c a t e d  t o  the  super- 

v i s i o n  of i n s t r u c t i  on. Noreovei-, after consider  ifig teachers  ' percent;nnc yL-LaA4. '  

it n igh t  be advisable t o  provide f o r  a v a r i e t y  of ways i n  which teachers  

a r e  a s s i s t e d  i n  t h e j r  profess ional  development and i n  which teacher  com- 

petence is evaluated. 

The main concern of t h i s  p ro jec t  i s  t o  determine what a r e  t h e  general- 

ized  perceptions of  elementary classroom teachers  i n  one B r i t i s h  Columbia 

school d i s t r i c t  about supervision of i n s t r u c t i o n  and then t o  draw some 

t e n t a t i v e  conclusions about poss ib le  changes i n  supervisory practi-ces. 



THE IMPORTAKE OF ONGOING STUDY 

Supervision of i n s t r u c t i o n  i s  a very d i f f i c u l t  and complex problem. 

Researchers (Ryans, 1960, and. o the r s  r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  P a r t  Two) genera l ly  

agree t h a t :  

. Changes of values a t  d i f ferent ;  t imes r e s u l t  
i n  changes i n  perceptj-ons of what c o n s t i t u t e s  
e f f e c t i v e  teaching. 

2. Despite  t h e  e f f o r t s  t o  remain ob jec t ive ,  
supervisors  usua l ly  f i n d  i t  impossible t o  
d ivorce  t h e i r  values from i.i;eir image of 
a good teacher.  

3. No s i n g l e  person is  a un ive r sa l ly  e f f e c t i v e  
teacher.  

4. No s i n g l e  t r a i t  o r  c l u s t e r  of t r a i t s  i s  
indispensable t o  e f f e c t i v e  teaching. 

If  these  f indings  o r  observations a r e  v a l i d  and it is ,  i n  f a c t ,  

impossible t o  p red ic t  what kinds of teachers  wj.11. be c?ffect ive i n  gl.ven 

s i t u a t i o n s  o r  t o  determine how a b l e  t h e  supervisors  are t o  work t o ~ a r d  t h e  

achievement of aims cur ren t ly  accepted by t h e  whole cornunity r a t h e r  than 

t h e i r  personal  objectLves, it seems t o  follow logj-cal ly t h a t  an ongokg  

study of supervisory p r a c t i c e s  i s  needed. 

A t  t h e  same t i m e ,  if it is necessary t o  eva lua te  teachers '  competence 

and t o  he lp  teachers  develop profess ional ly  then it is  necessary t o  decide 

on which persons are a b l e  t o  evaluate  teacher  competence and which persons 

a r e  a b l e  t o  he lp  i n  t h e  profess ional  growth of teachers.  



DEFII.IITJG;JS OF mn1~ USED 

Perceptions. I n  both t h e  ques t ionnai re  and throughout t h i s  

r e p o r t  of t h e  p r o j e c t ,  t h e  term '?erceptionl  s h a l l  be in te rp re ted  a s  

meaning an immediate o r  i n t u i t i v e  judgment. 

Evaluation ~2 Teaching Com~etcr,ce. Since t h i s  survey was con- - 
ducted i n  a  Br i t i sh  Columbja school d i s t r i c t  t h e  meaning of "evaluat ion 

of teaching competence" i s  determined wi th in  t h e  context  of th i . s  educa- 

t i o n a l  system. Formal and l e g a l l y  sanctioned evaluat ion  of a publ ic  

school t eacher ' s  profess ional  a S i l i t i e s  i s  done by t h e  pr inc ipal  of t h e  

school t o  whjch the  teacher  j s  assignee? and/or hy t h e  superintendent  of 

t h e  school d h t r i c t .  Direc tors  of i n s t r u c t i o n  a r e  permitted t o  w r i t e  

formal evaluations of teachers '  work but  i n  North Vancouver t h e  d k e c -  

t o r ' s  a rea  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was almost exclus ively  wi th in  t h e  secon- 

dary schools. A t  t h e  time of t h i s  survey t h e r e  was a superintendent  

and one ass j s t an t .  superintendent  who w e r e  a v a i l a b l e  t o  elementary teachers  

f o r  an evaluat:j.on of t h e i r  teachi-ng competence. A s  used i n  t h i s  p r o j e c t ,  

evaluate  ' means t o  make a judgment abr~ut  o r  t o  gj v e  an apprai.sal of. 

'Competence1 connotes f j t n e s s  f o r  teachin5 t h e  ch i ld rcn  t o  which the 

teacher  has bcen assigned: i n  o the r  words, t h e  t eacher  possesses ade- 

quate  teaching s k i - l l s  and i s  capable of providing acceptable profess ional  

guidance f o r  t h e  educati-on of chi ldren .  As an opcra t ional  d e f i n i t i o n ,  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  t h e  f i f t h  page of t h e  ques t ionnai re ,  i n  t h e  anz1.ysi.s 

of t h e  data and i n  t h e  discussj.on i n  Chapters IV and V ,  ' eva luat ion  of 

teacher  c o ~ p c t c n c e '  s h a l l  be i n t e r p r d c d  t o  mean the making of sound 

j u t l ~ c - n t s  about: a person ' r, ahi . l i t  y t o  educa kc? chi ldren .  



Assj.star,ce I n  Prcfzssi.on;l Growth. The term 'profess ional  ' is - 
here  used t o  denote t h e  s p e c i a l  knowledge and r e q u i s i t e  s k i l l s  needed 

by a teacher i n  order  t o  educate children.  'Profess ional  growth' and 

'profess ional  development' are used interchangeably and, i n  t h e  context  

of t h i s  s tudy,  mean an increase  i n  a t e a c h e r ' s  knowledge and/or an 

improvement o r  h c r e a s e  i n  a t eacher ' s  s k i l l s  i n  teaching. *Growth1 

o r  'development' i n  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  teach a l s o  impl ies ,  although does 

not  necessa r i ly  presuppose, a t  l e a s t  bas ic  competence i n  teaching. 

This r epor t  does not  attempt t o  d iscuss  t h e  var ious  ways i n  which 

' a s s i s t a n c e t  can be  given. However, a s  examples, such methods a s  d i s -  

cussions and demonstrati.ons of effect j .vc teachj.rq s t r a t e g i e s  minht L ~ c  

used. 

Tcmporary Apphtmenk.  According t o  the  Regulations of t h e  Public  

Schools Act f o r  B r i t i s h  Columbia, a temporary teachi-ng appointment is 

( a )  f o r  a period not  exceeding one year ,  t o  any pos i t ion  
temporarily e x i s t i n g  o r  temporari ly vacant ;  

(b )  f o r  a perlod not exceeding t h e  remainder of t h e  e x i s t i n g  
school-year, t o  any pos i t ion  which has hecone vacant during 
a school -year. 

(Regulations, 1973:14) 

It is  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  which i s  used. 

Cont inuhq Anpointment. The d e f i n i t i o n  used here  i s  s t a t e d  i n  

Section 128 of t h e  B.C. Public  Schools A c t .  

( 7 )  Every appointment made by a Board, except a probationary 
o r  temporary appoi nt mcnt made undpr t h e  rcqulat ions. .  . 
s h a l l  bc dccmcd t o  be and t o  c o n s t i t u t e  a continuinq con- 
t rack  u n t i l  tcrminatcd i n  t h e  msnncr provj ded i n  t h i s  Act.. . . 

1374:4000) 



P r o b a t i n n ~ r y  Ay~oln%mcnt. m e  Regulations of t h e  F.C. P ~ 5 l i c  Schools 

Act def ine  t h e  procedure f o r  a Board t o  change a t e a c h e r ' s  appointment from 

continui-ng t o  probationary : 

... t h e  Eoard may, a t  any t i m e  during t h e  first nine  months of 
a t eacher ' s  appointment ... t e m i - n s t e  h i s  cont2nuing con t rac t  
and place him on a probationary appointment. 

(Regulat ions,  1973:12) 

Supervisi.on. There i s  an extended discuss ion a t  t h e  beginning of 

Chapter I1 about t h e  def in i . t ions  given t o  ' supervis ion '  by var ious  scho la r s  

and wr i t e r s .  A s  a genera l  descri .pt ion of t h e  meani.nq given t h e  word throuqh- 

out  t h i s  p ro jec t ,  'supervisi.on'  h c l u d e s  those  ac t iv l i t i e s  whi.ch a r e  performed 

i n  order  t o  evaluate  t h e  teaching of teachers ,  t o  he lp  teachers  improve 

t h e i r  profess ional  knowledge and s k i l l s ,  and poss ib ly  t o  d i . rec t  a t  t imes t h e  

profess ional  a c t i v i t i e s  of teachers.  



AN O a R V I E S i  

Chapter I1 conta ins  t h r e e  main topics .  It begins with a f e w  examples 

from t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  of d e f i n i t i o n s  of ' supervision. '  There i s  d iscuss ion 

on what a r e  some commonly agreed upon elements of supervision.  This i s  

followed by an o u t l i n e  of varsous supervisory ro les .  The viewpoints of 

seve ra l  w r i t e r s  a r e  presented and re fe rence  i s  made t o  some of t h e  research  

i n  this area. The chapter  ends with a d iscuss ion of s i x  b a s i c  problems 

whj.ch need t o  be  considered. 

Chapter I I T  expla ins  how t h e  sample was a r r ived  a t ,  how t h e  da ta  was 

co l l ec ted  and some of t h e  cons idera t ions  made i n  cons t ruc t ina  the  quest ion- 

na i re .  

C h ~ p t e r  TV points  out  what a r e  considered t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t  da ta  and 

b r i e f l y  d iscusses  poss ib le  reasons f o r  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  completed re tu rns .  

Chapter V d raws  some conclusjons and points  out  impl ica t ions  f o r  fu r -  

t h e r  decis%on making i n  t h e  a rea  of supervis ion  of ins t ruc t ion .  



C H A P T E R  I 1  

P E R S P E C T I V E S  O N  

S U P E R V I S I O N  O F  I N S T R U C T I O N  

DEFINITIONS FROX TEE LITERATTJRE - 
Scholars  and researchers  have defined supervis ion  of' i n s t r u c t i o n  i n  

var ious  ways : 

Supervision c o n s i s t s  of all .  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  leading t o  t h e  
improvment of i n s t r u c t i o n ,  a c t i l ~ i t i e s  r e l a t e d  t o  morale, 
improvinq himan r e l a t i o n s ,  in - se rv ice  education,  and 
curriculum development. 

(Wiles, 1967: 5 1 

E s s e n t i a l l y ,  s u g e ~ v i s i o n  is  t h a t  foAm of profess ional  
1eadersh:ip d i r e c t e d  towards t h e  i.rnprovcment of l ea rn ing  
through a c t i v i t i e s  which r e s u l t  i n  t h e  professional.  grolvth 
of t h e  teaching s t a f f .  The goal  of supervisicn i s  b e t t e r  
learning,  and t h i s  goal is  a t t a ined  through b e t t e r  teach- 
ing. Improved teaching is t h e  r e s u l t  of profess ional  
growth on the  p a r t  of t h e  teacher ,  2nd t h e  funct ion  of 
supervision j.s t o  promote this pro fe s s lms l  g r a k h .  

(Robinson, 1365:55) 

... an exper t  t echn ica l  s e r v i c e  primari ly aimed ak studyinq 
and improvhg cooperatively a l l  f a c t o r s  which a f f e c t  c h i l d  
growth and development.. . 

(Burton, 1955: l l )  

... e f f e c t i v e  change i n  t h e  teaching-learning si tuat ion. . .  
is t h e  u l t ima te  end of supervis ion  

(Claye, 1963:360) 

The connon dimension of supervision--found i n  a l l  positj-ons 
of leadership-- is  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  perceive d e s i r a b l e  objec- 
t i v e s ,  and t o  he lp  o the r s  con t r ibu te  t o  t h i s  v i s i o n  and t o  
a c t  i n  accordance with it. 

(Lucio, 1963:21) 

The primary aim of supervj.sion must be t o  recognize t h e  
inherent  value of each pcrson, t o  t h e  end t h a t  t h c  fhll 
p o t e n t i a l  of a l l  w i l l  hc r ea l i zed .  

(Ncngl ey , l % A :  1) 
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Reeves d iscusses  t h e  c m d i t i o n s  under which e f f e c t i v e  supervis ion  

can t ake  place:  

Supervision involves working with persons i n  such a way 
t h a t  d i r e c t i o n ,  coordinat ion and evaluat ion  can be most 
e f f e c t i v e .  Supervision imp1l.e~ c rea t ing  t h e  condi t ions  
under which people work wel l  and s t r i v e  t o  achieve t h e  
goals..,Good supervision seeks t o  c r e a t e  a c l imate  i n  
which personal needs and d e s i r e s  a r e  a l s o  given scope 
f o r  expression and s a t i s f a c t i o n ;  it seeks t o  avoid si t-  
ua t ions  i n  whi.ch personal  goals  a r e  inevi tably  s a c r i -  
f i c e d  i n  t h e  name of i n s t i t u t i o n a l  purpo- a e ~ .  

(Reeves, 1962:14) 

From t h i s  sampling of d e f i n i t i o n s  and desc r ip t ions  of what i s  meant 

by "supervision of ins t ruc t ion"  s e v e r a l  key elements a r e  apparent: 

1. those  who supervise  t ry t o  improve ins t ruc -  
t i o n  by changjmg teacher  behavi.our , 

3,  improved s tuden t  l ea rn ing  5s t h e  primary 
ob jec t ive  of supervis ion ,  

3. sound human r e l a t i o n s  a r e  needed f o r  e f fec -  
t i v e  supervision,  and 

4. those  who supervise  a r e  expected t o  have 
g r e a t e r  profess ional  e x p e r t i s e  and a 
broader v i s ion  of i n s t r u c t i o n  than do 
those  who a r e  being supervised. 

These genera l i za t ions  imply severa l  assumptions which a r e  c r u c i a l  t o  

successful  supervisory prac t ices .  They imply t h a t  those  who supervise  

know what should be learned by s tuden t s  and what kinds of i n s t r u c t i o n  and 

in te rpe r sona l  re la t ionshi -ps  between s tuden t s  and teachers  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  

ensure and inc rease  t h e  s tuden t s '  learning.  Thcy a l s o  imply t h a t  t h e  

teachers  being supervised w i l l  agree with o r  w i l l  eventual ly  agree with 

t h e  supervisors  on what should be learned by s tuden t s  and on e f f e c t i v e  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  methods. 
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SUPERVISORY ROTES 

Research s tud ies  on t h e  e f fec t iveness  of var ious  supervi.scry personnel 

a r e  p l e n t i f u l  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e .  Two s t u d i e s  mi-ght se~rve  a s  examples. 

