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ABSTRACT

In this speech the author considers the problem of

measuring teacher effectiveness from the point cf view of an

educational researcher. He examines two prevalent methodological"
approaches: evaluating the process and evaluating the prcduct. The
first approach involves the descriptlon of a study which concluded.
that teachers rated high by supervisors and well-liked by pupils were
‘not the teachers whose pupils showed the greatest gains and whc
judged themselves most effective. The seccnd approach reviews the
prohlels of the re11ab111ty"and validity of tests and advocates
giviag up the idea of measuring teacher effectivemess in terms of
pupil gains on tests. The recent work of Flanders, .Bellack, Ssmith,
Hughes and others is commented on, with the concluszon that the more
dimensions of teacher behavior that cam be neasured and correlated .
“with pupil gains, the more likely is the discovery of one or scre
correlating with teacher effectiveness. Reviewing common fpractices -
that measure teacher effectiveness, the author pcints out that
educational research does not support Dewey's "we learn by doing," or
Skinner's reinforcement theories. Instead, less obvious things, such
as the cognitive level of gquestions aeked, probing questlcns, clarity
and structure, should be looked for in measuring teacher--...
effectzveness. (JA) : ‘
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'As a research worker I am a .bit embarrassed at be1ng ashed
'to speak to th;s group on this topic. It is not that the topic
is outside‘my area of interest -- on the contrary, I;have devoted
my professional iife-in_large measurejto“thisf;ery problem of =
trying to'findout what teacher effectiveness is and measure it.
‘v.And 1t is not, as sone of my crltlcs mlght suggest, because I .

have had so little success that I had rather not dlscuss 1t. My

discomfort relates rather.to a difference in the concerns and

 constraints which govern the way you see_the. problem_and those .

-under whichaI'see it..
You no doubt remembervwﬁat o;d ﬂrs, Murphy‘said-whenlyoung'
Miss Reilly remarked on'the.way home from scnday mass:
| “aAh, ‘twas allovely sermon Father O'Toole gave this morniné

on the joys'of-motherhood§?

"Indeed it was,“ said Mrs. lMurphy w1th a sxgh. "1 only wish ©

i

I knew as llttle aoout 1t as he does.“'
To the research worker tHe problom of measuring teacher
&‘effectlveness is no different from any otner problen, except,‘
perhaps, that it is more complex than most, "and cannot be studled
”'_Ln the antlseotlc env1ronﬁent of the. laooratory. Tne nlce thincg
about researcn is you don't rea 1ly have to uucceed. If T as a

research worker try to mcasure hcacher effectiveness and fail,
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I publisn the study anyhow and,try.again.
The practicing educator is in a.very different situation.

For onec recason or another he must evaluate teachers whether he

can measure their effectiveness or not. So I guess I must EQE%’

- do what I feel best‘qualified to do today, and that is tell you

2

we do not yet know enough about the nature of effective teacher -

benav1or to be able to measure 1t--yet.' If you can wait ten

ycars, or maybe twenty, we may be. 1n a bctter p051t10n. But as
}
- of now=-well, my best adv1cexwould;haveMtombe::donftmtIY-m_“_

But vou must try, and succeed. - So I am going_to stick my

neck out somewnat, and try to summarize for you the best guesses
I can make--~and the word guess_ﬂs the appropriate one to use--

about how to go about this important task of measuring teacher

"effeCtiveness. T

Before I start, may I suggest that we accept, at least for

Atoday s dlscu531on, a clarlflcatlon in termlnology between three

words often used 1nterchangeably skill, effectiveness, and

'ccmpetence.k (thlblt 1) |

In studying teacher.hehavior'and,researchvrelate&fto.it I
have found it useful to dlstlngulsh them bas1cally in- terms of
measurement strategy--ln terms of wnat task vyou wnnlﬂ set a-
;tedcher to measure each of the three.

To tell whetner a teacher is competent, I would glve a

teacher a class and say, "educate-them.” The teacher would need .

tO‘deflne approprlate‘objectives for~the pupilsamolan wavs of -

, achlevrhg those CbJCCthLS' ana e ccute the olan. In order to
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objectives chosen, the appropriateness of the plans, and the
ability of the teacher to execute them.

