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The intent of this study was to determine if any
relatlonshlp existed between teacher effectlveness, bdsed on selected
criteria generally accepted by educators to dencte effectlvenecs, and
National Teacher £xamination, Teaching Area Examinations (TRE) and
.Weighter Common Examinaticn Total (WCET) Scores. Teachexr
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through the correlation techrique. It was found “that a significant
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evaluation and any of the NTE scores. (Author)
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In this day and age it is particularly important for
achievement and broficiency in any field to be reqogniied and

capitalized upon-. This is @0 less true, pelhaps more true, ¥

are being applied. EffortS'to find new ways of ideniifying»7

hCA

competences aredcertainly in oner B Externaliexaminations as -
predictors of_cdmpetence, if used properly, are among imaginative
approaches that have been adopted 1hcreas1ng1y-over the past
decade. ' |

The Nationaleeaéher Examinations have,been used to assess

the knowledge of teachers and prospective teachers since 1940

when the examinations were ‘first administered by the American

‘Council on Educatlon. In addition.to using the examinations

to measure teacher knowledge they, in manxginstanees, have been

used by school systems in an attempt to measure‘present.teacher
effectiveness, e.g., the 1971 report by the Alabdma Education 3:
» . + ‘ \‘4
. Ed . <
Study Commission that ”indisputable evidénce'" (basegd on NTE.

results) prov1des information that . many of’Alabama's

s

teacheL college graduates are alarmineg deficient for a professionj

in which proficiency is absolutely wvital (1971).” The utility

and accuracy of ratings of teacher performance have long been

- attacked and guestioned, and this is especially true of

R

B — A
principal ratings. The National Teacher Examinations are !

'essentially,achievement tests. How gqod°are they as predictors

of future performance? Cromer, (1961, pp.-155-158) inqhis

article on testing programs, states:
. ' \
Too often we fail to realize that a\test score -
is best interpreted as a good estimate of the general

| in teaching, where the tremendous pressures of accountabillty o

Lraeenwn
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- achievement or perfozmance This circumstance accounts for)'

' telligence qualified to be a physician lawyer, architect,

. . - .

.level of performance and that it wgll vary from

" test to test and frem time to time. The assessment
, of human traits and abilities is not-at the sames.level
« « of accuracy as that found in a physits laboratory.

It probably is closer *o the.level of accuracy found in

*+ the predictions of weather, in which tempePature pre-
ictions are generally within a few degrees of actual ®
_temperatures, but in which differences qf ten or more
-degrees are common enough to be remembered-vlvidlv
by critics.

c g P

This author goes on to say:

There is considerable oveilap between standardized
tests of abhieVement and standardize intelligence
tests. One of ‘the important differegces between ¢
the two 1s the way- the results are used. When
. analyzing achievement test scores one is generally
looking forward to the future, predicting performance.

P

It'ls well to keep* in mind the fact that - 1ntelligence

'is inferrcd from‘achievement We have no direct.measures

: 7
of intelligence completely divorted from achievement

With the above distinctions in mind vwhat about the .
’"‘J‘

“National Teacher Examinations( These ‘are achievement tests,

w

‘but they ar¥e also used as ‘the basis for predicting future

some of. the confusion and ambivalence .one: encounters concerning

~

these examinations, Is,the situation contradictory? Probably

not.. Teachers must have considerable education and preparation

in Order to perform suCcessfully as teachers v Achievement is v

expected in h variety of ways ‘ag adequate 1evels of competence

‘Such achievement is not possible lacking sufficient basic

intelligence'but alone, without preparation and study and'
achievement, does not qualify one for the*job to be done’

Not just any intelligent person 1is by virture of his in—

g
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'teacher or, what have you without studv and achlevement related
.. to the expectatlon of. the particular professlon It follows .
J; : B -—-) »
e that tests of achievement in areas - related to the future woﬁk

Sl

iof a teacher provide useful nfozmation concerning the general

»

% . % level of performance that ‘may . be expected in those areas in

.j the future:> If this is not_sol.then,welall live in a fool's

. paredise. - . I T |
\;,: . One of- thertrongest supporters on\the NTE (Seashore

1965) indicates the tests measure knowledge of\subjects,

g

professional understanding,,and mental-abllities whichfexpertsf.
- agree/are a requisite Jor good geaching.:

. Others (Bpozer 1968 and" Lins 1946) agree and feel that
any tests of achievement in'areas rElated to the future work of

a teacher provide useful information concernlng the/general

1

_ level of performance that may be expected in those areas 1n._

1

° ) ;*~ ¢ . ) r
_<\‘ the future.® Based on~this it 1s believed that external SN

‘teachers examinations, 1ntelligently interpreted.enable the

colleges to view’their graduates, and the,school thei'r teachers,\

‘-

in relation to5persons Of.comparableseducat}onal exposure through-

" out the country ' : ;{ . L e
The intent of this study was to determine if there is any
»correlation between teacher effectiveness (based on criteria
genefally used to denote effectiveness) and NTE scores. -The
effectiveness was determined by the building principal's

evaluation. This researcher is aware of the extreme limltatlons,

....

