
University of Tennessee, Knoxville University of Tennessee, Knoxville 

TRACE: Tennessee Research and Creative TRACE: Tennessee Research and Creative 

Exchange Exchange 

Doctoral Dissertations Graduate School 

6-1986 

Importance of Teaching Competencies for Secondary Teachers in Importance of Teaching Competencies for Secondary Teachers in 

North Carolina as Perceived by Educational Practitioners and North Carolina as Perceived by Educational Practitioners and 

Policy Makers Policy Makers 

Colleen K. Cody 
University of Tennessee - Knoxville 

Follow this and additional works at: https://trace.tennessee.edu/utk_graddiss 

 Part of the Educational Administration and Supervision Commons 

Recommended Citation Recommended Citation 
Cody, Colleen K., "Importance of Teaching Competencies for Secondary Teachers in North Carolina as 
Perceived by Educational Practitioners and Policy Makers. " PhD diss., University of Tennessee, 1986. 
https://trace.tennessee.edu/utk_graddiss/2986 

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate School at TRACE: Tennessee 
Research and Creative Exchange. It has been accepted for inclusion in Doctoral Dissertations by an authorized 
administrator of TRACE: Tennessee Research and Creative Exchange. For more information, please contact 
trace@utk.edu. 

https://trace.tennessee.edu/
https://trace.tennessee.edu/
https://trace.tennessee.edu/utk_graddiss
https://trace.tennessee.edu/utk-grad
https://trace.tennessee.edu/utk_graddiss?utm_source=trace.tennessee.edu%2Futk_graddiss%2F2986&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/787?utm_source=trace.tennessee.edu%2Futk_graddiss%2F2986&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:trace@utk.edu


To the Graduate Council: 

I am submitting herewith a dissertation written by Colleen K. Cody entitled "Importance of 

Teaching Competencies for Secondary Teachers in North Carolina as Perceived by Educational 

Practitioners and Policy Makers." I have examined the final electronic copy of this dissertation 

for form and content and recommend that it be accepted in partial fulfillment of the 

requirements for the degree of Doctor of Education, with a major in Educational Administration. 

Dewey H. Stollar, Major Professor 

We have read this dissertation and recommend its acceptance: 

W. Carl Murphy, Charles M. Peccolo, Donald Dessart 

Accepted for the Council: 

Carolyn R. Hodges 

Vice Provost and Dean of the Graduate School 

(Original signatures are on file with official student records.) 



To the Graduate Counci l :  

I am submi tting herewi th a d i s sertation  wri tten by Col l een K .  
Cody enti tl ed 1 1 Importance of Teach i ng Competenc ie s  fo r Secondary 
Teachers i n  North Caro l ina as  Perce i ved by Educational  P racti t ioners 
and Pol i cy Makers . 1 1 I have exami ned the fi nal copy of th i s  d i s serta­
tion for form and content and recommend that it be accepted in par­
t ia l  fu l fi l l men t of the requ i rements for the degree of Doctor  of 
Education , with a major  in Educational  Admi n i s trat ion and Superv i s i on .  

We have read th i s  d i s sertat ion 
and recommend i ts acceptance : 

�,a� tJ� 

�d. c4.a.--. �v 
�� 

'Dewey H .  ::Stol l a r ,  Major  Profes sor 

Accepted for the Council : 

V i ce Provo s t  and 
Dean of the Graduate School  



IMPORTANCE OF TEACH I NG COMPETENCI ES FOR S ECONDARY 

TEACH ERS I N  NORTH CAROL I NA AS PERC E IVED BY 

EDUCATI ONAL PRACT I T I ONERS  AND 

POLl CY MAKERS 

A D i ssertati on 

Presented for the 

Doc tor of Educati on 

Degree 

The Uni vers i ty of  Tennessee , Knoxv i l l e  

Co 11 een K .  Cody 

June 1986 



IN MEMORIAM 

Donal d G .  H i l eman 
December 5, 1 984 

a nd 

W .  Ca rl Mu rphy 
Ha rc h 1 1  , 1 986 

i i 



DEDICAT I ON 

Th i s  d i s sertat ion i s  ded i ca ted to Dr . Paul Spencer F lynn  

whose fri ends h i p  and  encouragement have  enri ched  the  wr i ter•s 

personal l i fe and profe s s i onal caree r .  

i i i  



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

To the members of the Doctora l Commi ttee , a l l have  g i ven 

hel p ,  cons i dera tion , and encouragement that  ca nnot be acknowl edged 

amp ly  wi th mere words--but  the wri ter i s  s i ncerel y gratefu l . 

To Dr . Dewey H .  Stol l a r ,  Cha i rman of the Doctora l Commi ttee , 

and to Dr . W .  Carl  Murphy for the i r  s pec i a l  fri ends h i p  a nd 

encouragement throughout her program , the wri ter s tates a very 

spec i a l  expres s i on of grati tude and a pprec i at ion . To Dr . C har l es 

M .  Peccol o a nd Dr .  Dona l d  Dessart grati tude i s  expres sed for thei r 

constant su ppor t ,  s uggesti ons , and encouragement . 

To Georg i a  a nd J im Bunn for s pec i a l  fr i ends h i p  a nd ass i s ta nc e  

wh i ch hel ped to ma ke th i s  d i s sertati on po s s i b l e .  

To R i c k ,  Karen , Dori s ,  and the i r  l i ttl e peopl e a s pec i a l  

expres s i on  o f  g rat i tude for thei r constant pati ence , a s s i s tanc e ,  

and l ove wh i l e  a l l owi ng the wr i ter to be a n  absent member of the 

fami l y .  

Fi na l l y ,  goes a very s pec i a l thank you to her husband , Roy 

Lee Cody, wi th whom she began this endeavor .  Due to h i s pati ence, 

su pport , and l ove th i s  accompl i s hment was po s s i b l e .  

i v  



ABSTRACT 

The purposes of thi s study were to determi ne i f  there were 

any consensus  among superi ntendents , c ha i rpersons of the boards of 

educa ti on ,  and pri nci pal s  i n  North Carol i na rel at i ve  to the per­

cei ved i mportance of teach i ng  competenc i es for the secondary teacher 

and to identi fy the competenc i es cons i dered mos t  and l ea st  cr i t i ca l  

to secondary teacher job  performance . The North Caro l i na Teacher 

Performance Appra i sa l  I nstrument competenc i es were used for thi s 

s tudy . The 34 competenci es were grouped u nder 1 0  major funct ions  

whi ch were a l so ana lyzed for thi s  s tudy . 

Data were gathered from 289 respondents who were ma i l ed a 

questionna i re conta i n i ng the 34 competency s ta tements  i n  the North 

Caro l i n a  Teacher Performance Instrumen t .  Res pondents were a s ked to 

rate each competency and  to sel ect what they perce i ved to be the 

fi ve most and fi ve l ea st  c ri t i ca l  competenc ies  to the secondary 

teacher . I nformation concern i ng the h i ghest earned academi c degree 

and the n umber of years of educa t i ona l  adm i n i s trat i on or  school board 

experi ence was ta ken from the quest i onnai re wh i l e  i nformation about 

the s i ze ,  l ocat ion , and c l a s s i fi cat ion  of the s choo l d i str i ct was 

gathered through other means .  The returns were 63 percent . 

Major fi nd i ngs of  th i s  study were : 

1 .  The competency of  p l ann i ng , presenti ng , practi c i ng ,  and 

correcti ng s tudent wor k  was rated mos t  often by a l l respondents as 

a most  i mportant competency for secondary teachers . 

v 



2 .  The major functi on of  i ndi v i dual i z i ng i nstruct ion  wa s 

ra ted mo st o ften a s  o f  very h i gh impo rtance and the most cri t i ca l  

funct ion  of  teac her competency for secondary teachers . 

3 .  The competency o f  carryi n g  out duti es rel at i ve to energy 

con servat io n  wa s rated most  often by a l l re spondents a s  a l ea st 

important competency for secondary teac hers .  

v i  

4 .  The geogra ph i c  reg i on of the state i n  wh i c h  the sc hool 

di s tri ct wa s l ocated a nd the s i ze of  the d i s tr i ct produced di fferences 

i n  the percei ved i mportance of  competenci es for secondary teachers . 

5 .  The h i ghes t earned degree s i gn i fi ca ntl y a ffected the 

val ue s uperi ntendents and pri nc i pa l s pl aced on certa i n  competenc i es 

for secondary teachers . 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCT I ON 

Concepti ons o f  the good teacher d i ffe r d rast i cal l y ,  and 
such d i vers ity often y ie l ds not r ichness , but con fusi on 
( Popham, 1 97 5 ,  p. 287 ) . 

Because the publ i c  is  becomi ng i n creas i n g l y  anxi ous about 

the qua l i ty of  i ts tax-supported educationa l  system , th i s  appears 

to be the generati on of eval uation  or  the per i o d  o f  educati onal  

accountabi l i ty as a resul t of  an 11 over supp ly  of  teachers and an 

under supp ly  of  publ i c  conf i dence i n  schoo l s 11 (Popham , p. 285). 

Thousa nds of teachers are be i ng eval uated by thousands o f  adm i n i s­

trators because npubl i c  ag i tation  regard i ng educati ona l  qual ity has 

man i fested i tse l f i n  some states as l eg i sl ati ve l y  enacted educa­

tional  assessment programs•: ( p .  2 85 ) . As i n  1 957  w ith  S putni k I I ,  

Amer ica i s  a ga i n seen as a nat i on at r isk .  Now as then , the 

Ame rican educati ona l  system is be i ng  eva l uated with  the i dea that 

educati on can so l ve a l l of soc i ety ' s  p robl ems . Once ag ai n ,  the 

teachers a re bei ng  eval uated to determi ne the worth of Ameri ca's 

educati onal  system. Th i s  worth is  be i n g  assessed through teacher 

competency rati ngs by admi n i strators. 

However ,  admi n i strati ve rat i ngs have l i ttl e to recommend  them 

except the conven ience w ith  wh i ch they can be secured. Po pham stated : 

The major probl em with suc h  ratings stems from the d i ve rse 
percepti ons that peop l e  have regardi ng what i t  i s  that con­
sti tutes good teach i n g .  I t  has been observed that 1 1 What i s  
a joke to one person i s  a wisecrac k to another . �� I n  the same 



way , one pri nci pal may th i n k  a teacher as Socrates reborn , 
whereas  anothe r pri n c i pa l  may v i ew the same teacher as  a 
candi date for the custod i al staff ( p .  287 ) . 

W ith th i s  range i n  competen cy eval uat i on , the rati ngs  of teachers 

seem to be q uesti onab l e  because persons who eval uate teachers are 

not a l l l ooki ng  fo r the same competency .  Un l ess  the rate rs and  the 

teachers agree on the i mportan ce of the competenc i es bei ng eva l u­

ated , the proce s s  o f  eval uation  o f  the teachers wi l l  not l ead to 

educati onal  i mpro vement. The teachers whose  work  i s  bei n g  eva l u­

ated must understand the frame of reference from wh i ch the eval ua-

t ion wa s i nst ituted . The raters and the teachers must agree on  the 

i mportance ascribed to the competenc ies  bei ng eval uated .  

Statement o f  the Probl em 

Across the nati on , educati on has become one of  the mai n 

top i cs of  conce rn by pol i t i c i ans , pa rents , med i a ,  and  educato rs. 

Once aga i n ,  a s  i n  1 957 with the l aunch i ng of  Sputn i k  I I ,  Ameri ca 

i s  seen as  a nati o n  at r i s k  and educati onal  accountabi l i ty i s  q ues­

ti oned . The cl a s sroom teacher i s  bei ng  as ked to demon strate compe­

tenc i es as a measure of acco untabi l i ty. However , very l i ttl e re­

search has been don e  to determi ne how i mportant the i nd i v i dua l  

competenci es a re to the schoo l a dmi n i strators who are doi ng the 

eva l uat ions  of teacher j ob pe rformance. 

Ho uston and Wa rren contended that peo p l e  were ugeneral ly more 

l i ke ly  to ach i eve cl early del i neated goa l s and object i ves than fuzzy 

unknown ones 11 ( 1 977 , p .  1 5 ) .  Haefel e stated that the pre sent teacher  
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eva l uat ion  techn i ques 1 1 may i so l ate teachers a nd admi n i s trators and 

estab l-i s h  adversary rather than cooperati ve rel at i ons h i ps 1 1 ( January 

1 980 , p .  352 ) . 

Teachers need to know the val ue the eva l uators p l ace on each 

competency . Mos t  educati onal  eval uators seem to agree that certa i n  

competenc i es of teach i n g  effecti veness can be observed and rated ; 

however , i t  i s  doubted that there wou l d  be agreement among  the 

eva l uators about the l evel of i mportance as s i gned to those teacher 

competenci es . Robertson and Lee ( December 1 978 ,  p.  1 6 )  s tated that 

educati onal  admi n i s trators do not agree on the rel ati ve i mportance 

of spec i fi c  c ri ter ia  observed .  Hansen ( March 1 978 , p .  1 3 ) sa i d ,  

11 The cri ter ia  to be used i n  the eva l uation process  mus t be under­

stood and accepted by both the teacher and the eva l uato r . 1 1 

Wh i c h  of  the competenc i es were most  cri t ica l  to the teache r ' s 

performance? Di d educationa l  eval uato rs p l ace the same l evel of  

i mportance on each competency when eval uati n g  a teacher? Thi s study 

addres sed the prob l em of whether there was a ny d i fferences  i n  the 

l evel of  i mportance a s s i gned to requi red job performance compe­

tenc ies  of secondary publ i c  school teachers by sel ected pri nci pa l s ,  

superi ntendents , o r  cha i rpersons of the boards of educa t i on .  

Purpose of the Study 

The purposes of  th i s  study were to determi ne the l evel of 

importance of  the competenc i e s  for the secondary pub l i c  schoo l 

teacher an d to determi ne wh i c h  o f  these competenc ie s  were deemed 



most i mportant and l east i mportant a s  perce i ved by the h i gh school 

pri nci�a l , s uperi nten dent , and  cha i rperson of the board of  educa­

tion . Th i s  study was to determi ne what the d i fferences were 

i n  the percepti ons of the pri nc i pa l s ,  superi ntendents , and  cha i r­

persons of the boards of ed ucat i on i n  regard to certai n  vari a b l e s  

such as  the s i ze of t h e  school d i str i ct ( up t o  5000 ; 5001 - 1 0 , 000 ; 

1 0 , 001 - 1 5 , 000 ; 1 5 , 000+ ) ,  th e geograph i c  reg i o ns of the state 

(Mounta i ns ,  P i edmont, Coasta l P l a i ns ) ,  and the type of school d i s­

tri ct ( c ity ,  county ) .  The res ponses of the s u peri ntendents and 

pri n ci pal s were exami ned by i n vest i gat i n g  the fo l l owi ng  variabl es : 

the h i ghes t de gree earned and the number o f  years o f  educati onal 

admi n i strati on . The re spondents were as ked to sel ect from a l i st 

of the 34 No rth Carol i na teacher performa nce competency statements 

what they perce i ved to be the fi ve mo st important competenci es and 

th e fi ve l east important competen c i es rel ati ve to the rol e of  the 

hi gh school teacher . 

S i gn i fi cance of  the Study 

4 

The most s i gn i fi cant aspect of  th i s study wa s that i t  determi ned 

the val ue superi ntendents , chai rpersons  of the boa rd s  of educati on , 

and secondary pr i nc i pa l s pl aced on  th e competency statements devel oped 

for the publ i c  school  teacher . There i s  a l ac k  of  i nformati o n  con­

cern i ng the i mportance school pract it ioners a n d  pol i cy makers pl ace 

on the competencies  for the secondary teacher . The refo re i t  was d i f­

fi cul t to determi ne what consensus  exi sted between the school 
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pra ct i tioners and  pol i cy makers concern i ng the impo rta nce of compe­

tenci es for the secondary teacher. The i mportance a s s i g ned to each 

competency ha s a d i rect i mpact on the performance a nd eval uat ion  

of  the secondary teacher. 

Da l e  Bol ton ( 1 9 72 )  mai nta i ned that the i n i t i a l step i n  teacher 

eva l uat i on i n  a l ocal schoo l d i str i ct i s  to determi ne what i s  con-

s i dered to be i mportant i n  teachi n g .  The f i rst step i s  c ruci a l  to 

the eva l uati o n  proces s ,  s i nce what i s  con s i dered to be i mportant 

becomes the bas i s  for devel opi ng spec i fi c  teacher beha v i ors a nd re­

sul ts of beha v i o r  des i red ( i denti fi ed as cr it i ca l ) ( p .  1 4 ) . 

The publ i c  school tea cher was the focus o f  the better schoo l s 

movement that l eg i s l atures and the general pub l i c  were demandi ng . 

The Ca l i forn i a  Stul l Act of 1 97 1  requ i red the eva l uat ion  of  teachers ; 

other states have fol l owed with s i mi l ar  l eg i s l at i o n .  However , 11 d i f­

ferent peop l e  va l ue d i fferent thi n gs i n  teachers. D i fferent raters 

have di fferent percepti ons  of good teac h i n g .  Such d i vers ity l eads 

to g rave d i ffi cu l ty in eva l uati ng teachers v i a  rat i ngs 11 ( Popham , 

1 9  7 4 , p .  1 4 3 )  . 

Medl ey, Coker , and Soar { 1 984 , p .  4 )  stated : 

The who l e  a rt of  teacher observat i on up to the pres ent con­
s i sts of obta i n i ng someone's subjecti ve judgement of how 
1 1 good1 1  a tea cher i s ,  a judgement ba sed on the as sumpt ion  
that the judge knows what good teac h i ng i s  and  can  recog­
n i ze i t  when he sees i t .  

The admi n i strato rs , for the most part , have rece i ved the i r eva l uati o n  

prowes s through graduate courses i n  admi ni strat ion  a n d  from on-the­

job pract i ce .  Thi s s houl d produce  a dmi n i strators  who were 
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1 1 knowl edgeabl e i n  eva l uati ve cr i ter ia  and eval uati on procedure , yet 

there is no  assurance that eva l uators from th i s  reg imen wi l l  rate 

teachers i n  any cons i s tent manner11 ( Robi n son and Lee , 1 978 , p .  1 6 ) .  

A s urvey i n  Connecti cut  was done  by Robi nson and Lee to de-

termi ne the eva l uat i ve pri ori ti es of pr inc i pal s ,  a s s i s tant  pri n­

c i pa l s ,  department  cha i rpersons , and teacher s .  The respondents were 

gi ven the s i xteen most  frequently menti oned eval uati ve concepts to 

see what each group con s i dered i mportant  i n  observ i ng  a c l ass . Al l 

respondents ranked the numbers one , two , f i fteen , and s i xteen the 

same . However , many d i fferences i n  rank i ng the concepts di d occur . 

The teacher- rated seventh concept was rated th i rteenth by pri nc i pa l s 

and other s uperv i sors . The i tem ranked fi fth by the pr i nc i pa l s 

was ranked ten th by the teachers ( p; 1 8 ) .  

Rob i n son  and Lee (P: 20 )  s tated wel l the i mpo rtance of th i s  

type of s tudy :  

It i s  i mportant to have mutua l l y-agreed-upon  objecti ves 
i n  eva l uat i n g  a teacher , then these s imi l ar i t i es s ho ul d 
provi de the bas i s  for a mean i ngful  eva l uati ve tool accepted 
by both teachers and  admi n i s trators .  

Haefel e ( 1 980 , p .  20 ) stated that .. researc h  demonstra tes that cri -

ter i a  may fl uctuate wi th the personal b i ases of  the observer and 

yi el d i n va l i d  and i ncons i s tent res u l ts even when h i gh l y  structured 

observat ion i n struments a re used . .. 

Thi s s tudy i denti fi ed the l evel of s i gni fi cance sel ected 

school admi n i strators and c ha i rperson s  of boards of educat ion  pl aced 

on the i denti fi ed competenc i es of teachers and i nvesti gated severa l 

vari a bl e s re l a ted to the sel ected school admi n i s tra tors  who rate the 
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competenc ies  o f  teachers . Data a na l yzed were the s i ze o f  enrol l ment, 

the l egal c l a s s i fi cati on, the geograph ic  l ocati on o f  the di stri ct , 

the yea rs o f  educati onal admi n i strati on experi ence , and the h i ghest 

ea rned academi c degree. Thi s anal ysi s determi ned i f  there were any 

di ffe rences among  res pondents accordi ng to the l e vel o f  percei ved 

i mporta nce o f  the h i gher ranked teacher competenc i es . Thi s study 

i denti fi ed those competenc i e s from the North Carol i na Teacher 

Appra i sal I nstrument that were con s i dered cri t i ca l  i n  the rol e o f  

publ i c  school teachers . The re fo re, the eval uati on of  seco nda ry 

teachers i n  North Ca rol i na coul d be based on real i st i c expectati ons . 

Research Questions  

1 .  What perce i ved l evel s of i mporta nce d i d  sel ected h i gh 

school pr inc i pal s, s upe ri ntendents , and  c ha i rpersons o f  the boards 

of  educati on ass i gn to the i nd i v i dua l  competency statements a s  

l i sted i n  the North Caro l i na Teacher Performance Appra i sa l  I n stru­

ment? 

2 .  What were the d i fferences  i n  the percept i ons o f  the 

pr i nc i pa l s ,  super i ntendents , and cha i rpersons  o f  the boards o f  edu­

cat ion  concerni ng the l evel of  i mportance of i nd i v i dua l competency 

statements ? 

3. What were the percei ved d i fferences i n  the percepti ons o f  

the pri nc i pa l s, s uperi ntendents , and  cha i rpersons of the boards o f  

educati on rel at i ve to : 

a .  The s i ze o f  the school  di str i ct?  
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b. The geograph i c  l ocation  of the school di s tri ct wi th i n  

the state ( Mounta i n s ,  P i edmont ,  Coasta l  P l a i ns ) ?  

c .  The type of s choo l d i s tr i ct ( c i ty ,  county ) ? 

4 .  What was the rel at i ons h i p  between the perce i ved l evel of 

importance prescri bed to the competency statements by the pri nc i pa l s 

and the s uper i n tendents re l at i ve to : 

a .  H i g hest earned educational  degree? 

b .  N umber of years of educational  admi n i stra ti ve exper­

i ence? 

5.  Wh ich  of  the competenci es were chosen as  the fi ve mos t  

important  fo r job effecti venes s o f  the secondary teachers? 

6 .  Wh i ch of  the competenc i es were chosen a s  the fi ve l east  

important for job effecti veness  for secondary teachers ? 

7 .  D i d  the pri nc i pa l s  and s uper i ntendents agree o r  d i s agree 

i n  ran k i n g  the fi ve most i mportant competenc i es and the fi ve l east  

important competenc ies needed by the secondary teachers ? 

As s umptions  

1 .  A l i st of  competency statements for the pub l i c  school  

teacher cou l d be  i denti fi ed from the North Caro l i na Teacher Per­

forman ce Appra i sa l  Instrument .  

2 .  The North Carol i na Teacher Performance Appra i sa l  Ins tru­

ment  represented those competenc i es i nherent i n  the job performance 

of the secondary publ i c  schoo l teacher.  
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3 .  A certa i n  l evel of performance cou l d  be  a s s i gned to each 

competency statement that wou l d  refl ect the re spondents• personal 

va l ue of each competency . 

4 .  The responses were i nterval data . 

De l im i tations  

1 .  Th i s  study was del im i ted to the competenci es l i s ted i n  

the North Caro l i na Teacher Performance Appra i sa l  Instrument .  

2 .  Th i s  study was del im i ted to seconda ry teachers i n  publ i c  

school s and the three gro ups o f  educa t i onal l eaders who have i mpact 

on that teach i ng pos i ti on :  secondary pri nc i pa l s ,  superi ntendents , 

and cha i rpersons  of the boards of  education . 

3 .  Th i s  study was de l i mi ted to the State of North Ca ro l i na .  

L i m i tat ions  

1 .  Th i s  study was l imi ted to the perceptions of the respon­

dents as  to the l evel of importance of  each competency s ta tement .  

2 .  Th i s  s tudy was subj ect to the l i mi tati ons i nherent i n  

the u s e  o f  any s urvey i nstrument .  

3 .  The resu l ts of  th i s  study were appl i cabl e on ly  to the 

State of  North Caro l i n a .  

4. Re sponses to thi s study total ed 63  percent . 

Procedure 

The bas i s  o f  th i s  s tudy was the competency statements used 

i n  the North Caro l i na Teacher Perfo rmance Appra i sal I nstrument and 
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a review of the rel ated l iterature. A questionnaire was mail ed to 

the total popul ation of superintenden ts ( 1 42 )  and to the total 

popul ation of c hairpersons of the boards o f  edu cation ( 1 42 ) .  The 

same q uestionnaire was mail ed to 1 80 of  the 295  secondary principal s  

in the s tate o f  North Caro l ina . The data gathered s howed the per­

ception each res pondent had of the importance of the competency 

statements for teachers .  The data were analyzed to determine if 

simil arities exist between the respondents' perception o f  the val ue 

as signed to each competency statement .  Other variabl es inc l uded the 

analysis of the respondents position , the l ocation of the schoo l 

distric t ,  the size of the distric t ,  type o f  distric t ,  years o f  

experience , a n d  the hig hest earned deg ree o f  the respondents . I n  

addition , ear ly  and l ate responses  were analyzed to determine if 

any differences  exist between the competencies ranked by t hese 

respondents . 

Sel ection o f  Participants 

North Caro l ina's secondary principal s ,  s uperintendents , and 

chairpersons o f  the boards o f  education were the target popul atio n .  

A ran dom sampl e of  61 percent of  the secondary principal s was 

su rveyed ( N=29 5 ;  S=l 80 ) .  One hundred percent o f  the popul ation of  

the pub l ic school s uperintendents ( N= l 42 ;  S= l 42 )  and 1 00 percent of  

the chairpersons o f  the  boards o f  education ( N= l 42 ;  S= 1 42 )  were 

sel ected for this s tudy .  



Treatment o f  the Data 

Data co l l ected from the questi onna i re were ana lyzed us i ng 

the SAS . The th i rty-four  ( 34 )  major competency statements const i­

tuted the dependent var i a bl es of  th i s  study .  The var iab l es of 
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group membersh i p ,  the l ega l  cl ass i fi cation of school  d i s tr i c t ,  geo­

graph i cal  reg i on  of the s tate ,  s i ze of the school  d i stri ct ,  years of 

experi ence as school admi n i s trator or board member experi ence , and 

h i ghes t earned academi c degree const i tuted the i ndependent vari abl es . 

Responses to the i ndi v i dua l  th i rty-four ( 34 )  competency sta te­

men ts were compared for secondary pri n c i pa l s ,  s uper i n tendents , and 

cha i rpersons of the boards of  educat i on . The th i rty- fo ur ( 34 )  

competency statements were a l so gro uped i n to the ten ( 1 0 )  areas o f  

teacher competence a s  l i s ted i n  the North Caro l i na Teacher Perform­

ance Appra i sa l  I n strument  for ana l ys i s .  Respondents were as ked to 

sel ect what they perce i ve to be the fi ve ( 5 )  mos t  i mportant  and the 

fi ve ( 5 )  l east  i mportant teacher competen c i es .  

Rev i ew of the L i terature 

A rev i ew of the l i terature was conducted on secondary teacher 

competenc i es ,  performance expectat ion s ,  eva l uat ion  procedures , and 

expected effecti venes s . I nformati on was obta i ned from a n umber of 

sou rces : research s tud ies , books , profes s i ona l  journa l s ,  and  pro­

fes s i ona l  papers . The purpose of  th i s  rev i ew was to determ i ne what 

eva l uators expect of secondary teachers and  to determi n e  i f  there 
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i s  cons i stency and  agreement among  sel ected admi n i strato rs and c ha i r­

pe rsons o f  the boa rds of  educati on concern i ng the l evel o f  i mportance 

of  those competenc ies . A rev i ew o f  the research  and  l i terature on 

the rol e o f  the publ i c  sc hool secondary teacher and the demands and  

respon s i bi l i t i e s pl aced on that teac he r were underta ken . 

Gather i ng the Oat} 

A survey i n strument uti l i z i n g  the North  Carol i na Teac her Per­

formance Appra i sa l  Instrument was devel oped and mai l ed to each par­

t i c i pant. Th e parti c i pants were as ked to use a L i kert-type sca l e  

to pl ace a l evel o f  importance o n  each o f  the stated competenc ies  

for the  secondary teacher. The scal e ranged from Most Important to 

Least Important .  The respondents were as ked to i denti fy the fi ve 

most important competency statements and to i denti fy the fi ve l east 

important competency statements . The researcher g athered data rel a­

t i ve to the res pondents for the n umber of  yea rs o f  educat ional admi n­

i strat i on or school boa rd experience , h i g hest ea rned academi c deg ree , 

as  wel l as the geograph i c  l ocat i on ,  type , a n d  s i ze o f  the pu bl i c  

school di str i ct .  

I nstrument 

The Teacher Performance Appra i sal  Instrument fo r the State 

of North Ca rol i na pres ented ten majo r  functi ons  o f  teacher compe­

tency: (1) Pl ann i ng the Prog ram ; (2) Oversee i ng the Program ; 

( 3 )  Updat i n g  the Program ; ( 4 )  Manag i ng Da i l y I nstructi on ; 



{5 ) Di fferenti at i ng I nstructi on ; ( 6 )  I ndi v i dua l i z i ng I ns truct ion ; 

( 7 )  S uperv i s i ng ;  ( 8 )  H uman Resources ; ( 9 )  Human Rel at ions ; and 
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( 1 0 ) Non-Instructi ona l Duti es . Each of  the ten competency funct ions  

inc l uded two to fi ve major competency statements wh i ch tota l ed 

thi rty- four ( 34) .  

The competenci es presented i n  the North Ca ro l i na Teacher Per­

formance Appra i sa l  Instrument  represented the s k i l l s  needed by a 

teacher. The rel i ab i l i ty and va l i di ty of the North Ca ro l i na Instru­

ment  was estab l i s hed over several years and through  many studi es 

wh i c h  i nc l uded the fol l owi ng :  ( 1 ) Ana l ys i s  of QAP Core Teach i ng 

Competenc i es i n  Rel ation  to Teacher Performance Appra i s a l s ;  

{2 ) P i l ot Study for Devel opment of a Teacher Survey In strumen t ;  

(3 ) Reactions Study-- Reacti ons o f  Teachers , Pr i nc i pa l s ,  and Super­

intendents to the 8 1 - 82 Performance Appra i sa l ; ( 4) Rel i a b i l i ty Study 

of the Teacher and Pri nci pal Performance Appra i s a l  Ins truments ; 

(5 ) The North Caro l i na Performance Appra i s a l  System and I ts Rel a­

ti ons h i p  to Student  Ach i evement :  A Study of Externa l  Val i d i ty .  

I n strumentati on 

The s urvey method of researc h  was empl oyed for th i s study to 

determi ne the di fferences between the percept i ons  of pr i nc i pa l s , 

superi n tendents , and cha i rpersons of the boards of  educati on con­

cern i ng the competenc ies of the seconda ry teacher. The q uesti onna i re 

was devel oped by randomly l i s t i n g  the 34 competency statements wi thout 

regard to the ten major functi ons used i n  the North Caro l i na Teacher 
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Performance Appra i sa l  Instrument . The questi onna i re used a 5-po int 

L i kert- type sca l e  to measure the responses . The responses ranged 

from fi ve to one wi th the fol l owing val ues : 

5 .  MOST I MPORTANT 

4 .  VERY I MPORTANT 

3. IMPORTANT 

2 .  LESS IMPORTANT 

1 .  LEAST I MPORTANT . 

In add i t i on ,  the respondents were a s ked to sel ect the f i ve most  

important competenc i es and the fi ve l east  important competenc i es 

from the 34 competency statements l i s ted .  

Col l ect ion of  the Data 

A copy of the questi onna i re ,  a l i s t  o f  the 34 competency 

statements , a cover l etter , and an addres sed stamped return envel ope 

were ma i l ed to the school admin i strators and cha i rpersons o f  the 

boards of educat ion compri s i ng the respondents . 

In an attempt to get 1 00 percent return , a fol l ow- up l etter 

wi th another copy of the questi onna i re and a l i s t  of competency 

statements were sent after several weeks to those who had not re­

sponded . A tel ephone fol l ow- up to sel ected schoo l adm i ni strators 

and po l i cy makers occurred after two addi t i ona l weeks  in a fina l 

attempt to secure 1 00 percent response .  



Defi n i t i on of Terms 

1 .  Competenc�. The qua l ity of beha v i or wh i c h  refl ects 

hav i n g  requ i s i te or adequate abi l i t i es or qual it ies to sati sfy the 

deman ds of a part i cul ar  task .  
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2 .  Competency Statement . A written statement that descri bes 

the beha v i o r  requi red for job perfo rmance . 

3 .  Major Funct i on . The broad area of  teacher competence 

under wh i ch teacher competency statements de l i neate spec i fi c ski l l ,  

ab i l i ty ,  o r  knowl edge requi red by the teacher to ful fi l l  j ob per­

formance . 

4. Maj o r  Function  A :  P l ann i ng the Program. The teacher con­

tributes as requested to the deve l opment of annua l objecti ves and 

devel ops an  annual i nstruct i onal  p l an that i nc l udes the fo rmu l ation  

of  obj ect i ves , strateg ies ,  t i me l i nes,  and eval uati o n  procedure 

consi stent w ith annua l  school objecti ves. 

4 .  Major Functi on B :  Overseei ng the P rogram . The teacher 

appl i es curri cul um scope , sequence , conti nui ty ,  and ba l ance i n  ca rry­

i n g  out the annual i nstructi on al p l an wh i l e  i mp l ement i n g  l earn i ng 

strateg ies that address the  i denti f ied  student needs . Appropri ate 

eval uati on methods are used to make changes i n  the annual  i nstruc­

ti ona l  p l an  when a need i s  i n di cated. 

6 .  Maj o r  Funct i on C :  Updat ing  the  Program. The teacher re­

news competence and keeps up with advances i n  ch i l d  growth wh i l e  

renew i n g  competence and keep i n g  abreast o f  new knowl edge , res earc h ,  



and practi ce i n  s ubject area ( s ) and apply ing th i s  knowl edge to 

i mprove the tota l instructi onal  p rogram. 
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7 .  Majo r Function D :  Managing Da i ly Instructi on .  The 

teacher prepares da i ly l es son p l ans , corre l a tes subject matter to 

students' needs and apt i t udes , uses resources and enr i c hment 

acti v i t ies  tha t are re l ated to the subject ( s ) , empl oys instruct iona l 

methods that a re appropri ate to the instruct iona l object i ves , and 

invo l ves others as needed to insure that the students a re keep ing 

up wi th dai l y  l es sons . 

8 .  Major  Function E :  D i fferenti a ting Instruction .  The 

teacher i dent i fi es students' strengths and weaknesses to determine 

i f  g rouping i s  requi red beca use of d i ffering s k i l l  l eve l s ,  d i ffer­

enti a tes c urri cu l um content when emp l oying g roup ing , and provi des 

instructi onal  act i v i t ies  that a i d  s tudents in becomi ng independent 

l earners . 

9 .  Major Funct ion F :  Indi v i dual i z ing Instruc t i on .  The 

teacher mon i tors ind i v i dua l  student ach ievement ,  prov i des prompt 

feedback on progress , adj usts instructi on to objecti ves and indi ­

vi dual  s tudent needs on a da i l y  bas i s ,  and arranges to have appro­

pri a te mater i a l s ava i l abl e to sati s fy i ndi v i dual  needs . 

1 0 . Major  Function G :  Superv i s ing . The teacher ma intains 

a pl easant wo rking atmosphere , keeps student movement and tal k at a 

l evel  tha t a l l ows each student to attend to h i s  i ns tructiona l tas k ,  

and manages the da i ly routine so that students know wha t they a re 

to do next and are abl e to proceed wi thout confus i on .  