To tell whether or not a'teacher is effective, I.would}give
- a teacheria set of objectives and a class and say; "achieue them."
- The teacher: would need to plan how to achleve the objectives and

execute the plan. In order to assess effectiveness you would

‘have'to assess the appropriateness of the plan and the ablllty
of the teacher to achieve'it.__i You would not need to judge the:
~qualityrof3the objcctivest~~, |

To tell whether or not a teacher is skillful;-I would<give
a teacher a’ plan and a class and. say “carry it out." The'
teacher would nced only to know how to execute a plan--conduct
‘the dlscusslon, operate the hardware, or whatever. In order to

assess skill you would need only assess. the teachers ablllty to

do these»thlngs successfully. You would not need to judge the
quality of the objectives or the appr.oprxat;ne_ss,°f.f>_-the_Plan',
since these were given.l N | i

I was 1nv1ted to come here today and talk about. research in.
measurlng teacher effectlveness. I am.not sure about.lt but I
am- golng to assume that the tern effectlvcness was used in the
sense in whlcn I have Just defined 1t—-as referrlng to how well
a teacher can accompl;sh objectives deflned:by,someone else.‘

_There seem to be'two'distinct methodoloqicalfapproqches4to '
‘the measuremeht of teacher effectiveuess:_ one is to look at what

. ‘ ] [
the teacher does, that is, to look at the process he uses; and

the other is to look at what the teachdér accomplishes or achieves~=.

i

that is, at;what.his pupiils learn, or, in a word, to look at

‘.ne Eroduct.

e
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It would secm dbvious thatbif.we look at the probess—-at how
a‘teacher ects while he is teaching—-ne cannot hcpe to measure
‘directly anything more. than his skill as an instructor. TheA
effects he'is having are not Qisible.

In order to estimate a teacher's effectiveness indirectly
by looking at the proceSS-he uses--that is, by obserVing;the,
teacher as a- basis forveﬁaluatingfhim--one must know more about
the dynanics of teaching than rescarch can tell him. He mnst_
know rather”precisely what,behaviorskcan”bemsafelfwezpccted to
have what effects on pnpils: he must know and take into account
the various charecteristics of individuai'pupils which determine
‘which behaviors are effective with which puéils; he.mnst know
and take-into'account the‘cnaracteristics of‘the~teacher, the

content belng taught, the objectlves,_and any other thlngs which.

'may affect pupil learning in the presence of any glven teacher

'benav1or.‘ Not an easy way to go ebcgt the_task! Perhaps it would
be better tc attack the problem head cn by looking at the pro@uct-—
'et how mucn the pupils are iearning.‘sLet's see-what_the.research
-litereture has to say about measuring teeChef effectiveness_in o
terms of phpll galns. But~befcre‘Qe do so;~i WOuld like to
dlgress a bit and talk -about relatlonshlps between the two Kinds'
.i‘of-measures.

One of the disturbing things one finds as soon as he'tufns
to'the literatufe is thet whatever the thing we assess when we
1ook at process may be, 1t is sonethlng quite alfferent fron thei'

hing we assess when we look at tne'product. The tcacher who is

rated highly effective (or skiliful) by his irmediate superiors
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is not nuch like the one whose pupils seem to be learning the
most according to gains on standardized tests.

Let me share with you the results of a study we did in tew
York-city some years ago, which we fonnd on checking-are typical
of other-investigations of the same problem. What we did was to
collect various kinds of information about teacher effectiveness
in.helping elementary-school pupils learn to read. We askedlthe
person responsible for supervising'each cf_dé first-year teachers
_to estimate how that teacher would rank among typical first-ycar
teachers he had'known in ability.to help pupils-imnrove in’basic
skills.:.We“also asked each.teacher to estimate where.she would
.rank;hérself'in such a group (all but three of‘these,teachers':
wereffemales). We also»administercd a questionnaire to-the.pupils

" taught by each teacher which yielded (among other things) an -

1ndex of how well.the teacher was liked by her pupils. And,
finally, we tested the pupils in the fall w1th the California
Test of Aental Maturity and the California Reading Test, and.
tested them again in the follwoing.spring.With a different-but'f
equivalent form of the Reading Test. ‘By’analysis of covariance
we then estinated the mean gain 1n reading test score for each
,teacher s pupils, making allowance for diffcrences in pupil -
ability measured by the Test of Mental Maturity. We made ‘all of
our conparisons and estinated all of our correlations between
teacncrs in the same shcools, thus remo%}ng all effects that
differentes in school populationo .might have on teachor effectiveness.]

