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CHAPTER I

THE SIGNIFICANCE AND AMBIGUITY OF

INFORMATION ON TEACHING

The purpose of this study is to delineate the conditions under
which stétewide-programs for measuring and evaluating teaching in
elementary and secondary schools can yield.optimum.information for
use by the states in éarrying out their educational leadership responsi-
bilities. These re3ponsipilities relate particularly to three state
services administered through state departments of education: the
education of teachers, the certification of teachers, and the
acereditation of schools.

To schieve its purpose, the study describes possible spproaches
for meaéuring and. evaluating tewswng and proposes a plan for develop-
ing a state program for collecuing “md analyzing information on
teaching. A review of the significance of such an undertaking, =zlong
with problems involved, is presented in the presgnt chapter. |

The Significance of Information on Teaching
for State Educational leadership

State educationel leadership is defined here as the initiation
of pew structures or procedures for accomplishing educational objectives

of a state or for changing these objectives. This definition is based

-
ot
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upon one proposed by Hemphill; end used also by Lipham.2 The latter
author contrasts leadership and édmin;stration, defining adminis-
tration as the utilization of existing structures or procedures to
accomplish established goals.3

State governments have a mandate to carry out both leadership
amd administrative responsibilities in education, since public educa-
tion is & state responsibility. The Tenth Amendment of the federal
Conshitution assigns to the states those powers which are neither
reserved to the fedéral_government nor deriled to the states. Among
these is education. Admittedly, a great deal of discretion has tra-
ditionally been exercised by local school corﬁorations; this has been
possible only by virtue of authority granted by state governments.
Every state possesses a large measure of power in the urea of educa-
tion which it has not yet begun to exercise. Also worthy of note is
the fact that the role of the federal government in education has ex-
panded greatly in recent years; such involvement has been possible only
under the justification that it promotes the general welfare. Each of
the fifty states holds the authority to determine the conditions under

which schools shall be established, the qualifications necessary for

lJohn K. Hemphill, "Administration as Problem Solving," Admin-

istrative Theory in Education, ed. Andrew W. Halpin (Chicago: Midwest
Administration Center, University of Chicago, 1958), p. 98.

- 2Jemes M. Lipham, "Ieadership and Administration," Behavioral
Science and Educational Administration, The Sixty-third Yearbook of
The National Society for the Study of Education, Part II, ed. Daniel
E. Griffiths (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1964), p. 122.

3Ibid.




besdabtaci san e o

3
persons who teach in the schools, and the specific subjects which can
and shall be taught in the schools.

Each state government exercises leadership by establishing con-
stitutional provisions for an education system and by establishing
policies intended to make it possible for each child within the state
to secure a high quality education. It is generally acknowledged that
the quality of teaching which takes place is an in rortant factor in
detefmining the quality of an educational program. Hence, state leader-
ship has resulted iﬁ curriculum guides and.consultative services to
help improve teaching, plus comprelensive regulatory systems to protect
the public from incompetent teaching.

These regulatory systems are comprehensive in that their effects
are felt at three different steges: in teacher preparation, at the
completion of teacher preparation, and throughout & teacher's tenure.
States regulate teacher preparation by requiring that teacher education
institutions be granted approval by a state agency.l At the comple-
tion of pfe-service programs teachers in all states must be graﬁted
state certificates before they are eligible to teach in public sc‘nools.2
Conditions under which certificates can be renewed or extended are pre-

scribed by the individual states. Accreditation or other regulatory

1This practice is followed in all states except Hawaii, New
Mexico, and North Dakota. John R. Mayor end Willis G. Swartz, Accredi-
tation in Teacher Education: Its Influence on Higher Education
(Washington, D. C.: National Commission on Accrediting, 1965), p. 23.

24, Barl Armstrong and T. M. Stinnett, A Manual on Certification

Requirements for School Personnel in the United States (Washington,
D. C.: National Commission on Teacher Education and Professional
Standards, JNational Education Association; 196k).

e 4 W rath Aa AR E i e o o
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systems are esteblished to prevent teachers from being sssigned in
areas for which they lack the necessary qualifications and to eliminate
other sub-stendard teaching situations.

However, to exercise further leadership through revision of
the regulations and improvement of the services, information which is
immediately relevant to the services 1s required. Since the services
are directed toward improving teaching, informetion on the nature of
the teaching which is teking place in the state is most relevant. With-
out such informatioh, leadership must be based upon less significant
evidence.

If those persons who exercise control over the services recelve
no information relative to the effectiveness of their operation, it is
probable that no change will be initiated (i.e., no leadership will
take place). This idea of organizational inertia is an important
postulate in "general systems theory,"l & meta-theory or super-theory
which has been suggested tc provide the framework for concepts in a
number of areas and disciplines. The theory provides a series of
postulates relative to the functioning of systems. A system is a com-
plex of elements in mutual interaction. These elements may be chemicals,
animals, people, groups of people, organizations, nations, plenets, or
v;rtualxy anything else. Griffiths, who is cited above, deals primarily
with social orgenizations, employing the theory as & means of investi-

gating the problem of change in organizations.

1peniel E. Griffiths, "Administrative Theory and Chenge in
Organizations," Imnovation in Education, ed. Matthew B. Miles (Neir York:
Bureau of Publication, Teachers College, Columbis University, 196k),
pp. 425-436.
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Central in systems theory is the role of feedback, information

received from the environment which can be used in regulating future

activities of the system. Through the use of feedback, systems regu-

late themselves. If the controlling elements of a system recelve no

relevant feedback, they will have no basis for initiacing change.

To revise standards and policies pertaining to the education
of school personnel, the certification of school personnel, and the
accred’tation of schools, information on teaching which is taking
place and waich has taken place is prime feedback. Measuremznts and
evaluations of tea.ching. could make available qualitative evidence as j
to the effectiveness of thwe state services which are established to *
provide an adequate s.up‘ply of qualified teachers. These include re-
cruitment activities, in-service education programs, and approval of
pre-service education programs. In teacher certification, measure-

ments and evaluations of teaching could provide an indication of the

validity of certain aspects of these requirements. In the accredita-

tion of schools, information on the relationship between various

school characteristics and quality of teaching could be very useful

in dsveloping accreditation standards end procedures.

Present Use of Information on Teaching
for State Educational leadership

As much significance as the potential which information on
teaching appears to hold for jmproving educational leadership decisions, |

it mey seem ironic that virtually no systematic use is presently made
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" of such informstion by state governments. As the survey reported in
Chépter II indicates, only three states have attempted to establish
programs for evalusting teaching. Mayor and Swartz report no use

of information on teaching performence of graduates in programs for
the approval or accreditation of teacher education.l No evidence was
found of the use of information on teaching in state programs for
teacher certifica.tion.2 Tn the area of school accreditation, Grizzell
reports that it is generally acknowledged that present secondary school
standards have not been validated, but are largely adaptations of

the standaxds originaliy adopted by the North Central Association in

1902.3

The Ambiguity of Information on Teaching

The principal explanation for the rare use of information on
teaching in situations where its potential contributions appear so
great must certainly relate to the ambiguity of that information.
Virtually eny information on teaching which may be gethered is subject
to multiple and varisnt interpretations. Three factors contributing
to this situation are (1) differing concepts of what criteria should
be used in evaluating teaching, (2) limited understanding of factors
which make teaching effective or ineffective, eand (3) factors other

than teaching which affect the outcomes of teaching.

lM‘ayor and Swartz.
2Armstrong and Stinnett.
3E. D. Grizzell, "Accreditation: Secondary Schools," Encyclo-

pedia of Educational Research, ed. Chester W. Harris (New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1960), p. 1T7.
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Criteria for Evaluating Teaching

Tf information on teaching is to have any utility, there must
be available some explicit framswork for use in interpreting it.
Without this framework, such information is mere description with
no extrinsic value. Hence, the first step in interpreting informa-
tion on teaching consists of selecting relevant criteria with which
the information can be evaluated. These criteria must, of course, be
pertinent to the purposes which the teaching is expected to fulfill.
When different evaluators employ different criteria, their interpre-
tations of the same information on teaching will probably be different.
This fact was demonstrated by And.erson.:L Such differences are one
source of ambiguity in information on teaching. In the past, there
has been much disagreemeht as to what criteria of effective teaching
should be adopted.

M:Ltzel2 proposed three classifications for teaching effective-
ness criteria. These can be viewed on a goal-proximity scale: (1)
product criteria, (2) process criteria, and (3) presage criteria.

The employment of any one of these types of criteria calls for measures
of teaching which are different from those required by the other types.
Hence, the type of criterion employed dictates the type of information

on teaching which is relevant. Product criteria relate directly to

‘lHarold M. Anderson, "A Study of Certain Criteria of Teaching
Effectiveness," Journal of Experimentel Education, Vol. 23 (September,

1954), pp. ¥1-T1.

®Harold E. Mitzel, "Teacher Effectiveness," Encyclopedia of
Educational Research, ed. Harris, pp. 1482-85.
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the goals toward which teaching ig directed: changes in the behavior
of pupils. Process criteria comprise types of student and teacher .
behavior helieved to be inherently worthwhile. Presage criteria in- '
clude traits or experiences of teachers which are conjectured to be :
relevent to product or process criteria: personality characteristics, ~
knowledge, and acaedemic achievement are illustrations.

As convenient as it would be to have a standardized set of
criteria of good teaching, it is uniikely that any with wide acceptance
will be established in the near future. Ag indicated above, criteria
must be pertinent to the objectives which the teaching is expected to
accomplish. When the nature of the teaching goals varies, the criteria
for evaluating the téaching may very also. Such a conclusion was reached
by the Committee on the Criteria of Teacher Effectiveness which was
established in 1951 by the American Educational Research Association.

The committee report states that, ". . . in actual research and service,

criteria of teacher effectiveness might differ radicaliy according to

1 Brown thinks that

culture, level, method, curriculum and the like,"
thls is not only true, but right. In describing the University of )

Wisconsin Teacher Competence Project (now the Floride Teacher Competence

Project), he referred to the use of varisble (and even conflicting)

2

criteria as the most acceptable approach in a democracy.~ To avoid

1y, H. Remmers, et al., "Report of the Committee on the Criteria
of Teacher Effectiveness, " Review of Educational Research, Vol. 22
(June, 1952), p. 241,

2Beb Burton Brown), "TeacherCompetence Project” (Madisom,
Wisconsin: School of Education, The University of Wisconsin, 1964),

p. 4. (Mimeographed.)
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embiguity when epplying this concept, it is necessary to be aware of

the explicit criteria employed by the evaluator in order to interpret
his evaluations.

In sum, it is necessary to employ definite criteria in inter-
preting information on teaching. Yet, with meny criteria available,
it seems doubtful that universal acceptance for any one set can be
attained. Hence, in any given teaching gituation, it is necessary
first to reach agreement as to the criteria which are applicable;
only after this is it reasonable to expect agreement in interpreting
information on teaching which has taken place in that situation. This
same conclusion was resched by Yildirim,1 He states that, if the
disagreement arises in an area of value Judgment (i.e., it relates to
the criteria which shoula be applic@ble), reconciliastion is contingent
upon the willingness of the parties involved to reconsider their basgic
premises and to seek consensus. If, on the other hand, it relates
to a factual judgment (i.e., it pertains to the specific content of
information collected), the disggreement can be resolved by collecting
sdditional information or by some other means of appealing to external
measurements or standards.

The Status of Knowledge About
Effective Teaching

Information relating to the process or prerequisites for teach-

ing is also subject to multiple interpretations because little is known

Yoemal Yildirim, "An Analytic Model for Evalustion of Teacher
Competence” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Indiana University,

Bloomington, 1963), pp. 69-T6.
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about what makes the work of an individual teacher effective. Research
attémpting to elucidate this topic has been extensive, but the findings
with practical applicability are meager.