ahd criticisms, of wsing principal rﬁtlngs to measure teacher
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to 1ocate a s1ng1e study that used scores earned on any of

. [4 . B ) ) ' . . ’
; ’ K ) ‘,.3 : " N .
effectiveness. Nevertheless, "a recent state wide surVey

L

conducted in Alabama found (Brown~&’Maxson 1972) that pr1nci—

K p&l rating were used more than all other types of eValuation

(
¢

comblned to assess teacher effectlveness ’ . .

If pr1nc1pa1 rat1ngs are s0‘w1de1y used to measure- .o /V

[+

A
the effectlveness of teachers 1t appears 1t would be beneficial “

-
:

to determine 1f there ex1sts any re1at10nshap between the1r

'

rgting on selected teabher characterlstrcs (whlch have been

cqmmonly’ 11sted‘as qua11t1es of effectlve teachers) and NTE
‘ i ) . - . oS .

] _ L . . .3 . ! .
scores. 4 ' o L 5 ) G \

- . 3,

Quirk'et al, (19735 stated in their revieW‘of the iiterature

concernlng the validity of the NTE that they had beeh unable

t

the Teachlng Area E\amlnations (TAE) after 1964 when these,

scores 4ere f1rsgvequated to each other The hypotheses tested

s

NVt . ) 4
jn-this inzestigation were' (1) to determlne if there ‘is a

relatlonshlp between TAE_scores and teacher etfectlveness of .

secondary teachers as determlned by the secondary bulldlng

4
prlnclpal's-evaluatlon' (2) to determine if there 1s a relation~

R Wi

ship between TAE scores and teacher effectiveness of e1ementary

-

teachers as determ1ned by the elementary bu11d1ng pr1nc1pa]’

4
k4

evaluatlon (3) to determlne 1f.there-is any relationship

between Welghter Common Examlnatlon Total (WCET) scores and

.y

se1ected characterlstlcs of secondary teachers as determlned

by the secondary bulldlng pr1nc1pa1’s evalnatlon; and (4) to

o

determlne if--there is anyﬂrelationship between WCET scores
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and selectéd characteristics of elementary teachers as de er-
mined by the elementary building principalﬂs evaluation. i

\ A review of the literature was conducted to determiné-an
- . . . B

\ A

additional need for thelstudy. Validation data arejséarce P
" for reasohs that seem to be we11 understood by thos e'who hawe
';”tried to evaluate success 1n,teach1ng Lrombach (1970) d1s-
';“ussed a common type of crltefion - the ratlng He'concluded'

“that ratlngc are not ent%rely satlslactory as criteria,. The:
N
N rater may not know the facts about the pergon. Often a rating, ~
1_.- refleccs the personal relatloﬁ between man and supervisor ragher,

~

than the quallty of the man's work.

. On the JOb ratlngs were studled by the Alabama Educat%on,

Study Commlssion in the field of teachlng A memorandum. was-~

.
<t "

ireleased on\June 17 1971 by thé comm1SS1on in whlch they stated\‘f
»thatvthey”were bubllshlng extens1ve data‘refleotlng the resqlts /

of Nwtlonal Teachex Examlnatlons taken by 11 , 500 graduatlng v

‘

stLdents of twenty two teacher colleges in Alabama 1n 1968
F

1969, and 1970. o
Thls report was met w1th extensive criticism Wthh was
’ reflected-lnjsome twenty-newspaper artlcles throughqut Alabama
dating from June lé' through August 21 1971. The comhission
reported that results of the NTE from 1968 through 1970 showed
,an average ratlng of Alabama students of thr1ty on a scale ~with .
a top rating of one hundred and,that the average rating "of the

&

twenty—two Alabama teacher colleées ranged from an average
. . . . . ' ) / .. ]
~high jof sixty-eight at the University of Alabama at Huntsville

[ [

~towa low of an average three at Alabama State University.