This isvwhat wefrognd when we intercorrelated these four |

measures of teacher impact. (Exhibit 2). We found clear -evidence -
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'that the four criteria were measuring two kinds of teacher effects
which had little in common with each other.
Supervisors‘ opinions and pupils' opinions showed a
‘significant intercorrelation of .38, Teachers; self-ratings and
- means of pupils correlated .41 with each other.- But neither
pair correlated;with the other more than .13. |
What this means is that the teachers rated high by supervisors 4
and liked. well by pupils were uot the teachers whose_puoiis
showed greatestbgains and“uho judged themse;ves ﬁost effectiyefA d

‘Teachers who looked ﬁost effective to supervisors were not actually

the most effective in helping pupils learn to read. Process
measures and product measures did not corrclate with each other.
If we assume that the process measuresiused were valid

measures of skill and that the product measure was a-valid

measure of effectlveness, we must conclude that teachlng skill
has 11tt1e to do.w1th teacher effectiveness! And let me mention I
| that results'of all similar studies we could fiud reachedvthe -
same conclusion! Since different supervisors.wereviutgood agree—
ment about whlch teachers looked best to them, we must assume
that their judgments ‘were obJectlve and rellable. Only trouble
is, they were ba51ng their Judgments on the wrong things. They
' agreed as to whlch teacher'’s puplls_would ;earn most, but they -
seemed to'be wrong--seeﬁed to be"basing their judgments on the
wrong teacher behaviors. |
| If you were 901ng to ooaerve a teacner SO you could judge
'how ef ective she would be, what would you look for? In_the

© study I have been discussing we also sent trained observers' into -
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the classroom td record the behaviors théy saw without attempting
to evaluate'fheir possible effects on pupils. It was thus
‘possible for us to compare the behaviors of those teachers judged
poorest to get an idea'of_what kinds of behaviors the supervisors
thought ﬁo be effective.

You might wonder why we did not ask the supervisors what
they Qere looking for, what they based their judgments on.. This
has been donec many times, and the.results are consistent enough
tq;bqwgoﬁsidered.coﬂClusive. Supervisors say they look for such
things as the "ability to discipline, ability to teach, schéiaféhip,
}and persqnality.”' Our actual observations indicated that a
teacher was judged'efféctive if her classroom was relatively
guiet aﬁd orderly, and if-there wasvlittie of no manifest
' hostility between teacher and pﬁpil or pupil and pupil--which
souﬁd§ like the "ability to discipline” to me. '"Ability to

teach," of course, is not yet definable in terms of observable

classroom behavior. Nor is "scholarship" or "personality" so

far as I know. Differcnces ;p‘"ability.to discipline" (or whatever

the supervisors‘saw)-were great, and réiiably measuréd. But'they
‘seemed -to have little to do with the amount of learning that took
place. ﬁelatively high avérage pupil gains.were just about as
likely to take place in less orderly, friendly, and relaxedl

. élassrooﬁs as in those where the pupilé were busy, content, énd
faskforientéd. _It\wo@ld seem, theh, that there ;s only one way
to attack the problem of_ﬁeasuring'teachef effectiveness. The
obvious‘way to do ;t would'seem*to‘be by egamining fhe éffécts ‘

“the tsacher has on his puplls, and not worrying how.



You can scarcely believe all of ghc things Qrohg with this
approach. I shall discuss only two. One of them has to do with
reliability; the other with validity. Let me say something about
the reliability problem first.

