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ABSTRACT ' ¢
CqQmpetency based teacher education~has been defined
in Various vays, ‘but there is general agreement on at least two basic
elements. The first essential characteristic is the specification of’
, teacher competencies which form the basis of the entire progran. The
second is the design of assessment techniques directly rélated to the ‘
specific competencies. Competencies have been written in a variety of v
vays and have been related to various domains or competency areas. In
each of the competency domains the form of the competency must be
examined to determine appropriate assessment techniques. There are a
nuaber, of assessment factors which need to be considered in the
evaluation of competencies. The¢ fiature of the standards, or criterion
selection, is essential. Other concerns ame comprehensiveness ahd ‘
.fidelity of the assessment system, validity and reliability of data,
and general utility of the process. Assessment of knowledge
competencies can be accomplished-through paper and pencil testing.
Assessment of teaching behaviors or performances, however, requires
observation of the individual delonstating the skill. This may be -
dccomplished b%@!aging scales or structuraed observation systeams.
Utilizing sampYing and student achievement have also been used,
although it has been concluded that student learning measures Cannot
fairly used to evaluate individual teachers at present. (An °
extensive list of references is included.) (RC)
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_ THE NATURE OF AND ALTERNATIVES . .
. . FOR TEAGHER COMPETENCY STATEMENTS AND -
SN IMPLIGAJIONS FOR ASSESSMENT TECHNIQUES '

<

"~ Competency-based’ teacher edu\cation 1s perhaps the most frequently o
discussed topic in education today. Close to 500 teacher education It
institutions (Sherwin, 1973, p. 3),and over 35 states (Roth 1974)
have become involved. in either studying or developing such programs.
'Compgtency—based teacher education has been defined jin various -
ways but there is generdl agreement on at least two basic elemeqts .

The first essential %haracteristic is the specification of teacher . '
- competencies which form the basis: of the entire program.- The second
- is the design of assessment techniques, directly related to the (i
' " specified competencies, which are necessary in order to determine
whether or not a student has achie\(\ed the competencies.

2
- Competency Domains ’ \ - \\

t " In view of the critical role of these competencies it is important to
’ review the nature of competency statements and their 1mpJ1cations . N
for assessment. Competencies have been written in a variety of wdys
and have been related to various domains or competency areas. The
competency domains identified in the literature are knowledge, behaviors,
affect, consequences, and experiences., Each of these needs to.be N
examined to determine 1mp11catibns for possible assessment strategies.

® Knowledge dOmain competencies refer to 1nformation and cognitive
- processes necessary for effective instruction and related activities.
These 'include kfiowledge-of: a subject area, planning for instruction,
instructional strategies, child growth and development, humanp relations,
etc. Knowledge ir these areas deals with facts, processes, theories,
and techniques. The scope of tx‘a knowledge competencies will 'depend
upon what areas of'the teacher gducation program (content area, liberal
arts, professional education) are included in the competency- based
program., Examples from various knowledge areas would be an ability to
balance chemical equations, write behavioral objectives, 1dent1fy a
variety of 1nstructional techniques, describe Plaget's stages of
: developm‘ent and relate counseling techniques appropriate to given -
slituations (the specificity of t,)'ﬁese competencies will be discussed in . ?
: a later section). These are usually evaluated by paper and pencil
. processes such as those utilized in current traditional teacher education

prongs . . SN

.
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Some educators have referred to an area of competence which usually

. 18 considered as being either in the area of knowledge or.performance,’.
and may belong somewhere bet'ween the two. These competencies have
been 1dent1f1ed as "outputs” and are described in the statement which
follows: - - ,

, Teachers produce a variety of outputs which can be
categorize s either Produgts,e ventg, or Condjtjons.
Included among these categories of outputs are the .. 7
following: ’ -
A. Products - A product is a tangible, concrete, transport-
eble outcome of work effort,

{
I

Instructional units )
Lesson Plans .

7~ Lists of objectives o o
Guides, outlines, sets of directions
Bulletm boards S - y

‘ . B. Events - An event represents an metan-ce of 0ccurrence
e d - - of an observable transaction or set of behaviors'.

4
'

Class discussion . ' - ’
Demonstration '
Presentation
Ffeld Trip

'C." Conditions - A &ondition represents an instance of
: ~a desyred circumstance expected to endure and to
. , , mﬂu nce a program, \

Parent accgtance of school Proqrem

A " Classroom Climate Coo
N~ " School-atmosphere o N
Working relattoriships with other teachers (Morse, .

Smith, .and Thomas, 1972, pp. 11-12) 1

The behavior domain refers to the performance competencies an
individual demonstrates. These are the actual teaching acts considered
necessary in order to enable students to learn. The performance of
\ tedching skills is based on the previously acquired knowledge ’ '/
competencies, but requires a demonstrgtion that the student can
perform and utilize varidus strateg :{s/b d techniques. Examples here
mclude demonstration of a variety uestioning skills, introduction
of a)lesson? g.Liding students in discovery activities , etc.

¢
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The affective domain has been identified in the literature as the copinions,
attitudes, emotjons, and dispositions of the teacher.’ This covers a variety

of 'specific factors such as sensitivity to needs of students, self-acceptance, .
professionalism, etc.” Human relations training labs and interaction
labamtories have béen established to accomplish these competencies.

