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Abstract

The purpose of this research was to construct, and to determine
the quality of the competency-based evaluation form for lower secondary
science teachers. The four instruments _included science teachers’
competency-based measuring the specific knowledge, attitude toward
teachers profession, teaching ability and personality. Furthermore,
norms and the manual test were established.

The sample of 50 science teachers and 150 students under
the department of the lower secondary school in Chiang Mai province
were randomly selected for collecting the desirable characteristics
of competency-based. There were three groups of randomed sample which
consisted of science teachers and students in lower secondary classes.
Each of them was undertaken once at a time for trying-out and
determining the quality of the constructed instruments. The number

of these three groups were 48 science teachers and 150 students, 63



science teachers and 150 students, and 162 science teachers and 648
students respectively. The data were analyzed by using Item Analysis :
Classical Test Model and SPSS/PC computer program. The results were
as follows :

1. The quality value of each competency-best evaluation form :

1.1 The specific knowledge test was found to show its
content wvalidity, the reliability wvalue was 0.607, the difficulty
was 0.621, and the discrimination value was 0.483.

1.2 The evaluation form for attitude towards teachers
profession contained face validity, the reliability value was 0.844,
and each item which has discrimination value was significant at .01
and .001 level.

1.3 The evaluation form for teaching ability contained
face validity, the reliability value was 0.944, and each item which
has discrimination value was significant at .001 level.

1.4 The evaluation form for personality contained face
validity, the reliability wvalue was 0.941, and each item which
has discrimination value was significant at .001 level.

2. The norms of competency-based evaluation form which
assessing the specific knowledge,attitue towards teachers profession,
teaching ability and personality were informed interm of percentile
rank.