1 1 .  Major Funct ion H :  Human Resources . The teacher uses 
. 

student tal ent ,  vol unteers , o ther profess i ona l personne l , and com-

mun i ty resources to i mpro ve instructi on and c l assroom management .  

1 2 .  Major Funct ion I :  Human Rel a ti ons . The teacher s hows 

respect for the worth and di gn i ty o f  al l students , i s  awa re and 

encourages tol erance of cu l ture di fferences , and estab l i s hes 

rapport wi th parents.  

1 7  

1 3 . Major  Funct i on J :  Non- Instruct ional  Dut i es . The teacher 

performs non- instructional  duties  as ass i gned or as  a need i s  per­

cei ved ; adheres to establ i s hed l aws , r u l e s , and regul ati ons; and 

carri e s  out dut i es rel ated to energy conservati on .  

1 4 . Percept ion .  The concept ion o r  i mpress i on hel d by an 

indi v i d ua l  toward a concept based on the ind i v i d ua l ' s  experience 

or observati on .  

1 5 . Teacher Competence . The characteri sti c of  effect i ve 

performance whi ch incl udes the abi l i ty ,  knowl edge , and s k i l l  to per­

form at a des i red l evel . 

Organi zati on o f  the Study 

Th i s  study was o rganized into four  chapters . Chapter I :  

introduct ion ,  s tatement of the prob l em ,  purpose of the probl em ,  

s i gn i f icance o f  the study , research quest i ons , assumpt i ons , de­

l im i tat ions , l i m i tat ions , procedures , defin i t i ons , and o rgan izat ion 

of the s t udy . 

C hapter I I :  rev i ew of rel ated l i terature . 
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Cha pter I I I :  des i gn o f  the study ,  i n terpretation  and anal ys i s  

of tha data . 

Chapter I V :  s ummary ,  con cl us i ons , and  recommendations . 



CHAPTER I I  

REV IEW OF  THE L ITERATURE 

H i s tori cal l y ,  wi thi n the teachi n g  profess i o n , one i s  a s sumed 

to be effecti ve un l ess and unti l someone proves otherwi se; therefore , 

the eval uati on of teachers or  the eval uati on of teach i ng i s  not 

i nd i genous to the 1 980's . Socrates was executed i n  399  B .  C. for 

havi ng  corrupted  the youth of Athens by hi s teachi n g .  Fol l ow i ng the 

dea th of Hero des Atti cus i n  1 79 A .  D . , ca ndi dates for profes sorsh i p s  

an d cha i rs were requ i red to demons trate to a board of el ec tors the i r 

fami l i ari ty w i th the tenets of thei r  sec t ,  the i r  phi l oso ph i cal 

orthodoxy , and  some degree of el oquence (Wal den , 1 970 , pp. 153 ,  1 36 ) . 

I n  337 A .  D., the appo i n tmen t  of  a tea cher to headshi p cou l d  be 

made onl y  after a rhetori cal con tes t ( Doyl e ,  1 983 , p .  7 ) . 

About  350 A .  D .  i n  Anti och , any father who fel t  d i ss ati sf ied 

wi th the performance of a teache r i n  whose cha rge he had pl aced hi s 

son had the ri ght to exami ne the boy ,  or  hav i ng him  exami ned by 

competen t autho ri ty ,  to determi ne whether the teacher was performi ng 

hi s duty o r  neg l ect i ng h i s duty .  If  the exami nat i on i ndi c ated teacher 

negl i gence , the father cou l d  enter a formal compl a i n t  aga i ns t  the 

teache r and  ha ve the case tri ed by a panel of teachers and  l aymen . 

If  negl i gence were proved , the father woul d transfer hi s son to 

another teacher al ong wi th hi s patronage and  fees . Thi s  eval uat i on 

woul d be very importan t  to mos t  teachers beca use the who l e  of thei r 

i ncomes came from the fees i f  the teache rs di d not hol d government 

1 9  
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appo i ntments ( Doyl e ,  1 983 ) . Sel d i n  ( 1 980 ) and We rdel l ( 1 967 ) re-

po rte� a s i mi l ar pract i ce whereby students pai d  fees di rectly to 

thei r  teac hers . Greater fees for more esteemed teachers was a form 

of student eval uat i on of i n struct i on that per s i sted from ea rl y 

Chri st i an era through the mi ddl e ages and i nto the e i g hteenth 

century .  

Teacher eval uati on was not confi ned to the Euro pean conti nent . 

Henry Fo rd I I  quoted Un i vers i ty of Ch icago•s Ro bert Hutch i ns• remark  

made i n  the  ea rly 1 9oo•s : 

E verybody i n  th i s  country knows a l l about educat i on .  
E verybody has e i ther had an educati on or  not had one . I f  
he has had one , he knows what was wrong with i t ;  i f  he has 

. not had one , he knows what i s  wrong  with everybody el se's . 
No  Ame r i ca n  ever breathed who cannot and w i l l  not tel l  any 
educator exactl y what and how to teach ( p .  79 ) . 

The twenti eth century began w ith some very s l i ght i nterest i n  

educati onal  eval uation  and  became qui te i ntens e  i n  the 1 970's . There 

was an  i ncrease i n  educat i ona l  e va l uat ion duri n g  the ear ly  yea rs  of  

Worl d War I fol l owed by a dec l i ne ;  then another i ncrease i n  the  early 

l 920 1 s .  I n  1 924 ,  a s i g n i fi cant per iod  i n  the h i story o f  i nstruct iona l  

eval uati on , a group of Harvard students rel eased the Confi dent i a l  

Guide  to Courses , proba bly the  fi rst col l ect i o n  of co urse and i n­

structor eval uat i ons  publ i s hed for use  by students i n  se l ecti ng  

cou rses . I n  1 92 5 ,  the Un i vers i ty of  Was h i ngton began a campus-wi de 

col l ect i on of student eva l uation s ,  w ith Purdue Un i vers i ty and the 

U n i vers i ty of Texas doi ng  the same but on a more l im i ted s cal e ( Kent , 

1 966 , pp . 378 , 392 ; Werdel l ,  1 967 , p .  3 ) . 



21 

Another sharp i ncrease  began for the  decade beg i n n i ng i n  1 927 , 

then a decl i ne; and a grad ual ri se beg i nn i n g  after the start o f  

Wor l d Wa r I I. Rus s i a•s Sputn i k  I I  i n  1 957 caused a s udden i nteres t 

i n  ed uca t i onal  programs . Amer i ca became a nati on at r i s k  and , to 

overcome th i s  wea knes s ,  great emphases was p l aced on sci ence , mathe­

mat ics , and fo re i gn l an g uages . 

Accounta bi l i ty as a movement proba bly began i n  1 965 w i th the 

El emen ta ry and Secondary Educat i on Act ( ES EA ) , whi c h  requi red that 

programs for educat iona l ly  and cu l tura l l y depri ved chi l dren be 

eva l uated and  assessment data be made known to State and l ocal 

agenc i es ,  as  wel l as to the Federal Government ( Krystal  and Henri e ,  

1 97 2 ,  p .  1 5 ) .  After thi s ,  a r i se i n  i nterest  began aga i n ,  pea ki ng 

i n  the 1 970 ' s w i th the V ietnam confl i ct .  The Ca l i forn i a  Stul l Ac t 

of 1 97 1  requ i red the eva l uati on of teachers ; o ther s tates fol l owed 

wi th s imi l a r acts . At the beg i n n i ng o f  1 974 n i ne s ta tes ( Ca l i fo rn i a , 

Connect i c u t ,  F l ori da ,  Kansas , New J ersey,  Oregon , South  Dakota , 

V i rgi n i a ,  and  Was h i ngton ) had enacted l eg i s l at ion man dat ing  some 

form of teacher eva l uati on ( O l dham , 1 9 74 , p .  52 ) .  Howeve r ,  account­

abi l i ty req u i res tha t i ndi v i dua l s know cl ea rl y  wha t i s  expec ted o f  

them ( Redfern , 1 980 , p .  5 ) . 

A person does not j ust  obs erve ; he observes fo r some th i ng .  

Bo l ton ( p .  2 6 )  stated , ••The mo re speci fi ca l l y  one i dent i f i es what 

he i s  l ook i ng for,  and the more sys temati ca l l y  he p l an s for obse rva­

ti on , the more l i kel y i t  i s  that he wi l l  know somethi ng fol l ow i ng 

the observa t ion ."  What does one l ook  for when determi n i ng a good 



teacher? Jensen (p. 70 ) con ten ded  tha t a 11good teacher posses ses , 

to a greater degree , the characteri st ics  deemed i mportant  by those 

mak i ng the eval uation , than do average teachers . 1 1  

In a study i nvol v i ng teachers ' personal i ty tra i ts ,  Lamke 

( Dec . 1 951 , p. 2 1 7 ) concl uded that a factor analys i s  of the data 

. . .  i ndi cates that several patterns exi s t  for good and poor 
tea chers . Good teachers are more l i ke ly  to be gregarious , 
adventurou s ,  fri vol ous , to have abundant emoti onal  res ponses , 
strong arti s t i c  or senti menta l  i n terest ,  to be i nteres ted 
i n  the oppos i te sex , to be pol i s hed and fast i d ious . Poor 
teachers are more l i ke ly  than good teac hers to be s hy ,  
caut i ous , consc i ent i ou s ,  to l ack  emot ional  responses and 
arti s t i c  or  sentimenta l i nterests , to have a compara t i vely 
s l i g h t  i nterest in  the oppo s i te sex , to be c l umsy , eas i ly 
p l eased and more a tten t i ve to peop l e than good teac hers . 
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Bruce Tuc kerman , i n  deve l o p i ng the Tuckerman Teacher Feedback 

Fo rm (TT FF ) , devel oped four  d i mens ions  of teacher effecti veness : 

crea t i v i ty ,  dynami sm ,  organi zed demeanor , and  acceptance and warmth . 

B i dd l e  ( 1 964 ) stated that a s i ng l e teacher tra i t- -warmth--may be 

a s sumed to have an effect upo n  p up i l s  that i s  d i fferen t from the 

effec t  produced by i nd i fferent or co l d  teachers .  He rai sed ques­

t i ons: Is  warmth equal l y  effect i ve for 1 1 th g raders as  i t  i s  fo r 

1 s t g raders ? Does warmth have the same effect w i th members o f  

ethn i c  mi nori t i es ,  w i th uppe r- and l ower-cl ass  ne i ghborhoods , o r  

wi th the emoti ona l l y  d i sturbed student? 

Superi ntendents were a s ked by Mi l l er and Mi l l er to ran k  

a l i s t  of  qual i t i es percei ved to contri bute to succes s ful  c l a s sroom 

teac hi ng .  Creat i v i ty ,  contro l , and ab i l i ty to organ i ze l ea rn i ng 

s i tua t i ons  were h i gh on the l i s t .  However , Ryan ' s  ( 1 961 ) stu dy 

showed that teachers h i gh i n  orig i na l i ty ,  democracy , and adapta bi l i ty 



obta i n  more c l as s room partic i pat ion  by students . Secondary l evel 

student teachers rece i v i ng h i gh rat i ngs by s uperv i sors were sel f­

descri bed as be ing  more asserti ve/dom i nant , venturesome , enthus i ­

as t i c ,  and warm- hearted than those  rated l ow ( McCl a i n ,  1 968 ) . 

Good ( 1 983 ) poi nted out that there i s  l i ttl e ev i dence sug­

gest i n g  that effect i ve teac h i ng can now be a ssoci a ted w i th a par­

ticu l ar set of teach i ng tra i ts or c haracteri s t ics . I t  i s  common 

for the effecti veness of a teacher to be judged on the bas i s  o f  

such characteri s tics  a s  wa rmth ,  appea ra nce , and knowl edge of  con­

ten t .  
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Trad i ti onal  eva l uat ion pl ans put emphas i s  upon the asses sment 

of  personal i ty ,  temperament ,  a n d  character tra i ts .  Under a broad 

cl ass i fica t i on of s ta ff rel ati ons h i ps ,  an i tem may be 1 1 Promotes 

fri end ly  i n traschool rel at i o ns h i ps . 11 Tryi ng  to e va l uate a teacher 

on s uch an amb i g uo us i tem may requi re that the eva l uator  make 

per i od ic cl a s sroom obse rva t i ons , have contact wi th the teache r  out­

s i de the c l a s sroom , have a general feel i ng about the ma tter,  or use 

an educa ted guess ( Redfern , 1 980 ) . 

When a group  of  teachers were d i v i ded i nto good and bad 

teachers , i t  wa s found that some characteri s ti cs are common to good 

and bad teachers a l i ke ,  wh i l e  other c harac teri st ics  appea r to d i f­

ferent i a te good and poor teac hers . Fo r exampl e ,  the degree o f  

emotiona l  s tab i l i ty does not  d i fferent i ate good a n d  bad teachers . 

However , i t  wa s fo und that good teachers seem to be character i zed by 

a preference for quic kness  of  act i on and effic i ency of production . 
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S i gn i fi cant d i fferences i n  academ ic  abi l i ty were i nd i ca ted . The 

good teachers were s uperio r  to the poor teac hers i n  i ntel l i gence ,  

knowl edge o f  subj ect ma tte r ,  and profess i onal  knowl edge . The good 

teachers were a l so more soc i ab l e and domi nant than the poor teachers 

( Peron to , 1 96 1 , p .  89) . 

Barr ( 1 961 , p .  90) j udged the good teachers i n  h i s  study to 

be more sympathet i c ,  pl easant , and apprec i a t i ve , happ i e r  as  they 

worked wi th thei r pupi l s ,  to pos sess  a keener sense o f  humor , and  to 

appear more i n terested i n  pup i l  responses than poor teac hers . Barr 

a l so found that good tea chers as  compa red wi th poor teachers were 

more v i goro u s , more enthus i as t i c ,  and happ i er ,  l es s  attrac ti ve , 

more emot ional l y  stabl e ,  more pl easant ,  sympa theti c ,  and democra t i c ,  

pos sessed a better spea ki ng vo i ce ,  and d i spl ayed a keener sense o f  

humor .  H e  further concl uded that good teachers are more w i l l i ng to 

experiment  than poor teachers . Margaret Jones , us i ng the Gui l ford­

Z immerman paper and penc i l tes t ,  found that good teachers po s sess 

a more f l exi b l e d i spos i ti on than poor teac hers . Lamke ' s ( 1 95 1 )  

data suggest  that good tea che rs appear to be mo re adventurous and 

unconven tional  than poo r teachers. 

There i s  a wi des pread assumpt ion  that there i s  a gene ral 

teach i ng ab i l i ty w i th wh i ch s ome peopl e are born . Th i s  abi l i ty 

wi l l  produce a good teac her who i s  effect i ve i n  any school , a t  any 

grade l evel , wi th pupi l s  o f  e i ther sex and of  vary i ng  ab i l i t i es ,  

i n  a l l of  the subjects i n  h i s  area of a s s i gnment ,  academi c or non­

academ ic  ( Worcester, 1 96 1) . 
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The p rofess i ona l  tra i n i ng ,  the intel l i gence , the g rade poi n t  

average , the s tudent teach i n g  record , and the persona l i ty patterns 

have been s tu d i ed to determi ne what makes an  effecti ve teacher .  

Many di fferent predi ctors have been used i n  a n  effort to i den t i fy 

concomi tants of  teach i n g  succes s .  Schm id  ( 1 962 , p .  1 ) l i s ted the 

fol l ow i n g : 

i n te l l i gence , educat ion , scho l arsh i p ,  age , experi ence , 
knowl edge of s ubject matter ,  profess i onal  i n fo rma t i on , 
extracurri cu l ar acti v i t i es , genera l  cu l ture ,  soc i o­
econom i c  s tatu s ,  sex , mar i tal statu s , teac h i ng apti tude , 
i nterest i n  teac h i ng , voi ce and s peech character i st i c s ,  
photographs ,  s tat i st i ca l  analyses o f  i nstructo r  a bi l i ti es ,  
op i n i on s tudi e s  o f  i nstructor  personal i ty ,  causes of  
teacher fai l u re ,  and persona l i ty tes ts . 

Morsh and W i l der  ( 1 954)  s uggested that many cri teri a were opi n i on 

type wi th l i ttl e empi r i cal val i dation , that most  of  the cri teri a 

s howed l i ttl e s i gn i ficant rel a t i on s h i p  to teacher s uccess ,  and that 

the predi ctors were h i gh l y  i n concl u s i ve i nd i cators  of  teac h i n g  

ab i l ity . Barr  ( 1 929 ) po i n ted out that the concept of teach i ng 

eff i c i ency i s  not  we l l  def i ned anywhere .  Ryans ( 1 967 ) agreed that 

no  common agreement had been reached about what con sti tutes  a good 

or  bad teacher . 

Apparent ly  teach i ng means many differen t  thi ng s  to different 

peopl e  and ,  pro babl y ,  the teach i ng acti v i ty var i es from person to 

person and from s i tua t i on to s i tuat i on . W i th opi n i on s  so var i ed ,  

each person may be sai d  to have a more o r  l es s  pr i vate.system of 

eval uati on a l l h i s  own . For examp l e ,  those  who bel i eve g ood teachers 

are born w i th teac h i n g  abi l i ty di ffe r  in  the i r  op i n i ons of how to 
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eval uate the effecti ve teache r .  Some say an effect i ve teacher wi l l  

be i dint i fi ed by watchi ng the pupi l s ; others who bel i eve i n  teach­

i ng ab i l i ty say one mus t  watch the beha v i o r  of  the teacher to know 

whe ther or not that i ndi v i dual i s  effecti ve a s  a teacher (Wo rces ter ,  

1 96 1  ) . 

S .  A .  Co urti s ( 1 932 ) sta ted that the  only  pos i t ion  that he 

i s  wi l l i ng to accept mu s t  be i n  terms o f  changes i n  the p up i l s  

taught . Popham ( 1 980 ) contended tha t  i t  i s  i nde fen s i bl e  to eval u­

ate success ful  teach ing  in terms of  teacher beh avi or because th i s  

type of eva l uat i on i s  focused on what the teacher does . The eva l ­

uator s hou l d  be attenti ve to what happens to the s tudent as a con se­

quence of what the teacher does .  Mi tzel ( 1 9 60 )  argued that educa­

ti onal products  i n  the form of student gai n s , g rowth ,  and changes 

were essen t i al i n  determi n i ng teacher e ffect i venes s .  Cureton ( 1 95 1 ) ,  

Ebel ( 1 95 5 ) , and Mi tze l  ( 1 960 )  agreed that teacher eva l ua tion s hou l d 

not on l y  be i n  terms of produc t but shoul d a l so i ncl ude those s tuden t 

goal s immed i ate to the comp l etion  o f  s choo l s .  Reemers ( 1 95 2 )  pro­

po sed that the teacher effects on school operati ons and school ­

commun i ty rel a t i ons be i ncl uded  i n  a product cri ter ion . 

Co ke r, Medl ey ,  and Soar ( 1 980 ) sai d research  f i n d i ngs  do not , 

as yet ,  s upport notions about rel ati on sh i ps between teacher charac­

teri s t i cs and s tudent l earn i ng .  Teacher effects a re often near ly  

ind i s ti ngu i s hab l e  from the effects of  other teachers , other agents 

( s uch as  paren ts ) , or al ternate s i tua t i on s .  The teacher does not 

opera te upon th e pupi l i n  i so l a t i on from other sou rces ( B i ddl e ,  
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1 964 ) . Pittinger ( 1 9 1 7 )  al so di scounted pupi l change as a cri te ri on 

for t�acher effect i venes s on the ba s i s  that pupi l ach ie vement i s  

not the resu l t of  any s i ng l e  teache r ' s effo rt .  Symonds ( 1 95 5 ,  p .  2 5 )  

cl a imed that " C l as sroom ach i evemen t of  the pup i l  i s  not a val i d  

measure of teachi ng abi l i ty due to the pup i l vari ati on i n  prepara­

ti on and i ntel l i gence . 1 1  The fact that no one vari abl e i s  account­

abl e for the change i n  student l earn i ng po i n ts to the fact tha t  

groups o f  educators and  n o t  i nd i v i dual s m u s t  b e  he l d  accountabl e ,  

and that s tuden t perfo rmance cannot be u sed to assess  i ndi vi dual  

teacher performance ( Krystal  and Henr ie ,  1 972 , p .  27 ) .  If the 

eval uat i on program i s  to se rve to i mprove educa t i on , i t  i s  necessary 

that the teachers be thoroughly acqua i nted both wi th what i s  

expected o f  them and wi th the appra i sal  techn i ques bei ng used 

( Beecher ,  1 949, p.  81 ) .  

D i fferent Eval uators 

There i s  l i ttl e consens us among teachers on the subject o f  

teacher eval u at i on . Teachers ' organ i zat i ons and i nd i v i dua l teachers 

are ranged a l ong a scal e of strong ly  oppos i ng any eval uat ion p l an 

to tak i n g  a l eaders h i p  ro l e  i n  p l an n i ng fo r teacher eva l uati ons . 

D .  A .  Wo rces ter ( 1 96 1 ) sa i d  that teacher eval uati ons are based upon 

pe rsonal attract i venes s ,  w i l l i ngness  of the teacher to parti ci pate 

i n  extra- curri cul ar acti v i t ies , h i s  presence i n  town over the week­

end , the frequency wi th wh i ch pupi l s  are sent to the off i ce for 

d i sc i p l i ne ,  but not on ev i dence suppo rted by tes ts of p up i l progre s s . 
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Bernard McKenna ( 1 973 ,  p. 5 5 )  contended that teacher eval uati on at 

the present t ime i s  fragmented , inconcl us i ve ,  and mos t unfortunate ly , 

unj ust  for the three fol l owing reasons : 

1 .  Performances a re o ften eva l uated whi ch  have 
l i ttl e or  no bea ring on the pro fess iona l ta s k  
at  hand . [Teac hers are o ften eva l ua ted on 
thei r abi l i ty to ma i nta i n  accurate records or  
on the i r  parti c i pat ion in  communi ty acti v i ti es . ] 

2 .  The teacher wi th too many studen ts o r  wi th s tudents 
having l ea ring di ffi cul t i es i s  more l i kely to be 
judged adversel y .  

3 .  The teacher i s  meas ured by s tudent l earni ng out­
comes whi ch i ncl ude s k i l l s, knowl edge , val ues, 
and a tti tudes . 

Many of the l earning outcomes are d i fficul t to teach and a l most  

impos s i b l e  to measure-- good c i t i zens h i p ,  honesty .  

Educators a re eva l uated by any person from superi ntendents 

to c i ty counc i l  members and from al umn i to co l l ege deans . 

Th i s  fos ters  much di sagreement a s  to the person bes t 

capabl e of eval uating the teach ing effecti venes s .  Doy l e  

( 1 983,  p .  1 00 )  bel i eved that student eva l uations o f  the effec-

ti ve teacher may be infl uenced by the student•s memory of instructor 

and cou rse behav i o rs and character i s t i cs , by the student • s thought-

ful nes s ,  by h i s wi sdom in determin ing wh i ch parti cul ar  tra i ts or  

behav i ors meri t spec i a l we i ght ,  and by any carel essnes s  or  i natten-

ti venes s  in mark ing the rating or  the an swer sheet .  A s i mul at i on 

study by Sal thouse , McKeach i e ,  and L i n  ( 1 978)  found that student 

eva l uations had rel at i ve ly  l i ttl e impact on recommendati ons for 

promot ion or  sa l ary increase at  a major  un i vers i ty .  
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A 1 970 Nati on ' s School s pol l showed 42 . 5  percen t  of the 

admini strators opposed and 40 . 5 percent favored student eval uati ons 

of teachers ; 1 7  percent were uncertai n .  One school di s tri ct re­

sponding to the Educat ion U .  S .  A. s u rvey reported tha t  wh i l e estab­

l i sh ing an eval uati on system " the g reatest furor was caused by a 

s uggest i on that the students be i nvo l ved in  the ratings of the 

teachers" ( Ol dham , 1 9 74 , p .  24 ) . Brookover found that teachers wi th 

a h i gh degree of person- to- person interacti on wi th thei r s tudents 

tend to be rated h i gher as instructors by these s ame s tudents ( r = 

. 64 ) , but  these same teachers rated near zero ( r = . 08 )  when eva l u­

ated by admin i strators ( 1 945 ,  p .  203) . 

Ol dham ( p .  2 3 )  reported John A .  Centra of Educa t i onal Test ing 

Serv i ce concl uded , " Wel l - des i gned student rat ings  programs can do 

more to benefi t than harm the academi c commun i ty . " Teachers bel ow 

the col l ege l evel seem to be di v i ded as to whethe r they want to be 

eval ua ted by thei r students . According to a 1 97 1  teacher opi ni on 

pol l conducted by the NEA Research Di v i s i on ,  about 38 percent 

tended to favor s tudent eval uati ons . Accord ing to Ol dham , informa­

ti ona l  feedback from students i s  an effecti ve means of i nfl uenc ing 

teacher behavi or  and,  i n  fact,  student feedback  can somet imes be 

more effecti ve in chang ing teacher behavi or  than s uperv i sory feed­

back .  Furthermore , student eval u ati ons are avai l ab l e to  teachers 

whenever they des i re to use i t  and can be an ongoing process and 

does not have to be dependent upon the as s i s tance of pr inc i pa l s or  

s uperv i sors . 



A general comp l a int  of teachers about eval uat i on s  by admin­

i s trato rs i s  that the admini strato rs are not fami l i a r  wi th c l ass­

room probl ems . Teachers genera l ly  are more recepti ve to peer 

eval uati on ,  not only  because they fe l t  a fe l l ow teacher wi l l  be 
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more sympatheti c ,  but  because they be l i eved a fe l l ow teacher i s  more 

competent to j udge wha t  rea l l y  occurred in  a c l as s room than a super­

vi sor  who i s  l ess  fami l i ar wi th the cl assroom ( McKenna , 1 97 3 ) .  

Doy le  ( 1 983,  p .  1 00 )  reported that co l l eague raters seem more l i ke ly  

than students to  be  l en ient ,  but  they may a l so be  more l i ke ly  to 

have devel oped an al ertnes s and memory for sa l i ent aspects of teach­

ing . The peer-eval uati ons requ i re time- re l ease from the cl as s room 

by the observer and the observer must be tra ined to observe and 

eval uate h i s  peers . McKenna stated that some teachers are re l uctant 

to j udge the i r  fe l l ow teachers . Th i s  wou l d  res u l t i n  an inval i d  

eval uat i on .  

In Col o rado Spri ngs ( Co l o rado ) School Di s tr i ct  I I ,  an eva l u­

ati on team cons i s ts of  the pri nci pal  or  h i s  representati ve ,  a 

teacher ,  and department cha i rperson or  superv i sor .  Th i s  team 

approach to eva l uati on presented some di sagreement between the 

teacher and the team . The team fe l t  the teachers had more di ffi ­

cu l ty wi th mas tering teach ing s ki l l s ;  the teachers reported they 

had more di ffi cu l ty in  ach iev ing the i r  objecti ves i n  parent and 

commun i ty re l a ti ons . Teachers and eval uators di s agreed on teacher­

student re l at i ons h i p .  The eval uators were far more l i ke ly  to see 

teachers as having probl ems in the i r rel at i ons h i p  wi th s tudents than 



were teachers . The teache rs we re i nc l i ned to bel i eve they had no 

probl ems i n  teacher-student  rel ati ons h i p  area ( O l dham , 1 974 ) .  

The Gl enda l e  ( W i scons i n )  I ntermed i ate School has no teacher 
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eval uati on i n  the usua l sense . They rel y  tota l l y  on sel f-eva l uation . 

At the beg i nn i ng of the school yea r  each teacher  prepares  a " Wo rk 

Revi ew and Improvement P l ann i ng Sheet11 and d i scusses i t  wi th h i s  

pr i nc i pal . The s hee t i s  rev i ewed aga i n nea r the yea r ' s end to de­

term i ne i f  the teacher has made i mp rovement as  pl anned ( Ol dham ) . 

Coeur d ' Al ene , I da ho , teachers are not eval uated un l es s  

termi nation o f  a teacher' s  contract i s  be i ng con s i dered.  Freer and 

Dawson ( J une 1 98 5 ,  p .  721 ) stated tha t 11 The d i stri c t  has found a 

pos i t i ve way to avoi d the o ften puni ti ve use of checkl i sts to eva l -

uate the 98 percent of  teachers who are good i n  o rde r t o  get the 2 

percent who are poo r. 11 The  Coeur  d ' Al ene statement of  purpose fo r 

the gu i de l i ne sta ted : 

. . .  I t  i s  the be l i ef o f  the  di stri ct tha t teac her s uper­
v i s i on i nvol ve more than a s upe rv i sor mak i ng j udgmen ts . . .  
a cooperat i ve , comprehens i ve ,  and conti n uo u s  process  i n  
whi ch the admi n i strator/ teac her team rev i ews i ts understand­
i ng of  the task ( Freer  and Dawson , June 1 985 , p .  720 ) . 

Us i ng th i s  method of  eval uati on j ust for a pos s i b l e  termi nation of  

a teacher ' s cont ract,  the  Coeur d ' Al ene teacher moral e i s  h i gh ,  

staff turnover i s  l ow ,  and student achi evement on standa rd i zed tes ts 

i s  cons i stently  above the national  norm.  In  1 983 , the  Coeur d ' Al ene 

d i s tri ct  wa s one of  the 1 2  fi na l i sts i n  Secreta ry of E duca t i on Terrel 

Be l l ' s  sea rch fo r mode l demonstrati on s i tes  i n  computer-ass i sted i n-

struc ti on ( Freer and Dawson , June 1 985 , p .  720 ) . 
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V i ews of a Good Teacher 

- The perception of a good teacher i s  common to mos t g roups who 

are associ ated wi th teach ing . Ebel ( 1 970 , pp .  99- 1 00 )  examined the 

student perception of effecti ve teach ings and found tha t  a good 

teacher ( 1 ) i s  a dynami c  and energeti c person , ( 2 )  expl a ins cl ea rl y ,  

( 3 )  has an interest ing s tyl e of presentat i on ,  ( 4 )  seems to enjoy 

teach ing , ( 5 )  ha s a genu ine interest i n  students and i s  fri end ly  

toward them , ( 6 )  encourages c l ass  d i scuss i on ,  and ( 7 )  d i sc us ses 

po ints of  v iew other than h i s  own . 

Sel d in • s ( 1 980 , pp .  9- 1 0 ) study of facu l ty perception of  

effecti ve teach ing produced s i x  cha racteri st i cs whi ch were : 

( 1 ) be ing wel l prepared for c l as s ,  ( 2 )  demonstrating comprehens i ve 

subject knowl edge , ( 3 )  encouraging intel l i gent ,  independent thought 

by s tudents , ( 4 )  moti vating s tudents to do the i r  bes t ,  ( 5 )  be ing 

fa i r  and reasonabl e i n  eva l ua ting st udents , and ( 6 )  be i ng s i ncerel y  

interested in  the s ubject be ing taught .  

In 1 975 , Sel din  d i d  a s tudy o f  41 0 academi c deans • v i ews of  

good teaching worthy of  contract renewa l and promot ion in  rank .  The 

students of Ebel • s  1 970 study , the facul ty of Se l d in • s 1 980 s tudy ,  

and the deans • v i ews a re practi ca l l y interchangeabl e  i n  that the deans • 

defi ni t ion of an effecti ve teacher ( 1 ) i s  wel l prepared for c l a s s , 

( 2 )  moti vates s tudents to do the i r  best ,  ( 3 )  communi cates effecti vel y  

to the l evel o f  the students , ( 4 )  demonstra tes comprehens i ve s ubj ect 

matter,  and ( 5 )  treats students wi th respect .  

Sel d in  ( 1 980 ) reported tha t approximate ly  2 , 000 students , 

facul ty and a l umni were asked to rank 60 teach ing cha racteri st ics  



i n  order of i mportance . Cons i derabl e agreemen t  turned up among 
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al l t�e part i ci pan ts . I t  was a l so found i n  a 1 974 study tha t  there 

i s  general agreement on teacher rat i ngs  whether done by facul ty 

col l eag ues or  by students , and  that teacher rat i n gs by col l ege  

admi n i s t ra tors are p racti cal l y i n terchangeabl e w i th those  of the 

teacher • s col l eagues . H i l debrand  ( 1 971 ) ,  i n  a compari son of s tudent 

and facu l ty percepti ons of the bes t  and worst teachers on  the Davi s 

campus of the Un i vers i ty o f  Cal i forn i a ,  found the i r  vi ews a l most  the 

same . 

Even though no s i ngl e l i sts of  teachi ng qual i t i es has yet 

been devel oped to everyone • s  sati s facti o n , i t  seems cl ear that the 

general charac teri s t i cs of effecti ve teachi n g  a re emerg i ng .  Ebl e 

( 1 976 , p .  1 8 ) , i n  a rev iew of studi es , noted cons i s ten t fi ndi ngs  

about the cha racteri st ic s  of  good teachi n g  wh i ch a re :  

. . .  Mos t  s tudi es s tress  knowl edge and o rgan i za ti o n  o f  s ub­
ject mat ter ,  s ki l l s i n  i nstructi on , and personal  q ual i ti es 
and atti tudes useful i n  worki ng wi th s tudents . 

I f  personal  characteri s t i c s  are empha s i zed i n  a parti cul a r  
s tudy ,  good teachers wi l l  b e  s i ngl ed out a s  thos e  who are 
enthus i ast i c ,  energeti c ,  approachabl e ,  open , concerned , 
i mag i nat i ve ,  and  poss�ssed of  a sense o f  humor .  

If  characteri sti cs of  masteri ng  a subj ec t  matter and pos sess­
i ng teachi ng s ki l l s  are  emphas i zed , good teachers wi l l  be 
those  who are mas ters of a s ubject,  can organ i ze a n d  empha s i ze ,  
can cl a ri fy i deas and po i nt out rel at ionshi ps , can moti vate 
s tudents , can pose  and  e l i c i t useful q ues ti ons and  examp l e s , 
and are reasonabl e ,  i mag i na ti ve , and fa i r  i n  manag i ng the de­
tai l s  of l earni ng .  

The l i terature a ppears to agree that mos t  s tudents , facu l ty and  

adm i n i strators wi l l  agree wi th Mi l l er • s ( 1 972 , pp . 26- 27 )  defi n i t i o n  

of  good teachi n g :  



A good teacher personi f ies enth u s i asm for h i s students , 
the a rea of competence , and l i fe i tsel f .  He knows h i s 
subject , can expl a in  i t  c l ea rl y ,  and i s  w i l l ing  to do 
so-- i n  or  out of c l ass . C l a s s  per i ods a re i nteresti ng , 
and at t imes , a l i ve w i th exci tement .  He approaches  h i s  
a rea o f  competence and h i s  s tudents wi th integri ty that 
i s  nei ther st i ff nor pompous , and h i s  att i tude and de­
meanor are more caught than taught . 

Eval uat i on Apprehen s i ons 

A few years ago , teacher eva l u ati ons were done to i dent i fy 

34 

incompetents so they cou l d  be fi red . I t  i s  l i tt l e wonder then that 

McKenna { 1 974 , p. 55) s tated that the way teacher eva l uat i on usua l l y  

i s :  

1 .  Eval uat i on i s  threateni ng to teachers . 
2 .  They see i t  a s  someth ing  that i s  done to them by someone 

el se . 
3 .  I t  i s  used most ly  for determining teacher s tatus  rel a t i ve 

to d i smi s sa l , tenure , and promoti on ,  even though i nstruc­
ti onal  i mprovement i s  often advert i sed as i ts maj or 
purpose .  

4 .  Teachers often are unaware of the cri teri a used to j udge 
them . 

Mc intyre and Morri s ( 1 982 ) found that whi l e  pri nci pal s v i ew 

ins tructi onal i mprovement as the mai n  purpos e of  eva l uati on ,  teachers 

see eval uat i on pr imar i ly as  a veh i cl e  for contract renewa l .  Al l 

too frequently 1 1 teachers feel that the princ i pa l  or  s uperv i sor i s  

s i tting  i n  j udgment and that the appra i sa l  be ing  made i s  i n  the 

nature of a final  verd i ct  rather than a gu i dance procedure i nsp iT i ng 

them to sel f- i mprovement11 ( Beecher , 1 949 , p .  8 1 ) .  

