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The problem with which this study is concerned is the 

teacher evaluation system in the state of Anambra, Nigeria. 

The purposes of this study are (a) to provide objective 

information concerning the perceptions of school 

administrators and teachers toward the teacher evaluation 

system in the State of Anambra, Nigeria, (b) to determine 

whether agreements or differences exist between teachers' 

and administrators' perceptions of the teacher evaluation 

system, and (c) to draw conclusions and make 

recommendations for improvements based on the perceptions 

of the teachers and administrators. To accomplish these 

purposes, questionnaires were distributed to a random 

sample of 652 administrators and teachers who are currently 

employed in 37 randomly selected primary and secondary 

schools in the State of Anambra, Nigeria. Four hundred and 

sixty school administrators and teachers, representing 70.6 

percent of the sample, returned completed usable 

questionnaires. 



Part I of the questionnaire was designed to gather 

relevant demographic data to determine the perceptions of 

the school administrators and teachers. Part II of the 

questionnaire contains the components of the evaluation 

system which were used to measure the perceptions of school 

administrators and teachers. Analysis of variance was used 

to test the data according to the independent variables. 

Three statistically significant differences were found 

among the data. (a) The primary and secondary school 

administrators differed significantly in their perceptions 

of the teacher evaluation system in the State of Anambra. 

This difference is ascribed to their positions which are 

based on their educational levels. (b) The demographic 

variable sex has significant effect on the perceptions of 

primary and secondary school teachers and administrators 

towards the teacher evaluation system in the State of 

Anambra, Nigeria. (c) The demographic variable years of 

professional experience appears to have a significant 

impact on the perceptions of the primary and secondary 

school teachers and administrators toward the teacher 

evaluation system in use in the State of Anambra, Nigeria. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Historical and Political Overview 

Nigeria, one of the independent West African countries 

affiliated with the British Commonwealth of Nations, gained 

its independence on the first day of October, 1960. It 

extends from the Gulf of Guinea on the South and is bounded 

on the East, West, and North by the territories of Cameroon 

Republic, Republic of Benin, and Niger Republic, 

respectively. Nigeria grew from the status of a colony, 

established in Lagos in 1861, and in 1914, the territories 

of Southern Nigeria and Northern Nigeria were amalgamated 

by Lord Luggard (5, p. 46). The new constitution of 1951 

divided the country into three regions and the federal 

capital of Lagos. The three regions consisted of the 

Northern, the Western, and the Eastern including the 

territory of Cameroon (5, p. 48). 

Under a plebiscite supervised by the United Nations in 

1954, the Northern Cameroons opted to join Northern Nigeria 

while the Southern Cameroons joined the Republic of 

Cameroon. The mid-western region was carved out of the 

former Western Nigeria in 1961, and in 1967, the country 

was further divided into twelve states because of the 

1 
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impending threats of civil war. In 1976, seven more states 

were created out of the existing ones bringing the number 

to nineteen states (Appendix A). This research was con-

ducted in Anambra, one of Nigeria's nineteen states. 

Nigeria whose present population is about 90 million is the 

most populous country on the continent of Africa. 

Background to the Problem 

One of the greatest problems facing Nigeria as a 

developing nation is how to harness effectively its 

material and human resources. Nigeria knows that, in this 

task, its human resources potential is more important than 

its material resources. Consequently, expenditures on 

education and training are by far the largest single 

consumer of the national budget (16, pp. 81-82). The 

decade of the sixties has been called the development 

decade for Nigeria. By 1960, Nigeria was one of the 

African countries to gain independence, and the national 

concern shifted to the dangers of neo-colonialism. In the 

seventies, there was an air of hope and of optimism that 

once political freedom was achieved, all other things would 

follow (3, p. 158). 

On the other hand, Britain, the former colonial power, 

felt that her contributions to the achievement of 

independence with her willingness to grant the necessary 

charter and constitutional instrument providing the 
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required legality for transfer of power would absolve her 

of her guilt of colonial past. The colonial masters, 

therefore, joined Nigerians in their expectations of the 

immediacy of rewards. Targets were set by the newly-formed 

government in cooperation with the developed powers as if 

they were already assured realities (3, p. 158). 

The colonial experience fostered the belief that 

formal western education was the key to technological 

development for Nigeria as well as an important road to 

success, status, and prestige for the individual. It was 

seen as the major instrument for achieving the nation's 

goals of economic and social development. Critical 

analysis of the kind of education which the colonial powers 

had provided was absent. Instead, the demand was for 

quantitative expansion of educational opportunities at all 

levels. All agreed that what the people needed were more 

primary schools, more secondary schools, and more 

institutions of higher learning. The concept of teacher 

evaluation was not a major consideration at that time. 

During the colonial era in Nigeria until the end of 

the civil war in 1970, the concept of teacher evaluation 

was based on autocratic supervision. This was the initial 

attempt at teacher evaluation. School proprietors set 

standards and through examinations and visitations sought 
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to weed out teachers who were judged to be deficient (14, 

p. 41 ). 

Schools under voluntary agencies—churches mainly--had 

a rudimentary form of supervision. Since religious motives 

were predominant in these schools, the supervisory and 

administrative activities were directed at "protecting" the 

pupils from the incompetence of poorly-trained teachers and 

shielding them from religious unorthodoxy. Efforts were 

made to achieve the latter purpose through interviews by 

the clergymen to select teachers. These clergymen also 

visited schools to assess the quality of instruction and to 

evaluate the teachers in terms of the prevailing religious 

faith of the community (14, p. 2). 

From the end of the civil war in 1970, when the 

government took over education, to the present, Nigeria has 

been involved in educational stock-taking and reckoning for 

the present and the future. Many changes are being made in 

the educational system of the country. The government is 

aiming to create a national identity, eradicate regional 

inequality, and eliminate parochial and inefficient 

indigenous educational practices, 13, pp. 49-50). One such 

change is the development of a uniform evaluation system 

for all teachers. The present evaluation system, 

therefore, is the focus of this study. 
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Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study is the teacher evaluation 

system in the State of Anambra, Nigeria. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of the study are as follows: 

1. To provide objective information concerning the 

perceptions of school administrators and teachers towards 

the teacher evaluation system in the State of Anambra, 

Nigeria. 

2. To determine whether agreements or differences 

exist between teachers'and administrators' perceptions of 

the teacher evaluation system in the State of Anambra, 

Nigeria. 

3. To draw conclusions and make recommendations for 

improvements based on the perceptions of the teachers and 

administrators. 

Hypotheses 

To carry out the purposes of the study, the following 

null hypotheses were tested: 

1. The primary school teachers will not differ 

significantly from the secondary school teachers in their 

perceptions of the evaluation system. 

2. There will be no significant difference in 

the perceptions of the primary and secondary school 
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teachers toward the evaluation system that can be ascribed 

to sex. 

3. There will be no significant difference in 

the perceptions of the primary and secondary school 

teachers toward the evaluation system that can be ascribed 

to age. 

4. There will be no significant difference in the 

perceptions of the primary and secondary school teachers 

toward the evaluation system that can be ascribed to 

experience. 

5. There will be no significant difference in the 

perceptions of the primary and secondary school teachers 

toward the evaluation system that can be ascribed to level 

of education. 

6. The primary school administrators will not differ 

significantly from the secondary school administrators in 

their perceptions of the evaluation system. 

7. There will be no significant difference in the 

perceptions of the primary and secondary school 

administrators toward the evaluation system that can be 

ascribed to sex. 

8. There will be no significant difference in the 

perceptions of the primary and secondary school 

administrators that can be ascribed to age. 



9. There will be no significant difference in 

the perceptions of the primary and secondary school 

administrators toward the evaluation system that can be 

ascribed to years of professional experience. 

10. There will be no significant difference in 

the perceptions of the primary and secondary school 

administrators toward the evaluation system that can be 

ascribed to level of education. 

11. The teachers' perceptions toward the evaluation 

system will not differ significantly from those of the 

school administrators. 

12. There will be no significant difference in the 

jerceptions of the primary and secondary school teachers 

and administrators toward the evaluation system that can be 

ascribed to sex. 

13. There will be no significant difference in the 

perceptions of the primary and secondary school teachers 

and administrators toward the evaluation system than can be 

ascribed to age. 

14. There will be no significant difference in the 

perceptions of the primary and secondary school teachers 

and administrators toward the evaluation system that can be 

ascribed to years of professional experience. 
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15. There will be no significant difference in the 

perceptions of the primary and secondary school teachers 

and administrators toward the evaluation system that can be 

ascribed to level of education. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

Although Christianity and formal western education 

were introduced together to Nigeria in 1842 when the first 

Western-type of school was established (1, p. 25), their 

growth was at first concentrated in what used to be known 

as Southern Nigeria. Northern Nigeria was predominantly 

Moslem and was protected from the intrusion and penetration 

of Christian missions by the early British administrators 

and their successors (9, p. 111). Also, the Northern 

feudal lords, the Emirs, were adamant and impervious to 

Christian gospel. They abhorred and turned down formal 

western education which was used by the Christian missions 

to propagate their religious beliefs (15, p. 7). 

However, as a result of pressure by Muslim 

intellectuals (2, p. 15) in the mid-1 930s, a number of 

Muslim movements began to establish western-type schools in 

western Nigeria and Lagos. In Northern Nigeria, Christian 

missions and missionary activities were restricted to the 

so-called pagan areas in the Central Plateau region known 

as the Middle Belt and also to the Niger-Benue River 

Basins. Adesina (2, p. 15; 15, p. 7), as contained in 
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Ndubisi (15), reports that "the predominantly Muslim 

emigrants of Bandu, Sokoto, Kano, and Zaria were the 

reserved areas, while the missionaries could operate in the 

so-called pagan areas to the South" (2, p. 15). 

During this period, education and. religion were 

inseparable in the advancement of politics and government 

in Nigeria. As a result, the Emirs' repugnance of 

Christian missionary activities and education in Northern 

Nigeria created a great imbalance in educational 

development in Nigeria (15, p. 7). 

One of the consequences of these opposing attitudes 

between the North and South was that the government had 

minimal control of education which has extended only to a 

meager number of government-owned primary and secondary 

schools and teacher training colleges. Most institutions 

of learning were directly managed by missionaries of 

different denominations and the government could only give 

these institutions "grants-in-aid." Through these grants, 

the government gained some indirect control over education. 

But those institutions that did not meet the government 

standards and expectations lost their "grants-in-aid," 

thereby losing the government's indirect control (1, p. 79). 

However, there were a few government-operated schools 

whose teachers, according to Ndubisi (15), were regarded 

as civil servants and were evaluated in confidential 
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reports on a regular basis. The evaluation criteria used 

in these reports were punctuality, implicit obedience, 

respect for seniority, ability to interpret and apply the 

general orders and the financial instruction, ability to 

express oneself in the English language and other personal 

traits (15, p. 8). 

According to Ndubisi (15), these teachers were 

evaluated on these criteria by members of a team of 

government inspectors aided by headmasters, and the 

evaluation was documented in a confidential report. As the 

evaluation was meant to be classified, the evaluatee was 

never allowed to see his or her evaluation report. This 

meant that in the hands of unscrupulous evaluators, the 

confidential report might spell disaster for an individual 

teacher whose appointment consequently could result in 

transfer, demotion, or termination. As there were no 

checks and balances in the evaluation system, there were no 

evaluation feedbacks for teachers. Also, since most of the 

evaluation criteria were based on social and personal 

behavior, extra effort was put into welcoming and 

entertaining the school inspectors in the belief that the 

magnitude of presents and hospitality shown to them might 

influence their evaluation and the ranking of a particular 

school. The evaluation was never questioned and the 

evaluators' decisions were final. Despite all these 



11 

setbacks most of the supervisors did a commendable job of 

using the evaluating system (15, pp. 8-9). 

Government officials also evaluated teachers in 

voluntary agency institutions. However, their visits were 

infrequent, about once a year, and were made for one or 

more of the following purposes: approving/upgrading a 

non-grant-aided school to a grant-aided status, granting 

approval to secondary schools to take government-recognized 

examinations; approval to offer science subjects in schools 

that did not offer them; and approval to the primary 

schools for a full status, i.e., allowing a primary school 

to offer an eight years education program to pupils (15, p. 

9). These purposes came under the title "school 

inspection." Teacher evaluation in voluntary agency 

institutions was in the hands of school headmasters and the 

clergymen of the denominations that owned the schools. 

Their duties also included the employment, promotion, 

transfer, and termination of teachers based on unrevealed 

criteria. However, the denominational morality, teaching, 

and doctrine, and an active participation in Christian 

affairs and church activities had much to do with one's 

evaluation. Thus, a teacher who led a "good Christian 

life" was assured of continued employment and success. 

There was also another breed of voluntary agencies 

that arose to invest in education for profit. These were 
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composed of private entrepreneurs comprised of local 

government councils, town and urban councils, and a few 

educated citizens. Ikejiani (11) noted that most of the 

private school proprietors established their 

schools as business concerns with profit motives and 

consequently did not care much about either the 

professional qualification or the efficiency of their 

teachers. Some of them had in their employment unqualified 

teachers so as to increase their margin of profit. Most of 

these proprietors did not evaluate their teachers. 

Teachers were, therefore, at their mercy, as they were 

hired and fired at will (11, pp. 50-52). The conditions of 

service for private school teachers were very appalling. 

There was no fairness of exchange. Salaries were 

irregularly paid. There were no contracts, compensation, 

or benefits for teachers and continuation of service was 

not assured. This disorder and indifference prevailed 

until the end of the Civil War in January, 1970 when 

education became a federal government concern and all 

schools were taken over by the Nigerian government (7, p. 

3). The government realized that continued development of 

the system described could only spell disaster and 

undertook to map out new guidelines. Currently, certain 

progressive trends are becoming discernible. First are the 

undoubted benefits of education for the enrichment of the 
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individual. Also, there is emphasis on the immediate 

future which is evolving a closer relationship between 

education and manpower resources required for rapid and 

sustained development. This means that one is now able to 

look at the aims and objectives of each level of the system 

to ensure that they are consistent with societal goals. 

Also, the Ministry of Education can now design courses and 

develop goals and objectives in addition to methodologies, 

personnel policies, and practices which can best realize 

these goals and objectives. With these favorable 

conditions in sight, the government established a system of 

teacher evaluation in an attempt to improve teacher 

performance and effectiveness (Appendices B, C, and D). 

During the colonial administration, Nigerian schools 

were designed to remove a child, according to Author (3), 

from a static and custom bound environment into the new 

world of modern ideas, outlook, knowledge, and gadgets. At 

the same time these schools are cautioned not to alienate 

the child from his cultural heritage or the developmental 

needs of his community (3, p. 162). Maintaining a balance 

between these two parts of the Nigerian child's needs is 

one of the major problems facing the country's educational 

system. As a result, adequate training and a good system 

of evaluation are needed for the teachers who are entrusted 

wi-th this enormous task. With the government take—over of 
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education, teachers were brought under government control. 

The government had to devise a means to bring all the 

teachers from the voluntary agencies and private schools to 

a common standard of performance and to establish a uniform 

salary structure for all. 

In 1974, the Federal Government of Nigeria took over 

these responsibilities: payment of teachers' salaries and 

provision of equipment to primary and secondary schools and 

teacher-training colleges. This helped in the launching of 

the Universal Primary Education Scheme (UPE) in September, 

1976. A "crash program" for the training of teachers 

required for the UPE project was adopted by the Federal 

Government. The crash program has these features: 

1. A five-year teacher-training program for those 

who have completed their primary education successfully. 

2. A three-year teacher-training program for modern 

school certificate, "C" teachers, Grade III (CTR), and for 

those who passed Class III in secondary schools. 

3. A two-year teacher-training program for Class IV 

passes, Grade III teachers and those who failed the school 

certificate examination. 

4. A one-year teacher-training program for school 

certificate holders, general certificate of education (OL) 

holders with passes in five subjects including the English 

language (6, p. 3). 
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In as much as the "crash program" has helped to 

provide the quantity of teachers needed for UPE, it has 

adversely affected the objectives of the training of 

teachers and lowered the entry standard into 

teacher-training colleges and the number of years required 

for adequate training of teachers (15). Above all, it has 

created an avenue for dropouts, opportunists, traders, and 

housewives to join the teaching profession without enough 

devotion, adequate preparation, and training (15, p. 13). 

Although a common evaluation system has been adopted, it is 

necessary to conduct a study to analyze how the teachers 

and the administrators perceive the evaluation system. In 

order to establish a common evaluation system throughout 

the country, the National Policy on Education (10) was 

published and implemented by the Federal Republic of 

Nigeria. The policy discusses the need for assessment and 

evaluation stating that 

It is government's wish that any existing 
contradictions, ambiguities and lack of uniformity in 
educational practices in the different parts of the 
Federation should be removed to ensure an even and 
orderly development of the country (10, p. 3). . . 

Since education is a dynamic instrument of change, the 
policy will need to be constantly reviewed to ensure 
its adequacy and continued relevance to national needs 
and objectives (10, p. 11). 

The Federal Government in pursuance of these objectives has 

stressed 
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that educational assessment and evaluation will be 
liberalized by basing then, in whole or in part, on 
continuous assessment of the progress of an individual 
(10, p. 11) . . . 

and that promotion opportunities will be created at 
every educational level to allow for professional 
growth at each level (10, p. 27). 

However, it must be noted that the sharp increases in 

primary and secondary enrollments in recent years have been 

accompanied by high failure and dropout rates in schools 

(16, pp. 81-86). In launching the Second National 

Development Plan for 1970-1974, the Federal Government of 

Nigeria attributed the high failure rates in schools to 

inadequate facilities and poor quality of teaching. 

Currently, the general public and the government blame 

teachers for the alleged fall in educational standards. 

The teaching profession, in turn, blames the situation on 

the government, which it accuses of not equipping the 

schools adequately and not providing conditions of service 

necessary to boost up the teachers' morales, motivation, 

and job satisfaction (8, p. 3). 

This argument between the teachers and the government 

will no doubt continue into the future. McDowell, 

commenting on the present state of educational practices, 

pointed out that "there is no doubt that the quality 

and devotion of the teaching force lies at the heart 

of the educational crisis in the country" (13, pp. 49-81). 

The government has so far tried to provide for the 
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professional growth of teachers and remedy the areas of 

deficiency within the educational system. This was in 

keeping with the people's consistent criticism and demand 

for an objective evaluation of teachers. The public has 

been very concerned about the "falling standards of 

education." This suggested a need for a system of checks 

and balances. This study would investigate the teacher 

evaluation system and the provisions made so far for 

teacher growth and improvement and the way teachers and 

school administrators perceive the system of teacher 

evaluation in the State of Anambra, Nigeria. 

Most research, according to Sapone (17), has only 

addressed "micro" aspects of the teaching process, i.e., 

specific teacher-student variables that have direct impact 

on the teaching-learning process. Few studies have 

investigated a "macro" approach to the evaluation of the 

total teaching process, i.e., a total systems approach of 

the evaluation design. Administrators and teachers have 

been placed in an untenable position in attempting to 

answer the challenge of accountability because of the lack 

of research at the "macro" level. As a result of a greater 

movement toward educational accountability in the United 

States, the issue of teacher evaluation has become a 

frequent topic for discussion and investigation with school 
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boards, administrative staffs, and local, state, and 

national education associations. 

Analysis of the design and effectiveness of the 

teacher evaluation system for elementary and secondary 

school teachers in Nigeria has not been fully assessed in 

the literature. A very extensive work has been done in the 

United States in the area of teacher evaluation. This 

study determines and compares the perceptions of teachers 

and school administrators of the teacher evaluation system 

in Anambra State of Nigeria in order to add to the 

knowledge base for teacher evaluation. If differences 

exist between teacher and administrator perceptions of the 

evaluation system, suggestions will be made for an 

improvement of the system. Furthermore, a better training 

program for school administrators responsible for teacher 

evaluation could be developed. This study is also 

important to ensure a good return on government investment 

in education and to enlist a strong and steady public 

support for education. The Ministry of Education, the 

state school board, the divisional school board, and the 

school administrators use teacher evaluation to assess 

teacher effectiveness and competence and to check 

incompetence. The ideal process of evaluation should, 

therefore, aim to promote regulations and requirements for 

professional competence and growth among teachers. 
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Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, these definitions 

apply. 

In-service Education;--This includes all learning 

activities that take place in-house. It is the type of 

learning experience that is more oriented towards one's 

present employment and problems related to the job. 

Government:—The term government refers to the 

federal and/or state government. 

Graduate:--This is a person who has completed a 

first degree in a university. 

Voluntary Agencies:--These are made up of those 

missionary bodies, predominantly Catholic and 

Protestant churches, that own and manage schools. 

Today, the term includes missionary bodies, cultural 

unions, Moslem organizations, town unions, and private 

entrepreneurs (11, p. 44). 

