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The purposes of this ré#earch were in the first place to
search for the normal criteria efficiency of secondary school
teachers under the Secondary Educational Office in Education Region
7, secondly to compare the teachers' efficiency among the different
sizes of schools : large, medium, small and different provinces,
namely, Phitsanulok, Khampaengpet, Tak, Nakhonsawan, Phichit,
Phetchabun, Sukhothai and Uttaradit, and finally to study the
opinions of teachers and administrators towards the evaluation of
teaching efficiency. The instruments used in this research were
self~evaluation of teaching efficiency and the opinion questionnaire.

The 55-items teaching efficiency rating scale test was
including 6 qualifications. They were teachers' personality,
academic ability, instructors' attitude, teachers attitude toward
students and instructors' subject, relationship between teachers
and students, ways of teaching and measurement including eval#ation.
Its reliability computed by using coefficient Cronbach, alpha was
0.9516 and its concurrent validity was 0.8725. The sample who
answered this test were 612 teachers from 53 schools. The data were
analyzed by mean, standard deviation, frequency, normalized T-score,
one~way ANOVA and multiple comparisons by Newman-Keuls' method. The
yes-no opinion questionnaire consisted of 4 variables ; general
opinion, the objectives of evaluation, all variables that should be
evaluated, and person who should be evaluators. Its reliability was
0.8725. The sample who answered this questionnaire were teachers

and administrators. The statistics that analyzed this questionnaire



were frequency, percentage and Chi square test. The results were
ags follows :

1. The local norm of teachers' efficiency in.Education
Region 7 were between 223.36 and 227.30 at the 95 % confidence
interval level and normalyzed T-score were between 18.45 and 81.55

2. The efficiency of teachers from Phitsanulok, Khampaengpet,
Tak, Nakhonsawan, Phichit, Phetchabun, Sukhothai and Uttaradit were
statistically significant different at the .05 level. There was a
significant difference at the .05 on teachers' efficiency between
the teachers in Khampaengpet and Phetchaboon, Tak and Phetchabun,
Nakhonsawan and Phetchabun. There were no statistically significant
differences among teachers in different school sizes. Tﬁey were
large,_medium and small.

3. For instructors and administrators opinions, There were
no statistically significant differences toward the evaluatioh of
teaching efficiency. They agreed that teaching evaluation was useful
for their teaching improvement. The variables that should be
evaluated were the subject activity and organization, the working
devotion, curriculum knowledge, the teachers' performance, students'
achievement, teachers' evaluation and measurement, instructional
ma;erials application, extracurriculum activities, and subject
matter validity. These who should be the evaluators were teachers
themself, the head department, the teachers' colleagues in the same

department and the academic affairs assistant.