Troyer and Pace ( 1 945 ) found that teachers were rel uctant to 

take part in  any eval uat i on i f  they fel t  that the res u l ts mi ght be 

used aga inst  them . Krysta l  ( 1 9 72 , p .  5 )  s tated that when 
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accountabi l i ty becomes a way to ' p i n  a rap ' on a scapegoat for al l 

educati on ' s probl ems , res i stance natural l y  fol l ow .  Fi r i ng , a l l o­

cat i ng tough teac h i ng a s s i gnn1en ts , bad cl assrooms , probl em s tudents , 

study hal l duty ,  publ i c  embarras sment, and i nformal ostrac i sm s hou l d 

never be associ ated wi th accountab i l i ty .  

I n  the l i terature , the tas k  of  ass i sti ng teachers and assess­

i ng perfo rmance a re addres sed as sepa rate and i ncompat i bl e acts . 

The pri nc i pal i s  the one us ua l l y  respon s i b l e  for carry i ng o ut both 

functi ons . I f  effecti ve perfo rmance i s  i n  quest i on , thos e  whose 

defi n i te rol e  i s  sol e l y  to a s s i s t  a re often d rawn i nto the assess­

ing  proces s .  Th i s  res ul ts i n  maki ng a l l parti es uncomfortab l e ,  and 

i n  s uch context , the tas k of prov i d i ng i n d i v i dual i zed eva l uat ion  a nd 

currently provi d i ng a s s i s tance to facu l ty i s  a l l but i mpos s i b l e .  

Therefore , the purpose o f  teacher eva l uat i on must b e  c l early defi ned : 

To ass i s t teachers i n  i mprovi n g  thei r  performance ( MacNaughton , 

Tracy, and Rogus , 1 984 , p .  2 ) . Eval uat ion cannot achi eve i ts 

obj ecti ves un l es s  i t  i s  trul y cooperati ve i n  the eyes of  the teac hers 

rather than a procedu re i mposed on them ( Beecher,  1 949 , p .  93 ) . 

An a tmos phere of trust must be ma i n ta i ne d .  W i thout i t ,  

anx i ety ,  i nt imi dati on ,  and adversari a l  rel ati ons h i ps preva i l 

( Ch i rns i de ,  1 984, p .  42 ) .  The key to successful  teacher eval uati ons , 

accordi n g  to Garfi el d { 1 984 ) ,  i s  a col l eg i a l rel ati on s h i p  between 

eval uators and teachers . I f  the threat of  j ob l os s  i s  m i n imi zed ,  

teachers can  concentra te on  s trengthen i ng weaknesses . However , 

11 removal of res i s tance to eval uati on depends on c l ear organ i za ti onal 



goal s ,  resources adequate for training  eva l uators , and c l ari ty of  

the tas k  of eval uator1 1 ( Bo l ton , 1 972 , p .  3 ) . 

Gruenfi e l d  ( 1 966 )  stated that there i s  a natural s tra in  in  

human rel at ions that res u l ts when one person eval uates another .  

Th i s  s tra in may b e  on the part o f  the eva l uator .  Bol ton ( 1 972 , 

p .  3 )  s a i d  that some eval uators res i s t doing eval uati ons for the 

fo l l owing reasons : 

A general l ack  of  certa inty regarding cri teri a ,  measure­
ment proces s ,  and procedures for ana lys i s  and i nterpretati on 
of data . 

A res i s tance to p l ac ing onesel f  in  the pos i ti on of man i p u­
l ating or  adverse ly  affecting other peop l e • s l i ves . 

A fear  of  preci p i tating an unpl easant react ion on the 
part of the person being eval uated . 

A l ack  of ab i l i ty to cope wi th the weaknes ses of the i nd i ­
v i dual i n  terms of organi zat ional  needs and h i s ab i l i ty to 
i mprove . 

Some probl ems of teacher eval u at i on may be sol ved throug h  
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addi t ional tra in ing of the eval uators . 1 1 E ven the bes t  princi pal s 

and s uperv i sors may need to be tra ined to avo i d  al l owing the i r  per­

sonal b i ases and prej udi ces to affect the accuracy of observati ons 1 1 

( Bol ton , 1 972 , p .  35 ) . Some admini strators demonstrate an un inten­

ti ona l b i a s  in the i r ratings ; they tend to rate everyone at the two 

extremes , a very l ow or  a very h i g h .  Th i s  makes i t  d i ffi cul t to 

compare one admin i s trator • s rating wi th that of ano ther .  

Hunt and B user ( December 1 97 7 )  sa i d  that the better  the eva l -

uat i on system the more l i kely i t  i s  that the focus of eval uati on i s  

more d i agnost i c  than j udgmental and that eval ua t ions a re made as  
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a means to ach i eve improved profes s i onal performance rather than to 

col l ect i nformat ion to s upport preconcei ved j udgments . 

No general l y  agreed upon method-- rating scal e ,  se l f-ana l ys i s ,  

cl assroom v i s i tati ons--of meas uring the competenci es of  educators 

ha s been accepted and no methods of  p romoting  g rowth , i mprovement 

and deve l opment have been genera l ly adopted ( Lewi s ,  1 97 3 ) . Meyer 

et  a l . ( 1 965 ,  p. 1 1 )  contended that  these methods of  eval uati on 

. . •  genera l ly  not onl y  fai l  to measu re adequate ly  pro­
fes s i onal competence , but a l so  actua l l y  res u l t in  a l i enat ing 
the rel at i ons h i p  between the teacher and the adm in i s trato r ,  
do l i ttl e or  noth ing for i mproving performance , and engender 
a fa l se sense of securi ty about  the q ua l i ty of  profess ional 
performance in  the s chool sys tem . 

The trad i t i onal method of  eval uating educat i on i s  based on 

erroneous  ass umpt i ons , acco rd ing to McGregor ( 1 960 ) .  One , the 

tradi t i onal performance appra i sa l  p rogram i s  based on a poor theory 

of human moti vat i on ,  that te l l ing an educator where he i s  doi ng a 

poor job  wi l l  p rovi de the neces sa ry moti vati on to get h im to impro ve 

h i s perfo rmance . Research has proven that th i s  i s  not a lways true . 

McGregor ( 1 960, p .  87 ) g i ves the fol l owing as an examp l e :  

. . .  Contrast the s i tuati on i n  whi ch a s ubord inate i s  
eval uating h i s  own performance rel ati ve to spec i f i c  
targets wh i ch he set a few months ago wi th the s i tuati on 
in  whi ch he i s  l i s tening to h i s  s uperv i sor  eval uate h i s  
performance agains t the s uperv i sor ' s s tandards and objec­
t i ves . The s tage i s  set for rati ona l i zati on ,  defens i ve­
nes s , i nab i l i ty to understand , reacti ons  the s uperv i sor  
i s  being unfa i r ,  o r  arb i tra ry .  These are not  condi ti ons 
conduci ve to effecti ve moti vati on .  

Second , the tradi ti onal  performance apprai sa l  program i s  based 

on the fal se assumpt i on that the rol es of  the admini st rato r  and the 

teacher are compati b l e and that cr i ti c i sm in i tsel f wi l l  bring on 
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the necessary i mprovement in performance . In eva l uating the teacher , 

the admini strator imp l i es that the staff member needs to i mprove h i s  

performance i n  the di rect ion o f  the obj ecti ves and standards of the 

admini strator .  Fai l u re to ach i eve according to th i s  expectat i on 

often l eads to cri ti ci sm ,  threat ,  anxi ety ,  and a poor working re l a-

ti ons h i p between the admin i strator and the teacher , wh i ch l i mi ts 

the s uperv i sory effecti veness of the admini strato r • s l eaders h i p  

( Lewi s ,  1 973 ) . 

McGregor ( 1 960 ) further stated that pos i ti ve j udgments can 

be communi cated effecti vel y ,  but  cr i ti cal j udgments are very di ff i -

cul t to communi cate wi thout generating defens i venes s .  Meyer ,  Kay , 

and French ( 1 965 , p .  1 26 )  agreed that frequent cri t i c i sm consti tutes 

so s trong a th reat to sel f-esteem that i t  seems to d i s rupt rather 

than i mpro ve s ubsequent performance . 

Rens i s  L i kert ( 1 961 , p .  45 ) stated : 

. .  Host i l i ty ,  fear ,  di strust ,  and s imi l ar atti tudes  tend 
not onl y  to reduce the fl ow and acceptance of rel evant in­
formati on ,  but  a l so to evoke moti ves to di stort communi cati ons 
both upward and downward . D i strust and l ack  of confi dence 
l eads members of an organi zat i on at a l l ends i n  the h i erarchy 
to pl ay i t  c l ose to the ches t ,  to sha re a mi ni mum of i nforma­
t ion wi th others and to l oo k  wi th s us p i ci on at  the informat ion 
pas sed on by others . D i strust l eads to communi cation fa i l u res . 
Rec i proca l confi dence and trust on the part of the members  of  
the organ i zat i on seem necessary if  the communi cati on proces s  
i s  to funct i on effecti ve l y .  

Rec i proca l confi dence and trust  on the part o f  teacher and eva l uato r 

seem necessary to the commun i cati on process  and to an effecti ve edu-

cat i ona l program. Redfern ( 1 980 , p .  60)  sa i d  a good work ing rel a-

t i ons h i p  cannot s urvi ve i f  the fo l l owing condi ti ons preva i l :  



1 .  the purposes and proces ses of eval uati on a re confused or  
obscure , 

2 .  the teacher feel s uncerta in  and insecure about h i s  rol e  
i n  the eva l uati on proces s and , more spec i fi ca l l y ,  that  
the process i s  be ing used in  some harmfu l way , 

3 .  the eva l uator concei ves eval uat ion as an inspect ional 
and rating proces s ,  

4 .  communi cat i on between the teacher and eval uator i s  inade­
quate or pract i ca l ly  nonex i s tent .  

Lack of commun i cat ion i s  not the only prob l em in  effecti ve 
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eva l uat i on of  teaching . Eval uators may not be s k i l l ed and percepti ve 

in mak ing observat ions and j udgments may be inconc l us i ve and s uper-

fi c i a l  ( Redfern , 1 980 , p .  3 ) .  The appra i ser may no t be expert 

enough to hel p competent teachers . Th i s  often generates an adversa ry 

s i tuat i on wi th teachers and eva l uators in oppos i ti on i nstead of work-

ing cooperati vel y  to improve student l earn ing ( O l dham , 1 974 ) .  Hazel 

Dav i s  ( 1 964, p .  54 ) sa i d  that rati ngs appear to be inva l i d  as compre-

hens i ve meas ures of ei ther general o r  speci f ic  teach ing ab i l i ty; 

however , 1 1 l t  i s  apparent that ratings a re val i d  meas u res  of  the 

rater ' s op in i on of a teacher . .. 

Kerl i nger ( 1 967 ) contended that when raters were as ked to 

assess  tra i ts of  teaching effecti veness , they made the assessment 

from thei r own or ientat ion .  Kel l ey ( 1 955 )  agreed that j udges use 

the i r  own system of personal constructs to construe the worl d that 

s urrounds them and events that occur w i th i n  i t .  Gol ds te in  ( 1 982 , 

p .  9 )  s tated , 

There i s  u tterl y no objecti v i ty in  eva l uating someone el s e ' s 
performance.  Someone ass i gned to j udge the va l ue o f  the 



serv i ce of  someone e l se  comes val ue- l oaded to tha t acti v i ty .  
Judgments made on  someone e l se' s performance are h i gh ly  
personal  and , very frank l y ,  ought to be . The fact  i s  that 
no matter how one l ooks  at  a pro bl em ,  a personal po i nt of 
v i ew i s  probab ly  the mos t  powerfu l  i ng redi en t  for asses s i n g  
the qua l i ty of  someone e l se' s  servi ce .  

Furthermore , Kobl i tz ( 197 3 ,  p .  48 ) s a i d ,  " The characteri st i cs and  

ta l en ts of eval uators a re a key to  fa i r  and val i d  eva l uat i ons  i n  

a l l k i nds  of s i tuat ion s  . .. 

Eva l uati on s  may be made by many peopl e :  s u peri ntendents ,  
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pri nc i pa l s ,  s uperv i sors , col l ege professors , other teachers, school 

board members , pupi l s ,  and parents . Al l o f  these eval uato rs wi l l  

have d i fferen t  concepts of  teach i n g  effecti veness , vary i ng amounts 

of ·tra i n i ng i n  handl i ng data , and  wi l l  have d i fferent l evel s of pro­

fes s i onal soph i s t i cat ion . However , s i nce teachers recei ve the i r  

s uperv i s i on and  eva l uat ion  from the i r bu i l d i ng pri nc i pa l s ,  i t  i s  

important  that the teachers be aware of  those teach i ng character-

i st i cs thei r  pri nc i pa l s v i ew a s  essenti a l  for and  adverse to effec-

ti ve teachi ng .  

Leese ( 1981 , p .  2 1 ) sa i d  that when an  eval uato r  

. . .  v i s i ts a g roup of c l a s srooms , h e  can b e  s ure that , 
regard l ess  of h i s  presence , he wi l l  see teachers act i ng 
and pupi l s  behavi n g ;  he wi l l  see acti v i ty whi ch he can 
ca l l  teachi ng ;  better and poorer , effect i ve and i neffec­
t i ve ,  s k i l l ed and u n sk i l l ed ,  dependi n g  on  h i s  defi n i t ions  
and  p rescr i pt ions . 

The eval uator  may be s u peri ntendent ,  schoo l  board cha i rperso n ,  o r  

pri nci pal ; i n  a l most  a ny case the eva l utator  wi l l  have certa i n 

prej udi ces , bel i efs , a nd  preferences about  how students  s hou l d be 

taught and about how teachers s hou l d act .  
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Frequency of Eva l uati ons 

The frequency of teacher eval uat i on occurs infrequently for 

most  teachers . Gene Huddl e•s ( March 1 985 , p .  5 9 )  s urvey of teacher 

eval uati on frequency showed that of those teachers su rveyed 26 per­

cent were never eval uated , 2 7  percent were eva l uated onl y  once , and 

23 percent were eval uated twi ce by department chai rperson , school 

admin i s trator or any s uperv i sor  during the prev ious  s chool  year .  

Because teacher behavi or  var ies s o  much and eval uator percepti on 

may be b i ased , i t  does not appear that one may as s ume a s i ng l e  

observat i on can represent a typ i ca l  teacher performance . Mi tzel 

( 1 967 , p .  24 ) s tated that observat ion of teachers sho u l d be care­

ful l y  spaced over time to y ie l d the best appra i sa l res u l ts .  There­

fore , i n  order to obtain  a c l ear p i cture of any teacher • s perform­

ance , more than one or two- observati ons are needed .  

Gary Natri e l l o  ( 1 983 ) rev i ewed s ix  s tudi es us ing the theory 

of eval uat i on and authori ty .  He conc l uded that teachers are eval u­

ated infrequentl y in any form , that many teachers enj oy the autonomy 

they have a s  a res u l t ,  but often feel  uncerta in  and confused about 

whether they are doing  the best  th ing .  Natri e l l o  repo rted that 

teachers operate with  v i rtua l  autonomy in  the i r cl a ssrooms over 

what  they teach and how they teach .  Of the respondents , 72 percent 

indi cated they had e i ther strong or compl ete contro l o ver  the con­

tent they used and 92 percent indi cated s trong or compl ete contro l  

over the teach ing techn i q ues they used . 



Appra i sa l  of teachers shou l d be a cont i nu i ng rather than a 

peri odi c procedure . Educati on cannot afford to have the teacher 

frus trati ons caused by l i v i ng i n  fear and trembl i ng throughout the 

year wh i l e  wa i t i ng for the annual  spri ng  checkup ( Beecher ,  1 972 ) .  
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If one of the purposes of eval uat i on i s  to as s i s t  teachers i n  i mprov­

i ng  the i r i nstruct ion , i t  becomes very di ffi cu l t  to j us t i fy a pro­

gram that does not i ncl ude a cont i n uous eval uat i on of  every teacher 

( Bol ton , 1 972 , p .  1 3 ) .  Hunt  and B urser ( 1 977 , p .  1 3 ) s tated that  

the better the eval uation  system the more l i ke ly  i t  i s  that  the 

eval uations  a re nei ther perfunctory nor ri tua l i s ti c ,  but  rather made 

on numerous  occas i ons over an extended t ime peri od .  Leese ( 1 981 , 

p .  2 5 )  sa i d ,  

I f  the ch i ef admi n i strator  i s  to obta i n  as ses sment ,  i t  i s  
time the adm i n i strator made cl ear to the board of educa­
t i on that  the tradi t i onal  once-or- twi ce- before- tenure ,  
i mpres s i on i s t i c ,  un i nformed ,  uncompared asses sment i s  un­
profes s i ona l , i nadequate , i rres pon s i b l e ,  and i neffect i ve .  

Beecher ( 1 949 , p .  84 ) s ta ted that teachers have a rea l  cause for 

cri ti c i sm of admi n i s trat i on i f  appra i sa l  at  the end of the yea r ,  

carried o n  on ly  for purposes of meri t rati ng , revea l s  weaknes ses 

concern i ng teach i ng effecti veness for wh i ch there has been no pre­

vi ous appra i sa l  or he l p .  

Huddl e ( 1 985 , p .  59 ) found that as the frequency of teacher 

observati ons i ncreased , teacher acceptance of  the eval uation  process  

i ncreased . When teachers accept th e eval uation  proces s and a i ms , 

they tend to prefer more , not fewer ,  forma l eval uat i on per i ods 

( McKenna , 1 973 ,  p .  56 ) . Redfern ( 1 980 , p .  50 ) sa i d  tha t  the greater 



the number of v i s i ts and the degree to wh i ch they show the teacher 

to th� best advantage , the more l i ke ly  the eva l uati on a ssessments 

wi l l  be accurate and refl ect the true state of i ns truct i onal 

excel l ence . Peterson ( 1 982 , p .  84 ) s tated that the eva l uati on 

instrument shoul d document performance during the enti re school 

year ,  not s i mp ly  refl ect a s ingl e observat ion .  
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Ol dham ( 1 974 , p .  1 7 ) reported that one Wi scons in  admin i s­

trator di sagreed that c l as sroom vi s i tati ons for eval uat i on shou l d  

be i ncreased i n  frequency and l ength . The Wi scons in  admin i strators 

used cl a s s room vi s i tati ons as a bas i s  for eva l uat ion , but a fi ve­

minute v i s i t  was used rather than a l ong observati on .  A Denton 

( Texas ) Publ i c  School s ass i s tant s uperintendent was q uo ted by 

Ol dham ( p .  20 ) , 1 1 Any s upervi sory or  eva l uat i on procedure whi ch 

avo i ds thi s  ( cl ass room v i s i tat i on-observati on ) i s  fake at  worst 

and incompl ete at best . 1 1 

On the other hand , one Ari zona educator d i d  not feel that 

c l a s s room observation by an admini strator was necessary or  des i rab l e ,  

because he be l i eved observa t ion by an admin i s trator creates an 

arti fi ci a l  s i tuat i on .  The Ari zona educator preferred conferences ,  

g roup di scus s i ons , and peer eva l u at i ons . In i ts report , Teacher 

Eva l uat i on to Improve Learning ,  the Oh i o  Commi s s i on on Publ i c  Schoo l 

Personne l Pol i c i es stated that as  general l y pract i ced for the 

purpose of formal eva l uati on ,  c l as s room observati on was of l i tt l e 

va l ue and coul d be more harmful  than benefi c i al ( Ol dham , 1 974 , p .  

1 6 ) . O l dham stated that when forewarned , teachers and students 
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cou l d  prepare for the cl assroom observation and l imi t the appra i ser•s 

opportuni ty to observe a typ i ca l  s i tuati on .  Go l dstein ( 1 982 , p. 1 1 )  

stated that when earl i e r  performance foreshadows continued excel ­

l ence , annual  eva l uati on becomes a ri tual i s t i c ,  t ime-consuming 

exerc i se .  S ince appra i s al of teaching is  being a requ i rement in  

many states , the  teacher needs to  know what the eval uato r  perce i ves 

to be i mportant in  teach ing s k i l l s . 

Methods , Eval uator Ab i l i ty 

Teacher eva l uati on shou l d be to insure that the educati onal 

insti tut i on and soci ety be cont inua l ly aware of the extent to wh i ch 

the educa t i ona l system meets the educational  needs of soci ety .  

Eval uate to improve the l earning s i tuation for pupi l s  by prov i d ing 

input  for personne l deci s i ons s uch as tenure , promotion ,  meri t pay , 

and retent i on as wel l as to provi de another source of  feedback  to 

teachers . Carfi el d and Wa l ter  ( 1 984 , p .  48 )  stated that 1 1 Teacher 

eva l uat ion s hou l d be used to provi de informati on on ind i v i dual 

strengths and weaknesses in order to hel p bu i l d  des i gna ted weak­

nes ses into strengths . �� However ,  according to Med l ey ,  Coa ke r ,  

a n d  Soa r ( 1 984 , p .  4 )  the who l e a r t  o f  teacher eva l uati on 

up to the present time cons i sts o f  obtai ning someone • s  subjecti ve 

judgment of how 1 1 good 1 1 a teacher i s ,  a j udgment ba sed on the a s s ump­

ti on that the j udge knows what good teaching i s  and can recogni ze i t  

when he sees i t . 

Accountab i l i ty i s  an undefined concept w i th no operat ional  

meaning to Orl i ch and Ratcl i ff ( 1 97 7 ,  p .  247 )  who s tated that 1 1 i n  



Cal i forn i a ,  i t  i s  a s tatew i de assessment  of s tudent ach i evement , 

some loca l s chool s upported pro grams , and eva l u at i on of  teachers . "  

Hansen ( 1 978 , p .  1 5 } s tated that fru strat ion wi l l  occur  when the 

cri ter i a  o f  eval uati on,  the commun i ca t i on and i nterpersonal di men­

s i ons , the means and processes o f  a s sessment ,  and the res ul ts and 

i mpl i cat ions o f  the eva l ua ti on a re poorl y defined . 
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Popham ( 1 975 , pp . 284- 285 } sai d  that the many teacher eva l u­

ati on systems that have been used in thi s  country during recent 

decades have been l arge ly  r i tual i st i c  even though  thousands o f  

teachers a re eva l uated each  year b y  thousands of  adm i ni strators . 

Ri tual s ,  part i cu l arl y t ime- honored r i tual s ,  a re hard to abandon . 

Regardl ess  of  the effect o f  r i tua l , many di fferent methods a re used 

to eva l uate teachers each year wi th l i tt l e a greement as  to the best 

method . 

A number o f  d i s tr i cts are u s ing v i deotapes for teacher se l f­

appra i sa l . O l dham ( 1 9 74 ,  p .  39 } reported that i n  H i gh l and Park 

H i gh School  in Da l l as ,  Texas , the teacher  schedu l es a c l a s s  for 

v i deotap ing .  The teacher then v i ews t he  tape p ri vatel y  to  compl ete 

a se l f- apprai sa l  us ing forms that correl ate w i th the persona l eva l ­

uat i on forms that the admi n i s trator uses to eval uate the teachers . 

The eva l uat i on form correl ati on a l l ows for a compa ri son of  the 

teacher' s se l f- appra i s a l  wi th the appra i sa l  of the admin i strator 

observer. 

The Redfern method of teacher eva l uat ion a l l ows the teacher 

to set s pec i fi c  o bj ecti ves toward wh i ch he wi l l  work . The objecti ves 
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or  job ta rgets a re u s ua l l y  estab l i s hed in conference wi th the s uper­

vi sor _who wi l l  be mak ing the eva l uati on .  The process  requ i res  a 

cl a s sroom v i s i tati on fol l owed by a conference to assess  how wel l 

the goa l s  have been met ,  whether the goa l s shoul d be amended , or  

if  other goa l s shou l d  be added . The i ntent of  the Redfern method 

i s  to encou rage eval uator and teacher to operate as a team and to 

concentrate on i mprovement . The emphas i s  i s  on what i s  accomp l i s hed 

rather than how i t  i s  accomp l i s hed . In th i s  proces s the teacher 

woul d not be rated .  

Other methods of  eval uat ing  teach ing are the  rat ing sca l e and 

the check l i s t .  However , the Ameri can Federat i on of Teachers (AFT )  

pas sed a reso l ut ion a t  i ts 1 973  conventi on stat ing that any rati ng 

sca l e of teachers nurtures the exerci se o f  pol i ti ca l  press ure and 

creates d i s harmony among members of a schoo l •s staff , and recom­

mended that l oca l uni ts work to el i minate sca l ed ratings . The 

checkl i s t i s  a l i s t of teach ing cr i teri on wh i c h  u s ua l l y  rates a 

1 1Yes 1 1 or  1 1 N01 1  wi th no other val ue pl aced on the cr i teri a .  A weakness  

in check l i sts eva l uat i on l i es in  the fact that mos t  checkl i s ts fa i l  

to d i fferentiate the rel at i ve i mportance of  s pec i fi c  tra i ts and 

techn i ques . Thus 1 1 appropr iate dress .. i s  frequentl y assessed as  

having equ i va l ent va l ue to the  1 1 l es son•s being wel l p l anned . . 

( MacNaughton et a l . ,  1 984 , p .  4 ) . In November 1 97 3 ,  The Ameri can 

Teacher , the AFT 1 s offi c i a l  pub l i cat i on ,  reported that a l l eval uat i on 

instruments are imperfect , but  that probabl y the bes t woul d be a 

competent eva l uator ,  competent in  the di sci pl ine area that he or  she 
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presumes to  eval uate , a rmed wi th a bl ank p i ece of  paper , and enough 

t ime and object i vi ty to ascerta i n ,  wi thin the l im i ts of  human capa­

bi l i ti es ,  what was go ing on in the c l a s sroom . 

Conference- type eva l uat ions are a l so used by some d i str i cts . 

The b u i l d ing  princ i pa l  or  the s upervi sor wi l l  vi s i t  the cl assroom ,  

then have a conference wi th the teacher to di scuss  teach i ng i mprove­

ment i f  any i s  deemed needed.  Some d i stri cts i mp l ementing conference­

type eva l uat i on procedures have encountered a prob l em wi th some 

s uperv i sors who a re rel uctant to eval uate teachers in  thei r presence . 

Other probl ems have been experi enced wi th pr inc i pa l s who have objected 

to wri ting comments s ubstanti ating thei r rat ings  of 1 1 Unsati sfacto ry 11 

or  1 1 needs i mp roving 11 ( O l dham , 1 974 , p .  22 ) .  

Accord ing to Jensen ( 1 961 , p .  70 ) , 1 1 many attempts have been 

made to deve lop  val i d  and rel i abl e measures of teacher effecti veness ,  

none whol ly  s ucces sful . II  A roadbl ock  in teacher eva l u ati on i s  the 

l ack  of agreement on what  shoul d be cons i dered in teacher effecti ve­

nes s  coupl ed wi th uncerta inty about the cr i ter i on of effecti veness  

( Peronto , 1 961 , p .  88 ) . Peterson ( 1 982 , p .  83 )  s tated that the 

respons i bi l i ty to esta bl i s h the cri ter ia  upon wh ich  teachers wi l l  

be eva l uated rests cl ea rl y wi th the board of  educat i on .  

Redfern ( 1 980 , pp . 5 ,  1 0 ) stated that the boa rd o f  educati on 

must do more than j ust  bel i eve in  having a good eva l uat i on p rogram . 

I t  must understand ful ly  what i s  invol ved and be wi l l i ng to g i ve 

the program status  and s upport . Furthermore , the board of educat i on 

members need to v i ew eva l uat i on l es s  a s  a too l  to termi nate per­

sonnel and more as a proces s to i mprove perfo rmance . 
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Sapone ( 1 982,  p .  48 ) reported tha t an appra i sa l  and eval ua­

t i on questi onna i re that p resented 1 8  components found i n  some form 

i n  most eva l uati on model s was res po nded to by 1 02 school boa rd 

members , 78 s uperi ntenden ts , 1 44 pri nc i pa l s and 349 teachers i n  

western New York.  The respondents were as ked to i nd i cate whether 

ea ch component s ho ul d i dea l ly be i ncl uded in  an appra i sa l  and eva l u­

ation  system .  The same respo ndents were as ked to i nd i cate whether 

each  compo nent was rea l i s t i c as far as actua l  i mp l ementa tion i n  

the i r  schoo l d i s tri ct.  School board members d i ffered s i g n i fi cantl y 

i n  1 6  o f  the 1 8  component areas i deal ly from school  pri nc i pa l s ,  and 

in  1 0  o f  the 1 8  component areas , real i st i ca l ly. The res pondents , 

reported by Sapone ( p . 49 )  were as ked to i nd i cate whether each o f  

the 1 8  components shou l d i dea l l y  be i nc l uded i n  an  appra i sa l  and 

eval uati on system. The same res pondents were as ked to i ndicate 

whether each of the 1 8  compo nents was rea l i sti c a s  far as actual 

i mpl ementation i n  the i r  school d i s tri ct.  Sapone ( p .  50) reported 

that boa rd members and superi ntendents d i ffer rea l i s ti cal l y  on wha t 

sho ul d  be the phi l osophy of  an appra i sal  and eval uat i on model / pl an . 

Board members a l so d i ffer i dea l l y  from the i r  superi ntendents on how 

to best i mpl ement an appra i sa l  and eva l uati on pl an . They di ffer ,  

too ,  from school pri nci pa l s  and the i r staff. There was some i nd i ­

cat ion  from th i s  study that the pri nc i pa l  wo ul d no t rece i ve school  

board s upport  in  areas where the eva l uation  req u i res del i cate 

handl i ng and  l ega l  cons ul tati on .  
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B i dd l e ( 1 964 , p .  3 )  sa i d  some of the reasons for confu s i on 

about . teacher effecti veness  are ( 1 ) educators do not recogni ze the 

pro b l em of effecti veness  at a l l ,  ( 2 )  some school admi n i s trato rs are 

convi nced of the i r ab i l i ty to j udge teacher competence a nd see no 

reason for research on the s u bj ect , a nd ( 3 )  some school board members 

often are more concerned wi th f i n d i ng a teacher--competent or i n­

competent- - to fi l l  a c l a ss room. 

It wa s found by B i ddl e a nd E l l ena ( 1 964 , p .  3 )  that there i s  

di sagreement on  the effects a teacher i s  ca l l ed upon to produce . 

For examp l e ,  some educati onal  l eaders and pol i cy makers see the tas k  

i n  terms o f  spec i fi c  effect u pon  the pupi l ; some see the ta s k  defi ned 

i n  terms of the u l t imate goa l s  of  educati o n .  I t  i s  a l so  debated 

whether a teacher shou l d be cal l ed u pon  for equal competence w i th 

a l l types of pup i l s ,  or whether spec i al competenci es be a l l owed i n  

worki ng w i t h  the underpri vi l eged , the hand icapped , or the excepti onal 

student .  

B i ddl e a nd El l ena ( 1 964 ,  p .  4 )  found that confu s i o n  i s  further 

fostered by those eva l uators who thi n k  of the teacher s imu l taneo us l y  

a s  ( 1 ) d i recto r  of l ea rn i n g , ( 2 )  a s  a fri end and  counsel or  o f  pup i l s ,  

( 3 )  a s  a member o f  a g roup o f  profess i onal  person s , and ( 4 )  a s  a 

c i t i zen part i c i pat i ng i n  vari ous  commun i ty acti v i ti es .  Si nce there 

i s  some degree of s ubj ecti vi ty i n  the eva l uat ion  of job  perfo rman ce 

as wel l as i n  the assessmen t  of the personal  qual i ti es of a person , 

i t  becomes essen t i a l  to have a good understandi ng between the i n­

d i v i dual and the eva l uator abo ut the procedure the latter wi l l  use  

in  mak i n g  the j udgment .  
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Pembroke and Goedert ( Dec . 1 982 , p.  30)  s tated that the key 

requi �ements for the devel o pment of  an effec t i ve performa nce eva l u­

at ion  sys tem are that i t  mus t :  

1 .  Be accepted as  fa i r  and objecti ve by teachers ; 
2 .  Be rel ated to the speci fi c  requ i rements o f  the jcb and 

the un i que needs of  the organ i zation ; 
3 .  Spec i fy the factors aga i nst wh i c h  the teachers w i l l  

be measured; 
4. Rel i ab ly  meas ure teacher performance and spec i fy by whom 

and how the measurement w i l l  be done ; 
5 .  C l ea r l y  commun i ca te the expectati ons for performance to 

the i nd i v i dual s ;  
6 .  Prov ide for teacher devel opment as  part of  t h e  process .  

Eval uati on i s  more effecti ve i f  rel i ance upon pure ly  o bj ecti ve j udg­

ment can be kept to a mi n i mum and  i f  greater dependence can be p l aced 

upon performance da ta ( Redfern , 1 980 , p .  49) . Howe ver , when an 

effecti ve perfo rmance eval uat ion  system i s  not c l earl y  understood 

or not accepted by those who wi 1 1  be observed , muc h uncerta i nty and 

confus i on can be the resul t .  

The Chattanooga T imes ( Aug . 1 5 , 1 985)  reported that the l oca l 

teacher eval uat ion i n  Tennessee i s  do ne by the pri nc i pa l  u s i ng  a 

q ues t ionna i re w i th a sca l e  based on a 1 - 5  po i nt sys tem . w i th 5 the 

h i ghest rat i n g .  The rat i ng scal e a t  the s tate l evel goes from a 

l ow of 1 to a h i gh of 9 .  The pri nci pa l 1 S  ra ti ng al ong wi th a po rt-

fol i o ; a profess i onal s ki l l s  tes t ,  q ues ti onnai res to get opi n i ons 

of  pup i l s ,  peers , and superv i sors ; and an i ntervi ew wi th an eval ua to r 

ma ke up  the data sources used by the State of Tennessee for i t s 

Ca reer Ladder program. Accord i n g to Al  Mance , the State has a 

d i fferent ra ti ng s cal e fo r eac h  data source whi c h causes some con-

fus i o n .  M r .  Mance repo rted that a 4 . 95 l ocal ra ti ng  mi g ht con vert 
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to an 8, or a 4 ,  or poss i b l y  a 1 on a state sca l e  and that the exact 

number of  d i fferent sca l es state offi c i a l s  are u s i ng i s  not c l ear 

but that there are at l east  50.  

Pri nci pal s .  teachers . and suoervi sors who were a t  Mi dd l e  

Tennes see State Uni vers i ty a t  Murfreesboro to attend a l eadersh i p 

workshop conducted by the Tennes see Educati onal  Assoc i a t i on for 

offi cers of TEA were s urveved by The Chattanooga T imes . The survey 

showed that on l y  5 percent of  those s urveyed thi n k the eval uat ion  

process  i s  sati s factory: on l y  1 8  percent th i n k  the  method of  sel ect-

i ng  eva l uators i s  sat i sfactory .  As a res ul t ,  the respondents re-

ported : 

Mora l e  has been devastated . 
Fri ct i on between col l eagues has i ncreased s harp l y .  
Paperwork of  l i ttl e va l ue has i n creased sharp l y .  
Personal  commi tment to the profes s i on has s uffered . 
Many teachers , i nc l ud i ng good ones , feel threatened . 
Few teachers are encourag i ng bri ght students to become teachers . 
Prob l ems are anti c i pated w ith  parents who demand certa i n  

teachers for thei r ch i l dren . 
The Career Ladder program i s  produci nq l i ttl e benefi c i a l  

chanqes i n  cl ass rooms . 