The general approach used in getting a measure of téacher‘
effectiveness from pupil learning is to do what we did in ;he
study I have alrgady mentioned--use the adjusted mean gain of
the teacher's pupils on some test or battery as the measure of
effectiveness. Therc are.refinements, of course, such as the use
of covérian@e analysis to‘make allowances for differences

.‘between classes in such things as generai intelligence}and more

"elaborate statistical refinements, which I do not want to get
into today. We may assume that the statistical methodology is
adequate.

We have assumed in all research up to now that teacher
effectiveness is a relatively stable teacher trait; that the best
teacher in a group this year will still be one of the best
teachers in the group next year, evennﬁhough he has.a different e
class next year.

In a study of the teaching of réading in the first and second
grade we did in New York City we obtained mean pupil gains in
readiné scores of classes taught by the same teaéﬁers in two
§QCCessive years and correclated them. The magnitude of the
éorrelétion be;wéen two such sets.of nean gains indicates to

‘what extent the same4teacher.wasifanked equally effective in two
éﬁccessive years. It is aqtualiy a kind of test-retest reliability

"of teacner effectivcness.

\
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We used several different measures of pupil gains in the
study so that there werc nine recliability cocfficients in all.
The nine recliabilities ranged from a high of .53 to a low of
-.08. The median was only .26, which was not even significantly
different from zero!

Even the highest value of .53 is not very high, as reliability

coefficients go--or should go; and thg fact that four of the

nine were significantly grcater than zero is not very encouraging.
That was less tinan half. Ve were taught in graduate sciiocol that
a test used as a basis for decisions about individuals should
have a reliability of .90 or so. If I apply the Spearman Brown
formula to tile highest value (.53) I find that it would take 8
years to develop a mecasure of teacher effectiveness with a
reliability of .90 by this method. Are these results typical of
those obtained in other, similar studies?

Roscnshine has reviewed all the other studies he could find
which yiclded stability coefficients on product mcasures of
teacher effectiveness. Others' results tend to be consistent
with ours, except that when the reliability was based on situations
in which a teacher taught the same content to different students
for 30 minutes (instead of a whole year) reliabilitics ranged
between .45 and .70. This is bhetter, but not really as high as
we would like to see it.. Vic can summarize by saying on the basis
of rather limited rescarch that measures of tcacher effectiveness
basecd on pupil gains tend to be rather unstable.

So much for reliability. Can we get any fceling from tae
literature about the validity of mean punil gain sceres? We can

if we look at the problem from the standpoint cf content
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validity; we must’try to answer the question: do the tests used
to measure gains provide adequatc measures of the degree to
- which the tecacher i§ achieving the goals of education?

I am afraid we must answer this question by saying, only
if a rather narrow definition of the goals of education is used.
If we are interested in only a single facet of achievement--such
as learning to spell or to comprehend paragraphs--we can some;
times find a test which seems to be an adeguate measure of that
aspect of pupil achievement. But if'we are measurihg teacher
effectiveness for evaluation purposes, as I assume most of you

will be, we need to measurc effectiveness in achieving most,
or at léast a good share, of the Ehingsbteachérs ére'supposed to
do. If we include ability to help pupils develop attitudes

and values or acquire inquiry skills (for exaﬁple) as pgrt.of
what an effective teacher does, it is quite clear that measures
of pupil_gains are and must for a long time remaih:lacking in
content validity'becausé of the lack of valid tests of these
characteristicé.

If a school system'is willing to adept achievemen; on some
ﬁesf, test battery, or cbmbinatioh of testsvas sufficiently
representative of the_totality of its goals to approximate a
measure of accomplishment of the tétal aims of the school,ta'valid
and reliable neasure of teacher effectiveness can in theory at
least be obtained by measuring pupil gains for several years.
But in,tefms of reasonably adeguate sets bf goals and periods qf‘
time, the early evidence is that ﬁo such measure is practicable

at presocnt.
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As you must know, this position is somewhat out‘of fashion
in these days of accountability, criterion-referenced tests;
and performance contracting,'When some_school §ystems seem to be
willing to settle for speccified levels of gain§ on certain paper-
and-pencil teét items as criteria for assessing effectiveness
~not only of teachers bu£~of the school itself. This represents
an abdication of responsibility for manf kinds of.learning which
i consider at least as impdrtant as those retained (if not more
so). As a measurement Specialist I am appalled. But that is
not our topic today so I will dismiss the subjeét:with the remark'
that if you accept this model for education the problem of |
meaguring teacher effectiveness ceases to exist.