Parsons (1971) received ques t ionnai re  r e t u r n s  from 556 teachers  i n  West 

Centra l  Ontario. H i s  major f indings included : 

O f  t h e  26 supervisory pos i t ions  cons.idcrcd, 
t h e  p r i n c i p a l  was r a t e d  t h e  most i n f l u e n t i a l  
i n  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  behaviour of teachcrs  with 
r e spec t  t o  the  content ,  processes and out- 
comes of t h e i r  teaching. 

The p r i n c i p a l  was r a t e d  sign. if icantly h igher  
on e f fec t iveness  of supervision than any 
a t h e r  p o s i t  ion. 

Eighty-eigh-t per  cen t  of t h e  teachers  
se lec ted  t h e  pc inc ipa i ,  program consu l t an t ,  
o the r  t eachers ,  v i ce -p r inc ipa l ,  resource  
t eacher ,  inspector  and area  superintendent  
as t h e  most e f f e c t i v e .  

Claye (1363) surveyed a sampling of teachers  from f i v e  bi f f e r e n t  states i n  

t h e  United S t a t e s  and suggests  t h a t :  

Teachers want supervision from p r i n c i p a l s  
a s  w e l l  a s  from those persons wi th  t i t les  
of supervisor .  

P r i n c i p a l s  do not  supervise  adequately. 

The kinds of he lp  teachers  want do no t  
change s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a s  t h e  length  of 
time i n  s e r v i c e  v a r i e s .  

The kinds of experiences provided f o r  
princi.pals i n  our t r a i n i n g  programs needs 
re-examination. 

(Claye, 1363:361) 

A f t e r  ex tens ive  study and research ,  Blumbcrg i s  led  " t o  two general. 

s tatemcntr, about supervision i n  t h e  schools  : 

1. A good b i t  of what occurs i n  t h e  name of supervis ion  
i n  t h e  schools--the t r a n s a c t j  ons t h a t  t a k e  p iace  



between supervisor  and teacher- -const i tu tes  
a waste of t ime,  a s  teachers  see it. I n  
g r e a t  numbers of cases ,  t h e  b e s t  evaluat ion  
t h a t  teachers  can g ive  of t h e i r  supervis ion  
is  t h a t  it i s  not  hsrmful. 

2. The charac te r  of  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
teachers  a s  a  group and supervisors a s  a 
group can be describcd a s  son~ewhat of a 
cold war. Neither  s i d e  t r u s t s  t h e  o the r  
and each s i d e  i s  convinced of t h e  co r rec t -  
ness  of i t s  pos i t ion .  

(Blumberg, 1-974: 2) 

Lucio (1962:76) proposes a new d i r e c t i o n  f o r  school  supervision.  I n  

con t ras t ing  school systems with r e l i g i o u s  i n s t i t u t i o n s  and business concerns 

he po in t s  out  t h a t  a min i s t e r  i s  no t  accountable f o r  t h e  changed behavi.our 

of h i s  comunicants  bu t  a  business manager must produce intended r e s u l t s :  

he th inks  t h a t  school systems a r e  more l i k e  r e l i g i o u s  than busi.ness orgsn- 

i za t ions .  H e  s t a t e s  t h a t  " the  most i-mportant i s s u e  today" i n  school 

supervis ion  i s  whether schools  s h w l d  produce r e s u l t s  o r  "merely ca r ry  

out  p r a c t i c e s  " c h a t  appear d e s i r a b l e  i.n themselves," 

P & l i c  school systems have t r a d i t i o n a l l y  appoi.nteci personnel t o  var ious  

supervisory posittons. For example, i n  B r i t i s h  Colunbia each school d i - s t r i c t  

has a supcri-ntendent o r  d i s t r j . c t  superintendent .  Some a l s o  have d i r e c t o r s ,  

supervisors ,  consul tants ,  and coordinators .  A f e w  have a s s i s t a n t  superin-  

tendents .  Within t h e  schools ,  supervisory personnel inc lude  p r i n c i p a l s ,  

v i ce -p r inc ipa i s ,  head t eachers ,  s e n i o r  a s s i s t a n t s ,  department heads, and 

a rea  coordinators .  
L 

Each of these  appointed supervi-sory pos i t ions  is designated i n  provincia l  

l e g i s l a t i o n  and regu la t ion ,  o r  i n  schcol  board p o l i c i e s  and regula t ions .  For 

The D.-!strict Superintendent of Schools s h a l l  have genera l  
supervis ion  m d  direction over the  educational  s t a l f  of t h e  



school  d i s t r i c t ,  inc luding t eachers ,  p r i n c i p a l s ,  vice-  
p r inc ipa l s ,  and d i s t r i c t  supervisory and o t h e r  employed 
teachers... 

(Regulations, 1973:6) 

A d i r e c t o r  of i .ns tn ic t ion  shal- l ,  under t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of t h e  
D i s t r i c t  Superintendent,  by conferr ing  wi th  p r i n c i p a l s  
s ing ly  o r  i n  groups, by meeting wi th  teachers ,  by v i s i t i n g  
classrooms and observing t h e  l ea rn ing  s i t u a t i o n s ,  and by 
carry ing o1.t such o the r  d u t i e s  a s  a r e  designed t o  improve 
i n s t r u c t i o n ,  coordinate  t h e  work of t h e  grade l e v e l s  
wi th in  t h e  schools  i n  t h e  a reas  of h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

(Regulations, 1373:lO) 

A supervisor  s h a l l ,  under t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of t h e  D i s t r i c t  
Superintendent,  ca r ry  out  d u t i e s  designed t o  he lp  teachers  
improve classroom i n s t r u c t i o n ,  and i n  t h e  perforr~lance of 
h i s  d u t i e s  s h a l l  have access t o  any classroom. A super- 
v i s o r  s h a l l  not  evaluate  t h e  work of any teacher  i n  a  
w r i t t e n  repor t .  

(Regulat ions,  1973:lO) 

A teacher consul tant ,  under the d i r e c i i o n  of t h e  D i s t r i c t  
Superintendent,  s h a l l ,  by observation,  demonstration, 
consu l t a t ion ,  and v i s i t z t i o n ,  upon t h e  reques t  of t h e  
teacher ,  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  o r  t h e  D i s t r i c t  Supcrintcndent ,  
a s s i s t  teachers  i n  improving classroom i m t r u c t i o n ,  A 
teacher  consul tant ,  i n  h i s  d iscuss ions  w-tth t h e  p r i n c i p a l  
o r  with t h e  D j s t r i c t  Superjntcndent,  s h a l l  no t  mike 
any evaluat ion of individual  teachers.  

(Regulations, 1373:lO) 

The Regulations s t i p u l a t e  t h a t  "any school d i s t r i c t  personnel not  speci -  

f i c a l l y  mentioned i n  t h e s e  r egu la t ions ,  but  employed i n  an i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

capacity.. .shall  not  be considercd a s  a  school d i s t r i c t  supervisory person, 

and h i s  d u t i e s  s h a l l  not  include those  of a  d i r e c t o r  of i n s t r u c t i o n ,  super- 

v i s o r ,  o r  teacher  c o n ~ u l t a n t . ~ ~  ( ~ i e g u l a t i c n s ,  1373:l l )  F'urthermorc, t h e  

Regulations r equ i re  t h a t  ; the p r i n c i p a l  is responsib le  f o r  administer ing 

and supervis ing  t h e  ~ c h o o l  including ... t h e  progr'unme of teaching and l ea rn ing  

a c t i v i t i e s  conduct:ed by t h e  school..." and s h a l l  "...if d i r e c t e d  by t h e  

District Superintendent of Schools, make a wri.tten repor t  on t h e  work of 

every teacher  appointed t o  t h a t  school  i n  t h a t  school-year, and on every 

o the r  teacher  not  less than once i n  cvery t h r e e  years.. .I'  (Reyulati.ons, 1973: 1.6) 
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Laws, whether i n  t h e  form of l e g i s l a t i o n  enacted by a l e g i s l a t i v e  body 

o r  i n  t h e  form of r egu la t ions  sanctioned by l e g i s l a t i o n ,  tend e i t h e r  t o  

permit a  v a r i e t y  of ac t ions  (proceduresb t o  r e q u i r e  c e r t a i n  ac t ions  (proce- 

dures)  o r  t o  p roh ib i t  spec i f i ed  ac t ions  (procedures) .  I n  t h e  Regulations 

c i t e d  above it is c l e a r  t h a t  i n  t h e  B r i t i s h  Columbia school system d i s t r i c t  

superintendents ,  d i r e c t o r s  (under t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of t h e  super in tendent)  and 

p r i n c i p a l s  a r e  Both permitted and requi red  t o  eva lua te  t h e  work of teachers.  

A supervisor  is  not  permitted t o  make a w r i t t e n  evaluat ion  of a  t e a c h e r ' s  

work while a consul tant  i s  prohibi ted  from making statements t o  t h e  prin-  

c i p a l  o r  superintendent  which a r e  eva lua t ive  of a  t eacher ' s  work, Other 

d i s t r i c t  personnel. cannot be required t o  evaluate  teachers.  IIowever, t h e  

Regulations do not p roh ib i t  a  teacher from making an o r a l  o r  w r i t t e n  repor t  

on another tecicher's work. It would appear t h a t  l e g a l l y  it i s  permissable 

f o r  one o r  more teachers  t o  eva lua te  t h e  work of a colleague. ( O f  course,  

t h e  laws governing s l ander  and defamation of cha rac te r  must be kept  i n  

mind. 

The Regulations r e q u i r e  and permit t h e  involvement of a  number of 

persons i n  t h e  profess ional  development of a  teacher.  The d i s t r i c t  

superjntendent  and p r i n c i p a l  a r e  requi red  t o  ensure p ro fess iona l  competence 

and, it would seem by impl ica t ion ,  profess ional  growth. I n  d i s t r i c t s  which 

have d i r e c t o r s ,  supervisors  and consu l t an t s ,  t h e  prime t a s k  of people i n  

these  pos i t ions  seems t o  be helping teachers  t o  become more e f f e c t i v e  i n  

t h e i r  profess ional  tasks .  Again, t h c  Regulations do not  p r o h i b i t  any 

teachers  from helping colleagues grow profess iona l ly  and t h e r e f o r e ,  pre- 

sumably, classroom teachers  can se rve  t h i s  p a r t  of what has t r a d i t i o n a l l y  

been c a l l e d  ' supcrvis ionl  . 



PROELENS I N  SlJPERVTSORY PRACTICES 

Since tho  t i m e  of t h ~  anci~nt c i v j l i 7 a t i o n s  along t h ~  N i 1 ~  and t h a  

Tigris-Euphrates r i v e r s ,  w r i t e r s  on education have proposed ai.ms f o r  t h e  

educatj-on of chi ldren .  At. t h e  begj.nnj.ng of t h e  Western European t r a d i t i o n ,  

P l a t o  discussed t h e  aims of education: 

Perhaps w e  s h a l l  hardly  invent  a  system b e t t e r  than t h e  one 
which long experience has worked ou t ,  with i ts  two branches 
f o r  t h e  c u l t i v a t i o n  of t h e  mi-nd and of t h e  body. 

(Cornford, 1958:68) 

The ' c u l t i v a t i o n  of t h e  mindt included s t u d i e s  i.n l i t e r a t u r e ,  theology, 

h i s t o r y ,  drama, poetry,  and music. "The u l t ima te  end of a l l  education is  

i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  harmonious order  (cosmos) of t h e  whole world." (Cornford, 

Countless w r i t e r s ,  si-nce then ,  o f t en  i d e n t i f i e d  wi th  p a r t i c u l a r  hi-s- 

t o r i c a l  o r  philosophical  periods---Ancjent Fiomans (Cice ro ) ,  Medieval Ti-mes 

(Roc th r i e s ) ,  t h e  Renaissmce (Eras rv~s ) ,  the  Refornation (Lu the r? ,  Tdcalisrn 

(Kant) ,  Reali.sm (Rousseau), Pragmatism ( ~ c w e y ) ,  Ex i s t en t i a l i sm ( S n r t r e ) ,  

Philosophical  Analysis ( R u s s e l l ) ,  Progressivism (Ki. lpatr ick)  o r  Perenniali.sm 

(Hutchins)---have expounded on what ought t o  he t h e  ai.ms of education. 

During t h e  pas t  40 years  t h e  expecta t ions  which wri-ters have of publ ic  

education ranges from t h e  p rec i se  and modest 

The a b i l i t y  t o  rend e f f c c t i v c l y ,  t o  speak l u c i d l y  and t o  w r i t e  
with p rec i s ion  and c l a r i t y  a r e  s k i l l s  of permanmt worth. If 
our scnools were t o  do nothing e l s e  than he lp  a11 ch i ld ren  
reach a hiqh l e v e l  of competence i n  these  t h r e e  a r e a s  they 
would be serving t h e  pupi ls  well---whether they were t o  con- 
t i n u e  on t o  f u r t h e r  formal study o r  not. 

As a parent ,  my expectati.ons f o r  teachers  are p r e t t y  modest. 
"Please teach my ch i ld  t o  read and w r i t e  and speak---very well.  
I?l.case don ' t  mess around with t h e  va lue  system 1 have heen 
t ry ing  ?:o d e v ~ l o p  and c e r t a i n l y  d o n t t  impose your value 
system on my cli j . ld.  Rcmemher t h a t  1 hclve t o  l i v e  with my 
m.i s takes  as  a parent:; you don ' t  have t o  l i v e  with your mi.s- 
takes  as  a teacher.  And f i n a l l y ,  please help  my c h i l d  t o  he 



a competent human being." 
( E l l i s ,  1974:C) 

to t h e  more f l u i d  

The moment onc begins t o  ask ques t ions  about t h e  va lue  of 
s p e c i f i c  courses,  one is aslcing about t h e  ob jec t ives  of 
education, The const ruct ion  of cur~:icula proceeds i n  a 
world where chanqing s o c i a l ,  c u l t u r a l  and p o l i t i c a l  con- 
d i t i o n s  cont inual ly  a l t e r  t h e  surroundings and t h e  goals  
of  school^ and t h e i r  s tudents .  

(Eruner, 19GO:8) 

to t h e  very demanding 

, , . t heore t i ca l  ideas  should always f ind  important app l i -  
c a t i  ens wi t h i n  t h e  pupi l  ' s curriculurii.. .The problem of 
education is  t o  make t h e  pupi l  s e e  t h e  wood by means of 
t h e  trees...Thcre i s  only one subject-matter  f o r  educa- 
t i o n ,  and t h a t  i s  L i f e  i n  a l l  i ts  rrlanifestations...b.That 
education has t c  impart is  an in t ima te  sense f o r  t h c  
power of ideas ,  f o r  t h e  beauty of ideas ,  and f o r  t h e  
s t r u c t u r e  of ideas ,  together  with a p a r t i c u l a r  body of 
knowl.edge which has pecu l i a r  r e fe rence  t o  t h e  l i f e  
of t h e  being possessing i k .  