The Chattanooga T imes further reported , 

Many teachers say the i r work  i nvol ves so many var iab l e ,  
i ntang i bl e  aspects that i t  i s  i mpos s i b l e to accuratel y 
eva l uate the effect i veness  of  teach i n g .  But most  o f  those 
su rveyed- - 55 percent- - bel i eved the i r  work  can be eva l u ated 
wi th at l east  reasonab l e  accuracy .  There i s  a cl ear i ndi ­
cat i on that what they so overwhel mi ngl y obj ect to are the 
hasti l y  devi sed methods o f  eva l uati on bu i l t  i nto the Career 
Ladder program. As a res u l t ,  teachers feel that they are 
on tri a l  before unqua l i fi ed judges who are g u i ded by chaoti c  
rul es . 

Cen tra ( 1 97 7 )  s ta ted that beneath the s urface reasons agai nst  

facu l ty appra i s a l  l i es the unspo ken profes s i onal d i s l i ke o f  bei ng 

judged . The facu l ty member , l i ke most peopl e ,  tends to regard an  
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appra i sa l  as an i mpl i ci t  threat .  1 1 S i nce eva l uat i ons  can be threaten-

i ng and i l l - defi ned and can s omet imes res ul t i n  unfa i r j udgments , 

the i r  rel uctance i s  understandabl e , � · Centra s a i d  ( 1 977 , p .  93 ) .  

F i nd i ng a Good Teacher 

Much that i s  important i n  prov i d i ng good schoo l s depends upon 

the accuracy w i th wh i ch teachers a re eval uated . P i n kney ( Feb .  

1 977 , p .  27 )  s tated that try i ng to  defi ne a good teacher i s  v i rtu­

al l y  i mposs i b l e .  The i ntang i bl es a re too numerous . 

Teacher X may be c l as s i fi ed as  a good teacher i n  c l a s sroom Y 
by pr inc i pal  Z for vari ous reasons , whereas the same teacher 
i n  the same c l assroom may be c l a ss i fi ed as a poor teacher by 
pri nc i pal X for di fferent rea sons . One who i s  c l a s s i f ied a s  
a good teacher i n  a s uburban system may very wel l b e  c l a s s i ­
fi ed d i fferentl y i n  a n  urban o r  a pri vate school ( P i n kney ,  
p .  2 7 ) .  

Worcester ( 1 961 , p .  1 24 )  stated that the a s sumpti on that 

superv i sors , s uperi ntendents , pri nc i pa l s ,  and schoo l board members 

are competent j udges of good teach i ng has had a majo r  i nfl uence i n  

most stud i es o f  the effecti veness o f  teach i ng .  Thi s  l eads to the 

ass umpt ion  that there i s  a genera l eva l uati on a bi l i ty that requ i res 

l i tt l e or no tra i n i ng .  I t  i s  just  a s  natural fo r an observer to 

know a good teacher when he sees one as i t  i s  for the observed 

teacher to be one.  

Bo l ton ( 1 972 , p .  3 )  reported that some eva l uators res i s t 

do i ng eval uati ons because of  a genera l l a c k  of certa i nty regard i ng 

cri ter i a , measurement proces s ,  and procedures for anal ys i s  and i nter-

preta t i on of data . Some prob l ems of  teacher eva l uation  may be 
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so l ved through add i ti onal  tra i n i ng of the eva l uators . 11 Even the 

best  pri nci pa l s and s uperv i sors may need to be tra i ned to avo i d  

a l l owi ng the i r  persona l b i ases and prej udi ces to affect the accuracy 

of observat ions , .. Bol ton ( 1 972 , p .  35 ) sai d .  Sta te g u i del i nes re­

qu i re a new qua l i ty of eva l uation  of teachers i n  the s econdary 

school s .  Thi s  more i ntense eva l uation  requi res spec i fi c s k i l l s  

wh i ch have not been part o f  the tra i n i ng or experi ence of most  

pri nc i pa l s o f  secondary schoo l s .  Th i s  added factor a l so requ i res 

a s i gn i f i cant i ncrease i n  t ime to be devo ted by most pr i nc i pa l s of 

secondary schoo l s to the tas k  of eva l u ati ng  teachers ( Perrone , Dec . 

1 978 , p .  74 ) . 

S k i l l  i n  eval uation i s  not often g i ven a h i gh pr iori ty on 

the l i st of admi n i strati ve and s upervi sory res pons i b i l i ti es by 

pri nc i pa l s and  other admi n i strators . Educati onal  admi n i strati on 

courses underemphas i ze s ki l l s  i n  eva l uati on . School sys tems rarel y 

make s ki l l s  i n  eva l uat ion  a requ i rement for appo i ntment  to a l eader­

sh i p  pos i ti on ,  and i t  i s  u s ua l l y  not s tres sed i n  sta ff devel opment 

programs for adm i n i s trators and s upervi sors after they a s s ume thei r 

pos i t i ons . Leese ( 1 981 , p .  26 ) s tated that teacher eva l uat ion  i s  

a s i tuati on i n  wh i ch a l arge n umber of  those on the teach i n g  force 

a re far better qua l i fi ed to do the ta s k  they are a s s i gned than 

those who manage are to j udge them . .. Supervi sors must be tra i ned 

to be eva l uators . Hand i ng them an eval uati on i nstrument  and turn­

i ng them l oose to observe w i l l  not s uffi ce. Bei ng a good eva l u ­

ator req u i res experti se ,  . .  Ch i rn s i de ( 1 984 , p .  43 ) stated . 



Di ffi cul t i es ar i se when the purpose o f  the eva l uation  i s  unc l ear 

or when the proces s  i s  no th i n g  more than an i ns pecti on for rat i ng 

purposes . 
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Typ i ca l l y ,  a pri nci pal rates al l h i s  teachers once a year on 

each of  a n umber of tra i ts or characteri st i cs . However , teachers 

d i ffer greatly i n  age , teach i ng f i e l ds , sex , years of exper ience , 

abi l i ti e s , and other factors , both wi thi n  and  between school s .  These 

compl i cati ng compl ex i ti es may ma ke pri nc i pa l s '  rati ngs  essent i a l l y  

un pred i ctab l e ;  a l so the frames o f  reference o f  various  pri nc i pa l s 

usua l ly  d i ffe r rather markedl y .  Ryans ( 1 967 , p .  50 )  contended that 

teacher beha v i or i s  v i ewed i n  l i gh t  o f  a set o f  att itudes and op i n­

ions refl ecti ng  the sort o f  behav ior  the eval uato r a pproves and 

prefers , and the ki nds of behav ior  the eval uato r d i sapproves and 

fi nds unacceptabl e .  Barr { 1 961 , p .  i i )  stated that good teac hers 

cannot be separa ted from poo r teac hers i n  terms of spec i fi c  teacher 

behav ior .  Th i s  a l so l eads to further di ffi cul ty i n  eva l uat i ng 

teach i ng beca use 11What is  judged ' good ' teachi ng by one person , one 

commun i ty ,  o r  at one t ime , may not be s i m i l arl y v i ewed as ' good ' 

by another person , another communi ty ,  or at  some l ater t ime 11 ( Ryans , 

1 96 7 ,  p .  5 1 ) .  

Perrone ( 1 9 78 ,  p .  7 1 ) reported that the Profess i onal  Stud i es 

Commi ttee of the Connect i cut As soc i ati on o f  Secondary Schoo l s d i d  a 

study to assess  the secondary pri nc i pa l s '  perception about the tas k  

as soci ated w i th the ro l e  and res ponsi b i l i ty o f  eva l uat i ng teac hers 

and about the amount and  k i nd  of hel p g i ven the secondary pr i nc i pa l s  

to impl ement effecti ve l y  the act on eval uati on o f  teachers . Some 



o f  the recommendat ions from the study were a s  fol l ows : 

1 �  Boards  o f  educa t i on s hou l d  i nvest s i gn i f i cantl y more 
money�  t i me ,  and  resources for i nservi ce tra i n i ng for 
pri nci pal s to hel p them devel o p  or enhance s ki l l s  
needed to eval uate teachers i n  ways commensurate wi th 
the s tate g u i de l i nes for i mpl ementat i on of the s ta tute 
on eva l uati on of teac hers . 

2 .  Local  boards o f  ed ucation  shoul d assess the atti tudes 
of the i r princi pa l s  towa rd the k i nd of hel p g iven them 
to i mp l ement the  act on eva l uati ng  teachers . 
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The Connecti cut study a l so reveal ed a very h i gh percentage o f  

the respondi ng pr i nci pal s fel t  d i s s at i sfi ed o r  undeci ded a bout the 

k i n d  of he l p  g i ven them to i mpl ement the eval uat i o n  of  teachi ng . 

For exampl e ,  Perrone { 1 97 8 ,  p p . 73- 74 ) reported the fol l owi ng : 

63 percent fel t  d i ssat i sf i ed wi th the amount o f  t ime they 
can spend to do an  appropr i ate job eval uati ng teachers ; 

63. 5 percent fe l t  d i ssati sf ied wi th the amo un t  o f  ass i sta nce 
g i ven them to imp l ement the 1 1  gu i del i nes ; 

47 . 9 percent fe l t  d i s sat i sf i ed w i th the ki nd  o f  hel p the i r  
cent ra l o ffi ce g i ves them to eva l uate teac hers effecti vel y ;  

3 1  percent o f  the pri nci pa l s  fe l t  d i s sati sf i ed wi th the 
opportuni ti es they had to d i scuss  w ith  teachers how the i r 
personal objecti ves  are ach i eved ; 

57 . 1  percent fel t e i ther di ssat i s f i ed o r  undec i ded about the 
1 1  gui del i nes of the statute on teacher eva l u ati o n .  

Tuc kerman , Steber , a n d  Hyman { 1 979 )  d i d  a s tudy to see i f  

pri n c i pa l s 1  j udgments var i ed from e l ementary to i ntermedi ate to 

seconda ry pri nci pa l s  when they rated teachers o n  fou r  d i mensi ons of  

tea ch i n g sty l es--creat i v i ty ,  dynami sm,  orga n i zed demeanor ,  and  

wa rmth and acceptance--and when they judged the  teachers to  be  

effec t i ve or  i neffecti ve . The  authors se l ected 1 80 teachers who 
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were previ ou s l y  rated as 90  effec t i ve and  90  i neffecti ve .  E l ementary , 

i ntermed i ate , and secondary school s had 30 teachers i n  each g roup .  

Us i n g a two-way analys i s  o f  var iance , Tuckerman , Steber , and 

Hyman ( 1 979 , p .  1 09 )  found that the 

. . .  F ra t ios  a s soc iated wi th two of the se two-way i nter­
acti on e ffects were s tati sti cal l y  s i gn i fi cant ( Dynami sm : 
F=l 2 . 3 ,  df=2/l 74 , p . 001 ; Warmth and Acceptance : F=7 . 0 ,  
d f=2/l 74 , p . 01 ) .  Th i s  re fl ects s i gn i fi cant d i fferences 
among  the three l evel s o f  pri nc i pal s regard i ng the i r perce p­
tions  o f  effect i ve and i ne ffecti ve teac hers acros s two o f  the 
fo ur d imens i ons o f  the Tuckerman Teacher Feedback Form . 

The Tuc kerman , Steber , and Hyman ( 1 979 , p .  1 1 4 )  s tudy showed 

the effecti ve teacher as fol l ows : 

1 .  Wa rm and accepti ng  essent ia l  by the el ementary pr i nci pa l s 
and dynami sm as undes i rab l e .  

2 .  Crea ti v i ty es senti al to the i ntermedi ate pri nci pal s .  

3 .  Dynami sm  ( domi nance pl us  energy ) essent ia l  to the secondary 
schoo l pri n ci pal s and creat i v i ty and wa rmth and acceptance 
as l es s  des i rabl e .  

Al l three g roups put emphases on  organ i zed demea nor (organi zation  

pl u s  control ) .  The res earchers concl uded that pr i nc i pa l s  had the i r 

preferences whi ch were l argel y  cons i s tent wi th the educati onal l evel 

at wh i ch they adm i n i stered .  

S ummary 

An eva l uati on cannot be a summary o f  the eval uator • s  i mpres-

s i on s , but mu st  be a reco rd of  what l ed to that i mpres s i on . The 

revi ew of l i terature has revea l ed that there i s  some evi dence 

teachers wel come eval uati on i f  the maj or focus i s  on i mp rov i ng the i r  
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teach i ng s ki l l s , the i nformat i on produced i s  mean i ngful to the 

teacher , the eval uator ta kes enough  t i me to co l l ect adequate i n­

formati on , and to di scuss  the i nformation  wi th the teac her . Redfern 

( 1 980 , p .  57 ) stated that some genera l i zati o n s  can be made about the 

opi n i ons of teachers concerni ng teacher eval uat i on : 

1 .  no one speaks undi s puted l y  for the profes s i on on  the 
subject of teacher eva l uat ion ; 

2 .  certa i n negat ive and pun i t i ve types of  eva l uat i o n  are 
un i versa l l y rej ected by teachers ; and 

3. a great dea l of watch i ng  and wa i t i ng w i l l be practi ced 
by teachers as they try to as sess the effect of the 
new experiments . 

There i s  much mi s understandi ng among educati onal admi n i s trators 

and po l i cy makers concerni ng teacher eva l uati o n .  Some educators 

prefer peer eva l uations  whi l e  others favor eva l uat i ons  by students . 

Some eva l uators use  checkl i s ts to eva l uate c l a s sroom observat ions  

whi l e  others use  rat i ng  scal es or do not eva l uate un l ess term i nati on 

of contract i s  the object of the eva l uati o n .  

The rev i ew of l i terature a l so revea l s  that many teachers 

oppose eva l uat ion wh i l e  others  are acti vely i nvo l ved i n  estab l i s h i ng  

a method o f  accountab i l i ty for thei r d i str i ct .  Redfern ( 1 980 , p .  5 )  

stated that even some parents fear accountab i l i ty because they 

bel i eve '' the i r  ch i l dren wi l l  l earn readi ng , wri t i ng , a nd ari thmeti c  

to the excl us i on of modern sc i ence , good moral s ,  and footba l l  . . . 

Teachers are apprehens i ve and uncerta i n  about bei ng eva l uated be-

cause there appears to be a l ack  of agreement between educati onal 

practi t i oners and po l i cy ma kers on  the l evel of i mporta nce of the 

competenc i es of good teach i ng .  Robertson and Lee ( 1 978 , p .  1 6 ) 
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stated 1 1 I n  l i ght  of current publ i c  and profes s i onal i nterests i n  

teach�r eva l uat i o n ,  a s tudy asses s i ng current admi n i strati ve per-

ception  i s  of s i gn i fi cance to educat ion . 11 Th i s must be done i f  

teachers are to know what  must a teacher do , what must he accompl i s h ,  

and what character i sti cs must he pos sess i n  order to be a s ucces sfu l  

teacher . I f  excel l ence i n  educat i on i s  the goal , excel l ence must 

be recogn i zed . I f  quanti ty i s  the goal , quant i ty wi l l  be the 

standard . 

The l i terature reveal ed a need for teacher eva l ua tions  to be 

accepted by the teachers , to be frequent enough  to produce accura te 

observat ions , and to be for the i mprovement o f  teachi ng s k i l l s .  

Hunt and - Buser ( Dec . 1 97 7 ,  p .  1 1 ) s ummed what the l i tera ture shows 

by stati ng that the better the system the more l i kely i t  i s :  

that the purposes of the eva l uation  are documented and 
u nderstood by a l l  concerned--the eval uators , the eva l ­
uatees , and those who recei ve and uti l i ze the fi nd i ngs ; 

that eva l uatees are knowl edgeabl e about performance expec­
tati ons and measures thereof ;  

that eval uat i ons a re referenced to esta bl i s h  job  expectati ons 
mutua l ly  understood by eva l uators and eval uatees . 



CHAPTER I I I  

PRESENTAT ION AND ANALYS I S  OF THE DATA 

Introducti on 

I t  was unknown i n  North Carol ina i f  there was any d i fference 

in the perce i ved l evel of i mportance of competenc i es for secondary 

school teachers by educati ona l practi ti oners and pol i cy makers . 

The purpose of th i s study was to determi ne whether the s u peri nten­

dents, chai rpersons of the boards of educati on ,  and secondary 

pr inc i pal s were i n  agreement one wi th another i n  thei r rat ings  of 

competenci es for the s econdary teacher . The research des i gn emp l oyed 

i n  th i s study and the ana lys i s  of  the data obta i ned from the q uesti on­

nai re are descri bed in  th i s chapter . 

Presentati on  of the Data 

Des i gn 

Thi s study was de s i gned to compare t he responses of superi n­

tendents , chai rpersons of the boards of  educati on , and secondary 

pri nci pal s to a l i st of  competency s tatements from the North Caro­

l ina Teacher Apprai sa l  Instrument for the rol e  of  secondary teachers . 

The study took the form of descri pti ve resea rch . The responses  of 

each group were compared aga i �st the fol l ow ing demograph i c vari ab les : 

l egal  c l ass i fi cati on of the s c hool d i stri c t ,  s i ze of enrol lment of 

the system , the geograph i c  reg i on of the state , and the number of 

5 9  
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years of experi ence by school admi ni strators or school board respon-

dents : The responses we re a l so compared for the hi ghest earned 

academi c degree . 

The tota l popu l ati on of North Caro l i na superi ntendents and 

chai rpersons of the boards of educati on were ma i l ed questi onna i res . 

Each popu l at ion  total ed 1 42 .  A samp l e  of the tota l popu l ati on of 

secondary pri nci pa l s was i denti fi ed for i nc l u s i on i n  th i s study . Of 

the 295 secondary pri nci pal s l i s ted i n  the North Carol i na Educati on 

Di rectory 1 984-85 , a sampl e of 1 80 secondary pri nc i pa l s were cho sen . 

Each of  the 1 42 sc hoo l di s tri cts were represen ted . Di stri cts wi th 

two h i gh school s had one pr inc i pal chosen ; di stri cts wi th three or 

four seconda ry pr i nc i pa l s ha d two randoml y chosen ; di stri c ts wi th 

fi ve or s i x  had three ; di stri cts wi th seven or ei ght had fo ur ; d i s­

tri cts wi th n i ne or ten ha d fi ve ; and di str i c ts wi th el even 

secondary school s ha d s i x  secondary pri nc i pal s sel ected for the 

study .  Th i s  represented 60 percent o f  the tota l seconda ry pri n c i pal 

popul ati on . Quest ionna i res were ma i l ed di rectl y to s uperi ntendents , 

cha i rpersons o f  the boards o f  educa t i on , and secondary pri nc i pal s .  

The to tal s urvey s i ze wa s 464 . 

Response to the Questi onnai re 

Responses to the questi onnai re were recei ved from two sepa­

rate ma i l i ng s  and two phone cal l i ng s  over a 1 6-week per i od .  One 

questi onna i re was not usabl e because  i t  was returned u nmarked but 

wi th an attached l etter expl a i n i ng why it  was returned unmarked . 

Fi ve questi onnai res were returned too l ate for i nc l u s i o n  i n  the data . 
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Of the 99  ques ti onna i res  returned by the super i n tendents , 95  o r  67 

perce�t of the to ta l popu l ati on of th e super intendents ( 1 42 )  were 

usabl e and on l y  four unusabl e .  Fi ve questionna i res  returned by the 

cha i rpersons of  the boa rd s of  educa tion were co n s i dered i nadeq uate 

for analys i s ;  therefore , 60 quest ionnai res o r  46 percent of  the 

tota l popul a t i on of cha i rpersons of  the  boards of  educa tion ( 1 42 )  

were i nc l uded i n  the usa bl e data . Secondary pr i nc i pal s returned 

1 30 ques t i onnai res of  whi ch 1 28 or 71 percent  of the to tal sampl e 

( 1 80 )  were usabl e .  

L .  J .  West ( 1 97 7 )  stated : 

A l ea d i ng tact i c  that a ppl i es whenever res po nses ha ve 
·been recei ved over a cons i derabl e time period ( dur i ng 
wh i ch prev i o us no nres po ndents ha ve been fol l owed up  a 
number o f  t imes ) i s  to compare the earl y repl i e s wi th 
the l a ter o nes . The ta rdy re spondents who have ha d to 
be na gged several t i mes be fore an swer ing  ca n be ta ken to 
typ i fy those who never res ponded at  al l .  I f  the res pon ses 
to sel ected key questions  from ta rdy res ponden ts do no t 
d i ffer s i gn i fi cantl y from those  of  prompt responses � i t  
may be assumed tha t ne i ther woul d the re sponses o f  those 
never hea rd from . I t  may be i n ferred tha t ,  des p i te non­
responses � one ' s re sponden ts a re repre sentati ve of the 
po pul a t i on ( p .  8) . 

Res ponses from the fi rst and second sol i c i ta t i ons were com-

pa red i n  order to dete rm ine whether superi ntendents, cha i rpersons 

of the boards o f  educa t i on , and secondary pr i nci pal s who responded 

to the quest ion na i re d i ffered from those who d i d  not . The re spon ses 

to the second sol i c i tati on and the phone ca l l s  were cons i dered repre­

sentati ve of the responses of the s uperi n tendents , cha i rpersons o f  

the boards o f  educati on, and seconda ry pri n ci pa l s who d i d  not 

respon d .  
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Tabl e 1 shows the mean scores ca l cu l a ted for the rati ngs the 

August  respondents and October respondents a s s i g ned to the 34 teacher 

competency statements . The mean s cores ranged from a h i g h  of 4 . 7 1 96 

to a l ow of 2 . 6825 for the fi rs t  res pondents . The competency state­

ment , " Prepares da i ly l esson pl ans , makes c l as s room presentat i on s , 

conducts di scu s s i ons , encourages practi ce ,  and corrects s tudent 

work i n  a manner that demonstrates s u bj ect area competence" i n  Major 

Fu ncti on  D :  Manag i ng Da i ly I nstruct ion , recei ved the h i g hest  score . 

Competency statement 3 ,  1 1 Carr i es out duti es rel a ted to energy con­

servat ion �� i n  Major Functi on J :  Non- I nstructional  Dut i es , recei ved 

the l owest score . The second respondents had a h i g h  of 4 . 6800 for 

competency statement 2 i n  Maj or Funct ion F :  I nd i v i dua l i z i ng I ns truc­

ti o n .  The s tatement read 1 1 Provi des i nd i v i dua l  s tudents wi th prompt 

feedback on thei r progres s a nd provi des necessary remedi ati on . �� 

The l owest  score , 2 . 8500 , was for competency statement 3 u nder Maj or 

Functi on J :  Non- I nstruct ional  Dut ies . Thi s wa s the same statement 

to recei ve the l owest score by the August  respondents . The second 

h i g hest score by the Augu st  respondents was for the competency s ta te­

ment to recei ve the h i ghest score by the October respondents . The 

second h i g hest  score by the October respondents was the competency 

s tatement that rece ived the h i g hest  score from the Augu st  respondents . 

No s i gn i fi cant d i fference was found i n  the res ponses o f  s u peri n­

tendents , chai rpersons of the boards of educati on , and secondary 

pri nc i pa l s for the fi rst  and second responses a nd thei r rati ng s of  



TABLE 1 

I MPORTANCE ASS IGNED TO THE 34 COMPETENCY STATEMENTS BY  NORTH CAROL I NA SUPER I NTENDENTS , 
CHAI RPERSONS OF THE  BOARDS  OF EDUCATI ON , AND SECONDARY PR I NC I PALS  

RESPONDED  TO  THE  F IR ST AND  SECOND  SOL I C I TATI ON , 1 985 

�ajor F unc�L��Competency 

Maj or F unct i on A :  

Competency 1 
Competency 2 

Major F unction 8 :  

Competency 1 
Competency 2 
Competency 3 
Competency 4 

Maj or F unct i on C :  

Competency 1 
Competency 2 

Major. fi.Jf_lCt ion D :_ 

Competency 1 
Competency 2 
Competency 3 
Competency 4 
Competency 5 

P l anning the Program 

Updating the Program 

Managing Da� Instruct i on 

August  F i r s t  Return 
Standard 

Mean Deviation 

3 . 4 1 80 . 7994 
4 . 0423 . 8965 

4 .  1 429  . 7486 
3 .  7725  . 7994 
3 . 89 95 . 7846 
4 . 02 1 1 . 8045 

3 . 9524 . 8658 
4 . 365 1 . 7368 

4 . 7 1 96 . 5 1 44 
3 . 9683 . 8 1 1 1  
3 . 7037 . 7 1 59 
4 . 1 1 64 . 7504 
4 . 02 1 1 . 8076 

October Second Return 
Standard 

Mean Deviation 

3 . 5 500 . 794 1  
4 . 2500 . 75 9 1  

4 . 2400 . 7739  
3 . 8800 . 7469 
4 . 0400 . 83 1 0  
3 . 9 700 . 87 2 1  

4 . 1 000 . 8 1 99 
4 . 3900 . 6998 

4 . 6600 . 5774 
4 . 0000 . 737 1 
3 .  7400 . 7887 
4 .  1 600 . 7339 
3 . 9800 . 8 1 43 

0'\ 
w 



TABLE 1 ( Cont in ued ) 

Augu s t  First  Return October Second Return 
Standard Standard 

Maj or Funct i on/Competency Mean Dev i at i on Mean Dev i at i on 

Maj or F u nct i on E :  m_[)iftt:l"t:llt i at i ng I n struc t i on 

Competency 1 3 . 85 7 1  . 8063 3 . 9600 . 8055  
Competency 2 3 . 8042 . 76 7 5  3 . 8600 . 7446 
Competency 3 3 . 6296 . 7358 3 .  7 1 00 . 7250 
Competency 4 4 . 3757  . 7357 4 . 4300 . 64 1 3  

Maj or Funct i on F :  I n s truct i on  

Competency 1 4 . 3564 - . 6782 4 . 4600 . 66 1 4  
Competency 2 4 . 5820 . 5454 4 . 6800 . 5038 
Competency 3 3 . 9947 . 837 1 4 . 0 700 . 7649 
Competency 4 3 . 9 947  . 746 1 4 .  1 1 00 . 7956 

Maj or Funct i on G :  Superv i s i n g 

Competency 1 4 . 4444 . 6289 4 . 4900 . 6644 
Competency 2 4 . 0846 . 76 50 4 . 1 900 . 7533 
Competency 3 4 . 1 5 34 . 7500 4 . 3 1 00 . 6972  

Maj or Funct i on H :  Human Resources 

Competency 1 3 . 2328 . 9 1 99 3 . 3800 . 8097 
Competency 2 3 . 1 1 1 1  . 7 300 3 . 1 200 • 7702 
Competency 3 3 . 2434 . 83 2 1  3 . 3400 . 8 1 64 
Competency 4 3 . 4603 . 8035 3 . 7 200 . 7624 C'\ 

..j::>o 



TABLE 1 ( C onti nued ) 

Aug u s t  F i rs t  Return 
Stand ard 

Maj o r  F unc t i on/Competenc� Mean Dev i at i on 

or F unc t i on I :  Human Re l at i ons  

Competency 1 4 . 48 1 5  . 7 282 
Competency 2 3 . 6508 . 7 7 1 9  
Competency 3 3 . 8836 . 8778 

or Funct i on J Non - I n stru ct i on a l  Dut i es 

Competency 1 3 . 38 1 0  . 9 1 48 
Competency 2 4 . 0423 . 8446 
Competency 3 2 . 6825 . 945 1 

Level o f  s i gn i fi cance . 05 .  

October Second Retu rn 
Standard 

Mean Devi ati on 

4 . 5400 . 6578 
3 . 5800 . 9663 
3 . 7900 . 83 1 5  

3 . 5300 . 9882 
4 . 2700 . 7938 
2 . 8500 . 9074 

0'\ 
(J1 



the 34 competency statemen ts ( F  = 1 . 43 ;  df  = 34 , 288 ; p < . 2406 by 

Hotel l4 ng- Lawl ey Trace ) .  
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Accord i n g  to Wes t ,  there i s  l i ttl e rea son to bel i eve that the 

s uper i ntendents , cha i rpersons o f  the boards o f  educat ion , and sec­

ondary pri nc i pal s who responded to the quest i onna i re di ffered s i gn i f­

icantl y  i n  the i r rati ng  o f  the competency statements than those who 

di d not respond . Beca use the res ul ts of the anal ys i s  for s uperi n­

tendents , cha i rpersons o f  the boards of educat ion , and seconda ry 

pri nci pal s � i l ed to i nd i cate a s i gn i fi cant di fference between the 

res pondents to the 34 competency statements for the fi rst and second 

sol i c i tation , i t  wa s ass umed that s uper i ntendents , cha i rpersons o f  

the boards of  educati on , and seconda ry pri nc i pa l s who res ponded to 

thi s study were representati ve of  thei r res pecti ve popul a ti on i n  

North Caro l i na .  

Re l ati ve Impo rtance As s i gned to Competency Statements 

by S uperi ntendents , Chai rpersons of  the Boards 

of  Educati on , and Secondary Pri nci pa l s i n  

North Ca ro l i na 

The returned quest i onna i res , whi ch were co l or coded , were 

separated i nto three groups of  respondents . Mean scores were ca l c u­

l a ted for the rat i ngs each gro up a s s i gned the 34 teacher competency 

sta tements . Mean scores were a l so ca l c ul ated fo r the ten major 

functi ons o f  teacher competency s tatements by super i n tendents , chai r­

persons of  the boards o f  educat i on , and secondary pri nc i pal s .  
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Tabl e 2 shows the mean scores for the 34 competency statements 

for the North Carol i na s uperi ntendent respondents . 

ranged from a l ow of 2 . 6737 to a h i gh of 4 . 67 37 .  

The mea n scores 

The second compe-

tency statement under Major Funct ion F :  Indi v i dual i z i ng I nstructi on 

read 1 1 Prov i des i nd i v i dua l s tudents wi th prompt feedback on the i r  

progres s and pro v i des necessary remed i ati on 11 and recei ved the h i g hest  

mean score .  1 1 Prepares da i l y l esson pl ans , ma kes c l a s sroom presenta­

t i ons , conducts d i scus s i ons , encourages practi ce ,  and corrects stu ­

dent  work i n  a manner that demonstrates s ubject area competence , 1 1 

competency s tatement 1 under Major Funct ion D :  Manag i ng  Da i l y  In­

struction , had  the  second h i ghest mean score of 4 . 642 1 . The th i rd 

competency statement under Major Function J :  Non- Instructiona l 

Dut i es read 1 1 Ca rri es o ut dut i es re l ated to energy conservat ion 1 1 and 

recei ved the l owes t  mean score . 

Tabl e 3 s hows the mean scores for the rati ngs of  the 34 

teacher competency statements by the cha i rpersons of the boards of  

educat ion  i n  North Carol i n a ,  1 985 . The l owest mean score of 2 . 7576 

was for competency sta temen t 3 under Major Function J :  Non­

Instructiona l  Dut ies . The h i ghest  mean sco re of 4 . 5909 was for 

teacher competency 1 under Major Funct ion D :  Manag i ng Da i l y I nstruc­

tion . The competency statement to recei ve the h i ghest mean  score and 

the competency statement to recei ve the l owest mean sco re were the 

same statements to rece i ve the h i ghest and l owest  mean sco re by the 

s uperi ntendents . 



TABL E  2 

RE�AT IVE  IMPORTANCE ASS IGNED TO THE 34 COMPETENCY STATEMENTS 
BY SUPERI NTENDENTS I N  NORTH CAROL I NA ,  1 985 ( N=94 )  

Standard 
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Major Funct i o n/ComEetenc� Mean Dev i ati on 

Major Functi on A :  

Competency 1 
Competency 2 

Maj or Functi on B :  

Competency 1 
Competency 2 
Competency 3 
Competency 4 

Major Funct ion  C :  

Competency 1 
Competency 2 

Maj or Funct ion  D :  

Competency 1 
Competency 2 
Competency 3 
Competency 4 
Competency 5 

Maj or Funct i on E :  

Competency 1 
Competency 2 
Competency 3 
Competency 4 

Major Functi on F :  

Competency 1 
Competency 2 
Competency 3 
Competency 4 

Pl anni ng the Program 

Overseei ng the Program 

UEda ti ng the Program 

Manag i ng Da i 1� I nstructi o n  

Di fferent iat i ng I nstructi on 

I nd i v i dua l i z i ng I nstruct i o n  

3 . 4000 . 7856 
4 . 0842 . 8797 

4 . 2526 . 6580 
3 . 8000 . 7 524 
3 . 9263 . 7663 
4 . 0632 . 8380 

4 . 0632 . 7873 
4 . 4737 . 6974 

4 . 6421  . 59 1 9  
3 . 8632 . 76 1 5 
3 . 7 1 58 . 7262 
4 . 1 789 . 7441 
3 . 9684 . 9041 

4 . 0 1 05 . 7 996 
3 . 8526 . 7641 
3 . 7 1 58 . 7 1 87 
4 . 3895 . 701 2 

4 . 41 05 . 6062 
4 . 6737 . 5068 
4 . 01 05 . 8282 
4 . 02 1 1 . 6999 
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TABLE 2 ( Conti nued ) 

Standard 
Major Function/ComEetencx Mean Dev i at ion  

Major  Function  G :  SuEervi s i ng 

Competency 1 4 . 41 05 . 6342 
Competency 2 4 . 0636 . 7 707 
Competency 3 4 . 1 263 . 7448 

Major Functi on H :  Human Resources 

Competency 1 3 . 2526 . 7871  
Competency 2 3 . 1 684 . 6809 
Competency 3 3 . 2947 . 7773  
Competency 4 3 . 4947 . 81 1 1  

Major Fu nct ion  I :  Human Rel at i ons  

Competency 4 . 6000 . 6494 
Competency 2 3 . 5684 . 7397 
Competency 3 3 . 8947 . 8598 

Major  Funct ion  J :  Non- I n structi onal  Duti es 

Competency 1 3 . 21 05 . 8631 
Competency 2 4 . 0421  . 8692 
Competency 3 2 . 6737 . 83 1 8 

Level of  s i gn i fi cance . 05 .  



TABLE 3 

- M EAN SCORES FOR TH E 34 COMPETENCY STATEMENTS OF  THE 
CHA IRPERSO NS OF THE BOARDS O F  EDU CAT ION IN NORTH 

CAROL I NA ,  1 985 ( N=66 ) 

Sta ndard 
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Major Functi on/ ComEetenc� Mean Dev i at i o n  

Major  Funct ion  A :  

Competency 1 
Competency 2 

Maj or Funct ion  B :  

Competency 1 
Competency 2 
Competency 3 
Competency 4 

Major Funct i on C :  

Competency 1 
Competency 2 

Major Funct ion  D :  

Competency 1 
Competency 2 
Compete ncy 3 
Competency 4 
Competency 5 

Major  Funct ion  E :  

Competency 1 
Competency 2 
Competency 3 
Competency 4 

Pl ann i ng the Program 

Overseei ng the Program 

UEda t i ng the Program 

Manag i ng Da i 1 y_ I nstru ct ion  

D i fferent i a t i ng I n struct ion  

3 . 3485 . 7 578 
4 . 1 2 1 2  . 8458 

4 . 1 3 64 . 6625 
3 . 8030 . 6909 
3 . 9390 . 8283 
3 . 9848 . 7475 

4 . 0758 . 97 29 
4 . 3485 . 8046 

4 . 5909 . 6650 
3 . 9697 . 76 1 1 
3 . 681 8 . 7 357 
4 . 0758 . 7 1 62 
4 .  01 52 . 9401 

3 . 9091 . 8820 
3 . 848 5 . 6803 
3 . 6 364 . 7490 
4 . 4697 . 647 1 
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TAB LE 3 ( Conti nued ) 

Standard 
Maj or Functi on/ Competency Mea n Dev i ati on  

Maj or Functi on F :  I ndi v i dual i z i ng I nstructi o n  

Competency 1 4 . 2576 . 7458 
Competency 2 4 . 5606 . 5462 
Competency 3 3 . 9394 . 7 383 
Competency 4 3 . 8030 . 8540 

Maj or Funct i on G :  Superv i s i ng 

Competency 1 4 . 3788 . 7 1 26 
Competency 2 3 . 8636 . 881 5 
Competency 3 4 . 1 2 1 2  . 7 1 79  

Major Funct i on H :  Huma n Resources 

Competency 1 3 . 2727 1 . 0270 
Competency 2 3 . 2727 . 8660 
Competency 3 3 . 3 1 82 . 9681 
Competency 4 3 . 5303 . 7482 

Maj or Funct i o n  I :  Huma n Re l a ti ons 

Competency 1 4 . 3939 . 8 298 
Competency 2 3 . 5455 . 9739  
Competency 3 3 .  7 7 27 . 9541 

Major Funct i o n  J :  No n- I nstructi onal Dut i es 

Competency 1 3 . 0606 1 . 0706 
Competency 2 3 . 9848 . 922 1  
Competency 3 2 . 7576  1 .  098 5 

Level o f  s i gn i fi cance . 05 .  
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The mean scores for the rati ngs of the 34 teacher competency 

statemen ts by the secondary pri nci pa l s are s hown i n  Tab l e 4 .  A 

4 . 7937 was the h i ghes t mean score and a 2 . 7699 wa s the l owest  mea n 

score . The teacher competency s tatement 1 under Major Functi on  D :  

Manag i ng Da i l y I nstruct ion wa s aga i n  the statement to rece i ve the 

h i ghest mean score wh i l e  11 Carri es out duties rel a ted to energy con­

servati on" recei ved the l owest mean sco re under Ma jor Function J :  

Non- I nstructi ona l  Dut i es . A 3 . 981 9 was the mean score for seconda ry 

pri nc i pa l s i n  North Carol i na ,  1 985 .  