-~



.:gkscoringshighestgon the.NTE,'said'that the scores indicate

~

-taken the NLE at one,predomlna ely white and one ﬁredomlnately . ’

-
-~

 The President o@LBirmingham°Sohthern; one of the.schools -

o

- that teachers trained atbgouthern have a wide and well-rounded

. p _ . C
background.' Dr, William Hunter, chairman of thé School of

\

. CL . ; L .
Education at Tuskegeealhstftute‘and_immediate,bast President

-

1

. . . ¢ - o
-of AACTEq,said he has felt for some time that the NTF is‘slanted

toward ‘a partlcular e ucational phllosophyﬁ and that it lacks’ a .
balance on p01nts of v1ew . 7

s N _ ‘ “
_ A détermination was made by the investigator that-a need

‘/ex1sted to prov1de stat1st1ca1 data regardlng the re1atlonSh1ps

between ‘the TAE and the WCET and teacher effectlveness as
N

‘megsured by‘princfpal evaluatlons The four bas1c hypotheses,
prev1ous1y stated were developed to"test prlnclpal ratlngs

and their relatlonshlps to +he TAE and the WCET

. ‘

A rating form was constructed by the 1nvestigator and

~ -

. mar1ed to each selected teacher S principal {({n =66). A 90%

‘e - - i

return was experlenced giV1ng a final sample size of 59 _v Z

(elementary = 22 secondary = 37) Each teacher's name had

.been obtalned from the_ 11st of education graduates that had/

l B

hlack nn1yers1ty in Alabama. Each subJect used in tHis . study -

.
N ¢ .,

had a mirimum of.three-years teachlng exper1ence. b

Analysis of the’ data.was accomplished by determining

1

'grelationshipzthrodgh the.correlation‘technique. ;The sighiiicance

L

"level ﬁSed'for the acceptance—rejection decision regarding

’
theastated hypotheses was set at .05, The Wnghted Common

Examlnatlons total score’from the NTE were used withou¢ any

&
° ,
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. A. . 4 - / v
ftransformationsn “The WCE has been described as a ‘test "to

e €

ﬂ measure general knowledge and- ability requisite to effecthe )

]

» L4 (; 3
teaching (Brownell,ﬁlQS%), Teachrng Area Examination scores v

-
R -

hY

were also used w1thout any uransformations. The TAE ”measures S

. 3 | R

)

your understanding of subJect matier. and methods applicable to

‘

(various,'subgect areas e (NTE Bulletin, 1972473- p. 3)

4

Teacher were noted by their: pr1n01pals on a five point scale .

Id

~ for, lo personal characteristlcs for effective teaching (motivation,

y'\ . ‘ % -

~
2y

classroom control creativ1ty, Knowledge of subJect matter,
! .«

'ﬂnovativeness adaptiveness, professionalism, empathy cooperam

tiveness, morale; imaginativeness, tolerance, self improvement

a

dependability,(and overall effectlveness) The data regarding

the prlnoLpal's ratings and WCET scores "and fhe prinqipal'

st

ratings\and TAE scores were summed 1mdi%1dually so as to pro-

R

i °

duce an overall performance rating.

The means, standard dev1at10ns, and correlations- were’ . |

computed for the four~variables. The results are presented .
“in Tables' 1 - 5. ) : ‘

L . "y

ey

v
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The results indlcate that the secondary prlncipal may

_—

pui mort emphasis on knowledge of subJect matter than ‘does
.~the elemehtary‘prlncipal@ For example, alsecondary prihcrpal
mighthéay ”he is a good algebra teachei", "where the elementary.
principal would Say; 1“he is a good teacher"; thus ;erhaps
explaining tpe significant rélatibnshib found between prihcipals
ratings ahd'TAE scoree‘of'secondary teachers and the lack of
a sighlfidant relationship in the other areas.
fIt appears that a significant relationship does existh
'.hetweeh TAE;scores and secondary principal's evalvation, and
(between WCET scores and secondary principalls evaluation.
Howewer,hno such significant relationshlp was found to ekist
concernlng hypctheses two and four/ A word- of Cautioh is in
order. The NTE is a test of knowledge of the prlnciples of -
tea<*1ng, not. a test of the aetuof teaching. As yet there 1sv
i .no valld and r~liable cr1terion for good teaching.
The last'point I wish to make concerns subsequent researeh
;n‘thl;;area.__It;oocufred to this writer during the investi- -
gation that the crucial oognitive factor ih teaching*effective—

ness 1is not 1ntellectual aptltude or achlevement as sueh but

the teacher s general and special ab111t1es~as related to
1) the subgect matter of the .lesson, and 2) the level of each-
Chlld in thL class, Fof'example it may be found that a teacher
who has average knowledge about ‘the 501ence of flowerlng plants

has high effectiveness with the brightchildren in an elementary

PN . . “on
N

- school science clase,hpoor effectiveness with the whole of a

™




12
Junior high-school class";n a;culturally-déprived neighborhood,
ahd, once again,. high éffectiééness with the.slower childfen
in a high-school class. If éuchfa complex interaction exists
between the supject matter and(the abilities of the child and
teacher, and itAdoes seem plausible, *hen the teacher's ‘

effectiveness must be weighed relative “to a group of children

with a given ability.in each subject matter area.

N4
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