It is important to note, however, thd we may wish tO'd}stinguish between

affective competencies, such as accepting student feelings, which

are expected to be demonstrated in the classroom, and personality™ -
variables of the tra'inee, such as emotional securit§y, which are/l'nore
difficult to elicit and evaluate. | , o
Consequence domain objectiyes relate to the influence the teacher has
on pupils. In'these competéencies the criterion considered is the
product; i.e., the behaviors or attitude and achievement gains of the
pupils being instructed. S '
The,consequence area, however, can be separated into at least two
distinct categories, student behaviors and student learning. Btudent
behaviors refer to those activities students engage in which are (
assumed necessary to attain the educational objectives. Some programs
are placing-a great deal of emphasis or evaluating this dimension of
teacher competencet. Exam‘ples of student activities include the
following: ’ d \

A
1) students being supportive and cooperative
2) students being attentive to class activities .
3) students partic{pating in verbal interaction- .
4) students following specific activities to completion
§) students using media and resources for study
(Hatfield, 1974, pp. 41,42)

An example of the second' type, a pupil achfevgament conseguence
bbjecnv{ is

ot Given fifth grade pupilg who have not mastered their
< multiplication facts, the pupils will be able to master
. all the facts (Iy10) X (1-10) and be able to coniplete

them on a paper and pencil test at a rate of 30 per o
. minute, The criterion.is 90% accuracy by at least two

out of three pupils within four weeks. .
Experience-or expressive' domain objectives have been described as
activities an individual engages in which are outcomes in themselves.
There are no specified outcomes which are to occur as a result of the
experience, the objéctive ig ‘¢omplete once the individual has experienced
the activity. An example is "the student will read a story to a

" kindergarten child--while holdingthe child on his lap," or "the stude_nt

will visit thé home of each of his pupila_(Weber, 1970)."

6 - :
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Competency Forms

Theredgaeems to be a variety of viewpoints as to how Competencies

should be written.: One approach is tg write them as general statements
- of behavior with some broadly defined expected level of achievement.
An example of this approach isMthe teacher i8 able to use a variety

of teaching techniques, selecting thosewhich are appropriate in
particular situations.” Note that the competency is general enough

to cover a number of specific behaviors. Also, the standard of
-achievement "appropriate" is not very specific and provides for a more -
subjective evaluation. These are high inference types of comp’etencies.‘

\ ) . .
Merwin (1973), however, argues that PBTE is supposed to differ from
current teacher educat,ton programs by the explicitness with which
the competencies and the criteria used in assessing their mastery
are stated. . Further, this explicitness should leave little or no
ambiguity regarding procedures for assessing the performance nor in
'amv\@. at a decision as to whether or not the individual possesses it.

In addition, Morse, _et al. (1972), believe .that/ evaluation goes
beyond measurement of performance. Judgments have to be made -
in relation. to: those factors which give meaning to the’ performance
information produced .~ Central $o this judgmental process is a clear
delmeation of what it 18 the assessment 18 to assess.

Pursuing this line of thinking . another approach would be to develop
specific gerformance objectives derived from the competency statement.

. These spécific performance objectives are behaviors which must be

demonstrated as evidence that one has attained the generic competency
from whi¢h they were detived. In this situatfon, the evaluation focuses
on the demonstration of the more specific behaviors and achievement

of the competency is determined by whether or not most or all of the
‘specific performances were demonstrated. This i8 a lower inference
typd of objective and is somewhat less subjeotive in nature. An
example is

.

competency: “The teacher,trainee is able to use a
, variety of teaching techniques ..
(LS ) v . * - ’ .
performance’ The teach®r trainee will demonstrate
objectives: ‘ ability to give a lecture by stating. objectives

4

clearly, asing an audible voice, varying
the pace, establishing eye. contact and
summarizing key points.

P . . '
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- o o ) . The teacher trainee ‘will demonstrate
. ' . ability to conduct a group discussio#

. o “by defining the topic, involving all

' ' .. . students, summarizing key points, . . .

. The teacher trainee will demonstrate

v : \\ : ability to employ oral questioning. . . .

The teacher trainee\ will ‘demonstrate ,
ability to give-a de onstrati'on . . . etc.

Competency statements may also ‘be written as behavioral objectives .
This is the type of competency statement most frequently believed to
be associated with competency-pased programs. "In this approach,
the behavior, mastery level, and conditions are specifically stated,
with the criterion levels stated as frequencies, per cent accwracy, “or
othetr such measures. In this approach, competency statements can
be used directly as assegs*ment criteria. Examples of behavorial
objectives are
, 5 \

Given examples of classroom management 'techniques

(written descriptions or videotaped) the teacher trafnee
will ientify by name at least five of six correctly. .
Given a small group of students-in a microteéaching
session the trainee will ask one knowledge, one
application and ong synthesis type question as

eveloped in his lesson plan within a twenty -five
minute lesson.

In each 5{ the cQmpetency domains cited,the form of the competency .
statement must be examined to determine appropriate assessment
techniques needed to evaluate achievement. It should be noted that
the assessment strategies are affected by a variety of variables related
to competency statements'. As each of the competenqy areas are
examined in the following pages, variables such as-context and
-specificity will be considered as they relate to the particular competency
domain under discussion. : . '

¥

///Agsessment Fagors

In order to determine implications and problems of assessment of ¥

" competencies, an analysis of the literature was conducted to determine

assessment practices and concerns . Remaining sections of this paper
/reflect these findings.
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‘ 'I'here are a number of factors relating to asseSsment of competencies
*  in general., One such concern is the evaluation context. For example ,
if the individual is required to demonstrate that he has a particular
skill, he might accomplish this by teaching to one or two peers, a
_small group of students, or an entire’ clals . In each instance, he is
defmonstrating that he: can perform the skill, and each of these
alternative contexts may be appropriate. .

o ' In some cases, however, the competency may require that the individual -
not only be able to demonstrate a particular skill, but that he utilize =~ '
this skill at the appropriate time or at a designated frequency as part
of his normal teaching style over a period of time. This requires not

- . only that the individual "can do" but "does do." This type of competency
requirés the classroomas a context for evaluation: as well as a longer
period of time for observation. «

. o
The nature of the competency statement clearly has implications for
- the context required. On the other hand, the context in which
assessment takes place has a direc,t bearing on the nature of the outcomes
and the data collected in the assessment process. Context variables
need to be considered when evaluating competencies, and some P L
standardization is necessary (when possible) in order to make comparable .
dvaluations . '
s
As an example of this relationship, with particular reference to
performance standards, Schalock, et al., (1974) discussed the competency
"defining the objectives of instruction." He,points out that there is
nothin§ inherent in this competency that is addressed to the quality
expected (standard) nor is there any reference to the context in which
performance is to take plac\e. Also

Because of this interdependency of competency descriptor,
the context in which competency is to be demonstrated,
and the performance standard set for its demonstratibn, -
the task of becoming clear as to what the assessment system
was to do and how it was to do it was more difficult i\hen
. anticipa\:ed (Schalock, Garrison, and Kersh 1974).