The combi ned mean scores fo r the 34 teacher competency sta te ­

ments  by the s uperi ntendents ,  c ha i rpersons o f  the boards o f  educa­

tion , and secondary pri nc i pa l s a re dep icted in Tabl e 5 .  Competency 

sta tement  1 under Majo r Function D :  Manag i ng Da i l y I ns truction  

read 1 1 Prepa res da i l y l esso� p l ans , makes c l a ss room presentations , 

conducts d i scus s ions , encourages practice , and corrects student 

work in a manner that demons trates s ubject area competence , 11 and  

rece i ved a mean score of  4 . 6990 . Competency statement 2 ,  11 Provi des 

i nd i v i d ual students wi th prompt feedback on the i r  progress and p ro­

vi des necessary remed i at ion , �� under Maj or Funct ion  F :  Indi v i dual ­

i z i ng I nstruct i on rece i ved the next h i g h  mean score of  4 . 61 59 .  The 

l owes t  mean sco re ( 2 . 7405 ) wa s for competency statement 3 under 

Major Funct i on J :  Non- Ins truct i ona l  Duti es . 

The responses of the s uper i n tendents , c ha i rperson s o f  the 

boards of educat i on ,  a n d  secondary pr i nci pa l s were anal yzed to de­

term i ne i f  d i fferences exi sted between the three gro ups of  respo ndents 



TABLE 4 

MEAN SCORES FOR THE 34 TEACHER COMPETENCY STATEMENTS BY THE 
SECONDARY PRI NC I PALS I N  NORTH CAROL I NA ,  1 985  { N=l 28 ) 

Standard 
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Major Functi on/Competency Mean Dev i a t i on 

Major Funct ion  A :  P l ann i ng the Program 

Competency 1 3 . 5794 . 84 1 9 
Compete ncy 2 4 .  1 270 . 8350 

Major Functi on B :  Oversee i ng the Program 

Competency 1 4 . 1 349 . 8 1 41 
Competency 2 3 . 8254 . 82 1 9 
Competency 3 3 . 9683 . 8363 
Competency 4 3 . 9603 . 8337 

Majo r  Functi on C :  Updat i ng the Program 

Competency 1 3 . 9206 . 8568 
Competency 2 4 . 3095 . 6993  

Major  Functi o n  0 :  Ma nagi ng Dai l y  I n structi on 

Competency 1 4 . 7937 . 4279  
Competency 2 4 . 0794 . 8327 
Competency 3 3 . 7222  . 7489 
Competency 4 4 . 1 1 90 . 7649 
Competency 5 3 . 9683 . 8363 

Maj or Functi o n  E :  Di fferent i at i ng I nstruct i on 

Competency 1 3 . 7857 . 81 60 
Competency 2 3 . 7 937 . 7 935 
Competency 3 3 . 6270 . 7659 
Competency 4 4 . 349 2  . 76 1 7 
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TABLE 4 ( Conti nued ) 

Standard 
Major Functi on/ Competencx Mean Dev i at i on 

Maj or Functi on F :  I nd i v i dual i z i ng I n s truct i on 

Competency 1 4 . 4444 . 6688 
Compete ncy 2 4 . 6032 . 51 47  
Competency 3 4 . 071 4 . 8022  
Competency 4 4 . 1 587  . 74 58 

Maj or Functi on G :  Superv i s i ng 

Competency 1 4 . 531 7 . 5949 
Competency 2 4 .  2857 . 6401 
Competency 3 4 . 31 7 5 . 7421  

Major Func t i on H :  Human Resources 

Competency 1 3 . 3095 . 8831 
Competency 2 2 . 9921  . 7439 
Competency 3 3 . 2460 . 8466  
Competency 4 3 . 5952  . 81 58 

Major Function  I :  Huma n Rel at ions  

Competency 1 4 . 4841 . 69 1 8 
Competency 2 3 . 6 984 . 8471  
Competency 3 3 .  8571  . 81 67 

Major Functi on  J :  Non- I ns tructi ona l Duti es 

Competency 1 3 .  7777  . 87 7 4  
Competency 2 4 . 2460 . 7691 
Competency 3 2 . 7 699  . 9 1 54 

Level o f  s i gn i fi cance . 05 . 



TABLE 5 

COMB I NED  MEAN SCORES  FOR THE 34 TEACHER COMPETENCY STATE ­
MENTS B Y  THE SUPERI NTE NDENTS . CHAI RPERSONS OF THE 

BOARDS OF EDUCAT I ON ,  AND SECONDARY PR I NC I PALS I N  
NORTH CARO L I NA ,  1 985  ( N=289 ) 

Sta ndard 

7 5  

Major Functi on/ Competency Mean Dev i ati on  

Maj or Funct i o n  A :  The Program 

Competency 1 3 . 4637 . 7 990 
Competency 2 4 . 1 1 42 . 8564 

Maj or Function  B :  Des i gn i ng the Program 

Competency 1 4 . 1 76 5  . 7 592 
Competency 2 3 . 8097 . 7829 
Competency 3 3 . 9481 . 7 998 
Competency 4 4 . 0034 . 827 1  

Major Funct i o n  C :  Updati ng the Program 

Competency 1 4 . 0034 . 851 9 
Competency 2 4 . 3787 . 735 1  

Maj or  Funct i on D :  Managi ng Da i 1 y  I n s tructi on 

Competency 1 4 . 6990 . 5427 
Competency 2 3 . 9792 . 7 947 
Competency 3 3 . 7 1 63 . 7377 
Competency 4 4 .  1 31 5  . 7 523  
Competency 5 4 . 0069 . 807 9 

Maj or Fu ncti o n  E :  D i fferenti ati ng I nstruct i o n  

Competency 1 3 . 8927 . 8200 
Competency 2 3 . 8235  . 7 683  
Competency 3 3 .  6 574  . 7385 
Competency 4 4 . 3945 . 6998 
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TABLE 5 ( Cont i nued ) 

Standard 
Maj or Func t ion/Com�etenc� Mean Dev i a t ion  

Major Functi o n  F :  I nd i v i d ual i z i ng Instruc t ion  

Competency 1 4 . 3924 . 6747 
Competency 2 4 . 6 1 59 . 5348 
Competency 3 4 . 0208 . 81 62  
Competency 4 4 . 0346 . 7720  

Major Functi on G :  Su�erv i s i ng 

Competency 1 4 . 4602 . 6395 
Competency 2 4 . 1 2 1 1  . 7700 
Competency 3 4 . 2076 . 7443 

Major Functi on H :  Huma n Resources 

Competency 1 3 . 8097 . 7829 
Competency 2 3 . 1 1 42 . 7482 
Competency 3 3 . 2768 . 8289 
Competency 4 3 . 5502 . 8026 

Major Fu nct i o n  I :  Huma n Rel at i ons  

Competency 1 4 . 501 7 . 7077 
Competency 2 3 . 6263 . 8450 
Competency 3 3 . 85 1 2 . 8592 

Major Funct i on J :  Non- I n structi onal Dut i es 

Competency 1 3 . 43 2 5  . 977 1  
Compete ncy 2 4 .  1 21 1  . 8307 
Competency 3 2 . 7405 . 9420 

Level of  s i gn i f icance . 05 .  
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rel a t i ve to the rat i ngs of  the  ten  major functions o f  teacher com­

petency.  The 34 competency s tatements were grouped wi th i n  the ten 

major funct i ons of  teacher compe tency and an ana lys i s  was performed . 

The l evel  of s i gn i f i cance accepted was . 05 .  The t-test reveal ed 

s i gn i fi cant d i ffe rences between county schoo l sys tem pri nci pal s and 

superi n tendents for Major Funct i on E :  Di fferent i at i ng  I nstruction , 

competency s ta tement 2 wh i ch read ,  11 Groups  stu dents as  needed for 

effecti ve tea ch i n g . " Maj or Funct ion  J :  Non- I n struct ional  Dut i es ,  

competency 2 a l so  revea l ed s i gn i fi cant d i fferences between co unty 

schoo l system pr i nc i pa l s  and super i ntendent s  wi th a . 5965 di ffer­

ence between means and between the pri nc i pal s and cha i rpersons wi th  

a . 7202 d i fference between means . Competency 2 read ,  1 1 Adheres to 

es tabl i s hed l aws , rul es , and regul at ions . 1 1 Tab l e  6 dep i cts the 

d i fferen ce between mea ns for the co unty sc hool system responden ts . 

S i gn i f icant  d i fference was found between co unty school system 

pr i nc i pa l s  and  c ha i rpersons for Major Funct ion  0: Mana g i ng Dai l y  

Instruct ion , competency 1 ,  11 Prepares da i l y l es son pl ans , ma ke cl ass­

room presenta t i ons , conducts d i scus s i ons , encourages practi ce and 

corrects studen t wo rk i n  a manner that demons tra tes s ubj ect  area 

competence . �� Maj or Funct i on E :  D i fferentiat i ng I n struc t ion ,  compe­

tency 1 and 3 had a s i gn i fi cant d i fferen ce between county schoo l 

system pri nc i pal s and  cha i rpersons . 

Tab l e  7· shows the tea cher competency statements wh i c h  had a 

s i gn i fi cant  d i fference between the c i ty sc hoo l sys tem super i ntendents , 

cha i rpersons o f  the boards o f  ed ucat ion , and secon da ry pr i nci pa l s .  



TABLE  6 

S I GN I F ICANT D I FFERENC E B ETWEEN  MEANS CALCULATED FOR THE 34 COMPETENC Y  
STATEMENTS B Y  SU PER I NTENDENTS , CHAI RPE RSONS OF  THE BOARDS O F  

EDUCAT ION , AND S ECONDARY SCHOOL PR I NC I PALS I N  COUNTY 
SCHOOL SYST EMS I N  NORTH CAROL I NA ,  1 985  

Pr i nc i pa l / Pr i nc i pa l /  
Major  Function/ Competency Superi ntendent Cha i rperson 

Maj or Functi o n  D :  Manag i ng Da i l y I ns truct i o n  

Competency 1 . 2086 

Maj o r  Funct ion  E :  D i fferent i a t i ng I nstruc t ion  

Competency l 
Competency 2 
Competency 3 

Maj or Funct ion  J :  No n- I ns truct i o na l  Dut i es 

Competency 2 

Level of s i gn i fi cance . 05 .  

. 27 1 6 

. 5965  

. 3730  

. 3858 

. 7202 

'-1 
co 



TAB L E  7 

S I G N I F I CANT D I FF ERENCE BETWEEN  M EANS CALCULATED FOR THE  34 COMPETENCY STATEMENTS BY  
SUPER I NTEND ENTS , CHAI RP ERSONS OF THE  BOARDS O F  EDUCAT I ON �  AND  SECONDARY 

PRI NC I PALS I N  C I TY SCHOOL SYSTEMS I N  NORTH CARO L I NA ,  1 98 5  

Pr i nc i pa l / Pri nc i pa l /  Pr i nc i pa l /  
Maj or Functi on/ Competency Superi ntendents Cha i rperson Superi ntendent 

Maj o r  Functi on A :  P l ann i ng the  Program 

Competency 1 . 39 94 

Majo r  Func t i o n  B :  Overseei ng the Program 

Competency 3 . 2793 

Maj o r  Functi on  C :  Updat i ng the Program 

Competency 1 
Competency 2 

Maj or Functi o n  D :  Ma nag i ng Da i l y I n s truc t i o n  

Competency 5 

Majo r  Funct i on E :  D i ffe renti at i ng I nstructi on 

Competency 1 

. 357 5 . 5 1 91 
. 7748 

. 4 255 

. 5745 

....... 
\.0 



TABLE 7 ( Conti nued ) 

Pr i nc i pa l /  Pr i nc i pa l /  Pr i nc i pa l /  
Major  Function/Competency Superi ntendents Cha i rperson Superi ntendent 

Maj or Funct i o n  J :  Non- I n struct iona l  Duti es 

Competency 2 . 5433 . 7422  

Al pha = . 05 ;  Degrees of  Freedom = 8 1 ; Cri t i ca l  Va l ue of t =  1 . 98969 . 

co 
0 
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Major Functi on C: Updat i ng  the Program , competency 1 read , " Renews 

competence and keeps up  w i th advances i n  ch i l d  growth and devel opment 

and uses th i s  knowl edge to i mprove the i nstruct iona l  program . " Th i s  

competency had s i gn i fi cance d i fference between the pri nci pal s and 

super i ntendents ( . 3575 di fference between means )  and  between the 

cha i rpersons and s uperi ntendents ( . 51 91 d i fference between means ) .  

A s i gn i fi cant d i fference was found for Major Function  J :  Non­

I ns truct i onal Duti es , competency 2 ,  "Adheres to establ i s hed l aws , 

rul es , and regu l ati ons , "  between pri n c i pa l s and  superi n tendents 

( . 5433 d i fference between means ) and between pri nci pa l s and cha i r­

perons ( .  7422 d i fference between means ) .  A s i gn i f i cant di fference 

was found between the pri n c i pa l s and cha i rpersons for Major Function  

C :  Updati ng  the Program, competency 2 ( . 7 748 d i fference between 

means ) ;  Major Function  D :  Manag i n g  the Program , competency 5 ( . 4255 

di fference between means ) ;  and Major Funct ion  E :  Di fferenti at i ng 

Instructi on , competency 1 ( . 5745 d i fference between means ) .  

Tabl e 8 summari zes the s i gn i fi cant d i fference fo und between 

the s uper i ntendents , cha i rpersons of the boards of education , and 

secondary pri nc i pa l s  by schoo l d i str i c t  enrol l ment i n  county schoo l 

systems . A s i gn i fi cant  d i fference was found  between sc hool enro l l ­

ment 5 , 001 - 1 0 , 000 and 1 5 , 001  and above ( . 3297 d i fference between 

means ) and between schoo l enrol l ment 1 0 , 001 - 1 5 , 000 and 1 5 , 001 and  

above ( . 3705 d i fference between means ) for Major Functi on  A :  

Pl ann i ng the Pro gram , competency 1 wh i ch read , " Contri butes as  



TABLE 8 

S I GN I F ICANT D I FFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS CAlCUlATED FOR THE 34 COMPETENCY STATEMENTS BY SUPER INTENDENTS , 
CHAI RPERSONS OF THE BOARDS O F  EDUCAT I ON ,  AND SECONDARY PRINC I PALS BY SCHOOl D I STR ICT 

ENROLLMENT I N  COUNTY SCHOOL SYSTEMS IN NORTH CAROL I NA, 1 985 

To 5 , 000/ 5 , 001 - 1 0 ,000/ 5 , 001 - 1 0 , 000/ 
5 , 000- 1 0 , 000 1 0 , 001 -1 5 , 000 1 5 ,001 and Above 

Maj or Function/Comp�tency 1 / 2  2/ 3 2/4 

�ajqr_!�1jp���nning the Program 

Competency 1 
Competency 2 

Mato.r__F_u_n_c_!.J.Q!'.. L �.!'!� Da i ly I nstruc t i on 

Competency 3 

�jp�£�nct i on F2. I ndiv i dual i z i ng I n s truct i on 

. 3297 
. 3021 

. 3266 

Competency 1 . 3908 

Major £unct ion G :  Superv i s i ng 

Competency 3 . 3956 

Major Fun.c5Jo!!_ H :  Human Resources 

Competency 3 . 3059 

Major Function I :  Human Rel ations 

Competency 1 . 33 7 5  

Al pha = . 05 ;  Degrees of Fre edom 201 ; Cri t ica l  Va l ue of F =  1 . 97 1 84 .  

Test control s for Type I Error . 

1 0 , 001 - 1 5 ,000/ 
1 5 ,001 and Above 

3/4 

. 3705 

co 
N 



requested to the devel opment  of annual  object i ves  for the school . 1 1 

School- enro l l ment of 5 , 001 - 1 0 , 000 and 1 0 , 001 - 1 5 , 000 i n  the county 

school systems had a s i gn i fi cant d i fference for Major  Funct ion  A :  

83 

P l ann i ng the Program,  competency 2 ,  1 1 Devel ops an  annua l  i nstruc­

tional  pl an that i nc l udes the formul at ion of obj ecti ves , s trateg i es , 

t imel i nes , and eva l uati on procedures cons i stent wi th a n nua l  school 

object i ves 11 ( . 3021  d i fference between means )  and for Major  Functi on 

D: Manag i ng Da i ly I nstruct ion , competency 3 ,  1 1 Uses resources , 

materi a l s ,  and enri chment act i v i t i es that a re rel ated to the sub­

ject ( s )  ( . 3266 d i fference between means ) .  S i gn i ficant di fference 

was found for county schoo l d i stri ct enro l l ment 5 , 001 - 1 0 , 000 and 

1 0 , 001 - 1 5 , 000 for Major  Funct ion  I :  Human Rel a t i ons , competency 1 ,  

1 1 Shows respect for the worth and d i gn i ty of a.l l s tudents  ( . 3375 

d i fference between means ) .  

S i gn i fi cant d i fference was found between county schoo l d i s­

tri ct enro l l ment 5 , 001 - 1 0 , 000 and 1 5 , 001 and above for Major  Functi on  

F :  I nd i v i dua l i z i ng I nstruct ion , competency 1 ,  1 1 Mon i tors  i ndi v i dua l 

student ach i evement of object i ves as  teach i ng occurs 1 1  ( . 3908 d i f­

ference between means ) .  S i gn i f i cant d i fference was found between 

school d i s tr i ct enro l l ment up to 5 , 000 and 5 , 001 - 1 0 , 000 for Major 

Funct ion  G :  Superv i s i ng ,  competency 3,  " Ma i nta i ns a p l easant worki ng  

atmosphere that does not s t i fl e  spontane i ty and warmth 1 1 ( . 3956 d i f­

ference between means ) and for Major Funct i on H :  Human Resources , 

competency 3 ,  1 1 Ma kes use of  appropri a te commun i ty resources to extend 

c l assroom l ea rn i ng 1 1  ( . 3059 di fference between means ) .  
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Tabl e 9 shows the s i g n i f i cant d i fference for c i ty sc hool 

syste� sc hool d i s tr i ct enrol l ment for the three groups of respondents 

to the 34 competency statements . One s i gn i f i cant di fference wa s 

found for school enrol l ment for u p  to 5 , 000 and 5 , 001 - 1 0 ,000 , 

Maj or Functi on B :  Overseei ng the Program , competency 4 ,  1 1Makes 

cha nges i n  the annual i nstructi ona l pl an when eva l uat ion  i ndi ca tes 

a need , and seeks adv i ce and ass i s tance i f  requ i red 11 ( . 4703 d i ffer­

ence between means ) .  S i g n i f i cant d i fference was found i n  three 

maj or fu nct i ons for school enrol l ment for up to 5 , 000 a nd 1 5 , 001 

and above : Major Funct ion  C :  U pdati ng the Program , competency 2 ;  

Maj or Function I :  Human Rel ati ons , competency 2 ;  and Major Functi on 

J :  Non- I nstructi onal Duti es , competency 1 .  Ma jor Funct i o n  H :  Huma n 

Resources , competency 4 and Major Function I :  Human Rel a ti ons , com­

petency 2 showed a s i gn i fi �ant  d i fference for enrol l ment 5 , 001 - 1 0 , 000 

and 1 5 , 001 and a bove . Enrol l ment 1 0 , 001 - 1 5 , 000 and 1 5 , 001 and above 

had a s i gn i fi cant d i fference for three major  functi ons : ( 1 ) Major 

Functi on A :  P l a nn i ng the Program , competency 2 ,  1 1 Devel ops  a n  annual 

i nstructi ona l pl an that i nc l udes the formul ati on of obj ecti ves , 

strateg i es ,  t imel i nes , and eva l uat ion  procedures cons i s tent wi th 

annual s chool objecti ves 11 ; ( 2 )  Major Funct ion  J :  Non- I nstructi ona l  

Dut i es , competency 1 ,  1 1 Carri es out  non- i nstruct iona l  duti es a s  

a s s i g ned or as  a need i s  percei ved 11 ; and ( 3 )  Major Func t ion  H :  Human 

Rel a ti ons , competency 2 wh i ch read , 11 I s  aware and encourages tol er­

ance of cu l tural d i fferences when they are not i ncons i s tent wi th the 

i nstructi onal objecti ves . 1 1 



TABLE 9 

SIGN I F I CANT DI FFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS CALCULATED FOR THE 34 COMPETENCY STATEMENTS BY SUPERI NTENDENTS, CHAI RPERSONS OF THE BOARDS OF 
EDUCAT I ON ,  AND SECONDARY PR I NC I PALS OF SCHOOL D I STRICT ENROLLMENT IN CITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS IN NORTH CAROL I NA ,  1 985 

To 5 , 000/ To 5 , 000/ To 5 ,000/ 5 , 001 - 1 0 , 000/ 5 , 001 - 1 0 , 000/ 1 0 ,001-1 5 , 000/ 
5 ,001 - 1 0 ,000 1 0 , 000- 1 5 ,000 1 5 ,001 and Above 1 0 , 001 - 1 5 ,000 1 5 ,000 and Above 1 5 , 001 and Above 

Major Func t i on}Competency ___ _ ___ lL2___ _ _ __ ]/3 _ lf4_ 2/3 _ 2/4 3/4 

Major Func t i on A: P l a nni ng the Program 

Competency 2 

Major Functi on B :  Overseeing the Program 

Competency 4 

Major Functi on C: Updati ng the Program 

Competency 2 

Major Function H :  Human Resources 

. 4703 

. 9000 

Competency 4 . 74 5 5  

Major Function 1 :  Human Rel ati ons 

Competency 2 

Major Functi on J :  Non- Instructional Duties 

Competency 1 

Al pha = . 05 ;  Degrees of Freedom = 80; Cr i t ical  Va l ue of t =  1 . 99006 . 

Test control s  for Type I Error. 

. B l 92 . 8909 

. 7 346 

1 . 2000 

1 . 000* 

1 . 000 

CO .  
U1 
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Mean  scores were ca l cu l a ted for the ten major  funct ions  of  

teacher competency by the  s uperi ntendents i n  the  county schoo l 

systems and  the c i ty school systems i n  North Ca rol i na .  Ta-bl e 1 0  

dep i cts the mean scores of  s uperi ntendents i n  the two l egal c l a s s i ­

fi cat ions  of  schoo l  systems . The s uperi ntendents ( 62 )  of county 

schoo l systems had a h i gh mean  score o f  4 . 2661  for Major  Funct ion  

C :  Upda t i n g  the  Program. Major Function  J :  Human Rel a t ions  re­

cei ved a 4 . 2 366 for the second h i ghest score . Majo r  Function J :  

Non- I nstructi onal  Dut i es rece i ved a 3 . 2796 for the l owes t  mean 

sco re .  The c i ty s uper i n tendents ( N  = 3 3 )  gave the h i ghest mean 

score o f  4 . 4040 to Major  Functi o n  J :  Human Rel ati ons  and the second 

h i ghest mea n  score ( 4 . 2727 } to Major Funct i o n  C :  Upda t i ng t he Pro­

gram. The l owes t  mean s core was 3 . 3636 for Majo r  Func t i on J :  Non ­

Instruct ional  Duti es . 

Tabl e 1 1  s hows the mean s co res  cal cul ated for the ten maj or 

functions  o f  teacher competency by c ha i rpersons of  the boards of  

educat i on i n  North Carol i na county and c i ty school d i stri cts . Major  

Function  J :  Non- I nstruct i onal  Dut i es rece i ved a mean  score of  

3 . 2868 from the county chai rpersons ( N  = 43 )  and  a 3 . 23 1 9 from the 

c i ty cha i rpersons ( N  = 2 3 )  for the l owest  scores . A 4 . 1 97 7  was the 

h i g hest mean score of  cha i rpersons i n  the county sys tems and was 

for Major  Funct ion  C :  Updati ng  the P rogram . The c i ty cha i rpersons 

gave a h i gh mean score of  4 . 2 754 for Majo r  Funct ion  I :  Human Rel a­

ti ons . The county superi ntendents rated Major  Funct i o n  G :  S uper­

v i s i ng a nd Major  Functi on  I :  Human Rel at ions  the same 



TABLE 1 0  

MEAN SCOR E S  CALCULATED FOR THE TEN MAJOR FUNCT IONS OF  TEACHER  COMPETE NCY BY SUPER I NTE ND ENTS 
I N  NORTH CAR OL I NA COUNTY AND C I TY SCHOOL SYSTEMS , 1 985  

County Sys tems C i ty Sys tems 
Super i n tendents Su[;!er i  ntendents 

Standard Stand ard 
Major Funct i on/Comoetencv Mean Dev i at i on Mean Dev i at i on 

Major F actor A :  P l ann i ng the Program 3 . 7097 . 7386 3 . 8030 . 5987 

Major F actor B :  De s i gn i n g the Program 4 . 0040 . 57 1 7 4 . 0227  . 5775  

Major F actor C :  Updati ng the Program 4 . 266 1  . 6254 4 .  2727  . 6385 

Major F u ncti on D :  M an ag i ng D a i l y  I n struct i o n 4 . 0742 . 4683 4 . 0727  . 5496 

Major Functi on E :  D i fferent i at i n g I nstruct i on 3 . 9355  . 5374 4 . 0985 . 5037  

Major Funct i on F :  I nd i v i dua l i z i ng I n stru cti on 4 . 2258 . 5 1 1 6  4 . 3788 . 45 1 2  

Major Fu nct i on G :  Superv i s i ng 4 . 1 7 20 . 5 750 4 . 2525  . 5272  

Major Funct i on H :  Human Resou rces 3 . 2 2 1 8  . 5509 3 . 4545 . 5606 

Major Fu nct i on I :  Human Rel at i ons 4 . 2366 . 53 1 0  4 . 4040 . 484 1 

Maj or Func t i on J :  Non - I nstruct i on a l  Dut i es 3 . 2 796 . 6278 3 . 3636 . 6 789 

Leve l o f  s i gn i fi cance . 05 .  co 
""'-1 



TABLE  1 1  

MEAN SCORES CALCULATED FOR THE TEN MAJOR AR EAS OF TEACHER COMPETENCY BY 
CHAIRPERSONS OF THE BOARDS OF EDUCAT ION IN NORTH CAROL I NA COUNTY AND 

C I TY SCHOOL SYSTEMS , 1 985 

Cha i r�ersons of Boards of Educat i on 
County Systems C i t� S�stems 

Standard St andard 
Major Funct i on/Competency Mean Dev i at i on Mean Dev i at i on 

Maj or Funct i on A :  P l ann i ng the  Program 3 . 7674 . 693 1  3 . 6739 . 5956 

Maj or Funct i on B :  Oversee i ng  the Program 4 . 0058 . 5630 3 . 89 1 3 . 5732 

Maj or Funct i on C :  Updat i ng the Program 4 . 1 977  . 7726 4 . 23 1 9 . 78 1 5 

Maj or Funct i on D :  Manag i ng the  Da i l y  I n -
struct i on 4 . 05 1 2 . 490 1  4 . 0957  . 48 1 9 

Maj or Funct i on E :  D i fferent i at i n g I n struct i on 3 . 9709 . 5488 3 . 9 565 . 450 1 

Maj or Funct i on F :  I nd i v i dua l i z i n g I n struct i on 4 . 1 628 . 577 1 4 . 0978 . 5369 

Maj or Funct i on G :  Superv i s i n g 4 . 1 783 . 5744 4 . 0 1 45 . 6 1 53 

Maj or Funct i on H :  Human Resources  3 . 2965 . 7263 3 . 4457 . 6256 

Maj or Funct i on I :  Human Re l at i on s  4 . 1 783 . 5744 4 . 2754 . 67 9 1  

Maj or Funct i on J :  Non - I nstruct i ona l  Dut i es 3 . 2868 . 82 1 6  3 . 23 1 9 . 8958 

Level of  s i gn i fi cance . 05 .  

00 
00 
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(4 . 1 783 ) for the second h i g hest mean score . A 3 . 23 1 9 was the l owes t  

mean score from the c i ty cha i rpersons a nd was for Majo r  Functi on J :  

Non- I n s tructi onal  Duti es . 

The mean scores cal cu l ated for the ten major  funct i ons of 

teacher competency by secondary pri nc i pal s i n  North Caro l i na county 

and c i ty school  systems are dep icted i n  Ta bl e 1 2 .  The county pri n ­

ci pa l s  ( N  = 1 00 )  and the c i ty pri nci pa l s ( N  = 28 ) d i d  not g i ve Major 

Funct i on J :  Non- I nstruct i ona l  Duti es the l owest  mean  score as  d i d  

the c i ty and county super i ntendents a nd chai rpersons . The l owest  

mean score was 3 . 2950 by the  county pri nc i pal s and  3 . 2589  by the 

c i ty pri nci pal s for Major  Funct ion  H :  Human Resources .  The county 

system pri nc i pa l s gave Major  Funct ion  G :  Superv i s i ng a 4 . 3700 a nd 

the c i ty system pri nc i pal s gave a 4 . 4286 for the h i g hest mean score 

to the same major funct i on .  

The mean scores ca l cu l ated for the ten major funct ions of  

teacher competency by superi ntendents , chai rpersons of the  boards of  

educat ion , and secondary pri nc i pal s i n  North Caro l i na Mounta i n  re­

g i o n  are s ummari zed i n  Tab l e  1 3 .  A 4 . 222 was the h i g hest  mean 

score and 3 . 01 28 was the l owes t  mean score . The teacher competency 

Major  Funct ion  G :  Superv i s i ng recei ved the h i g hest  mean score 

wh i l e  Major  Funct i on  H :  Human  Resources recei ved the l owes t  score . 

The mean score ca l cu l a ted for the ten major funct i ons  of teac her com­

petency by superi ntendents , c ha i rpersons of the boards of educa t i o n .  

and secondary pri nci pa l s of the Pi edmont reg i o n  of North Carol i na ,  

1 985 , are s ummari zed i n  Tabl e 1 4 .  The h i ghest mean score was 4 . 2402 



TABL E  1 2  

MEAN SCORES CALCULATED FOR THE TEN MAJOR FUNCT I ONS OF TEACHER COMPETENCY RY S ECONDARY 
PR I NC I PALS IN NORTH CAROL I NA COUNTY AND C ITY SCHOOL SYSTEMS , 1 985 

Maj or F unct i on/Competency 

Major Funct i on A :  P l ann i ng the Program 

Major Funct i on 8 :  Des i gn i ng the  Program 

Major Funct i on C :  Updat i ng the  Program 

Maj or Funct i on D :  Manag i ng Da i l y  I n struct i on 

Major Funct i on E :  D i fferent i at i n g I n struct i on 

Major Funct i on F :  I nd i v i du a l i z i n g I n struct i on 

Major Funct i on G :  Superv i s i n g  

Major Funct i on H :  Human Resources 

Major F unct i on I :  Human Rel at i on s  

Major Funct i on J :  Non - I nstruct i ona l  Dut i es 

Level of s i gn i fi cance . 05 .  

.. ... Secondar� �rj ncj pal s 
County Systems C i ty Systems 

Standard Standard 
Mean Dev i at i on Mean Dev i at i on 

3 . 8650 . 7 1 02 3 . 8036 . 8643 

3 . 9725  . 7 1 4 1  3 . 982 1 . 7933  

4 .  1 450 . 6827 4 . 0 1 79 . 7635 

4 . 1 340 . 4749 4 . 2 1 43 . 4805 

3 . 8850 . 5822 3 . 9 1 96 . 6492 

4 . 3 1 50 . 4983 4 . 3423 . 5233 

4 . 3700 . 5482 4 . 4286 . 5727  

3 . 2950 . 6 1 79 3 . 2 589 . 8263 

4 . 2400 . 5256 4 . 2 1 43 . 6364 

3 . 6 1 00 . 67 5 1  3 . 5952  . 7390 

1.0. 
0 



TABLE 1 3  

MEAN SCO RES CALCULATED FOR THE TEN MAJO R  FUNCTIONS OF TEACHE R 
COMP ETENCY BY SUPER I NTEND ENTS , CHA I RPERSONS OF  THE 

BOARDS OF EDUCAT ION , AND SECONDARY PR I NC I PALS 
I N  NORTH CAROL I NA MOUNTA I N  REG ION , 1 98 5  

( N=39 ) 

Standard 

91 

Major Funct i on/Com2etenc� Mean Dev i at ion  

Major  Functi on A :  Pl ann i ng the Program 3 . 5641 . 7 7 1 0 

Major Funct ion  B :  Overseei ng the Program 3 . 7 564 . 5891 

Major  Funct ion  C :  Updati ng the Program 3 . 9487  . 7052 

Major  Funct i on D :  Manag i ng Da i l y I nstructi on  4 . 051 3 . 4346 

Major  Funct ion  E :  D i fferenti at i ng I n s truct i o n  3 . 8333 . 5 1 7 2  

Major Funct i on F :  I nd i v i dua l i z i ng I nstructi o n  4 .  2051  . 5284 

Major Funct i on G :  Superv i s i ng 4 . 2222 . 6504 

Major Funct ion  H :  Huma n Resources 3 . 01 28 . 651 3 

Major  Funct i on I :  Huma n Rel ati ons 4 . 1 795 . 5663 

Major Funct i on J :  I nstructi ona l  Duti es 3 . 2906 . 6675 

Level o f  s i gn i fica nce . 05 .  



TABLE 1 4  

MEAN SCORES CALCULATED FOR THE TEN MAJOR FUNCT IONS OF TEACHER  
COMPETENCY BY SUPER I NTENDENTS , CHA I RP ERSONS OF  THE 

BOARD S  OF EDUCAT I ON , AND SECONDARY P R I NC I PAL S 
I N  NORTH CAROL I NA P I EDMONT REG I ON ,  1 985 

( N=l 28 ) 

Standard 

92 

Major Funct ion  Mea n Dev i at i on 

Maj or Func t i on A :  Pl ann i ng the Program 3 . 7539 . 701 5 

Maj or Funct ion  B :  Overseei ng the Program 3 .  91 2 1  . 6682 

Major Func t i on C :  U pda ti ng the Program 4 . 1 406 . 7234 

Major Funct i on D :  Mana g i ng Da i l y I ns truct ions  4 . 0828 . 47 1 9 

Major Funct i on E :  D i fferent iati ng I ns truct i on 3 . 9082  . 541 5 

Major Funct i on F :  I nd i v i dual i z i ng I nstruct ion  4 . 2402 . 5 1 30 

Major  Funct ion  G :  Superv i s i ng 4 . 21 09 . 57 1 8  

Major  Funct ion  H :  Huma n Resources 3 . 27 34 . 607 9 

Ma jor Funct i on I :  Human Rel a t i ons  4 . 2 1 88 . 5445 

Major Funct ion  J :  Non- I nstructi onal Dut i es 3 . 3828 . 6938 

Level o f  s i gn i fi cance . 05 .  



for Majo r  Funct i on F :  I nd i v i dua l i z i n g  I n struct ion , whi l e  3 . 2734 

wa s the l owes t  mean score and was for Major Funct i on H :  Human 

Resources . 