Local Authority/Council:—This is a legal 

extension of the government that is responsible for the 

management of local affairs such as public health, 

education, public finance, chieftaincy affairs, and 

public property. It is an extension of the state arm. 
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Grants-in-Aid:--These are allowances and grants 

paid to the qualified voluntary agencies by the 

government. Originally, they were paid by the 

government to the missionary bodies for running their 

schools. 

Administrator:--This is one who directs the 

activities of other persons and undertakes the 

responsibility for achieving certain organizational 

objectives (12, pp. 33-43) and helps the group grow, 

learn, and emerge (18, p. 21). 

Headmaster:—This is an executive officer in 

charge of the administrative and supervisory work of an 

elementary or primary school. 

Principal;--This is an executive officer in charge 

of the administrative and supervisory work of a (high) 

secondary school. 

Primary School:--This is synonymous with 

elementary school in the United States. In this study, 

the terms "primary school" and "elementary school" will 

be used interchangeably. 

Pupil:--This is a primary (elementary) school 

student within grades one through six. 
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Student;--This refers to a person who has finished 

primary school education and is attending a secondary 

(high) school. 

Tutor;--This refers to a teacher in a secondary 

school. 

Naira;—The naira is the unit of Nigerian 

currency. One naira (N100) is about $1.40 in United 

States money. 

Teacher Evaluation;--This is the measurement of 

the effectiveness of teacher performance that is made 

administratively or by peers with or without the 

participation or knowledge of the person evaluated for 

the fulfillment of the diagnostic, formative, and 

summative purposes of evaluation (4, p. 230). 

"C" Teacher;—This is a registered but untrained 

teacher who has completed a three-year probation as a 

pupil teacher. 

Grade III Teacher;--This refers to one who has 

completed and passed a two-year teacher training 

program in lower elementary teacher training college 

(ETC). 

Grade II Teacher;--This refers to one who has 

successfully completed a four-year teacher training 

program in a higher elementary teacher training college 

(HETC) or has successfully completed a two-year teacher 
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training program after obtaining a Grade III 

certificate. 

Pivotal Teacher or Grade IIA Teacher:—This refers 

to a West African school certificate holder who has 

successfully completed a one- or two-year program in a 

higher elementary teacher training college. 

West African School Certificate (WASC);—This is a 

certificate awarded to graduates of secondary (high 

school) school in Nigeria, Ghana, Sierra-Leone, and 

Gambia. The examination is conducted by the West 

African Examination Council and is taken in these 

countries after the completion of high school 

cation. Only the successful candidates get the 

certificate. 

Delimitations of the Study 

The study was limited to the public school system 

in the Anambra State of Nigeria. 

Basic Assumptions 

This research was based on these assumptions. 

1. The respondents were familiar with the 

components of the teacher evaluation system. 

2. The instrument for data collection was 

understood by the respondents. 
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3. Respondents answered the items on the 

instrument honestly and to the best of their ability 

and knowledge. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This chapter reviews relevant literature on evaluation 

with specific attention to what evaluation means, 

discussion of old and new evaluation systems, the purposes 

of evaluation, models and methods of evaluation, criteria 

and processes of evaluation. Weaknesses of the traditional 

or old evaluation systems and such issues as who should 

evaluate whom, why and how, are also discussed. 

Meaning of Evaluation 

Evaluation in education may pertain to any aspect of 

the educational scene but usually on (a) a total school 

program, (b) a curricular procedure, or (c) an individual 

or a group of individuals (2, p. 482). In this study, the 

teacher is the individual to be evaluated. Good (24) 

defines the teacher evaluation as an estimate or measure of 

a person s teaching based on one or more criteria such as 

pupil achievement, pupil adjustment, pupil behavior, and 

the judgment of school officials, parents, pupils, or the 

teacher himself (24, p. 209). 

Gorton (25) says that staff evaluation is a process 

whereby the strengths and limitations of an individual or 

group are identified and defined (25, p. 188). Ndubisi 

26 
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expounds Good's definition of teacher evaluation to contain 

the overall performance of the teachers within the school 

culture insofar as this behavior is reasonably related to 

changes in pupil behavior (50, p. 25). 

Evaluation is a procedure which involves the making of 

judgement (32, p. 13), Sawin (59) describes it as a 

process of appraisal which involves the acceptance of 

specific standards and the use of instruments of 

observation including measurements (59, p. 3). 

Howsan, unlike Sawin, does not regard tests and other 

forms of measurement as evaluation but only as a means of 

collecting data for evaluation and for the decision-making 

process (32, p. 13). Sawin explains that evaluation 

involves more than testing and assigning of grades. Under 

the term, he includes some broad categories and types of 

additional techniques such as tests, questionnaires, 

interviews, indirect observation, and product analysis made 

by students for other purposes (59, p. 3). 

Good defines evaluation as (a) the process of 

ascertaining or judging the value or amount of something by 

careful appraisal (b) the process of determining the 

relative significance of phenomena of the same sort in 

terms of some standard, and (3) considering evidence in the 

light of value standards and in terms of particular goals 
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which the group or individual is striving to achieve (24, 

p. 209). 

The terms appraisal and assessment" are sometimes 

used interchangeably with evaluation. Good's third 

definition of evaluation covers the term "appraisal," which 

is also defined by Castetter as "a process of arriving at 

judgements about an individual's past or present 

performance against the background of his/her work 

environment, and about his/her potential for an 

organization." The appraisal process is an activity 

designed to assist personnel to achieve individual as well 

as organizational benefit (10, p. 216). Lefton, Buzzotta, 

Sherberg, and Karraker define appraisal as (a) a formal 

discussion between a superior and a subordinate (2) for the 

purpose of discovering (3) how and why the subordinate is 

performing on the job and how the subordinate can perform 

more effectively in the future (4) so that the subordinate 

the superior and the organization all benefit (39, p. 2). 

According to Sawin, "assessment" is a process of 

observation or measurement very similar to evaluation but 

may not involve value judgements as clearly as evaluation 

does. Assessment, as commonly used, refers to collecting 

and analyzing of evidence before making judgements (59, p. 

4). 
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r^ e Encyclopedia of Educational Research (1960) (18, 

p. 482) defines evaluation as a three phase process which 

entails (a) selecting the attributes that are important for 

judging the worth of the specimen to be evaluated, (b) 

developing and applying procedures that will describe these 

attributes truly and accurately, and (c) synthesizing the 

evidence into a judgement or worth (18, p. 482). 

The teacher evaluation system is supposed to be the 

basis for training, rewarding, reassigning, promoting, 

demoting, retaining, and separating teachers. If properly 

implemented, the evaluation system should provide such 

diverse benefits as protecting teachers, enhancing 

participative decision-making and improving productivity 

and effectiveness in teaching. That is the reason why this 

study undertakes to look at the perceptions of the teachers 

and administrators toward the teacher evaluation system 

which has been developed by the government of Anambra State 

in Nigeria. 

Old and New Evaluation Systems 

Old Performance Evaluation or Appraisal Systems 

The emergence and growth of formal organizations and 

recognition of their critical importance to a society have 

brought about the need for formal and systematic approaches 

to performance evaluation or appraisal. The demand or 
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yearning for ways of eliminating favoritism, seniority, and 

inequitable treatment in compensation plans has led to a 

multitude of rating programs within and outside of 

government organizations (10, pp. 216-217). These plans 

are referred to as traditional approaches to performance 

evaluation which according to Castetter include merit 

rating, efficiency rating and employee rating (10, p. 244). 

Under the traditional or old evaluation system, the 

supervisors usually rated each of the teachers/employees on 

a number of traits, such as enthusiasm, dependability, 

integrity, loyalty, and the like, rather than on actual job 

performance. These traits which centered on the employee's 

or teacher's personality, motivation, and attitudes towards 

the school organization were described in nonquantifiable 

terms. The evaluations consisted of narrative accounts of 

the teachers' traits or used some sort of scoring system 

that generally could not be replicated. The old evaluation 

systems specified neither job responsibilities, expected 

levels of performance, nor assessed teachers' knowledge, 

ability, and job performance (33, pp. 84-85). 

The rating system was more acceptable to the 

supervisor (evaluator) than to the teachers (evaluatees) or 

to the organization. The system encouraged vagueness and 

very little communication between the evaluator and the 

evaluatee; hence, it made the potentially uncomfortable 
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task of reviewing the ratings with the teachers less 

painful. According to Winstanley, where the supervisors do 

not have to review the evaluation with the employees being 

evaluated, a nonspecific rating system allowed supervisors 

to give lower overall ratings (71, pp. 55-58). Employees 

had no feedback on their job performance; consequently, the 

organization suffered because it had no way of distin-

guishing between superior, average, and unsatisfactory 

employees (33, p. 67). There were no critical reviews in 

the old evaluation system. Although critical reviews, 

according to Ralph often hurt employees' feelings and 

lowered their morale (56, p. 149), hence, almost every 

employee received "satisfactory ratings for his/her 

performance. 

The old evaluation system yielded some benefits to the 

organization and its employees but its vast weaknesses are 

enumerated by Castetter as follows: 

Evaluations are focused upon personality of an 
individual rather than upon what he/she is expected to 
do, or upon results achieved. 

Most administrators are not qualified to assess the 
personality of an individual. 

Evaluation tools lack validity. 

Raters display biases. 

Ratings and raters are subject to organizational 
influence. 

The evaluation system does not apply to all personnel. 
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Results of evaluations are not utilized to assist 
individual development. 

Evaluatees are fragmented into personality parts, 
which, when added together, do not reflect the whole 
person. 

Evaluation devices do not provide administrators with 
effective counseling tools. 

Most plans do not establish organizational 
expectations for individuals occupying specific 
positions. 

Evaluations are arbitrary or unjust when used for 
discipline, salary increases, promotion, or dismissal. 

Personnel do not understand criteria upon which their 
performance is evaluated. 

Performance is not evaluated in terms of its 
contribution to enterprise goals. 

Traditional evaluation procedures hamper effective 
communication between evaluator and evaluatee. Heavy 
reliance by the evaluator on feelings instead of facts 
generates defensive behavior on part of the evaluatee. 

Evaluation methodology does not provide an environment 
conducive to change in individual behavior. 

Evaluation methodology does not encourage satisfaction 
of higher-level needs of individuals, such as self-
expression, creativity, and individualism (10, pp. 
2 1 7 - 2 1 8 ) . ' 

All the weaknesses not withstanding, the old 

evaluation systems did provide for the employees' security 

needs and a stable and predictable personnel system for the 

organization even though it did but very little in 

identifying superior and inferior work performance (33, p. 

6 8 ) . 
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New Performance Evaluation System 

The new performance evaluation system, as identified in 

the United States Civil Service Reform Act, 1978, aims at 

the alleviation of the problems of the old and has, where 

applicable the following as its features 

(a) Employees are to be evaluated on performance and 

not on traits or motivational considerations. 

(b) The specific performance areas are to be 

®va-luated and their standards and objectives are 

to be discussed and agreed upon by employee and 

supervisor. 

(c) Monetary rewards are to be linked to superior 

performance, not given simply on the basis of 

time-in-grade, and 

(d) The highest levels of rewards should be a part of 

a tradeoff. (33, p. 68) 

Much has been done in recent years which tends to lean 

toward the ideals of the new evaluation systems. Biddle 

(3) noted that one thousand studies have been done dealing 

with the relationship between teachers' characteristics, 

teacher behavior, and educational goals. He pointed out 

though that no approved methods of measuring competencies 

or of promoting teacher adequacy had been accepted despite 

the enormous studies so far done. Travers (70) also 

observed the lack of progress in research on teacher 
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effectiveness despite the large sums of money spent by the 

government on the project. 

Simon and Boyer (62) reported the existence of ninety-

five different types or forms of performance observation 

systems. Zakrajsek (73) dealt with and discussed fifteen 

formal evaluation systems based on their uniqueness of 

approach to the evaluation process. Sixteen models of 

teaching were identified and discussed by Joyce and Weil 

(35) for their applicability to a variety of purposes. 

Purposes of Evaluation 

Formal and informal evaluation systems exist in every 

organization. The formal evaluation system developed by 

the government of Anambra State in Nigeria for teacher 

performance evaluation is the focus of this study. A 

formal evaluation system is one established by an education 

agency or institution endorsed by the governing board and 

operated systematically to determine the extent to which 

evaluation objectives have been met (10, p. 230). 

Zakrajsek writing on the purpose of evaluation drew 

attention to a drift in the system which was used in the 

past as a vehicle to hire, fire, and retain teachers. 

However, the trend now appears to be toward using 

evaluation as a method of improving teachers' activity and 

providing feedback as to the results of planned activity 

(73, p. 101 ) . 
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The purpose of the teacher performance evaluation 

system, therefore, to a large extent, has moved away from 

the negative connotations (where in the past the consensus 

held was that the best way to improve teaching performance 

was to dismiss the incompetent teachers, hence, teacher 

evaluation was consequently directed toward identifying 

those teachers who were judged as incompetent so that they 

could be fired) into the area of positive experience—the 

instance of which today is the replacement of negative 

approaches by more positive ones of identifying weaknesses 

and strengths so that the former can be corrected and later 

reinforced (50, p. 38; 51, p. 5). 

Worthen and Sanders (72, pp. 61-63) made a clearer 

distinction between the significance of negative and 

positive approaches by discussing the difference between 

the goals and utilities of evaluation. Goals are meant to 

answer such questions as: How well? What merits? What 

worth or cost? The use to which evaluation is put differs 

in different educational contexts. Evaluation may form a 

part of teacher training programs, an investigation 

preliminary to a decision about the hiring or dismissal of 

a teacher or a preliminary to the reward or punishment of a 

teacher. The authors point out that goals and utility of 

svaluation are often neglected, as a result causing anxiety 

in teachers and students with regard to evaluation. 
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Worthen and Sanders (72) emphasize the supportive role 

of evaluation. 

By stressing the constructive part evaluation may play 
in non-threatening activities, we slur over the fact 
that its goals always include the estimation of merit, 
worth, value, etc., which too clearly contributes in 
another role of decisions about promotion and 
rejection of personnel and courses (72, p. 125). 

Considering this distinction between contextual 

functions and goals of evaluation, Howsan (32, p. 4) says 

One can evaluate a teacher for what he is or for what 
he does or for what he achieves. Clearly the intent 
is to evaluate his effectiveness as a teacher which 
means the consequences of what he does . . . 

Howsan goes on to say that the ultimate objective of all 

evaluation is the achievement of goals, whether it is broad 

expectations, limited objectives or specific goals (32, p. 

14; 50, p. 40). 

The contentions of Clement (12, p. 103) Medley (47, p. 

33), McNally (45, p. 104), and Marcotte (41, p. 60) agree 

entirely with Bolton (4, p. 99) who had the following as 

the purposes of teacher evaluation: 

(a) To promote teaching (in out-of-classroom 
activities as well as classroom instruction) by 
determining what actions can be taken to improve 
teaching systems, the teaching environment or 
teacher behavior. 

(b) To supply information for modification of 
assignments (including placement in another 
position, reduction of load, promotion to a 
leadership position or termination of 
appointment). 

(c) To promote individuals or school systems for 
competence (including protection of teachers 
against a capricious new administrator and the 
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protection of a school and school children 
against a harmful teacher). 

(d) To reward superior performance. 
(e) To validate selection process. 
(f) To provide basis for the teachers' career 

planning and growth and development (through 
professional degrees and inservice training 
program (4, p. 99). 

Solo (64, pp. 29-34) taking the perspective of 

alternative public schools opines that teachers should be 

evaluated for the same reasons as students are evaluated. 

He encourages "parent participation to develop a method of 

training parents about what is happening in the classroom." 

Solo further adds: 

To help teachers see what they are doing . . . 
that is to help teachers reflect on their 
classroom functions and parent observers in the 
classroom can serve as a second pair of eyes to 
help a teacher see better. 

Clement (12, p. 102) shares Bolton's opinion but also 

adds one other purpose of teacher evaluation which often 

escapes immediate notice of teachers themselves. 

Teacher evaluation is necessary because it helps 
teachers to be more sympathetic when evaluating 
pupils. It gives them better understanding of the 
anxiety which evaluation can cause in pupils (12, p. 
102). 

Horvat (30) summarizes the purposes of teacher performance 

evaluation as follows: 

1. To HELP . . . To help and assist teachers to 

generally improve their performance. 
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2. To JUDGE . . . To enable administrators to make 

judgements with respect to such matters as 

retention or dismissal, promotion, additional 

employment of summer work, salary merit payments. 

3. To MAINTAIN QUALITY CONTROL . . . similar to #2 

but with a school or district wide rather than 

individual perspective. 

4. To USE FOR COMMUNITY PUBLIC RELATIONS PURPOSES 

• to point with pride" how well our teachers 

teach. 

5. to COMPLY WITH BOARD OR LEGISLATIVE MANDATES 

Usually this purpose will include one or more of 

the other five purposes but teacher evaluation can 

be, and often is, a "file and forget proposition." 

Horvat sounds a note of warning when he states that there 

is a big problem if it is stated that evaluation is solely 

for the purpose of "helping" and then it is, in fact, used 

for making negative or punitive "judgements" (30, p. 2). 

According to Glueck (23), performance evaluation 

serves reward purposes (e.g., pay increase and promotion), 

developmental purposes (training and counseling), and 

internal personal purposes (validation and skill inventory) 

(23, p. 175). 

Klingner and Nalbandian (37) noted the four major 

purposes of evaluation: 
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1. To communicate management goals and objectives to 

employees. 

2. To motivate employees to improve their 

performance. 

3. To distribute organizational rewards; and 

4. To conduct personnel management research (37, pp. 

254-255). 

Borich (5) discusses three broad categories of 

diagnostic purposes and Scriven (60) discusses formative 

and summative purposes. According to Borich, 

P^^operational decisions which are made prior to 

employment, e.g., selection, placement, and development, 

account for diagnostic purposes. Formative purposes relate 

to decisions during the initial and intermediate stages of 

employment. Formative evaluation aims at personnel 

development and, according to Peterson (53, p. 6), the 

purpose of formative evaluation is to assist teachers in 

improving their performance. Summative purposes of 

evaluation are those focusing on decisions to implement 

personnel actions such as compensation, tenure, promotion, 

and re-employment. This normally takes the form of rating 

scales where teachers are judged on a Likert Scale on "how 

well" they perform. This judgement should be based on 

accumulation of information resulting from direct 
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observation and must be based on a representative sample of 

teacher performance (53, p. 6). 

However, Peterson (53) stressed that a major obstacle 

and the key to effective and applicable (summative) teacher 

evaluation is how performance is defined, described, 

observed, and finally evaluated. The task is difficult 

since (a) the teaching act is complex, (b) what constitutes 

effective teaching varies by situation, and (c) the 

literature on non-verbal behavior in some areas are unclear 

and at times conflicting (53, p. 6). 

Most of the purposes of the evaluation system as noted 

by French (22), Luthans and Kreitner (40), Ivancevich et 

al. (34), Kellogg (36), Beach (1), Lefton et al. (39), 

Educational Research Service (19), Connellan (13), 

Dornbusch and Scott (17), and Cummings and Schwab (16) can 

be grouped into five categories: 

1. To determine personal employment status. 

2. To implement personnel actions. 

3. To improve individual performance, 

4. To achieve organization goals, and 

5. To translate the authority system into controls 

that regulate performance (10, p. 230). 

Evaluation Methods 

According to Castetter (19), the constant search for 

new and better methods to evaluate personnel performance 
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has resulted in the development of a variety of evaluation 

systems and techniques. These methods which cluster around 

three basic classes of methods are grouped as (a) those 

designed to measure personal characteristics, (b) those 

focusing on the progress by which the individual performs 

the role to which he/she has been assigned, and (c) those 

that are product oriented. In short, the methods serve the 

diagnostic, formative, and summative purposes of evaluation. 

Research indicates that there are limitations to any 

single instrument, any single observation system, or any 

single criterion for assessing performance effectiveness. 

There are as many different methods for different purposes 

and different positions as there are a variety of appraisal 

alternatives to serve different personnel (10, p. 236). 

Klingner and Nalbandian (37) note the following seven 

methods being most commonly used and the first three, 

Klingner and Nalbandian contend, are more adaptable to 

person-oriented systems and the last four methods are more 

suitable for performance-based systems. 
! 

1. Graphic rating scales which are most easily 
developed, administered, and scored consist of a 
listing of desirable or undesirable personality 
traits in one column and beside each trait a scale 
or box which the rater marks to indicate the 
extent to which the rated employee demonstrates 
the trait. 

2• Ranking techniques which are similar to graphic 
rating are also based on traits and the techniques 
require the rater to rank—order each employee on 
each of the listed traits. These techniques 
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overcome one major fault of the graphic rating 
scales, namely, the tendency of raters to rate all 
employees high on all characteristics. It is 
difficult for raters to rank more than ten 
employees against one another. 

3. Forced-choice techniques are the most valid trait-
rating method. Based on the previous analysis of 
the position, job analysts have determined which 
traits or behaviors are most related to successful 
job performance. Several positive traits or 
behaviors are given in the form of multiple-choice 
questions and the rater is asked to indicate the 
one that corresponds most closely with the ratee's 
job performance or personality. Because 
supervisors are not sure which item is the "best" 
response according to the person who designed the 
test, forced choice techniques reduce supervisory 
bias. Naturally, they are disliked by supervisors 
who want to know how they are rating their 
employees. 