Although the setting of standards is a key element in the design of

assessment, it is not an easy task. : L
s Obviously, there is no source other than judgment, -
- to which one can refer to select appropriate standards. .

The'question of standards is one which plagues all evaluation’
, -efforts. However, the nature of the competency, its
b v relevance to instruction, its suspected impact on class-
: room learning and other such considerations should be
wéighed in setting the standard (Airasian, 1974, p. 16).




Some assistance in the criteria selection process is provided imthe

" following statement. It should be noted, however, that this was  °
written in terms of assessing teachers in general rather than assessing
specific competencies. ‘ . '

St

. < .
Six Attributes for Discriminating Among Criterion Measures

1) Differentiates among teachers. There ape decisions
where we do not have enough knowledge merely by
knovgmg‘hat a teacher has met a mihimal level of

. proficiency. Both administrators and researchers, for
- instance, often enceunter situations where they need
a measure sensitive enough to assess variance in
teachers' skills. - : '

2) Assess learner growth . . . emphasize the necessity -
to produce criterion meaSures which can be used to
assess the results of instructional process, not merel
the process ‘itself. In certain limited instances we may
not be interested in the outcomes of instruction as
reflected by modifications in the learner, but these
would be few in number. Certain clagses of criterion
measurers are notoriously deﬁcient with respect to
this attribute. : .-

3) Yields data uncontaminated by required inferences, An
attribute q& considerable importance ts whether a
measure p{érmits the acquisition of data with a minimum
of reduired extrapolation on the part of the user. If all

inferéntial sjeve, then the measure is better. A class-
room observation system which asked the user torecord
the raw frequency of teacher questions would possess the
attribute more so than a system which asked the user to
Co judge the warnfth of teacher questions.
* 4)  Adapts to teachers' goal preferences. A measure of
téaching skill will be more useful for given situations
if it can adapt to such dissimilarities in.goal preferences.
- b
5) Presents equivalent stimulus situations. There are times
when we might like to use a measure which would permit
the measurement df teaching proficiency when the
‘stimulus aituations were 1dent1cal or at least comparaple.




. 6)  Contains heuristic data categories. -In a sens€ this
* final attribute is thé reverse of attribute number three
“above which focused on the collection of data uncontaminated
byirequired inferences. At times'we want 'data that simply
state what was seen and heard in the classroom. At other

. times it would be useful to gather information--interpretations--

which illuminate the nature of the instructional tactics.
For the ‘unéophisticated‘individual, in particular, measures
which would at least in part organize his perceptions-regarding

t’ strengths and weaknesses in teaching would in certain
situations be most useful (McNeil and Popham, 1973, pp.
238-239).

/

In aelectiﬂg assessment procedures the influence of the nature of the
competency statement in this process has been stressed Som.e general
pointa to consider in designing assessment are:

A. Objective instruments development vs » subjective.
"B. _Effect of assessment on process.

. C. Selection of acceptable indices. ' - A
D. Establishing validity and reliability (Baird and Yorke 1971, ps

The validity and reliability of measurgment instruments are, of course,
important considerations. These will be discussed at length in appropriate
sections, and therefore only briefly here. The evaludtor should decide
which of the ylidations are pertinent to the'instrument being used.
According to Young (1973) face validity is the most common form, and is
concerned with the {nstrument agreeing with'the mode of responding
(written or verbal) whether'it measures process or product, and the level of
responding (memory, conceptualization etc.). Alsq, content validity
may be estimated by expert ratings of each item, donstruct validity is
estimated by giving the evaluation to a group of persons possessing the
trait and to a group not possessing thé trait, and predictive validity is

.determined between lavels of gvaluations or in different time periods.

? Some general recommendat,i&s regarding procedures are provided by the

following:

— \

Actual data gathering techniques to evaluate knowledge and -
practige competengies are not complex. For knowledge

competencids paper and pencil tests, .oral examinations, and
the like are appropriate. For practice competencies, studies

NS of performance 4n classroom, microteaching, or other similar

situations can be gvaluated by one, or preferably more,
judges on the ba is of checklists, or overall performance
(Afrasian, 19747 p. 17).

- " ° '
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Stimulus and response modes. coyld be specified from a number =’ A4
- of available altérnativés.. Prospdctive teachers migh% respond
tQ bﬁper and pencil'direction$ in-a videotaped mode-=or vice-versa.
Filmg, audiotapes and actual demonstrations are other possibilities-.
Responses nged not be limited to overt teacher behavior as the only
teacher “"product" but could include products such As-lesson
™ __ Pblans, teacher-made tests,; repérts to parent, and other record-
keeping and planning outcomes. And of course, one stimulus -
/ may produce a series of responses.in vartous modes (Kay, 1974, p. 276).

.. \,_' . _ v v

*

- .

e

- An overview of some poséfble techniques has been developed in terms
" of two criteria, comprehensiveness and. fidelity. Fidelity refefs to the
degree of realism of the fest compared to the crﬁ’eyion situation. -

-

f

l . ; . - » - .‘Q .
High{\ . T % T 4 ] N
» — - — 'Teaching 30
' Pa&r and Pencil .1 In-basket.Tests__. /| Pupils for a
al Verbal Teists ' ‘<. Year
O LY . v T . »
2 | ' ! .
o ) : .
5| _ 1
) ’ f Laboratory ’x;
21 , . ' Microteaching
;s’ / . . : . . . - ,
2 - e , l
¥ . . oy o T — :
7] .
- - Film .
J ’ Situations
. : : ' o real life
Ldw | Artificial.Situations . v ‘situation " -
L 4

FIDELITY ’ '

Fidelity and Comprehensiveness of Different Types af. Tests,
(Quirk, 1974) o '

Another general concern, no ma@r what the competenéy domain or
¥ssedsment technique, is that of utility. This asks of each data .
gathering effort whether the costs of time, money and effort can be.
justified by the extent to which they reduce risk fordecision makers.
According to Merwin (1973) there are two wayp to apply this criterion.
One is to ask the extent to which the,.added information prouided has