(Ilhitehead, 1923: 17-23) 

The expectat ions of public  schools  d i f f e r  i.n terms of perspec'ii.ve? 

from t h e  relaxed,  e s s e n t i a l l y  child-ori-ented 

W e  have c l e a r l y  shown t h a t  a c h i l d  has a need t o  obscwc ,  
t o  r e f l e c t ,  t o  l ea rn ,  t o  concentra te ,  t o  i s o l a t e  hirnseif, 
and a l s o  from t i m e  t o  t i m e  t o  suspend h i s  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  
silence.. . ik i s  our duty t o  d i r e c t  a c h i l d ' s  a c t i v i t i e s ,  
spar ing  him use less  e f f o r t s  which would d i s s i p a t e  h i s  energies ,  
d i v e r t  h i s  i n s t i n c t i v e  search f o r  knowledge, and be  a f r c -  
qucnk cause o1 ne~'trous d i so rde r s  and hirldrance t o  his growth. 

(Montessori, 19G7: T i t l e  pages) 

to t h e  adul t -or iented  

. . .education i.s not  just-. a pre]oarat.ion for !living ' . , .it i s  
an i .ni t iat i0.n i n t o  a dist i . r ,ct ive form of l i f e .  For an 
educated man is one who has an understanding of h i s  own 
p a s t ,  of l i t e r a t u r e  and s c i e n t i f i c  discovery,  and o t h e r  
p r a c t i c a l l y  ' u se less '  act.i.vit:'~es, which d i s t i n g u i s h  him 
from r a t s  and savaqes. Such a man would agree  t h a t  matcr- 
i a l  th ings  have t o  he pr(~duced, houses b u i l t ,  wars fought 
perhaps, and govcrruncntal t a s k s  e f f i . c i cn t ly  and f a i r l y  
ca r r ied  out. For thcsc  p r a c t i c a l  concerns a r c  necessary 
f o r  perpetuat ing those  t r u l y  civil.i.zeci act i .vi . t ies  which 



d i s t ingu i sh  c i v i l i z e d  men from savages. ..One of t h e  
d i seases  of contemporary thought about education i s  i t s  
preoccupation w-i t:h t h e  pract? ca1, w i t h  t h e  mschm?.cs of 
l i f? ,  t o  t h e  exclusi.on of concern about what s o r t  of 
l i f e  i s  worth l iv ing .  

(E'eters, 1964:87) 

Some writers s t rong ly  condemn cur ren t  publ ic  school education. Postman 

and l ieingartner  i n s i s t  i t  must be changed: 

The i n s t i t u t i o n  we c a l l  ' school '  i s  what it  is because 
w e  made it t h a t  m y .  If it i s  i r r e l e v a n t ,  a s  Marshall 
McLuhan says ;  i f  i t  s h i e l d s  chilclren from r e a l i t y ,  a s  
Norbert Wiener says ;  if i t  educates f o r  obsolescence, 
a s  John Gar.clner says ;  i f  it does not  develop i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  
a s  Jerone Bruner says ;  i f  it i s  based on f e a r ,  a s  John 
Holt says ;  i f  it avoids t h e  promotion of s ign i f i can t  
learnings ,  a s  Car l  Rogers says ;  i f  i t  induces a l i e n a t i o n ,  
a s  Paul Goodman says ;  if it punishes c r e a t i v i t y  and in -  
dependence, a s  Edgar Friedenberg says ;  i f ,  i n  s h o r t ,  i t  
is  riot doing what needs t o  be  done, i t  can be changed; 
i t  rriust be changed. 

(Postinan, 1969:13) 

Given t h e  perspect ive  of such d i v e r s i t y  of opinion,  both  among w r i t e r s  

over t h e  pas t  3000 years  and among cur ren t  educators ,  i t  is  not  s u r p r i s i n g  

t h a t  teachers  and supervisors  might f i n d  i.t d i f f i c u l t  t o  s t a t e  ind iv idua l ly ,  

l e t  alone agree  upon, what should be  t h e  aj-.ns o r  purposes of publ ic  school  

education. 

Lindblom's proposal f o r  an e f f i c i e n t  admin i s t r a t ive  process may he 

considered. He suggests  t h a t  agreement on values ( s u b s t i t u t e  aims o r  ob- 

jec t ives)  may not  he poss ib le  but agreement on pol icy  ( s u b s t i t u t e  course 

content  and teaching methods) may be agreed upon more e a s i l y :  

Agreement on policy'...becomes t h e  only p r a c t i c a b l e  test of  
t h e  po l i cy ' s  correc tness .  And f o r  one adminis t ra tor  t o  seek 
t o  win t h e  o the r  over t o  agrcemcmi on ends a s  w e l l  would 
accomplish nothing and c r e a t e  q u i t e  unnecessary controversy... 
I f  agreement d i r e c t l y  on pol icy  a s  a test f o r  ' b c s t '  pol icy  
seems a poor s u b s t j t u t e  f o r  t e s t i n g  the  pol icy  agains t  i t s  
ob jec t ives ,  it ought t o  be remcrnbercd t h a t  oh jec t ivcs  thcm- 
se lves  have no ult-imate vnlicl i ty otA-icr t h m  they a r e  zgreed 
upon. Ilcnce agreement i s t h e  test of- l b c s t l  pol icy  i  n 
both methods. 

(Lindblorn, 1364:69) 



Of course,  t h e r e  a r e  those  who would d isagree  with Lindbl-om. Lewis i s  

one of those: 

The phi.losophy behind objec t ives  is  t h a t  un less  s p e c i f i c  ob- 
j ec t ives  on a l l  l e v e l s  of operat ing the  school system a r e  set, 
mutually aqrced t o  and performed, t h e r e  w i l i  be r e l a t i v e l y  
l i t t l e  value  o r  b a s i s  f o r  measuring t h e  performance of edu- 
ca tors .  School management by objec t ives  is t h e  process by 
which a l l  t he  e f f o r t s  of t h e  employees of a school system a r e  
exerted toward achi.evjnq s p e c i f i c  objec t ives  wi th in  e s t ab l i shed  
time periods. A statement of objec t ives  is a personal  cornmit- 
ment t o  a s p e c i f i c  a c t  o r  r e s u l t s .  Object ive s e t t i n g  must be 
f u t u r e  oriented.  

(Lewis, 1973 : 67 ) 

There a r e  various poss ib le  sources of educational  aims o r  objec t ives  

and i n  a given s i t u a t i o n  e i t h e r  t h e  supervisor  o r  t h e  teacher  helng super- 

v ised  may appeal t o  c r i t e r i a  es tabl i shed by any one of seve ra l  sources. A 

provincial.  department of educat-ion may p resc r ibe  o r  recommend c e r t a i n  

courses o r  guidel ines  f o r  ins t ruc t ion .  However, recent1.y i n  B r i t i s h  Colurn!2ia 

t h e r e  have been co many rev i s ions  of courses t h a t  t h e  newly ' p resc r ibed '  

courses can he seen t o  be catching up t o  t h e  a c t u a l  c u r r i c u l a  i n  t h e  schools  

r a t h e r  then giving new guidel ines  t o  teachers.  School boards sometimes adopt 

broad statements of purposes o r  objec t ives  but  t h e s e  are o f t en  not  s p e c i f i c  

enough t o  a s s i s t  i n  determining c r i t e r i a  f o r  t h e  s u p e r v i s i m  of teachers.  

Probably t.he most common sources of exp1ici.t o r  i m p l i c i t  aims on which su re r -  

v i so ry  p rac t i ces  a r e  based come e i t h e r  f r o n  an agreement between t h e  super- 

v i s o r  and t h e  supervised teacher  o r  from t h e  supervisor  u n i l a t e r a l l y .  

There i s  o f t en  not  Bgrecment withj  n educational  systems, d i . s t r i c t s  and/ 

o r  schools  about t h e  aims of education and t h e r e i n  may l i e  one of t h e  prob- 

lems i n  agreeing upon e f f e c t i v e  p rac t i ces  f o r  the  supervi-sion of teachers.  



A second problem i n  s u p e r v i s ~ r y  p r a c t i c e s  i s  dcciding on how many 

supervisory personnel a r e  necessary. A s  school systems become l a r g e r  t h e r e  

is  a tendency f o r  t h e  number and kinds ?f supervisors  t o  increase.  (Lucio, 

1969:22) This implies t h a t  t h e  l a r g e r  t h e  system t h e  q r e a t e r  t h e  need f o r  

more supervisors .  Parkinson (1357) s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  two motivating 

fo rces  responsib le  f o r  an increascd number of supervisors :  an o f f i c i a l  

wants t o  mult iply sulmrdinates,  not r i v a l s ,  and o f f i c i a l s  make work f o r  

each other .  Lucio app l i e s  Parkinson's law t o  school supervision:  

. . . p.i.cture a school supervisor  who f e e l s  overworked. Because 
of t h i s  f e e l i n g  he may res ign ,  o r  halve t h e  work with a col -  
league, o r  demand t h e  a s s i s t a n c e  of two subordjnates.  Rather 
than l o s e  pension r l g h t s  o r  b r ing  i.n a  r i v a l  f o r  promotion, 
Parki.nson predj c t s  he w i l l .  demand t h e  suhordinates.  Two a r e  
necessary f o r  s t a t u s  reasons and t o  keep each rin order  by f e a r  
of t h e  o t h e r ' s  promotion. Parkinson gives a fu l l .  account of 
t h e  second f o r c e  by which severa l  o f f i c i a l s  do what one d i d  
before,  making s o  much work f o r  each o the r  t h a t  a l l  a r e  f u l l y  
occupied and t h e  o r i g i n a l  supen i . so r  _is working harder than 
ever. 

(Lucio, 1969: 22-31 

If a school d i s t r t c t ' l s  n e t  i n t e r e s t e d  Tn pr~vidi-ncj  jobs f o r  super- 

v i s o r s  whose work con t r ibu tes  l i t t l e  t o  improved t e a c h h g  and l ea rn ing  

then t h e  number of people appoi-nted t o  supervisory pos i t ions  must be moni- 

tored  ca re fu l ly .  

A t h i r d  prohlem r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  concept of ' supervis ion ' .  It usua l ly  

connotes j u d p e n t  of competence and/or a s s i s t ance  i n  improving pcrformance. 

It implies a  h i e r a r c h i c a l  system i n  which those  who have g r e a t e r  knowledge 

J 

and/or more exper t i se  a s sess  and a s s i s t  those  who have less knowledge and/or 

less expert ike.  A s  t eachers  may cons.i.der themselves professionally auton- 

omous t h c  aspect  of supervis ion  which r e l a t e s  t o  professi-onnl development 

may bes t  he done i n  a contcxt  o ther  than t h e  hi.erarchica1. "The key t o  

g e t t j n q  t:hc tcacher t-o want t o  Improvc rrlny bc t h ~  type of psychological 



con t rac t  t h e  school  organizat ion o f f e r s  t o  i t s  members." (Housego, 1973:4) 

Robinson has s t a t e d  t h e  problem succ inc t ly :  

I n  schools  today, then,  we have, e x i s t i n g  s i d e  by s i d e ,  
two inheren t ly  cont radic tory  f o ~ z e s  both of which a r e  
growing i n  importance. On t h e  one hand, t h e r e  i s  t h e  
bureaucra t ic  demand f o r  con t ro l  expressing i t s e l f  i n  
h i e r a r c h i c a l  supervi.sion, and on t h e  o the r  hand, t h e r e  
is  t h e  growing t rend towards teachers  developing pro- 
f e s s i o n a l  r o l e  concepts. 

(Robinson, 1965:4-5) 

There i s  evidence t h a t  teachers  a r e  becoming inc reas jng ly  concerned 

about profess ional  autonomy. For example, i n  1972 t h e  B.C. Teachers' 

Federat ion adopted a set of seven c r i t e r i a  f o r  teacher  evaluat ion  and i n  

1974 adopted a pol icy  " tha t  t h e  teachers  of B.C. accept  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of 

maintaining through a c o l l e g i a l  process t h e  competence of t h e i r  colleagues." 

I f  c o l l e g i a l  evaluat ion  and profess ional  growth through a c o l l e g i a l  

process \!ere t o  become a cornon p r a c t i c e  ( a s  it  i s  t o  a l a r g e  ex ten t  i n  t h e  

medical and l e g a l  profess ions)  then terms o the r  than ' supervis ion '  and 

' supervisors '  might b e t t e r  desc r ibe  t h e  assessment and a s s i s t a n c e  functions.  

/ 
h f o u r t h  problem concerns t h e  c o n f l i c t  i n  r o l e s  of  those  supervisors  
I 

who must both help  and judge t h e  same teachers.  The problem is  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

evident  where t h e  t e a c h e r ' s  bas ic  competence i s  quest ionable.  Gne of t h e  

condi t ions  f o r  improved teacher  performance i s  a f rank,  honest exchange of 

opinions between t h e  teacher  and t h e  supervisor .  I-Iowever, i f  t h e  teacher  

knows o r  f e e l s  t h a t  t h e  w&akncsses which he/she po in t s  out  t o  the  supervisor  

might be included i n  t h e  supervisor ' s  eva lua t ive  r epor t  t h e r e  w i l l  no doubt 

be consi.derable h e s i t a t i o n  i n  shar ing  such information. Even i f  t h e  t eacher ' s  

tenure  i s  not  a f fec ted ,  the re  may be a re luc tance  t o  exposc wealtncsscs and 

seek 11eI.p from a superordinate.  Blurhcrg (1374:2-3) s t a t e s  t h a t  "research 

s t rong ly  suggests  t h a t  supervisory-tcachcr rclntionsh.ips a r e  most o f t en  
k 
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seen a s  s u b t l e  and s t r a t e g i c  gamesmanship t h a t  is b e s t  charac ter ized  by 

closedness and clef e r~s iveness  . " 

There a r e  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  s e v e r a l  supervisory models which t r y  t o  

reduce t h e  t h r e a t  t o  t h e  teacher.  Golc%arnmer (1963) recomends a c l i n i c a l  

approach with f i v e  s t ages :  

1. The preobservation conference 
2. Observation of classroorn teaching 
3.  Analysis of the  da ta  derived from 

t h e  observation and prepara t ion  of 
t h e  stratecjy t o  be used i n  t h e  
supervisor- teacher conference 