4. The essay method is one of the oldest and most 
widely used forms of evaluation. The evaluator 
simply makes narrative comments about the 
employee. Since these statements may relate to 
either performance of personality, the essay 
method is suitable for person or performance-
oriented systems. It has the disadvantage of 
being time consuming and biased in favor of 
employees with supervisors who can write well. It 
is also impossible to standardize. This method is 
frequently used in conjunction with graphic rating 
or ranking techniques to clarify extremely low or 
high ratings. The burden, anyway, is so great 
that when supervisors are asked to justify low or 
high ratings, they tend to rate employees towards 
the middle of a normal curve. 

5. The objective method is a measure of work 
performance quality, quantity, or timeliness— 
against previously established standards. It is 
mot adaptable in private industries with companies 
with piece-rate pay plans, but the public sector 
organizations are adopting a variant of this 
approach by measuring workload indicators. 

Critical incident or work sampling is an objective 
technique that records representative examples of 
good (or bad) performance in relation to agreed 
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upon employee objectives. The critical incident 
technique has some advantages and disadvantages of 
performance-oriented systems generally. This 
method is open to distortion and bias because the 
selected incidents may not be a true 
representative of employee performance over time. 

7. The Behavioral Anchored Rating Scale (BARS) is a 
technique that employs objective performance 
criteria in a standardized evaluation format. The 
administrator or personnel manager who wishes to 
use BARS develops a range of possible performance 
standards for each job task and then translates 
these statements into numerical scores. These 
performance-oriented statements must be validated 
by job analysts. BARS are handy because they make 
use of objective evaluation criteria and are easy 
to employ. However, they are time consuming to 
develop (37, pp. 258-265). 

Castetter (10) noted that graphic rating scales, 

teacher performance tests, ranking methods, interview 

evaluation, fair comparison, and forced distribution 

techniques serve the diagnostic purposes of the evaluation 

system such as recruitment, selection, and placement. The 

observation techniques, student outcome (standardized 

tests, pupil gains), Behavioral Anchored Rating Scales, 

essay methods, and critical incidents serve the formative 

and summative purpose of the evaluation system. Formative 

purposes are developmental while the summative purposes 

include compensation, promotion, transfer, reassignment, 

furlough, and dismissal. Essay (narrative reports) serves 

the diagnostic, formative, and summative purposes of 

evaluation while the check lists method can be best applied 

to diagnostic and formative purposes. 



44 

Horvat (30) writes that there are nine general methods 

by which evaluative evidence can be gained, namely, 

Administrator checklist evaluation method 
Peer check list evaluation method 
Self check list evaluation method 
Pupils check list evaluation method 
Contract plan evaluation method 
Systematic observation evaluation checklist 
Performance testing evaluation method 
Use of pupil outcome measures evaluation method, and 
Administrator documentation/notes for the record of 

teacher behavior (usually not classroom teaching 
behavior). 

Most of these methods with differences in nomenclature have 

been described in the Methods of Evaluation section of this 

chapter. 

Models of Evaluation System 

Performance--Improvement--Commitments (PIC) model (21) 

as contained in Practitioner developed by George B. Redfern 

and Paul W. Hersey under the auspices of the National 

Association of Secondary School Principals is an effort to 

break away from the rigidities of a "report card" kind of 

assessment. The basic premise of the PIC model/approach to 

teacher/personnel evaluation is that continuing improvement 

in performance should be the prime commitment of all 

professionals. 

Commitment to performance improvement relates to 

evaluation in a unique way. In this model, the individual 

annually undertakes job related, self-improvement steps. 

This is accomplished in cooperation with the individual's 
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immediate supervisor. They, together, initiate, develop, 

and pursue a plan of action designed to fulfill these 

commitments. Evaluation, which is the culminating 

activity, indicates the extent to which these goals are 

realized. Both the evaluatee and evaluator have an 

investment in the outcome of these efforts. 

In the PIC model evaluatees need to know what is 

expected of them, and evaluators must use baseline criteria 

in conducting their assessment responsibilities. 

Typically, a planning committee of representatives of 

persons whose performance will be evaluated formulates the 

criteria. The performance criteria usually consist of 

major areas of responsibility with descriptors under each 

to clarify the content of the area. Other major areas 

might include relationships with parents, utilization of 

resources, staff relations, community relations, 

professional growth, and development and personal 

characteristic (21, pp. 4-16). 

Some authors have adopted different names to describe 

some models used in teacher evaluation systems. Scriven 

(60) and Howsan (32, p. 36) differentiate between formative 

and summative modes of evaluation. Scriven refers to 

formative evaluation as process of assisting teachers in 

improving performance and Howsan considers it as a process 

of using data to make an operation selective as it goes 
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along (32). During the formative evaluation, achievement 

is continually monitored and reassessed in terms of goals 

and any discrepancies are corrected so as to achieve the 

desired goal. 

Summative evaluation, on the other hand, comes at the 

conclusion of an act or process and has the characteristics 

finality. It is completed after classroom observation. 

The evaluations are entered into records in the form of 

grades, scores, or transcripts and are used for decision 

making (32, p. 13). 

Medley (46) differentiates between process and product 

approaches. Whereas the process approach looks at changes 

in the growth and improvement in teaching, the product 

approach measures the pupil achievement gains to determine 

which teachers are effective and which are not (46). 

McNally (45, p. 104) concentrates on teacher 

evaluation from the point of view of performance within the 

context variables of socio-economic, ethnic, and 

experimental background (45, p. 104; 50, p. 364). 

Stufflebeam (66) in a paper presented at the national 

convention of American Educational Research Association in 

Minneapolis, formulated an evaluation model known as 

Context--Input--Process--Product Model (CIPP). Stufflebeam 

and others developed this model from Cronbach's Decision 

Making Model. Cronbach (15) defined evaluation as "the 
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collection of information to make decisions about 

educational programs (50, p. 25). Stufflebeam (66), 

expounding on Cronbach's view pointed out that the purpose 

of evaluation should not be only to provide information for 

decision making but that the decisions scored by such 

evaluation should be known. Four types of decisions served 

by different types of evaluation were identified by 

Stufflebeam (66) as follows, 

^ * Context Evaluation serves planning decisions by 

describing the context or environment in which the 

implementation of a program will occur. Context evaluation 

establishes the context which must be taken into 

consideration in determining the outcomes of any program. 

It has as its main activities (1) assessment of needs, (2) 

establishment of priorities, and (3) taking stock of 

available resources. 

2. Input Evaluation structures decisions by 

describing or analyzing the ability of a school, a system, 

or an institution to meet program goals. It aims at 

assessing strategies and alternative designs in achieving 

program objectives. The activities identified with this 

type of evaluation are (1) identification of alternative 

programs, (2) expert assessment of alternatives, (3) 

allocation of resources, and (4) program planning. The 

usefulness of this type of evaluation is that it looks at 
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alternatives before choosing the strategies that have the 

best potential for success. 

3. Process Evaluation is concerned with decision 

implementation, monitoring, and providing continuous flow 

of information regarding procedural arrangements and 

program implementation. Surveys of teachers, students, and 

parents or visits to classrooms are examples of activities 

that are related to this type of evaluation. A well-

organized process evaluation provides information about the 

activities to be performed and the persons responsible for 

them. In addition, it provides evidence of performance and 

how to measure it. Feedbacks on the program operation 

enable problems to be recognized or singled out for 

correction or elimination. 

Product: Evaluation is for recycling decisions by 

determining the extent to which objectives have been met. 

Measurement criteria should be well specified. 

Grobe (26) elicited the types of questions which the 

CIPP model focuses on. 

1. What goals and objectives should be working to 

attain or achieve (context)? 

2. What type of strategies are available for program 

implementations? What are the national trends 

related to the program? What strategies could be 
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implemented with the best chance of achieving 

one's objectives (inputs)? 

3. Was the program carried out successfully as 

planned? What are the discrepancies between what 

has been achieved and what should be achieved 

(process)? 

4. Did the program achieve the expected outcomes 

(product)? 

5. Was the program cost effective? Were the results 

of the program worth the cost (product) (26, p. 

11)? 

Zakrajsek(73, pp. 101-111), looking closely at a 

variety of evaluation models, has identified some models 

based on their unique approaches to process. The models 

identified as shown below have both strengths and 

weaknesses. 

The Gilbert Weldy Evaluation Model which uses the 

checklist method/procedure is founded on the philosophy of 

mutual criticism. Evaluation is a sound procedure for 

those who seek ways to improve their professional 

performance. The Gilbert Weldy Model among other things 

evaluates these areas? decision making, effectiveness, 

balance of extra curricular activity emphasis, duty 

assignment, teacher public relations, professional 
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leadership, school policies, morale building, and 

motivation. 

The Goose Creek Model is a ranking scale procedure. 

Each category of areas evaluated or listed is ranked on a 

scale of 1 (outstanding) to 5 (poor). The areas evaluated 

included environment, supervision, planning, coordinating, 

assistance, creativity, professional knowledge and growth, 

public relations, morale building, discipline, providing 

materials, counseling, communication skill, acceptance of 

others, and their ideas, interest in others and students, 

availability, interpreting policies, personality, and 

understanding others. 

T h e Cheyenne Model of evaluation uses a ranking scale 

which ranks each semantic grouping on a scale of very, 

quite, or slight. The evaluation includes these areas: 

approachability, competence, leadership, sincerity, 

flexibility, listening, decision making, openness, 

perception, aid or help to others including students, 

fairness, problem solving, and aggression. 

The Cloquet Model uses the rating and narrative 

methods/procedures to evaluate teachers in order to provide 

feedback for administrative decisions. The areas to be 

evaluated are ranked on the scales of 1--Excellent, 2--

Good, 3--Satisfactory, 4--Poor, 5--Unsatisfactory. Space 

is also provided by each category for comments and 
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suggestions. Areas evaluated should include leadership, 

communication, planning, implementation, organization, 

staff and student support, and cooperation, public 

relations, student management, and building and/or 

classroom condition. 

The Critical Incident Model which provides ideals 

toward which to grow should rest on the philosophy that 

evaluation should be based on the situations involving 

behavior of the evaluatees that are crucial enough to 

result in marked success or failure. Evaluation of one's 

effectiveness should adhere closely to one's basic tasks. 

The areas evaluated should depend upon the critical 

incident recorded in each school and might include these 

items: exercise of good judgement, knowledge of subject 

matter, teaching, knowledge of human behavior, skill in 

interpersonal relations, ethical standards, emotional 

stability, knowledge, and courage. The procedures to be 

used throughout the evaluation should include 

1. Formulation of list of critical incidents, 

2* Formulation of list of ideals depicting good 

teacher/administrator behavior, 

3. Self-analysis regarding critical incidents' 

behavior and ideals listed, and 

4. Involving other administrators and teachers. This 

depends on the particular school. 
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Tiie M a x Rosenberg Model is a criteria based type of 

evaluation which helps the evaluator to identify the 

strengths and weaknesses of the evaluatee. The philosophy 

of the model holds that evaluation should be grounded in 

guidance and counseling. The purpose is not to check up on 

the teachers or principals. Evaluation should be done on 

acceptable real evidence and should be economical of time, 

energy, and money. There should be, following the 

evaluation, counseling tailored to fit the needs of the 

evaluatee. 

The areas evaluated include behavior standards for 

educational leadership, and good school/class 

administration, and class management for teachers. 

Performance areas, include school/classroom organization, 

instructional programs and instruction, relationship with 

students, relationship with the community, relationship 

with superiors, plants and facilities, schedules, accounts, 

and parent and student organization. 

J a m e s M. Lipham Model is a competency based 

evaluation. The model which mainly identifies strengths 

and weaknesses is founded on the philosophy that if an 

individual possesses conceptual skills, that individual has 

developed the ability to apply information and concepts to 

practice. Conceptual skills refer to the ability to 

discern meaning in and to establish relationships among 
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events and bits of information that at first sight would 

appear to be discrete and unrelated. The principal, the 

teachers, and the significant others must make value 

judgements concerning the adequacy of role performance. 

The Lipham Model provides a systematic means for analyzing 

and synthesizing conceptual, technical human skills 

necessary for effective leadership. 

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare Model 

provides assessment of administrators' total program, 

discovery, or changes that will improve the training 

program. The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 

advocates that while evaluation information is an important 

part of any reporting system, its adaptability to and 

utility in decision making, particularly for programs' 

improvement, is of greatest significance. The 

inavailability of uniform and meaningful evaluation data 

for these purposes promoted the conduct of this project. 

The model is used to evaluate school administration, 

personnel functions, resource management, and training 

staff and development issues and programs. 

The Everett Nicholson Model is a target model which is 

utilized to provide information for accountability. Using 

this model, technical and human skills are evaluated to 

1. Establish a strong frame of reference. 
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2. Identify task areas and establish priorities for 

each. 

3. Develop an evaluation scheme. Refining, 

modifying, and recycling should be part of this. 

A skill strategy matrix is suggested. 

4. Observers make the matrix according to the 

frequency with which a task in one of the blocks 

is performed. 

5. Principals analyze results and determine areas 

he/she should work on. 

6. Establish a frame of reference for developing 

performance objectives. 

7. Develop a hierarchy of task areas in which to 

devote time and energy. 

8. Recycle the entire process. 

The Harvey Goldman Model is another target model but 

unlike the Everett Nicholson model. The procedures are 

determined by a team which is responsible for selecting 

goals to be achieved and which questions to see if the 

goals are achieved, and finally a written report of gains 

and losses is presented to the team. The model is used to 

determine the extent to which goals are met. 

The George Redfern Model is a competency based 

evaluation which is used for accountability, realizes 

performance expectations for feedback, sensitivity needs, 
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and concern for others for closer evaluator/evaluatee 

relationships. The philosophy of the model is that 

evaluation models should cover elementary, middle school, 

and high school principals. Principals need to account for 

their performances in more specific terms. The public and 

the legislators need to know where money is going. 

Evaluation should be compatible with competency-based 

P^og^&ms• It should be comprehensive and cover all persons 

who have an impact on the learning process. Feedback 

should be employed to refine and improve performance rather 

than to evaluate and to classify principals/teachers as 

competent or incompetent. By using the model, performance 

can be improved, and valid information on which to base 

decisions could be derived. In this model, these 

procedures are used: 

1. Formulation of systemwide goals, 

2. Formulation of performance objectives, 

3. Selection of criteria for assessing accomplishments, 

4. Consideration of constraints, 

5. Determination of a program for action, 

6. Assessment of results, and 

7. Analysis of results. 

T h e Robert Green Model is a management by objective 

type of evaluation which can be used to improve performance 

find one s strengths. The philosophy of the model 
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is based on accountability. Effective evaluation systems 

search for strengths rather than weaknesses. 

Administrators that participate in self—generated 

evaluations tend to establish better communication, 

smoother lines of organization, and common agreement. 

Procedures used through the evaluation should include; 

1. Philosophy: investigate other MBO systems, 
review literature. 

2. Standards of performance. The committee develops 
statements of optimum behavior for an 
administrator or teacher within each area of 
responsibility. 

3. Administrator/teacher defines objectives toward 
which he will work. This is the standard of 
performance. 

4. Design the evaluation instrument including 
instructors, spaces to write objectives, dates for 
accomplishments, space for evaluator/evaluatee 
comments on degree of accomplishment, space for 
commending and commenting. 

5. Provide for involvement of evaluator and 
evaluatee. 

6. Self-evaluation/appraisal may also be implemented 
in the process. 

The model when properly used improves the district's 

schools educational system (73, p. 109). 

The Andrew Halpin Model offers feedback information to 

a leader on how the leader is perceived as a leader by 

using LBDQ which has a series of short descriptive 

statements of ways in which leaders behave. The Andrew 

Halpin Model is a behavior frequency indicator and rating 
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scale which deals with leader's behaviors—initiating 

structure and consideration (73, pp. 101-111). 

Besides all the models discussed, Larry (38, p. 39) 

and Grobe (26) both identified some other models which 

serve other educational issues and programs. Stake (65, p. 

29) identified the Countenance Model which looks at 

evaluation from the point of view of describing and judging 

of the educational programs. Worthen and Sanders (72, p. 

29), writing on the importance of Stake's model pointed out 

that too often judgemental statements are made about 

educational programs without describing the procedures used 

in arriving at the judgements. To promote fairness in 

evaluative statements, standards, and procedures for making 

judgemental statements must be palpably clear (50, p. 29). 

T h e Goalfree Model by Scriven (60, p. 29) deals with 

gathering and combining performance data with a weighted 

set of goals. The model attempts primarily to reduce the 

effects of bias in evaluation by searching for the intent 

of the program as well as the outcomes. 

The Alkin Model (50, p. 31) is concerned with 

ascertaining areas of concern, selecting appropriate 

information, collecting, and analyzing information. 

T h e Tyler Behavioral Objectives Model (1942) compares 

student performance with behavioral stated objectives. 
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These behaviors can be measured by either norms or criteria 

referenced tests (50, p. 31). 

House (31) discussed and dealt with eight models of 

evaluation including some of the existing models although 

he argues that they are logically similar but differ on the 

fundamental assumptions on which they are based. The 

models he identified are systems analysis, behavioral 

objectives, decision making, art criticism, accreditation, 

transaction, goal free, and adversary models (31, p. 69). 

These models, he adds, are derived from the philosophy of 

liberalism which grew out of the effort to rationalize and 

justify a market society. A market society acts on the 

principle of freedom of choice; choice remains a key idea 

in evaluation (31, p. 4). 

System analysis, behavioral objectives, decision-

making, and goal free models are treated by House as having 

"subjectivist" ethics and were labeled" "utilitarian" (50, 

p. 32). Utilitarianism refers to the idea of maximizing 

happiness in society, and the maximization of happiness 

remains the right thing to do and seek for (31, p. 5). 

House labelled art criticism, accreditation, adversary 

and transaction models as "intuitionist/pluralist." These 

models are governed by varied ethical principles which are 

not palpably clear. The principles, therefore, are derived 

from intuition and experience, and consequently, there are 
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no rules for weighing them. The criteria of what is good 

and right become a matter of personal judgement and 

subjective consideration (31, pp. 4, 33). 

Of the four remaining models, behavioral objectives, 

decision making and goal free belong to the group described 

as "intuitionist/pluralist" and system analysis model 

belongs to utilitarian" evaluation based on subjective 

ethic such as "maximizing satisfaction but employs 

objectivist methodology to allocate resources to satisfy 

various desires" (31, p. 33). Quade (55, p. 4) defines 

system analysis as any orderly analytic study designed to 

help a decision maker choose a preferred course of action 

from among possible alternatives" (55, p. 1). 

The systems analysis techniques developed by the 

Department of Defense under Secretary Robert McNamara have 

been being used as the major evaluation model in the 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (31, p. 4). 

The process takes place in three overlapping stages. In 

the formulation stage, the issues are clarified, the extent 

of inquiry limited and the elements identified. In the 

search stage, information is collected, and alternatives 

are generated; after which evaluation, the third stage then 

follows (50, p. 41; 55, p. 8). 



60 

Criteria for Evaluation 

Good teaching has not been defined by researchers, 

scholars, and professors (30, p. 2). Smith (63) points out 

that using "teacher effectiveness" and "teacher 

characteristics" to evaluate teachers uniformly only 

encourages confusion. 

For how a teacher deals with pupils and handles the 
content of instruction are factors that can be 
distinguished from the characteristics as a person. 
He may be warm and understanding and yet fail to 
employ tested ways of attaining its objective (63, p. 
68). 

Popham (54) holds the same opinion as Smith and 

reiterated that it is indefensible to evaluate successful 

teaching in terms of teaching behavior. 

It is indefensible because it focuses on the wrong 
things; what the teacher does—if a teacher lectures 
with the eloquence of Demosthenes, yet his students 
leave his course basically unchanged, he is an 
instructional failure. A far less eloquent teacher 
who brings about worthwhile changes in his learners is 
an instructional success (54, p. 47). 

Hansen (28) refers to the obvious contradiction which 

he asserts is reflected in the ambiguity with which the 

issue of teacher evaluation is approached. For example, in 

one aspect, some assume teaching is highly personalized in 

that each teacher is expected to have a unique personality 

and style. On the other aspect, others entertain doubts 

about the appropriateness of emphasizing upon teacher 

behavior as a symbol of successful evaluation (28, p. 

11). 
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Irrespective of all the views and arguments by 

writers, scholars, and researchers regarding the 

insignificance of the relationship between personality 

traits and good teaching, some still hold the view that 

there are certain necessary qualities that a good teacher 

must possess (50, p. 62). Hanson (29) outlines some of 

such qualities which he called "the spirit of the teacher" 

(29, p. 74). 