- reduced risks in selecting among altérnatives, and the second involves
comparing the costs of this particular means to getting the information
with costs in using another means to the game information or equally
predictive information-highly correlated with it (e.g.,indirect vs. ‘o

* direct assegsment). 1% ~ "y v
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)\, One means of »viewing competencies and their assessment has been _ e
- 4 developed y Turner and should be mentioned at ghis point. Hisasix ’
T . criterto vel;s for evaluation are as.,follows' : - ; S
-, ) - . 4 ) . . .t .
P : Qritgrion Level 1, At the highest level, the’ criterion e ' .
+ . ' 'against which “teachers "(or teachirig) might be appraised . ., - L

] "“consists of two parts.. The first part is observation of v T
TR - the acts or behaviors in which the teacher engages in °© - |
’ : the classroom. . The observations must be conducted , . L
.with a get of instruments which permit ‘fessiﬁcation N \ ol
, " of teacher behawiors in Koth the cognij.i d’and affective PR
. R domains. The second part is’ ‘systematic anaiysis of the =«
.. T.*7 X *.level of outcomes achieved by the téacher with the pupils
" s 4 . *..  heteaches. Outcomes in both the cognitive and affective
LT - ", domains must be included. Because of variation in the, e
"* * . éntry behaviors of students and variations in teaching e RN
. © .contexts, the residual outcomes in pupil behavior (the. - - | .
k4 - terminal behaviors congected for entry behaviors and moderating S
- : .variables) should be used as the criterion measures.. To
’ be placed at criterion level 1, the above two part appraisal
K of tedcher pe‘bformance must be conducted over a relatively R
o . long period of time, probably at leas o years (on a time * L
o - sampling basis) ., with both the observational and residual :
S T ' 'pupil behavior components assessed during. each of the - ..
: L years. The reason for the two—year period is that both teacher
and pupil behavior are open-: to some random fluctuation and -
care must be taken to obtain a sufficient sample of behavior
from both'sources te¥assure fair conclusions. _ ¢

c griterign Level . This criterion level is identical to :
" criterion level 1 except that a shorter performance period
is in\rolved ‘ |

Criterion Level 3. This criteridén level differs from criterion _ T
.levels 1 and 2 in that pupil performance data are eliminated - |

from the criterion. Judgments about competence or proficiengy

are thus based on the observable behaviors of the teacher )
rather than on the pupil outcomes associated with these

behaviors. - : '

Criterjon level 4. This criterion level differs from criterion

level 3 in that both the teaching context and the range of .

I . teacher behavior observed are restricted. The context might R

be a typical microteaching context involving a few pupigs or

even, peers acting as studénts. The teacher behavior observed
. would be restricted to a few categories in the cognitive or in

the affective domain . -

S, 13
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‘ Criterion Le:zel 5. This criterion level differs from criterion’

RES B level 4 in that the teacher need not perform before live
\ students (simulated students wduld be satisfactory) He
. must, however, be.able to produce or show in his -behavior
- A7 . ‘at least one teaching skill; e.q. .probing.
' ' \ \ ' R T

CriteriorLLe'vel 6. This lev\ei\differs from criterion level 5
JAn that the tea.ch'er need' not engage in producing a performance,

', . 9 PR “ but rather, only show that he undérstands some behavior,
‘ : concept or principle germane to teaching (Turner, °1{972 p. 3).
. o . 3 . 1 -
The relationship between these levels and assessment techniques will
be identified at appropriate points throughout this paper.
A general overview of this relationship is provided by the lelowing -
. chart:
WHEN - WHAT _ . . HOW
D | . g .
- pre-. ' Level 6'——Trainee shows that he . - paper and pencil
practicum 'understands.some behaviors, tests; interviews
' . concepts’, or principles germane to . .
teaching--usually in a paper . . . T
’ R and pencil exercise. ‘\ ' '
pre- " Level 5--Trainee demonstrates his. . case studies;
- practicum . ~'possession of teaching "s kills", simulation’
e however, he need not do so with ‘
. students. He may interact with
case studies or other simulated
materials . ' .
pre- Level 4~-Trainee demonstrates . . microteaching;
" - practicum teaching behaviors in a njicro_—\ : interaction analgsis
teaching context with-a few" .
students or peers. - _ . M
practicum Level 3--Trainee is judged on the videotape; observation
- 1 ‘basis of his abiiity to - . forms; questioning
demonstrate "teaching behaviors" , pupils; interaction
in the classroom. . ' analysis
g 2 . : . s
practicum Level 2--Shert-range outco -all tools used to
and'on.the achieved by the trainee with assess public
job o the pupils he teaches. . . school pupils'’
' ‘ o : growth (including above)
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~on th-e job . Le\;el l1--Long-range outcomes 4 all tools used
‘ achieved by the trainee (now a ‘ " to assess
i B certified teacher) with-the pupils ~  public school

he teaches . . pupils ' ‘growth

(including above) .

.(Baird and Yorke, ~1971, p. 7)

@oleedg'e Assessment - % o . |

Assessment of knewledge competencies generally can be accomplished ,
through paper and pencil testing. This can easily be done in the .preservice
college classroom requiring very little in the way of special settings,
instrumentation, or techniques. In: addition, there are other ways of

‘assessing knowledge such as mediated stimulus-response techniques.

. &
As an example Okey and Humphreys (1974) suggest audio recordings:
of classroom discussions used to teach and assess the skill of identify{ng
different types of teacher questions. Also, they suggest videotaping a

classroom to teach and assess the ability to use reinforcement.
. Y. ‘.

In another example, Popham (1974, p. 54) suggests alternative assessment

approaches for the competency statement "Teachers must be able to both
select and generate defensible instructional objectives." One procedure
requires tea'chers togenerate a set of measurable objectives, then have
these judged by others using criteria of significance, suitability for
learners, etc. Also, a teacher could select a specified number of
objectives from a larger pool, and these could be judged according to
established criteria. Popham further suggests that the teacher could
describe in an exam-type setting, alternative procedures for selecting
and generating defensible objectives. R
The knowledge category, you-'may recall, refers to facts, processes,
theories, techniques, etc., encompassing a variety of cognitive processes
It has been noted by Dziuban and Esler (1974) that many learning tasks

are inherently complex because of the interaction of their components and
thus do not lend themselves to being dissected into very small parts. -

-In structuring a laboratory problem, for instance, a student may have

wide latitude in formulating hypotheses, structuring experimental
procedures and interpreting data. N
Of all the assessment areas, the knowledge area is perhaps the most
developed.