The voiume of studies which have been completed can be appre-
ciated by perusing bibliographies by Domas and Tiedeman™ (1006 entries)
and Morsh and Wilder- (362 entries). However, the results of these
and other efforts were judged by Remmers to contain little information
", . . that a superintendent of schools can safely employ in hiring a
teacher or granting him tenure, that an agency can employ in certify-
ing teachers, or that a teacher education faculty can employ in planning
or improving teacher education programs."3 Twmner and Fattu state that,
"Seventy years of research on teacher effectiveness have not added much
to our systematic knowledge, and it is difficult to see how another
L

seventy can do any more if the same procedures are foliowed." Other

writers expressing dissatisfaction with research results and methodology

lS. J. Domas and D. V. Tiedeman, "Teacher Competence: An
Annotated Bibliography," Journal of Experimental Education, Vol. 19
(Decenber, 1950), pp. 101-218.

2J. E. Morsh and E. W. Wilder, Identifying the Effective In-

structor: A Review of Quantitative Studies, 1900-1952 (Research Bulle-
tin No. AFPTRC-TR-55-lli, San Antonio, Texas: United States Air Force
Personnel and Training Center, 1954).

3H. H. Remmers, et al., "Second Report of the Committee on
Criteria of Teacher Fffectiveness," Journal of Educational Research,

Vol. 46 (May, 1953), p. 657.

uRichard L. Turner and Nicholas A. Fattu, "Skill in Teaching,
Reappraisal of the Concepts and Strategies in Teacher Effectiveness
Research," Bulletin of the School of Fducation, Indisna Unlversity,
Vol. 36 (May, 1960), p. iii.
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include Barr and Jo..es,l M:L‘c,zel,2 and Rya.ns.3

Some writers, however, express optimism in view of current
approaches to analyzing relationships between various aspects of
teacher behavior and subsequent pupil behavior. Cogen is pessimistic
about the past but sees hope for the futu:r‘e.lL He sees new instru-
ments tor data collection brought on by modern techmology as a key to
improving research on teaching. Mitzel also indicates confidence that
recent trends in educational research will ultima.telyx lead to knowledge
of patterns of effective teacher behavior.? He places his hope in
massive research efforts conducted by interdisciplinary teams with
ample financial support. Soar feels that a new era of research on
teaching may now be underway: ". . one in which real progress is
being made in the specification of dimersions of classroom process

that are effective in producing pupil chzmge."6

laorvil S. Barr and Robert E. Jones, "The Measurement and Pre-
diction of Teacher Efficiency,” Review of Educational Research, Vol. 28
(June, 1958), pp. 256-264.

2M:ltzel, "Peacher Effectiveness,” Encyclopedie of Educational
Research, ed. Harris, pp. 1481-1486.

3pavid ¢. Ryans, "Theory Development and the Study of Teacher
Behax:léor, " Journal of Educational Psychology, Vol. 47 (December, 1956),
pp. 2"".’75.

"'Horris-L. Cogan, "Research on the Behavior of Teachers: A
New Phase," Journal of Teacher Education, Vol. 14 (September, 1963),
ppo 238"21‘30

,SHarold E. Mitzel, "Can We Measure Good Teaching Objectively?"
NFA Journal, Vol. 53 (January, 1964), pp. 35-36.

6Robert S. Soar, "Observation Systems and Research on the
Teaching-Learning Process," Classroom Interaction Newsletter, Vol. 2
(November, 1966), p. 3.

J“ﬂgf




Variables in Teaching Situations

Tt is apparent however, that the teaching process is not the

only factor which contributes to the behavior of »upils within a given

il

class. If this were the case, the behavior (including achievement) of
all pupils in a given class would be the same. There are aspects of
every teaching situation over which teachers have no direct control

but which modify or otherwise alter the influence which they attempt

to assert. These aspects are in many cases attributable to the
social and cultural backgrounds of the pupils. Generally, pupils
from families which value education and which have provided them
with s multitude of enriching educational experiences outside of
school tend to attain higher levels of academic achievement.
' There are also factors in the physical teaching situation i
which affect responses of pupils to teaching. The time of day, the

weather, or the type of faciiities and materials availasble can mske

y certain types of facilities and materiels available can meke certain
| types of teaching behavior more or less suitable and can affect the
learning of the pupils.,

Of prime significance in a teaching situation is the nature
of the objectives toward which the teaching is directed. Objectives
vary from school district to school district, from school to school
within a district, from classroom to classroom within a school, and
even from pupil to pupil within a classroom. As objectives vary,
the importance of different types of teaching behavior and different

types of pupil behavior will vary also.
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Thus, information on teaching which does not account for the
comtext in which the teaching takes place is apt to be ambiguous.
Certain types of teaching behavior or teaching outcomes may be desirable
in certain situations and undesirable in others.

The Approach for Reducing Ambiguity
Proposed in the Present Study

To reduce ambiguity, it is necessary insofar as is possible,
to make explicit the implicit factors which contribute to uncertainty
in interpreting information on teaching. The approach advocated in
the present study is simply to collect such additional information and
to consider it when analyzing data on teaching performance or teaching
outcomes. The additional data would relate mainly to the criteria
which are relevant. Such information would also relate indirectly to
situation factors which would presuﬁably'be taken into consideration
when criteria are established.

Because of the volume of the information to be processed, with
numerous clerical problems of sorting and collating likely to ensue,
the proposed system was'conceived with electronic date processing
equipment in mind. The files of information would be maintained on

magnetic tapes, discs, or other devices and the analysés would be

carried out via computer.

Conceptual. Framework for This Study

. As stated earlier, the purpose of this study is to delineat®
the conditions under which statewide programs for measuring and evalu-

ating teaching can yield the most useful information for implementing

.
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state educational leadership in the education of teachers, certification
of teachers, and accreditation of schools. It is not anticipated
that such information would be used at the state level to make decisions
relative to the quality of inﬂividuél schoolg or to the quality of work
done by individual teachers. It would be used to evaluate and to lmprove
state policies affecting large numbers of teachers or schools.

The tasic aim of this study is to outline a system for assembling
st the state level ussble information on teaching. Usable information on
teaching is defined herein as that information which shows the rela-
tionship (congruity or discrepency) between desired teaching processes
and/or products end observed teaching processes and/or products. If
good teaching 1is.defined as behaving in & certain manner under certain
conditions, information which is ussble will show congruity or dis-
crepancies between the criteria and the observed behavior in those

situations.

Guidelines

There are a number of established practices which have been
accepted as sound by both professional educators and the public which
they serve. Those stated below are examples. " They will be treated
as guldelines and, hence, honored as proposals are developed within
the current study.

1. The state should not pre-empt local initiative in determining
local educational objectives. It should, however, stimulate
locel authorities to articulaete and Justify their objectives.

o, The state should not dictate to professional educators the
procedures which they should follow or the specific outcomes
which they should seek in their efforts to implement local

objectives. It should, however, stimulate members of the
profession to articulate and justify their practices.
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The present study attempts to outline approaches through which
a state can fulfill its responsibilities without usurping the domains
of educational policy mekers and i)rofessional educators within local
school districts. In general, it proposes that the state assume leader-
ship in developing systems through which (1) objectives and criteria
can be stated more clearly, (2) outcomes and procedures can be described
and measured more objectively, and (3) measures of outcomes or pru=-
cedures can be campared directly with objectives (or criteria) to
yield usable information.

Measurement, Evaluation and
Prediction

The raw information on teaching which is collected constitutes
measurements. A measurement of teaching is defined herein as the end
product obtained through analyzing the teaching with a standard classi-
fication system (i.e., a scale). This classification system can relate
to aspects of either the teaching process or the teaching product.

Measurements, in themselves, are neutral. They merely describe
what has happened in terms of a given clessification system. In order
to determine whether what has happened is good, the measurements mus;t
be related to an appropriate set of criteria. This process, the com-
paring of evidence (measurements) with eriteria, constitutes evaluation.
This concept has been explicated in some detail by Yilciir:l.m.l Since
it is pbssible for criteria of effective teaching to vary, it is pos-

sible that one set of measurements will represent good teaching when

lYildirim, pp. 49-T6.
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compared with one set of criteria and poor teaching when compared with
another set.

Prediction is an attempt to estimate in advance what given
measurements will be. Programs for the certification of teachers con-
stitute an application of prediction. These programs are operated on
the assumption that the criteris which they employ are effective in
discriminating between those who, if allowed co teach, would tend to
receive satisfactory rabtings end those who would not. Certificates
are then issued only to those in the first .group.

The present study deals first with measurements by reviewing
and discussing measures of teaching which have been or could be applied.
It then treats evaluaﬁioﬁ by discussing ways la which these measures
might be related to eveluative criteria (or ways in which evaluative
criteria might be related to these measures). Such & process would
thns provide a besis for testing the validity of predictors now employed.
This study does not, however, set out to validate or invalidate any
specific standards or progrems. The purpose herein is to set forth
a framework or general system which can be employed to facilitate the
use of information on teaching for implementing state educational |

leadership.

Some Specific Questions

The proposed system is designed to include information which
is relevant and accessible for answering several importent questions
relative to teacher education, teacher certification, and school
accreditation. This information would also be usable fop a number of

other purposes. The questions in the following list are illustrative:
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(1) what criteria do individual colleges think are relevant for
avaluating the teaching of graduates of t+heir programs? Are
these the same for all graduates? For all graduates in given
teaching flelds?

(2) How does the teaching done by graduates of different types of J
teacher education programs measure up against the evaluation
criteria considered appropriate by the teacher education
institution? By the local r hool districts?

(3) What criteria do individua. .chool districts or schools judge
to be relevant for evaluating teaching in their classrooms?
Are these the same for all or most teachers within a school
district? Within a school? For all or most teachers of
certain grades or subjects?

(4) How does the teaching done by teachers in individual schools
messure up against the evaluative criteria which are set forth
as appropriate by the local school district?

(5) How'do the criteria specified for different segments of the
teaching population (e.g., beginning teachers, music teachers,
sixth grade teachers, etc.) compare?

e

(6) How do evaluation criteria selected by school districts and
evaluation criteria selected by colleges compare?

(7) Is there more than one distinctive pattern of expectations |
for teachers in a given field? - . ‘

(8) What are the inservice education needs of various segments of
the teaching population?

(9) What_are the relationships between teacher status characteris-
ticst ‘viz., the things which are considered in recommending a
baccalaureate candidate for & teaching certificate or in

? issuing a teacher certificate) and teaching (evaluated in terms

of criteria established by local school districts)?

h (10) What relationships exist between school status characteristics
(z}g,, the things which are given congideration in recommend-
ing 8 school for accreditation) end the teaching and learning
which takes place in those schools?

Tegcher status characteristics which are considered to be
necessary antecedents to effective teaching constitute presage
criteria.
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Outline of the Study

Chapter II reports a questionnaire survey of statewide programs
for evaluating teaching. It also contains descriptions of the programs
in three states (Hawali, Pennsylvania and Florida) in which the state
prescribes procedures for eveluating teachers. In Chapter III, general
approaches for evalvating teaching are reviewed. Chapter IV proposes
g system for obtaining information on teaching which could be used to
implement state educational leedership. Summarizing and concluding

remarks are presented in Chapter V.




CHAPTER IT
STATE PRESCRIBED PROCEDURES FOR EVALUATING TEACHING

Comprehensive information on the quality of teaching within
o state can contribute significantly to the process of state educa~
tional leadership. However, as pointed out in Chapter I, any effort
to evaluate teaching is, from the start, plagued‘with complex problems.
There are many differenf concepts regarding the nature of acceptable
criteria for evaluating teaching. Possibly because of this, research
which should be expecfed to provide guidance has made few significant
contributions to current practices in evaluating teaching. In
addition, there are numerous factors within the context of the teaching
situation which =ffect both the processes and products of teaching.

Educational literature contains virtually no mention of
statewlde efforts Lo evaluate teaching. Oniy two references contain-
ing information on this subject were found in the literature: one by
Rasléy and one by Kelley. Rasley,l through a survey of teacher evalua-

tion programs, found that Hawaii, Florida, and Pennsylvanie require

lCharles W. Rasley, "TER, A Pillar of Strength: A Curreut
View of Teacher Effectiveness Rating as Used in the Public Schools"
(A Survey Research Study, Division of Education in the Graduate
School, Southern Illinois University, Edwardsville, 1966), p. 39.