1. The true teacher respects and cares for all his 
students. 

2. The true teacher never ceases to be a student 
himself. 

3. The true teacher is forever promoting the spirit 
of inquiry among his students. 

4. The true teacher is dedicated to his nation and to 
the cause of mankind at large. 

5. The true teacher cultivates creativity, 
spontaneity, and innovation. 

6. The true teacher has a sense of his profession and 
a pride in it. 

7. The true teacher respects the community in which 
he serves and all who do productive work therein. 

8. The true teacher fuses pride with humility, 
integrity, and courage (29, pp. 74-82). 

Mclntyre (44) also pointed out that most informed 

scholars and practitioners tend to agree on the evaluation 

criteria that are implied from research studies of the 

relationships between teaching processes and products and 

their application to teacher evaluation, and on many useful 

books and articles in which these studies have been 

discussed and applied to teacher evaluation. Examples of 
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research based criteria referred to as "Indicators of 

Quality Teacher" by Mclntyre (44) are highlighted as 

follows: 

Clearly reveals aims, objectives, and a plan for the 

lesson. 

Handles management tasks efficiently such as taking 

roll, collecting students' papers, and 

distributing material. 

Engages students in active learning with corrective 

feedback. 

Arranges tasks so that students achieve a high degree 

of success in their learning activities. 

Holds expectations that are appropriately high for all 

learners, based on individual situations and 

needs. 

Shows enthusiasm, excitement, or interest in the 

lesson. 

Maintains the classroom as a businesslike, orderly 

work place. 

Keeps students on task purposefully and engages in 

accomplishing appropriate objectives. 

Shows interest in students as human beings, in a 

friendly, trusting, sensitive, concerned manner. 

Provides adequate "wait time" for responses after 

asking oral questions. 
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Uses recall type questions as means toward those of 

high cognitive levels. 

Other criteria which reflect needs or preferences 

that are important in the local situations, even 

though they are not supported by extensive 

research should be clearly considered and clearly 

stated and make known to all teachers and reviewed 

annually with the entire staff (44, p. 2.) 

Horvat (30) classified the evaluation criteria bases 

which can be used to define/describe good or adequate 

teaching into four clusters: (A) teacher characteristics, 

(B) teacher behaviors in classroom or with pupils, (C) 

pupil performance and outcomes, and (D) general job 

performance requirements. Horvat continuing made the 

following salient points: 

The criteria of cluster A, while they may be 

important, are generally invalid and illegal as 

bases for teacher performance evaluation. 

The criteria of cluster B are most frequently used 

even though very few teacher behaviors "have been 

demonstrated by research to have any effect on 

pupil outcomes. There is, however, much strong 

feeling that such relationship exists." 

The criteria of Cluster C are those found most 

compelling by lay persons, parents, and 
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legislators, but the criteria of cluster C have 

posed a major problem "of determining a fair and 

reasonable level of accountability—for what 

position of pupil achievement is the teacher 

reasonably responsible? Medical Analogy." 

The criteria of cluster D are those which the school 

districts have legal and administrative right to 

impose. General job related criteria should be 

the same for all teachers and not overly trivial, 

but failure to meet these criteria should not be 

used to impugn teaching ability. 

The Process of Teacher Evaluation 

According to Horvat (30), in order for processes used 

for the evaluation of teacher performance to have any 

chance of being legal, valid, and fair, the following five 

procedural steps must be adhered to, as he stresses that if 

any one of the five steps are not dealt with fairly 

explicitly and in advance of the evaluation of teachers the 

possibility is quite strong that the evaluation will be 

invalid, unfair, and unable to stand legal scrutiny. 

The five essential steps, according to Horvat (30) in 

devising a valid process for the evaluation of teachers' 

performance are: 
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1. The purpose or purposes for conducting evaluations 

of teacher performance must be explicitly stated 

and promulgated. 

2. The criteria for adequate teacher performance must 

be explicitly stated and promulgated. 

Expectations must be described and shared with 

evaluators and evaluatees. 

3. The nature and type of evidence which will 

demonstrate the meeting of the criteria of "2" 

above must be described in some detail to both 

evaluators and evaluatees. 

4. The method(s) and technique [s) for gaining the 

evidence of "3" above must be determined and must 

be made known to evaluators and evaluatees. It is 

noteworthy that many school districts begin their 

evaluation process at Step 4. 

5. The manner in which the evidence collected in "4" 

above will be used and applied must be described 

to the evaluatees. 

Mclntyre (44) describing teacher evaluation as a five 

step process adds to Horvat's that none of the following 

five essential steps should be neglected: 

1. Determination of the criteria. 

2. Description of the performance criteria. 

3. Analysis and interpretation of the descriptive 

information. 
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4. Formulation and execution of improvement programs, 

and 

5. Implementation of decisions concerning the teacher. 

Oldham (51, p. 5) sums up some principles underlying 

the process of evaluation. 

Evaluation is the process of making considered 
judgement on competencies of certificated employees, 
based on a broad knowledge of the areas of performance 
involved, the characteristics of the individuals being 
evaluated and the specific standards of performance 
established for their position. The purpose of 
evaluation should be to promote awareness of all 
certified personnel and provide for growth and 
improvement and encourage beneficial change. It is 
much broader than any assessment technique or 
instrument, and it is a necessary function in 
maintaining a viable profession. Evaluation of 
personnel should be directed to the total educational 
process in order that children are able to develop to 
the best of their abilities. It should be on going. 

There is a common agreement in the literature that 

teacher evaluation should rely on specific and 

preestablished standards which should be made well-known to 

the evaluator and the evaluatee. Experience and available 

data suggest that evaluation systems based on 

accountability promote negative feelings about evaluation 

which, in turn, lead to a lack of participation and a lower 

likelihood of teachers being willing to alter classroom 

behavior (74, p. 384). On the other hand, systems built 

around the concept of improving instruction are always 

accompanied by an acceptable level of accountability and 

information (43, p. 303). Clement (12, p. 102) writes that 

evaluation should be done with the teachers and not to 
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them, to which statement McNally (45, p. 104) adds that it 

should not be unilaterally imposed. 

The National Education Association (48, p. 42), in an 

article based on data collected on surveys of the 1971-1972 

administrator and teacher evaluation procedures in school 

systems with 25,000 or more pupils, called this principle 

the most revolutionary change in evaluation procedures in 

school systems. Any equivocation about process procedure 

or criteria might result in the failure of any evaluation 

system. 

A second principle which finds support in the 

literature is that evaluation data should be gathered from 

a variety of sources (58, p. 15). A review of recent 

research and practice reveals a trend toward having 

evaluation data gathered from a variety of sources rather 

than from the usual single sources--the classroom 

observation (61). A single assessment technique, 

instrument, or observation, therefore, is inadequate to 

evaluate teachers. In fact, according to Savage (58) if 

data gathered from a variety of sources are viewed as being 

internally consistent and compatible, then much greater 

confidence can be placed on its validity. A review of 

standard observation forms carried into classrooms by 

principals reveal that many criteria, questions, or 

concerns can be better determined by information more 
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readily available outside of the classroom (52, p. 126). 

Mclntyre (44, p.2) adds that both objective and descriptive 

classroom and other-than-classroom performance should be 

included as sources of data. 

Burnett (8, p. 2) talks about a general tendency among 

evaluators to break up educational evaluation into two 

categories, namely, process and product components. 

Traditionally, the process component has been stressed, 

wherein the school principal or supervisor observes a 

teacher in the classroom and then produces a report on 

his/her strengths and weaknesses. Recently, emphasis is 

moving towards what the student can do as a result of the 

instruction received. These two aspects must be emphasized 

in any teacher evaluation process (50, p. 44). 

Burnett (8) elicits a number of techniques/procedures 

which could take care of the process and product dimensions 

of evaluation process. 

1. An examination of student gain on standardized 

scores. 

2. Analysis of typical student improvement. 

3. Teaching performance testing. 

4. Teacher skill testing. 

5. Administrator or peer group observations or 

ratings. 

6. Student observation ratings. 
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The first three of the six techniques stress product while 

the last three concentrate on the process of teaching (8, 

p. 2). 

Management by objectives (MBO) was suggested by NEA as 

a means of achieving both the product and process 

dimensions of teacher evaluation (49, p. 43). 

As a result of many disagreements over the process 

product instrument in assessing teacher effectiveness, a 

study by Borich and Madden, following a review of literally 

hundreds of empirical studies examining the relationship 

between teacher behavior and pupil outcomes, revealed that 

a large number of research studies measured only a single 

criterion behavior to which they attributed the large 

number of nonsignificant findings (6, p. 2; 50, p. 45). 

Consequently, Borich and Madden (6) recommended the 

use of multivariate approach which would take into account 

a number of variables and for broader and more specific 

observations. These include: 

(a) Teacher formative experience. 

(b) Teacher classroom strategies. 

(c) Teacher behaviors. 

(d) Pupil behaviors. 

(e) Pupil formative experience (6, p. 2). 
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A similar model was suggested by Dunkin and Biddle 

(18, pp. 36-48) in which they adopted a comprehensive set 

of properly defined variables. 

(a) Presage Variables: Teacher formative experience, 
teacher training, and teacher properties. 

(b) Context Variables: Characteristics of 
environments, pupil formative experiences, pupils 
properties, community variables, and classroom 
contexts. 

(c) Process Variables: Teacher classroom behavior, 
pupil classroom behavior, observable changes in 
pupils' behavior. 

(d) Product Variable: Immediate pupil growth and long 
term pupil effects (18, pp. 36-48; 50, p. 49). 

McDonald and Elias (42) wrote on a study conducted by 

Educational Testing Service (ETS) using multivariate 

procedure to determine the influence of a considerable 

number of factors such as verbal aptitude, expectations for 

achievement in reading, and mathematics, cognitive style, 

background characteristics and out of school activities 

pertinent to reading and mathematics, on pupil learning and 

teaching performance. The result of the study indicated 

that some teaching performances and procedures were related 

to greater learning in second and fifth grade classes 

studying mathematics and reading. Some classes learned 

more than others because their teachers used effective 

techniques more frequently than the others did (42, p. iv). 

However, McDonald and Elias (42, p. 3) cautioned that 

those characteristics of teaching found to be more 

effective in this study should not be used 
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to evaluate teachers because the results of the study do 

not describe the differences between competence and 

incompetence" (42, p. 3). 

Rosenshire (57) also notes that although the use of 

multivariate techniques may help an investigator to combine 

relatively large numbers of variables into a single score, 

a lot of problems might be created. Since all the 

variables interact with one another to produce any 

particular result, it would be difficult to separate the 

effects of one while measuring the significance of the 

other (50, p. 48; 57, p. 27). 

The third principle is that evaluation should spot out 

strengths and weaknesses so as to reinforce the strengths 

and remedy the weaknesses for further professional 

development (50, p. 48). Administrators and teachers have 

divergent opinions on this principle. According to Oldham 

(51, p. 7), teachers want evaluation to be only "formative, 

that is, aimed at improving instruction, whereas 

administrators express the need for and want "summative" 

evaluation that leads to decision on whether to keep or 

terminate a teacher. McNally (45, p. 74) grouped teacher 

evaluation into those that serve administrative purposes 

and those that aid in improving instruction. However, he 

points out that they are interrelated. 
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The Professional Practices Council of the Florida 

Department of Education (USA) points out that teacher 

evaluation for the purpose of improving instruction should 

be separate from any procedures for identifying incompetent 

teachers (50, p. 49). The council also contends that it is 

neither realistic nor productive to use the vehicle of 

periodic personnel assessment as a means of increasing the 

lists of incompetent teachers. The process should be a 

means of reducing it. There should be a different 

procedure for identifying and dealing with incompetence. 

Complaints from colleagues, students, and parents could 

also be used to identify possible incompetence among 

teachers (50, p. 50). 

Peterson (53) says that procedural due process is 

probably the most important single concept for persons who 

evaluate and it encompasses the procedure followed 

particularly when administrators are engaged in summative 

evaluation where decisions are made that directly affect 

teacher welfare (53, p. 6). 

Due process means that established rules must be 

followed to protect individual rights (53, p. 7). Applied 

to staff evaluation, it connotes that a person is aware of 

the criteria on which he/she is judged and that he/she is 

well informed of his/her deficiencies and allowed ample 
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amount of time and adequate supervisory guidance to correct 

the shortcomings (25, p. 195; 50, p. 50). 

According to Peterson (53), accepted procedure for 

evaluating teachers should include as "due process" the 

following: 

1. Teacher awareness and knowledge of the criteria 

and procedure use for purpose of evaluation. 

Direct observation of the teacher in classroom or 

other teaching situations, 

3. Conferring with teachers to negotiate and outline 

any areas in which the evaluator requires the 

teacher to make change, 

4. Assisting the teacher with time, material, or in-

service course work that addresses the areas in 

which the teacher needs to make change, 

5. Provision for time commensurate with the 

complexity of the changes that the teacher is 

required to make, and 

6. Reobservation and evaluation to establish whether 

or not specified changes have been made. 

Violation of procedural due process according to 

Peterson (53) becomes most evident in these circumstances: 

1. When an evaluator recommends dismissal of a 

teacher without having directly observed the 

teacher, or 



74 

2. When evaluations are not properly documented, or 

3. When direction for making changes are not clear 

and are not in writing, or 

4. When there is inadequate time and assistance 

provided the teacher to make improvements, and 

finally, 

5. When evaluators fail systematically to check the 

degree to which the teacher has been able to 

change. 

Peterson advised that the procedure must include as a 

minimum the points stated to comply with procedural due 

process. 

Formative" and "summative" evaluation approaches are 

another area of conflict/discrepancy among school 

administrators and teachers and have, particularly, raised 

questions on the effectiveness of administrators in 

assessing instructional quality. Thompson (68) observed 

that even though teachers are dissatisfied with summative 

evaluation, a great majority of them favored a system of 

rewards based on seniority and level of educational 

preparation rather than technical competence (50, p. 51; 

68, pp. 5-6). 

Gorwin (14) conceded to the same view point when he 

says that 

while many teachers consider themselves to be 
professionals, in one sense or another, the fact is, 
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^ a tK i n- V a S^ ^ j o r i t y o f sch°ols, they are advanced on 
the basis of their seniority rather than their 
demonstrated professional competence (14, p. 65). 

Peterson (53, p. 5) observed that formative evaluation 

should result from observations scheduled during 

significant periods of extended teaching, e.g., over the 

period of a unit or sequence of instruction while summative 

evaluation must be based on a representative sample of 

teacher performance and where resources are adequate should 

be the end result of a series of formative evaluations (53, 

p. 15). 

Another principle is that evaluation should be fair, 

constructive, and equitable. The question of who should 

evaluate the teachers' work becomes eminent. To be fair 

and equitable, not only should a single criterion not be 

used, but the possible subjective judgement associated with 

the use of a single evaluator, e.g., the principal, should 

be avoided. Suggestions have been made in literature 

regarding the combination of self-evaluation, student 

evaluation, collegial evaluation, and observer evaluation 

(50, p. 51). Clement (12, p. 102), NEA research (49, p. 

42), Burke (7) and McNally (45, p. 102) support the view 

that a team rather than a single evaluator should be used 

in teacher evaluation. Each of these processes, though, 

has its advantages and disadvantages. 
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Administrator Evaluation 

This has been the most traditional system of 

evaluation within the context of administrator evaluation. 

The principal/headmaster, the department chairpersons, the 

subject specialist, or an outside supervisor is the primary 

evaluator. The main problem with administrator evaluation 

and particularly when the principal/headmaster is the 

primary evaluator is that he rarely has the time to do the 

job adequately (50, p. 52). For example, one supervisor of 

secondary education in Fairview, Ohio, once stated that he 

spent about 70 percent of his time on evaluation (51, p. 

28). Some principals also have reported that performing 

functions related to evaluation took 90 percent of their 

time (51, p. 10). Administrators, also, are prone to be 

influenced in their judgment about teachers' performance by 

their personal feelings for or against the teacher. 

Anyway, administrators' evaluations surely are one of the 

best methods of gathering information about what goes on in 

the classroom and of keeping teachers frequently alive to 

their responsibilities (50, p. 53). 

Peer Evaluation 

Evaluation by one's peers has gradually developed out 

of the trend that allows teachers full participation in 

their own evaluation. However, there is a problem when 

this method is used. The teacher evaluators have to be 
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trained before they can effectively participate in the 

evaluation. This costs money and time. The most difficult 

problem incumbent on the method is that teachers feel 

reluctant to judge their peers. However, the 

administrators, with their hands full,, can utilize the peer 

evaluation as a good supporting procedure (50, p. 53). 

Self-Evaluation 

Self-evaluation involves the teacher setting his own 

objectives and then rating himself on how well he has 

accomplished the desired objectives. The process requires 

the guidance of a supervisor. The keeping of records of 

classroom events, comments by colleagues, and any change in 

pupils' behaviors that indicated growth should be 

encouraged (50, p. 54). According to Hagen and Thorndike 

(27, p. 485) and Ndubisi (50, p. 54), an objective 

awareness of the deficiencies in personnel procedures may 

be enhanced by self-evaluation, and this may lead to 

innovation and personnel performance improvement. 

Student Evaluation of Teachers 

Student evaluation of teachers assumes that students 

know when they are being well taught (9, p. 39). However, 

the fact remains that students, especially those in primary 

school, are too young to understand what is required of 

teachers. Teachers themselves feel threatened by student 
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evaluations. According to the National Education 

Association (U.S.A.) (48) research division teacher 

opinion poll conducted in 1971, 38 percent favored 

student evaluation while 31.9 percent opposed it. 

About 30 percent were undecided. In the nation's school 

poll conducted in 1970, educators opposed student 

evaluations by 42.5 percent while 40.5 percent favored them 

and 17 percent were undecided (50, p. 55, 51, p. 25). 

However, overall, the student evaluation has come to stay 

as one of the popular evaluation methods which "is no less 

trustworthy than other methods now available to assess 

teaching performance and when combined with other methods, 

they probably contribute to a fair judgement" (11, p. 23, 

50, p. 55). 

Another area of concern is what factors should be 

evaluated? Is the evaluation going to be person based or 

performance based although some evaluation methods employ a 

mixture of the two. Current trends in literature suggest 

that evaluation should be performance based and not person-

based because "person-based systems rarely can stand the 

test of legal scrutiny, which examines their reliability 

and validity in relation to actual job performance" (37, 

pp. 255-256). According to Campbell and others (9, p. 

138), appraisal of personal characteristics involves 
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looking at traits in isolation and this is an approach 

which has been enormously discredited. Furthermore, 

Klingner and Nalbandian (37) add that person-oriented 

evaluation systems have the same drawbacks as trait 

oriented job evaluation and classification systems--they 

have low validity, low reliability and are of dubious value 

in improving performance,. They go on further to add that 

1. Such systems are invalid to the extent that 

personality characteristics are unrelated to job 

performance. 

The reliability of trait rating is frequently 

marginal at best; for example two supervisors may 

have very different definitions of loyalty, 

depending on their view of the job or their level 

of expectations for their employees. 

3. Comparative trait evaluations are not useful for 

counselling employees because they neither 

identify areas of satisfactory or unsatisfactory 

performance nor suggest areas where improvement is 

needed (37, p. 256). 

As a result of these points, most performance 

specialists support and advocate the use of performance 

based systems which, in contrast to person-based systems, 

communicate managerial objectives clearly, are both highly 

relevant to job performance and highly reliable and fulfill 
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the purpose of reward allocation, perforamnce improvement, 

and personnel management research (37, p. 256). 

A state-appointed task force looking into the role of 

school principals and the way they evaluate teachers in the 

state of New Mexico (U.S.A.) came up with the following 

major procedural considerations as part of performance 

evaluation process. 

Open appraisal: The teachers should be made aware of 

the fact that information is being gathered for 

performance evaluation purposes. 

Fair consideration of work effort: There should be 

more than one planned uninterrupted classroom 

visit followed by consultation with the classroom 

teahcers. Observations should be of sufficient 

length and number to ensure a fair and accurate 

description of the teachers1 work. 

Access to information: Opportunity should be provided 

for the teacher to review and respond to all 

information on record. 

Notice: The teacher should be well informed of any 

performance deficiencies and the reason for the 

negative evaluation should be explicitly spelled 

out. 

Opportunity to correct deficiencies: The teacher must 

be given an ample opportunity to correct any 
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problems, and the principal should give the 

teacher all the help that is needed for 

improvement. 

Equal treatment: The evaluation process must be 

followed in the same way for everyone, and sound 

procedures for due process should be included in 

the teacher evaluation process. 

Summarily, documentation, openness, fairness, and 

close attention to procedures remain the key elements of 

the evaluation process (20, p. 19). 

Summary 

The review of the different definitions, concepts, old 

and new evaluation systems, methods and models, criteria 

and processes for teacher evaluation undertaken in the 

preceding pages highlighted some general themes which could 

be applied to teacher evaluation. 

1. The emergence and growth of formal organizations 

and the recognition of their critical importance to society 

have brought about the need for formal and systematic 

approaches to performance evaluation. 