The mean scores cal cul ated for the ten major functions  of 

teacher competency by s uper i ntendents , c ha i rpersons of  the boards 

93 

of ed ucation , and secondary pri nc i pa l s  i n  North Carol i na Coas tal  

Pl a i ns reg i on ,  1 985 , are depi cted in  Tabl e 1 5 . A 4 . 3306 , the 

h i ghest mean score , was fo r Major  Functi on G :  Superv i s i ng .  Major 

Function H :  H uman Resources recei ved a 3 . 4344 fo r the l owest mean 

rat i n g .  The res ponden ts from each of  the three regi ons  o f  North 

Carol i na gave Maj or Funct ion  H :  Human Reso urces the l owest mean 

score wh i l e  Major Function G :  Superv i s i ng rece i ved the h i ghest mean 

score from both the Mounta i n  reg i on and the Coasta l Pl a i ns reg i o n .  

Tabl e 1 6  s hows the maj or functi ons that have a s i gn i fi cant 

di fference by county regions . There was a s i gn i f i cant d i fference 

between the county school sys tem respondents of the Coastal  Pl a i ns 

and the Mo unta i ns reg i ons  for Major Funct i on B :  Oversee i ng the 

Prog ram ( . 30 1 6 d i fference between mea ns ) ;  Major Funct ion  C :  Updati ng  

the P rogram ( . 3753 d i fference between means ) ;  and  Major Functi on H :  

Human Resources ( . 3445 d i fference between means ) .  The P i edmont and 

Mounta i n s  res ponses showed a s i gn i f i cant d i fference for Major Func­

t i on H :  Human Resources . No d i fference was shown between the 

Coa s ta l  P l a i ns and P i edmon t res po n ses . 

Tabl e 1 7  dep i c ts the c i ty school systems that had a s i gn i fi ­

can t  di fference between res pondents o f  the three reg ions o f  No rth 



TABLE 1 5  

MEAN SCORES CALCULATED FOR THE TEN MAJOR  FUNCTI ONS  OF  TEACHER 
COMPETENCY BY SUPERI NTEND ENTS , C HA I RPERSONS OF  THE 

BOARDS OF  EDUCAT I ON , AND SECONDARY PR I NC I PALS 
I N  NORTH CAROL I NA COASTAL PLA I NS REG I ON ,  

1 985  ( N= l 22 )  

Standard 

94 

Major Funct ion  Mea n Dev i at i on 

Major  Functi on A :  Pl a nn i ng the Program 3 . 8975 . 67 7 1  

Major Functi on B :  Overseei ng the Program 4 . 1 332 . 6006 

Major  Funct ion  C :  Updat i ng the Program 4 . 31 56 . 6370 

Major Functi on D :  Ma nagi ng Da i l y  I nstructi ons 4 . 1 493 . 51 08 

Maj or Functi on E :  Di fferenti ati ng I n s truct i o n  4 . 01 23 . 5775  

Major Functi on F :  I nd i v i dua l i z i ng I n s truct i o n  4 . 31 22 . 5 1 65  

Major Functi on G :  Superv i s i ng 4 . 3306 . 541 2 

Major Funct i on H :  Human Resources 3 . 4344 . 6394 

Major  Funct i on 1 :  Human Rel at i ons 4 . 3033 . 557 1  

Majo r  Funct i o n  J :  Non- I nstruct iona l  Duti es 3 .  527 3  . 7700 

Level o f  s i gn i fi cance . 05 .  



TABLE 1 6  

S I GN I FI CANT D I FFE RENCE BETWEEN MEANS CALCULATE D F OR THE TEN MAJOR FUNCTI ONS O F  TEACHER COMPETENCY BY S UPERI NTENDENTS , CHAI RPERSONS O F  THE 
BOARDS OF  E DUCAT I ON ,  AND SECONDARY PR I NC I PALS IN THE COUNTY SCHOOL SYSTEMS OF TH E MOUNTAI NS,  P I EDMONT, AND COASTAL 

PLA I NS REGI ONS OF NORTH CAROL I NA ,  1 985 

Means of D i f ference Between Means of D i fference Between 
Major Func t i on Coastal Pl a i ns Mounta i ns Means  Pi ediriOnf Mounta i ns Means 

Major Funct i on B: 
Overseei ng the Program 4 . 1 000 3 . 7983 . 30 1 6  

Major Func t i o n  C :  
Upda t i ng the Program 4 . 2947 3 . 91 93 . 37 5 3  

Major Func t i on H :  
Human Resources 3 . 3526 3 . 0080 . 3445 3 . 28 1 6  3 . 0080 . 2735 

Al pha = . 05 >  Degrees of Freedom = 202 > Cr i t i ca l  Va l ue of t = 1 . 9896 9 .  

1.0 
0"1 



TABLE 1 7  

S I GN I FI CANT DI FFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS CALCULATED FOR TH£ TEN MAJOR FUNCT IONS O F  TEACHER COMPETENCY BY SUPERI NTENDENT S ,  CHAI RPERSONS O F  THE 
BOARDS OF E DUCAT I ON ,  AND S ECONDARY P R I N C I PALS I N  THE C I TY SCHOOL SYSTEMS OF THE MOUNTA I NS ,  P I EDMONT , AND COASTAL 

PLAINS REGIONS OF NORTH CAROL I NA ,  1 985 
. 

Means o f  D i fference Between 
�_!:l!._f_ll_nc t i on _____ Coa s  talPTarr;s--·Mounta 1 ris- ___ ___ _!leans 

Maj or Func t i on A :  
P l a nn i ng the Program 4 . 0555 3 . 2500 . 36 1 7  

Ma jor Func t i on B :  
Oversee i ng the Program 4 . 2500 3 . 5937 . 6563 

Major Func t i on 0 :  
!�a nag i ng Da i l y Instructi on 

Major Func t i on E :  
Di fferent i a t i ng Instruc t i on 

Major Func t i on F :  
Huma n Resources 3 . 7 222 3 . 031 2 . 69 1 0  

Major Functi on I :  
Human Rel a t i ons 

Major Func t i on J :  
Non- I nstruc t i ona l Du t i es 

A l p ha = . 05 ;  Degrees of Freedom ; 81 ; C r i t i ca l  Va l ue of t 1 . 98969.  

Means of 
Coas tal Pla i ns -- Piedmont 

4 . 0555 3 . 6938 

4 . 2500 3 . 88 26 

4 . 3037 4 . 0448 

4 . 1851  3 . 9 1 83 

3 . 7222  3. 2602 

4 . 5061 4 . 2244 

3 . 691 3 3 . 2244 

D i fference Between 
_Means 

. 36 1 7 

. 3673 

. 2 588 

. 2688 

. 4620 

. 28 1 7  

. 4669 

"" 
m 



Carol i na .  Seven o f  the ten major functions  showed a s i gn i ficant 

di ffer-ence between the Coasta l P l a i n s  and P i edmont  reg i ons . Three 

major functions  s howed a s i gn i f icant di fference between the re­

spondents of the Coastal  Pl a i ns and Mounta i ns reg i ons . No s i gn i f­

i cant d i fference was found between the P i edmont and Mounta i ns 

respondents of the county systems . 

97 

The P i edmont and Mounta ins  county school systems ' respondents 

showed a s i gn i f i cant d i fference between three of the 34 competency 

statements as  s hown i n  Tab l e 1 8 .  Competency 2 i n  Major  Functi o n  

G :  Superv i s i ng read , 1 1 Keeps s tudent ta l k  and movement a t  a l evel  

that  l ets each student attend to h i s  or  her i nstructi ona l tas k  wi th­

out i n terrupt i on ,  1 1 and had a . 4708 d i fference between means . Major  

Funct ion I :  Human Rel at ions , competency 3 ,  1 1 E stabl i s hes  rapport 

wi th parents 1 1 ( . 4083 d i fference between means ) and Major Functi on  J :  

Non- Instructi ona l  Dut i es , competency 1 ,  1 1 Carr i es o ut non- i nstructi onal  

duti es as  as s i gned or as a need i s  percei ved 11 ( . 4 1 53 d i fference be­

tween means )  s howed a s i gn i fi cant  d i fference . No d i fference was 

found between the responses from the county sys tems of the Coastal  

Pl a i ns and P i edmont  reg i ons . S i x  competency sta tements showed s i g­

n i fi cant  di fference between the Coasta l  P l a i ns and Mounta i ns reg ion  

responses . Major Functi on F :  Ind i v i dual i z i n g  I nstruct ion  had two 

competency s tatements ( 2  and 4 )  wh i ch s howed s i gn i fi can t d i fferences 

as d i d  Major Funct ion G :  S uperv i s i ng wi th two competency sta tements 

( 1  and  2 ) .  



TABLE 1 8  

S I GN I FI CANT D I FFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS CALCULATED FOR THE 34 COMPETENCY STATEMENTS BY S UPER I NTENDENTS , 
CHA I R P ERSONS OF THE BOARDS OF EDUCAT I ON , AND S ECONDARY PR I N C I PAL S I N  THE COUNTY 

SYSTEMS OF THE MOUNTA I N S , P I EDMONT , AND COASTAL PLA I NS REG I O N S  OF 
NORTH CAROL I NA ,  1 98 5  

Ma j o r  F u n c t i o n  B :  Overse e i ng the Prog ram 

Coa s ta l  Pl a i ns/ 
Mou nta i ns 

Competency 2 . 3440 

Ma j o r  F u n c t i on F :  I nd i v i dua l i z i ng I n s t ru c t i o n 

Competency 2 . 4048 
Competency 4 . 3467 

Maj o r  F u nc t i o n G :  Supe rv i s i ng 

Competency 1 
Competency 2 

Ma j o r  Funct i o n I :  Huma n Rel a t i o n s  

Compet ency 3 

Ma j o r  F u n c t i o n  J :  Non- I ns tru c t i ona l Du t i e s 

. 3997 

. 4448 

. 386 1 

Coa s ta l  P l a i ns/ 
P i edmo nt 

P i edmo nt 
Mo u n ta i n s 

. 4708 

. 408 3 

Compete ncy 1 . 41 53 

Al pha = . 05 ;  Degrees o f  Freedom = 202 ; C r i t i ca l  V a l u e  of t = 1 . 97 1 78 .  0..0 
co 
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The c i ty school systems of the Coas ta l  Pl a i n s  and P i edmont 

reg ion had 1 4  competency statements wi th s i gn i f icant d i fference as 

shown in Tab l e 1 9 .  Al l three competency statements under Major 

Functi on G :  S uperv i s i ng s howed a s i g n i f i cant d i fference .  The three 

competency s tatements are as fol l ows : 

Competency 1 .  Manages the da i l y  routi ne so tha t s tudents 

know what they a re to do next and are abl e to proceed wi thout con­

fus i on . 

Competency 2 .  Keeps s t udent ta l k  and movement a t  a l evel that 

l ets each student attend to h i s  or her i n structi onal  tas k  wi thout  

i nterrupti on .  

Competency 3 .  Ma i nta i ns a pl easant work i n g  atmo sphere that 

does not s t i fl e spontane i ty and warmth . 

S i gn i fi cant di fference was shown between Coastal  P l a i n  and 

P i edmont for Major Functi on H :  Human Reso urces , competency 1 ,  1 1 Uses 

student tal ent  as a resource i n  i ns tructi ng , deve l o p i ng materi a l s ,  

and operati ng  equ i pment1 1 ; competency 2 ,  1 1 Ma kes  appropr i ate use of  

vol unteers and resource teachers w i th spec i a l  s k i l l s  and  knowl edge1 1 ; 

and competency 3 ,  1 1 Makes appropri ate use of  commun i ty resources to 

extend c l a s s  room i nstruct i on , . � Major  Funct i on F :  I nd i  v i  dua 1 i z i ng 

I nstruct ion , competency 1 ,  3 ,  and  4 showed s i gn i fi cant d i fference 

for the responses of the Coasta l  P l a i ns and Mountai ns reg i ons . Major  

Functi on F :  Ind i v i dua l i z i ng I nstruct i o n ,  competency 4 read , 

1 1Arranges to have appropri ate materi a l s and equ i pment  ava i l ab l e to 

sat i s fy i nd i v i dua l needs 11 and ha s a s i gn i fi ca nt di fference between 



TABLE  1 9  

S I GN I F I CANT D I FFE RENCES BETWEEN MEANS CALCULATE D FOR TH E 34 COMPETENCY STATEMENTS BY SUPERI NTENDENTS , 
CHA I RPERSONS OF  THE BOARDS OF  EDUCAT ION , AND S ECONDARY PR I NC I PALS  I N  THE C ITY SCHOOL 

SYSTEMS IN THE MOUNTA I NS , P I EDMONT , AND COASTAL PLA I N S  REGIONS  
OF NORTH CAROL I NA ,  1 985  

Coa sta l P l a i ns/ Coastal P l a i ns/ P i edmont/ 
Mou n ta i ns  P i edmont Mou nta i ns 

Maj or Func t i on A :  Pl ann i ng the Program 

Competency 1 . 7685 . 4369 
Competency 2 . 47 24 

Maj or  Func ti o n  D :  Managi ng Da i l� I n s truct ion  

Competency 4 . 9954 . 7066 

Maj or Func t ion  E :  D i fferent i at i ng I nstruct ion  

Competency 3 . 6454 
Competency 4 . 4263 

Major Func t i o n  F :  I nd i v i dual i z i ng I n struct ion  

Competency 1 . 7037 
Competency 3 . 8 1 02 
Competency 4 . 8287 . 4996 

__, 
0 
a· 



TABLE  1 9  ( Conti nued ) 

Coa sta l P l a i ns/ Coa sta l P l a i ns/ P i edmont/ 
Mou nta i ns P i edmont Mounta i ns 

Major  Funct i o n  G :  Superv i s i ng 

Competency 1 . 8472  . 5283 
Competency 2 . 4422  
Competency 3 . 7324 

Major  Functi on H :  Huma n Resources 

Competency 1 . 42 1 0 
Competency 2 . 4444 
Competency 3 . 5450 

Major  Funct i o n  I :  Human Rel at i ons 

Competency 1 . 4346 
Competency 3 . 5000 

Maj or Func ti o n  J :  Non- I nstruct i ona l Duti es 

Competency 1 . 4225  
Competency 3 . 3522  

Al pha = . 05 ;  Degrees of Freedom = 8 1 ; Cr i t i ca l  Va l ue of t = 1 . 98969 . 
0 



Coasta l  Pl a i ns and Mounta ins  and the Coasta l  Pl a i ns and P i edmont 

responses . 

1 02 

The comb i ned mean s cores for the ten maj o r  functions  of  teacher 

competency by s uperi ntendents , cha i rpersons of  the boards of educa­

t ion , and secondary pri nci pal s in North Caro l i na county and c i ty 

schoo l d i stri cts are shown i n  Tab l e  20 . The h i ghest mean score was 

a 4 . 2699 for Maj o r  Function G :  Superv i s i ng by the county respondents 

and a 4 . 289 7  was the h i ghest mean  score for Major  Funct ion  F :  Indi ­

v idua l i z i ng Instruction  by the ci ty res pon dents . The l owest  mean 

score by the county system was a 3 . 2 732 for Major  Function  H :  Human 

Resources . Major  Function  I :  H uman Rel a t i on s  rece i ved a l ow score 

of 3 . 3055 from the ci ty res pondents . 

Tabl e 2 1  s hows the mean scores for the ten major functi ons o f  

teacher competency for superi ntendents ( N  = 9 5 )  respond i ng to the 

quest i onnai re .  The mean scores ranged from a h i gh  of  4 . 2947 to a 

l ow of 3 . 3026 . The h i ghest score was for Major Funct ion  I :  Human 

Rel at ions  and the second h i ghest  mean sco re was 4 . 2 789  for Major  

Funct i on F :  Indi v i d ua l i z i ng I n struct ion . The l owest  mean score was 

for Human Resources , Major  Functi on H .  

Mean scores  for the ten major funct i ons  of teacher competency 

by the chai rpersons of the boards of educat ion  i n  North Carol i na 

are presen ted i n  Tab l e  22 . The h i ghest mean sco re ca l c u l a ted for 

the cha i rpersons  was 4 . 2 1 2 1 . Major  Funct ion C :  Updat ing  the Pro­

gram and Major Functi on I :  Human Rel at ions  both had a mean score o f  

4 . 2 1 2 1 . The l owest  mean  score was for Majo r  Funct ion  J :  Non­

Instruct iona l  Dut i es wh ich  rece i ved a 3 . 2677 . 



TABLE 20 

COMB I NED  MEAN SCORES  FOR THE TEN MAJOR FUNCTI ONS OF TEACHER COMPETENCY BY 
SUPER I NTENDENTS , CHA IRPERSONS OF THE BOAR DS OF E DUCAT I ON , AND 

SECONDARY PR I NC I PALS IN NORTH CAROL I NA COUNTY AND C I TY 
SCHOOL SYSTEMS , 1 985 

County ( N=205 ) C i t� ( N=84 ) 
Stand ard Standard 

Major Functi on/Competency Mean Dev i at i on Mean Dev i at i on 

Major F unct i on A :  P l ann i ng t h e  Program 3 . 7976  . 7 1 52 3 . 7979  . 69 1 8  

Major F unct i on B :  Oversee i ng the Program 3 . 9890 . 6409 3 . 9732 . 6506 

Major Funct i on C :  Updat i ng  the Program 4 . 1 927  . 6847 4 . 1 786 . 7225 

Major Funct i on D :  Man ag i ng Da i l y  I n struct i on 4 . 0985 . 47 5 1  4 . 1 262 . 507 1 

Maj or Funct i on E :  D i fferent i at i ng I n struct i on 3 . 9 1 83 . 5604 4 . 0000 . 5433 

Maj or Funct i on F :  I nd i v i dua l i z i n g I n struct i on 4 . 2 56 1  . 5207 4 . 2897 . 5082 

Major Funct i on G :  Superv i s i n g 4 . 2699 . 5676 4 . 2460 . 5834 

Major  Funct i on H :  Human Resources 3 . 2732 . 6 2 1 1 3 . 3869 . 68 1 5 

Major Funct i on 1 :  Human Re l at i ons  4 . 2260 . 5 356 3 . 3055 . 5927 

Maj or F unct i on J :  Non - I n struct i ona l  Dut i es 3 . 4423 . 7 1 06 3 . 4048 . 7676 

Acceptance wa s at  . 05 .  

__. 
0 
w 



TABLE 2 1  

ME�N SCORES CALCULATED FOR THE TEN  MAJOR FUNCT IONS  OF  TEACHER 
COMPETENCY BY  THE SUPER INTENDENTS IN NORTH CAROL I NA ,  

1 985  ( N=95 ) 

1 04 

Standard 
Major Functi on Mean Dev i at ion  

Maj or Functi on A :  Pl ann i ng the Program 3 . 7421 . 691 4 

Major Functi on B :  Des i g n i ng the Program 4 . 01 05 . 5707 

Maj or Funct i on C :  Updat i ng the Program 4 . 2684 . 6 266 

Major Funct ion  D :  Manag i ng Da i l y  I n s truct ion  4 . 0737 . 4951  

Major Funct ion  E :  Di fferent i ati ng I nstructi on 3 . 9921  . 5290 

Major Functi on F :  I nd i v i dua l i z i ng I ns tructi on 4 . 2789 . 4945 

Maj or Funct i on G :  Superv i s i ng 4 . 2000 . 5573 

Major Functi on H :  Huma n Resources 3 . 3026 . 5624 

Major Funct ion I :  Huma n Re l at i ons  4 . 2947 . 5 1 88 

Major Functi on J :  Non- I ns truct iona l  Duti es 3 . 3088 . 6436 

Acceptance wa s at . 05 .  



TABLE 22  

MEAN SCORES CALCULATED FOR THE TEN  MAJOR FUNCTI ONS OF  TEACHER 
COMPET ENCY BY THE CHA I RPERSONS OF THE BOARDS OF 

EDUCAT I ON I N  NORTH CAROL I NA ,  1 985 ( N=66 ) 

1 05 

Standard 
Major Func t i on Mean Dev i at ion 

Maj o r  Func t i on A :  Pl ann i ng the Program 3 . 7349 . 6576 

Maj or Funct i on B :  Des i gni ng the Program 3 . 9659 . 5648 

Major Functi on C :  Updati ng the Program 4 .  2 1 2 1  . 7699 

Major Funct i on D :  Managi ng Da i l y I nstructi on  4 . 0667 . 4840 

Major Funct i on E :  Di fferent i ati ng I nstruct ion  3 . 9659 . 51 31 

Major  Funct ion  F :  I nd i v i dua l i z i ng I nstruct ion  4 . 1 402 . 5601 

Maj or Funct ion  G :  Superv i s i o n  4 . 1 21 2  . 5895  

Maj or Funct ion  H :  Human Resources 3 . 3485 . 7001 

Majo r  Funct ion  I :  Human Rel ati ons 4 .  2 1 2 1  . 6094 

Major Funct ion  J :  Non- I nstructi onal Duti es 3 .  2677 . 841 7 

Accepta nce wa s at . 05 .  



1 06 

Tabl e 2 3  shows the mean scores cal cul ated for the ten maj or 

functton s of teacher competency by secondary p ri nc i pal s .  A 4 . 3828 

was the h i ghes t  mean score for Majo r  Function G :  Superv i s i ng wi th 

a 4 . 321 0 ;  the next h i g h  score was for Major  Functi on F :  I ndi v i d ua l ­

i z i ng I n structio n .  The l owes t score wa s 3 . 287 1  for Major  Funct ion  

H :  Human Resources . 

The comb i ned mean scores ca l cul ated for the ten major  func­

ti ons of teac her competency by s uperi ntendents , cha i rpersons of the 

boards of  educat ion , and secondary pr i nc i pal s in North Caro l i n a  are 

presented i n  Tabl e  24 . The majo r  function of teacher competency by 

al l three groups of respondents to rece i ve the h i ghest s core was 

Major  Function F :  I nd i vi dual i z i n g  I ns truction wi th a mean score o f  

4 . 2659 . A 4 . 2630 was second h i ghest s core for Maj or Functi on G :  

Supervi s i ng . The l owest comb i ned mean sco re was 3 . 3062 for Majo r  

Function H :  Human Resources . 

a 3 . 431 4 for Majo r  Function J :  

The next l ow combi ned mean s core was 

Non- I n structional  Duties . 

Tabl e 25  s ummari zes  the res u l ts of  the mul ti vari a te ana l ys i s  

for the ten major  functions  of teacher competency for d i fferences i n  

responses to the l eve l s  o f  cl as s i fi cat ion wi th i n  the educational  

bac kground var i abl es . S i x  of the ten major  functi ons s howed a s i g­

n i fi cant di fference between the respondents wi th a master • s  degree 

and respondents wi th h i gher degrees . Major  Function  A :  P l ann i ng 

the Program s howed a s i gn i fi cant di fference between the respondents 

wi th a ma ster • s degree and those respondents wi th Educat ional  



TABLE 23 

MEAN SCORES CALCULATED FOR THE TEN MAJOR FUNCTIONS OF 
TEACHER COMPETENCY BY SECONDARY PR I NC I PALS I N  NORTH 

CAROL I NA ,  1 985  ( N= l 28 )  

1 07 

Sta ndard 
Major  Func t i on Mean Dev i ation  

Major  Func t i on A :  Pl ann i ng the Program 3 . 851 6 . 7434 

Maj o r  Functi on  B :  Des i gn i ng the Program 3 . 9746 . 7289 

Maj or Func t i on C :  Updat i ng the Program 4 . 1 1 7 2 . 7001 

Major Func t i on D :  Manag i ng Dai l y  I nstruct ion  4 . 1 5 1 6  . 47 54 

Major Func t i on E :  D i fferentiat i ng I nstruct ion  3 . 8926 . 5950 

Major Func t i on F :  I nd i v idua l i z i ng I nstruct ion  4 . 321 0 . 501 9 

Major Funct ion G :  Su perv i s i ng 4 . 3828 . 551 9 

Major Funct i on H :  Human Resou rces  3 .  287 1  . 6656 

Major Func t i o n  I :  Human Rel at i ons 4 . 2344 . 5492 

Major  Funct i o n  J :  Non- I nstruct i ona l Duti es 3 . 6068 . 6866 

Accepta nce wa s at . 05 . 



TABLE 24 

COMB I NED  MEAN SCORES CALCU LATED FOR THE TEN MAJOR  FUNCTI ONS 
OF TEACHER COMP ETENCY BY SUPERI NTENDENTS , CHAI RP ERSONS OF 

THE BOARDS OF EDUCAT I ON ,  AND S ECONDARY PR I NC I PALS I N  
NORTH CAROL I NA ,  1 985 ( N=28 9 )  

1 08 

Sta ndard 
Teac h i ng Area/ComEetenc� Mea n Dev i a t i o n  

Maj or Functi on  A :  Pl anni ng  the Program 3 . 7890 . 7074 

Major Functi on B :  Overseei ng the Program 3 . 9844 . 6426 

Maj or Funct i on C :  Updati ng  the Program 4 . 1 886 . 6947 

Maj or Fu nct i on D :  Ma nag i ng Da i l y I n struc ti on 4 . 1 066 . 4839 

t4aj or Functi on E :  D i fferenti at i ng I nstructi on 3 . 9420 . 55 58 

Maj or Functi on F :  I nd i v i d ual i z i ng I nstruct ion  4 . 2659  . 51 64 

Maj or Funct i o n  G :  Superv i s i ng 4 . 2630 . 571 3 

Major  Functi on H :  Human Resource s 3 . 3062 . 6402 

Maj or Functi on I : Human Re lat i ons 4 .  2491 . 5530 

Maj or Funct i on J :  Non- I nstruc t iona l  Duti es 3 . 431 4 . 726 5  

Acceptance wa s at . 05 .  



TABL E  25  

MANOVA OF EDU CAT IONAL BACKGROUND FOR SUPER I NT ENDENTS , 
CHA I RPERSONS OF  THE BOARDS OF  EDUCAT ION , AND 

S ECONDARY P R I NC I PALS I N  NORTH CARO L I NA 
RELAT I V E  TO THE TEN MAJOR FUNCT IONS 

OF TEACHER COMPETENCY , 1 985  

1 09 

Major Funct i on/ 
Educa t i onal  Bac kground 

D i fference Between 
Means* 

Maj or Fu nct ion  A :  Pl anni ng the Program 

Ma ster ' s  - Ed . S .  
Ma ster ' s  - Ph . D .  

Major Funct i o n B :  Overseei ng the Program 

Ma ster ' s  - Ed . S .  
Ma ster ' s  - P h .  D .  

Ma jor Funct ion  D :  Managi ng Da i l y I nstruct ion  

Master ' s  - Ed . S .  
Ma ster ' s  - Ed . D .  
Ma s ter ' s  � P h .  D .  

Major Funct i on G :  Superv i s i ng 

Ma ster ' s  - Ed . S .  
Ma ster ' s  - Ed . D .  

Ma jor Funct i o n H :  Human Resources 

Ma ster ' s  - Ed . S .  
Mas ter ' s  - Ed . D .  

Major Funct i o n  J :  No n- I nstructi onal  Du ti es 

Ma ster ' s  - Ed . S .  
Ma ster ' s  - Ed . D .  
Ma ster ' s  - P h . D .  

*Al l l i sted a re s i gn i fi cant . 

. 21 82 

. 4473 

. 2478 

. 5707 

. 1 661 

. 1 97 3  

. 3223 

. 2679 

. 2841 

. 2 1 69 

. 2542 

. 2900 

. 3097 

. 5507 



1 1 0  

Spec i a l i s t  degree ( . 2 1 820 d i fference between means ) and those re­

spondents wi th a Ph . D. ( . 44737 d i fference between mean s ) . The re­

spondents wi th a master ' s degree and those wi th an Ed .  S .  and Ph. D .  

degree were s i gn i f i cantl y d i fferent i n  the i r  rat ings  fo r Major 

Functi on B :  Oversee i ng  the Program ; for Major  Function  G :  S uper-

v i s i ng ;  and for Major Funct ion H :  H uman Resources .  

D :  Manag i n g  Da i l y  Ins tructi on and Major  Function  J :  

Major Function 

Non-

Instructi onal Duties were rated s i gn i fi cantl y d i fferent by the re­

spondents w i th a master ' s  degree and the respondents wi t h  an E d .  S . , 

Ed . D . , and Ph .  D .  degrees . 

An a l ys i s  of the Reported Most Cr i t i ca l  and Least 

Cr i t i c a l  Teacher Competence 

The s uperi ntendents , cha i rpersons of the boards of educat ion , 

and secondary pr i nc ipa l s were asked to sel ect what they perce i ved to 

be the fi ve most c r i t i ca l  competenc i es and the fi ve l ea st  cri t i ca l  

competenc i e s  from the 34 competency statements presented i n  the 

quest ionna i re .  A di scrimi nant ana lys i s  was used to determ ine  whether 

sel ec t i on of  the most  c r i t i ca l  and the l ea st  cr i t i cal  competenc i es 

woul d d i fferenti ate between the respondent group s .  

Tabl e 2 6  shows the most  cr i t i cal competenc i es as  sel ected by 

super i n tendents , chai rpersons of  the boards of  educat i on , and secon­

dary pri n c i pal s .  The competency sel ected fi rst by both the cha i r­

persons and the pr i nc i pal s was sel ected second by the s uper i n tendents . 

The competency statement  read ,  1 1 Prepares da i ly l es son p l an s ,  makes 



TABL E 26 

MOST CR I T I CAL COMPETE NC I ES SELECTED BY RESPOND I NG SUPERI NTENDENTS , 
CHA I RPERSONS OF THE BOARDS OF EDUCAT I ON ,  AND SECONDARY 

PR I NC I PALS I N  NORTH CAROL I NA ,  1 985 

Major Funct i on/Competency 

Major Functi on A: P l ann i ng the Progr am 

Comeetency 2--Devel ops  an ann u a l  i n struct i on a l  p l an 
that i nc l udes the formu l at i on of 
object i ves , s t rateg i e s ,  t i me l i nes , and 
ev a l u at i on procedu res consi stent wi th 

Super­
i n tendent s  

annual s chool objecti ves . 3* 

Major F unction  C :  Updat i ng the Program 

Comeetenc� 2 - -Renews competence and keeps abreast -
of new know l edge , researc h , and prac­
t i ce in  subj ect area ( a )  and a pp l i e s  
thi s k nowl edg e to i mprove the i n­
s truct i on a l  program . 

Major F uncti on D :  Managi ng Dai l y  I nstruc t i on 

Comeetenc� 1 - -Prepares dai l y  l es son p l an s ,  makes 
c l assroom presen t at i on s , conducts d i s­
cussion s , encourages pract i c e ,  and 
correct s  s t udent work i n  a manner that 
demon s trates s ubject area competence . 2 

Chai rpersons 
of the Boards 
of Educat i on 

2 

Secondary 
Pr i nc i pa l s 



TABL E 26 ( Co nt i nued ) 

Major F u_nct i ()J'l/COI!lP�tency 

Competencx 4-- I nvol ves st udents ,  p arents , and 
others as  needed to he l p  i n s ure 
that students keep up wi th dai l y  
l es sons . 

Major F u n c t i on F :  I n di v i d u al i z i ng I n struc t i o n 

Com�ete ncy 1 --Mon i tors i nd i v i du a l  s tudent 
ach i evemen t  of objec t i ves as 
teach i ng occurs . 

Competencx 2- -Prov i des i nd i v i du a l  st uden ts wi th 
prompt feed b ack on thei r progress  
and  prov i des  necess ary remed i at i on .  

Major Funct i on G :  Supervi s i ng 

Competency 1 - -Man ag i ng dai l y  rout i ne so that s t u ­
dents know what they a r e  to d o  next 
and are ab l e  to proceed wi thout 
confusion . 

Major Funct i on 1 :  Human Rel a t i ons 

Co�petency 1 - -Shows re spect for worth and 
di gn i ty of a l l students . 

*Chosen wi th t he same frequency for thi rd pl a ce .  

Super­
i nten den ts  

5 

3* 

3* and 4 

Chai rpersons 
of the Boards 
of Educ at i on 

4 

3 

5 

Secondary 
Pri n c i pa l s  

3 

2 

4 

5 

N 
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c l assroom p resen tati ons , conducts d i sc uss i on s , encourage s practi ce ,  

and  carrects s tudent wo rk i n  a mann er tha t  demonstra tes  subject 

area competen cy . � � Competency statement,  1 1 Renews competence and  

keeps abreast of  new knowl edge , research , and  practi ce i n  subj ec t 

area ( s )  and appl i es th i s  knowl edge to improve the i ns tructional  

program, 1 1  was sel ected by both the super i n tendents and pri nci pa l s  

a s  be i n g  one o f  the most  cri t i ca l . Competency s ta tement , 11 Manag i ng 

da i l y  ro uti ne so that studen ts know wha t they a re to do next and 

are abl e to proceed wi thout  confus i on , "  wa s sel ected by a l l  three 

groups of  respondents . The s uper i n tenden ts and p r i nc i pal s l i sted  

th i s  compe tency the th i rd mo st frequent and cha i rpersons l i sted i t  

as the fourth c ho i ce most frequent .  11 S hows re spect for wo rth and 

d i gn i ty o f  a 1 1  s tudentS 1 1  was cho sen by a 1 1  three groups of  re­

sponden ts as  bei n g  a mos t cr i t i cal competency Qf s econdary teachers . 

The superi n tendents sel ected three competenc ies  i n  the th i rd pos i ­

t ion  of frequency and  sel ected the same competency wi th the fourth 

frequency. Bo th cha i rpersons a n d  pri nc i pal s chose " Prov i des i nd i ­

v i dual  s tudents w i th prompt feedback o n  the i r  progre s s  a nd prov i des 

neces sary remed i a t i on . �� The s uper i n tendents a n d  pri nc i pal s se l ected 

" Renews competenc i es and keeps abreast  of new knowl edge , researc h ,  

a nd practi ce i n  subject  area ( s )  a nd appl i es th i s knowl edge to i mprove 

the i nstruc tional  program11 as  one o f  the mos t cri t i ca l : sel ect ion 

number 1 for super i n tendents and sel ection  n umber 2 for p r i nc i pal s .  

The pri nc i pa l s se l ected "Moni tors i nd i v i dua l student  ac h i evement o f  

obj ec t i ves a s  tea ch ing  occurs " a s  one of the most  cri t i ca l 



teacher competenc i es .  The s uper i n tendents chose  two competenc i es 

1 1 4  

a s  mos-t cr i t ical  not chosen by the o ther two gro ups of  respondents . 

The competency statement ,  1 1 Devel ops an annua l  i n structiona l  p l an 

that i ncl udes the formu l at ion of  object i ves , stra teg i es , t imel i nes . 

and eva l uation pro cedures cons i stent w i th annual  schoo l objecti ves , 1 1 

and competency statement ,  1 1 I nvol ves s tudents , pa rents , and  others 

a s  needed to hel p i ns ure that s tudents keep up w i th da i ly l essons , 1 1 

were sel ected a s  most cri t i ca l  by s uper i ntendents on l y .  Three of 

the fi ve competenc i es were chosen by a l l three groups and two of  the 

fi ve were chosen by two groups . Tabl e 27 dep i cts the most cri t i ca l  

competenc i es i n  order as sel ected by super i n tendents , c ha i rpersons  

of the  boards o f  educat ion , and  secondary pr i nc i pal s .  