19
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that teachers be evaluated. An article by Kelleyl describes the state-
wide program for evaluating teacﬁers in Florids.
Since it waes not clear from Resley's study whether states
other than the three cited were polled in his survey, a new question=-
naire survey wes carried out. The results (icentical with Rasley's

from the standpoint of states included) are reported below.

A Survey of Statewide Teacher Evaluation Programs

Purpose.--The purpose of the survey was to find out which
states have within the ;{)ast ten years carried out a program of state-
wide evaluation of teaching and to ascertain the purposes which those
evaluations were intended £o fulfill. The evaluation with which this
survey was concerned is defined as an attempt by a state government
or its agent to secure a composite assessment of the quality of the
teaching which is taking place within the state.

The questionnaire.--The questionnaire was a one-page instru-

ment contsining seven 'gesti‘ns. A ¢copy 15 included as an appendix.
The first three questions asked (a) whether a statewide evaluation of
teaching has been conducted within the last ten yeers, (b) whether
such evaluations are conducted annually, and (c) when the three most
recent evaluations were conducted:. The final four questions asked
about the pwposes for conducting each of the three most recent
evaluations. The purposes specifically mentioned were (a) to recognize
and promote meritorious teaching, (b) to recognize and eliminate in-
competent teaching, and (c) to accumulate research data.

13, T, Kelley, "Teacher Evaluation," Florida School Bulletin,
VOlO 2“' (mcember, 1961), ppo 23‘280
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Population.--The population surveyed included the state

director of teacher education and/or certification in each state.

The names were obtained from the 1965-66 Roster of State Directors of

Teacher Education and Certification.l Only one gquestionnaire was

sent to each state; the recipient was the one whose title implied
that he would be most likely to have responsibility for a statewide
evaluation program in his state, if one existed.

Procedures and returns.--A cover letter was written and signed

by W. Cecil Golden, Director, Division of Teacher Edﬁcation, Certi~-
fication and Accreditation, Florida State Department of Education. A
copy of this letter is included as an appendix. A stamped return
envelope, addressed to Goiden, was enclosed with the questionnaire and
the letter. Individually typed follow-up letters, signed by Golden,
were sent in September and again in November to all persons in the
population who had not yet ret;rned their questionnaires at those
times. Enclosed with each follow-up letter was an additional copy

of the questionnaire anq a stamped return envelops. Eventually, coim-
pleted questionnaires were received from all states.

Follow-up of the questionnaire survey.~--Those persons who

indicated that their states did carry out statewide teacher evalua-
tion programs were contacted by mail, by telephone, or in person to
obtain additional information as to their procedures and purposes for

these programs. Through this approach, it was found that some of the

lRoster of State Directors of Teacher Education ahd Certifi-
cation (Washington, D. C.: The Natlonal Commission on Teacher Educa-
Tion and Frofessional Standards, 1965).
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states which responded affirmatively to the first question did not,
in fact, have an evaluation program which would fall within the limi-
tations of the definition employed in the present study. The approach
in these states was usually to conduct surveys to determine elther
the educational levels attained by their teachers or the extent to
which certification requirements were being met.

Results of the guestionnaire survey.--Questionnaire returns

indicated that only three states--Pennsylvania, Hawaii, and Florida--
prescribe procedures for evaluating teache;s to be used throughout

the state. The programs in these states are described in the subse-
quent sections of this chapter. This information was obtained through
contacts following the questionnaire survey.

The Application of State Prescribed Teacher
Evaluation Procedures in Pennsylvania

In Pennsylvenia, a state prescribed rating system is in effect,
employing the form depicted in Figure 1. The rating of teachers is a
statutory req_uirement2 designed to eliminate incompetent teachers.

The rating form is prepared by the Department of Public Imstruction.
The responsibility for rating teachers rests with the County or District
Superintendent, but he may delegate this authority to a lower adminis-

trative or supervisory officer. Unsatisfactory ratings assigned by

lThe description in this section is based upon information
furnished by Harris W. Reynolds, Education Evaluation Advisor, Pennsyl-
vania Department of Public Imstruction.

23chool Laws of Pennsylvania, Article XI, Section 1123, as
cited by Reynolds in a personal letter to W. Cecil Golden, August 19,
1966.
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) iddie N Commnnweaith of Pennaylvania
Last Name Fitst Name ~ Name NEPARTMENT OF PURLIC INSERUCTION
tlartishurg

Distelel (County) Cehanl . Snhjeel(s) : Gradefm Temparaty and Profeadlonst Employe's Raling Cord

Ustiafartory Name of Prrsan Unnatiateetory Name of Peraon
Serviee of employe suffic] maging Impravement (s essenthi] paying
c“-nll!n:lrln;‘o‘};lm:r 'l’f" ’rl:; 1o fustily continuanes in
:»|r¥ymrnl. Position l Nate rervice. Pasltlan I Date
§ PERSONALUIY fvi 11 l'ﬂlll'Al(‘Alll)N (YA Ill__‘l!_( ll\'_l(}ll.!l.: _ v lV_ l'_lll'll. REAGFION Y4
.T.T'h;:l-r. haearterstion TN Teolt asinnal Al titides 1. _I'lanning and (_lvu_\lglnllvm 1. Hnl’!nlnhnm Ty
T Kowtlonal Stability 1|2 Tehnizal Knowledre and Skif 2. indis Wuatization "~ ” 4, Pwet o Apperise
“Soeial A‘d‘;l::';l‘;( - 1 zE:nTIn:lIE:i.l‘[nt ) Grawth 3. (‘lanrn?i!\ .(:',’"',["‘.'f.'“!'.,,.... 1A N_mm,l I\rwlnp;m.ﬂ
A l'mtu-;:h.::l;l—i(_rll.llunlhlm 4. Subjeet Matter Seholarahip 4 Manipulation ol Malmlnﬁls A l-:ljn[u;lnn
5. J_u-t‘i;m'_rﬂ'.-,- 5. Language Usage 5. Abllity te Compromise _j:_j:l‘hi'l'ﬁ Matter Progress |
8. 1atilta of Condurt 6. Clrie Responsititity 5. 6. _ilalii of Thinking p
T - 7. Tiependaniiity 1. 7._labits of Conduet

A, I 8. Appeeciation and Ideale R, A, Attituiles
9. | 0, 9. f,

GENERAL RATING DETAILED APPRAISAL 3. A _number of ratings may finslty be
summacired on & single eating card,
1. Each school official whn rates an 3. ftatings should bave the support of | 1. Whea o achool officlal esting nr

t d h . | emplaye indicatea an unsatlstactory rnting, 4. SURSTANTIATING EVIDENCE
mm"" ahould use o rating card for each  gneedotal terords, In the case of UNSAT hr'nh'!uld plaen 2 cheek In the |.y°nk o|‘|- when  rating {s  uneatisiactory, Whene

% glven. ISFACTORY :atings, much snecdotal re ;

. . ? . satinge. - { posite the quality or qualitles ro matod.  vver an unsatisfactory eating 1 given.
ﬂn’l' 'z'lt"l;:nmﬂg;’s\;:ozl":ﬁmn“:;“" cntds must ha maintalned In the office of 2 Check afl e Indleates thnt ra;hlvu:‘lhlrr;n’r‘dcd'r?l|ng' nhnlu[d lllu-n“h'e'
. o 2 ~k after any (tem Indleates that subatantiated hy giving In plain Englia
:!“’f":"":”{z ':' :‘:rl‘:f.l"::’ll:t”:(\:my" 6‘: the supedintendent of arhoals and & tor:y emplaye 1v regarded by one rating an sn sccaunt of the apecific. clreumstances
r'n‘v:n’ doihg the rating shovld plire hie sipplied  to the empinye immedissely | ndverse (n refrernen Lo the ftem as to bie and faets upon which the ratiog was based.
:’{an ln‘ﬂw tiock oppmite Satidar- alter he hne bren rated. cansidgered unmatisfactary §n this respert, This aneedntal record should include specif.
‘,: 2 11 eniatisfactory lmll" “Vneats 1t I8 entlrely prambls that s gross defi- le detnils of evidenee rearding any hehave
m.’c" ' o B «!rm{ in & uingle quality might be sufli. lor or eitematances likely to e important
oy, clently acrinus to warrant & totat rating In cane the scrafers of & teacher are Inter

of unsatisfactory cven though nther itema Lo be discontinued or dismised,
Total sern . | were not markedd at all. 3

Rating w. oo e s Senlosity e

P Final Rating: SATISFACTORY Use "FINAL RATING'' whena zepntiing to +Final Rsting: UNSATISFACTORY

Gehnot  Doards nc Depatier ol f'ublle
I certiy that the abavensmed employe has fsught e e T TRINAL TRATT: o™ may. reb. 1 eertily that the abovo-named employe has taught

fot.... . .yeams.... .. montheundet m¥Y °  resent & numher of erparste ratings during for . o yesrs . ... months under my

pervision from ... . to, e v od of employment. supervislon from P | .
3 :‘M hn?«v&vd from me & Anl rating of "SAT- pert r and has reectved from me o Anal rating of “UINSAT-
ISFACTORY.” : ISFACTORY.”

e,

Date Ca. o¢ Dist. Superintendent “"Date T 777 €o. of Diel Superintendest

DEFINITIONS

1. DEFINITION OF 'IROFESSIONAL EMPLOYE"—The lerm “profes. 6. When the number of Professlons) Fmployss within e district must be rediteed,
donal rmplaye” skall inclede those who are certified as teachers, supervisors, su-  the Gounty ot District Superintendent shall apniaise the arcumulated ratings of suels
pervising principsis, principain. directors of voeations! education, denial hyxieniats, ch»!nyn and puspend the employe with the Inwent rating first, next fouest secnod
vidting trachern, home and school visltorn, schoot rounmdors, nehool secretaries tha  and so on; where no subatantial iMerenen In tating ean ha detetriined through such
3 srlection of wham le on the basis of metit as determined by igthifity Ui, and school  appraial, senlnrty or setvice tights shall he the determinieg conslderation; In eaves

neres. ' where there are substantiat diffeeences In rating of those under enneideration for
mmnmn,.mhlhr shall be given consideration In acenrdance with princiniea and
n

2. FUNGTION AND SCOPE OF RATING—Under Arildle ¥4 “ennaylvanie standards of weighting incarporated In the eating eard. Indieate the numerleal cating

Kehool Lawe, 1749, (w pst oy v are Included: TF PORZLRY AN on & hasis of zero to twenty points In each of the listad clansifications, (1) Personatity,
I'R()I"}!.':&(OP}A‘I?. ‘D':J: n'?-«'.'.':u-"ﬁ".'?mmmnv‘“{;'m&yrf:‘l'-‘ |,!:x ‘.,.3 (2) Peeparation, (B Twhnﬂur. u‘ Pupll reactlon. To the total numerlcal scors
& year such employs must be notified an to quality of acrvire, 1.0 sich smpinye shall  thus enmputed #dd one point for each year of experlence a3 & regutar full:time etploye
be dismimed unleas rated An unsstisfeciory A ot T silting ¢f mieh unaat-  in the arhaols of this Commonwealth to 8 total not exceedls.: '-"""3 polntis, gecnrding
ffactary rating within trn davs after the unsathfactnn’ e ing In etormined, 1f a  She ratiog thue sccured in the space avallahle under the caption *“Genaral fiating"’ an
Temporary Emplaye is cortificd by a Gounty or wsinet Ruperintendsnt of Schonls follows:
tn the seeestary of the achool distriet during the laat four months of the second year Rating 60 Senlority 10 Totel 70
b of aens lee ne ‘n-ml': ring n'ula‘tarlnrg retvier, sich employe shall then eeceive the atstue
of PROFESSIONAYL EMPIOYE, 8. THE PLAN OF RATING—The nervics of most achool employes 13 aats

Iafactory to the degree that such serslee may be allowed to tnntinuo In the partleviar
8. The FROFESSIONAT, EMELOYE ahsll have permanent tenure uniess  distelet In which [t {a heing rendered.  This does not mean Lhat no further improve.
dismisnid for sause; If (hr cause In Incompetency, the determination of euch Incom=  ment can be made ar fs Lo he cxpeeted In & particular ease; the reverse {a feuc In afl
petency shnll Le the record of this eard. eancn In varylng degess,  Blawevee, 1t dors mean that In moet cases the professional
service of the employe Is sufficlently seceptabla to justify continuation of employment.
: 4. 1t shall hereafter b the duty of Stoards of School Directors to cause te he
eetablished ® ormanent cocord aystem contuining ratings for cach teacher employed 7. Whenever anyone who hss been delegated ‘:J the County ot Dintriet Qu.
within the detidet 2nd eoplen of all eatiugs for the year shall be transmitted to the F«hlmdont to rate an employe appralscs the service of such employa as UNSATIS.
teacher upon his or Tt requests or il aoy rating during the yesr is unastininctoty, ACTORY thal la, ae unnrt:rln \fe from the standpoint of the continuation of such
copy_of same shatl e teansmitted to the tracher conrerned.” No teacher ahall be en&ﬂoyr in the setvice of the diatriet conrcerned, the one making the raling should so
:!‘mgnm u‘r;;ln ‘\hh sct unless such rating records have ieen kept on Ale by the Doard {r Jlnle both under the GENERAL RATING snd aleo under the pertinent detalicd
o recture, cadings.