2. Teacher evaluation is supposed to be a basis for 

training, rewarding, reassigning, promoting, demoting, 

retaining, and separating teachers. Teacher evaluation 

should be used as a method of improving teachers' 
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activities and providing feedback as to the results of 

planned activities. 

3. There are many models and methods of evaluation. 

The emphasis lies on the use of multivariate techniques 

rather than a single approach. 

4. The following principles should be considered in 

order for the teacher evaluation to be fair, valid, and 

legal. 

a. Teacher evaluation should be purposeful and should 

operate within well-established and defined 

criteria and processes, 

b. Teacher evaluation should rely on specific and 

preestablished standards which should be palpably 

clear to both the evaluators and the evaluatees. 

c. Evaluation data should be gathered from a variety 

of sources rather than from the usual single 

source—classroom observation. 

d. Evaluation should spot out strengths and 

weaknesses so as to reinforce the strengths and to 

remedy the weaknesses. 

e. Evaluation should be fair, constructive, and 

equitable. 

f. Evaluation should be performance-oriented and not 

person-oriented in order to stand the test of 

legal scrutiny. 
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Although the problem of this study is the teacher 

evaluation system in the state of Anambra, Nigeria, no 

research has been done in the state of Anambra, Nigeria, on 

its teacher evaluation system that could provide guidelines 

for this research study. This review of relevant 

literature has, therefore, relied on presenting related 

studies and publications that have been completed in the 

United States. 



CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1 . Beach, Dale S. Personnel: The Management of People at 
Work, 3rd ed., New York, Macmillan Publishing 
Company, Inc., 1975. 

2. Bellack, A. A., H. N. Kliebard, R. T. Hyman, and P. L. 
Smith, The Language of the Classroom, New York 
Teachers College Press, 1 966^ ' 

3. Biddle, Bruce J., "The Integration of Teacher 
fe,ctivf-®ss . R e s e a r c h'" Contemporary Research on 

Teacher Effectiveness. edited by Bruce J. Biddle 
and William S. Ellena, New York, Holt, Rinehart 
and Winston, 1964, pp. 1-40. 

4. Bolton, Dale, Selection and Evaluation of Teachers, 
Berkeley, McCutchan Publishing Corporation, 1973. 

5. Borich, Gary D., The Appraisal of Teaching: Concepts 
ajid Process, Reading, Mass., Addison-Wesley 
Publishing Co., Inc., 1978. 

6. Borich, Gary D., and Madden, Susan K., Evaluating 
Classroom Instruction. A Source Book of 
Instrument, Reading, Mass., Addison-Wesley 
Publishing Co., Inc., 1977. 

7. Burke, Robert E., "Developing and Implementing a 
System of Teachers Evaluation," unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, Nova University, Fort 
Lauderdale, Florida, 1976. 

8. Burnett, Dale J., "Evaluative Teachers," paper 
presented at the Canadian Society for the Study 
of Education, June, 1975, University of Alberta, 
Edmonton. (Eric Document 114943) 

Campbell, Ronald F., Bridges, Edwin, M., and Nystrand, 
Raphael, Introduction to Educational 
Administration. Boston, Allyn and Bacon Inc., 
1 97 7# 

Castetter, William B., The Personnel Function in 
Educational Administration. New York, Macmillan 
Publishing Co., Inc., 1981. 

9. 

10. 

84 



11 

1 2 , 

13, 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21 . 

22. 

85 

Centra, John A. "When Students Evaluate Teachers" in 
Neild Oldham, editor, Evaluating Teachers for 
Professional Growth; Current Trends in School 
Policies and Programs. National Schoo~Public~ 

R e p o ^ r ^ 9 7 4 ? O C i a t i ° n ' E d u C a t i o n ' U' S' A- Special 

Clement, Stanley L., "Teacher Evaluation: Why and 
How. National Association of Secondary School 
Principals Bulletin, LXI (October, 1977), 101-
I U j • 

Connellan, Thomas K., How to Improve Human 
Performance, New York, Harper and Row Publishers, 

Corwin, Ronald G., Staff Conflict in Public Schools, 
Corporative Research Project No. 2637, Department 
nh • A n ^ r ° P ° l o 9 y ar»d Sociology, Columbus, Ohio, 
Ohio State University, 1968. 

Cronbach, Lee J., Educational Psychology. New York, 
Harcourt, Brace and World, 1963. 

Cummings, Larry, and Schwab, Donald, Performance in 
Organizations, Glenview, H I . Scott, ForesmaiT 
and Company, 1973. 

Dornbusch, Stanford M and Scott, Richard, Evaluation 
|nd the Exercise of Authority. San Francisco, 
Jossey Bass, Inc., Publishers, 1977. 

Dunkin M " and Biddle, B., The Stud}; of Teaching. New 
iork, Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1974. 

Educational Research Service Inc., Evaluating Tearh^r 

"Evaluation Guidelines: 15 Things to Remember When 
Evaluating Teachers," Executive Educafor. TT 
(January, 1980), 18-19. 

"Evaluation of Teachers--Performance-Improvement-

^ O h ^ - l V ' ~ Practitioner. VI (February, 

French, Wendell, The Personnel Management Process, 4th 
ed., Boston, Houghton Mifflin Company, 1978. 



86 

23. 

24. 

Glueck, William F., Personnel; A Book of Readings, 
Dallas, Business Publication Inc., 1979. 

Good, Carter- V. , editor, Dictionary of Education. New 
York, McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1959. 

25. Gorton, Richard, School Administration Challenge and 
Opportunity for Leadership. Dubuque, Iowa, Wm. C. 
Brown and Co., 1976. 

26. Grobe, Robert P., "Evaluation What It's All About " 
Association of Secondary School 

Principal Bulletin. LXII (December^ 1978), 11. 

27. Hagen, Elizabeth, and Thorndike, Robert L., 
Evaluation, Encyclopedia of Educational 

Research, New York, MacMillan Co., 1960, p. 482. 

28. Hansen, Merrel J., "The Evaluation of Teaching: No 
Guppies or Goldfish in My Classroom," NASSP 
Bulletin, LXII (March, 1978), 11. 

29. Hanson, John w . , _ The Spirit of the Teacher" Niqeria 
Education, Ibadan, Longmans of Niqeria Ltd 
1964, p. 74. 

30. Horvat, J. J., "Teacher Evaluation," unpublished 
article. College of Education, North Texas State 
University, Denton, Spring, 1982. 

31. House, Ernest E., "Assumptions Underlying Evaluation 
M o d e l s ' Educational Research. VII (March, 1973), 

32. Howsan, Robert B., "Current Issues in Evaluation," 
N*lii°nal Elementary Principal. LV (February' 
I -/ / -J / , 1 J i 

33. Ingraham, Patricia W., and Ban, Carolyn, editors, 
Legislating Bureaucratic Change. The Civil 
Service Reform Act of 1978, Albany, State 
University of New York Press, 1984. 

34. Ivancevich, John M., Szilagyi, Jr., Andrew, and 
Wallace, Jr., Marc J., Organizational Behavior 
and Performance. Santa Monica, California^ 
Goodyear Publishing Company, Inc., 1977. 



35. 

36. 

38. 

39. 

40, 

41 

42. 

J°YCepnS?«Ce,,qam • « i l ' M a r s h a ' M°dels of Teaching, 
nglewood Cliffs, New Jersey, Prentice Hall 
Inc., 1972. ' 

87 

Kellogg, Marion S., What To Do about Performance 
Appraisal, rev. ed., New York, American 
Management Association, 1975. 

Klingner, Donald E., and Nalbandian, John, Public 
Personne! Management; Contexts and Strategies. 

Hall^ incf^l 985?^ C 1 1 " S ' N S " J e r S ^ ' ^entice-

Larry Benedict, Practical Guide to Evaluation. 
Amherst, University of Massachusetts, 1973. 

L 0 f t°^nr| RS b e r\ E*' B u z z o t t a ' v- Sherberg, Manuel, 
^ Karraker, Dean L., Effective Motivation 

Wiley? 1977 m a n C S APP r a isal, New York, John 

Luthans, Fred, and Kreithner, Robert, Organizational 
Behavior Modification. Glenview, 111., Scott",— 
Foresman and Company, 1975. 

Marcotte, Donald G., "Evaluation—The Purpose is 
Communication, NASSP Bulletin. LXII (December, 

McDonald, Fredrick J., and Elias, Patricia, Beqinnina 
? e a c h e r Evaluation Phase II 1973-74. Executive 
Is^Fifermf.' P r i n c e t o n - Educational Testing 

43. Mc=real Thomas L., "Effective Teacher Evaluation 
Systems, Educational Leadership (January, 1982), 

Mclntyre, Kenneth E., "The Do's and Don'ts of Teacher 
Performance Evaluation," Texas School 

5iaiSri"(M5^h-April, 

44. 

45. McNally, Harold, "Performance Based Teacher 
Evaluation," NASSP Bulletin. LXI (October, 1977), 



88 

46. Medley, Donald M., Teacher Competence and Teacher 
Effectiveness: A Review of Process—Product 
Research, American Association for Teacher 
Education, 1977. 

47. Medley, Donald M., "A Process Approach to Teacher 
Evaluation," National Elementary Principal. LII 
(February, 1973), 33-35. 

48. National Education Association, "New Approaches in the 
Evaluation of School Personnel," National 
Education Association Research Bulletin. L (Mav. 
1972), 42. * 

49. National Education Association, American Association 
of School Administrators and Research Division, 
Evaluating Administrative Performance, 
Educational Research Circular No. 7_, Washington 
D.C., The Association, 1968. 

50. Ndubisi, Bennett Epum Chu, "The Development of Uniform 
Criteria for Teacher Evaluation in Nigeria," 
unpublished doctoral dissertation, Columbia 
University Teachers College, New York, New York, 
1 979. 

• Oldham, Neild, editor, Evaluating Teachers for 
Professional Growth: Current Trends-in School 
Policies and Programs, National School Public 
Relations Association, Education, U.S.A. Special 
Report, 1974. 

52. Orlosky, Donald E., and others, Educational 
Administration Today, Columbus, Charles E. 
Merrill Publishing Company, 1985. 

53* Peterson, Donald, "Legal and Ethical Issues of Teacher 
Evaluation: A Research Based Approach," 
Educational Research Quarterly, VII (Winter. 
1983), 6-16. 

54. Popham, James, Evaluating Instruction. Englewood 
Cliffs, Prentice Hall, Incorporated, 1973. 

55. Quade, E. S., "System Analysis Techniques for Planning 
Programming Budgeting," paper presented in the 
course Executive Orientation in Planning, 
Programming, and Budgeting, sponsored by U.S. 
Bureau of the Budget and Civil Service 
Commission, Washington, D.C., February, 1966. 



89 

56. Ralph, Pierson M., "Performance Evaluation: One More 
Try/1 Public Personnel Management. IX fwintpr. 
1980), 149. 

57. Rosenshine, Barak, Teaching Behavior and Student 
Achievement, National Foundation for Educational 
Research in England and Wales, Hove Sussex, King 
Thorne and Trace Ltd., 1971. 

58. Savage, John C., "Better ways to Evaluate Teachers," 
North Central Association Quarterly. LIX (Summer. 
1985), 15. L ' 

59. Sawin, Enoch, Evaluations and the Work of the Teacher, 
Belmont, California, Wadsworth Publishing Co.. ' 
Inc., 1969. ' 

60. Scriven, M., "The Methodology of Evaluation," 
Educational Evaluation: Theory and Practice, 
edited by B. Worthern and J. Sanders^ ' 
Worthington, Ohio, Charles A. Jones Publishing 
Company, 1973, pp. 60-106. 

61. Sergiovanni, Thomas J., and others, Educational 
Governance and Administration. Englewood Cliffs 
New Jersey, Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1980. ' 

62. Simon, Anita, and Boyer, E. Gil, Mirrors for Behavior: 
An Anthology of Observation Instruments. 
Philadelphia, Research for Better Schools, 1974. 

63. Smith, Othaniel B., "Evaluation of Teachers," 
Teaching: The Conditions of Its Evaluation. 
Washington, D.C., Pi Lamda Theta, 1967, p. 68. 

64. Solo, Leonard, "Teacher Evaluation in Alternative 
Public School," National Elementary Principal. T,v 
(September-October, 1975), 29-34. — 

65. Stake, Robert E., "The Countenance of Educational 
Evaluation," Teachers College Record. LXVTTT 
(1967), 523-540: 

66. Stufflebeam, Daniel L., "The Uses of Experimental 
Design in Educational Evaluation," paper 
presented at the National Convention of the 
American Educational Association, Minneapolis, 
Minnesota, March, 1970. 



90 

67. Stufflebeam, Daniel L., Forley, Waller J., Cuba, Egon 
G., Hammond, Robert L. , Merriman, Howard 0., and 
Provus, Malcolm M., Educational Evaluation and 
Decision Making, Itasca, 111., P. E. Peacock 
Publishers Inc., 1971. 

68. Thompson, J., "Evaluation and Authority in Elementary 
and Secondary Schools: A Comparison," 
unpublished doctoral dissertation, Stanford 
University, Stanford, California, 1971. 
(University Microfilms, 1977, No. 72-6010) 

69. Tractenberg, Paul L., Testing the Teacher, New York: 
Agathon Press, 1973. 

70. Travers, Robert M. N., editor, Handbook of Research on 
Teaching, Chicago, Rand McNally and Company, 
1 973. 

71. Winstanley, N. B., "How Accurate Are Performance 
Appraisals?" Personnel Administrator, XXV 
(August, 1980), 55-58. 

72. Worthen, Elaine, R., and Sanders, James R., 
Educational Evaluation: Theory and Practice, 
Worthington, Ohio, Charles A. Jones Publishing 
Co., 1973. 

73. Zakrajsek, Barbara, "Evaluation Systems: A Critical 
Work," NASSP Bulletin. LXIII (January, 1979), 
101-111 . 

74. Zelenak, M. J., and Snider, B. C., "Teachers Don't 
Resent Evaluation--If It's for the Improvement of 
Instruction," Phi Delta Kappan, LV (Januarv. 
1974), 384. 



CHAPTER III 

DESIGN AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY 

This chapter describes the design, methods, and 

procedures used in the data analyses. Sections covered 

include a description of the survey instrument, the 

population of the study, the selection of schools and 

sample, the data distribution and collection procedures, 

and the statistical analysis techniques used. 

Research Design 

The research design used for this study is the sample 

survey research method through the use of a questionnaire. 

A questionnaire is a form which is prepared and distributed 

for the purpose of getting responses to certain questions. 

Generally, these questions are factual and are designed to 

secure information about conditions or practices of which 

the recipient is presumed to have knowledge. The 

questionnaire may, however, ask for opinions, and it is 

used to afford insight into the attitudes of a group (2, p. 

324). 

Even though survey research has been criticized often 

as being a "shot gun" method, its usefulness and value have 

proved to be so great that it has been used on a very broad 

scale (1, p. 23). It makes large segments of a population 

91 



92 

available to the researcher for sampling purposes at a 

minimum cost per unit (6, p. 139). 

Kerlinger indicated that as much information can be 

obtained from a large population or a large school system 

at less expense than that incurred by census. Survey 

research information is considered accurate within sampling 

error. Its obvious disadvantage is that it does not 

penetrate very deeply below the surface and the scope of 

information sought is usually emphasized at the expense of 

depth (7, pp. 422-423), yet the surface seems best adapted 

for extensive rather than intensive research (5, p. 123). 

Survey Instrument 

The survey instrument for this study (Appendix E) is 

adapted from the one developed by Sapone for a study 

conducted in parts of Canada and the United States of 

America (9, pp. 26-30). Part I which is developed by the 

investigator contained a demographic inventory and is 

designed to collect relevant biographical data from the 

teachers and administrators who responded to the 

questionnaire. Part II of the instrument measured the 

perceptions of the teachers and school administrators 

toward the evaluation system. 

The biographical data derived from Part I of the 

questionnaire were used to compare the perceptions of 

primary and secondary school teachers and administrators 
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and also were used to aid in interpreting the scores on 

Part II of the questionnaire. 

Part II of the questionnaire consists of a total of 

eighteen components of appraisal and evaluation which have 

been identified, according to Sapone (9), as important in 

most research literature. The questionnaire is developed 

to give statistical treatment to factors which contribute 

to the effectiveness of the evaluation system. According 

to Sapone, the questionnaire is an attempt to ascertain 

people's perceptions about the importance of each component 

in an evaluation system (9, p. 23). 

Validity and Reliability 

Regarding the validity and the reliability of the 

instrument, Sapone (9) pointed out that the instrument has 

face validity and was empirically attested from the manner 

of collecting test items and that the instrument measured 

what it was supposed to measure. 

For the purpose of this study, the instrument was 

further reviewed and validated for use in the State of 

Anambra, Nigeria, by a jury of seven selected from the 

public school system. The jurors, which were comprised of 

two chief education officers (superintendents), two primary 

and secondary school principals, two primary and secondary 

school teachers, and one staff member from the Ministry of 

Education were selected from Enugu, Njikoka, Onitsha, and 
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Nnewi school districts. The jurors' main functions were to 

examine the suitability of the questionnaire chosen for the 

study, offer suggestions, and make recommendations where 

necessary. Valid changes in the questionnaire were 

effected with the approval of at least five of the seven 

member jury. 

The reliability of the instrument was established by 

the test-retest method. The test-retest method of 

calculating reliability is one of the accepted practical 

methods for estimating reliability (4, p. 436). The test 

was administered to fifty subjects selected from public 

school systems in the State of Anambra, Nigeria, who only 

participated in the test of reliability. The fifty 

selected subjects were comprised of one education officer, 

four secondary school principals, five primary school 

headmasters, and nineteen secondary and twenty-one primary 

school teachers. Fourteen days after the initial testing, 

the retest or the second test was administered to the same 

subjects. The scores of the tests were stored at the North 

Texas State University computing center for analysis. The 

Pearson Product (Moment) Correlation was used to analyze 

the data, and the instrument was found to have a 

coefficient of reliability of 0.78. 
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Population and Sample 

The parent population for the study was comprised of 

primary and secondary school teachers and administrators 

working in the public school system in the State of 

Anambra, Nigeria. 

The sample was comprised of 652 primary and secondary 

school teachers and administrators working in thirty-seven 

primary and secondary schools. The thirty-seven primary 

and secondary schools were chosen by stratified random 

sampling based on location and size. 

Selection of Schools 

Location and size and random choice of school codes 

were used in selecting the thirty-seven primary and 

secondary schools. Then, all the teachers and administra-

tors in those schools participated in the study. 

1. Location: Sample schools were selected from three 

areas, namely urban, semi-urban, and rural. An urban 

area in the context of this study is an area that has 

the following facilities and amenities: electricity, 

pipe-borne water, more than one post office with 

twenty-four hour telephone service, hospitals, police, 

courts, parks, daily markets, good communication 

network by road and/or rail. it should also have 

different types of educational institutions—primary 

schools, secondary schools, technical and commercial 
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schools (8, p. 75). A semi-urban area should have the 

facilities and amenities mentioned for urban but to a 

lesser extent. 

A rural area should have at least one secondary 

school, several elementary schools, a hospital or rural 

health center, a post office or postal agency without tele-

phone service, and at least one major road link (8, p. 75), 

2. Size: Samples were comprised of large, medium, and 

small schools. In this context, large schools are 

those that have a population of 1,000 students or more, 

medium schools are those with a population of 500-1000, 

while small schools have a population of fewer than 500 

students. 

Using these criteria the investigator randomly 

selected the following schools in Figure 1 from Onitsha, 

Njikoka, Nnewi, Mbanesi, and Ochi local government areas. 

Fig. 1 Schools chosen as sample for study 

URBAN 

Secondary Schools 

1. Dennis Memorial Grammar School 
2. Queen of the Rosary College 
3. Christ the King College 

Primary Schools 

4. Woliwo Primary School I 
5. Woliwo Primary School II 
6. Pioneer Primary School 
7. Central School Odoakpu 
8. Community Primary School 
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Fig. 1--Continued 

SEMI-URBAN 

Secondary Schools 

9. National Secondary School 
10. Nnewi High School 
11. Maria Regina Girls Secondary School 
12. Nnewi Girls Secondary School 

Primary Schools 

13. Akwunweke Central 
14. Nkwo Nnewi Central 
15. Akwuegbo Central 
16. Akwu-udo Central 
17. Okofia Central 
18. Ndiakwu Central 

RURAL AREA 

Secondary School 

19. Utuh Girls Secondary School 
20. Bubendorff Secondary School 
21. Osumenyi Girls High School 
22. Amichi Girls Secondary School 
23. Boys High School Osumenyi 
24. Girls Secondary School Grinifite 

Primary Schools 

25. Amichi Central 
26. Utuh Central School 
27. Community Central Amichi 
28. Community Central Ezinifite 
29. Omaigive Central 
30. Osumenyi Central 
31. Umuaraba Central School Ukpor 
32. Akwuebe Central 
33. Community School Nkpor 
34. Ukpor Central School 
35. Nzagha Central 
36. Umudike Central School 
37. Eziojukwu Central School 
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Variables Studied 

The independent variables in this study were the 

variables of Part I of the questionnaire. These variables 

include position, sex, age, years of professional 

experience, and level of education. The effects of each of 

the independent variables were considered in relation to 

the dependent variable, which is the aggregate score of the 

Teacher and Administrator Evaluation Instrument (TAEI). 