4. The supervisor- teacher conference 
5. The post-confcrence i n  which t h e  

supervisor  evaluates  h i s  performance 

Lewis (1973:88) o f f e r s  a model based on an object ive-centered perforxance 

appra isa l .  H e  s t z t e s  t h a t  the  va lue  oE w i t i n g  perforiaancc ob jec t ives  i s  

t o  Ifprovide a c l e a r  focus f o r  performance a c t i v i t y "  and t o  "provide a means 

by which t h e  educational  leader  and t h e  educator e n t e r  in. to a con-tract  f o r  

performance." Neagley and Evans (1364:159-160) agree  t h a t  before  e f f e c t i v e  

supervision can t ake  p lace  "good rappor t  should exist between t h e  teacher  

and t h e  supervisor." However, they a l s o  s t r e s s  t h a t  I f i t  is no longer 

poss ib le  t o  genera l ize  concerning t h e  c o r r e c t  procedures t o  use  under a l l  

circumstances i n  classroom v i s i t a t i o n  and observation. l%e v i s i t o r ,  t h e  

purpose of t h e  v i s i t ,  t h e  teacher  v i s i t e d ,  and t h e  type  of a c t i v i t y  observed 

condit ion t h e  procedures t o  be  used." Blunberg (l965:3-4) recornmends t h a t  

supervisory conferences might be more productive i f  a t  t h e  beg.i.nning the 
4 

supervisor  engaged t h e  teacher  i n  a d iscuss ion of how t h e  teacher  perceives 

t h e  supcrvisor-keacher r e l a t ionsh ip .  Moreover, supervisors  shculd work 

with teachers  i n  such a manner t h a t  defensiveness,  where i t  exists,  i s  

replaced by supportivcncr,s. ComFort and Bol.-~en a l s o  po in t  ou t  t h e  problem 

of t.hc c o n f l i c t i n g  r o l e s  which som supervisory personnel encounter : 



The most recent  body of research  and conceptual iza t ion  r e l a t i v e  
t o  t h e  supervisory r o l e  e x p l i c i t l y  views t h e  appropr ia te  
functicn/focus as one of i a c i l i k a t i n g  c u r r i c u l a r  and Tnstruc- 
t i o n a l  improvement. Supported by t h e  research  on human 
r e l a t i o n s  and change, emphasis i.s given t o  t h e  idea of 
working wi-th teachers  I n  conceiving, implementing, and - 
eval.uc?ting changes i n  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  practices...The super- 
v i s o r  i s  t o  be  viewed by t h e  teachers  a s  non-threatening, 
open t o  t h e i r  needs and ideas ,  providing information when 
requested,  and a s  iden t i fy ing  with the  ?eachers...To what 
degree do supervisors '  d e f h e d  t a s k s  inc lude  (a )  the judging 
of teacher  performance, (b: t h e  communicati.on of periorrnance 
judgenents t o  t h e  ac~min i s t r a t ive  s t a f f ,  and (c) t h e  enforce- 
ment of administratj.ve pol.i.cy? The l a t t e r  t h r e e  t a sk  dimen- 
s ions  have a propcnsi ty f o r  undermininq t h e  achievement of 
the proposed focus of supervision.  

(Comfort, 1974:628) , 

If  t h e  assessment and a s s i s t a n c e  r o l e s  a r e  incompatible, i n  t e r m s  of 

t h e  same person carry ing out  both funct ions ,  it may be advisable  t o  separa te  

them. Indeed, it has been arcjued t h ~ t  those who judge t eachers '  b a s i c  

competence should be completely divorced from t h e  professional  development 

ro le .  Bridges (1371) advocates a d i sc losure - f ree  system of evaluat ion  i n  

which: 

1. The evaluators  and evaluatees  must have 
complete anonymity. 

2. The evaluatee  decides whether a def ic iency 
exists t h a t  hc/she wishes t o  co r rec t .  There 
a r e  no sanct ions  t o  be  used aga ins t  t h e  
person i f  he/she chooses t o  ignore t h e  
i n f  ormati.on. 

3. P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  system is  voluntary ,  
and t h e  evaluatee  determines t h e  types of 
in fo rmt i -on  which he/she considers  r e l evan t  
t o  h i s /hc r  performance. 

C 

4. A n e u t r a l  t h i r d  pa r ty ,  one completely inde- 
pendent of the  educat ional  systern i n  which 
t h e  evaluators  and cvaluatees  a r c  employed, 
ga the r s ,  analyzes,  and r e p o r t s  t h e  in fo r -  
mation t o  the  appropr ia te  people wi th in  
t h e  system. 



This system could be structured around any one or all of the three standard 

variables in judging teacher competence--prcduct, process and presage, 

In discussing the role of the principal, Enns argues: 

The real tasks of the principal in his school--givj.ng 
leadership in program development, in staff development, 
in creating an organizational climate conducive to 
teaching \.nd learning in public relations, and the 
myri-ad other tasks involved in running a school well-- 
are so important, and so arduous, that to require 
teacher evaluation as well would divert attention and 
effort away from what seem to be the central concerns. 

(Enns, 1965:33) 

Of course, it can be argued that the assessment and assistance func- 

tions are so closely rela-ted as to be inseparable, that the evaluator should 

do everything possi-ble to help the evaluatee overcome teaching deficiencies 

before the flnal judgement is made. 

A fifth problem in supervisory practices needs to be considered: the 

difficulty of measuring or determining the degree to which there is a causal 

relationship between the teaching by the teacher and learning by the studmts, 

Greenfield discusses this problem: 

... much research has been devoted to the evaluation of teacher effec- 
tiveness. It is apparent from this study that classroom effects 
are only part of the forces which go to produce achievement in 
pupils. Some account must therefore be taken of the total com- 
plex of organizational factors which have a bearing upon class- 
room achi.evment, particularly if a teacher is to be judged 
by the performance of pupils in a class. The teacher is only 
one of many significant elements in a classroom system which 
have an influence upon the achievement of pupils. Therefore, 
even if classroon sources of pupil achievement can be isolated 
from other system effects, there remains the problem of which 
of the many variables in classrooms are significant in relxtion 
to pupil achievement. 

(Greenfield, 1964:30) 

A sixth problem centres around the validity and reliabi.lity of'the per- 

ceptions, advice and judrjements of supervj.soq personnel. In a stucly in- 

volvi.ng sixty-thxee superi.nter,dcntr; and sTxty-five pri.nci.pals, North found 



"extreme discrepancies" not  only i n  t h e  r a t i n g s  of a lesson commonly oh- 

served but  a l s o  i n  t h e  descript i .ons of t h a t  lesson. He concludes: 

I n  l i g h t  of t h e  f indings  of t h i s  s tudy,  adminis t ra tors  
may w e l l  need t o  re-examine t h e i r  conceptions of good 
teaching i f  they a r e  t o  maintain claims t o  expertness 
and i n f  a l l i b i . l i t y  i n  t h i s  area.  

(Worth, 1961:5) 

I n  February 1975 a s i m i l a r  experiment was conducted with a c l a s s  of 

seventeen second-ycar graduate s tudents  (most of whorn were pract icj-ng school 

admj.nistrators) enrol led  5.n t h e  A&inistrati .ve t eadersh ip  Program a t  Simon 

Fraser  University, The r a t i n g s  and desc r ip t ions  of a commonly observed 

lesson a l s o  var ied  g rea t ly .  

The s i x  problems discussed above---the disagreement about t h e  ai-ms of 

education, t h e  number of supervisory personnel needed, the  c o n t r a t i i c t o q  

forces  of h i e r a r c h i c a l  con t ro l  and profess ional  autonomy, t h e  c o n f 1 i c t l . n ~ ~  

assessment an3 a s s i s t a n c e  r o l e s  of same supervisors ,  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  of 

determining v~hich sources of pupi l  achievement can be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  

teacher  inf luence  and t h e  d iscrepancies  mong supervisors1  percept3 om--- 

i n d i c a t e  a need t o  maintain an ongoing d iscuss ion on and inves t iga t ion  h t o  

e f f e c t i v e  methods f o r  evaluat ing  teacher  competence and ass is t i -ng  teachers  

i n  t h e i r  profess ional  growth, 
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R E S E A R C H  P R O C E D U R E S  

TI IE S PJ4PLE 

A random, s t r a t i f i e d  proport ional  sample of elementary classroom 

teachers  ir! North Vancouver was conducted. The survey ques t ionnai re  

was intended f o r  only classroom teachers :  personnel such as  l i b r a r i a n s ,  

remedial reading t eachers ,  adminis t ra tors ,  counsel lors  and o the r s  who 

do not enrol  a c l a s s  nor spend most of t h e i r  time teaching a r egu la r  

c l a s s  were not  included i n  t h e  sample. Because i.t was presumed t h a t  

pract i .ces r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  evaluat ion of teacher  competence and t o  t h e  

profess ional  development of teachers  might vary from school t o  school 

it was considered necessary t o  ensure a response from a s  many schools 

a s  possible.  

A t  t h e  time of t h e  survey t h e r e  were 446 elementary classroom 

teachers  i n  t h e  North Vancouver school d i s t r i c t :  ques t ionnai res  were 

s e n t  t o  100 of these .  The number of classroom teachers  i n  each of t h e  

d i s t r i c t ' s  th i r ty-one  elementary schools  (annexed schools were considered 

a s  a p a r t  of t h e  l a r g e r  schools)  was dete.rmined and each school was 

a l loca ted  a propor t ional  representa t ion  i n  t h e  sample. For example, 

Blueridge Elementary had twenty teachers  and was a l loca ted  fi.ve teachers  

whereas Cloverley Elementary had eleven teachers  and was a l loca ted  two 
C 

teachers  i n  t h e  sample. 

On a master list of a l l  teachers  wj th in  each school i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  

t h e  names of the  classroom teachers  were numhercd. To ge t  a random samplc 

from wi th in  cach school ,  cw-dboard t iclccts  with numbers on thcm corres-  

L 
b 



T A B L E  I 

QUESTIONNAIRES SENT OUT AND RETURNED 

Nurnber of 
Classroom 
Teachers Pumber of Number of 
In Each Quest ionnai res  Quest ionnai res  
School Sent  Out Returned 

Total 44 G 100 75 

-. . . rii 



2 6 

ponding t o  t h e  numbers assigned t o  each t eacher  on t h a t  s t a f f  were drawn from 

a container:  t h e  number of t i c k e t s  drawn was governed by t h e  predetermined 

propor t ional  a l l o c a t i o n  f o r  each school. Thus a l ist  o f  100 elementary 

classroom teachers  was drawn up. 

DATA COLLECTTON PROCEDURES 

With t h e  permission of t h e  Superintendent of Schools f o r  North Vancouver, 

an explanatory l e t t e r  (Appendix A ) ,  t h e  ques t ionnai re  (Appendix B ) ,  a stamped 

self-addressed envelope i n  which t o  r e t u r n  t h e  ques t ionnzi re ,  and a stamped 

self-addressed postcard were s e n t  by means of t h e  school board ' s  twice-weekly 

de l ive ry  system t o  t h e  100 teachers.  A s  explained i n  t h e  l e t t e r ,  t h e  postcard 

was intended t o  provide a check on which teachers  had returned t h e  question- 

n a i r e  but  a t  the  same t i n e  t o  ensure c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y .  Seventy-five quest ion- 

n a i r e s  were returned.  

The responses were tabula ted  by hand. Each of t h e  t a l l i e d  raw scores  

f o r  t h e  seventy-eight ca tegor ies  was computed i n t o  a percentage of t h e  t o t a l  

responses within each of t h e  t h i r t y  numbered statements. For example, under 

s t a t a n e n t  number 1 i n  s e c t i o n  A on page 1 of t h e  questionnaire, the  "at no tine" 

category received 31 responses out  of t h e  75 responses t o  t h a t  statement s o  

t h a t  category received a 41% response ( s e e  Table 111). Moreover, t h e  responses 

t o  t h e  78 ca tegor ies  were analysed i n  terms of  t h e  four c r i t e r i a  l i s t e d  under 

t h e  personal da ta  sec t ion .  For example, t h e r e  were 15 questj.01-iaire r e t u r n s  
J 

from teachers  i n  t h e i r  second o r  t h i r d  year ;  of t h e s e  15  t eachers ,  14 checked 

t h e  "a t  no time" category f o r  statement number 2 i n  s e c t i o n  A on page 1 s o  

t h a t  category rcceived a 93% respo i~sc  (see Appcnclix C) 
" .  



TABLE I1 

PERSONAL DATA ON RETURNED 
QUESTIONNAIRES 

Years of Teaching Experience: 

9 i n  first year  
15 i n  second and t h i r d  yea r  
20 i n  four th ,  f i f t h  and s i x t h  year  
31 more than s i x  years  

S ize  of Present  School : 

15 under 250 s tudents  
22 from 250 t o  400 s tudents  
36 more than 400 s tudents  

2 had no responses 

Current Tenure Within t h e  D i s t r i c t :  

63 continuing appointment 
11 temporary appointment 
1 placed on prohati-on 

- - 

Main Teaching Area This Year: 

9 Kindergarten 
34 Grades 1 t o  3 
32 Grades 4 t o  7 



In  computj-ng t h e  percentages, a l l  f i g u r e s  were rounded off  and 

the re fo re  t h e  percentages f o r  almost a l l  s tatements t o t a l  38% o r  93%. 

INSTNJI EIJTATION 

The ques t ionnai re  was se l f -cons t ructed  and judged t o  have face  

v a l i d i t y  because t h e r e  w e r e  v i r t u a l l y  no quest ions about t h e  intentions 

of t h e  quest ions and t h e r e  was l i t t l e  ambiguity of responses. I n  e f f e c t  

each teacher  was asked: 

How much evaluat ion  of your teaching competence have you 
received t h i s  year  and from whom? 

Given t h e  p e r s o m e l  vho a r e  cu r ren t ly  assigned t o  supervisory 
d u t i e s  and who a r e  your colleagues on s t a f f  a t  your school ,  
how much evaluati.on of your teaching competence wou1.d you l i k e  
t o  have received t h i s  year  and from whom? 

H O ~ J  much a s s i s t a n c e  i n  your profess ional  cleveloprnent have you 
received t h i s  year  and from whom? 

Given t h e  personnel v:ho a r e  cu r ren t ly  assigned t o  supervisory 
d u t i e s  and who a r c  your colleagues on s t a f f  a t  ycur school ,  
how much a s s i s t a n c e  i n  your profess ional  development w o ~ l d  you 
l i k e  t o  have received t h i s  year  and from whom? 

Regardless of t h e  present  incumbents i n  supervisory p o s i t i o n s  
o r  of t h e  t eachers  t h o  happen t o  be assigned p resen t ly  t o  your 
s c h o s l l s  s t a f f ,  lwho is  ab le  t o  eva lua te  your competence a s  a 
teacher? 

Regardless of t h e  present  incumbents i n  supervisory pos i t ions  
o r  of t h e  teachers  who happen t o  be assigned p resen t ly  t o  your 
school ' s  s t a f f ,  who i s  a b l e  t o  he lp  ycu i n  your professj-onal 
development? 