FOR CERTIFICATION
L. Effective slnee May 1, 1942, o rating of “aatiafactory™ has been sccepted for the purposs of renewing, estending, or validating o Temporary Certit-

Scate 08 @ Petmanent Certificate; a rating of “uneatisfactory” with & recommandation of the superintendent for renewal will permit one and only enas remew.
ol of the cortificate by the Department of Publle Instruction.

1t the rating on this card le wnsatisfactory, pleass indieate below whether you recommend the rencwal of the
eortificate for tha tracher for whom the rating fs submitted.

YES
NO

Recommendation For Rewews!

Signature of Superintendent

Fig. 1--"Temporary and Professional Employes' Rating Card"
Used in Pennsylvania {front and back sides).
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such officers are oftficial, however, only when signed by a commissioned
officer of the Commonwealth of Pemnsylvanis (viz., a County or District
Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent or Associate Superintendent).
Permanent records of all ratings for each teacher are maintained in

the teacher's school district. All ratings of & teacher must be trans-
mitted to him at his request. An unsatisfactory rating will be
transmitted automatically.

Both beginning and tenure teachers are evaluated. A teacher
who enters the teaching.profession in Pennsylvania must serve a two-
year, or sometimes three-year, probationary period. During tilis time
he is termed & "tempora;y professional employe" and is entitled to
neither contract nor tenure status. "Temporary professionsl employes"
are evaluated twice annually. At the termination of two years of
service with "satisfactory" ratings the teacher is eligible to become
a "professional employe" with both contract end tenure status.
"professional employes" are evaluated once each year. A "professional
employe" may be diémissed only for cause; if the cause is incompetency,
the rating form provides the necessary record.

The ratings assigned teachers are also given consideration in
the renewal of teaching certificates. Only those teachers with
ratings of "satisfactory" are eligible to have their certificates
renewed.

Since the rating form is intended to identify and eliminate
incompetent teachers and since a rating of "unsatisfactory" on this
form will, in fact, prevent a teacher from achieving tenure status,

considerasble care is exercised in prescrihing procedures which must

rpT—
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ve followed when assigning an "unsatisfactory" rating: The rating
form must, of course, be completed and signed properly. In addition,
substantiating evidence must be provided, stating "in plain English"
the specific conditions or instances upon which the rating 1s hased.
On the other hand, if & teacher is rated "satisfactory," it is not
necessary to provide, either on the form or elsewhere, information
which indicates the teacher's relative strengths or weaknesses.

As for the value of the Pennsylvania program, Department of
Education officials.from that state feel that it is effective in-pro-
viding a means of eliminating teachers who have glaring weaknesses.
These are teachers who are quite obviously inadequéte. It is not de~
signed, however, to provide information for use in making educational
decisions (other than decisions as to whether, in specific cases,

teaching certificates should be issued).

1

Statewide Teacher Evaluation in Hawail

The plaﬂ of school organization in Hawaii is unique in that

the state, itself, qperétes all schools, rathef than delegating this
authority to local districts. Thus, Hawaii's approach to teacher

evaluation is in many ways similar £o one which might be taken in a

large local school district.

1The description in this section is based upon information
furnished by Minoru Ezaki, Staff Specialist, Personnel Development,
and Harry Chang, Staff Specialist, Recruitment and Placement, Hawaii
State Department of Education through personal correspondence and
consultation, 1966 and 1967.
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In Hewali, evaluation of teachers is required by la;w.l The
stated purpose of such evaluation is to improve instruction in che
schools of the State. To fulfill this purpose, separate forms and
procedures for the evaluation of prébationary teachers and the evalu-
ation of tenure teachers have been developed. In both cases, the
primary responsibility for evaluating the teacher rests with the
principal. Both the principal and the teacher who is evaluated must
sign the form. (The signature of the teacher is not meant to imply
that he concurs witﬁ thg evaluation but merely that he is aware of
it.) Following up on recommendetions made to the teacher is primarily
the duty of the princ;pal. Hcowever, in cases where the rating is
unsatisfactory, the district office slso takes action.

Reports Ef the evaluations are placed on file in the State
Department of Education where they are deposited in folders of indi-
vidusl teachers and become part of the teachers' permanent personnel
records. Copies of the completed forms are slso kept in the files of
the district superintendent and of the principal who made the evalua-

tion. An additional copy is glven to the teacher who is evaluated.

Every teacher beginning service in Hawail must serve a pro-
bationary period of four consecutive semesters. This period may be
extended to five years. During each semester, the principal pays
several visits (four or five are suggested) to classes of each proba-

tionary teacher. After each visit, the principal completes the foim,

lRevised Laws. of Hawail, Section 38-38, as smended (1965), cited in
"Personnel Memo No. 318 (1965-66)" (Honolulu, Hawaii: State of Hawaii,
Department of Education, October 22, 1965, mimeographed).
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"Report on Principal's Classroom Visit" (Figure 2), and reviews it
with the teacher. Three copies of the form are filled out: one copy
to be retained by the principal, one to be given to the teacher, and
one to be forwarded to the district office. Near the close of the
semester, the principal prepares a report (Figure 3) summerizing
his prior observations. This report is also reviewed and signed by
both the principal and the teacher. It is prepared in quadruplicate,

with the original being submitted to the Office of Personnel Services,

State Department of Education and with the remaining copies being
distributed as were the classroom visit reports. When the summary
report following the fourth semester of teaching is submitted to the
Department, proceedings to grant tenure are initiated. If all four
reports are satisfactory,; tenure will be granted automatically. If
they are not, the case will be investigated. This will involve con-
sultation between the principal, the district superintendent, the
State Department of Education personnel officers, and, %f necessary,
with the teacher also. -

Tenure teachers are to be evaluated at least once per year.

; The evaluation report has two parts: one to be filled out by the
teacher which deals with conditions affecting teacher performance

. (Figure 1) and one to be filled out by bhe principal which deals
with the teacher's professional qualities (Figure 5). Both forms are
prepared in quadruplicate and signed by the teacher and the principal,
with copies being distributed to the State Office of Personnel Services,

the teacher, the principal, and the district office.
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Note: This foum mgy be reprodyced
at_the gchool

STATE OF HAVAIL
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
PERSONNEL, DIVISION

Report for:
SCHOOL Sem, 1
Sem. 2 s
REPORT ON PRIMCIPAL'S CLASSRCOM VISIT Sem. 3
Probationary Teacher Sem. 4
! (To be retained in school files) «
: TEACHER CLASS HOUR __ UATE OF VISIT
1. pPhysjcol Characteristics of Classroom: (Satisfactory or Not Satisfactory)
1, Ventilation and lighting (if
within control of teschies) ___ 3. Displeys
3
2, Seating Arrangements 4, Orderlineas
IT. Teaching:
1., What work was actually in progress? {
2, What wera-student reactions to this work?
E N
3. Waore classroom activities in line with stated objectives?
4, General evaluation for this vieit: Satisfactory or better [
3 , Not Satisfactory 0
! 3. Comments:

{Contiwue on sihar oide if nooma}y)

(rorshor's signnture deds not ncocwsarily moan
somploto Bgrocmont an-tho part of the toaohors)

Teacher's Signature Principal's Signature
Date Date

Fig. 2=-"Report on Principal's Classroom Visit" Used for
Probationary Teachexrs in Hawaii.
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Note: This form may be re~
producéd at the school.

STATE OF HAVAII
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATI .N
PERSONNEL DIVISION

PROBATIONARY TEACHER EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORT
(To be filed with Personnel Division==for instructions,
refer to Principals' Circular No. 1902)

TEACHER'S NAME (Last first) SCHOOL

SUBJECT AND/OR GRADE

REPORT FOR: First Year Second Year
ist Prob., Sem. (Intern- 3rd Prob. Sems esssosense
Bhip or Regular) vesese 4th Prob, Sems seesvssnes

an Probs Sems eeesssvess

e~

POINTIS OF STRENGTH:

POINTS OF UEAKNESS:

SUMMARY:
1s performing satisfactorily or better as .
a probationary teacher at this time. l i
1st, 2nd . )
or 3rd Should not be offered new contract , esssmedmse:. ™ I
Semester
Report Should be dismissed immediately., E::]
1 cannot make a judgment at this time., (A
judgment must be made in the 4th semester,) E::]
It is my carefully considered professional opinion that this
teacher: .
4th . Should be granted tenure. . [::j
Semester '
Report Should not be granted tenure, E:j

(Teacher's signature does not necessarily mean
complcete agreement on the part of the teacher.)

TEACHER'S SIGNATURE DATE

PRINCIPAL'S SIGNATURE ' DAIE

Fig. 3--"Probationary Teacher Evaluation Report" Used in Hawaii.

9
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STATE OF HAVAILL 8/19/65
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
HONOLULU, HAWALL

TENURE TEACHER: EVALUATION REPORT

1 Year i9____ - '0 __

Number of years 3

] TEACHER with Dept. of Educ.
Lnst, First Hrs ,Mrs. ,Miss
Grade or
SCHOOL, : Sub ject

PART ONE - CONDITIONS OF WORK AFFECTING TEACHER PERFORMANCE
(To be Filled in vy Teacher and Discussed with Principal)
This §s an opportunity for thu tenchor to dosoribo oonditions that affoo! his

; tonchinge You ars invitcd to mnko cormonts that sprly to you. Roturn to your
( Prinoipal boforo tho ond of tho 1st quartor in Novembor (U copice).
: .

r

(Check or Fill in Information)

I. CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT TEACHER'S COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS
(Comment on Items that Apply to You)
A, Students

1. Ability: Fast____; Average
Slow____; Mixed Group___ .

2. Stability of Enrollment:
-Stable____; Transient___ .

3. Special Problems:

1 Gifted___ ; M.R.___; Psysically

! Handicapped ___ " ; Emotionally

Disturbed____; Other Problems___ .

B. Availabil of ructional erigls
Such as:

Books, Workbooks, Supplies, Equiprent,
AV, Alds. .
Available 3 Not Readily Available .

C. Physeical Facilities Such as:

Furnlturé, Light, Ventilation, Storage,
: General Conditions in Room and Building:
Adequate___, Inadequate_ ° .

Fig. 4-=-"Tenure Teacher Evalustion Report," Pert I, Used in
Hawaii. (Continued on next page.)
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Last, First

11. TEACHING LOAD

A. Teaching Responcibilities

1.
2.

3.
4.

Nuinber of teaching periods .
Total number of students
enrolled .

Number of subject preparations .

Special Teaching Programs:
Yes No

B, Non-Teaching Responsibilities

1.
2.

3.

Grade level and Committee Meetings
Speclial Assignments such as:

School Programs; A.vV.; J.P.O,;

Yard Duty; Lunch Duty; Book
Evaluation; Curriculum Work.

Other non-teaching duties such as:
Clerical work; First Aid and Other
Health Problems; Parent Conferences.

II1, TEACHER PLACEMENT

Appropriate placement in accordance with
his training and experience.