The scores on this instrument were computed for all 

respondents; total scores were determined by adding the 

individual responses wherein very realistic = 9, realistic 

= 7, moderately realistic = 5, unrealistic = 3, and very 

unrealistic = 1. 

Collection of Data 

Since the study was conducted in the state of Anambra, 

Nigeria, the author had to write the Commissioner for 

Education and State Ministry of Education requesting an 

interview and permission to distribute questionnaires. 

Further permission was sought from the Chief of Education 

Officers for Onitsha and Nnewi Local Government areas. The 

copies of letters seeking permission and permission granted 

to distribute questionnaires in schools appear as Appendix 

F. 
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Method of Distribution of Questionnaires 

The nature of the study required face-to-face contact 

with the respondents. Due to the place of the study and 

discussion with some chief education officers, it became 

obvious that direct contact between the respondents and the 

investigator to explain the procedures for completing and 

returning the questionnaires was important. In addition, 

Kerlmger, discussing mail questionnaires, pointed out that 

the administration of the questionnaire by mail yields very 

low return (6, p. 414). Consequently, the selected schools 

were visited by the investigator for the purposes of 

explaining and distributing the questionnaires. This 

procedure is in support of Educational Testing Service 

researcher Patricia Cross' statement on the survey method. 

She said that whether by interview or by questionnaire this 

method gives broad coverage, shows a certain faith in the 

capacity of the people to analyze behavior and is highly 

useful in identifying different barriers to various chosen 

population subgroups (3, p. 108). The respondents were 

requested to complete the questionnaires at home and return 

them through their respective headmasters and principals. 

The number of the questionnaires distributed and 

returned are shown in Table I. The usable questionnaires 

were used for the analysis and interpretation of the data. 



TABLE I 

QUESTIONNAIRE DISTRIBUTION AND RETURN 

100 

Respondents Distributed Returned % Usable % 

Teachers 

Primary 282 223 79.1 1 77 62.8 
Secondary 255 21 0 82.4 1 71 67.1 
Administrators 

Primary 60 58 97.6 58 96.7 
Secondary 55 54 98.2 54 98.2 

Total 652 545 83.6 460 70.6 

Data Analysis 

Computer processing at North Texas State University, 

Denton, Texas, U.S.A., was used to assist in analyzing data 

and statistical calculations. The following statistical 

techniques were employed in the study. 

Descriptive Statistics 

The mean, standard deviations, and standard error of 

estimates were calculated for the scores on the perceptions 

of the primary and secondary school teachers and 

administrators toward the evaluation system as measured by 

the TAEI as the respondents are classified by position, 

sex, age, experience, and level of education. 
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Inferential Statistics 

(a) One-way Analysis of Variance was employed to test 

hypotheses 1, 6, and 11. 

(b) Two-way Analysis of Variance was used to test 

hypotheses 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, and 15. 

(c) The .05 level of significance was established as the 

decision rule for rejecting the null hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSES 

This chapter presents the analyses of data and the 

findings of the study. Included are personal 

characteristics of the respondents and analysis of data on 

their perceptions. 

The participants in this study were primary and 

secondary school teachers and administrators working in the 

public school system of the State of Anambra, Nigeria. The 

460 teachers and administrators who completed and returned 

usable instruments represent 70.6 percent of the total 

sample of 652 teachers and administrators to whom the 

questionnaires were given. 

Demographic Findings 

Table II data show the number and percentages of all 

the 460 respondents by position, sex, age, experience, and 

level of education. 

Analysis of Data on Teachers'and Administrators' 

Perceptions 

Scores on the Teacher and Administrator Evaluation 

Instrument (TAEI) were computed for each respondent by 

adding the values of the responses for each item. Values 

1 03 
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TABLE II 

EXPLANATION OF RAW DATA: DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
OF RESPONDENTS 

Value Label Frequency Percent 
Valid Cum 
Percent Percent 

Position 
Administration 

Primary 
Secondary 

Teachers 
Primary 
Secondary 

Total 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Total 

20-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 

Total 

Experience 
0- 9 

1 0-1 9 
20-29 
30-39 

Total 

Level of Education 
Graduate " ~ 
Nongraduate 

Total 

58 12.6 12.6 12.6 
54 11.7 11.7 24.3 

1 77 38.5 38.5 62.8 
1 71 37.2 37.2 1 00.0 
460 1 00.0 1 00.0 

1 91 41 .5 41 .5 41 .5 
269 58.5 58.5 1 00.0 
460 1 00.0 1 00.0 

221 48.0 48.0 48.0 
1 47 32.0 32.0 80.0 
84 18.3 18.3 98.3 
8 1 .7 1 .7 1 00.0 

460 100.0 1 00.0 

271 58.9 58.9 58.9 
1 22 26.5 26.5 85.4 
58 12.6 12.6 98.0 
9 2.0 2.0 1 00.0 

460 1 00.0 1 00.0 

1 20 26.1 26.1 26.1 
340 73.9 73.9 1 00.0 
460 1 00.0 1 00.0 

assigned to the responses were 9 = very realistic, 7 = 

realistic, 5 = moderately realistic, 3 = unrealistic, and 1 
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= very unrealistic. A total score of 162 reflects a 

consistent very realistic response; a score of 126 reflects 

a consistent realistic response; a score of 90 reflects a 

moderately realistic response; a score of 54 indicates a 

consistent unrealistic response; and a score of 18 

indicates a consistent very unrealistic response. 

Hypotheses were tested by analysis of variance which 

was applied to the mean scores on the TAEI completed by the 

teachers and administrators to determine if these were 

significant differences between the teachers and the 

administrators' perceptions of the teacher evaluation 

system in the state of Anambra, Nigeria. Respondents were 

grouped for these tests according to the demographic 

information obtained from Part I of the questionnaire. 

Each hypothesis was tested in the null form and was 

rejected at the .05 level of significance. 

Hypothesis One 

Hypothesis one predicts that "the primary school 

teachers will not differ significantly from the secondary 

school teachers in their perceptions of the teacher 

evaluation system in the state of Anambra, Nigeria." 

The data in Table III show the mean score for 177 

primary teachers as 96.9096, a standard deviation of 

22.1209, and a standard error of 1.6627. The mean 

score for 171 secondary school teachers was 100.3684, 
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TABLE III 

PERCEPTION OF PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL 
TEACHERS TOWARD THE EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Group N 
Standard Standard 

Mean Deviation Error 

Primary teachers 

Secondary teachers 

Total 

177 96.9096 

171 100.3684 

348 98.6092 

22.1209 

22.4178 

22.4278 

1 .6627 

1.2023 

1.2023 

standard deviation was 22.6715, and 1.73337 was the 

standard error. One-way analysis of variance was applied 

to the mean scores of these two groups to determine if 

there was a significant difference between the perceptions 

of primary and secondary teachers toward the evaluation 

system. There were 177 primary and 171 secondary teachers 

included in the sample. The results of the ANOVA for 

hypothesis one are presented in Table IV. 

According to the data, the computed F ratio is 2.0750, 

and the F probability is .1506. The computed F ratio is 

not significant at the .05 level; therefore, the hypothesis 

is retained. There is no significant difference between 

the perceptions of primary and secondary teachers towards 

the teacher evaluation system in the state of Anambra, 

Nigeria. 
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Hypothesis Two 

Hypothesis two predicts that "there will be no 

® f i c a n t difference in the perceptions of the primary 

and secondary school teachers toward the evaluation system 

that can be ascribed to sex." 

The data in Table V show the mean score for 122 male 

primary and secondary school teachers (102.56), 226 female 

primary and secondary teachers (96.48), and the mean score 

for 348 primary and secondary school teachers (98.68). 

TABLE V 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL 
TEACHERS BY SEX TOWARD THE 

EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Sex n X 

Male 122 

Female 226 

Total 348 

102.56 

96.48 

98.68 

Two-way ANOVA was applied to the mean scores of 

teachers grouped according to position and sex to determine 

if there is a significant difference between the sexes in 

their perceptions toward the evaluation system and if the 

difference in scores between sexes is the same for all the 
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groups. The results of the two-way ANOVA for hypothesis 

two are presented in Table VI. 

The computed F ratio for sex (4.056) is significant at 

the .05 level. Therefore, hypothesis two is rejected. 

There is a significant difference in the perceptions of the 

primary and secondary school teachers toward the evaluation 

system that can be ascribed to sex. The computed F ratio 

(2.104) for interaction of position and sex is not 

significant at the .05 level. This result indicates that 

there are no significant differences in perceptions due to 

the combination of position and sex variables. 

Hypothesis Three 

Hypothesis three predicts that there will be no 

significant difference in the perceptions of the primary 

and secondary school teachers toward the evaluation system 

that can be ascribed to age. 

The data in Table VII show the mean scores for all 210 

respondent teachers for primary and secondary school within 

the age of twenty to twenty-nine years (96.61), 110 

teachers in the age group from thirty to thirty-nine years 

(99.89), twenty-five primary and secondary school teachers 

in the age group from forty to forty-nine years (95.76) and 

three teachers in the age group from from fifty to fifty-

nine years (75.33). The mean score for 348 primary and 

secondary school teachers of all age groups (98.61). 
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TABLE VII 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRIMARY AND SECONDARY TEACHERS 
BY AGE GROUPS TOWARD THE TEACHER 

EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Variables N X 

20-29 21 0 96.61 

30-39 11 0 99.89 

40 - 49 25 95.76 

50 - 59 3 75.33 

60 and over 0 0.0 

Total 348 98.61 

Two way ANOVA was applied to the mean scores of 

teachers grouped according to position and age to determine 

if there is a significant difference among the groups in 

their perceptions toward the evaluation system and if the 

difference in scores between the primary and secondary 

teachers is the same for all age groups. The results of 

the two-way ANOVA for hypothesis three are presented in 

Table VIII. 

The computed F ratio for age (1.334) is not 

significant at the .05 level. Therefore, hypothesis three 

is retained. There is no significant difference in the 

perceptions of the primary and secondary school teachers 

toward the evaluation system, that can be ascribed to age. 
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In addition, the computed F ratio (1.654) for interaction 

of position and age is not significant at .05 level. This 

result indicates that there are no significant differences 

in teachers' perceptions due to the combination of position 

and age variables. 

Hypothesis Four 

Hypothesis four predicts that "there will be no 

significant difference in the perceptions of the primary 

and secondary school teachers toward the evaluation system 

that can be ascribed to years of professional experience." 

The data in Table IX show the mean scores for 253 

primary and secondary school teachers , zero to nine years 

of experience (99.56), seventy-six primary and secondary 

TABLE IX 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS 
BY YEARS OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE TOWARD 

THE EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Variables N X 

0 - 9 253 99.56 

1 0 - 1 9 1 76 98.26 

20-29 1 6 87.1 3 

30-39 3 88.67 

Total 348 98. 61 
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school teachers within the experience level from 10 years 

to nineteen (98.26), sixteen primary and secondary school 

teachers in the experience level from twenty to twenty-

nine years (87.13), three primary and secondary school 

teachers in the experience level from thirty to thirty nine 

years (88.67), and 348 primary and secondary school 

teachers within all the experience levels (98.61). 

Two-way ANOVA was applied to the mean scores of 

teachers grouped according to position and years of 

professional experience to determine if there is a 

significant difference among the groups in their 

perceptions toward the evaluation system and if the 

difference among positions is the same for all years of 

experience groups. The results of the two-way ANOVA for 

hypothesis four are presented in Table X. 

The computed F ratio for years of experience (1.857) 

is not significant at the .05 level. Therefore, hypothesis 

four is retained. There is no significant difference 

amoung the four years of experience groups toward the 

evaluation system. In addition, the computed F ratio 

(1.972) for interaction of position and years of 

professional experience is not significant at the .05 

level. The result indicates that there are no significant 

differences in perceptions due to the combination of 

position and years of experience variables. 
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Hypothesis Five 

Hypothesis five predicts that "there will be no 

significant difference in the perceptions of the primary 

and secondary school teachers toward the evaluation system 

that can be ascribed to level of education." 

The data in Table XI show the mean scores for seventy-

eight graduates (101.33), 270 nongraduates (97.82) and the 

mean score for 348 graduates and non-graduate teachers 

(98.61). 

TABLE XI 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS 
BY LEVEL OF EDUCATION TOWARD 

THE EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Variables N X 

Graduates 78 101.33 

Nongraduates 270 97.82 

Total 348 98.61 

Two-way ANOVA was applied to the mean scores of 

teachers group according to position and level of education 

to determine if there is a significant difference between 

the graduates and non-graduates and if the difference in 

score is the same for both groups. The results of the two-

way ANOVA for hypothesis five are presented in Table XII. 
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The computed F ratio for level of education (0.266) is 

not significant at the .05 level. Therefore, hypothesis 

five is retained. There is no significant difference in 

the perceptions of primary and secondary school teachers 

grouped according to level of education. 

Hypothesis Six 

Hypothesis six predicts that the "primary school 

administrators will not differ significantly from the 

secondary school administrators in their perceptions of the 

evaluation system." 

The data in Table XIII show the mean score for 58 

primary school administrators as 94.4483, standard 

deviation of 27.5708 and 3.6202 being the standard error. 

TABLE XIII 

PERCEPTION OF PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL 
ADMINISTRATORS TOWARD THE TEACHER 

EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Standard Standard 
Group N Mean Deviation Error 

Primary 
administrators 58 94.4483 27.5708 3.6202 

Secondary 
administrators 54 104.8889 23.1131 3.1457 

Total 1 1 2 99.4821 25.9400 
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The mean score for fifty-four secondary school 

administrators was 104.8889, standard deviation was 

23.1131, and 3.1453 was the standard error. 

There are 112 school administrators included in the 

sample. The results of the ANOVA for hypothesis six are 

presented in Table XIV. 

The computed F ratio is 4.6804. The probability of 

getting this value is .0327. Therefore, the null 

hypothesis is rejected because the computed F ratio is 

significant at the .05 level. Thus, there is a significant 

difference in the perceptions of primary and secondary 

school administrators toward the evaluation system. 

Hypothesis Seven 

Hypothesis seven predicts that "there will be no 

significant difference in the perceptions of the primary 

and secondary school administrators toward the evaluation 

system that can be ascribed to sex." 

The data in Table XV show the mean scores for sixty-

nine male primary and secondary school administrators 

(101.43) and forty-three female primary and secondary 

school administrators (96.35), and the mean score for 112 

male and female primary and secondary school administrators 

(99.48). Two-way ANOVA was applied to the mean scores of 

primary and secondary school administrators grouped 

according to position and sex to determine if there is a 
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TABLE XV 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL 
ADMINISTRATORS BY SEX TOWARD 

THE EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Sex N X 

Male 69 101.43 

Female 43 96.35 

Total 1 1 2 99.48 

significant difference between the sexes in their 

perceptions toward the evaluation system and if the 

difference in scores between sexes is the same for all the 

groups. The results of the two-way ANOVA for hypothesis 

seven are presented in Table XVI. 

The computed F ratio for sex (0.182) is not 

significant at .05 level. Therefore, hypothesis seven is 

retained. There is no significant difference in the 

perceptions of primary and secondary school administrators 

toward the evaluation system that can be ascribed to sex. 

In addition, the computed F ratio (0.832) for interaction 

of position and sex is not significant at the.05 level. 

This result indicates that there are no significant 

differences in administrators' perceptions due to the 

combination of position and sex variables. 
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Hypothesis Eight 

Hypothesis eight predicts that "there will be no 

significant difference in the perceptions of the primary 

and secondary school administrators toward the evaluation 

system that can be ascribed to age." 

The data in Table XVII show the mean scores for eleven 

primary and secondary school administrators in the age 

group from twenty to twenty-nine years (102.55), thirty-

seven primary and secondary school administrators in the 

age group from thirty to thirty-nine years (102.89), fifty-

nine administrators in the age group from forty to forty-

nine years (97.61), and five administrators in the age 

TABLE XVII 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL 
ADMINISTRATORS BY AGE GROUPS TOWARD 

THE EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Variable: Age Group N X 

2 0 - 2 9 11 102.55 

30 - 39 37 102.89 

40 - 49 59 97.61 

5 0 - 5 9 5 89.60 

60 & over 0 0.0 

Total 112 99.48 
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group from fifty to fifty-nine years (89.60), and the mean 

score for 112 primary and secondary school administrators 

within all age groups (99.48). 

Two-way ANOVA was applied to the mean scores of 

primary and secondary school administrators grouped 

according to position and age to determine if there is a 

significant difference among the groups in their 

perceptions toward the evaluation system and if the 

difference in scores between the primary and secondary 

school administrators is the same for all age groups. The 

results of the two-way ANOVA for hypothesis eight are 

presented in Table XVIII. 

The computed F ratio for age (0.178) is not 

significant at the .05 level. Therefore, hypothesis eight 

is retained. There is no significant difference in the 

perceptions of the primary and secondary school 

administrators toward the evaluation system that can be 

ascribed to age. In addition, the computed F ratio (1.778) 

for interaction of position and age is not significant at 

the .05 level. This result indicates that there are no 

differences in administrators' perceptions due to 

combination of position and age variables. 

Hypothesis Nine 

Hypothesis nine predicts that "there will be no 

significant difference in the perceptions of the primary 



125 

H 

> X 

W 

P Q < 
EH 

O 
O 
K 
U 
CO CO 

2 
O 
H 

< EH 
Q O, 
Z W 
O U 
U « 
W W 
CO 

Q 
Z < 

>H 
ft < 
S 
H 
FT 
CU 

o 
CO 
W 
ft 
o 
U 
CO 

ft 
o 

W 
U 
55 < 
H 
ft < 
> 

s 
W 
EH 
CO 

CO 

23 
O 
H 
EH < 
D 
< 

> 
W 

W 
EC 
E H 

Q 
ft < 
£ 
O 
EH 

PH CO 
O & 

O 
CO EH 
H < 
CO ft 
>H EH 
^ CO < 
£ 

>H 
C 

I 
o 
E H 

S Q 
< 

PHI 

M-L 
0 

CD 
o 
£ 
FD 
O 
•H 
4-4 
•H 
A 
TN 
•H 
CO 

CD 

03 
3 ro oo ro T— r— LT) CN ro 
CP CN LO o VD CN 00 00 
CO CN 00 CNJ CN <J\ o oo 

• • • • • • • • 

G 00 r-- LO Cft (Tt T— CN CN 
03 VD r- LT) LO 00 LO R-
CD 00 r— T— r- r— cr> KO 
S CN r- r— 

W 
CD 
U 
03 
3 
D1 

CO 

M-I 
O 

6 
3 
CO 

<+H 
T5 

C 
O 
•H 
-P 
CD 

•H 

03 > 

O 

0 
A 
u p 

o 
CO 

x— r- V£> VO RO 
\— LO LO 

CN O (J\ r- T— T~ 
• • • • • • 

O O O O O O 

CN 00 OO OO 
O CN R- O 
RO RO T— R- R̂  LO 
• • • • • • 

T— RO O T— R~" \— 

00 00 RO RO 
CT\ LO O 00 00 OO 
KD CN R- R- <J\ 
• • • • • • • • 

LO R- R- R-> RO VQ <J\ 
as VD R̂  R̂  R>- 00 
RO r- RO 00 00 VO 
RO CN RO RO R-

03 
-P 
O 
CD 
4H 

A 
•H 
03 
S 

RO 

C 
O 
•H 
-P 
•H 
EN 
O 
CU 

CD & 
< 

RO 

0) 
C 
O 
•H 
-U 
O 
03 
U 
<D 
4J 
C 

>I 
03 
S 
I 

CN 

RO 

a) 
cn 
C 

CN 
O 
Oa 

O 

TJ 
CD 

A 
•H 
03 
I—I 
A 
x 
W 

rH 
03 

TJ 
•H 
CO 
CD 
ft 

03 
-M 
O 

E H 



1 26 

and secondary school administrators toward the evaluation 

system that can be ascribed to experience." 

The data in Table XIX show the mean scores for 

eighteen primary and secondary school administrators within 

the experience range of zero to nine years (98.61), forty-

six primary and secondary school administrators within the 

experience level of ten to nineteen years (107.07), forty-

two administrators of twenty to twenty-nine years of 

experience (91.50), six primary and secondary school 

administrators within the experience level from thirty to 

thirty-nine years (99.83), and 112 primary and secondary 

school administrators within all the experience levels 

(99.48). 