I would like b:iefiy to mention another épproach which has
 great appeal on the surface.. I refer to what is usually called
a "teaching ﬁest.W' In this approach the téacher is'giVen'a
brief périod of time—-perhaps half an hour,-pefhéps two or:three
class periodé, in which to teach a certain unit of content to a .
class which is tested before and after so a mean gain can be
calculated.

Pophém has done the most work withithis'approach. He has
tried to validaté it by comparing pérformances of traine&
teachers and various groups'of persons with no professibnal
training--cdllége students, housewives, automobiie mechanics.

In no case'has he beeh able to find any'evidéncelthaﬁ the trained
teachers do any better as a group than the lay groups.

You may regard tiis as an indictment of teacher training as

wortiiless. I maintain that the ability to cram content into
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pupils’heads long cnough so that they can score high on achievement
tests is.not what teacher ‘education is trying to develop. Teachers
- who can d0-that'are‘not the kind of teachers I 'evaluate highly.
Scores on such teaching tests are worse.than the pupil mean gain
scores we have been taking about.
On the whole,_I think we should give up the idea of measuring
‘teacher effectiveness,in terms of pupil gains on'tests,iattraCtive
thongh the idea may SQem_on-its surface. Let us take a look at
process evaluation as an alternative approach. “
Most efforts to measure. effectlvcness in process- use rating
scales of some. sort.i I don t want to get off on the qucstlon of
h:what la wrong with ratlngs, except to mentlon one problem--the
problem of determining what determines a_partlcular ratxng.» When
we observe a teacher at'work}-all we can see is his skill '-His
effectlveness must be 1nferred, and such 1nferences (as.we have
seen) depends on an assunptlon that sklllful teachers are'
effective. So they are, if they possess‘the'rlght'skllls. ‘To ;_i.
‘rate effectiveness, an observer must»know what skills or-behaviors,
mahe a teacher effective, and'he mnst base his rating on them..
What is the present state of our knowledge of the nature of
effectlve teacher behaVLor——of what you can expect to see in
the clascroom of an effective teacher’ We have made some
progress tnesc last 20 years, but we still have a lot to learn.
‘The late A.S. Barr devoted hls profeSSLonal llfe to the
_search for benaVLors more llkely to be observed in classrooms ofv
~ effective teachers than 1neff1c1ent ones. Tne.Search'waspln vain.

In 'a classic review of all research done up to 1930 or so,
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including Barr's, MorShlconCIuded that: C -
'No single, specific, observable teacher

'actlhas yet been found whose frequency _—;‘

[ B

or per cent of.occurrence is invariably
51gnrfzcantly correlated with student
achlevenent. |
Such spec1f1c, obscrvable acts would,c. course, be exactly what
we need in order to assess teacher»effectlveness in proccss-fsome
- concrete things on which we.couldwbase our eualuations.f Apparently'
'they do not exist..A | - |
' Benefltlng from Barr s experlence,Aresearch 1nto the nature‘ ”
ﬁof.effectlve teacher behavxor has " taken a dlfferent tack durlng
the last decade or two. .No longer do we look fo* these un1vcrsa1
uehavxors;- Harold Mitzel and I polnted out. 1n 1962 what everyone
else seemed to know already--that thc effect of ‘a partlcular
~ behavior was specific to the pupil who' was supposed to~be}-:d
:affected, the_teacher;who was trying toraffect him;vand the ;;~.
situation in which it3occurredt, We‘also suggested.that behaViors;,'
which contribute'tO-teacher‘effectiveness wou1d5manifest:
themselves not,asAisolated events,but as stable tendenciesﬁor
B patterns which haVe sometimes.been referred toaasreiements of"
teachlng style. | | | ! |
_ Beglnnlng wlth the work of John Wlthall around 1948, rcsearch
invthe teaching process took'a new dlrectlon. Observers stiild'
'concentrated.on recording_what they saw happoning inrthewclass-
roon, as Barr andvhis associates'had'done, but instead of
concentrating_on individualdoﬂnaVLOrs they looked for clmonslons