Yes_, No

IV, OTHER CONDITIONS AFFECTING TEACHER
PERFORMANCE :

Such as: Classroom Interruptions;
Community Service; Money Raising
Activities; Special Requests of Teachers

TEACHER'S COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS
(Comment on Items that Apply to You)

Teacher's Signature Date
COMMENTS BY PRINCIPAL:
R 'B c‘}:"z,}..ltl‘:‘ Y \
[ cer '
Principal's Signature AU 618 \986 Date
STATE Dt‘;'l_b%'ma

Ry -
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e

TEACHER SCHOO1, YEAR 19___ - 19
Last, First

PART TWO - PROFESSIONAL QUALITIES

(To be Filled in by Principal and Discussed with Teacher)
Due: By May 1 (4 copies) .

EVALUATOR'S COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS
I. KNOWLEDGE OF SUBJECT MATILR FOR IMPROVEMENT
(Comment Only on Significant Features)

A, Demonstrates a knowledge of subject
matter being taught

1. Shows evidence of adequate back~
ground in subject area

II. PRESENTATION OF MATERIAL

>

o Uses effective procedures and 3
materials appropriate to the
maturity level, interect and
ability of siudents

B. Uses diffcrent or varied materials

and techniques in instruction

II1. ORAL AND WRITTEN EXPRESSION

A, Uses standard American English
and conmmunicates effectively

4 IV. LESSON ORGANIZATION AND PLANS

A. Plans for effective teachinp

B. Conntders children's needs and
interests

C. Provides for varied and

: . stimulating experiences

1 D. Provides.for student involvement
in the learning process

E. Provides for varied rz-inforcement
of skills

V. CLASSROOM CLIMATE

; A, Maintains classroom climate con-
ducive to learning

B. Promotes spirit of participation
and willingness to work

C. Exercises good judgment in main-
taining discipline

D. Holds respect of students

E. Shows respect for students'
accomplishments

: Fig. 5--"Tenure Teacher Evaluation Report," Part II, Used in
’ Hawaii. (Continued on next page.)
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TEACHER :
. Last, First !
EVALUATOR'S COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS i
VI. CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT FOR IMPROVEMENT
(Comment Only on Siguificant Features)
A. Shows good organization and ;
preparation E
B, Administers routines effectively ]
C. Precvides for satisfactory physical
classroom conditions
VII. AITITUDES AND WORKING RELATIONSHIPS
A. Accepts constructive suggestions
B, Effectively implements the sugges-
tions tor improvement
C. Likes people and works well with
students, fellow teachers, admin-
istrators and parents
V1I1. ORGANIZATION OF SCHOOI, DETAILS
A. Keeps adequate school records
B. Meets expected deadlines 1
C. Knows and follows school procedures
and rules
1X. PROFESSIONAL IMPROVEMENT
1 A. Keeps up with professional trends
and techniques in education
B. Improves himself professionally--e.g.
workshops, institutes, college
: courses, rcading, travel, Tresearch
3
PRINCIPAL'S SUMMARY:
Satisfactory Not Satisfactory
COMMENTS Iy I'RINCIPAL: (1 ndditional space is needed, attach anothor shoct.)

COMMENTS BY TEACHER: (If ndditionnl spnowe 18 nocdod, attnch anothor shents )

(Tencher's signature dues not nceessard 1y indicato approval but mcroly that ho is awvaro of cvaluation)

Teacher's Signature Date
Principal’s Signature Rﬁf}iﬁ”'?,LD“te

AUG 1 8 1968
Evaluator's Signature & Title Date
(1f other than Principal) S'A'EUtt{ag&&UUb!NON
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The staff of the Office of Personnel Services of the Hawaii
State Department of Education feels that the evaluation program for
probationary teachers is effective in eliminating incompetent teachers.
About one percent of the new teachers are rated unsatisfactory, and
consequently, are released immediately or at least are not rehired for
a second year. The staff members think that the evaluation program,
along with an incentive program which provides increased salaries for
those teachers who voluntarily undertake a planned program of profes-
sional improvement, is effective in improving instruction in the
state. They feel also that the tenure teacher evaluation program has
served to stimulate concern for evaluating and improving instruction

where such concern did not previously exist.

Statewide Teacher Evaluation in Florida

The specific purposes which the Florida teacher evaluation pro-
gram ls expected to fulfill have not been defined. The Florida
statutesl do require, however, that each certified school employee
(teacher, administrator; etc.) be evaluated annually and that tﬁis
evaluation be placed on file in the State Department of Education.

Two additional copies of the evaluaﬁion form are completed: one for
th? county office and one for the fiies of the local school. Evalua-
tions of teachers are normally completed by principals and counter-

signed by county superintendents. In the State Department of Educa-

tion, the evaluations become part of the teacher persomnel files. They

1
Statutes of Florida (1965), Section 231.25.

i

i

o s abinde,
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are available for inspection only by State Department of Education '

personnel and by county school personnel on official business.

A standard form to be used for the evaluations has been adopted

by the State Board of Education (Figure 6). The f~rm is designed

so that it can be read with an optical scanner. The ratings are thus

transferred automatically to punched cards. The punched card data

are transferred to magnetic tape for retrieval and analysis via

computer. This has made possible the summarizing of ratings for indi-

vidual schools, for counties, and for the.entire state. Statewlde

Summaries of ratings for the years 1963-€4 and 1964-65 are presented

in Tables 1 and 2.

Data from the Florida teacher evaluation forms have been used
by a number of Florida State University students in thelr graduate

thesis and dissertation projects. Studies of this type which heve

been completed to date made use of an earlier version of the evaluation

form. This version differs from the present in that it contains more

items and employs a scale with five response positions, rather than

three. The nature of the items on the new and old forms is the same,
however.

wuerachl studied the relationship between principals' ratings
and three status factors: degrees held, teaching experience and

county of employment. He found a significant amount of variance in

lEdward G. Wurzbach, "A Three-County Study of Teachers' State
Evaluation Scores in Relation to Their Experience and Type of Degree"
(unpublished M.S. thesis, Florida State University, Tallahassee, 1962).
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ey

Fig. 6~~Floride Teacher Evaluation Form
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the ratings attributable to differences in collegiate degrees held.
His procedures might be questioned, however, as he apparently summed
the composite scores for each section of the rating sheet in order to
obtain the figures which were used in the analysis. To Justify such
a practice, it is necessary to make tenable the assumption that all
items on the form can be assigned equal weight.

Carterl used the state evaluation form to distinguish between
high and 1ow merit-rated junior college teachers. He then studied the
relationships between these ratings and personal, educational, and experi-
ence factors. He found -few significant relationships. He, like Wurzbach,
also used composite scores as his measure of teacher competence.

Gerlock2 compared the ratings given professionally and pro-
visionally certificated first year teachers. He did separate item~-
by-item analyses and founa that thosé teachers meeting professional
certification standards scored significantly higher on some items,
particularly those relating to teaching skill.

Four additional studies dealing with factors which might warrant
consideration in interpfeting data collected with the Florida evaluation

form have also been completed. McTeer3 investigated the hypothesis that

lmetcher Fairwick Carter, "Selected Aspects of Pre-Service
Preparation and Prior Experience of High and TLow Merit-Rated Junior
College Teachersg in Florida" {unpublished Fh.D. dissertation, Florida
" State University, Tallshassee, 19Ak4).

2nonald E. Gerlock, "An Analysis of Administrators' Evaluations
of Selected Professionally and Provisionally Certificated Secondary
School Teachers" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Florida State Uni-
versity, Tallahassee, 196l4).

350 Hugh McTeer, "A Study of the Relationship of Teacher-
Principal Likenesses and the Principals' Ratings of Teacher Effec-
tiveness" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Floride State University,
Tallahassee, 1963).




Lo
teacher-principal likenesses are a factor in teacher rating. He assumed
that the more similarities which existed between the teacher and ihe

prineipal, the higher would be the teacher's rating. Factors which he

studied include age, grade point average, highest degree held, and amount

of professional work as an undergraduete. He found some significant .

correlations, but in no cace did the likeness factors account for a sub-
stantial amount of the variance. Some shortcomings of his study are
that' he apparently combined scores ¢n scale items and did not account

Y for difference in the general level of scores assigned by different

oY principals., |

Packerl was interested in the sensitivity of the instrument to

. "self-others acceptance" which he deemed an essential trait for an effec-

tive teacher. He found very little relationship between this construct

and the principals' watings and concluded tha’. either the principals were
not sufficiently familiar with the teaching situations or they were not
appreciative of "self-others acceptance" as a determinant of effect
teaching.
Two recent studies by Daniel employed the current version of the
Florida teacher evaluation form. The first employed tie analysis of
¥ variance technique to determine whether certain factors could account

statistically for differences in ratings assigned to a teacher on any

2

items on the form.© The factors tested were (a) subject or grade being

IMorton Alfred Packer, "A Study of the Relationship Between Teachers'
Self-Others Acceptance snd the Princiwals' Ratings of These Teschers" (un-
- published Ed.D. dissertstion, Florida Jtate University, Tallahassee, 136h4).

‘g 2K, Fred Daniel, "A Catalog of Analysis of Variance Pilot Studies"
e (unpublished research report, Multi-State Teacher Education Project,
State Department of Education, Tallahassee, Fiorida, 1966).




b1
taught (i.e., Is there any dilference between ratings assigned %o teachers
of one grade and those assigned to teachers of another grade?), (b)
evaluator (i.e., Is there any difference between the level of ratings
assigned by one evaluator and those assigned by others?), (c) certificate
rank (i.e., education level), (d) number of different preparations which
the teacher must make, (e) sex of the principal, and (f) age of the
principal. The only one of these factors which contributed significantly
to the variance in ratings was the evaluator effect. This can be inter-
preted two ways: either some principals tend to rate their teachers
higher than do other principals, or some principels have better teachers
in their schools than do others. A subsequent series of studies has
been begun to investigate this problem further. The value of such efforts
is limited, however, because technical deficiencies of the evaluation
torm place limitations on interpretations which can be made from statis~
tical manipulations o) the data therefrom. This problem is discussed
later in greater detail.

A second study employing the present form deals with the objec-
tivity of ratings assigned by principals.l Objectivity is defined as the
extent to which independent ratings of one teacher completed by two dif-
ferent evaluators are in agreement. In this study, ratings by assistant
principals and by supervisors were compared with those submitted by
principels. These ratings are summarized in Table 3. It was found in
both the sample of assistant principuls and the sample of supervisors

that the principal and the other rater sgree sbout two-thirds of ‘the

lg. Fred Daniel, "A Study of the Objectivity of the Florida Teacher

Evaluation Form" {unpublished research report, Multi-State Teacher Educe-
tion Project, State Department of Education, Tallshassee, Florida, 1967).
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the official Florida Teacher Evaluation Form