" Por three-quarters of a century, decision makers of one |
kind or another have wanted to assess what candidates for
teaching positions know Measurement technology for

>
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for assessing‘ academic knowledge thus Became highly - -
developed. Consequently, we now ‘have widely available .

N tests of knowledge of subject matter and of knowledge about.
teaching methods. (McDonald,.1974 p. 23) .
) . . -

In spite of this prodigious effort and its advanced status there are
& number of problems to consider, barticuiariy when develpping )
asseSsment for instructional units™n teacher education programs..
Since each module or course has its own objective;s, existing tests
of knowledge may not be applicable. . . .
Aiso in a program that has specific objectives and mastery ieveis, as
competency—based programs putportedly do (particularly dn the knowledge
_domain), the assessment is related to’the specific Objectives . Its

" purpose is to determine whgther an individual hag attained mastery of
the objective as specified by a criterion level, not how he compares
with a groxip of peers.' This requires Qriterion-referenced testing. |

In shifting to criterion-referenced testing, however -one encounters o
a probiem in applying traditionai psychometric characteristics of T .
tests. Definitions of these characteristics, such as reliabiiity and "~ -
validity, involve assumptio.ns not consistent with criterion-referenced
tests. : -

<.

Mariy of these definitions involve ~equaiity of form and
content among Hms as well as considerations of equivalent

- . .

item difficulty. These characteristids produce instruments

of extreme homogeénity and low vartance. Additionally,

criterion referenced tests derive their meaning from the

relationships they describe between the items and predetermined

criteria (Dziuban and Esler , 1974 p..4).
Another previousiy mentioned probiem inherent in competency-based
programs is the need to establish mastery levels for each of the
competencies. There are several factors to consider in this process
Quirk (1972) states. a number of cautions in using criterion scores, »
indicating they should take into consideration the number of test items
per objective the level of difficulty of these items, and a statement .
of the minimum performance level. Quirk also cites three factors
related to setting cutoff scores to indicate "mastery" including -
1) standard error of measurement, 2) the "x-percent correct" phenomenon
and 3) the multiple cutoff model. Quirk notes that a test with low
reliability would have a very large error of measurement in trying to estimate
a score that represents "mastery." Inreferring to the "x-percent correct"”

-
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phenomenon, Quirk states that the percent of items that any given
candidate ‘answers correctly depends on the content of the items,
and the difficulty level of the items in the test as well as his
.personal state during the test. If alternate forms of the test are to be
used, the forms need to be equated statistically. .

o . : : \
Some consideration has been given to describing a teacher candidate's
~ overall ability by developing a ,competenc{( profile, with competencies
" along the horizontal axis and degree of achievement along the vertical,
" axis of a graph, It has been suggested that such an approach wduid”'
, assist employers im identifying better qualified teachers and those .
i - with skills which are particularly sudited to their schools. This is a
' type of multiple cutoff or parallel stalk model as referred to by Quirk,
and-he has expressed some concerns. For example, if a candidate were
to perform better on one objective than another, and the two objectives ., /
~were highly cox:rela_at_'ed, the reliability of the difference scores would '
‘be quite low, even if the reliability of both measures were higl’\/ This
" same concern applies in evaluating the performance of the same candidate
on two different objectives, or on the retesting of the same objective.
. . .

A

o0 Also, according to Hills (1971), such scores canbe set arbitrarily
without adequate evidence on the validity of the variable that is being -
used fqr selet_':tion, as well as the validity of the available measureS
< An additional concern in the grea of reliability relates to retesting
(this concern was cited earlier). Some competency-based programs are
achievement rather than time based. Students progress as they complete
-competencies only, not by accomplishing as much as they canin a - .
course festricted by time. Students are allowed to'be retested until they" .
achieve mastery. Also, for modules, pre and post tests are provided on
. each objective, Such situations require an examination of the reliability )
of the difference score. The reliability of this difference, score is
| , . likely to be quite low. ¢

f "% “Ariother set of consideratipns relate to behavioral objectives. In . -

E citing the long lists and number of behaviaral objectives in competenay-
based programs, Quirk (1974) states the mair measuremeént problem to
be the reliability of the individual measures. Dividing the petformance
of a prospective teacher into finer glements could produce a I
unsatisfactory reliability figure. Also, accefding to Dziuba;\and Esler
(1974) practical considerations often’dictate testing competen\gies which
are only indirectly related to the true goals of the behavioral objectives.

C This same discrepancy, however, has long been noted ip-rorm referenced

!

instruments., . . / . a

ro- ) S \-f




Although Quirk has offered several criticisms of criterion-based
testing in competency-based programs, disagreement with his

- arguments are also found in the literature. Cox (1974), for-example,

argues that many of the traditional megsurement principles, such.as

the standard error of measujement, thé reliability of the difference
scores, and predictive validity, have beefn developed for nbrm-
referenced testsand are probably not applicable to criterion-referenced -
measurement. A number.of psychometricians have studied eriterion- :
referenced test reliability (e.q.,Livingston, 1974; Carver, 1974;
Hambleton and Novick, 1973) and bffered their analysis. According to
Haladyna (1974) "each differs, and each suffers from a paucity of
empirical studies either cor.firming or disconfirming the respective ¢
approachies."” ’ )

Teacher dutputs ' (

T

Previously in this paper teacher 6utputs were identified as possibly S

“being a unique group of teacher competencies as opposed to be{rgg

classified under the knowledge or performance category. ‘A rationale

for considering this area of teacher competence and its implications

for measurément are provided by Morse, Smith,and Thomas (1972). ‘
Outputs, as-they define them, represent primary, observgble dimensions
of teacher productivity, and serve as a brigge for con cting teacher