In order t o  keep the4ques t ionna i re  a s  s h o r t  and as simple a s  poss ib le ,  

it was l imi ted  t o  s i x  pages which rcquired minimal e f f o r t  t o  complete. 

The preli.minary page requested four  ituns of i n f o m a t i o n  about t h e  

respondent: ycars  of  teaching expericnce, s i z e  oT present  school ,  cu r ren t  

tenure  within t h c  d i s t r i c t  and main teaching a r m .  The fol lcwing 



four  pages cons t i tu ted  P a r t  One and attempted t o  e l i c i k  percepkions about 

t h e  first four ques t ions  above. The l a s t  page w e s  P a r t  Two and t r i e d  t o  

f i n d  out t h e  more general ized perceptions with r e spec t  t o  ques t ions  5 

and 6 above. 

Each of t h e  s'atements i n  Pa r t  One began wi th  "During t h i s  school 

year  ..." i n  order  t o  emphasize t h a t  it was cur ren t  p rac t i ces  about which 

perceptions were sought. The t i m e  ca tegor ies  i n  s tatements 1, 2 and 3 

on pages 1 and 2 and i n  a l l  s tatements on pages 3 and 4 were kept  con- 

s t a n t :  t h e  " a t  no t i m e "  category was obviously necessary,  t h e  "1-ess than 

1 hour i n  t o t a l "  category was considered necessary i n  order  t o  i -ndicate 

minimal supervisi.on, and the  category " fo r  between 1 tnd 5 hours i.n total." 

would i n d i c a t e  t h e  equivalent  of not  more than one f u l l  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

day. 

Although t h e  only l e g a l l y  recognized repor t ing ,  i.n B r i t i s h  Col.umbia, 

on teachers '  coinpetence i s  t h e  o f f i c i a l  r e p o r t  signed hy a p r i n c i p a l  o r  

Superintendent of Schools, classroom teachers  and principals sometimes 

w r i t e  letters of recommendation f o r  col leagues and the re fo re  "a letter 

of profess ional  recommendation" was included i n  s tatement 4, 5 and 6 on 

pages 1 and 2. 

I n  d e s i g n k g  P a r t  Two considera t ion  was given t o  as1ci.n~~ teachers  

t o  rank the  various persons o r  groups of persons i.n order  of perceived 
C 

a b i l i t y  t o  evaluate  and t o  ass:ist teachers.  However, 1.t was r e j e c t e d  on 

t h e  b a s i s  t h a t  a f l e x i b i l i t y  of response mi.ght be r e s t r i c t e d .  Statements 

4 and 5 undcr Sect ion  A and statement 5 undcr Sect lon  B were included a s  

poss ib lo  a l t e r rmt ives  t o  present  p rac t i ces .  Statement. 3 under Sect ion  B 



is presently encouraged by North Vancouver School Board policy which 

allows school staffs to appoint classroom teachers to educational 

leadership positions and either that such teachers be paid additional 

allowances or that substitute teacher time be provided for released 

professionai development time. 



C H A P T E R  T V  

R E S U L T S  A R D  D l S C U S S I O N  

A U n i t e d  ana lys i s  of t h e  da ta  from t h e  re turned ques t ionnai res  is  

made i n  t h i s  chapter .  Table I T 1  is  a summary of a l l  responses and i s  t h e  

t a b l e  from vhich most of t h e  fj .qures quoted a r e  ext rac ted .  

The preliminary page of t h e  quest.ionnairc? asked teachers  t o  p.rov.i.de 

four  :.terns of personal  information. The first question'  asked t h e  respondents 

how many years of teaching experience they had: Tables I V  and VIII give  t h e  

p e r c e n t a ~ e  of responses according t o  t h i s  c1ass.i f i c a t i o n .  Si.mj l a r l y ,  T-~hl.es 

V and IX give t h e  percsntage of responses according t o  the school s i z e ,  

Tables V I  and X g.i.ve the percentage of ri_.spc.nses accorti:ing tc the t eachers '  

tenure ,  a ? ~ d  Tables V I I  X I  g ive  the percentage of rezponses according t o  

t h e  main teaching area  (Grade l e v e l )  of khe teachers .  

The ana lys i s  of t h e  da ta  is  divided i n t o  s i x  sec t ions .  The f i r s t  

t h r e e  sec t ions  dea l  wi th  t h e  da ta  on t h e  evaluat ion  of teacher  competence 

and the l a s t  t h r e e  dea l  wi.th da ta  on t h e  a s s i s t ance  j.n profess ional  qrowth. 

Each of t h e  s i x  sec t ions  begins with a number of s tatements c i t i n g  what a r e  

thought t o  bo t h e  nos t  important and s i g n i f f c a n t  data.  Eclch s e c t i o n  con- 

cludes with a b r i e f  discussion.  



TABLE 111 

TOTAL RESPONSES TO EACH CATEGORY AS A 
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL RESPONSES 

' WITHIN EACH NUPIBERED STATEMENT 

P a g e  Statement Category 
L e s s  than llore than 

No t i m e  1 hr. 1-5 hr. 5 hr. 

Y e s  No 
5 4 4 5 

103 
12 3 7 

73  2 5 
2 6 73 
2 9 70 



ACTUAL E V A L U A T I O N  OF TEACIE?? CG?TFETE?$X 

Writ ten evaluat ion of t eachers '  profess ional  a b i l i t y  i s  made almost 

exclusively by p r inc ipa l s .  I n  t h i s  sample, no teacher  received an 

eva1uat:i.m repor t  from t h e  superintendents  and only two of t h e  75 

teachers  received l e t t e r s  of recommendation from classroom t,eachers 

whereas 54% received evaluat ions  from pr inc ipa l s .  A l l  first year tea- 

chers received a w r i t t e n  repor t  from pr inc ipa l s :  approximately ha l f  of 

t h e  teachers  with more experience received a r epor t  from pri.ncipals.  

It may be s i c ~ n i f i c a n t  t h a t  i n  schools with l e s s  than 400 s tuden t s ,  more 

than 7076 of the  teac5ers  received r e p o r t s  from p r i n c i p a l s  whereas i n  

schools with more than 400 s tudents  only 41% received evaluat ions.  

Almost a l l  teachers on temporary appoi.ntnent (90%)  received an evaluatj-on 

f ron  principals but cnly 477: of t h o r c  on c o n t i n u i ~ g  appointment received 

such evaluat ions.  

Not only izrere p r inc ipa l s  responsj.ble f o r  almost a l l  w r i t t e n  evaluat ion  

of teachers '  work but  a l s o  they did almost a l l  t he  observation 0% teachi.ng 

i n  order  t o  evaluate  teaching competence. Whereas 94% of a l l  teachers  

had no observation t i m e  e i . ther  from o the r  teachers  o r  from t h e  superin- 

tendents ,  l e s s  than one-half (41%) received no observation t.imc from 

pr incipals .  A 1 1  f i r s t - y e a r  teachers  received a t  l e a s t  some observati.on 

time and more than h a l f  (55% of t h e  f j r s t - y e a r  teachers  had from one t o  

f i v e  hours of observation t i m e  from prj.nci.psls. On t h e  o the r  hand, of 

those  with more than t h r e e  years  of teaching experfence, 50% received no 

observation time from pr inc ipa l s  and only approxi.matcly 3.07: recei.ved 

fron one t o  f i.vc hours. Teachers on temporary appointment rece.i.ved 



more observation time from pr inc ipa l s  than d id  teachers  on continuing 

appointment: 90% of temporary teachers  received some time bu t  only 51% 

of continuing teachers  received some t i m e .  

It may be s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  although a l l  f i r s t  yea r  teachers  received 

repor t s  from p r i n c i p a l s ,  33% recej-ved l e s s  than one hour of observation 

and t h a t  although 90% of t h e  temporary teachers  received r e p o r t s ,  45% 

received less than one hour of observation from princi.pals.  

It is  not unexpected t h a t  p r i n ~ ~ p a l s  do most of t h e  observation of 

teachers '  teaching and t h e  evaluat ion  of t eachers '  competence. Prin- 

ci.pals a r e  required by provi.ncia1 regu la t ions  and school Soard p o l i c i e s  

t o  make w r i t t e n  r e p o r t s  on teachers  wi th in  t h e i r  schools. They have t i m e  

during regu la r  classroom hours t o  do t h e  evaluat ing:  elementary c l a s s -  

room teachers  do not  normally have t h e  opportunity,  unless  they a r e  

team teaching,  t o  observe o ther  teachers  teaching and superintendents  

probably have s o  much o the r  work t o  do and have s o  many teachers  wt th in  

t h e i r  d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  it i s  poss ib le  f o r  them t o  observe and w r i t e  r e p o r t s  

on only those  few teachers  whose b a s i c  competence is  questioned. 



DESIRED EVALUATION OF TEACIIING COKPETEPJCE 

Tota l  responses i n d i c a t e  t h a t  teachers  would l i k e  more evaLuation 

of t h e i r  teaching a b i l i t i e s .  Approximately h a l f  (54%) rrccei-ved an 

evaluat ion from p r i n c i p a l s  bu t  almost three-quar ters  (73%) would l i k e  

t o  have had an evaluat ion  from pri.ncipals.. Altkough no one i n  t h e  sample 

received a r epor t  from t h e  superintendents ,  one-quarter (26%) would lj-ke 

t o  have received one. S imi lar ly ,  only 2% received evaluati.ons from 

teachers  but 29% would l i k e  t o  have received evaluat ions  frcm teachers.  

Although none of t h e  f i rs t  year  teachers  received a wri.tten evalu- 

a t i o n  from o the r  teachers  o r  t h e  superi.ntendents,  44% wc~.~lc! l i k e  t o  have 

received an e v a l u a t i o : ~  from other  teachers  and 44% would l i k e  t.o have 

received an evaluat ion from a superintendent .  Of those  with more than 

t h r e e  years  cf experi-ence, approximately one-quarter (26%) would l..ike t o  

have had an evaluat ion  from a superintendent  and almost one-third ( 3 3 ; )  

would l i k e  t o  hzvc rcwi.ved ZP. e v a l u a t i m  from s t h e r  teachers .  Almost 

ha l f  (45%) of those  on temporary appointment would l i k e  t o  have received 

an evaluat ion  from a superintendent  and one-quarter (27%) would l i k e  t o  

have received one from a teacher.  O f  t h e  63 teachers  on continuing 

appointment , 30% would l ike t o  have received a w r i t t e n  evaluat ion from 

a teacher. 

Teacher responses t o  s tatements about how much observation t i m e ,  

p r imar i ly  t o  evaluate  t h e i r  competence, they wauld l i k e  t o  have had 

indica ted  t h a t  they v~oillc! l i k e  t o  have had more t i m e  than  they a c t u a l l y  

received. 571: a c t u a l l y  received some t i m e  from p r i n c i p a l s  but  77$ 

sa id  they wou1.d l i k e  t o  have recci-ved some time: 31'$ rcccived one hour 



o r  more but  60% would l i k e  t o  have received one hour o r  more. 

There a r e  some even g r e a t e r  d i f f e rences  wi th in  t h e  four  personal  da ta  

ca tegor iza t ions ,  For example, although 46% of t h e  teachers  with two o r  

t h r e e  years  of experience received one o r  more hours of observation from 

pr inc ipa l s ,  80% would l i k e  t o  have had one o r  more hours. I n  schools  of 

250 o r  more s tuden t s ,  approxinately 33% received one o r  more hours of 

observation from p r i n c i p a l s  but  58% wouLc1 l i k e  t o  have received one o r  

more hours, 2 6 b f  t h e  teachers  on continuing appointment recei.vcd one 

o r  more hours of  observation t i m e  from p r i n c i p a l s  y e t  58% would l i k e  t o  

have received one o r  more hours, 

Teachers would a l s o  have l iked  more observation t i m e  from a super- 

intendent:  4% received some t i . m e  whereas 37%, would l i k e  t o  have recej-ved 

zone time, S imi la r ly ,  teachers  would l i k e  t o  have received more obser- 

vatS.on ti.me from c t h c r  teachers.  5% received some t i m e  but 3% would 

l i k e  t o  have received some t i m e :  almost one-third ( 3 0 % )  of t h e  teachers  

would l i k e  t o  have received one o r  more hours of observation,  primari ly 

t o  evaluate  the i r  competence, from one o r  more teachers.  

On t he  b a s i s  of t h i s  da ta  it  seems j u s t i f i a b l e  t o  s t a t e  t h a t  many 

teachers  would welcome more observation o.? t h e i r  teaching,  p a r t j c u l a r l y  

from pr inc ipa l s  and o the r  teachers ,  f o r  t h e  purpose of evaluat ing  t h e i r  

teaching exper t i se ,  There a r e  a t  l e a s t  two poss ib le  reasons why c l a s s -  

room teachers1  perceived needs i n  t h i s  a rea  a r e  apparent1.y not met---the 

lack of s u f f i c i e n t  t i n e  and a re luc tance  t o  pass judgement on a t e a c h e r ' s  

profess ional  a b i l i t y .  Thc time f a c t o r ,  with r e spec t  t o  classroom 

teachers  repor t ing  on o the r  classroom teachers ,  has already been mentioned 



i n  t h e  previous sec t ion:  a s  most classroom teachers  have self-contained 

classrooms and teach a t  t h e  same times i t  i s  not  poss ib le  f o r  them t o  

observe o ther  teachers  i n  order  t o  evaluate  t h e i r  teachi-ng. I n  l i g h t  

of some of t h e  problems r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  evaluat ion  of teaching competence, 

a s  discussed i n  Chapter I1 ( t h e  cont radic tory  fo rces  of h ierarchica l  

con t ro l  and profess ional  autonomy, t h e  c o n f l i c t i n g  assessment and a s s i s -  

tance  r o l e s ,  t h e  d i f f j - cu l ty  of s t a t i n g  with assurance which sources of 

pupi l  achievement can be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  t e a c h e r ' s  inf luence  and t h e  

u n r e l i a b i l i t y  of observers '  perceptions about what i s  happening educa- 

t i o n a l l y  .i.n t h e  classroom), it  j s  reasonable t o  expect t h a t  many c l a s s -  

room teachers and p r i n c i p a l s  would be r e l u c t a n t  t o  pass judcpent on a 

t eacher ' s  profess ional  e f fec t iveness .  



GETERALIZED PERCEPTIONS NlOUT PERSOWEL AEIX EFFECTIVELY TO EVALUATE 

COI'WETEPJCE 

The f i r s t  two pages of t h e  ques t ionnai re  were intended t o  e l i c i t  

from teachers  t h e i r  perceptions about cu r ren t  evaluat ion  p r a c t i c e s ,  

given t h e  personnel appo inkd  t o  t h e i r  schools  and t o  d i s t r i c t  pos i t ions  

t h i s  year. A page f i v e  of t h e  ques t ionnai re  teachers  were inv i t ed  t o  

respond, with a more general ized viewpcint on a f ive-point  s c a l e ,  a s  t o  

which persons a r e  usua l ly  a b l e  t o  evaluate  t eacher  competence. 