TABIE 3.--Comparisons of ratings.assigned to the same teachers using

Comparieon of supervisors' |Comparison of assistant
ond principals' rstings principals’ and principals’
. rotings
L v | o4y |- . .
[ L N =t w U [ ] 12 ] L)
o o, o0 o) ﬁ ~ -t -t
[~J] ﬁ o (<7 oo [ -1 n
U ol ot 0 o o n o,
u o PN o wl 4 wd gt ol
0 od L) 3 [ J U Y-
[TIR H o b0 - o 5 (]
o, - o wd, U wl rd
- - o - - o Moo MW o
n o [ [ o o0~ o3~ oo H
M n Mt Moo el 0 on wt
0oL o o H T - L=t~ vy
av AE o 8w A 8o a E8 w
ey | B | Bu | SBU 55T |8k
[~ ¢ 9 o wd od 03 owd A €3 el -t
8% | 2 | Ba la%i|2%% | 3%s
v £ V)~ 0n e g “ 0 2 - o 2 6 N
I. PERSONAL QUALIFICATIONS [N %N, AL %N %N %IN %
A1 Healthy and Emo- . |
——tionally Stable 49 24030 171 95 55|62  1sles 18222 6o
B, Is Neat and Well
Groomed In Appearspce  ¥il, 24 126 151107 61]5 15170 20]227 65
C. Thinks Logically and
Makes Practical
Deciaions -§128 16 127 .. .16 1118 68|55 16 182 23]213 61
p._Is Aucurate 27 16_|32 18 1114 _66]45 13176 221227 _ 65
E. Is Punctual . 38 22 140 23 1 95 55156 6174 211217 63
F. Takes Necessary and
Appropriate Action
On His Own 28 16 135 20 1109 63145 _ 13182 241221 6
G. Is Dedicated to
His Profession 27 16 138 23 1107 62§58 __ 17 |61 18229 .6
11.RELATTIONSHIPS WITH OTHERS
. A, 18 Respected by Pqpllo 43 25 |8 16 {102 594 13 b1n 201237 65
B. Is Responsible and :
| Dependabls 36 b 16 1109 63130 11§ 241228 G5
C. Is Friendly,
Understanding, .
Sympathetic . , . 28 16 127 16 J118 68138 11 96 28]215 6
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TABLE 3.--Continued

and princioals' ratings

Comparison of supervisors' |Comparison of assistant

principals’ and principals’
ratings

% n. b0 | - 3 2
gn g o K] ng -
a, “ [ o o
o g e o s o L ol
0 o 0oy oW v [ 1Y) -
(VI u g . o R - 0.9
o (=] o @ -t b ol v
- - A - eod u.co [V ] s @
3':'! " n o a, - n.g- oo
Mg M 19 w0 F -
0oL on o M 0Lt O -t TR
@ 4 n L 0 o [ ] e n [ -]
ol wt 0 oo W a una o wn
ok - oo - KR ved
@ g ) o« A u-ﬁ‘g nes
) g3 S ahn | A wEw
n L "~ wu zun. 41-4& <n b
N y4 L] AL %N AL %N %
*
D. Is Morally lu)rlght 0 01 0 0] 170 1001, 0 o & i1 344 99
E. 1s Profgssionally
L Et s " 1 1t 9 51 161 04 4 1 8 21 338 97

IIi. TEACHING ABILITY

A. Knows Subject Matter

25 15131 . 191109 g6l 40 14 55 16} 262 ¢ ]

B. Takes Action To
Improve Himsell

26 151 42 271 99 58

53 15] 66 19} 231 66

‘C. Uses Instructionsl .
Materials snd Lesson
Plans Effectively

D. Develops Pupll
Interest end Eagerness

to Leaxn

31 18422 13} 118 69

35 _20}26 15] 111 65

57 172 73 2j) 216 6%

E. Maintains Pupil
Control

37 22127 _ 16})106 62

.60 171 75 21} 214 61

F. Uses Material In-
__Cumylstive Foldeg

29 18] 20 131109 g9

46 14 64 19} 229 . 68.

IV. WOULD YOU RECOMHEND
THIS TEACHER *
FOR_VE-EMPLOYMENT?

1 11 2 11155 ¢

2 H 16 S3 315 94

TOTAL

530 _ 16§495 3512213 681824 1211429 1814592 70

*An item with only two possible responses:

yes and no,

o dhsbemdec
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time. (With the distributions of ratings observed, ag.eement could usually
be expected about half of the time by chance.)l

Evaluating the Florida teacher evaluation program is difficult v
since there is no specific purpose which the program has been designated
to fulfill. It might be assumed, however, since the evaluation forms are ;
dev’sed for machine processing and since routines have been estsblished
to tabulate and summerize the data, that there has been some intention to
secure comprehensive information relating to the quality of teaching in
the state. This is information which might be used in developing ways to
improve the educatisnal_program. Further ‘evidence of such an intention
can be found in the proposal for a "multi-state project to improve teacher
education,"2 submitted to the U. S. Office of Education in 1965. It was
proposed that the Florida State Department of Education use its teacher
evaluation data along with other data to determine needed services in
the areas of pre-service and inservice teacher education.

When viewed in this framework, the Florida teacher evaluation pro-
gram displays striking inadequacies. The technical deficiencies of +he

instrument are one example, The extreme skewing in the distribution of !

ratings assigned on the form limits the utilization of parametric statis-

tical techniques when analyzing the data. Thus, inferences drawn from

lPrdbdbilities of agreement between principals' ratings and assist-
ant principals' ratings on a given item were calculated by multiplying the
proportion of the sample rated in each category by principals times the pro-
portion rated in the same category by assistant principals. These products
were then summed to obtain the probability of agreement on that item.

®This project has been funded under Title V of Public Law 89-10
(Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965) and is now called the
Multi-State Teacher Education Project. The proposai was submitted by
the Maryland State Department of Education, the project administrator.
Other states in the Project are Florida, Michigan, South Carolina, Utsh,
Washington, and West Virginia.
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the data using standard scientific procedures must be interpreted with
caution. The lack of homoscedacticity which can result from the skewing
often makes it inadvisable to calculate Pearson product-moment coeffi-
cients of correlation to provide indices of the relationships between
ratings received and other variables. The limited nunber of steps on

the rating scale virtually eliminates the possibility of using this index.

The principal handicap which is imposed by a rating scale with a
1imited number of steps results from restrictions upon the amount of in-
formation which the scale can provide. The optimm number of scale
points is that which makes maximum use of the observer's discriminative
powers. This point is reached when the ratio between true variance and
error variance is maximum. Guilfordl reviews & number of studies which
deal with the optimum number of steps to be used in a rating scale. He
concludes that the number is usually greater than seven and may, in cer-
tain situations, be as high as twenty-five. The Florida form employs
scales with three, and in some cases two, steps.

The Florids evaluation form also appears to have some conceptual
deficiencies. Particularly notable is the great emphasis placed upon
genersl attitudes or personality traits which are deemed to be conducive
to effective teaching and the small amount of emphasis upon behaviors
which definitely fall into the latter category are, "Uses instructional
. materials and lesson plans effectively," "Develops pupil interest and
eagerness to learn," and "Maintains pupil control." Following the dis-
tinction which was made in Chapter I, only these items fall within the

realm of evaluation; the others constitute predictors.

lJ. P. Guilford, Psychometric Methods (New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, Inc., 1954), pp. 289-291.
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To summarize, it appears that, because of deficiencies of the
evéluation instrument, the Florida teacher evaluation program can
provide very little information which can be used to improve education

in Florida

Concluding Statement

It appears that neither a review of the educational literature
nor a study of current practices can provide direct guidance in de-
veloping a program for collecting and analyzing information on
teaching to facilitate state educational leadership. Only two refer-
ences were discovered which make mention of the subject. Two of the
three state programs for evaluating teaching which are now operating
(Pennsylvania and Hawaii) are not designed for obtaining the type
of data which could be used for implementing state educational leader-
ship. The third program (Florida), which appears to have been con-
ceived for such a purpose, displays some serious inadequacies.

Thus, to proceed in developing a system for collecting and
anelyzing the desired data, it is necessary to turn elsewhere for
essistance. In the present study, general approaches to the evalua~-
tion gf teaching are discussed. Then, a system for assembling and

enalyzing data obtained with these approaches is proposed.




CHAPTER III
APPROACHES TO THE EVAIUATTON OF TEACHING

Evaluation was describeq in Chapter I as the process of com-
paring evid uce with criteria. The amount of evidence which could be
gathered through the obs.rvation of teaching processes and products
is overwhelming. Every syllable uttered and every movement made by
teacher and pupils could be recorded on tape or film. In addition,
sensing devices could be used (as has been done with astroreuts in
outer space) to monitor and record various physiological actions and
reactions of teachers and pupils. Thus a prime goal in developing
methods for evaluating teaching is to reduce the evidence to an
amount which is manageable and to include in the portion retained
that which is significant. Whether or not a given observation or
rating system will in practice prove adequate depends upon its edapta-
bility to the criteria for evaluation which have been adopted, for it
is the criteria which determine which evidence is significant.

The criteria dictate not only the type of evidence to be
sought, but also the specific approach or approaches which are appro-
priate for obtaining the measures which will constitute the evidence.
Tt follows then that an approach for collecting evidence cannot be

decided: upon until criteria for evaluating teaching are selected.
b7
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Selecting Criteria

The types of criteria which have been used in evaluating
teaching have been classified by Mitzel:L in three categories: product <)
eriteria, process criteria, and presage criteria. Product criteria
comprise the outcomes toward which teaching is directed: changes in
behavior of pupils. Such changes are often declared to be the
ultimete criteria of teacher effectiveness. Writers expressing this
opinion include the Committee on the Criteria of Teacher Effectiveness
appointed by the American Educational Reseé.'rch Assoc:ia’cion,a Jl&ckerman;."'3
and Yamamoto.h

Tt is maintained by meny persons, however, that factors other

than the influence of the teacher contribute significantly to changes

in pupil behavior and, thus, it is not possible to evaluate the work

of & teacher solely in terms of the achievement of his pupils. In an
effort to account for extraneous influences and still use changes in
pupils as a criterion, modified approaches for deriving pupil gain

scores have sometimes been used. These include achievement quovients,

l}la.rold E. Mitzel, "Teacher Effectiveness, " Encyclopedia of
Educational Research, ed. Chester W. Harris (New York: The Macmillan

Company, 1960), pp. 1482-85.

2H. H., Remmers, et al.; "Second Report of the Committee on
Criteria of Teacher Effectiveness," Journal of Educational Research,
Vol. 46 (May, 1953), p. €42,

Walter I. Ackerman, "Tescher Competenceé aad Pupil Change,"
Harvard Fducational Review, Vol. 2k (Fall, 1954), ». 27k,

L,

Kaoru Yemamoto, "Evaluating Teacher ¥ffectiveness: A Review
of Research," Journal of School Psychology, Vol. 2 {January, 1963),
p. 61.
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i residual gain scores, and scorus obtained through variations on the

residual gain procedure.l However, in a large portion of the re-

search dealing with teaching effectiveness, product criteria have
not been employed. Medley and Mitzel state that the proportion of
studies in which measures other than pupil growth have been used as
criteris approximates 90 per cen’c.2 Only nineteen out of 138 studies !
in a summary compiled by Barr3 employed pupil gain as a criterion.
Process criteria are those types of teacher behavior believed
to be desirable,‘ at least in given situations. They constitute
an obvious alternative for consideration when problems of securing
and irterpreting information on pupil gains are deemed sufficiently
serious to preclude the use of product* criteria. In the domain of
the local administrator or other instructional leader (as contrasted
with the domain of the researcher) ,h process criteria are of particu-
lar signiticance. Here is v*ere decisions relative to retention,

pramotion, salary, supervision, inservice education programs, and other

1
William J. Ellena, Margaret Stevenson, and Harold Webb (eds.),
 Who's a Good Teacher? (Washington, D. C.: American Association of
School Administrators, 1961), p. 15.

2Dona.ld M. Medley and Harold E. Mitzel, "The Scientific Study
of Teacher Behavior," Theory and Research in Teaching, ed. Arno A.
Bellack (New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia
University, 1963), p. 83.

3Arvil S. Barr, "The Measurement and Prediction of Teaching

Efficiency: A Summary of Imvestigations,"” Journal of Experimental
Education, Vol. 16 (June, 1948), pp. 203-283.

)
'M1lena, Stephenson, and Webb (eds.), pp. 5-6.
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types of staff development must be made. These are ongoing decisions
which cannot wait until evidence becomes available which would permit
teaching to be evaluasted in terms of ultimate achievements of
pupils.

Presage criteria are maede up of those tralts end experiences
which are thought to be fundamental to certain facets of teaching per-
formence (which can be evaluated employing process criteria) or to
achieving certain outcames (which can be evaluated employing product
criteria), Thus, presage criteria function primarily as predictors.
Their value is determined by their efficiency in predicting which
persons will teach effectively and which will not. Studies have,
nevertheless, been undertaken employlng presage variables as criteria,
rather than predictors. .Also, it is not uncommon to find on rating
forms items such as, "Is healthy," or "Is well versed in subject
matter." These items relate to tralts which are commonly thought to
be antecendents of crediteble teaching. They do not, in themselves,
comprise measures of teaching.

The various specific factors which can be incorporated into
criteria for evaluating teaching are numerous. The product, process,
and presage categories each encompass & multitude of possibilities.