TABLE XIX 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS 
BY YEARS OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE TOWARD 

THE EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Variables N X 

0
 1 1 8 98.61 

10 - 19 46 107.07 

20-29 42 91 .50 

30-39 6 99.83 

Total 112 99.48 
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Two-way ANOVA was applied to the mean scores of 

primary and secondary school administrators grouped 

according to position and years of professional experience 

to determine if there is a significant difference amount 

the groups in their perceptions toward the evaluation 

system and if the difference between positions is the same 

for all years of experience groups. The results of the 

two-way ANOVA for hypothesis nine are presented in Table 

XX. The computed F ratio for experience (2.027) is not 

significant at the .05 level. Therefore, hypothesis nine 

ia retained. There is no significant difference among the 

four years of experience groups toward the evaluation 

system. In addition, the computed F ratio (1.052) for 

interaction of position and years of professional 

experience is not significant at the .05 level. The result 

indicates that there are no significant differences in 

ps^csptions due to a combination of position and years of 

professional experience variables. 

Hypothesis Ten 

Hypothesis ten predicts that "there will be no 

significant difference in the perceptions of the primary 

and secondary school administrators toward the evaluation 

system that can be ascribed to level of education." 

The data in Table XXI show that means scores for 

forty-two graduate administrators (101.81), and seventy 
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TABLE XXI 

PERCEPTIONS OF PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS 
BY LEVEL OF EDUCATION TOWARD 

THE EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Variables N X 

Graduate 42 101.81 

Nongraduate 70 98.09 

Total 112 99.48 

nongraduate administrators (98.09), and mean score for all 

112 graduate and nongraduate administrators (99.48). 

Two-way ANOVA was applied to the mean scores of 

administrators grouped according to position and level of 

education to determine if there is a significant difference 

between the graduates and nongraduates and if the 

difference in score is the same for both groups. The 

results of the two-way ANOVA for hypothesis ten are 

presented in Table XXII. 

The computed F ratio for level of education (2.797) is 

not significant at .05 level. Therefore, hypothesis ten is 

retained. There appear to be no significant differences in 

the perceptions of primary and secondary school 

administrators due to the level of education variable. 

However, computed F ratio for position (6.986) is 

significant at .05 level. Therefore, the demographic 
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variable position has a significant effect on the 

perceptions of primary and secondary school administrators 

toward the evaluation system. 

Hypothesis Eleven 

Hypothesis eleven predicts that, "the teachers' 

perceptions toward the evaluation system will not differ 

significantly from those of the school administrator." 

Hypothesis eleven predicts that, "the primary and secondary 

teachers' perceptions toward the evaluation system will not 

differ significantly from those of primary and secondary 

school administrators." 

The data in Table XXIII show the mean score of 112 

administrators as 99.4821, the standard deviation 25.9400 

and standard error 2.4511, mean score of 348 primary and 

TABLE XXIII 

PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS 
TOWARD THE EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Group N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Primary & secondary 
administrators 112 99.4821 25.9400 2.4511 

Primary & secondary 
teachers 348 98.6092 22.4278 1.2023 

Total 460 98.8217 23.3052 1.0866 
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secondary teachers 98.6092, 22.4278 standard deviation and 

1.2023 standard error. The total of 460 observations in 

the table has a mean score of 98.8217, standard deviation 

23.3052, and standard error of 1.0866. 

One way ANOVA was applied to the mean scores of these 

groups to determine if teachers' perceptions differ 

significantly from those of the administrators. The 

results of the ANOVA for hypothesis eleven are presented in 

Table XXIV. 

According to the table, the computed F ratio is .1187 

and the F probability is .7307. The computed F ratio is 

not significant at the .05 level; therefore, the null 

hypothesis is retained. There is no significant difference 

in perceptions between the teachers and the administrators 

toward the teacher evaluation system in the state of 

Anambra, Nigeria. 

Hypothesis Twelve 

Hypothesis twelve predicts that "there will be no 

significant difference in the perceptions of the primary 

and secondary school teachers and administrators toward the 

evaluation system that can be ascribed to sex." 

The data presented in Table XXV show the mean scores 

of 191 males, teachers and administrators, (102.1518), 269 

respondent female teachers and administrators (96.4572). 

The standard deviation for male respondents' mean scores 
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TABLE XXV 

PERCEPTIONS OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS 
AND ADMINISTRATORS BY SEX TOWARD THE 

EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Group by Sex N 
Standard Standard 

Mean Deviation Error 

Male 

Female 

Total 

1 91 

269 

460 

102.1518 

96.4572 

98.8217 

23.8039 

22.6933 

23.3052 

1.7224 

1.3836 

1.0866 

(23.8039) and (1.7224) standard error and those of females 

(22.6933) standard deviation and standard error (1.3836). 

Two-way ANOVA was applied to the mean scores of 

primary and secondary school teachers and administrators 

grouped according to position and sex to determine if there 

is a significant difference among groups and if the 

difference in scores between sexes is the same for all sex 

groups. The results of the two-way ANOVA test for 

hypothesis twelve are presented in Table XXVI. 

The computed F ratio for sex is significant at the .05 

level. Therefore null hypothesis twelve is rejected. 

There is a significant difference in the perceptions of the 

evaluation system due to sex. In addition, the computed 

F ratio for interaction of position and sex is not 
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significant at the .05 level. This result indicates that 

there is no significant difference in the perceptions of 

the evaluation system due to the combination of position 

and sex variables. 

Hypothesis Thirteen 

Hypothesis thirteen predicts that "there will be no 

significant difference in the perceptions of the primary 

and secondary school teachers and administrators toward the 

evaluation system that can be ascribed to age." 

The data in Table XXVII show that mean scores, the 

standard deviations and the standard error for the total 

respondents—teachers and administrators—in each age 

group level. The data show the mean score for 221 

TABLE XXVII 

PERCEPTION OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS 
AND ADMINISTRATORS BY AGE TOWARD THE 

EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Age Group N 
Standard Standard 

Mean Deviation Error 

20 - 29 

30 - 39 

40 - 49 

50 - 59 

Total 

221 • 
00 
cr» 8054 22. 6439 1 .5232 

1 47 1 00. 6463 22. 5245 1 .8578 

84 97. 0595 25. 7394 2 .8084 

8 84. 2500 26. 6766 9 .4316 

460 • 
00 
CTi 821 7 23. 3052 1 .0866 
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teachers and administrators in the age group twenty to 

twenty-nine years (98.8054), standard deviation (22.6439) 

and standard error (1.5232), the mean score for 147 primary 

and secondary school teachers and administrators within the 

age group thirty to thirty-nine years (100.6463); standard 

deviation (22.5245) standard error (1.8578), the mean score 

for eighty-four primary and secondary school teachers and 

administrators in the age group forty to forty-nine years 

(97.0595), standard deviation (25.7394), standard error 

(2.8084), and the mean score for eight primary and 

secondary school teachers and administrators in the age 

group fifty to fifty-nine years (84.2500), standard 

deviation (26.6766), and standard error (9.4316). 

Two-way ANOVA was applied to the mean scores of 

primary and secondary school teachers and administrators 

grouped according to position and age to determine if there 

are significant differences among the groups in their 

perceptions and if the difference in scores among the 

respondents of different positions is the same for age 

groups (Table XVII). Two hundred twenty-one primary and 

secondary school teachers and administrators are in the age 

group twenty to twenty-nine years 147 primary and secondary 

school teachers and administrators are in the age group 

from thirty to thirty-nine years eighty-four primary and 
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secondary school teachers and administrators are in the age 

group from forty to forty-nine years, and eight teachers 

and administrators are in the age group from fifty to 

fifty-nine years. The results of the two-way ANOVA for 

hypothesis thirteen are presented in Table XXVIII. 

The computed F ratio for age (1.818) is not 

significant at the .05 level. Therefore, hypotheses 

thirteen is retained. There appears to be no significant 

difference among the four age groups in their perceptions 

of the evaluation system. In addition, the computed F 

ratio (0.164) for interaction of position and age of the 

primary and secondary school teacher and administrator 

groups is not significant at the .05 level. This result 

indicates that there is no significant difference in 

perceptions of the teacher evaluation system due to the 

combinations of position and age variables. 

Hypothesis Fourteen 

Hypothesis fourteen predicts that "there will be no 

significant difference in the perceptions of the primary 

and secondary teachers and administrators toward the 

evaluation system that can be ascribed to years of 

professional experience." 

The data in Table XXIX show the mean scores, the 

standard deviation and the standard error for the 

total respondents in each experience level. The data 
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TABLE XXIX 

PERCEPTIONS OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS 
AND ADMINISTRATORS BY YEARS OF PROFESSIONAL 
EXPERIENCE TOWARD THE EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Standard Standard 
Group by Experience N Mean Deviation Error 

0 - 9 271 99.4945 22.3481 1.3575 

1 0 - 19 1 22 101.5820 23.8739 2.1614 

20 - 29 58 90.2931 25.1222 3.2987 

30 - 39 9 96.1111 22.8388 7.6129 

Total 460 98.8217 23.3052 1.0866 

show the mean score for 271 primary and secondary school 

teachers and administrators within zero to nine years of 

professional experience (99.4945) standard deviation 

(22.3481), and standard error (1.3575). 

The data show the mean score for 122 primary and 

secondary school teachers and administrators within 

ten to nineteen years of professional experience 

(101.5820), standard deviation (23.8739), and a standard 

error (2.1614). The mean score for fifty-eight teachers 

and administrators within the experience level to twenty-

nine years (90.2931), standard deviation (25.1222), 

standard error (3.2987), and the mean score for nine 

primary and secondary school administrators with 
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thirty to thirty-nine years of professional experience 

(96.1111), standard deviation (22.8388), and standard error 

(7.6129). 

Two-way analysis of variance was applied to the mean 

scores of primary and secondary school teachers and 

administrators grouped according to position and years of 

professional experience to determine if there are 

significant differences in their perception and if the 

difference in scores among the respondents of different 

positions is the same for experience groups. The results 

of the two-way ANOVA for hypothesis fourteen are presented 

in Table XXX. 

The computed F ratio for experience (4.305) is 

significant at the .05 level. Therefore null hypothesis 

fourteen is rejected. The demographic variable—years of 

professional experience appear to have a significant impact 

on the perceptions of the primary and secondary school 

teachers and administrators toward the teacher evaluation 

system in the state of Anambra, Nigeria. 

The computed F ratio (0.678) for interaction of 

position and years of professional experience of the 

primary and secondary school teachers and administrators is 

not significant at the .05 level. This result indicates 

that there is no significant difference in the teachers and 

administrators' perceptions of the evaluation system due to 
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the combinations of position and years of professional 

experience variables. 

Hypothesis Fifteen 

Hypothesis fifteen predicts that "there will be no 

significant difference in the perceptions of the primary 

and secondary school teachers and administrators toward the 

evaluation system that can be ascribed to level of 

education." 

The data presented in Table XXXI show the mean score 

for 120 graduates (101.5000), standard deviation (20.8109), 

and standard error (1.8998), and the mean score for 340 

nongraduate teachers and administrators (97.8765), standard 

deviation (4.0816), and standard error (1.3060). 

TABLE XXXI 

PERCEPTIONS OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS 
AND ADMINISTRATORS BY LEVEL OF EDUCATION TOWARD 

THE EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Standard Standard 
Group N Mean Deviation Error 

Graduate 1 20 101.5000 20.8109 1.8998 

Nongraduate 340 97.8765 24.0816 1 .3060 

Total 460 98.8217 23.3052 1.0866 
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Two-way ANOVA was applied to the mean scores of 

primary and secondary school teachers and administrators 

grouped according to position and level of education to 

determine if there is a significant difference but the 

graduates and nongraduates and if the difference in scores 

between the graduates and nongraduates is the same for both 

groups. The results of the two-way ANOVA for hypothesis 

fifteen are presented in Table XXXII. 

The computed F ratio (2.039) for level of education is 

not significant at the .05 level. Therefore hypothesis 

fifteen is retained. There appear to be no significant 

differences between the two educational levels in their 

perceptions of the teacher evaluation system in the state 

of Anambra, Nigeria. In addition, the computed F ratio 

(0.002) for interactions of position and level of education 

of the primary and secondary school teachers and 

administrators is not significant at the .05 level. This 

result indicates that there is no significant difference in 

perceptions of the evaluation system due to the combination 

of positions and level of education variables. 

Summary of Data Findings 

Statistical testing of the hypotheses, reveal that 

1. The primary and secondary school administrators differ 

significantly in their perceptions of the teacher 

evaluation system in the state of Anambra, Nigeria. 
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The secondary school administrators tend to have a more 

favorable perception of the system than the primary 

school administrators. 

2. The demographic variable, sex, has a significant effect 

on the perceptions of the primary and secondary school 

teachers and administrators. The male teachers and 

administrators tend to have a more positive perception 

of the system than the females. 

3. The demographic variable, years of professional 

experience, appears to have a significant impact on the 

perceptions of the primary and secondary teachers and 

administrators toward the teacher evaluation system. 

The teachers and administrators with more years of 

professional experience tend to have a more positive 

perception of the system than those with less. 

4. There is no significant difference between the primary 

and secondary teachers in their perceptions of the 

teacher evaluation system. 

5. There is no significant difference in the perceptions 

of primary and secondary school teachers toward the 

evaluation system that can be ascribed to age, years of 

professional experience, and level of education. 

6. The demographic variables, age and level of education, 

have no significant effect on the perceptions of the 

primary and secondary school teachers and administrators. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter contains the summary of the study, 

significance of the findings, and conclusions that result 

from the findings. Also included are recommendations for 

further research. 

Summary of Study, Purpose, Design, 
and Methodology 

Nigerian education has witnessed rapid and widespread 

changes from the end of its civil war in 1970 to the 

present. The era which is marked by a massive expansion of 

the educational system in many areas, a sharp increase in 

school enrollment, and a crash program for training of 

teachers has also witnessed a development of a uniform 

evaluation system for all teachers and a constant review of 

the kind of education being provided. Educational critics 

are concerned about issues affecting education in Nigeria 

generally and in Anambra State particularly. The school 

administrators and practitioners have continuously come 

under severe attack for the apparent shortcomings brought 

by these changes. 

The expansion of educational opportunities at every 

level necessitates the identification, training, 
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recruitment and appointment of talented individuals to 

serve as administrators and well-trained teachers to help 

the students in the learning process. Therefore, it 

appears significant to ascertain the perceptions of school 

administrators and teachers toward the teacher evaluation 

system in use in the State of Anambra, Nigeria. It is also 

important to gather recent data as a result of the 

criticisms of teachers and administrators by the public 

about the enormous expenditures and present standard of 

education. 

A review of literature related to the problem of the 

study was conducted. The review covered these related 

categories: meaning of evaluation, old and new evaluation 

systems, purposes of evaluation, methods, models, and 

criteria and process of evaluation. These areas serve as 

the guide for this study and for further research. 

The purposes of the study were 

1. To provide objective information concerning the 

perceptions of school administrators and teachers 

toward the teacher evaluation system in the State of 

Anambra, Nigeria; 

2. To determine whether agreements or differences exist 

between teachers'and administrators' perceptions of the 

teacher evaluation system; and 
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3. To draw conclusions and make recommendations for 

improvements based on the perceptions of the teachers 

and administrators. 

To accomplish these purposes, questionnaires were 

distributed to a random sample of 652 primary and secondary 

school teachers and administrators currently employed by 

the Anambra State Ministry of Education. Four hundred and 

sixty teachers and administrators, representing 70.6 

percent of the sample, returned completed and usable 

questionnaires. 

The survey instrument consisted of two sections: 

1. The independent variables which are solely demographic, 

and 

2. The dependent variable which is the aggregate score on 

the components of an evaluation system. 

The effect of each of the independent variables--sex, age, 

years of professional experience, and level of education--

are considered in relation to the dependent variable, which 

is the aggregate score on the Teacher and Administrator 

Evaluation Instrument. 

The statistical technique used to analyze the data is 

analysis of variance. The .05 level of significance is 

used in all statistical tests. Fifteen hypotheses were 

submitted to empirical testing. 
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Summary of the Findings 

The principal findings of the study are as follows: 

Hypothesis one is concerned with the differences in the 

perceptions of 177 primary and 171 secondary school 

teachers. No significant difference was found between 

the perceptions of primary and secondary school 

teachers. 

Hypothesis two is concerned with differences among the 

primary and secondary school teachers grouped according 

to sex. A significant difference was found between the 

primary and secondary school teachers due to sex. The 

mean score for male primary and secondary school 

teachers is higher than the females'. That is, the 

male teachers seemed to have a more favorable 

perception of the evaluation system. 

Hypotheses three through five are concerned with 

differences in perceptions among groups of primary and 

secondary school teachers according to age, years of 

professional experience, and level of education. 

No significant differences in the perceptions of 

primary and secondary school teachers toward the 

evaluation system were found to be associated with age, 

years of professional experience, and level of 

education variables. 
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4. Hypothesis six is concerned with differences in the 

perceptions of fifty-eight primary and fifty-four 

secondary school administrators. A significant 

difference was found between the perceptions of primary 

and secondary school administrators. The secondary 

school administrator had a more positive perception of 

the system. 

The mean score for the secondary school 

administrators was higher than the mean score for 

primary school administrators, indicating that the 

evaluation system was perceived more realistically by 

the secondary school administrators than their 

counterparts in primary schools. This difference in 

perception might be attributed to their positions based 

on varying levels of educational attainment. 

5. Hypotheses seven through ten are concerned with 

differences in the perceptions among groups of primary 

and secondary school administrators. 

No significant differences in the perceptions of 

primary and secondary school administrators toward the 

evaluation system were found to be associated with sex, 

age, years of professional experience, and level of 

education. However, the demographic variable 

"positions" had a significant effect on their 

perceptions. 
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Hypothesis eleven is concerned with the difference in 

the perceptions of 3 48 primary and secondary school 

teachers and 112 primary and secondary school 

administrators. 

No significant difference was found between the 

primary and secondary school teachers and administrators. 

Hypothesis twelve is concerned with differences among 

primary and secondary school teachers and 

administrators grouped according to sex. There was 

found to be a significant difference in their 

perceptions toward the evaluation system that could be 

ascribed to sex. 

The mean score for male primary and secondary 

school teachers and administrators is higher than the 

mean score for females in the same group, indicating 

that the evaluation system was perceived more favorably 

by males than females working in primary and secondary 

schools in the State of Anambra, Nigeria. 

Hypotheses thirteen and fifteen are concerned with the 

differences in the perceptions among groups of primary 

and secondary school teachers and administrators. No 

significant differences in the perceptions of primary 

and secondary school teachers and administrators toward 

the evaluation system were found to be associated with 

age and level of education. 
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9. Hypothesis fourteen is concerned with differences in 

perceptions of 460 primary and secondary school 

teachers and administrators grouped according to years 

of professional experience. A significant difference 

in perceptions was found among groups of primary and 

secondary school teachers and administrators that could 

be ascribed to the years of professional experience 

variable. Those teachers and administrators who have 

put in more years of service tend to perceive the 

system more realistically than those with less years of 

professional experience. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions are based upon the data that 

were collected in the State of Anambra, Nigeria, and were 

analyzed in this study. 

1. Despite the government's effort to develop and use a 

common system of evaluation for all practitioners in 

the public school system of the State of Anambra, 

Nigeria, the system seemed not to have the same meaning 

and applicability for all concerned. 

2. The school administrators and teachers consider the 

evaluation system as one of the most pressing issues 

which the educational environment faces. The 

spontaneous remarks received from teachers and 
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administrators in this study indicate that the teacher 

evaluation system needs to be drastically improved. 

3. Years of professional experience, position, and sex 

have some impact on the perceptions of school teachers 

and administrators. While the male administrators' 

years of professional experience and position impact 

how positive the system is perceived, female 

administrators and teachers have less than positive 

views of the system. This may suggest some sort of 

biased practices in the application of the system. 

4. The government of the State of Anambra, Nigeria, should 

devise a more practical and realistic approach to the 

teacher evaluation. 

Recommendations 

Based upon the findings and conclusions of this study, 

the following recommendations are made. 

1. In helping all school administrators in their 

understanding of the system of evaluation, it is 

recommended that the education officers/superintendents 

strongly encourage their school administrators to 

participate in district schools administrators' 

workshops and conferences. This would certainly foster 

a spirit of unity and consistency among the 

administrators and assist in the development of an 

efficient and effective working relationship among the 
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evaluators and the evaluatees. The education agencies, 

administrators, and teachers have to work efficiently 

and effectively to make the system work for all. 

2. It is recommended that the education ministry, 

agencies, and education officers/superintendents be 

aware of the possibility that sex prejudice may exist 

within their organizations. Increased awareness and 

sensitivity of the possibility of sex prejudice is 

necessary if measures are to be taken to avoid or 

eliminate the likelihood of biased appointments and 

evaluation based on sex. 

3. A study should be made to examine the school policies 

within the State of Anambra, Nigeria, for making 

administrative appointments. 

4. A study should be made to determine and compare the 

perceptions of school administrators and lecturers and 

professors in Colleges of Education within the State of 

Anambra, Nigeria, as regards the teacher evaluation 

system. 