A l a r g e  majori ty of t h e  teachers  i n  t h i s  sample f e l t  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  

a r e  able  t o  evaluate  teachers  e f f e c t i v e l y :  80% agreed o r  s t rong ly  agreed 

and only 6% disagreed o r  s t rongly  dissgrced.  Only 40% agreed o r  

s t rongly  agreed t h a t  superintendents  a r e  a b l e  t o  evaluate  teachers.  I n  

response t o  t h e  statement t h a t  one o r  more teachers  on t h e  same s t a f f  

a r e  ab le  t o  evaluate  t h e  conpetence of a  teacher  on t h a t  s t a f f ,  62% 

e i t h e r  agreed o r  s t rong ly  agreed. 37% agreed o r  s t rong ly  agreed t h a t  a  

team o r  teams of tc;c!?ers a p p i n t e d  by the sc:liool board a r e  a b l e  t o  

evaluate  teacher competence and 33% agreed o r  s t rong ly  agreed t h a t  a  

team .x teams of teachers  e l ec ted  by t h e  teachers  i n  t h e  school d i s t r i c t  

a r e  ab le  t o  evaluate  teacher  competence. There was a consl.derable 

frequency of lundecidedf responses t o  both t h e  proposi t ion of school. 

board appointed teams and t h e  proposi t ion of teacher  e l ec ted  teams: 38% 

and 37% respect ive ly .  
4 

If a response i n  t h e  fundecided' category ind ica tes  e i t h e r  neutra-  

l i t y  o r  a t  l e a s t  a wi l l ingness  t o  part i .ci  pa te  without a  c0mrni.t-ment t o  

ensure success,  t h e  addi.ti.on of t h e  responses i n  t h e  ' s t rongly  agree1 ,  



' agree '  and 'undecided' ca tegor ies  y i e l d s  sorile i n t e r e s t i n g  r e s u l t s .  

9377 of t h e  teachers  a r e  a t  l e a s t  r ecep t jve  t o  t h e  evaluat ion  of teachers  

being done by p r inc ipa l s .  66% f e l t  t h a t  superintendents  mjght, a t  

l e a s t ,  be able  t o  evaluate  teachers.  To each of t h e  o the r  t h r e e  pro- 

posals ,  namely, teachers  on t h e  same s t a f f ,  teams of teachers  appointed 

by t h e  school hoard, and teams of teachers  e l ec ted  by teachers ,  approx- 

imately three-quar ters  of t h e  sample group did  no t ,  a t  l e a s t ,  objec t :  

7475, 75% and 78% respect ive ly .  

Although t h e r e  was no space provided f o r  w r i t t e n  remarks on t h e  

ques t ionnai re ,  s e v e r a l  teachers  commented t h a t  although superintendents  

might have t h e  abi1 . i . t~  t o  evaluate  -teacher competence e f f e c t i v e l y ,  they 

do not have enough -t-ime t o  d o  so. Siml.larly, seve ra l  teachers  a l s o  

commented t h a t  classroom teachers might be a b l e  t o  evaluate  teacher  

competence ef fec t j -ve ly  bwt it would be necessary t o  provLdc them v~i.th 

non-teaching time i n  order  f o r  them t o  he a b l e  t o  do t h e  evaluat ion.  

There a r e  s e v e r a l  poss ib le  reasons why such a l a r g e  number of 

teachers responded posi t i .vely t o  t h e  statement t h a t  principals a r e  a b l e  

t o  eval-uate teacher  competence. Many may have experl.enced a worthwhile 

evaluat ion process with a p r inc ipa l .  It may be f e l t  t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  

have the  time a v a i l a b l e  t o  do a sound evaluat ion.  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

teachers  may be l i eve  t h a t  princj-pals  have t h e  necessary knowledqe anci 

wisdom i n  order  t o  mabe a v a l i d  judgment on professj.ona1 teaching 

exper t i se .  

It would seem reasonable t o  conclude from t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h i s  

survey t h a t  although most classroom 1:cachers a re  conf idcn t  t h a t  



pr inc ipa l s  a r e  a b l e  t o  eva lua te  teacher  competence, many elementary 

classroom teachers  would welcome changes v~hich would make it poss ib le  

a l s o  f o r  designated classroom teachers  t o  eva lua te  o the r  classroom 

teachers.  More than one t h i r d  would be receptj.ve t o  a proposal t h a t  a 

team o r  teams of teachers ,  e i t h e r  appointed by t h e  school  board o r  

e l ec ted  by t h e  teachers  i n  t h e  school d i s t r i c t ,  evaluate  teacher  compe- 

tence: an add i t iona l  t h i r d  of t h e  teachers  might be r ecep t ive  t o  such 

a proposal. A t  l e a s t  one ha l f  of t h e  elemertary teachers  would be 

recep t ive  t o  a p lan  whereby one o r  more t eachers  on a s t a f f  evaluate6 

t h e  competence of teachers  on t h e  same s t a f f :  an add i t iona l  t h i r d  of 

the teachers  might wish t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  such a plan. 



Classroom teachers  i n  t h i s  sample received most of t h e i r  a s s i s t a n c e  

f o r  profess ional  growth from e i t h e r  p r i n c i p a l s  o r  t h e  d i s t r i c t ' s  super- 

v i s o r s  and consultants .  42% received some a s s i s t a n c e  from p r i n c i p a l s  

and 167L received one o r  more hours from pr inc ipa l s .  Approximately one- 

t h i r d  (357L) received some a s s i s t a n c e  time from supervisors  o r  consul- 

t a n t s :  of these ,  13"/0eceived one o r  more hours. 

F i r s t  yea r  teachers  received more a s s i s t a n c e  time from princi-pals  

than did those  with more experience: 77% i n  t h e i r  first yea r  received 

a t  l e a s t  some a s s i s t a n c e  whereas 45% of those  i n  t h e i r  second o r  t h i r d  

years  recejved he1.p from t h e  princi-pals ,  40% of those  i n  t h e i r  four th ,  

f i f t h  o r  s i x t h  year ,  and 30% of those  with more than s i x  years  of 

teaching experience received soine a s s i s t a n c e  from pr inc ipa l s .  Teachers 

on temporary appointment recei.ved more a s s i s t a n c e  time from prj.ncipals 

than did those  on continuing appointment: 81% of t h e  temporary teachers  

received a t  l e a s t  some t i m e  and 33% of t h e  continuing teachers  received 

some t i m e .  There s e a s  t o  he a tendency f o r  p r i n c i p a l s  t o  g5ve more 

ass i s t ance  t o  teachers i n  t h e  younger grades: 59% of t h e  Grades 4 t o  7 

teachers  received no ass i s t ance ,  55% of t h e  Grades 1 t o  3 teachers  and 

only 44% of t h e  Kindergarten teachers  received no help. 

The supervisors  and consul tants  i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  from which t h e  
C 

sample was taken gave much more a s s i s t a n c e  t i m e  t o  teachers  on temporary 

appointment t-han those on conti.nuing appointment: 81% of t h e  temporary 

teachers  rccejved a t  l e a s t  some t i m e  hut  only 2 6 2  of t h e  continuing 

teachers recei-ved a t  l e a s t  some t h e .  The supervi.sors and consul tants  



tended t o  spend more t i m e  i n  schools  with under 250 s tuden t s  than i n  

t h e  l a r g e r  schools: 40% and approximately 67% respec t jve ly .  Moreover, 

the  supervisors  and consul tants  gave more a s s i s t a n c e  t i m e  t o  those  i n  

t h e i r  first year  than those  with more experience. Three-quarters of 

t h e  teachers  with more than t h r e e  years  of experience received no 

ass i s t ance  t i m e ,  40% of those  i n  t h e i r  second o r  t h i r d  yea r  received no 

t i m e  and only 22% of those  i n  t h e i r  first year  received no time from 

supervisors  o r  consul tants .  

It would seem t h a t  many classroorn teachers  r ece ive  a t  t h e i r  

schools no a s s i s t a n c e  i n  t h e i r  profess ional  growth. More than h a l f  

(54% rece ive  no a s s i s t a n c e  time from pr inci -pals ,  p r a c t i c a l l y  a l l  (92%) 

rece ive  no a s s i s t a n c e  t i m e  from t h e  supcr in tendents ,  almost two-thirds 
- 
(61%) r ece ive  no tjme from t h e  supervisors  o r  consu l t an t s ,  and about 

six-scvent'ns (86% r ece ive  no ass i s t ance  t h e  from o the r  clsssroorn 

teachers.  



DESIRED ASSISTAI~!CE 17.1 PROFSSSIOIL7AL GROI.!TII 

The apparent b rev i ty  o r  lack of a s s i s t a n c e  time which teachers  

a c t u a l l y  r ece ive  from others  i s  i n  sharp  c o n t r a s t  t o  teachers1  percep- 

t i o n s  about how much time they would 1 i . k  t o  recei.ve from o the r s  i n  order 

t o  a s s i s t  them i n  t h e i r  profess ional  growth. The g r e a t e s t  d i f f e rences  

l i e  i n  t h e  t i m e  ca tegor ies  of one o r  more hours. Althou@ only 1.G;: 

received one o r  more hours from p r i - x i p a l s ,  54% wouid l i k e  t o  have 

received one o r  more hours;  1% received one o r  more hours from t h e  

superintendents  but  16% would have welcomed one o r  more hours;  13% had 

one o r  more hours from t h e  supervisors  o r  consul tants  y e t  52% w ~ u l d  

l i k e  t o  have received one o r  more hours; only 2% received f ron o the r  

teachers  i n  t h e i r  schools one o r  more hours of a s s i s t a n c e  i n  t h e i r  pro- 

f e s s i o n a l  devc?lopnent whereas 17?> v:oulcl l i .ke t o  hsve received one o r  

more hours of a s s i s t a n c e  from t-heir  teaching colleagues. 

Temporary teachers  tend t o  want more a s s i s t a n c e  t i m e  than do 

contj-nuing teachers.  For example, a l l  temporary teachers  wanted a t  

l e a s t  some a s s i s t a n c e  t i m e  from pr inc ipa l s  but  only 80% of t h e  contin-  

uing teachers  wanted some time. 61% of t h e  temporary teachers  wanted 

one o r  more hours of t j . m e  from supervisors  o r  cor.sult-ants bu t  only 47% 

of t h e  continuing teachers  wanted one o r  more hours. 

It is  apparent t h a t  elementary classroom t~eachers  would l i k e  t o  

have more a s s i s t a n c e  y i t h i n  t h e i r  schools than they present ly  receive.  

Because t h e  responses i n  t h e  ca tegor ies  of one o r  more hours were 54% 

f o r  p r inc ipa l s ,  5% f o r  supervisors  or  consul tants  and 47% f o r  o the r  

teachers  on the  same s t a f f ,  i t  a l s o  seems evi.dent teachers  perceive t h a t  



more a s s i s t a n c e  from each of these  groups of educators  would be valuable  

t o  them i n  improving t h e i r  teaching exper t i se  and thus  benefi-ttimg the  

ch i ld ren '  s education. 



GENERA1,TZED PERCEPTIONS ADWT PERSONNEL P.BLE TO ASSIST EFFECTIVELY 

I N  TFIE PROPESSIC':.'J, CRC'. JTFI CF TEACIEXS 

Results  of t h i s  survey show a g r e a t  d e a l  of confidence i n  t h e  

a b i l i t y  of a t  l.east four  groups of educators  t o  h e l p  teachers  devel-op 

profess ional ly .  Responses i n  t h e  'Agree' o r  'Strongly Agreef ca te-  

gor.i.es t o  s tatements t h a t  designated groups of educators  a r e  ab le  t o  

g ive  teachers  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  profess ional  growth t o t a l  a s  f o l l m s :  

84% f o r  p r i n c i p a l s ,  87% f o r  teachers  on t h e  same s t a f f ,  81% f o r  teachers  

appointed by t h e  school board, and 76% f o r  teachers  e l ec ted  by teachers  

i n  t h e  school d i s t r i c t .  Moreover, 5f t h e  responses i.n t h e  'Disagree'  

and 'Strongly Disagree'  ca tegor ies  a r e  added then only 8% dlsagree  

t h a t  p r inc ipa l s  a r e  ab le  t o  s i v e  such ass i s t ance ,  20% d i sagree  t h a t  

superintendents  a r e  a b l e  t o  c;i.ve assi .s tance,  only 5% dd.i s ag ree  t.hat 

teachers  on t he  sane s t a f f  a r e  a b l e  t o  g ive  a s s k t a n c e  for profess ional  

growth, only 4% d i sagree  t h a t  teachers  appointed by t h e  school hoard a r e  

a b l e  t o  give such a s s i s t a n c e ,  and only 6% disagree  t h a t  teachers  e l ec ted  

by t h e  teachers  i n  the  school d i s t r i c t  a r e  a b l e  t o  g ive  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  

profess ional  development. It may be sj.gnifi.cant t h a t  most of  t h e  

disagreement concerr,i.ng the  l a t t e r  t h r e e  qroups came from teachers  with 

more than s i x  years  of teaching experience, who a r e  i n  schools  with more 

than 400 s tuden t s ,  and who a r e  on continuing appointment. 

Several  teacher5  again commented i n  t h e  margins of t h e  ques t ionnai re  

t h a t ,  i n  order  f o r  classroom teachers  t o  a s s i s t  o the r  classroom teachers ,  

t i m e  would have t o  be  provided. 



It is evident  t h a t  most teachers  a r e  r ecep t ive  t o  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  

professional growth not only f r g m  t h e  offic!.ally reccgnizcd supervisory 

personnel such a s  p r i n c i p a l s ,  supervisors ,  consul tants  and superintendents  
- 

hut  a l s o  irom various o the r  educators such a s  classroom tearl5cr-s on t h e  

same s t a f f ,  classroom teachers  f ron  o the r  schools ,  o r  poss jh ly  teachers  

from o the r  d i s t r i c t s .  The p o t e n t i a l  f o r  profess ional  growth could he 

exc i t ing  . 



C H A P T E R  V 

C O N C L U S I O N S  A N D  

I M P L I C A T I O N S  

This study began with several assumptions, It took it to be the 

case that all o: at least almost all classrooin teachers v~culc: like to 

be professionally competent and would like to grow continuously in their 

professional expertise. It was assumed that in making decisions zbout 

who should evaluate teachers1 performance and help tlim irnprove their 

teaching skills, it woulcl be reasonclble to consult those most. directly 

affected by the decisions, nmely, classroocl teachers. It was furtlier 

assumed that teachers1 pcrceptions about what changes are needed to 

improve current supervisory. practices need not necessarily he the only 

reason for changes in practices but that teachers' perceptions shou1.d 

at least be given serious and thorough consider~tion. Iloreover, it 

was assumed that it might be interesting to see jf a random sample of 

elementary classroom teachers in one school district generally concurred 

with the recently adopted policy of the B.C.T.F. (discussed in Chapter 11). 