[ - 9 - (I l"!
The Taxoncry of Educational Objectives™ illustrates several categories

lBenjemin S. Bloom (ed.), Taxonomy of Fiucational Objectives,
Hendbook I: Cognitive Domein (New York: David McKay Company, Inc.,
1956); David R. Krathwohl, et al., Taxonomy of Educational Objectives,
Hendbook II: Affective Domain (New York: David McKay Company, Inc.,
1964 ).
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which might be used in developing product criteria. Since measures

in each of the categories can be taken after varying lapses of time,
the ﬁotential number of specific product criteria which can be

adopted is compounded immediately.

Process criteria can also encompass several different dimensions.

-y

B:c'cjwn’L has developed instruments to measure the extent to which prac-
tices of teachers agree or disagree with practices endorsed by the
John.Dewey philosophy. Flanders2 has devised a series of categories
to measure the nature of the verbal influence which teachers attempt
to impose on pupils. His categories consist of types of direct or
indirect influence. "Using student ideas" 1s an example of indirect
influence and "giving directions" is an example of direct influence.
Smith3 has devised a system for analyzing in different terms the
teacher's use of language. His categories comprise "logical opera-
tions;" defining, describing, and conditional inferring are examples.

A group at Stanford Universityu has analyzed teaching into several

1pob Burton Brown, "Bringing Philosophy into the Study of
Teacher Effectiveness,” Journal of Teacher Education, Vol. 17

(Spring, 1966), pp. 35-40..

2Edm.und Amidon and Ned A. Flanders, The Role of the Teachers
in the Classroom: A Manual for Understanding and 1mproving Teachers'
Classroom Behavior (Mimnespolis: Paul S. Awidon and Associates, 1963).

38. Othanel Smith and Milton Meux, "A Study of the Logic of
Teaching," Cooperative Research Project Numoer 258, Trial Edition
(Urbana, Illinois: Bureau of Educational Research, College of Educa~
tion, University of Illinois, 1962).

uJames M. Cooper, "A Performence Curriculam for Teacher Educa~-
tion," The Second Annual Florence B. Stratemeyer lecture read before
the Annual Meeting of the Association for Student Teaching, Chicago,
February 16, 1967.
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separate sub-skilis or tasks and has devised criteria for evaluating
each of these. Examples of the skills are meking assignments, monitor-
ing in=class assignments, small group work; and introducing & wunit.
Presage criteria can also iheclude a multitude o} different
factors. The renge is restricted only by such limits as might be in-
herent in the ability of man to categorize human traite and experiences.,

Are Some Criteria More Worth-
whilé than ™" -2rs?

With so meny possible criteria availlsble, it is reasonable to
sk whether some criteria might not possess intrinsically greater merit
than others. Are there guidelines which might help professional edu-
cators to determine which criteria would be most acceptable in a given
situation?

According to Rebinowitz and Travers, there are available no
objective procedures for identifying acceptable or unacceptable criteris
of teaching effectiveness. Effective teaching does not exist independ-
ently but is an artifact created when an independent or collective

value Jjudgment is made. The authors state that, "No teacher is more

effective than another except as someone so decides and designates. « «
; The ultimate definition of the effective teacher does not involve
discovery but d.ecree.."l Rebinowitz and Travers suggest that the place
to start in developing criteria 1s with the goals which the teaching is

expected to accomplish. The teaching which contributes to the attainment

1yilliam Rebinowitz and Robert M., W. Travers, "Problems of De-
fining and Assessing Teacher Effectiveness," Educational Theory, Vol. 3
F (July, 1953), p. 212.
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of these goals is thus considered effective. The goels are, of course
estgblished on the basis of value judgments, Travers end Rabinowitz
.eventually go so far as to declare that pupil growth is the most
sensible criterion of effective teaching. However, this recom-
mendation must be considered in light of their earlier statement.
Ryansl also believes that no type of criterion of effective
teaching possesses intrinsic goodness. The worthiness of any given

set of criteria is dictated by the values of the specific culture

which the teaching is intended to seive.

Yildirim,2 howe%er, maintains that it is an overstatement to
say that there is no basis for validating a criterion outside of what
someone decrees to be important. He feels that such arbitrariness
serves to affirm that the judgment of one person is as good as that
of any other person: that the judgmenf of the layman is equally as
valid as that of the professional.

Yildirim's position is that knowledge and understanding of the
situation in which the criteria are to apply is necessary in order to
arrive at the optimum criteria. He admits that the criteria resuit
from a value judgment, but this judgment must also have an empirical
bage. The persons establishing the criteria must maintain contact

_wiph the reélitiés of the teaching situation. Criteria without such

a base are likely to be capricious.

'1David G. Ryans, Characteristics of Teachers: Their Description,

Comparison and Appraisal {Washington, D. C.: American Council on Educa-
tion, 1960), p. lo. ‘

20emal Yildirim, "An Analytic Model for Evaluation of Teacher
Competence” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Indiana University,
Bloomington, 1963), pp. 95-102.
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It was reasoning along the lines of the Yildirim argument that
led to the adoption of one of the guidelines set ferth in Chapter I ’
of the present study: +the one declaring that the state should not
dictate to professional educators the procedures which they should
follow or the specific outcomes which they should seek in their -
efforts to implement local educational obJjectives. Recommendations
regarding evaluative procedures ¢~ criteria should be mediated by
knowledge resulting from familiarity with the situations to be affected
by the recommendations. 3

Some Clarifications Regarding
the Present Study

It was specified in Chapter I that this study deals with measure-
ment and evaluation of teaching but does not deal with the problems of
predicting the quality of teaching which might be expected in any given
circumstance. Therefore, it does not deal with presage criteria since
their relevance is principally in the area of prediction. Because of
this, systematic approaghes for measuring antecedents of teaching (i.e.,
presage or status factors) are not treated in the present chapter. It
should be noted, however, that if the traits which comprise presage

criteria are described in behavioral terms and thus can be cbserved

in the classroom, the presage criteria at once become process criteria.
Hence, the distinction between presege and process criteria is not as
decisive as it might appear at first encounter.

Likewise, the distinction between process and product criteria
is not always obvious unless everything that the teacher does is

considered process and everything which the pupils do is considered
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product. However, when pupils at the direction of the teacher line
up.on two sides of the room for a speiling contest, it seems more
reasonzble to consider this sactivity as partjof the teaching process
and to consider the degree of accuracy with which the pupils spell
the words as part of the teaching product.

The distinction is not critical, however. The point is that
criteria can relate to things that happen before the teacher begins to
teach, to things that happen in the course of a teacher's teaching,
and to things that happen after the teachipg is completed. This
chapter deals with procédures for evaluating teaching in terms of those
things which happen during or after a teacher's teaching which, on

the basis of the adopted criteria, asre considered significant.

Collecting Evidence and Comparing it with Criteria

As the above discussion indicates, the criteria for evaluating
teaching which can be selected comprise a varying assortment. Likewise,
several different approaches which can be employed to gather evidence
and to compare it with criteria are available. Not all of these epproaches
are equelly applicable to any given type of criterion. Alsc. not all
are equally sultable for assembling information which can be used in
implementing state education leadership. The remaining portion of this
" chapter contains descriptions of a diversity of approeches. The descrir-
tions are intended to provide an indication of the range of choices
awaiidble. The utility of various approaches, in terms of their poten-
tial for contributing information for implementing state educational

lzadership, is treated more explicitly in Chapter IV,
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In the subsequent discussion, procedures for collecting evidence
and comparing it with criteria are conceived as varying along three
dimensions. The dimensions represent (1) the situation in which the

evidence is collected, which varies from & "nor- "

situation to a
"eonstructed" situation, (2) the agent responsible for coding and re-
cording the information, which has "self" (i.e., the teacher or pupil
performing) at one extreme and "others" at the opposite extreme, and
(3) the relationship between collecting evidence and comparing evidence
with criteria (i.e., eveluating), which cen vary from "evaluation while
observing" to "evaluation independent of observation." Thise dimen-
sions are described below in greater detail. They aré also depicted
graphically in Figure 7. Any evaluative procedure can be classified

in the three-dimensional space of this diasgram. The letters A, B, C,

D, E, F, G, and H identify extreme points on each of the dimensions

in the three-dimensional space. Following further explanation of

the dimensions, approaches to evaluation are discussed and couched

in terms of these extremes. It should be kept ir mind, however, that
there are also infinite intermediate positions between the extremes.
The first dimension relates to the situation in which the

evidence is collected. At one pole of this dimension is the normal
day-to-day teaching situation or the normal life situaticn in which

an individual might be found subsequent to being taught. The latter
type of situation would be of interest if teaching were being evaluated
in terms of certain types of product criteria. At the opposite pole

of this dimension is a situation constructed to elicit certain types
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Fig. T--Graphic representation of system for classifying evalu- :
ation procedures along three dimensions. |
of specific evidence. A test or examination is an exemple of a con-
structed situation. This, of course, represents the approach normally
employed to measure pupil learning, the desired product of teaching.

Constructed or standardized situations are seldom, if ever,
used in evaluating the teaching performance of inservice teachers.

It seems possible, however, that if criteria for effectﬁ.ve teaching

. were 'stated in terms of specific teaching tasks (as described by
Cooperl for example) that standardized situations cbuld be constructed
to measure objectively and to evaluate the performence of teachers on

these tasks. The classroom simulator designed by Kersh2 nmight serve

lCooper.

2part Y. Kersh, "Classroom Simulation; A New Dimension in
Teacher Education,” Title VII Project Number 886, National Defense
Education Act of 1958 (Monmouth, Oregon: Teaching Research, Oregon
system of Higher Education, 1963).
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as a prototype for a mechanism which could be used in presenting stimuli
in the constructed situation.

The second dimension relates to the agent who codes the evidence.
At one pole, the evidence is coded by the person performing the
behavior. This would be the teacher if the evidence relates to
teaching performance, or the pupil if the evidence relates to teaching
products. In the usual objective test, the established procedure
for responding is designed so that the responses are rgcorded in
coded form by the person taking the test. . In an essay test or a
performance test of almost any type (e.g., a music contest, an ice
skating contest, a debate tournament, or a job interview), the evidence
which will be compared with the evaluation criteria is coded by some-
one other than the performer.

The third dimension relates to the point at which the actual
evaluation takes place; that is, the point where the evidence is
compared with the criteria. At one pole of this dimension, the evalua-
tion takes place during the observation process. At the opposite pole,
the collection of the evidence and the evaluation of the evidence are
carried out independently. With rating procedures, the recorded
rating constitutes an evaluation. In other words, the person making
the observation compares what he sees with the applicable criteria
and then records the results of the comparison.

When the collection of evidence and the evaluation of the
evidence are carried out independently, a procedure is developed where-
by the observer describes, in narrative or quentitative terms, what

has taken place. This description is limited to those aspects of the
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performance of the teacher and/or pupils which are relevant to the
criteria., An example of this approach is the interaction analysis
s&stem.which has been adopted to the classroom by Fland.ers1 and. others.
The evaluation of the teaching takes place after the observation record
haé been compiled. With such a system, the evaluation can be done by
persons other than those who conducted the observation. The same

data can also be analyzed employing different criteris, providing,

of course, that the alternate eriteria encompass the same elements

which were recorded in the observation.

Self Regorts and Self Evaluation

Self evaluation is the fundamental procedure by which teachers
can improve their teaching. Considering self reporting and self evalu-
ation in terms of process criteria, area A in Figure 7 represents the
celf evaluation carried out by individual teachers in day-to-day teach-
ing situations. Area Evrepresents a procedure wheréby.self reports are
prepared by a teacher and evalusted independently, possibly with the
aid of a consultant. This type of practice seems most likely in a
situation where a teacher is having a special problem and seeks out~
side help. Areas B and F parallel A and E except that the measures
are teken in a constructed or gtandardized situation. Such a situa-
tion would be possible only in an institution which has provisions for
aimulating classroom situations.

If teaching were being evaluated in terms of product criteria,

self reports could be solicited from pupils. This would take place

l'Amidon and Flanders.
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in 2 constructed situation unless it hggpened that the desired data

were emitted spontaneously or as part of some other activity. The
data obtained from the pupils could be in the form of Jjudgments

(areas A and B) or in the form of descriptive information or responses
to test questions (areas E and F). The latter type of information
would be evaluated independently. :

In general, self reports from teachers which describe or

evaluate the teaching which has taken place in their classrooms would J
be of limited use in implementing state educational leadership.