5. Studies should be conducted that investigate ways of 

changing perceptions toward the teacher evaluation 

system to a positive degree. 
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APPENDIX B 
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OF ADMINISTRATIVE AND EXECUTIVE CLASS OFFICERS 
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before 1976) 
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APPENDIX C 

ANNUAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REPORT 

(Pro-Forma Used for Teacher 
Evaluation in Nigeria 

after 1976) 



CONFIDENTIAL F«d 
ANNUAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REPORT 

P*WOD OF REPORT: From T o _ 

PACT ONB 

PERSONAL RECORDS OF EMPLOYEE 
(To be completed by Officer, w Grade Levels 03 amd above) 

1. Ntmc of Officer: 

Sm-name Porenamet 

2. Date of Birth ... 

3. Ministry /Department (indicate Soctjon/Drmion). 

4. Qualification! held (Degree, Dipioma, C e n t f c * . etc) (underline tho* q u i r e d during period o. ..port) 

5. Date of fint appointment into the Service-

6. Present Substantive Grade 

7. Date appointed to Substantive Grade-

8. A c t * appointment held during period of report: indict, * p ^ o n (to the o ~ « t of the -port . ~ 

in grade. 

9. Courses undertaken during period of report. 

10. Total number of dap absent oo tick leave during period of report 

11. PWBKNT JOB 

Job Description: 

(«) State below in order of importance the main dubea performed during period of 
report. 

(*) State ay ad hoc dude* performed which are not of a continuous nature. 

•Delete whichever is DOC applicable. 
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*2- To tx completed by Reporting Office 

> you tod the penon repoi 
tecum the change* with h 

13. Aaaeaament of performance 

P O T TWO 

order of i m p o ^ (if not, p I a e ,e 

Yb/No* 

for each here ia an indication, 

14. 

^ n m e n t c n M i d m o . ' S t ^ e « V ! | °* ^ f ° U o w i a t - P t c a ; would you now 
^ c t O T p e H b ™ ^ W T V t W 

by ^ ^ W i C T l * » » r=«* l ly Hue t t t tmen t t h « could b« wpported, if 

U you fed u upcct of performance not in the l i t cdb for .pecid comment, mention i , . , the end. 

A B C D 1 E 
W roreagbt Antkaptttt proWems and 

derelopa aohjtwa in advance Grapplea with problems 
after they aziae 

(*) Penetration 

f - \ T 1 . 

Geta straight to the roota of a 
problem S«Mom «eea below the 

surfrce of a problem 

[c) Judgment 
Hit deciaiona or propoaaia are 
conaiatently aound 

l 
i 
I 

Poor perception of relative 
merit* or feasibility in 
moat aituationa 

•Delete whichever is not applicable. 
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(<f) Erpreaaioa on piper 
Always cogent, clear *nd well < 
•ct out 

(«) Oral expression 
Puts his points across con-
^laangij tod concisely 

W A b ! % ( l f Accunt, in ft. 
interpretation of figures 

(f) Relicka with Colleagues Sentitiye to other people'7 
feeling.; tactful and under-
standing of personal prob-
lems; earns great respect 

<*) Relation, with the public Eiceptionally effective i 
dealing with people of all 
types 

<0 Acceptance of responsibility Seek, md accept. rejponsi. 
bility st all 

U) Reliability under pressure Perform, competently under 
pressure 

<*) D r i v e l Determination Wholehearted application to 
tasks; determined to carry 
task through to the end 

B I C D B 

{ ! ) ^ . P r o f i d e n t in the 
pro-SSL,*"** P ^ . K o o o 1 ? fessional/technical knowledge 

ambiguous, cJumsy and 
obscure 

Finds difficulty in express-
ing himself 

Gets confused with figures 

Ignores or belittles other 
people s feelings; intole-
rant; does i»ot earn re»-
pect 

Tactie* and cannot deal 
with the public 

Avoids responsibility; 
™ .P*" it on when 
possible 

E*aiiy thrown off balance-
o°t reliable even unde^ 
normal circumstances 

I ^ k s determination • 
^ . u f t e d by minor 

Defiaent in applying pro-
| [«^onaJ/technical know-
j ledge to practical issues 

1 67 



A B C D E 

(m) Management of staff 
(If applicable) 

Organizes and inspires staff 
to give of their best. 

Inefficient in the use of 
staff; engenders low 
morale 

(*) Output of work Gets a great deal done within 
a set of time frame 

Sloppiah in output 

(o) Quality of work Maintains very high stan-
dards ; work ia virtually 
error proof 

Maintains consistently 
low standards of work, 
source of constant com-
plaint 

(£) Punctuality Regularly punctual at work No regard for punctuality 

Indicate overall performance of duties by ticking the appropriate box below. (Thia assesament ahould reflect the 
performance actually achieved in the circumstances which prevailed). 

Outstanding Exceptionally effective 

Very Good More than generally effective but not positive! v 
outstanding 

2 

Good Generally effective 

Fair Performs duties moderately well and without 
serious ahortcomings 

Unsatisfactory Definitely ineffective snd not up to the dudes 

I certify that I have seen the contents of this Report and that my superior has with me, I 
have the following comment to add: 

Signature of Officer reported on _ 

Job Title 

Grade Level. 

Date 
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PART THUS 

15. Traaniof Needs 

(In c o m p l e x th* «cdoc you ahould Ulc account of any view. e x p r e ^ by tic p ^ reporttd # a ) 

it) If, aa • remit of the aaaesameata made earlier in the report, you conaider that 
bt improved by training, pleaae ipecify the need*. performance or potential could 

(4) If they cannot be » « by trainmj on «h, job. plea« . u g g „ t . if po^ble, in which way they ought be met 

16. Next Job i t the t a m e level 

(In completing this section you ahould take account of anv n e . » u .u 
Should he be considered during the next year for: cated by the person reported on) 

( ) A different job in the tame grade YB/NO* 

( ) Transfer to a job at aimiiar level in another occupational group or cadre Y«s/N • 

If you hare anawered Yss to either qu«tioa. « y wh.cb kind of job and jive your reason below : 

17. Promotsbility 

(«) Normal promotion 
He is at preaent 

well fitted 

or fitted 

or Not fitted 

Comment on jour recommendation : 

for promotion to 

(Grade) • D * • 

W ^ « P a d « $ ° 0 ( U " " l e C d ° n { 0 ' grade .kippLB,. 

He should be specially considered for promotion to_ 

Give the reasons for your recommendations: 

or promotion into another occupational 

(Grade) 

•Delete whichever ia not applicable. 
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18. Long term potential: 

at present, be seems 

unlikely to progress further 

or to have potential to rise about one grade but probably DO further 

or to have potential to rise two or three grades 

or to hare exceptional potential 

19. General Remarks 

Please provide any additional relera&t information here, drawing attention to any particular strengths or weak-
nesses 

He has served under me for the 

Signature Grade_ 

Name in block letters 

-years. 

Date. 
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PA*T FOOT 

20. Countersigning Officer's Report 

You should confirm th»t you igrw with the reporting officer'. ^ 
which miv remain after Hir-"—'"f them with him. You should also indicate how frequently 

s : X f 7 e ^ ^ r ( d d «y ,*«« «* 
of the assessments in the report have been brought to the attention of the person reported on. 

He has served under me for the past years. 

Signature Gradf Date_ 

Name in block letters. 

GTB 1532/1 111/ISflUMO 
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APPENDIX D 

ANAMBRA STATE EDUCATION COMMISSION 
TEACHER PERFORMANCE REPORT FORM 

(Pro-Forma Used for Teacher 
Evaluation in Anambra 

State after 1984) 



ANAMBRA STATE EDUCATION COMMISSION 

TEACHER PERFORMANCE REPORT FOXM 
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TEACHER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REPORT 

FOR THX ACADEMIC YEAF, 19 

1. Surname of Teacher -

Other nazne» — 

2. School 

3. Qualification® with dates-

4. Present Substantive Grade-

5. Date of Appointment to the Substantive Grade™ 

6. Date and Grade on first Appointment 

7. Subjects taught-

8. Total number of periods per week-

9. Other responsibilities held 

10. Acting Appointments held-

. Zone-

11. Total number of days on sick leave during the period of report... 

12. Courses undertaken —— ~ " 

(3) 
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sconn 
Serial 

A O. 
1 

T i u t t s 

2 

PA:<T A 
SCORF.S OUT o r 5 

j Personal neatness and t idiness 
i 
I 

-• Class Control 

J Participation in Extra Curr icubr Activities 

| 
Co-operat ion with school authorities 

: Re lat ionship * i t h s tudents /or corrccrn for t l u m 
6. j 

j Init iative and resourcefulness 

Relat ionship with the pt: i . lk ( i r . ih .d icg other stjfT) 

Reliability under pressure 

P.vtr P. 

scop.rs OUT oi: 10 

0. : Punctual i ty ... 

Regularity of attendance . . . 

^ • ! Preparation of lessons (writi ng of lesson notes) 

, Zeal for and ability to inspire interest for his subject .. 

13. t Improvisat ion and tisc of tcr.ching aids 

14. j D e l i v e r y of lessons 

15. : G i v i n g and marking of w ritten cxcrcises 

16. ! A d h e r e n c e to t ime- table /a t tendance to lessen periods .. 

1~. I Coverage of the term's s cheme of work . . . 

i 
18. : K e e p i n g of school records, inc luding progress charts . . . 

19- ; Moral calibrc inc luding financial accountabil i ty 

n r. , 7ct.il of Cclumn " 
Pcrccr.tnrc Sccrc fcr t!:e session \; 100 

l f O 

1 75 



S H E K T 

' ' r s * S i t n n d J I'.ird , A n n u a ! H c r h a r k s inc!i:<.lin~ I l l u s t r a ' i o n s for 

T ^ r n i 1 T e r m T e r m T o t a l I A v e r a g e 1 I Ii?!» a n d 1 / i w G r n t k s 

•> ' * 5 , (, ; : : s 
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Comments by the teacher reported on (if any).._ 

Signature of teacher Grade Level 

Rank Date-

General comments by the Reporting Officer/Principal including special strengths and weaknesses of the teacher 

reported OIL 

Teacher has senred under me for years. 

Training Need 

Signature of Principal/Reporting Officer Rank-

Name in block letters 

Date 

(6) 
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Countersigning Zonal Supervisor's Report 

I. I have seen the work of this teacher-

2. The following shortcomings have been brought to the notice of the teacher concerned by me... 

3. General observations (possibly after discussing differences in assessment with the Principal/Reporting Offioer 

4. I agree/disagree with the Reporting Officer's assessment. 

Signature of Zonal Supervisor - -

Name in full 

Rank- Date. 

(7) 

CPS 6S6/MS/S5.000 
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TEACHER AND ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

A Survey Questionnaire Designed to Measure the School Administrators' 
and Teachers' Perceptions of the Teacher Evaluation System 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

1. This survey questionnaire consists of three (3) sections. Each section 
begins with a short set of instruction pertaining to that section only. As you 
begin each section/ read the instructions carefully and provide your responses 
in the format requested. 

2. Please answer every question. 

3• Please be frank and candid in providing your responses. 

4. Be assured that information collected from individuals will remain 
confidential. Data analysis will be based upon "pooled" or group responses 
only. In this manner, the anonymity of individual respondents is guaranteed. 

Section 1 

Demographic Information; Please select and check the appropriate response for 
each item below. 

Name (optional): 

School: 

Address: 

School District: State: 

1.0 
1 .01 
1.02 
1.03 

1.04 
1.05 
1.06 
1.07 

1 . 0 8 
1.09 

1.10 
1 . 1 1 

Position 

2.0 Sex 

2.01 
2.02 

Superintendent 

Asst. Superintendent 

Director of Curr. & Inst. 

Central Office Admin. 
High School Principal 

High School Asst. Principal 
Headmaster 
Asst. Headmaster 
Teacher/Tutor 
NCE 
Graduate 

Male 

Female 

5.0 Type of School 

5.01 Primary 
5.02 Secondary 

6.0 Level of Education 

6.01 Graduate 
6.02 Non-Graduate 

3.0 

3.01 

3.02 

3.03 
3.04 
3.05 

4.0 

4.01 

4.02 
4.03 
4.04 
4.05 

Age 

20-29 

30-39 

40-49 
50-59 
over 60 

Years of Professional Preparation 

0- 9 
10-19 
20-29 
30-39 
40-44 

7.0 

7.01 

7.02 
7.03 
7.04 

7.05 
7.06 
7.07 

7.08 
7.09 
7.10 

7.11 
7.12 
7.13 

Size of School 

Under 100 
101- 200 

201- 300 
301- 400 
401- 500 

501- 600 
601- 700 
701- 800 

801- 900 
901-1000 
1001-1500 

1501-2000 
over 2000 
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TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Section 2 

Introduction: Much has been written on teacher and administrator 

appraisal and evaluation systems. Little research, however, has been 

done in the statistical treatment of what factors contribute to the 

effectiveness of the appraisal and evaluation system in terms of 

people's perceptions as to what is important "Realistically.w This 

questionnaire is one attempt to ascertain people's perceptions as to 

the importance of each component/category in an appraisal and 

evaluation system. 

Directions; Listed below are eighteen (18) components/categories of 

appraisal and evaluation as identified in most research literature as 

being important. Many of these components/categories are operational 

in many school districts. Others are not. Please rate each component/ 

category (very realistic to very unrealistic) as to your perception of the 

importance of each component/category in your school or school district. 

Scale: Very Realistic (9) 

Realistic (7) 

Moderately Realistic (5) 

Unrealistic (3) 

Very Unrealistic (1) 

Components/Categories 

V
e
r
y
 

R
e
a
l
i
s
t
i
c
 

R
e
a
l
i
s
t
i
c
 

M
o
d
e
r
a
t
e
l
y
 

R
e
a
l
i
s
t
i
c
 

U
n
r
e
a
l
i
s
t
i
c
 

V
e
r
y
 

U
n
r
e
a
l
i
s
t
i
c
 

1. Philosophy of the Teacher Evaluation System 

2. Principles and Assumptions Listed in the System 

3. Establishment of Appraisal and Evaluation 
Committee 

4. Identification of Current and Future Oriented 

Goals 

5. Goals Priority Established 

6. Appropriate Leadership and Management Style 
Determined 

7. Appraisal Criteria/Plan and Weights Established 

8. Professional Growth Plan and Inservice Model 

Established * 

181 



Components/Categories 

V
e
r
y
 

R
e
a
l
i
s
t
i
c
 

R
e
a
l
i
s
t
i
c
 

M
o
d
e
r
a
t
e
l
y
 

R
e
a
l
i
s
t
i
r
 

U
n
r
e
a
l
i
s
t
i
c
 

i/
er
y 

U
n
r
e
a
l
i
s
t
i
c
 

9. Monitoring Plan and Formative Evaluation 
Process Developed 

10. Performance Indicators Identified 

11. Identification and Integration of Needed 
Resources 

12. Documentation Plan and Approval of Key 
Results Area 

13. Instrumentation Process Adopted 

14. Implementation of Plan 

15. Summative Evaluation of Plan 

16. Compensation Plan Adopted 

17. Appeal Procedures and Progress 

18. Revision of Appraisal and Evaluation Plan 

Section 3 

Comments: 
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APPENDIX F 

CORRESPONDENCE OR LETTERS 

1. Introductory letter from the Department of Public 
School Administration and Supervision, North Texas 
State University. 

2. Request for permission to conduct the study. 
3. Reply granting permission to conduct the survey and to 

distribute the questionnaires. 



NTSU 
NORTH TEXAS § C ? V J J STATE UNIVERSITY 

Public School Administration and Supervision 

November 14, 1985 

TO: O f f i c i a l s of Anambra Sta te Minis t ry of Education 

FROM: Jim Bezdek, Professor 
Frank Hal s tead , Chairperson, Public School Administrat ion 

and Supervision 

RE: Emmanuel E. Ntube 

Mr. Emmanuel E. Ntube i s a doctoral s tuden t in the Department 
of Adminis t ra t ive Leadership a t North Texas S t a t e Unive r s i ty , Denton, 
Texas. He i s doing a research for h^s d i s s e r t a t i o n which deals with 
the percept ions of school adminis t ra tors and teachers towards the 
teacher evaluat ion system in the S ta te of Anambra, Niger ia . 

Mr. Ntube i s re turn ing to Nigeria with the hope t h a t he will get 
the approvals and cooperations which wi l l be required in conducting 
h i s r e sea rch . 

This i s to v e r i f y tha t Mr. Ntube s u c c e s s f u l l y defended h i s study 
on November 11, 1985. Ue hope t h a t you will share our judgment of his 
s t u d y ' s s i g n i f i c a n c e . Please give him any cooperat ion and a s s i s t a n c e 
he might need to complete t h i s research s u c c e s s f u l l y . 

R e s p e c t f u l l y , 

Jim Bezdek, Major Professor 

r 
Frank Hal s t e a d , Chairperson 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
P.O. BOX 13857 DENTON. TEXAS 76203 

f * T \ CCC «*«TC 
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Emmanuel E. Ntube 
Department of Administrative 

Leadership 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 
November 14, 1985 

The Permanent Secretary 
Ministry of Education 
Anambra State 
Nigeria 

Sir: 

Permission to collect data from some primary and secondary 
schools in Anambra State of Nigeria 

I am a doctoral candidate at North Texas State Univer-
sity, Denton, Texas. 

As your ministry is concerned with the improvement and 
advancement of education in the state, there is a need for 
objective information on teacher evaluation systems based 
on the perceptions of school administrators and teachers. 
This would help to provide for accountability and competence 
among teachers and to ensure a good return on government 
investment in education. That's the focus of this study. 

Kindly grant me permission to distribute my question-
naire to about forty randomly selected primary and secondary 
schools in the state. I would request the teachers to 
complete the questionnaire under my direction. 

Your cooperation and assistance in supplying any 
other information and statistical data would be highly 
appreciated. 

Yours sincerely, 
/ / n J 

• 

mmariuel E. Ntube 

/ 
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Emmanuel E. Ntube 
Box 6564 N.T.S.U. 
Denton, Texas 76203 
November 14, 1985 

The Chief Inspector of Schools 
Enugu, Anambra State 
Nigeria 

Sir: 

Permission to collect data from primary and secondary 
schools in the State of Anambra, Nigeria 

I am a doctoral candidate in the Department of 
Administrative Leadership at North Texas State University, 
Denton, Texas. I am in the process of collecting data for 
my dissertation which deals with the school administrators1 

and teachers' perceptions of the teacher evaluation system 
in the State of Anambra, Nigeria. 

Kindly grant me permission to distribute my question-
naire to your headmasters, principals and teachers in 
selected primary and secondary schools in the State. 

Your cooperation and assistance in supplying any other 
statistical data about the evaluation system will be hiehlv 
appreciated. 

Yours aincerely, 

7 
Enfanuel E. Ntube 

186 



Telegram: 

Telephone: 

Your ref.„ 

G O V E R N M E N T O F A N A M B R A S T A T E O F N I 

' ^ 

Our rg/ Mpg/3BC/%. P/IS/T«1.1/7T 
{AH reptia to be addrated to the Permanent Secretary). 

G E R I A 

MINISTRY OP EDUCATION 

HEADQUARTERS 

Higher Education Unit 
ENLLCU 

26th November 19.8.5. 

Principals ef Pest-Primary Institutions, 

Headmasters ef Primary Schools, 

Anambra State. 

PERMISSION TOR ANMROSI, G. NTUBE TO DT STRTBTTTR 
AND COLLECT CPBgTTttffltfrflflii D a T i 

Mr. Bimanual B. Ntube who says he is a iocteral student in the 

Department ef Administrative Leadership at North Texas State University, 

Denton Texas, is seeking to obtain some data with a view to helping him 

in his dissertation which deals with school administration « d Teacher 

Evaluation System in Anaabra State. 

2. Jr. Emmanuel B* Ntube is hereby permitted t® distribute hie 

questionattes to Principals of Post Primary Institutions and Headmasters/ 

Headmistress of Primary Schools in Anambra State. These Question«tres 

would be completed and handed back to hi*. 

(l*M«0« Abeim) 
fori Permanent Secretary* 
Ministry of Sducation, 
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Emmanuel E. Ntube 
Box 6564 N.T.S.U. 
Denton, Texas 76203 
November 14, 1985 

The Superintendent of Schools 

Sir: 

Permission to collect data from some elementary schools 
in Anambra State, Nigeria 

A J . J 8 0 a doctoral candidate in the Department of 
Administrative Leadership at North Texas State University 
hH? f' Currently, I am in the process of collecting 

f i 8 8 e r t a t i ° n w hich deals with the administrators' 
!n i c ^ 8 perceptions of the teacher evaluation system 
in the State of Anambra, Nigeria. 

Kindly grant me permission to distribute my question-
naire in selected schools in your LGA. I will require the 
teachers to complete the questionnaires under my airection. 

Your cooperation and assistance in supplying anv other 

appreciated ^ a C a a ^ o u t ch e "evaluation system will be greatly 

Ednfenuel 

| v U CML 

E Z E ~ ) 

Yours sincerely, 

E. Ntube 
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