Although any analysis must be interpreted carefully because the size 

of some subsets arc very small, the results of this survey lead to a 

nurnbcr of conclusions : 

1. Many teact,ers in elementary schools would ljke to recei-vc more 
written evaluations, of their competence as teachers. 

2, Ilany teachers in elcmcntary schools would like to receive written 
evaluations not only from principals and supcrintendcnts but 
also Trcm one or more classroom teachers. 



3. Many teachers  i n  elementary schools  would l i k e  t o  have t h e i r  tcaching 
obse-rved, p r S m r i l y  f o r  the  purpose of cva lua t j  ng t h e i r  cozpetence, 
over a longer period of t i m e .  

4. Many teachers  i n  elementary schools  would l i k e  t o  have t h e i r  teaching 
observed, pr imar i ly  f o r  t h e  purpose of evaluat ing  t h e i r  competence, 
not  only by p r i n c i p a l s  and ruperintendents  but  a l s o  by one o r  
more teachers.  

5. Flany teachers  i n  elementary schools would l i k e  t o  r ece ive  observation 
of t h e i r  teaching and djscussi.on a b m t  t h e  s t r eng ths  and weakness?.? 
i n  t h e i r  teaching f o r  more =tended periods of time than they 
cur ren t ly  receive.  

6. Many teachers  i n  elementary schools  woulu l i k e  t o  r ece ive  obser- 
va t ion  of t h e i r  teaching and discuss jon of  t h e  s t r eng ths  and weal:- 
nesses i n  t h e i r  teaching not  only from p r i n c i p a l s ,  superintendents ,  
supervisors  and consul tants  but  a l s o  from o the r  teachers .  

7. Many teachers  i n  e lenentary  schools  would welcome changes i n  t h e  pro- 
cedures f o r  evaluat ing  teacher  competence which would al.101-1 such 
groups a s  one o r  more teach?rs on t h e  same s t a f f ,  teams of 
teachers  appointed by t h e  school board o r  teams of teachers  nlected 
by t h e  teachers  i n  t h e  school d i s t . r i c t  t o  evaluate  classroom 
teachers '  performance. 

8. A l a r g e  majori ty of teachers i n  elementary schools  would support 
changes which woul-d make it poss ib le  f o r  teachers  t o  r ece ive  
ass i s t ance  I n  t h e i r  profess ional  growth not  only from pr inc ipa l s ,  
super in tendmts  and teachers  appo5nted by t h e  school board t o  
supervisory o r  consu l t a t ive  pos i t ions  but  a l s o  from teachers  on 
t h e  same s t a f f  and teachers  e l ec ted  by teachers  i n  t h e  school 
d i s t r i c t .  

The expressed d e s i r e  of many teachers  t o  r ece ive  evaluat ions  of 

t h e i r  teaching a b i l i t i e s  from a g r e a t e r  number of personnel could bc 

based on a t  l e a s t  two fac to r s .  F i r s t ,  a s  teachers  would l i k e  t o  r ece ive  

more evaluat ion than %hey present ly  g e t  and a s  those  who do almost a l l  

t h e  evaluat ion  now, na'incly , p r i n c i p a l s ,  may not  have t h e  t i r n c ?  avai- lable 

t o  meet ndcquatcly t eachers1  f e l t  needs f o r  evaluation, jf some of t h e  

cvaluat ion of t eachers f  work wcre done a l s o  by classroom teachers  wi th in  

t h e  scl-loo1 j t  may so lve  a prohlcm. Seconctly, although t c ~ ? c h c r s  express 
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a s t rong  confidence i n  t h e  a b i l i t y  of p r i n c i p a l s  t o  evaluate  teacher  

performance, because research  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  perceptions of one 

evaluat ion  o f t e n  v a r i e s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from another  evaluat ion  ( ~ o r t h : 1 9 6 1 )  

it may be advisable  t o  have severa l  profess ional  opinions about t h e  

competence of a teacher ,  no t  necessa r i ly  f o r  t h e  p ro tec t ion  of t h e  

teacher  erhose coinpetence i s  being evaluated but  pr imar i ly  f o r  t h e  pro- 

t e c t i o n  of t h e  ch i ld ren  under whose inf luence  they must b e n e f i t  o r  

suffer .  Peer evaluat ion,  i n  add i t ion  t o  evaluat ion  by a superordinate ,  

nay be nore e f f e c t i v e  i n  ensuring t h a t  incoapetent  teachers  a r e  re leased 

from t h e i r  con t rac t  o r  f i r e d .  On t h e  o the r  hand, as  most teachers  whose 

b a s i c  competence i s  not  questioned probably want more w r i t t e n  evaluat ion  

of t h e i r  teaching abl l i ' iy  i n  order  to have sound credenkia ls  i n  case 

they ~ 6 s h e d  t o  be promoted o r  t o  g e t  a pos i t ion  i n  another  school ,  changed 

procedures which provided an opportunity f o r  teachers  t o  g e t  more 

evaluat ion  might be possible.  

Peer evaluat ion  of teachers  i s  a w e l l  e s t ab l i shed  p r a c t i c e  i n  some 

school systems. For example, Blumberg (19'74) r e p o r t s  one process i n  t h e  

United S t a t e s  ( l i v o n i a ,  Michigan) where peer evaluat ion  has been going on 

f o r  more than f i v e  years .  Although t h e r e  a r e  p o t e n t i a l  abuses of  such 

an evaluat ion  system, such a s  t h e  e l e c t i o n  o f  eva lua to r s  on grounds of 

popular i ty  r a t h e r  than e x p e r t i s e ,  t h e  teachers  i n  t h a t  system apparently 

feel "...it i s  working w q l l  and t h a t  t h e  chances f o r  abuse a r e  lessened 

because s o  many people a r e  jnvolved i n  t h e  process." (Blurnberg, 1974:1621 

If classroom t e a c l ~ e r s  a r e  t o  evaluate  o t h e r  classroom teachers ,  

one of t h e  obvious problems t h a t  needs t o  be d e a l t  with is  t h e  provision 

of time to do tho  evalua'iion. Where team -Leaching i s  poss ib le  t h e  

a v a i l a b i l i t y  of time may not  be a s  great: a problcm. Ilowcver, i n  a 



school d i s t r i c t  with not  enouqh funds t o  provide f o r  a consjdarahle 

add i t iona l  amount of s u b s t i t u t e  teacher  time i n  order  t o  r e l c a s e  

teachers  t o  do t h e  evaluat ions ,  maybe one of t h e  few a l t e r n a t i v e s  

ava i l ab le  is t h a t  t h e  p r inc ipa l s  teach more and thus provide time f o r  

classroom t t a c h e r s  t o  observe o ther  teachers ,  This might r e q u i r e  a 

r e -de f in i t ion  of p r i n c i p a l s '  current  t a sks ,  

A peer evaluat ion  system might minimize some of t h e  problems out- 

l ined  i n  Chapter 11. If a t  t h e  beginning of t h e  school year  t h e  s t a f f  

menbers of a school  agreed upon what t h e  major aims of t h e  school  shoul6. 

be and ways i n  which teachers  would t r y  t o  achieve these  aims, t h e r e  

would a t  l e a s t  be some com.only recognized r e f e r e n t  points  on which t o  

judge t eachers '  performance. The problem of deciding on how many supnr- 

v isory  personnel should be appointed t o  a school d i s t r i c t ,  i.r? c rde r  t o  

provide adequate e v ~ l u a t i o n  of t eachers1  performance, would be minimal--- 

peer evaluati.on may even allow ior a reduction i n  t h e  d i . s t r i c t ' s  f u l l -  

time superv.i.sory s t a f f .  Peer evaluat ion  could l e s sen  t h e  f r i c t i o n  

caused by t h e  cont radic tory  fo rces  of h i e r a r c h i c a l  con t ro l  and pro- 

f e s s i o n a l  autonomy. 

One problem i n  supervision which peer eva lua to r  may not so lve  j.s 

t h e  c o n f l i c t  between t h e  r o l e  of evaluat ion  and t h e  r o l e  of a s s i s t a n t .  

A teacher i n  t h e  Livonia system i s  quoted a s  saying: 
C 

"My coach was on t h e  same grade l e v e l  as I was. We worked together  
on problems and shc was t h e  person t o  whom I could address ques- 
t ions .  I think I would have been r e l u c t a n t  t o  ask t h e  s m e  ques- 
t i o n s  of my p r inc ipa l  o r  evaluator ,  Of course,  what I did  not 
know u n t i l  j u s t  a s h o r t  time ago was t h a t  my coach was he r se l f  
.Involved 3n evaluating m e .  Pcrhaps had I known t h a t  I would have 



been less comfortable about exposing my weaknesses t o  her." 
(Elurnberg, 1971:162) 

Given a s t a f f  of f i f t e e n  o r  more t eachers ,  i t  would probably be 

f e a s i b l e  t o  d iv ide  t h e  evaluati.on and a s s i s t a n c e  funct ions  among var ious  

teachers  s o  t h a t  t h e  two funct ions  could be exerc ised  d i s c r e t e l y .  

As t h e  teachers  i n  t h i s  p r o j e c t ' s  sampie i n d i c a t e  considerable 

receptj-vi ty t o  t h e  proposal of peer evaluat ion ,  and a s  peer evaluatj.on 

seem t o  have been working success fu l ly  i n  severa l  school systems, o f fe r -  

ing  classroom teachers  i n  one o r  more R.C. school d i s t r i c t s  t h e  oppor- 

t u n i t y  of partici.pa.ting i n  a peer evaluat ion  system seems appropriate.  

There i s  very s t rong  support among t h e  teachers  i n  t h i s  sample 

f o r  a s s i s t ance  i n  profess ional  development from a g r e a t e r  nurcber of 

educators than is  c u r r e n t l y  avai lable .  Although only t h r e e  a l t e r n a t i v e  

sources of a s s i s t ance  were prof Fered .!'.n t h e  ques t ionnai re ,  in add-i t i o n  

t o  t h e  t r a d t t i o n a l  sources of princi-pals ,  super in tendents ,  supervi.sors 

and consul tants ,  t h e  confidence teachers  obviously have i n  t h e  a b i l i t y  

of classroom teachers  t o  a s s i s t  them i n  t h e i r  profess ional  g r ~ w t h  j u s t i -  

f i e s  experimentati-on with a l t e r n a t e  profess ional  development programs. 

One such a l t e r n a t i v e  might be t h e  Educational Leadership plan 

operat ing i l l  North Vancouver. The school board pol icy  e n t i t l e s  eac3 

e lementaq  school t o  a g ran t  based on the  number of teachers  on s t a f f .  

These monies may be used e i t h e r  t o  pay one o r  more classroom teachers ,  

deslgnatcd as educatidnal  leaders ,  s p e c i a l  allowances f o r  providing 

o the r  teachers with profess ional  development o r  t h e  monies may he used 

t o  buy the  sc rv ices  of substitute teachers so t h a t  classroom teachers  

can be re leased from teaching t i - m e  jn  order  t o  plan t e a c h h g  s t r a t e g i e s  
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cooperat ively,  t o  share  new ideas ,  t o  review new teaching mztc r i a l s ,  e t c .  

Although t h e r e  has a s  y e t  been no o f f i c i a l  r e p o r t  on t h e  e f f ~ c t j v e n e s s  

of t h i s  program, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  terms of whether o r  not classroom 

teachers  f e e l  they have benef j t t ed  from i t ,  informal conversat ions ind i -  

c a t e  t h a t  i n  a t  l e a s t  some schools  teachers  a r e  gaining valuable  prc- 

f e s s i o n a l  a s s i s t ance  f r ~ m  i t .  

Although t eachers  i n  t h i s  survey a r e  very much i n  favour of c l a s s -  

room teachers  (or of those  tlho normally teach fu l l - t ime  but  may be on a 

s h o r t  term appointment t o  a s p e c i a l  pos i t ion  wi th in  the  d i s t r i c t )  

a s s i s t i n g  o the r  classroom teachers  i n  t h e i r  p ro fess iona l  growth, they 

seem not t o  be very concerned about who deslignates t h e  ass js tSng 

tcackcrs.  The da ta  does sucjgest, however, t l ~ i ~ t  teachers would be recep- 

t i v e  t o  a s s i s t a n c e  from a v a r i e t y  cf personnel. 

Some of t h e  problems discussed i n  Chapter I1 might he a l l e v i a t e d ,  

i n  t h e  area  of a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  profess ional  development, i f  a l t e r n a t i v e  

I 

personnel were ava i l ab le .  If classroom teachers  could he lp  o the r  c l a s s -  
I 

room teachers ,  no add i t iona l  fu l l - t ime supervisory positions need he 

es t ab l i shed ,  t h e  f r i c t i o n  between t h e  fo rces  of h i e r a r c h i c a l  con t ro l  

and profess ional  autonomy would not  be c rea ted ,  t h e  evaluat ing  and 

a s s i s t i n g  r o l e s  could be divided among more persons and kept d i s c r e t e ,  

and because more persons could he involved i n  a s s i s t i n g  a teacher  to 

develop professionally, t h e r e  might be more ohjec t iv i - ty  i n  t h e  t o t a l  

a s s i s t ance  given a teacher.  

There seems t o  he a t rend i n  t h e  publ-jc school system i n  B r i t i s h  

Columbia toward decen t ra l i za t ion  of decjs ion  making. I n  some school 



d i s t r i c t s  t h e  teaching s t a f f s  of t h e  schools a r e  given t h e  opportunity 

of s e l e c t i n g  new s t a f f  members. It probably follows t h a t  with t h i s  

add i t iona l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  should go t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  ob l iga t ion  of pro- 

v id inq t h e  new s t a f f  members with adequate profess ional  ass is tance .  

Because most teachers  would l i k e  more a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  profess ional  growt:: 

and because those  cu r ren t ly  appointed t o  supervisory posi.tions may not  

have t h e  ava i l ab le  time, a  program whereby classroom teachers  could he lp  

o the r  classroom teachers  might make it pcss ib le  f o r  s t a f f s  t o  f u l f i l l  

adequately t h i s  ob l iga t ion  toward new s t a f f  members. 

A s  a  concise s u m a r y  of t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h i s  survey, t h r e e  major 

conc3.usions can be drawn. F i r s t ,  elementary c lassroon teachers  would 

l i k e  t o  r ece ive  more observation and evaluat ion  of t h e i r  teaching. 

Secondly, elementary c.lassroom teachers  would l i k e  t o  recej.ve more 

ass i s t ance  f o r  p ro iess ions l  development than they c u r r e n t l y  receive.  