The l ea s t  cr i ti ca l  competenc ies sel ected by super i n tendents , 

cha i rpersons of  the boards _ o f  educat ion , and secondary pr i nci pa l s 

are presented i n  Tabl e 28 .  Competency 1 and competency 3 under 

Major  Funct ion  H :  Human Resources and competency 3 under Major 

Funct ion J :  Non- I n structional  Duti es were chosen as  l east  cr i ti ca l  

by a l l th ree g roups of  respondents . Major Function J :  Non­

Ins truct iona l Duties , competency 3 read , 1 1 Carr i es out duti es re­

l a ted to energy conservat ion , � � and wa s rated f irst  by a l l three 

groups  of respondents . The cha i rpersons  ran ked three competenc i es 

as th i rd l ea s t  cri t i ca l . Tabl e 2 9  shows the l east  cr i t i ca l  compe-

tency statements i n  order of sel ect i on by the comb i ned scores of  

super i ntendents , c ha i rpersons of  the boards of  educati o n , and 

secondary pri nc i pa l s .  



TABLE  27 

THE MOST CR I T I CAL COMPETENC I ES SELECTED BY SUPERI NTENDENTS , 
CHAIRPERSONS OF THE BOARDS OF EDUCATI ON , AND SECONDARY 

PR I NC I PALS IN NORTH CAROL I NA ,  1 985 ( N=289 ) 

Competency Statements i n  Order of Sel ect i on 

Major Functi on D :  Managi ng Da i l y  I n struct i on 

Competency 1 - -Prepares dai l y  l es son p l ans , makes c l as sroom 
presentat i ons , conducts d i scu s s i ons , encourages 
pract i ce ,  and corrects student work i n  a manner 
that demonstrates subject area competence . 

Major Funct i on F :  I nd i v i du a l i z i ng I nstruct i on 

ll 5 

Competency 2- -Prov i des i nd i v i dua l  students w i t h  prompt feedback 
on thei r progress and prov i des necess ary remed i a­
t i on .  

Major Funct i on G :  Superv i s i ng 

Competency 1 - -Manages dai l y  rout i ne so that st udent s know what 
they are to do next and are ab l e  to proceed wi th­
out confu s i on .  

Major Funct i on 1 :  Human Rel at i on s  

Competency 1 - - Shows respect for worth and d i gn i ty of  a l l stu­
dents . 

Major Funct i on D :  Managi ng Dai l y  I n struct i on 

Competency 4 - - l nvo l ves st udents ,  p arents , and others as needed 
to h e l p  i n sure that students keep up w i t h  da i ly  
l essons . 



TABL E  28 

LEAST CR I T I CAL COMPETENC I E S  SELECTE D BY R ESPOND I NG SUP E R I NTE NDENTS , 
C HA IRPE RSONS OF  THE BOAR D S  OF  EDUCATI ON , AND SECONDAR Y 

PR I NC I P ALS I N  NORTH CAROL I NA ,  1 985 

Major Funct i on/Competency 

Major F unct i on A :  P l ann i ng the Program 

Super ­
i ntendent .;; 

, Co�petency 1 - -Contr i butes as requested to the deve l op-. 
ment  of annu a l  obj ect i ve s  for the 
schoo l s . 

Maj or Funct i on E :  D i fferenti at i ng I n stru ct i on 

Competency 2- -Groups students as n eeded for effect i ve 
teach i ng .  

Major Funct i on H :  Human Resources 

Co�petency 1 - -Uses student t a l ent as a resource i n  
i n structi ng , deve l op i ng mater i a l s ,  
and operat i ng equ i pment . 

Compet��- -Makes u se of appropr i ate commun i ty 
resources to extend c l a s sroom 
l earn i ng .  

5 

2 

4 

Cha i rpersons 
of the Boards Secondary 
of Educat i on Pr i nc i  s 

3* 

5 

3* 3 

4 2 

_. 
0'1 



TABLE 28 ( Cont i nued ) 

Major Funct i on/Competency 

Major Funct i on 1 :  Human Rel at i ons  

Competency 2 - - I s  aware of and encourages to l erance 
of c u l tura l  d i fferences when they are 
not i ncon s i stent wi th the i n struc­
t i onal  object i ves . 

Competency 3- -Estab l i shes rapport wi th p arents .  

Major Funct i on J :  Non - I nstruct i on a l  Dut i es 

Competency 1 - -Carr i es out non - i nstruct i ona l  
dut i es as a s s i gned or as  need i s  
percei ved . 

Competency 3- -Carr i es out dut i es re l ated to energy 
conservat i on .  

*Chosen wi th  the same frequency for thi rd pl a ce .  

Super­
i ntendents 

3 

Cha i rpersons  
of  the Boards 
of Educat i on 

3* 

5 

2 

Secondary 
Pr i nc i pa l s 

__. 
__. 
-.....! 



TABLE 29 

TH E LEAST CR I T I CAL COMPETENC I ES SELECTED BY SUPER I NTENDENTS , 
CHAI RPERSONS OF TH E BOAR DS OF EDUCAT ION , AND SE CONDARY 

PR I NC I PALS I N  NORTH CAROL I NA ,  1 9 85 ( N= 289 ) 

Competency St atements i n  Order of Se l ect i on 

Major Funct i on J :  Non - I n struct i ona l  Duti es 

1 1 8  

Competenc� 3--Carr i es out duti es rel ated to energy conservat i on . 

Competency 1 --C arr i es out non - i nstruct i on a l  duti es as ass i gned 
or as a need i s  percei ved . 

Maj or F uncti on H :  Human Resources 

Competency 1 --U ses student tal ent as a resource i n  i n struct i ng ,  
deve l op i n g mater i a l s ,  and operat i ng equ i pmen t .  

Competency 3- -Makes use of commun i ty resources to extend c l as s­
room l earn i n g .  

Competency 4- -Makes effect i ve use of other profes s i on a l  per ­
sonnel  to i mprove i n struct i on and c l assroom 
man agement . 



1 1 9  

The competenc ies were grouped i n to the ten areas of maj or 

functiuns .  Frequenci es were tabul a ted to determ i ne whi c h  functions 

woul d emerge as the mo st  cri ti cal rel at i ve to the combi ned res ponses 

of the three groups o f  res ponden ts . Ta bl e 30 s hows the mos t  cri t i ca l  

major  funct ion  o f  teacher competency a s  sel ec ted by super i n tenden ts , 

cha i rpersons o f  the boards of education , and secondary pr i nci pal s .  

Frequency D i str i but ion of Respondents 

The demograph i c  data col l ected for th i s  stu dy i ncl uded s i x  

i n dependent  var i a bl es rel at i ve to the school d i s tr i cts a s  wel l as 

to educat ion and sex of  the res pondents . Tabl e 3 1  i l l us tra tes  the 

number and percen t of res ponses for super i ntendents , cha i rpersons 

of  the boards of educat ion , and secondary pri nc i pa l s of  the geo­

graph i c  reg i on of  the state o f  North Carol i na .  The Coasta l  P l a i ns 

reg i on had the h i ghest number of  superi ntendents respond i ng { 45 . 3  

percen t ) . The P i edmont regi on had the h i g hest  ra te o f  respond i ng  

cha i rpersons o f  the boards of  educati on ( 42 . 4  percent )  and the 

secondary pr i nc i pa l s ( 49 . 2  percent ) . 

Tab l e  32 s hows the frequency of res ponses to the quest i on­

na i res by l egal  cl ass i f i cation o f  the schoo l systems . The co unty 

sys tems had the major i ty o f  respondents i n  each group for a tota l 

of 205 . 

Ta bl e 33  summari zes the frequency o f  responses to the ques­

tionna i re by l egal cl as s i f i cati on and geograph i c  region  of  the school  

d i s tr i cts . Th i s  tabl e shows that the major i ty of  the respo nses came 
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TABL E 30 

MOST {R I T I CAL MAJOR FUNCTI ONS OF TEACHER COMPETENCY AS SELECTED BY  
SUPER I NTENDENTS , CHA I RPERSONS OF  THE  BOAR DS OF  EDUCATION ,  AND 

SECONDARY PR I N C I PALS I N  NORTH CAR OL I NA ,  1 985 

Major  Funct i on Frequency 

Maj or F uncti on C :  Updat i ng the Progr am 59 

Maj or Funct i on D :  Manag i n g  Dai l y I n struct i on 96 

Maj or Funct i on F :  I nd i v i du a l i z i n g I nstruct i on 93 

Major  F unct i on G :  Superv i s i n g  48 

Maj or Funct i on I :  Human Re l at i ons  6 1  
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TABL E 31 

SUeERI NTENDENTS , CHA I RPERSONS OF TH E BOAR DS OF EDUCATION , AND 
SECONDARY PR I NC I PALS I N  NO RTH CAROL I NA R ESPOND I NG 

Geograph i c 
Regi on 

Mount ai ns  

P i edmont 

Coast a 1 P l a i n s  

Tot a l  

BY GEOGRAPH I C  REG ION , 1 985 

Number an d Percent Re s�ond i ng 
Chai rperson s of Second ary 

Superi ntendents Boards of Educat i on Pr i nc i pa l s 

1 5  { 1 5 . 8 )  1 4  { 2 1 . 2 )  1 0  ( 7 . 8 )  

37  { 39 . 9 )  28 ( 42 . 4 )  63  { 49 . 2 )  

43 { 45 . 3 ) 24 ( 36 . 4 )  5 5  ( 43 . 0 )  

95 ( 1 00 . 0 )  66 { 1 00 . 0 )  1 28 ( 1 00 . 0 )  



TABL E 32 

TWO-WAY FREQUENCY TABLE S  BY JOB DE SCR I PT I ON AND TYPE OF 
SCHOOL SY STEM I N  NORTH CAR OL I NA RESPOND I NG 

TO QUEST I ON NA I R E , 1 985 

Freguenc� and Percent Reseond i ng 
Job Oescr i �t i on Count� C i t� Total  

Super i ntendent 62 ( 2 1 . 45 )  3 3  ( 1 1 . 42 )  95 ( 32 . 87 ) 

Cha i rpersons of 
Boards of Educati on 43 ( 1 4 . 88 )  23 ( 7 . 96 )  66 ( 2 2 . 84 )  

Second ary Pr i nc i p a l s 1 00 ( 34 . 60 )  28 ( 9 . 69 )  1 28 ( 44 . 29 )  

1 22 

Tota l  205 ( 70 . 93 )  84 ( 29 . 07 )  289 ( 1 00 . 00 )  



Locati on 

TABLE 33 

TWO-WAY FR EQUENCY TABLE BY  LOCATION AND TYPE OF SCHOOL 
SY STEM I N  NORTH CAROL I NA R ESPOND ING TO 

QUESTI ONNAIRE , 1 985 

Freguenc� and Percent Respond i ng 
County C i ty Total  

1 2 3 

Mountai ns  3 1  ( 1 0 . 73 )  8 ( 2 . 7 7 )  39 ( 1 3 . 49 )  

P i edmont 79 ( 27 . 34 }  49 ( 1 6 .  96 ) 1 28 ( 44 . 29 )  

Co ast a 1 P 1 ai n s  95 ( 32 . 87 )  27 ( 9 . 34 )  1 22 { 42 . 2 1 ) 

Tota l  205 ( 70 . 9 3 )  84 ( 29 . 07 )  289 ( 1 00 . 00 )  



from the Coas tal Pl a i ns  county sys tems a nd from t he P i edmont c i ty 

systems . 

1 24 

The 1 984- 1 985 enro l l ment attendance a nd the l ega l  c l a ss i f i ca ­

t i o n  of  the school  d i s tr icts are summari zed a nd s hown i n  Ta bl e 34 . 

The l argest group  of respondents ( 64 or 31 . 2  percent ) represe nted 

school d i s tr i c ts i n  county systems wi th 5 ,000 or l es s  students . C i ty 

d i stri c ts had 61 . 9  percent of  the res pondents from c i ty schoo l 

systems wi th 5 , 000 or l es s  yearl y enro l l ment . 

Data were co l Tected for the years of admi n i s trat ive  exper­

i ence fo r superi ntendents and secondary pri nc i pa l s as wel l as years  

of  sc hool  board exper ience fo r cha i rpersons of  the boa rd s of educa­

t i o n .  Tabl e 3 5  summari zes the years of experi ence da ta fo r a l l 

t hree groups of respondents . The s uperi ntendents had the same number 

of respondents for 1 - 5  years  ( 35 . 8  percent ) as they d i d  for 1 6  o r  

more years ( 35 . 8  percent ) . 

Superi ntendents , c ha i rpersons of the boards of educa t ion , a nd 

secondary pri nci pal s re spond i ng by the h i ghest degree ea rned i s  shown 

i n  Ta bl e 36 . Of the 66 c ha i rpersons respond i ng ,  1 8  had a n  earned 

doctorate whi l e  5 had a h i gh schoo l degree on ly . Four of the chai r­

perso ns  and one secondary pr i nc i pal l i sted other under the degree 

earned but none spec i fi ed what the degree m i ght  be . The pri nc i pa l s 

reported Educati onal S pec i a l i st (46 . 9  percent ) as  the mo s t  ea rned 

degree . Superi ntendents respo nd i ng had a total of  51 earned doc ­

to rate degrees . The h i ghest frequency l evel fo r cha i rper sons of the 



TABL E 34 

TWO-WAY FREQUENCY TABLE B Y  S I ZE AND TYPE OF SCHOOL SYSTEM I N  
NORTH CAROL I NA RESPOND ING  TO QUEST I ON NAI R E ,  1 985 

S i ze 

Up to 5 , 000 

5 , 00 1 - 1 0 , 000 

1 0 , 00 1 - 1 5 , 000 

1 5 , 00 1  or More 

Total 

Frequ ency and Percent Respond i ng 
C ountx C i tx 

64  ( 3 1 . 2 )  5 2  ( 6 1 . 9 )  

57  ( 27 . 8 )  22 ( 26 . 1 )  

55 ( 26 . 8 )  5 ( 6 . 0 )  

2 9  ( 1 4 . 2 )  5 ( 6 . 0 ) 

205 ( 1 00 . 0 )  84 ( 1 00 . 0 )  

1 2 5 
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TABLE 35 

SUPER I NTENDENTS , CHA I RPERSONS OF BOARDS OF EDUCATI ON , AND SECONDARY 
PR I NC I PALS I N  NORTH CAROL I NA RESPOND I NG BY YEAR S OF 

ADM I N I STRATIVE  OR SCHOOL BOARD EXPER I ENCE ,  1 985 

Number and Percent Res�ond i ng 
Years of Chai rpersons  of Secondary 
Exper i ence Sueer i ntendents  Boards of  Educat i on Pr i nc i pa l s  

l - 5 34 ( 35 . 8 )  26 ( 39 . 4 )  36 ( 2 7 . 6 )  

6- 1 0  1 7  ( 1 7 . 9 )  1 9  ( 28 . 8 )  24 ( 1 8 . 9 )  

l l - 1 5  9 ( 9 . 5 )  5 ( 7 . 6 )  28 ( 22 . 0 )  

1 6  o r  More 34 ( 35 . 8 )  1 6  ( 24 . 2 )  40 ( 3 1 . 5 )  

No Respon se ( l .  0 )  

Total  95 ( 1 00 . 0 ) 66 ( 1 00 . 0 )  1 28 ( 1 00 . 0 )  



TABLE 36 

SUPER I NTENDENTS , CHAIRPE RSONS OF THE BOAR DS OF EDUCAT I ON , AN D SECONDAR Y PR I N C IP ALS 
IN NORTH CAROL I NA R E SPOND I NG BY H IGHEST EARNED  ACADEM I C  DEGR E E , 1 985 

--------

H i ghest E arned 
Academi c Degree SupE:_r::_i n!_�nde_nts  _ 

H i gh Schoo l 

Bacca l aureate 

Master ' s 1 5  ( 1 5 . 8 )  

Educat i on a l  Spec i a l i sts  2 9  ( 30 . 5 )  

Doctorate 

Ed . D .  42 ( 44 . 2 )  
Ph . D .  9 ( 9 . 5 )  

Other 

Tota l  9 5  ( 1 00 . 0 )  

Number and P ercent ResEond i ng 
C h a i rpersons of 

· 

Boards of  Educat i on 

5 ( 7 . 6 )  

1 3  ( 1 9 . 7 )  

1 5  ( 2 2 . 7 )  

l l  ( 1 6 . 7 )  

1 5  ( 2 2 . 7 )  
3 ( 4 . 5 )  

4 ( 6 . 1 )  

66  ( 1 00 . 0 )  

Secondary 
P r i n c i p a l s 

46 ( 35 . 9 ) 

60 ( 46 . 9 ) 

1 6  ( 1 2 . 5 )  
5 ( 3 . 9 )  

l ( 0 . 8 ) 

1 28 ( 1 00 . 0 )  

N 
...... 



boards  of educat ion  wa s 22 . 7  percent for both the ma ster • s  degree 

and the Doc torate i n  Educat ion  degree . Both the superi ntendents 

a nd cha i rpersons  reported 1 5  ea rned ma ster ' s  degrees . 

1 2 8 



CHAPTER I V  

SUMMARY , F IND INGS ,  CONCLUS IONS , AND RECOMMENDAT IONS 

SuiTIIlary 

Th i s  st udy was done to determi ne the i mportance of  teacher 

competenc i es for the secondary teacher accordi ng  to the perceptions  

of educati onal practi ti oners and pol i cy makers in  the s tate of  North 

Caro l i na .  Th i s  s tudy a l so sought to determi ne i f  consens us ex i sted 

among these gro ups based on the i r  percepti ons and to i n vesti gate 

the rel at i ons h i p  between educati onal  and demograph i c  vari ab l es and 

the percept i ons  of  the res pondents . Th i s  st udy i dent i fi ed those 

competencies con s i dered mos t and l east  cri t i ca l  to the secondary 

teacher.  Fi nal l y ,  th i s  study determi ned i f  the respondents d i ffered 

s i gn i fi cantly i n  the sel ect i on of the mos t  and l east  cri t i ca l  

competenc ies . 

The educati onal practi t i oners sel ected for the s tudy were 

superi ntenden ts and secondary pri nci pal s of  North Caro l i na .  The 

educationa l  pol i cy makers sel ected for th i s  st udy were the cha i r­

persons of  the boards of ed ucat ion  i n  North Ca ro l i na .  The super­

i ntendents and the cha i rpersons of the boards of educati on i n  the 

1 42 school systems of North Caro l i na were chosen for th i s s tudy . 

A samp l e o f  1 80 secondary pri nci pa l s were sel ected from the 295 

secondary schoo l s in North Caro l i na .  Th i s  represented 61 percent 

of the seconda ry pri nci pa l s in the state . 
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Each of the superi ntendents , cha i rpersons of the boa rds of 

educa ti on ,  and secondary pri nc i pa l s were ma i l ed a ques t i onnai re 

conta i n i ng 34 teacher competency s ta tements . The parti c i pants were 

as ked to a s s i gn a rat i ng to each competency bas ed on how i mportant  

they percei ved the competency to be  to the rol e  of secondary 

teachers . Part i c i pants were as ked to sel ect what they con s i dered 

to be the f i ve mos t  and f i ve l east  cr i t i cal  competenc i es from the 

same 34 teacher competency statements . 

The North Caro l i na Teacher Appra i sa l  I ns trument was used a s  

a bas i s  for the 3 4  competency s ta tements . I t  conta i ns 34 teacher 

competency s ta tements organ i zed i nto ten major fu nct i o ns o f  teacher 

competence . The s tatements were randomly l i s ted o n  the ques t i o n­

na i re .  

The ques t ionnai re i nc l uded two educa ti onal var i ab l es for 

wh i c h  a l l res po ndents were reques ted to prov i de i nforma tion . These 

var i ab l es were the h i ghest  degree earned and the number of years of 

edu cati onal  admi n i s trat ion  or s chool board experi ence served by the 

re spondents . Demographi c  var i ab l es obta i ned by the researcher were 

the l ega l  c l as s i fi cat i o n ,  the enro l l ment , the type , and the geo­

gra ph i c  reg i on of the s choo l  systems . Th i s  i nformation  came from 

the North Caro l i na Educati ona l  Di rector� 1 984-85 and from a map of 

the s ta te of North Caro l i na .  



Da ta were col l ected for analys i s  from 289 usabl e quest i on­

na i res-. To ana lyze the da ta , frequ ency d i s tri buti o ns were com­

pi l ed for the demographi c  and  educa tional background va ri abl es 

and for the ra ti ngs a s s i gned to the 34 competency s ta tements by 

the res pondents . One way analys i s  of var i ance , mul t i vari a te 

ana l ys i s  of vari ance , and a di scr im i nate ana lys i s  function were 

used to tes t  for d i fferences among res ponses . 

F i nd i ngs 
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Seven resea rch ques t ions  were devel oped as a ba s i s  for th i s  

study . They a re d i scussed i n  numeri ca l orde r .  

Qu es ti on 1 

What perce i ved l evel s  o f  i mporta nce do sel ected pri nci pal s ,  

su per i n tendents , a nd chai rpersons o f  the bo a rds o f  educa t ion  

as s i gn to th e i nd i v i dua l competency s ta tements as l i s ted i n  the 

North Carol i na Teacher Performance Appra i sa l  I ns trument? 

1 .  Secondary pri nci pa l s  rated competency s ta tement one i n  

Maj o r  Functi on 0:  Manag i ng Da i ly I n s truct i on h i g he r  than any o ther 

sta tement  ( mean o f  4 .  7937 ) .  The s ta tement rea d ,  11 P repa res da i ly 

l es son p l ans , makes cl a s s room presenta t i ons , conduc ts d i scus s i o ns , 

encourages practi ce , and  correc ts s tudent work i n  a manner tha t 

demons tra tes s ubj ect a rea competence . � � S ta tement two i n  Major 
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Funct ion F :  I nd i v i dua l i z i ng I nstruct i o n  rece i ved the second h i ghes t 

rati ng ( mean o f  4 . 4444 ) . The sta tement rea d ,  " Prov i des students 

wi th prompt feedback  on thei r progress  and provi des necessary remedi ­

ati on . �� The l owest  o f  a l l the competency sta tements wa s competency 

statement th ree i n  Maj or  Funct ion  J :  Non- Ins tructi onal Dut i es , wi th 

a mean score of  3 . 981 9 .  The s tatement was worded , � �carries  out  

duti es re l ated to  energy conserva t ion . � � Competency two under Major 

Funct ion H :  H uman Resources recei ved the second l owes t  ra ti ng 

(mean  of 3 . 992 1 ) and  was worded , 11 Ma kes a ppropri ate use  o f  vol unteers 

and resource teachers wi th spec i a l s k i l l s and knowl edge . 1 1 Major 

Funct ion  G :  Superv i s i ng recei ved the h i ghest s core (mean of 4 . 3828 ) 

from the secondary pri nci pa l s  whi l e  the l owest score ( mean of 3 . 2871 ) 

was for Major Funct ion H :  Human Resources . 

2 .  Superi ntendents rated competency two i n  Maj or  Functi on F :  

I nd i v i dua l i z i ng I n s tructi on the h i g hest  score ( mean o f  4 . 6737 ) .  The 

statement read , 11 Provi des i nd i v i dual  s tuden ts w ith  prompt feedbac k 

on the i r prog ress  and  pro v i des necessa ry remed i a t i o n . � � The compe­

ten cy rated second hi ghes t was statement  one i n  Maj o r  Funct ion  D :  

Manage Da i ly I ns truct i o n .  T h e  s tatemen t  was worded , 11 Prepa res da i l y 

l es son pl ans , makes c l as s room presen tations , conducts d i scuss i ons , 

encourages pract i ce ,  a nd correct stu dent wo rk i n  a manner that 

demons trates subj ect area comp etence 11 ( mean o f  4 . 642 1 ) .  The compe­

tency statement rated l owest by the superi ntendents was i n  Major 

Functi on J :  Non- Instructi onal  Dut i es a nd rea d ,  1 1Carri es out  duti es 

rel ated to energy conservati on1 1  ( mean of  2 . 67 37 ) .  Major Funct ion  C :  



Updati ng  the Program ( mean of  4 . 2661 ) was rated h i ghest by the 

superi�tendents whi l e  Major  Funct ion  H :  Human Resources (mean of 

3 . 22 1 8 )  recei ved the l owest  rat i n g .  
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3.  C ha i rpersons of the boards of  educat ion  in North Carol i na 

ass i gned the h i ghest rat i ng to competency one i n  Major Function  D :  

Manag i ng Da i ly Instruct i o n .  The competency rea d ,  1 1 P repares da i ly 

l es son pl ans , makes c l assroom presentati ons , conducts d i scuss i on s ,  

encourages pract i ce ,  and corrects student work  i n  a manner that 

demonstrates s ubject area competence1 1  (mean of 4 . 5909 ) . Competency 

two i n  Majo r  Function F :  I nd i v i d ual i z i ng Instruct ion  read ,  1 1 Pro ­

v i des i nd i v i dual s tudents wi th prompt feedback on the i r  progress  

and provi des neces sary remed i a t i on 11 ( mean of 4 . 5606 ) .  Cha i rpersons  

of  the boards of  educati on rated competency three i n  Majo r  Funct ion  

J :  Non- I nstructi onal Duti es the  l owest score (mean of 2 . 7 576 ) . 

The s tatement was worded , 1 1 Carr i es out dut i es rel ated to energy 

conservati on . 1 1 The major funct i on o f  teacher competence to rece i ve 

the h i ghest rati ng  was Majo r  Functi on C :  Updat i n g  the Program 

(mean of 4 . 2 1 21 ) and Major  Funct ion  I :  Human Rel at i ons ( mean of 

4 . 21 2 1 ) .  The l owest score was g i ven to Majo r  Funct ion  J :  Non­

Instruct i onal Duti es ( mean of  3 . 267 7 ) .  

4 .  The competency to recei ve the h i ghest comb i n ed score 

from the three g roups of respondents was competency one i n  Major 

Funct i on D :  Manag i ng Da i ly I nstruct ion . The s tatement read ,  

'' Prepa res da i l y  l es son pl ans ,  makes c l a s sroom presentations , con­

ducts d i scuss i ons , encourages pract i c e ,  and corrects s tu dent work 



i n  a manner that demonstrates s ubject area competence11 ( mean of 

4. 6990) . The l owest rat i n g  recei ved from the combi ned responses 
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was competency three i n  Major Funct i on  J :  Non- I nstructi o na l  Dut i es . 

The s tatement was worded , 1 1 Carri es out dut i es rel ated to energy 

conservat ion 11 ( mean of 2 . 7405 ) .  Major  Funct ion  F :  I nd i v i d ua l i z i ng 

I n struct ion recei ved the h i ghest score for the comb i ned responses 

(mean of  4 . 265 9 )  a nd Major Function  H :  Human Resources the l owest  

score ( mean of  3 . 3062 ) for t he  combi ned respo ns es . 

Question  2 

What were the d i fferences i n  the perception s  of the pri nc i ­

pa l s ,  superi ntendents , a nd  chai rpersons o f  t he  board s  of  educati on  

concern i ng the l evel of  i mportance of i ndi v i dua l  competency s ta te­

ments ? 

1 .  Di fferen ces  were i nd icated i n  the rati n gs a s s i gned 

competency s tatement one i n  Major  Function E :  D i fferenti ati ng I n ­

structi on .  The statemen t was wri tten 11 I denti f ies  s tuden ts ' s trengths 

and weaknes ses i n  rel at ion  to objecti ves to determi ne  i f  group i n g  i s  

requ i red because o f  d i fferi n g  s ki l l  l evel s . " Cha i rpersons of  the 

boards of educat i on rated th i s  statement s i gn i fi cantly l ower than 

d i d  secondary pri nc i pal s .  The responses of the s uperi ntendents d i d  

not di ffer s i gn i f icantl y  from the rat i ng a s s i gned th i s  competency 

s tatement by the secondary pri nci pal s .  

2 .  Chai rpersons o f  the boards o f  education  rated competency 

four i n  Major  Functi on F :  I nd i vi d ua l i z i ng I nstruct i on s i gn i fi cant ly  
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l ower than d i d  superi ntendents and  secondary pri n c i pa l s .  The state­

ment  read ,  " Arranges to have appropri ate mater ia l s and equ i pment 

ava i l ab l e  to sati sfy i ndi v i dua l  needs . "  Pr inc i pa l s  and  s uperi n­

tenden ts did not di ffer s i g n i fi cantl y i n  the i r rat i n gs . 

3 .  Secondary pri nc i pa l s rated competency statement  two for 

Major Function G :  Superv i s i ng s i gn i fi cantly h i gher than di d super­

i ntendents and cha i rpersons of  the boards o f  educati on . The s ta te­

ment  was worded, " Keeps s tuden t ta l k  and movement  at a l evel tha t 

l ets each student attend to h i s  or her i ns truct i ona l  ta sk  wi thout  

i nterrupti on . "  Cha i rpersons and s uperi ntenden ts di d not di ffer 

s i gn i fi cant ly .  

4 .  A s i gn i fi cant di fference was detected in  the rat ings  

as s i gned competency statement two i n  Major Function H :  H uman Re­

sources .  Cha i rpersons of  the boards of  educat ion rated thi s compe­

tency h i gher than di d secondary pri nc i pal s .  S uperi nten dents d id  not 

di ffer s i gn i fi cantly from cha i rpersons and p�i nc i pa l s i n  thei r 

rat i ng s .  

5 .  Competency one i n  Major Funct ion J :  Non- I n structi onal  

Duties was rated s i gn i fi cantly h i gher by secondary pri n c i pa l s than  

by s uper i n tendents and chai rpersons of  the boards of  educat ion . No 

di fference was found between the rati ngs o f  s uperi ntendents and 

cha i rpersons of the boards of education  for th i s  teacher  competency . 

6 .  Secondary pri nci pal s ranked Major Function G :  S uperv i s i on  

s i gn i fi cantly h i gher than d i d  cha i rpersons of  the boards of  educa­

tion . There was no s i gn i fi cant di fference i n  the rati ngs  of the 
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superi n tendents and tho se o f  the cha i rpersons of the boards o f  edu­

cati on and s econdary pri n c i pa l s .  

7 .  S uper i n tendents and chai rpersons o f  the boards o f  educa­

t i on rated Maj or Functi on J :  Non- Instructional  Dut ies  s i gni fi cantly 

l ower than di d s econdary p ri nc i pa l s .  Superi ntendents a n d  cha i r­

persons o f  the boards o f  educa t ion  di d not d i ffer s i gn i fi cantly i n  

thei r rati ngs o f  th i s  maj o r  func tion . 

Quest i on 3 

What were the percei ved di fferences i n  the percepti ons of  the 

pri nci pal s ,  s uper i n tendents , and cha i rpersons of the boards of edu­

cat i on re l at i ve to : 

A .  The s i ze o f  the school di stri ct? 

B .  The geograp h i c  l oca ti on o f  the schoo l  di stri ct  wi thi n  the 

state { Mounta ins , P i edmont ,  Coastal  P l a i ns ) ?  

C .  The type of  school d i s t r i ct { c i ty ,  county ) ?  

1 .  Superi ntendents , chai rpersons o f  the boards o f  e duca­

t ion , and seconda ry pri nci pa l s  had a h i gh l evel o f  agreement w i th 

regard to the l evel of perce i ved i mportance a s s i gned to the 34 teacher 

competency statements and the ten major  functi ons o f  teacher compe­

tence rel ati ve to the s i ze of the s c hool di s tri c t ,  the geograph i c 

l ocat i on of  the school di stri ct  wi th i n  the s tate , and  the type of  

school d i s tri ct .  

2 .  For a l l three g roups o f  res pondents comb i ned,  the type 

of school di str ict  was a s i gn i f i cant  source o f  vari at ion  i n  the 
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rati ngs a s s i gned to Maj or Functi on I :  Human Rel ations . Maj or 

Functi�n B :  Oversee i ng the Prog ram and  Major  Fun cti on  H :  Human 

Resources proved to be a s i gn i f i cant source of var iat ion  for a l l 

three g roups o f  res pondents o f  the Mountai ns and  Coasta l  P l a i ns of 

the sta te . 

3 .  The ra ti ngs a s s i gned to the 34 competency s tatements as 

most or  l ea s t  cr i ti ca l  were not s i gni fi cantl y di fferen t fo r the 

combi ned res ponses of  s uperi n ten dents , c ha i rpersons of the boa rds 

o f  educa t ion , and s econda ry pri nci pal s rel at i ve to the s i ze o f  the 

s chool di s tri c t .  geogra phi c l ocati on i n  North Carol i na ,  or l egal 

cl as s i fi ca ti on of the s chool di s tri ct . 

Ques t i on 4 

What i s  the rel ati on s h i p between the percei ved l evel o f  

importance prescri bed to the competency statements by the pri nci pa l s 

and s uperi ntendents rel ati ve to : 

A .  H i g h es t  earned educat i onal degree? 

B .  N umbers o f  years o f  educati ona l adm i n i st rati ve experi ence? 

1 .  H i g hest ea rned educati onal degree and the n umber of 

yea rs of educational  admi n i strati ve experi ence were not s i g n i fi cant 

sou rces o f  va ri ance among secondary pri nci pa l s  fo r the ra ti ngs 

a s s i gned the 34 competency s ta tements . 

2 .  S uper i n tendents d i d  not di ffer s i gn i fi cant l y  when 

rat i ng  the 34 competency s ta tements rel a ti ve to the i r  years of educa­

t iona l  adm in i s trat i ve experi ence or the h i ghest earned academ i c  de­

gree . 
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3 .  Supe r i n te n de n ts rated competency one i n  Maj or Func t i o n  

J :  Non- I n structi onal  D u t i e s  s i gn i fi cantly d i ffe rent based o n  the 

h i g hest educ a ti o n a l  degree earned and years of expe r i en ce . The 

statement read , 1 1 Carr i es out no n- i n s tructi o n a l  du ti es as a s s i g ned o r  

a s  a need i s  perce i ved. 11 

4. The comb i n ed re sponses of s u pe r i n tenden ts a n d  secon da ry 

pr i nc i pa l s  re l a t i ve to the h i ghest ed uca t i o n a l  deg ree e a rned o r  the 

n umber of years of educa t i onal  adm i n i s tra t i ve expe ri ence we re s i g­

n i fi ca n t l y  d i fferen t i n  the ra t i n g s ass i gned to s i x · o f the ten maj o r  

fun c t i ons of teacher compe tence . 

Quest i on 5 

Wh i ch o f  the competen c i es were chosen as the fi ve mo st 

importa n t  fo r job effec t i venes s  of the seco n da ry teachers? 

1 .  Al l th ree g roups o f  re s po n dents chose three teacher 

compe ten cy stateme n ts a s  mo st c r i t i ca l  to the seco n da ry teache r .  

Competen cy statement o n e  i n  Ma jor Fu n ct i on D :  Manag i n g Da i l y In­

struc t i o n  was w r i tten , 1 1 P repares da i l y  l es son pl a n s , ma kes cl a s s room 

presen ta t i o n s , con ducts di s c us s i o ns , e n co urages pra c t i ce , and cor­

re cts studen t wo rk i n  a manner tha t demonst ra tes s ubj ec t a rea 

competence . � � Sta temen t one i n  Maj o r  Funct i on G :  S uperv i s i ng read, 

1 1Manages da i l y rou t i ne so tha t s tu dents know what they a re to do 

next a n d  are ab 1 e to proceed w i tho u t  c o n fu s i on .  1 1  Statement one i n  

Maj o r  Funct i o n  J :  Huma n Re l a t i o n s  rea d, 1 1 S h ows respect for wo rth 

an d d i gn i ty of a l l stude nts . 11 
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2 .  S uperi ntendents and  cha i rpersons o f  the boards of educa-

ti on  sel ected competency two in Maj or Funct ion  C :  Upda t i n g  the 

Program. The competency statement read, 1 1 Renews competence a nd 

keeps abreast  of  new knowl edge , researc h ,  a n d  practi ces i n  subj ect 

area ( s )  and  appl i es th i s knowl edge to improve the i nstructi onal 

program.  11 

3 .  Competency two i n  Major  Funct ion F :  I nd i v i dua l i z i ng 

In struct ion was c hosen by the cha i rpersons  of  the boards o f  educa­

t ion  and the seconda ry pri nc i pa l s .  The competency s ta tement wa s 

wri tten , " Prov i des i nd i v i dua l s tudents wi th prompt feedbac k  on the i r  

progress and  provi des necessary remed i at ion . " 

Questi on 6 

Whi c h  o f  the competenci es was chosen as  the fi ve l east  

important  for the  job effecti veness by secondary teachers?  