. behavior with learner outcomes. "

As a result of the performance of tasks various Qutputs
will be produced. The outputs teachers produce are
achievements for which they can he held directly
accountdble. They are defined as the sole means by which -
teachers perform their re8p9nsib111ti.es toward learners. ‘
Teachers-can control the outputs they produce, they can
~also _predict with varying degrees of accuracy the effects
.« their outputs ‘are likely to have on learners. By ‘distinguishing
between teach&rdoutputs and learner outcomes, one can /
. ‘give substance to the technical outcomes of teaching
behaviors. This procedure emerges from and is consistent
. with the position that in order to nurture certain learner
outcomes the teacher must do something., The things
done include systematically using or developing materials,
&  providing various experiences, and creating various
climates or conditions thought to bé conducive to learning.
To ghat extent, it is these things: i.e., outputs, for which
we can hold teaching behavior responsible or accountable.
The teacher's responsibility 1n5%udes assuring the relevance
-of those outputs to meeting the individual and collective needs
of pupils > ' :

lo .




. - A6

The kind, quantity, and quality of outputs that teachers
produce can be measured. Threse measures constitute the
basic data to be collected in any effort at assessing
-competence . The eventual linking of this data to data

gathered about learner outcomgés-should provide a fich base . .
Y of information from which to-draw in making judgments about -
~ the competence of teachers (Morse, Smith, andThomas, 1972, py 11).

3 o a ) ]
Bgfxgrmgnge Assessment . . . '

Teaching behaviors or performances require observation of the individual
demonstrating the skill. This may be done by personal ohserVatiog,or use

of recording equipment, with or without thee utilization of systematic observation
 scales. Why eva:‘{.ate teaching performance, why not deal with the ulfimate

‘ criterion of effectfveness, pupil learning? Much more will be written on
this in the section“cn pupil achievement, however, the following raticnale
~ haa been noted in the literature. . '
Measuring teacher effectiveness by measuring change in
. pupils is probablyfonly feasible for simpler; lower level - _
objectives. ' ) . ' o
a
‘For the attainment of higher)level objectives , Or more ‘slowly
. developmg objectives the more aptpropriate rprocedure appears .
& I to be to measure the behavior of the teacher and-compare it to
’ - behavior which is thought to be related to the development of
S ~ higher level objectives in pupils. Such a procedure appears
-+ feasible, both for the assessment of competence of individual
teachers and for the certification of programs (Soar, 1973, P. 210).

b

Similarly, the teacher appears to be more fairly ‘evaluated.if
1 . ~ the judgment is made on what he does, rather than on the out-
come of what he does. The first is under his control and the
second is not (or at least not nearly so much so) (Soar, 1973, p. 209).

. In reference to Turner's criteria, Merwin (1973, p. 12) notes that Turner's
lower criterion levels involve assessing teaching behavior which is suppﬁed

£ to bring about a desired change in pupil behavior. He argues, however,
that such a substitution can only be justified on the basis of a demonstrated
reliable relationship between the assessed t@acher behavior and change in
pupil behavior that would be measured using the direct assessment apptoach.
Currently, both traditional and competency-based programs must operate
without such validation.

=
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Some general concerns related to assessment of teacher performanbé. have
~ been identified by Merwin. He cites 1) error due to a lack of comparajility -
. in conditions under which the measure is taken; 2) errors in observing and

recording behavior; and 3) inaccuracies in the matching,of the observed

depends partially upon the specificity of the competency . Examples of
. teacher competencies in the performance area may be usefyl at this point

o
log of Teacher

The following examples were deri&edffmm The Florida Cata
Competencies (Dodi, 1973). :

M -

4 , ' .
1) Identify a studens's instructional needs on b%gis
of errors., - ' e

~2) Involve students in teacher-pupil planning.

3) Structyre oppértunities to develop health and
< safety habits .

4) Help students develop attitudes compatible with socletay

and self. -
§ Cause student to perceive relevance of learning.

6) Use variety of media in course of feaching lesson
or unit. T
. ‘
Merwin has analyzed these competencies and provided the following
concerns. - . . € - ’

In the first example, "ldentify a stude/nt's instructional
needs on basis of errors," one assessor might well

. accept a simple oral questioning procedure while another
e might consider only careful classification of errors
established on a theory of development as adequate.

As evidence of "involving students in teacher~pupil
planning" (example number 2) one judge might accept
allowing students to say what they want to do, while

another may feel that the observation is not complete .

until completion of what is jointly planned. Thg compleRities, -

and alternative procedures that might be involved in

. Ca | | 20 | m

behavior against the criterion behavior in attempting to atrive at the yes-
' no decision regarding achievement of'competqpcy (Merwin, 1973, p. 10).

) As noted in the introductory pages, the selection .of evaluation techniques

“to illustrate some of the problems encountered due to leveg specificity.
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determining whether g teacher has "caused" a'student
to perceive relevance of learning (example number 5)

. '* are almost unlimited. Whether what is needed to make these
competency statements functional for directing measuxe-
ment efforts s greater explicitness in the behavior to - *#

_be observed, the need for ddding criteria of acceptance, -
or both, it must be recognized that they do n®t provide
an adéquate base for designing assessments as’they
stand (Merwin, 1973, pp. 12,13). o T

,Even without the criteria statgménts needed to judge the
adequacy of explicitness for unambiguously directing
development of the measurement procedures to be used, .
a number of aspects of these statements pose assessment .
problems. For Bxample, there are bound to be difficulties - “a
in designing procedures to determine the amount of “help"
- provided by a‘teacher in attempting to demonstrate his .~ -
v ' competency to help students develop attitudes compatible
‘ with society and self (number 4) . The variety of media ST
. *available and practical will vary widely from situation to - . v
' situation in assessing a teacher's competency to use a
variety of media (number 6) (Merwin, 1973, pp. 8,9). .
The tenuous nature of criterion levels was examineg in the preceding
‘,knowlegge domain section, and these concerns apply to performance
levels. Also cited earlier as a factor in the evaluation of teaching
~ performance is the context called for in the competency statement. As
. one reads the above comments ‘it is important to note that many of the .
concerns have relevance only within the context of an unstrucgur__ed or
uncontrolled (experimentally) environment such as a nermal classroom,
A very different context is provided by simulation situations where
variable$ are controlled and the context is somewhat structured. This
situation is analogous to Turnerjs levels four and five. -

Working under limiteé i atipn procedures to assess

teacher behavior during intpraction with pupils as called -

‘for at level four allows more control-of conditions,.permitting
( greater objectivity and focus of o_bservation of teacher

- performance at a cost of.some realism. Level five simply

provides further control of factors affecting the assesa- /
ment of teacher performance at the cost of possibly a crucial
element, use of live students. (Merwin, 1973, pp. 16,17).