According to Biddle, the cognitive systems normally used by teachers

ST £ oes PO P

for thinking about classroom activities are not adequate for objectively

describing classroom situa.tions.l It seems, however, that, if the

i;

teacher were sufficiently familiax with the criteria for evaluation,
this need not be the case. Nevertheless, the problem of assuring the

reliability or objectivity of the evidence remains. As Travers points

out, an individual observing himself is a biased o'bserver.2 The self-
report apprcach need not be eliminated categorically, though, as there
might arise certain situations in which such an approach might prove

efficacious, possibly when used in conjunction with other procedures.

lBruce J. Biddle, "The Integration of Teacher Effectiveness
Research," Contemporary Research on Teacher Effectiveness, ed. Bruce
J. Biddle and William J. Ellena (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
1964), pp. 272-8.

Robert M. W. Travers, An Introduction to Educational Research
(2d ed; New York: The Macmillan Company, 1965), p. 2(2.
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For evaluating teaching in terms of product criteria the
testing approach (area.F) is normally employed. This can be classified
logically as another form of self-reporting. Since this is the
approach typically used for evaluating pupil echievement, it is
reasonable that data so obtained be adaspted for evaluating teaching.
Testing'is discussed &t greater length in a subseq;ent section of

this Chapter.

Rating and Rating Scales

The most singular characterisuvic of rating as an evaluation
method is that thé evidence is compared with the criteria during the
observation process and only the comparison (i.e., the rating) is
recorded. Thus, rating is represented in Figure T at points A, B, C,
and D. At points A and B, t%~ rating is performed by the person
whose performance is being - _.ured. Thus, if process criteria werc
being employed, the teacher would perform a self evaluation and if
product criteria were being employed, the pupil would evaluate his
own skills. In areas C and D, the rating is assigned by an observer.
Area D represents the usual situation when process criteria are

employed, in which an observer cames to the classroom and rates the

teaéhing performence. Area C represents the same type of rating but
the teaching performance takes place in a standardized or constructed
situation. If product criteria were employed, an cbserver wouwld rate
the performance of pupils in a special test situation (area C) ov in

their normal environment (area D).

PRy B AT _—
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Rating scales are by far the most widely used devices for
evaluating teaching pesrformance for both research and administrative
or supervisory p.oses. At least in the case of administrative and
supervisory situations, this condition is likely to persist. The
evidence which must be reviewed to determine whether or not teaching
is effective in invariably extensive and subtle with numerous complexi-
ties which are difficult to catalog in advance. Because of this, gquasi-
mechanical or objective procedures for evaluating teaching have
usually not been considered acceptable, and raters themselves have
been required to perform the function of reducing the data to that
vhich is significant and comparing this evidence with the relevant
criteria. As a result, summarizing and processing of evidence tekes
place entirely within the "black box" and only conclusions are avail-
able for scrutiny. Hence, neither the data reduction process nor the
evaluation process can be examined. If a case developed in which two
"experts" evaluating the samc teaching pr. /ided different evaluations,
it would be a matter of speculation as to whether the discrepancy
resulted from their selecting different evidence to process or from
their opplying different criteria in evaluating (unless, of course,
‘the evaluators were availasble for questioning).

Fortunately, the evaluation process employing rating scales
need not be so mercurial as the foregoing implies. Trawersl suggests

that the stability of results so obtained can be controlled, thus

ll'bid. , Pp. 222-22L,
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making the results meaningful by controlling both the type and quantity
of information to be processed and the processing itself. This can
be done by providing sufficient descriptive material with the rating
form to orient the user, by constructing a rating instrument composed

of specific rather than general scales, and by constructing the

individual scales carefully. Practices recommended by Travers which

should result in better scales include (1) defining with precision

B SV U

sevei'é.l points on each scale, (2) restricting each scale to a limited
range of well-defined behavior, (3) varying the end of the scale
which represents "good," and (4) avoiding the use of words such as
"average" to represent the middle range of a scale. Discussions of 3
technical considerations in rating scale development and the litera-
ture relating to their use are presented by Guilford’ and Remmers. 2

An obvious technique for improving the relisbility of ratings

E involves the training of raters. Such training could consist of a

?' thorough orientation into the type of evidence which is to be cca-
sidered significant and the type of criteria which are to be employed
in snalyzing 1t. This would be followed with practice in employing
the scale including opportunities for comparing and discussing the
ratings assigned. Practice sessions can be repeated until the desired

level of reliebility is reached. Garrison, who has been involved in

v —

L lJ . P, Guilford, "Rating Scales," in his _P%ychometric Methods
2

(New York: McGraw-H11l Book Company, 1954), pp. 263-301.

2H. H, Remmers, "Rating Methods in Research on Teaching,"
Handbook of Research on Teaching, ed. N. L. Gage (Chicago: Rand
McNally end Company, 1963), rp. 329-378.
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two large-scale research projects employing a rating form for apprais-
ing teaching performance, obtained reliability coefficients of .73 to
.85 ﬁith a training period in which trainees observed and evaluated
four lessonsl and coefficients of .53 to .89 with a training period
in which trainees gbserved and evaluated only one lesson.?
Tn employing information collected with rating forms to imple-
ment state educational leadership, data obtained with any carefully
developed form administered with carefully established procedures is
acceptable, as long‘as the form utilizes normative, rather than
ipsative, scales. Normative scales make comparisons between individuals;
that is, they use a norm as their model. Ipsative scales make compari-
sons within individuals; that is, they compare one aspect oi the per-
formance of one individual with other aspects of the performance of
tha’c same individual. Data obtained with ipsative scales are not in-
tended to be grouped. The combining of ratings from several Jifferent
observations of several different teachers would, of course, be

necessary in deriving information intended to affect statewide

policies.

lHarry L. Garrison, "Evaluation of Teaching and ILearning,"
(unpublished Ed.D. disseration, Stanford University, Stanford,
California, 1964).

2F. Herbert Hite, "Effects of Reduced Loads and Intensive
Inservice Training Upon the Classroom Behavior of Beginning Elementary
Teachers," Cooperative Research Project No. 2973 (0Olympia, Washington:
Washington Superintendent of Public Instruction, 1966).
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Separating the Observation Process
from the Evaluation Process

In recent years research on teaching has been moving away from
the study of teaching effectiveness as a global concept. Rather than
rating teachers along an effectiveness-ineffectiveness scale and then
attempting to find the correlates of these ratings, researchers have
veen studying relationships between several variables assoclated with
teaching. These consist of traits of teachers, dimensions of teaching
performance, characteristics of teaching situations, traits of pupils,
and dimensions of pupil'performance. The approach has been first to
describe objectively and to measure these variables and then to lock
for relationships whiéﬁ exist between them, whether or not these
relationships bear any immediate direct connection to any spec. 'ic
concept of effective teaching. The relatiopships studied are ones
which may have been confounded when 2 more general approach to research
on teaching wes followed. The general assumption underlying this newer
approach is that when interrelationships between variables affecting
teaching are understood better, teaching will be understood better and
the various combinations of conditions which ccntribute to effective
teaching will be more easlily recognized.

An outgfowth of this movement has been the development of
observation procedures which can be used for describing objectively
various aspects of teaching processes or products. These meke 1t
possible fo separate the collecting of evidence on teaching from the

evaluating of that teaching. This approach ofifers the potential for

o v
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more objective evaluations by enabling tlie observer to concentrate

more directly on collecting evidence and by making the evidence avail-

able- for review both before and after the process of comparing it with

the criteria has been carried out. This approach also allows more -
than one set of criteria to be applied to a given set of evidence and ’
allows different elements of the evidence to be combined and studied

in different ways.

In Figure 7, the approach in which observations are separated
from ratings is represented in areas E, F, G, and H. Area H repre;ents
the situation in which an observer would collect data on the perform-
ance of a teacher or a pupil employing a standardized observation
procedure; the data would be evaluated subsequently. Area F repre=-
sente a constructed situation, most ;ikely to occur when evaluating

pupil learning, in which the pupil records his coded responses; these

will be evaluated later. Area G represents a constructed situation

with someone other than the performer recording the responses and
arca E represents a situgtion in which a performer records data on
his own performance and evaluates it later.

The first step in developing an observation system is to de=-
termine what aspects of teacher or pupil performance are of interest.
The second step is to categorize these elements so that they can be
de&ectively reported by an observer or to locate a category system
already.in existence which can be adapted to a given evaluation pro-

gram. Several such systems are already in use, The Classroom Inter-
1

action Newsletter— conducted a survey of category systems in use and

ltlassroom Interaction Newsletter, Vol. 1 {May, 1966), pp. 1-2.
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received 315 questionnaires from persons wwo are using them in their
research or teaching activities. Fifty-three d’fferent observational
systems were represented among these. The most widely used systems

were the Observation Schedule and Record (OScAR)l by Medley and

Mitzel and the interaction analysis system developed by Flanders.2
Medley and Mitzel,3 in a general article dealing with observa-
tion methods, described two different types of observation schedules.
The first is called a category system. It consists of an exhaustive
list of categories all dealing with one aspect of behavior. Every unit
of behavior observed is classified into one.of the categories. The
completed observation record s..ows the total number of behavior units
obs . ed and the number classified in each category. The Flanders
interaction analysis syspem is an example of the category type. It
includes seven categories. which describe the types of verbal influ-
ence exercised by the teacher. They are (1) accepts feeling, (2)
praises or encourages, (3) accepts or uses ideas of student, (4) asks
questions, (5) lectures, (6) gives directions, (7) criticizes or
justifies authority. The first four constitute indirect influence
and the final three constitute direct influence. There are two addi-

tional categories which deal with student talk, one for student talk

lDonald M. Medley and Harold E. Mitzel, "A Technique for Measur-

ing Classroom Behavior," Journal of Educational Psychology, Vol. 49

2Amidon and Flanders.

3Donald M. Medley and Harold E. Mitzel, "Measuring Classroom
Behavior by Systematic Observation,'" Handbook of Research on Teaching,
PP [ 288"'303 .
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in response +to the teacher and one for student initiated talk, and
a final category called silence or confusion to account for every-
thing not covered previously. The Flanders system is designed S0
that not only the number of behavior units falling into each category
can be studied but also so that the sequence of categories can be
analyzed. The Flanders approach need nqt be restricted to the
Flanders categories, but may also be used with such other categories
as might be relevant in a given situation.

The seccnd approach to constructing an observation schedule
descrived by Medley snd Mitzel is called the silgn system. With this
system, & list of behaviors which may or may nct occur is compiled.
The observer then tallies those behavior units observed which ment
the category definitions. It is not assumed that all behaviors which
occur %ill be recorded. An example of this proucedure is found in the

Teacher Practices Observation Record1 which is designed to determine

the extent to which the practices of a teacher :oincide wilth those
advocated by the experimental philusuphy of John Dewey. 'To use the
schedule, & thirty-minute observation pericd is divided into three
ten-minute segments. The observer checks which of the sixty-two
1isted teaching practices occur in each of the three seegments.

The observation procedure developed by Medley and Mitzel for

use with the 0ScAR combines the category and sigu system. A

1Bob Burton Brown, Teacher's Classroom Behavior (Gainesville,
Florida: Teacher Competence Research Project, College of Educaticn,
University of Florida, undated). (This is a group of instruments for
use in evaluating a teacher.)
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thirty-minute observation perisd is divided into six five-minute seg-
ments. The first, third, and fifth segments are spent tallying on a
1ist (i.e., using the sign system) the types of activities, groups,
materials, and behaviors which are observed. During the gecond, fourth,
and sixth segments, the expressive behavior of the teacher is recorded
using a category system. The categories are (1) non=-verbal pupil-
supportive, (2) pupil-supportive, (3) problem-structuring, (4) mis-
cellaneous, (5) directive, (6) reproving, and (7) non-verbal reproving.
The type of subject dealt with in each of the five-minute segments is
also recorded.

The category system offers the advantage of accounting more
thoroughly for behavior along é given dimension. To employ 1t, how-
ever, the number of categories must be limited so that the observer
can keep them all in miné simultanebusly and categorize<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>