1 .  Three teacher competency sta tements were sel ected by a l l 

three g roups  o f  res pondents a s  l east  cri t i ca l  to the seconda ry 

teachers . Competency one i n  Major Funct i on H :  H uman Resources 

read , " Uses s tuden t ta l en t  as  a resource i n  i ns tructi ng ,  deve l opi ng 

materi a l s ,  and  operati ng equ i pment . 11 Competency three was wri tten, 

' 'Ma kes use  o f  appropri a te colllllun i ty resources to extend c l as s  room 

l ea rn i ng , "  and  i s  a l so i n  Maj or Function  H .  Maj or Funct i on J :  Non­

Ins truct ional  Duti es , competency three read, " Carri es out duti es re­

l ated to energy conservat i on . " 

2 .  Cha i rpe rsons o f  the boards o f  educat ion  sel ected three 

competency statements as  number th ree i n  l east  cr i ti c a l  va l ue .  
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Competency one i n  Maj or Funct i on A :  Pl an n i ng the Program was wri tten , 

" Contri butes a s  requested to the devel opment of annua l  objecti ves fo r 

the school , "  and competency two i n  Maj or Function  I :  Human Re l a t ions  

rea d ,  " I s awa re of and encourages to l erance of cu l tu ral d i fferences 

when they a re not i ncon s i s tent w i th the i n struct iona l  objecti ves . "  

Both competency sta tements were sel ected by the cha i rpersons  of the 

boards of educat i on on ly .  Competency one in  Maj or Functi on H :  Human 

Re sou rces was chosen by s uperi ntendents and  secon dary pri nci pa l s  

a l so .  

Quest ion  7 

Do the pri n c i pa l s and  superi ntendents ag ree or d i sagree i n  

ran k i ng the fi ve mos t  i mportant and the f i ve l east i mpo rtant compe­

tenci es needed by the s econda ry teachers? 

1 .  The su peri ntendents and pri nci pa l s  se l ected competency 

one i n  Major Funct ion  D :  Man ag i ng Da i l y  I ns truct i on . The compe­

tency read , " Prepares dai ly l esson p l a ns ,  makes c l a s sroom presenta­

ti ons , con ducts d i scus s ions , enco urages practi ce ,  and  corrects 

student work  i n  a man ner that demons trates subject a rea competenc i es . " 

The pri nci pa l s  ranked the competency number one wh i l e  the superi n­

tendents ranked the  competency n umbe r  two . 

2 .  Competency one i n  Major  Fun ction H :  S upervi s i ng was 

wri tten , " Manages dai ly  routi ne so tha t s tudents know what  they are 

to do next and are abl e to proceed wi thout con fus i on . " Superi n­

tendents ran ked thi s  competency n umber th ree and pr i nc i pa l s ranked 

i t  number four  as most  i mportan t .  
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3 .  Competency statemen t one i n  Maj or Function I :  Human 

Rel ati�ns was ran ked th i rd and fourth mos t  i mportant by the super­

i n tenden ts and fi fth mos t  i mportant by seconda ry pri nc i pa l s .  The 

statement rea d ,  " Shows  respect for the worth and d i gn i ty of a 1 1  

students . 11 

4 .  The s uperi ntenden ts were the on ly  respondents to ran k  

competency two i n  Maj or Functi on A :  Pl ann i ng the Program and 

competency four in Major Function D: Manag i ng Da i l y  Ins truction 

as i mportant competen c i es . Competency three was wri tten , 1 1 0evel o ps 

an annual  i ns tructi ona l  p l an that i n cl udes the formu l at ion of objec­

ti ves , strateg ies , timel i nes , and eva l uati on procedures cons i stent 

wi th annua l school objecti ves . 11 Competency fo ur was wri tten,  1 1 l n­

vol ves studen ts , parents , and  oth ers as  needed to hel p i ns u re that 

studen ts keep up w i th da i ly l essons . �� 

5 .  Pr i nci pa l s  ranked competency one i n  Major Funct i on F :  

Indi vi dua l i z i n g  I nstruct ion  wh i ch read , " l�oni tors i nd i v i dua l s tuden t 

ach i evement  of objecti ves as teach i ng occu rs , 11 as  number three i n  

the fi ve most i mportant competenc i es for secondary teachers . 

6 .  The pri nc i pal s and s upe ri nten den ts sel ected four o f  the 

same compe tenci e s  as l east  importan t .  Competency two i n  Major 

Fun ction E :  D i ffe rent iat i ng  Ins truct i on rea d , " Groups s tudents as  

needed for e ffecti ve teach i ng "  and wa s ran ked number fi ve in  the 

fi ve l ea s t  i mpo rtant  competenc i es . Competency three i n  Maj or Func­

tion J :  Non- Instructional  Duties  was wri tten , " Carries out  duties  

rel a ted to  ene rgy conservat i on "  and  was ranked n umber one  of  the 

fi ve l eas t i mpo rtant competenc i e s .  
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7 .  The pr inc i pal s ranked competency fo ur i n  Maj or Functi on 

H :  Human Resou rces a s  number four o f  the f i ve l east  i mpo rtant 

competenc i e s .  Th i s  competency read ,  '' �lakes effect i ve u s e  o f  o ther 

profes s i onal personnel  to i mprove i n structi on and c l assroom manage­

men t11 and was not ran ked as one of the f i ve l east i mportant by 

ei ther the su perin tendents o r  the chai rpersons  of  the boa rds of  

edu ca t i on . 

Concl us i ons 

The bas i s  fo r the fo l l owing  conc l us i ons were pro v i ded by the 

responses rece i ved from the s uper i n tendents , chai rpersons  of the 

boards of educa ti on , and pri nc i pal s i n  North Caro l i n a :  

1 .  Al l groups of  responden ts rated the majo r  function o f  

i nd i v i dual i z i ng i n s truct i on a s  a most  i mportan t funct i on of teacher 

competence ; therefo re , secondary teachers i n  the sta te of North 

Carol i na need to acqu i re competence i n  i ndi v i dual i z i ng i n struc ti on . 

2 .  S i nce secondary pr i nc i pal s and cha i rpersons  o f  the boards 

of  educati on i n  both c i ty and  coun ty schoo l systems di ffer i n  the i r 

expectat ions of the secondary teacher competen cy pr ior i t i es , the 

teachers s ho u l d try to c l ari fy these expecta t i ons  i n  o rder to avo i d  

confl i ct .  

3 .  Th ere are d i fferences statew i de re l a t i ve to the i mportance 

of teacher competenci es ; therefore ,  a statew i de eva l ua tion  p rogram 

whi c h  es tabl i shes competenc i es for a l l secondary teachers wi l l  not 

rece i ve accep tance { s upport}  a t  a l l types of  school  systems o r  i n  

a 1 1  reg i ons . 



4 .  I f  movi ng from one geograph i c  reg i on to another , 

secondary teachers i n  the s ta te of North Ca rol i na s hou l d  expect 

confl i cti ng  competency pri ori ti es by su peri ntendents , chai r­

pe rsons o f  the boards o f  ed ucation , and seconda ry pr i nc i pa l s .  
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5 .  S i nce competen cy one i n  the functi on of managi ng o f  da i l y 

i n s truct ion  was rated a s  the mo st i mportant competency by al l three 

groups of res pondents , secondary teachers i n  the state of No rth 

Ca rol i na need to perfect s k i l l  and competence i n  mana g i ng da i l y i n­

struct i on . 

Recommendations  

The fol l owi n g  recommendations  may be  made based on the con­

cl us i on s  d rawn from th i s  s tudy : 

1 .  The state of  North Carol i n a  s hou l d cons i de r  the fa ctors 

wh i ch p roved to be s i gn i fi cant i n  the st udy to revi ew the statewi de 

se t of competenci es for the teachers . 

2 .  I n  the even t tha t the state o f  North Carol i na uses s tate 

eva l uators to assess  teacher competency , i t  i s  recommended that 

these eval uators recogn i ze the l ac k  of  agreement between s uper i n ­

tenden ts , cha i rpersons of  t h e  boards o f  educat ion , and secondary 

pri n c i pa l s  concern i ng the i mpo rtance o f  certa i n  competenci es expected 

of the secondary teache r .  

3 .  Teacher tra i n i ng programs throughout the state of  No rth 

Caro l i na sho ul d be eva l uated to de term i ne the exten ded goa l s of the 

programs and  to eva l uate the cons i s tency of those goal s .  
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4 .  Th i s  s tudy shou l d  be rep l i ca ted for competenci es rel at i ve 

to el ementary and pr imary teachers . 

5 .  A s tudy s hou l d be des i gned to assess  the i mportance other 

educators ass i gn to teacher competenci es . Professors of teacher 

educati on , s uperv i sors , and  teachers coul d be i nc l uded in  thi s study .  

6 .  The resul ts of  th i s  s tudy shou l d be uti l i zed i n  teacher  

tra i n i ng programs , i n- serv i ce programs , and teacher workshops . 

7 .  A s tudy s ho u l d be des i gned to analyze teacher tra i n i ng 

programs i n  the s tate of  North Carol i na to determi ne i f  the programs 

meet the competenc i es presented i n  th i s  study and adequately address  

the d i fferent l evel s of importa nce p l aced on certa i n  competenci es . 

8 .  The res u l ts o f  th i s  s tudy s hou l d b e  uti l i zed by the s ta te 

to p l an  admi n i s trator tra i n i n g  programs , i n- serv i ce programs for 

admi n i s trators , and admi n strato r  workshops .  
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Summary of I nvesti ga t i ons . �- S .  Barr (edi tor ) .  Madi son , 
Wi scons i n : Demba r Pub1 i s hers , I n c . , 1 96 1 . 



APPEND I X  



TABLE 3 7  

MEANS FOR THE 34 TEACHER COMPETENCY STATEMENT RATINGS AND THE 
VARIABLE OF EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUNDS FOR SUPERINTENDENTS 

AND SECONDARY PRINC IPALS IN NORTH CAROL INA. 1 985 

Major Funct ionLCo�etencl SuQeri n tendents 

Major Function  A: Pl ann i ng the Program 

Competency 1 3 . 4000 
Competency 2 4 . 0842 

Major Funct i o n  B: Overseei ng the Program 

Competency 1 4 . 2 526 
Competency 2 3 . 8000 
Competency 3 3 . 9263 
Competency 4 4 . 0631 

Major Function C :  Uedati ng the Program 

Competen cy 1 4 .  0631 
Competency 2 4 . 4736 

Major Functio n  D: Managi ng Da i 1 l  I nstructi on 

Competency 1 4. 6421 
Competency 2 3 . 8631 
Competency 3 3. 71 57 
Competency 4 4 . 1 789 
Competency 5 3 . 9684 

Major Funct i o n  E :  Di fferen tiating Instruction 

Competency 1 4 . 01 05 
Competency 2 3 . 8526 
Competency 3 3. 71 57  
Competency 4 4 . 3894 

Major Function F: I n d i v i dual i zi ng Instruction 

Competency 1 4 . 41 05 
Competency 2 4 . 6736 
Competency 3 4 . 01 05 
Competency 4 4 . 021 0 

1 54 

Pr i nciQa 1 s  

3. 5793 
4. 1 269 

4 . 1 349 
3. 8253 
3. 9682 
3. 9603 

3. 9206 
4 . 3095 

4. 7936 
4 . 0793 
3. 7222 
4 . 1 1 90 
4. 0396 

3. 7857 
3. 7936 
3. 6269 
4. 3492 

4. 4444 
4. 6031 
4. 071 4 
4. 1 587 



TABLE 37 (CONTINUED) 

MaJor Funct ion£Co�etenc� S ueer i ntendents Princie,a l s  

Major Function G: Superv i s i ng 

Competency 1 4 . 4 1 05 4. 531 7 
Competency 2 4. 0631 4. 2857 
Competency 3 4 . 1 263 4 . 31 74 

MaJor Function H :  HlJ!Ian Resources 

Competency 1 3 . 2526 3 . 3095 
Competency 2 3. 1 684 2 . 9920 
Competency 3 3 . 2947 3 . 2460 
Competency 4 3. 4947 3 . 5952 

Major Funct ion 1 :  Human Rel a ti ons 

Competency 1 4 .  6000· 4 . 4841 
Competency 2 3. 5684 3. 6984 
Competency 3 4. 0631 3. 9603 

Majo r Function J: Non- Instructional Duti es 

Competency 1 3. 21 05 3 . 7777 
Competency 2 4. 0421 4 . 2460 
Competency 3 2 . 6736 2 . 7698 

Superi ntenden ts : Hotel l i ng- Lawley Trace , Val ue 1 . 596636 ; F = .699 ; OF = 
1 0 2 ,  1 34 ;  p > . 9 708. 

Pri ncipal s :  Hotel l i ng-Lawley Trace, Val ue 1 . 748985 ; F = . 984; OF = 
1 36 ,  306 ; p > . 5371 . 
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HAYWOOD COUNTY SCHOOLS 

TEACHER PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL INSTRUMENT 

INSTRUCTIONS 1. BaMd on the ..-- from Olllerf•tlon •nd dlecuUion, the -lu•tor Ia to r•t• the tNCher'e perform•nce wltll '"l*lt 
to the 33 bulc elamailte of tMCIIIng llated belOw. 

2. The ew•lu•tor Ia -ouraged to edd pertinent comment• at tile end of MCII m•jor function. 
3. The tMCher Ia provided •n opportunity to rHCt to the evaluator' a r•tlngl •nd commante. 
4. The ew•lu•tor and the IMCher mull dlecuee the reeulte of the •ppralul •nd any recommended •ctlon pertinent to lt. 
5. The tucher •nd the ew•lu•tor muet elgn the lnetrumant In the .. algned epacu. 
e. The lnetrumant muet be flied In the tMCher'l peraonnel folder. 

TMCher N�L---------------------------------------------------------

��· ----------------------------------------------------------

Tile loll-Ing are l'lannlnt end Owenlgllt Funatlonl. They refer to planning, operating, •nd updating 
tile grade lewel lnetructiOnat program •• • tot•l program extending OYer the ecllool year. Tile program will 
be fairly wetl •tabllalled by 1111 and of the flrat two or tllr• weeki of cl•-· Typically, modification• are 
coneldered at mldy.., end at other grading perlode, but the cll•ng" are ueu•lly not major on ... 

A. Major Function: Planning the Pnlgr1111 

1. Contrlbut• •• requnted to the d-lopment of annual objectlv" for 1111 ecllool 

2. Develope •n •nnu•l lnatructlonal plan that lnclud• tile formulation of Olljectlvee, atrllegl .. , 
tlmellnu, and ewalu•tlon procedur" conelatent wltll ennual acllool Olljectlvee. 

Comment•-------------------------------------------------------------

B. Major Function: a--inO the l'nlgniM 

1 .  Appll• curriculum acope, eequence, continuity, and balance In carrying out tile annual inetructlonal 
plan. 

2. Implement• IHrnlng etrategl• tll•t add,... tlla etudent neede Identified In tile annual lnetructlonal 
plan. 

3. Ueee approprlete ewalu•tlon metllodl to determine whether tile annual lnetructlonel plan ia working. 

4. Makee clleng• In the annual lnatructlon•l pl•n when evalu•tlon lndlcet" 1 need. and seeks advice 
and asalatance If required. 

Comment•------------------------------------------------------------

C. Major Function: Updating the Program 

1 .  Renew• competence and keepe up witll advance• In clllld growth and d-lopment and uMI tills 
knowledge to Improve tile Instructional progr•m. 

2. Renew• competence and k"ps abr•st of new knowledge, reSHrcll, and practoce in subJect arH(I, 
and appll" till a knowledge to Improve tile Instructional program. 

Comments __________________________________________________________ __ 

II 

A•tlng Scale 
(PINM CIIeck, 

II �� �� il ;I �� I! r 

� i� 
c 

D O D D  D O  

D O D D  D O  

D D D D D D  

D D D D D D  

D D D D D D  

D O D D  D O  

0 0 0 0 0 0  

0 0 0 0 0 0  

I 



The lOll-Ing are Parttcul8r T� ,......._ They refer to the IN&III by lllllleh the teacher adiiPII 
the brOad proorem function• to '-na lllld unlta of atudy on a dally bull. The laaCher muat organiU the 
leeton and the unit of ttucty; dltlalllillllate lnttructton u neediMt by grouping atucttnta. prov!CIIng lndl'ltdl.llll 
work, and auglftllntlng the aubjec:t lftltter Into II)ICIII conflgurattonl to adapt It to telehlng rnourceo�; 
lncllwlduallrll the dally '- by checking to lftlkl aure eiCh lludent unclerttanda the material biting 
taught at the lftOiftllnt and providing Individual remediation u needed; and IIUI*YIM the talk and 
movement of 1tuellnta to lnaura a p'-"1 but purpoeaful leernlng anvlronlftllnt. 

D. Major FunctiOn: Mlfllllrlt Dellr lmltruotlon 
1. Prapern dally leuon plena. makll c1111roorn �tattone, conclucta dlacuutona, ancourao• 
practlca. lncl comlctl etudent work In 1 manner that demonatrat• aubjtct area CO!ftpatence. 

2. Correlatll aubjtct matter to lludtnte' lnt-ta, neac:la, lllld aptltucla. 

-'· Employa lnatructlonll lftlti!Oda thlt ara iiiiP'OP'Iate to the ln1tructlonat oOjactlvea. 

5. lnvolvea 1tuellnt1, paranta, and otherl a1 needtd to '*f lnaura that lludtntl keeo up with dally 
IHIOFII. 

• 

Comment•---------------------------------------------------------

E. Major Function: � ll'lltnleltloll 
1. lndentlfl• etudenta' 1trengthl lnd weakn•- ln relatiOn to objactl- to dllermine •' grouping 11 
required l:lecauM of <llffertng lklll lewta. 

2. Groupa 1tu<1ent1 11 neediMt lor effactl .. tllchlng. 

3. Dlfferentlatu curriculum content Wilen llftploylng grouping. ualng the achOol'l madla center to 
support and aupplernent lnltructlonal actlvltl•. 

4. Provldu lnatructlonal actlvltl• that al<l llu<lentl ln becoming lndapanclent laarners. 

Comm.n11---------------------------------------------------

F. Major Function: IIICIIWIIIallllng ll'lltnleltloll 
1 .  Monitorl lndlvldull ltudent aclll-1 of ob)ICII- u tuchlng occura. 

2. ProvldH indlvl<lual ltu<lantl with prompt ta.clllack on their prooraae and provl<lll nac"11ary 
remediation. 

3. Adjuatl lnltructlon to objactl- and lndlvl<lual atu<lant nw<11 on a <Iaiiy ballt. 

4. Arrangu to hive appropriate matertala and equipment avlilllbll to aatlafy Individual needs. 

Comment•------------------------------------------------

G. Major Function: � 
1.  Managu the <Iaiiy routine eo that atu<lenta know what they ant to <10 next and ere aOI•· to proceed 
without confuelon. 

2. KHPI atu<lent talk and �� at , ,, .. , that lila HCII Itu<lent attend to hit or her ir�truc� •onal 
task wtlllout Interruption. 

3. Ma•ntalna a piHHnt worjllng atm�ph.,. that <1011 not atlfll apontanelty and warmth 

Comment• ---------------- -----------------------
---------

.II 
I 

Aatlng Scale 
(PiaaH Checlll 

II h II II ri u ;� �� � 
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0 0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  

0 0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  

D O D O  0 
D O D O  0 
0 0 0 0 0 0  
D D D D D D  

D O D O  D O  
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0  



The !oilowlng are lncllnlllt F�lona. They refer to a moderately related lilt of actlvlllea that do not 
Involve direct teaching bet- !Neher ai'MI student, 1:1111 have more Important effecte on lha aucc­
of that direct teaching. The uu ol H- R- btlnga epeclal capabllltln to provide answers to 
questions. to present apeclalizlld toplca, and to provide manpower to help with students who wor1c 
above or below the general 1-' of the clua. Human Relatione haa an Impact on maintaining a high 
level of student motivation and obtaining broad support lor the lnatnuctlonal program. NOflolnlltn.lctlonal 
Dulin refer to the teecher'a nuntlal rot. In the loglatlca of admlnlllering a program to •-• 
hundred studenta who muat wor1c togttth., In a limited apace. 

H. Major Function: Human R-

1. Uan atudent talent aa 1 rnource In Instructing, developing materlala, and operating equipment. 
2. Makn appropriate uu ol voluntHra and ruource teach.,. with special ekllle and knowledge. 

3. Makn uu of appropriate community rnourcn to extend cta•room learning, 

4. Makn ellectlve uu o1 other pro!nalonal pareonnel to Improve Instruction and claaeroom 
management. 

Comments ______________________________________________ __ 

I. MaJor Function: Human Relatione 
1. ShOw a reepect lor the worth and dlgn lly ol all lludanta. 

2. fa aware of and encouragn tolerance of cu ltural dlflerenc• when they are not lnconalatant with the 
in�tructional objectlvee. 
3. Eatabllanea rapport with parente. 

Comment•-----------------------------------------------------------

J. Major Function: N011olnatructlonal Dutln 
1. Carrl" out non-instructional dutl" u a"lgned or ae a need Ia perceived. 

2. Adheres to eatabllahed lawt, rul .. , and regulations. 

3. Carri" out duties related to anergy conservation. 

Comment•---------------------------------------------------------

Evaluator' a Summary Commenta 

si 
h rs 

! 

Rating Scala 
(PieaaaCheck• 

h hl lbl 
II If jll, j!l gil 

z 
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�! 
:if c 

0 0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0 0 0  

D O D  D O  
D O  O D D  
0 0 0 0 0 0  

D O  O D D  
0 D O D O  
0 0 0 0 0 0  

reacher's Reactions to Evaluation ____________________________________________ _ 

Evaluator's Signature and Date Teacher's Signature and Date 

Signature >ndlcatel tnat the written evaluation has been IHn and dlsc:uaaed. 
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�tparfmtnt of �durational �eadtrs�ip 

Dea r Col l ea gue : 

C o l l e g e  o f  E d u c a t i o n  
T h e  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  T e n n e s s e e  

Knoxville, Tennessee 37996-3400 
T e l e p h o n e :  6 1 5 - 9 7 4 - 2 2 1 6  

I a m  a No rth Ca rol i na tea c he r  on l ea v e  from t he Haywood 
Co u n ty Sc hool sys tem to conduct a s tudy as pa r t i a l  f u l f i l l ment of 
t h e  requ i reme n t s  fo r t he d o c t o r a t e  i n  educa t i on a l  a dm i n i s t ra t i o n 
a t  The Un i vers i ty o f  Tennes see , Kno x v i l l e .  Und e r  t he d i rec t i o n o f  
O r . Dewey Sto l l a r ,  my c omm i ttee c ha i rma n , I a m  a t tempt i n g to 
mea s u re res po n s e s  from sel e c ted s c ho o l  admi n i s t ra tors a n d  pol i cy 
ma k e r s  regard i n g the i r  perce pt i o n s  o f  tea c her c ompetenc i e s i n  
second a ry sc hoo l s ( 9- 1 2 )  o f No rth Ca ro l i na .  

T h i s s tudy w i l l  req u i re e x t r a  t i me i n  yo u r  a l ready busy 
s c hed u l e ;  however , the i nf o rma t i o n  you p ro v i de w i l l  h e l p i nc re a s e  
a nd c l a r i fy o u r  knowl edge o f  t he j o b  d ema nd s , r e s p o ns i bi l i t i e!:> ,  
a nd expec ta t i o n s  faced by t he s e cond a ry te a c he r .  S i m i l a r  s tud i es ,  
d o n e  i n  o t h e r  s ta t e s , :have shown d i s c repancy amo n g  t he t h ree 
s c ho o l  a dm i n i s t r a tors w ho ha ve i mp a c t  upo n t he second a ry tea c he r .  
T hi s i nforma t i on s ho u l d p rove of v a l ue to t he No r t h  C a ro l i na 
e d u c a t o r s a s  we s t r i v e  to J mp r o v e  e d uc a t i o na l  o p po r t u n i t i es 
o f f e r e d  to t he yo uth o f  our State . 

Your e f f o rt s  a nd p a rt i c i pa t i o n  i n  t h i s s t udy w i l l  be 
grea t l y  a pp re c i a ted a nd w i l l  i ns ur e  acc uracy o f  t he r� s ul ts  of 
o f  t h i s s t udy . I nd i v i d u a l  part i c i pa nts w i l l  not be i de nt i fi ed 
w hen t he d a t a  a re a na l yzed bec a use t he res u l t s  w i l l  be c a tego r i zed 
by broad a rea s . not by i nd i v i d ua l s c hoo l � coun ty , o r  d i s t r i c t .  
You r  re s po n s e  i s  vo l u n t a ry ; how ev e r,, i L  woul d be a gr�at he l p  i f  
you w i l l  comp l ete t he q ue st i onna i re w i t h i n one w ee k .  A b u s i nes s 
e nve l o pe i s  e nc l os ed for yo u r  conv e n i enc t! .  I t  req u i re s n o  po s tage . 
A c o py o f  t he res u l t s  w i l l  be a va i l a b l e  upon req ues t .  

You r  coo pe ra t i on a nd p rompt res po n s e  to t h i s s u rvey w i l l  be 
g rea t l y  a p prec i a ted . 

�:Z'4 
Co l l een Cody 
Gra d u a t e  Re sea rc h As s i s t a n t  
T h e  Un i v e r s i ty o f  Tennes s ee 
De partme nt o f  Educ a t i onal  

Leaders h i p 

/� A,/ �� 
Dr . Dewey H .  Stol l a r .  He a d  
Depa rtment o f  Educa t i o n a l 

Leade r s h i p 
The Un i vers i ty o f  Tenne s s ee 



DI RECTI ONS 

Thi s i nstrument i ncl udes 34 competency sta tements . There are two 

parts to th i s  i n strument . I n  Part I :  

A .  Pl ease rate eac h competency statement ;  do not l eave any 

bl ank . 

B .  Each s tatement i s  to be prefaced by 1 1 The seconda ry 

teacher 1 1 

C .  Res pond to the l evel o f  i mportance o f  each  competency 

sta tement as yo u perce i ve i t  to be for the secondary 

teacher .  

1 60 

D .  Pl ease c hec k the appropri ate box on the sca l e fol l owi ng  

the competency statement wh i ch i nd i ca tes you r  percepti on 

o f  the importance o f  the competency s tatement for the 

seconda ry teacher .  The sca l e ranges from 5 ( Most 

Important ) to 1 ( Leas t Important ) . 

I n  Pa rt I I  yo u a re a s ked to i nd i cate the fi ve competenc i es whi c h ,  

i n  your opi n ion , are the most i mportant for the  seconda ry teac her 

and the fi ve l ea s t  important competenc i es for the secondary teacher .  

Al so i ncl uded i n  th i s  sect i on are three personal  ques tions  rel ated to 

your  po s i t ion , educati on , and gender . Pl ea se pl ace a check by the 

appropri ate answer for the personal quest i ons and l i st the numbers 

of the competenci es yo u c hoose as Mo st Important and Least  Important . 



COMPETENC I ES 

PART I 

1 .  Makes appropr i ate use of vo l unteers and re­
source teachers wi th spec i a l s k i l l s  and 
k nowl edge . 

2 .  I nvol ves students ,  p arents , and others as 
needed to hel p i n sure that students k eep up 
wi th dai l y  l essons . 

3 .  Renews competence and keep s up  wi th adv ances 
i n  c h i l d  growth and devel opment and uses  
th i s  knowl edge to improve the  i n structi onal  
program .  

4 .  Renews competence and keeps abre ast of  new 
k nowl edge , research , and prac t i ce i n  s u bject 
area ( s )  and app l i es th i s knowl edge to 
i mprove the i n structi ona l  program .  

5 .  Prov i des i nd i v i dua l  students wi th prompt 
feedback on thei r progres s and prov i des 
nece s s ary remedi at i on .  

6 .  Prov i des  i nstruct i on al acti v i t i es that a i d  
students i n  becomi ng i ndependent l earners . 

7 .  Mon i tors i n d i v i du a l  student ach i evement of 
obj ect i ves  as teach i ng occ urs . 

8 .  I s  aware of and encourages to l erance of cu l ­
tural  di fferences when they are not i ncon­
s i stent w i th the  i n s truct i ona l  obj ect i ves . 

9 .  Prepares dai l y  l es son p l ans , mak es cl assroom 
presentati ons , conducts di sc u s s i ons , encou rages 
pract i ce ,  and correct s studen t work i n  a 
manner that demonstr ates s ubj ect area compe­
tence . 

1 0 .  Appl i es curr i cu l um scope , sequence , cont i nu i ty ,  
and ba l ance i n  carryi ng o u t  the annua l  i n ­
structi on al p l an .  
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0::: 1-
>- 0 (/) (/) 
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w ::E w w 
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1 1 .  Adheres to e s t ab l i shed l aws , r u l es ,  and 
regu l at i o n s . 

1 2 .  Deve l op s  an a nn u a l  i n struct i on al p l an t h at 
i nc l u d e s  t h e  formu l at i on of o bj ect i v es , 
s t r ateg i es ,  t i me l i ne s s , and e v a l u at i on pro­
c ed u re s  c on s i stent w i t h  an n u a l  school  
o bj ect i ve s .  

1 3 .  Manages t h e  d a i l y  rou t i ne s o  t h at students k now 
wh at t h ey are to d o  n ex t  and are ab l e  t o  pro­
c e ed w i t h o u t  confu s i on .  

1 4 .  Keeps s t u d e n t  t a l k and moveme n t  at a l ev e l  
t h a t  l et s  each  s t u d e n t  attend t o  h i s  or her 
i n s t r u c t i on a l  t a s k  w i t h o u t  i nterrupt i on .  

1 5 .  M a i n t a i n s  a p l e a s a n t  work i n g atmo s phere t h a t  
doe s  n o t  s t i f l e  s po n t ane i ty and warmt h . 

1 6 .  Arr anges to h av e  a p propr i ate mat er i a l s  and 
eq u i pmen t  ava i l ab l e  to s a t i sfy i nd i v i d u a l  
need s . 

1 7 .  M ak es c h an ge s  i n  t h e  a n n u a l  i n st r u ct i on a l  p l a n 
when ev al u at i on i nd i c ates a need , and  seek s  
adv i ce and a s s i s t a n c e  i f  req u i red . 

1 8 .  S hows respect for t h e  wort h  a n d  d i gn i ty of 
a l l  s t u dents . 

1 9 .  Adj u st s  i n s t r u ct i o n to o bj ect i v es and i n d i ­
v i d u a l  student n ee d s  on a d a i l y  b a s i s .  

20 . U se s  appropr i ate e v a l u at i o n met h o d s  to deter­
m i n e  whether the a n n u a l  i n struct i on a l  p l an i s  
work i n g .  

1- 1-
z z 
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2 1 . Makes use  of appropri ate commun i ty resources 
to extend c l assroom l earn i n g .  

22 . I mpl ements l earn i n g strategi es that address 
the s tudent needs i dent i f i ed i n  the annual  
i nstruct i ona l  p l an .  

23 . U ses student tal ent as a resource i n  i nstruct­
i n g ,  deve l op i ng mater i a l s ,  and operat i ng 
equ i pment .  

24 . Carr i es out dut i es re l ated to  energy con­
servati on .  

25 . Uses resources , mater i a l s ,  and enri chment 
act i v i t i es that are rel ated to the subject ( s ) . 

26 . Emp l oys i ns truct i onal methods that are 
appropr i ate to  the i nstruct i ona l  obj ect i ves . 

27 . Estab l i shes rapport w i th p arents . 

28 . D i fferent i ates curr i c u l um content wh en 
emp l oyi ng grou p i ng , us i ng the school ' s  med i a 
center to support and suppl ement i n struc­
ti onal  acti v i t i es . 

29 . Contri butes as requested to the devel opment 
of annua l  obj ecti ves for  the schoo l . 

30 . Correl ates subject matter to  students ' i n ­
teres ts , needs , and apt i tudes . 

3 1 . Makes effect i ve u se  of other profes s i ona l  
personnel to i mprove i n struct i on and c l as s ­
room man agement . 
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3 2 . I dent i f i es students 1 strengths and weaknesses  
i n  rel at i on to  obj ect i ves to det ermi ne i f  
groupi ng i s  requi red because of d i ffer i ng 
s k i l l  l eve l s .  

3 3 .  Carr i es out non- i nstruct i onal  dut i es as 
a s s i gned or as a need i s  perce i ved . 

34 . Groups students as needed for effect i ve teach­
i ng .  

PART I I .  
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A .  MOST  IMPORTANT LEAST I MPORTANT 

1 .  l .  

2 .  2 .  

3 .  3 .  

4 .  4 .  

5 .  5 .  

B .  H I GHEST EDUCATIONAL DEGREE ATTAI NED 
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1 .  Less than H i gh School 5 . Educ . Speci a l i st 

2 .  H i gh School 6 .  Ed . D .  

3 . Bachel ors 7 .  Ph . D .  

4 .  Mas ter ' s  8 .  O ther 

c .  YEARS OF EXPER I ENCE I N  TH I S  POS IT ION  D .  GENDER 

l .  0 - 5  3 .  1 1 - 1 5  1 .  Mal e 

2 .  6 - 1 0 4 .  1 6+ 2 .  F ema l e 
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Dea r  Co l l ea g u e : 

C o l l e g e  o f  E d u c a t i o n  
T h e  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  T e n n e s s e e  

Knoxville. Tennessee 37996-3400 

T e l e p h o n e :  6 1 5 - 9 7 4 - 2 2 1 6  

T h i s  i s  a fo l l ow- u p  t o  t he l etter yo u s ho u l d  h a v e  rec e i ved 
i n  t h e  m i d d l e o f  Augu s t .  I a m  e nc l o s i ng a n o t h e r  c o py o f  t h e  
q u es t i on na i re a n d  a s k  that you ta ke a few m i n u t e s  t o  compl ete 
t h e  fo rm and r e t u rn i t  i n  t h e  s e l f - a d d re s s ed e n v e l o pe p ro v i ded . 
No pos t a ge w i l l  be requ ired . I do n e e d  t h i s  v e ry i m po rta n t  d a ta 
i n  o rd e r  to compl ete my d i s s e rt a t i o n . 

Yo u r  coopera t i on a n d  prompt r e s po n s e  to t h i s  s u r v ey w i l l  
be grea t l y a p pre c i ated . 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

e� 4 
Co l l e en Cody 
Gra d u a te R e s e a r c h  As s i s ta n t 
The Un i ve rs i ty o f  Te n n e s s e e  
De pa rtme nt o f  Educat i o n  

L e a d e rs h i p 

Dr . Dewey H .  Stol l a r ,  Head 
Depa rtmen t  of Educ a t i ona l 

Leade r s h i p 
The Un i ve rs i ty o f  T e n n e s s e e  
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i n  1 965 . S he recei ved secondary teac her cert i fi ca ti o n  i n  Eng l i s h 

i n  North Carol i na .  She accepted empl oyment wi th  the Haywood Cou nty 

School System i n  the spri ng of 1 966 where she  served as a teac her of 

Engl i sh ,  Soc i a l  Stud i es ,  and Drama unt i l March of  1 98 3 .  

S he d i d  graduate s tudy a t  Western Ca rol i na Un i vers i ty ,  

Appa l ac h i an State Un i vers i ty ,  a nd at  the Un i vers i ty o f  North 

Carol i na at  C harl otte . I n  March of  1 983 , she  entered the doctoral 

program at The U n i vers i ty of Tennes see , Knoxvi l l e ,  major i ng i n  

Educa t i ona l Admi n i stra t i on and Superv i s i o n . S he was awarded the 

degree of Doctor of Educati on  i n  J u ne 1 986 . 

Her profes si onal a ffi l ia t i ons  i nc l ude P h i  Del ta Kap pa , P i  

Lambda Theta , Assoc i at ion  for Superv i s i on a nd Curr i c u l um Devel opment , 
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