And t h i r d l y ,  elementary classroom teachers  a r e  r ecep t3 .v~  t o  ~valluati.c?r! 

and ass i s t ance  belng given by a  g r e a t e r  number of personnel. 
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APPENDIX A 

310 Eas t  29th S t r e e t ,  
North Vancouver, B.C., 
May 26, 1375. 

Dear Colleague: 

Enclosed is  a ques t ionnai re  which is  being s e n t ,  with t h e  per- 
mission of the  Superintendent of Schools, t o  one hundred classroom 
teachers  i n  the  elementary schools  of North Vancouver. 

I should l i k e  t o  us? t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h i s  ques t ionnaj re  i n  a 
s p e c i a l  p ro jec t  f o r  a course I am completing a t  Simon Frase r  Universi ty.  
Moreovcr, a s  we a r e  i n  a period of t r a n s i t i o n  with r e spec t  t o  cducati-onal 
leadersh?p,  profess ional  development and evaluat ion  of teacher  competence, 
I thinli  it might be  appropr ia te  t o  take  a survcy of t eachers '  perceptions 
about t h r e e  current  profess jonal  concerns: 

1. Is it necessary t o  evaluate  o r  judge teacher 
competence? If it i s ,  who should do t h e  
evaluat ion? 

2. Do teachers  need ass?'.stance wfthin t h e  schools  
t o  grow profess ional ly?  I f  they do, who should 
g ive  t h a t  a s s i s t ance?  

3.  Can those  who eva lua te  t eachers '  competence 
a l s o  a s s i s t  effecl- ively i n t h e  profess ional  
development of t h e  same teachers?  

Although t h e r e  could be t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h e  
r e s u l t s  of t h i s  questi .onnaire a s  an evaluat ion  of t h e  work done hy people 
i n  speci-a1 pos i t ions ,  t h a t  i s  not  my i .ntention and I t r u s t  nobody e l s e  
w i l l  attempt t o  i n t e r p r e t  t h e  r e s u l t s  i n  those  terms. Fly i.ntenti.on i s  
s o l e l y  t o  determine whether o r  not  classroom teachers  f e e l  t h a t  cu r ren t  
supervisory p rac t i ces  need t o  be changed. 

I hope you can take  about t e n  minutes now o r  t h i s  evening t o  f i l l  
out  t h e  accompanying ques t ionnai rc  and r e t u r n  it t o  me jn t h e  enclosed, 
stamped, self-addressed envelope. Also enclosed is a stamped, s c l f -  
addressed postcard. A t  t h e  t i n e  you mail the  ques t ionnai re  p lease  a l s o  
mail t h e  postcard. I n  t h i s  way t h e  c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  of t h e  responses w i l l  
be ensured and a t  t h e  same time I w i l l  know who has returned t h e  quest-ion- 
na i re .  If i t  is e a s i e r  f o r  you, pleanc drop both t h e  completed qucs t jonnai rc  



and t h e  postcard i n t o  t h e  school board de l ive ry  bag. I would apprecia te  a 
r e l a t i v e l y  l a rge  number of r e t u r n s  t o  ensure t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  of t h e  sample. 
I hope you w i l l  not  mind my phoning you a t  home i f  I have not received your 
r e t u r n  withj.n a week. 

Many thanks f o r  your help, 

Yours t r u l y ,  

David L. Janzen. 

DW/ld 



APPENDIX R 

Q U E S T I O N N A I R E  ------------- 
Teachers' Perceptions About 

The Supervision of Teachers 

In order to ensure the confidentiality of your responses, 
please do not put your name on this questionnaire, 

There are two parts, The first deals with your present 
school and with those who are currently on your staff or who hold 
positions within this district, The second part asks you to gen- 
eralize: your responses might indicate a desire to maintain current 
practices or to make changes in those practices. 

Personal Data 

1, Years of teaching experience: 

- in first year 
- in second or third year 
- in fourth, fifth or sixth year 
- more than six years 

2. Size of present school: 

- under 250 students 
- from 250 to 400 students 
- more than 400 students 

3. Current tenure within the district: 

- continuing appointment 
- temporary appointment 
- placed on probation 

4. Main teaching area this year: 

- Kindergarten 
- Grades 1 to 3 
- Grades 4 to 7 



P A R T  O r J E  ---- --- 
A. Actual Evaluation of My Teaching Competence 

1, During this school year the principal observed my teaching, 
primarily to evaluate my competence as a teacher: 

- at no time 
- for some time 
- for between 1 
- for more than 

but less than 1 hour in total 

and 5 hours in total 

5 h a ~ s  in total 

2, During this school year the superintendent or assistant 
superintendent observed my teaching, primarily to evaluate 
my competence as a teacher: 

- at no time 
for some time but less than 1 hour in total - .  

- for between 1 and 5 hours in total 
- for more than 5 hours in total 

3, During this school year one or more teachers (other than 
the principal) observed my teaching, primarily to evaluate 
my competence as a teacher: 

- at no time 
- for some time 
- for between 1 
- for more than 

but less than 1 hour in total 

and 5 hours in total 

5 hours in total 

4, During this school year the principal wrote for me a letter 
of professional recommendation or a report on my com- 
petence as a teacher: 

5. During this school year the superintendent or assistant 
superintendent wrote for me a letter of professional 
recomrnendatio~ or a report on my competence as a teacher: 

6. During this school year one or more teachers (other than 
the principal) wrote for me a letter of professional 
recommendation or a report on my competence as a teacher: 



Be Desbed Ehraluation of My Teaching Competence 

Regardless of what the  actual  evaluation was, please 
indicate  a preference. 

1. During t h i s  school year I would l i k e  t o  have had the  
principal observe my teaching, primarily t o  evaluate 
my competence a s  a teacher: 

7 
a t  no time 

- f o r  some t i m e  but less than 1 hour i n  t o t a l  

- f o r  between 1 and 5 hours i n  t o t a l  

- f o r  more than 5 hours i n  t o t a l  

2. During t h i s  school year I would l i k e  t o  have had the  
superintendent or  a s s i s t an t  superintendent observe my 
teaching, primarily t o  evaluate my competence as  a teacher: 

- a t  no time 

- f o r  some time but less than 1 hour i n  t o t a l  

- f o r  between 1 and 5 hours in t o t a l  

7 
f o r  more than 5 hours i n  t o t a l  

3. During t h i s  school year I would l i k e  t o  have had one o r  
more teachers (other than the  pr incipal)  observe my 
teaching, primarily t o  evaluate my c~mpetence a s  a teacher: 

-- a t  no time 

- f o r  some time but less than 1 hour i n  t o t a l  

- f o r  between 1 and 5 hours i n  t o t a l  

- f o r  more than 5 hours i n  t o t a l  

4, During t h i s  school year I would l i k e  t o  have received from 
the pr incipal  a l e t t e r  of professional recommendation 
o r  a report  on ny competence a s  a teacher: 

5. During t h i s  school year I would l i k e  t o  have received from 
the  superintendent or  a s s i s t an t  superintendent a l e t t e r  
of professional recommendation or a report  on my com- 
petence a s  a teacher: 

6. During t h i s  school year I would l i ke  t o  have received from 
one o r  more teachers (other than the  pr incipal)  a l e t t e r  
of professional recommendation or  a report  on my com- 
petence a s  a teacher: 



C ,  Actual Assistance In My Professional Growth 

1, During this school year, in order to assist me in my pro- 
fessional growth, the principal observed my teaching 
and discussed with me the strengths and weaknesses in 
my teaching: 

-.. at no time 

- for some time but 'ess than 1 hour in total 
- for between I and 5 hours in total 
- for more than 5 hours in total 

2, During this school year, in order to assist me in my pro- 
fessional growth, the superintendent or assistant super- 
intendent observed my teaching and discussed with me the 
strengths and weaknesses in my teaching: 

- at no time 
- for some time but less than 1 hour in total 
- for between 1 and 5 hours in total 
- for more than 5 hours in total 

3, During this school year, in order to assist me in my pro- 
fessional growth, the district's supervisors or consultants 
observed my teaching and discussed with me the strengths 
and weaknesses in my teaching: 

- at no time 
- for some time but less than 1 hour in total 
- for between 1 and 5 hours in total 
- for more than 5 hours in total 

4. During this school year, in order to assist me in my pro- 
fessional growth, one or more teachers on my school's staff 
(other than the principal) observed my teaching and dis- 
cussed with me the strengths and weaknesses in my teaching: 

, at no time - 
- for some time but less than 1 hour in total 
- for between 1 and 5 hours in total 
- for more than 5 hours in total 



D ,  Desired Assistance In My Professional Growth 

Regardless of what the  actual  ass is tance was, please 
indicate  a preference in each category, 

1. During t h i s  school year, i n  order t o  a s s i s t  m e  i n  my pro- 
fessional growth, I would l i k e  t o  have had the  pr incipal  
observe my teaching and discuss with me the  strengths and 
weaknesses i n  my teaching: 

- a t  no time 

- f o r  some time but less than 1 hour i n  t o t a l  

- f o r  between 1 and 5 hours i n  t o t a l  

- f o r  more than 5 hours i n  t o t a l  

2. During t h i s  school year, i n  order t o  a s s i s t  m e  in my pro- 
fess ional  growth, I would l i k e  t o  have had the  superinten- 
dent o r  a s s i s t an t  superintendent observe my teaching and 
discuss with me the  strengths and weaknesses i n  my teaching: 

- a t  no t i m e  

- f o r  some time but l e s s  than 1 hour i n  t o t a l  

- f o r  between 1 and 5 hours in t o t a l  

- f o r  more than 5 hours i n  t o t a l  

3, During t h i s  school year, i n  order t o  a s s i s t  m e  i n  my pro- 
fessional growth, I would l i k e  t o  have had the  d i s t r i c t ' s  
supervisors o r  consultants observe my teaching and discuss 
with nre the  strengths and weaknesses i n  my teaching: 

- a t  no t i m e  

- f o r  some time but l e s s  than 1 hour in t o t a l  

- f o r  between 1 and 5 hours i n  t o t a l  

- f o r  more than 5 hours i n  t o t a l  

4. During t h i s  school year,  in  order t o  a s s i s t  m e  i n  my pro- 
fess ional  growth, I would l i k e  t o  have had one o r  more 
teachers on my school ls  s t a f f  (other  than the  pr inc ipa l )  
observe my teaching and discuss with m e  the  s t rengths  
and weaknesses i n  my teaching: 

- a t  no t i m e  

- f o r  some time but l e s s  than 1 hour i n  t o t a l  

- f o r  between 1 and 5 hours i n  total 

- f o r  more than S hours i n  t o t a l  



P A R T  T W O  ---- --- 
A. Effective Evaluation of Teacher Competence 

Under the headings strongly agree (SA) ,  agree ( A ) ,  unde- 
cided (U), disagree (Dl, and strongly disagree (SD), please 
check how you about each 

1, Principals are able to evaluate 
teacher competence. 

2. Superintendents or assistant super- 
intendents are able to evaluate 
teacher competence. 

3. One or more teachers on the same 
staff (other than the principal) 
are able to evaluate teacher 
competence, 

4, A team or teams of teachers, 
appointed by the school board, 
are able to evaluate teacher 
competence, 

5 .  A team or teams of teachers, 
elected by the teachers in the 
school district, are able to 
evaluate teacher competence, 

Be Effective Assistance to the Professional Growth of Teachers 

Principals are able to give 
teachers assistance for pro- 
fessional growth, 

Superintendents and assistant 
superintendents are able to 
give to teachers assistance 
for professional growth, 

Teachers on the same staff (other 
than the principal) are able 
to give to teachers assistance 
for professional growth. 

Teachers appointed by the school 
board to supervisory or con- 
sultative positions are able 
to give teachers assistance 
for professional growth, 

Teachers elected by the teachers 
in the school district to super- 
visory or consultative positions 
are able to give teachers assis- 
tance for professional growth, 
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APPENDIX D 

ACCORDING TO S I Z E  OF PRESENT SCHOOL, 
RESPONSES TO EACH CATEGORY ON THE F I R S T  FOUR PAGES 

AS A FERCENTAGE OF FESPONSES WITHIN EACH hWBERED STATEPiENT 

Page S t a t e -  1Jo Tl'.me 
ment Under 250- Over 

Enrolment 250 400 400 

Page S t a t e -  Y e s  - No - 
ment Under 250- Over Under 250- Over 

Enrolment 250 400 400 250 400 400 

Less than  1 h r .  
Under 250- O~er 

350 400 400 

3 -5 hours 
Under 250- Over 

250 400 400 

33 36 25 
9 

46 54 4 1  
30 18 13 
33 29 25 

6 32 8 
4 

2 6 9 2 
2 

40 40 30 
13 18 13 
53 40 30 
40 31  4 1  

Nore than 5 h r ~ .  
Under 250-  Over 

250 400 400 

4 2 

2 
2G 9 13 

6 
13 9 2 
6 4 2 

6 9 3 
4 

13 27 7 3  
6 4 

20 18 11 
1 3  18 5 



APPENDIX E 

ACCORDING TO CURRENT TEPJUFE IVITHIN THE DISTRICT, 
RESPONSES TO EACH CATEGORY ON THE FIRST FCUR PAGES 

AS A PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES WITHIN EACH NUT.EIEERED STATEI'IENT 

P a g e  State- N o  Time Less than 1 hr . 1-5 hours 
ment Temp. Cont. Temp. Cont. Temp. Cont. 

1 1 3 4 7 36 2 5 4 5  25 
1 2 90 9 6 9 3 

More than 5 hrs . 

Page State- Yes - No - 
merit Temp. Cont. I Temp. Cnnt. 



APPENDIX F 

ACCORDING TO M A I N  TEACHING A-%A THIS YEAR, 
RESPOPJSES TO EACH CATEGOXY ON THE FIRST FOUR PAGES 

A S  A PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES WITHIN EACH NUITBERED STATEMENT 

Page State- N o  Time 
ment K 1-3 4-7 

Page S t a t e -  Y e s  - 
merit K 1-3 4-7 

1 4 66 64 43 
1 5 

1-5 hours 
K 1-3 4-7 

L e s s  t h a n  1 h r .  
K 1-3 4-7 

No - 
K 1-3 4-7 

33 35 53 
100 100 100 

More t h a n  5 hrs . 
E 1-3 4-7 
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APPENDIX I 

ACCORDING TO CURRENT TElJURE WITHIN THE DISTRICT, 
RESPONSES TO EACH CATEGORY CN PAGE FIVE AS A PERCENTAGE 

OF RESPOT\JSES WITHIN EACH NUNBETZED STATDENT 

Page S t a t e -  C a t e g o r y  
ment S A 

7 

A - u - D - SD - 
Temp. C o n t .  Temp. C o n t .  Temp. Ccnk.  Tern?. C o n t .  Temp. C o n t .  
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