In discussing performance assessment, a number of references to

context have been made in the literature. Morse, Smith, and Thomas (1972)
state that the nature ofthecontext; i.e., the people who make decisions,
the setting and the role being assumed, plays a crucial part in determining
the way in which an individual will be judged as to competence, How '

21
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the competency is defined, the focus of investigation the criteria and . «
standards are all said to be a functian of the context in which assessment
i8 to take place. , Coa \ :

Okey and Humphreys (1974). point out that performance outcomes are the
doing skills of teaching, many of which require a elassroom setting had
vhile they are learned and assessed’. Furthermore, Garrison (1974)

relates that, in his experience, in @ program that defines competency

in terms of the performance of teaching functions in an ongoing school’
setting the 1dent1f1cation of the contexts in which competencies are to '

be demonstrated becomes as critical as th&identiﬁcation of the competencies
themselvtas . ,‘."

. In addition to the context elements, referred to above, Merwin (1973) *
points to two other concerns related to context and perfgrmance assessment; -
namely, i)\he content under study and method of teaching, and
2) the background relative to the topic under study that-the pupils bring -
to the learning experience. This latter concern as to the background
of the pupils assumes that the task of the teacher will be different if
the children are relatively homogeneous with few -deficiencies, as
opposed to a heterogeneous group of pupils, some having considerable
deficiencies. Also the personal characteristics and attitudes téward
schoolsand learning of the pupfls should be considered when evaluating

' the performance of the 1nd1v1dua1 teacher-. ‘
Howell (1971) mentions a two- fold problem in terms of gathering data
‘in evaluating performance., All ‘factors likely to have major effects on
the learning in question need to be described, as well as pos sible
extraneous influences on pupil performance from which the data are
obtained . . '

The known sources of possible contamination can often

be dealt with in designing the evaluation procedures,

and unknown ones can be countered by sampling teaching
performance generously and averaging results overa number
of ofjgasions or over many learners. But this may be
expensive. The sample size, the sampling procedures,
control over pupil situational variables to assure comparable
conditions for the pre and post-learning performances, and
recognition of interventions other than teaching--all are
problems of the validity of the data, which are quite

distinct from problems of the validity-of the thedretical
constructs or of the teaching purposes. . .(Howell, 1971, p. 21).

. Ome competency -based teacher education program has described its
approach to assessment which accounts for context.

-,
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The approach taken to the measurement of individual

teaching Competencies was one of obta}ning carefully

delimited professionai judgments, in the form of rating

scale placements as to the adequacy.of a student's

performance in a parti}u.lar demonstration context. At

least two separate professional judgments were obtained L

in relation jo each competency demongtration, one from a ’
. student's college sypervisor and one from his school

supervisor. An evaluative judgment was also obtained
. from a gontent specialist if & student requested tt. The

ratings were designed so as to accommodate the impact of
g differences on competency demonstration )

K
. : L}
erns rélated ta assessing performance { /

samplinfg probiems involving : eenta of time, environmental factors : f ’

suwrrounding the performance under observation, and characteristics of -

“both the pupils and thé type of iearning involved

Baird and Yorke haye focused on problems of selecting context and the ’
timing of assessment suchas '~

v A, One setting, one time vs, mny@sﬂ many times . : '
' B.  Early (in the day, week, semestér, etd.) vs. late,
C. Before (diagnostic) during (formative), or after
’ (summative) instruction (Baird: and York 1971, p. 5).

The predictive validity of performance assessment, particularly. in
student teaching or similar type situations, is also’a problem because
the prediction of individual differences for future performance could be
um'eliable due to the limited range of-performance observad. Yet it
has been noted that

T
L

" ++.what the student teacher does under a specific set of
circumstances at a given point of time is of less concern than
what the performance tells us about future performance--the

. validity of the assessment .of predicting future effectiveness

" in helpinrg pupils learn (Merwin, 1973, p. 22).

A note of caution however, has also be;n provided McDonald cautions

that: ,

I
We cannot treat teaching as if it were so different on each
separate occasion that we can never evaluate it. The conflict
-between establishing reasonable expectations for teaching
performance and the variety and complexity of the situations
“in which teaching occurs is one of-the most important problems
we have to egolve. Until it is solved, our *decisions about
competence must necessarily be tentative (McDonald, 1974, p 22)i

\\ . - (j




evaluation of "competence"‘ as opposed to a specific "competency."

a
[

A similar (of even .synonymous) concern relates to sampling, and the
relationship of an individual's performance at a given point in time to his actual
ability to demonstrate a skill should he so choose. This relationship f
between “performance" and "competence" is, in asense, a predictive

validity issue affected by adequacies in sampling . Several writ&s have
expressed concern over this issue; C . / s )

A major matter of conCern revolves around sampllng which will

' permit defensible generallzations (Merwin, 1973 p.-10). . .

a8 -,

The e,xtent to which evidence gathering situations permit ' ’
'students-to manifest the behaviors inherent in'the competencies
is the extent which the evaluation is valid...Any testing
situation provides énly a sample of a student's behavior
(Adrasian, 1974, p. 17). ‘

t LA

'\A difficult pioblem associated with monitoring the activities * %
assigned in a classraom is thet of sampling. The drawing -
of reliable samples, of course, is a difficult problem regardless
of the observational system that is, being employed (Raths . 1973, pp. 20-22).