~

or pattérns manifested in varlous_speciflc behaviors which
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tended to occur together in the‘same classrooms. I am referring
.to'shth things as Withall's Index of Social—Emotional Cllmate
or Anderson'e Doﬁlnative andkIntegrative-Contacte,_or Flanders'
ID ratio. Researchers like Flanoers, Bellack, Smith, Hughes,
Galloway, Gallagher and Aschner, Spaulding,band.others, who have
in twenty short years so greatly.inoreasedYour’understahding
of classroom'behavior. We still do not know nearly ae much aslﬂ
‘we neeo to know about what constitutes an effectlve teachlng
style, but we can describe the style of any given tcacher much
more objectively and accurately than -we ever could before.

- The- more almenalons of teacher bcnav1or we can. moasure ano
3correlate W1th pupll gains, the mare llkely we are able to flnd

f—

one or more that correlates with teacher effectlveness, And

when we do find one that.doesdoorrelate,,WeAalteadxahavé;;nOt::ﬁ_f,v'

"oﬁly arcléar'operational definitioh of the'dimensionfof.behavlor '
but also a device for measuring it. -

Have we located any.such dimension55 -0r, . to put'it‘_
dlfferently, have we 1dent1f1ed any observable characterlstlcs -
of teachers on whlch we can defen51ble base Judgments of ‘their
effectlveness?‘ Knowledge‘of such characterlstlcs mlght;tell_us o
what to look'for and so improve our ability‘to‘evaluate teachers,;-
voy ooserv1ng them at work. .

In dlscu551ng tnls problem I shall draw ‘heavily on excellent
land-recent-reV1ews of emplrlcal studles_already done by '
Rosenshine_and Furst and by Haroutoonian, as well as the‘earlier
reviews done by ﬁorsh and Barr sbme'yoarS‘ago.-

Before 1 start let me emphasizo that. none of the
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relationships i shall describe between-observable characteristicsA
and pupil achievement gains can be said to be firmly_established;
each one included in the 1ist has,‘ho&eyer, been found to show
some relationship to pupil learning in more than'one independent
investigation. The best way to think of'them‘islas promising
leads. In order to put them in better perspective, it might be

useful first to list some'Observable'characteristicsfor~behavior

_ patterns which researchers have tried to measure and relate to .

pupil gains-without succeeding. (Exhibit'3)c

Here are six: klnds of measures that have been trled with

: negatlve or” 1ncon51stent results.»‘Anauyet,there,lswa‘Vlable‘A-

reason for expectlng that each one would'be réiéﬁééftéweffécéiééﬁéés.-

Whateverxone S. theory of the nature of teacher effectlveness :

: may be, one would expect it to grow w1th experlence. but the '

research ev1dence ‘does not 1nd1cate that puplls 1earn more’ from

experzenced teachers than from 1nexper1enced ones., And_lt:would"

'seem even more~reasonab1e'to think that pupils ‘who -had less

contact w1th a- teacher would learn less from him. than -ones who

had more, but we’ have not been able to verify th;s elther. Even

" if one takes the p051tlon that there'ls no such th;ng.as'a

science or art of teachiné,'one would eapect»that.aniignorant
teacher’s pupils would tend to learn less than pﬂpils{&ith well- -
inforhedCteachers. Perhaps so, but no clear'evldence has been |
found that they do. | N | R |
Psychologlsts like B. F. Skinner claim to have shown a close
relationship betWeen.reinforcemcnt/and-1earning in rats; cats,

ané pigecns, and have not nesitated to rcLOﬂPLnd that teachers

‘reinforce puprls by ap proving and- oraL lng correct reSponses .
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Teachers who use a lot of praise and approval do not seem to get
any better results, however, thanteachers who do not. Psychologlsts
like Roders and Flanders have strong theoretlcal reasons for
recommendlng indirect teachlng,.yet the I/D ratio, de51gned'to
measure this very characterlstlc, has not been found to predict
‘pupil learnlng elther.

ALl of us remember the Deweyisn, "We learn by doing."

Attempts to relate the amount of pupll act1v1ty (doing) in the
classroom to galns in knowledge (learning) have not been
successful;' | o

_vayouvfind'these results discouraging, you can imagine how

the rescarchers wno’5beaihéa’£héﬁ‘ﬁﬁs;fhave felt;' Aii'bffihééé*ﬁf*””mm"“

variables seem so obviously related to'pupil~learning as hardly'h
.to be in need of empuucal demonstratlon. .Veneuofvthem has paid- . . .
off. I am not, let me assure you, suggesting that we conclude
that none of them are related to teacher'effectiveness. What I.
an suggestlng is that the vaélables named must not be as easy
to identify or recognlze as ‘you might thlnk--or else we need to;_
rre-examlne these proposltlons.
- Let us turn now to some measures wh1ch do show signs of
being related to pupil learning. Some of them look very much
like:the_ones we'haVebbeen'discussing, anu'SOme de_nott (Exhibit 4)
| ’vathese results'are taken ‘as a'éuide,~we"might describe
the behavior ef the teaeher-whese pupils are likely to learn more
“than thoseyin the average~class as follows:
1. He varies the level of tasks aSsignethe‘puplls,'the
j"metnoas and materral he uses, Qh. ﬁié strategf in presenting

-them.” chordlngly, he asks more questicns at higher cognitive
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levels than the typical teacher and'his punils perceive the
tasks assigned them as difficult; He tends to ask hls pupils to.
elaborate their own comments or those of other students. He
tends to be sparing in his criticism of pupils responses, but .
is more likeiy to accept and use them. ' |
lis own.presentation of material is_perceived by observers
as clear and well organized, containing by actual count a
relatively large number of structuring statenents and statements
whose content bears cirectly on spccific objectives of the lesson.
sHis oenaVior lS described by raters as task—oriented or business-
;Zlike and also as characterized by enthuSiasm. |
I can almost hear some of you saying €6 yourself "“i“khéw“"'
”that, Who needs: all of this research to tell us that an effective.
teacher does those‘things?" Let-me repeat:an important point.
Of course we knew these things. ¥We also‘"knewi-that an
effective teacher was one who had a subStantialbamount of
v-expcrience, knew his Subject well, developed content by

-

‘interacting with his students rather than lecturing to them, and
-commended or praised his puplls when they gave acceptable -
responses. But for some strange reason, the research only supports‘
the formcr characteristics, not the latter.: |
Could it be- that the research is trying to tell us sometnzng’
Is it trying to ntlp us separate tne things we know that are truc
from the things we "know" that are not true? Would we be w1se
to try in our evaluations of teachers to ignore the seconu kind
- of ocliefs and 1ook harder for the first?
One Qualitv I seem to.see-in tne verified.list is a kind of

connlex;tv or SUMICtj that is aoscnt in t’t one not Vcrlfled bv
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the research.  Simple minded ideas like reinforccment, indirect

teaching, learnihg by doing, experience makes the best teacher,

. the more practice the more'learning,;or the more the teacher

kncws the better he is, which are reflocted in this list, just
plain don't stand up.

Thls 1s a ‘pity, because it is so much easxer to conprehend

these szmple xdeas, to communlcate them to others, to recognize

them_when we are asked to observe a teacher and evaluate his

performance, than-the more complex characteristics which do seem

to be related to teacher competence.

I envisioh two developments related to the measurement of

teacher effectiveness which will be beneficial. I see ratings

becoming more valid as we gain greater insight into the nature

of the effective performance we are looking for from research

along the lines reported in the last two exhibits.

The:other is the-substitutidn'of more ohjective.instruments
for rating scales;.instruments based on,-ahd‘perhapsladapted
from,_the instruments used' in the tesearCh'studiea,Use of
obsertation achedules Wiilvprovide the teacher evalhator'with

more accurate, relevant, and dttalled lnformatlon than we can

~get fron any ratlng deV1ce.

I think, however, that'we wili soon approach a ceiling or

plateau beyond whlch we cannot rlse w1thout a change in strategy. R

_In order to make clear what I mean,,let me show you a model of

the dynamics of tcachlng sk 111. (Exnlalt 5)
A tcacner in a cxassrodm crving to implement a plan rust do

at least three things all at once: ‘he must maintain the loarning
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involve individual pupils. The skilled teacher is something like a
juggler or plateespinner; he keeps all'three of these things going
with an occasional deft touch only--a touch so deft, sometiﬁes,
hat the_observer ﬁas difficulty seeing how it is done: | |
He docs them all at once, of coursefubut it is con&enient
to think of them as hierarchically related._ Let us imagine that -
in each cycle the tcacner first checks the climate 1n the class~
"room and adjusts it if necessary. Then if cllmate is OK, he-
checﬁs the status of the planned activity suppcsed to be underway;'
If that is not prééressing according to plan e makes whatever
adjcStment mnay be_necessary. mIfjthe'plan'is brogressing on
schedule, he checks the involvemegt of each ahd every pupil,.
and adjusts that. I'suspect that the whole business never runs
quite right, that there'is aiways rocm for improVemeht somewhere.
Unless the observer charged w1th evaluatlng the teacher knows
somethlng about the model, He is not llkely to make much sense
out of what he sees. I suggest thatsobservers, ;ike‘the raters
I mehtioned earlier, respond mainly to the clinate. ﬁhvironmental'
.ﬁaintenancetbehaviors may be consistent enough across time to ﬁé‘
seen often enough so the'observer spots them. .Managing and |
involving behavidrs mayvvary so much that it is‘difficult for a
visitor who may not know ewactly what the puplls are supposcd to
be involved 1n, or 1n what 1c10ayncrat1c ways they react to
" the act1v1t1cs, to detect tlen when tney occur._ Experience
indicates, however, that tnc quallty'of the lcarﬂlﬂq environrent

i%5 accessible to the most casual Obsérver.

e
AN
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Tﬁtro SCoans 10 ra2ason o dount tﬁat the learning environment
a tddchcr provides has quite a bit to do with his effectiveness
in general. Children are curious, lively, interested beings: put
them into a situation where there tre interesting materials and
whéfc the environment favors learning and they will learn on
théir own, and show neasurable progress tdward some goal.

So if we look at a teacher and decidec he loqké good, chances
are we are reacting to the climate we detect in his classroom.
If we sce ﬁiém;;;ilsvéusily and contentedly workihg at
their secats, participéting in an orderly but lively discussion,
etc., we conclude'that_they are probably learning and rate the
teacher as cffective. We are brobably, but.ndt necessarily, right.
It depends on the extent to which we respond to the simpler,
‘more obvious qharacteristics—-indirectness, pupil participation,
warnth and lack of nostility that as we have seen, the
relétively little to do with pupil iearning. |

Hopeful;y, by looking for éome of the less obvious thinq;--
the cognitive levél of questions asked, probing questions, cla:ity
add'strtcture-—we can sensitiéé ourselves to the more important

~ dimensions of classroom climéte and imprOVe the Qalidity of our

ratings somewhat. | |

If, however, you accept my model of teaching skill, or
sometﬂing,like‘it,.you'will agree,.I think,.thét until we devise
- sonme economic énd-pra;ticable scheme for. assessing a teacher's
skill in cohducting plannedileérning experiences and seéing that
individual.pupils are involved in them, I doubt very nuch whether

we will bhe able to.get at the important differences in. teaching
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ehill, wo o, cucde ce il oo xioiore e onen v o Tay b in
T previding a classzes envizenniant whaleh facilivawes punil

learning, sae will Laser oot ner oupils to leara anveihiire near

their capaciiy unless she can conduct then through expericnces

designed to produce optimal learning of reading and arithmetic

skills, for‘instance, so tinat they can exploit that environment.
Q
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