There is the related .pr‘oblem'of sampling. Does the absence of
an item from a person's speech mean that he cannot produce it
_or merely that he has not found it necessary to produce it
(Dil1, 1974 p. 9).

Imbedded in this 1ssue is the question of’ performance versus competence.

, D11l (1974) argues that teaching competence is not to be confused with
teaching performance. Teaching performance is what the teacher actually
does, and is based on knowledge of the instructional content and pedagogy
as well as othér factors such as memory, non- pedagogical knowledge and
beliefs, distractions, fatigue, etc. In studying actual teaching performance
one must consider a variety of factors and the underlying competence of the
teacher is only one factor.

4
“

In the following comment teaching competence is viewed.as only being
observable in a very controlled situation where context variables have
little influence. It should be noted again, however, that this agsumes

_ Evaluation of a teacher's competence in a student-teaching situation
requlres accounting for a variety of factors, whereas evaluation of a
specific competency-in a microteaching session is less complicated

and "performance" is more directly related to a competency. .

Only under idealized conditions can’ teaching behavior
be taken to be a direct reflection of teaching competence.
In actual fact, teaching performance cannot ever directly
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reflect teaching competence. Observation af actual teaching . ' .
. behavior will show numerous false starts, deviations from ' '
. plans, etc. Teaching competence, thén is"concerned with R
' an idea) teacher, in a completely adequat® classroom, who .~ . .
knows the pedagogy and content perfectly, and is unaffected ’
by classroom conditions of crowding, inattentton, distractions, :
étc. (Dill 1974, pp. 29-30). ‘ ‘ S |

Howeii(1971) has also distinguished between teaching competence, RN |
teaching competencies P anc} tedching performance in the following manner;
P ¢
1) Teaching competence, ag such, 'is not directiy E
observable but is generaiiy regarded as a more Or . .- . 1
.legs enduring personal characteristic; ‘ \
T .8 2) _ A specific teachi competency, too, 1s presumed t
_be persistent and” ence applicable to a whole serfes of
. situations within the limitations of its definition, ..
-3) A teaching performance, However, is the observable mani-
fegtation qf teaching competence, or competency, and
4 is bound by time arnd place and other general situational
", variables, which define its setting or context (Howell, 1971, pp,_ifi-ﬁ) -

Perhaps the most widely used method of assessing teacher performance is
subjective rating, where an observer evaluates the teacher or trainee
on the basis of his own cr,iteria and interpretation of the situation.
Problems with ratings again focus with the observer. Popham (1974)
suggests that the difficulty may be due to different ‘notions that raters :
(administrators peers, students, etc.) have regarding what constitutes .
! good teaching. Quirk (1972) suggests that one method used to avoid this
problem, or at least modify it, is to train raters carefully on the definition
of the items, show the raters examples of teachef behavior for each
item, and check for the reliability of the ratings using actual cidasroom
situations.

Another method of assessing teaching performance skills that has
received considerable attention is the use of systematic observation-
, techniques. Two systems are used to record behaviors, sign systems
and category systems. The sign system uses a large number of behaviorally
defined variables which are checked if they occur during a short; e.g.,
'/ five minute, observation period. ‘Category systems deal with fewer
variables (categories) and are recorded continuously.

Many of the problems cited for teacher rating methods are’ eliminated
or vitiated through the use of systematic observation instrumentg. \
By using systematic observation, the observer is made a recorder, insofar

Q ' s ° . ‘ 2:;
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as possible, rather thaman evaluator (Sodc,
to Soar, this data tends to be "low inference' rather thari_."high 1nfergnce".

and stays closer to the original behavior. (Jtfhay be noted here; that 4
although-low inference measures stay with the behavior observed, higher i .
inference measures agpear to correlate better with some indices of
student achievement; e.g., ‘Rosenshine and Furst, 1971) “This relates
to the earlier disdussion on the specificity-of competency, statemets. _
Systemattc. observation techniques illustrate bhow general (broad) !
competency. statements can be clarffied by describing thege in terms -of -’
several $pecific items. This appears to liave several desirable effects
. when considering assessment. Somé of these have been' described-by .
- McNeil and Papham (1973) . For example, instruments which require less. "
‘. inference from the observer have a greater agreement among users. ‘ ‘
Reliability is also enhanced when the dimension$ are clearly defined and*
observers have haé training, ther\e is agreement on what is to be égg)ed -
and there are fewer things for the observer to do during observation.

.

It is of interest to riote

Recent studies using ratings of intermediate levels of
inference, such as "clarity”"-and "enthusiasm have
produced more promising results than the earlier high
‘inference ratings. However, before these results can be
used maximally, the low inference behaviors which enter
the ratings need to be identified (Soar, 1973, p. 208).

Merwin (1973) emphasizes that observation schedules. must focus attention
of the rater specifically on those aspects'of performance relevant to the
competency under judgment. Also, procedures for comparing the recorded
behavior with the standards set for the competency must be clear and ‘
unambiguous. The degree of explicitness of the competency will be a large’
determiner of success in this process. J° =
Although systematic. observation techniques appear to ha%‘e an advantage
over rating systems, there are sevéral factors to consider when utilizing
suchtechnigues. Reliability and validity are among these factors and
have been treated in several ways in the literature. We will first
. consider validity. .

4

-

It hag been argued (McDonald, '1974; Abramson, 1971, among others) - ‘
, that measurement procedures used in the evaluation of teaching
" competency must have high validity. That is, there must be a
demonstrated relationship between a teaching skill or performance and
its effects upon students. However, in a number of sfudies that have
attempted to relate pupil outcomes to classroom interaction variables,
little relationship was found between pupil achievement and the obsgserved

\
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teacher classroom behavior. According to Abramson (19/1) findings of
such studies may result from incompatability of the achfevement and
observation data collected. Pupil achievement is collected on

o indlviauals while observations are group data.

McDonald states however, that the conclusion should not be drawn

that we must defer the development of an evaluation system until all

the relevant research has been done.. He argues that there is already

an abundance of ideas on pertinent teaching compeétencies. which we .

can beg in to measure--a necessary first step, and whose effect on
teaching performance can be studied systematically as part of the process
of developing evaluation SYSteﬂ}S (McDonald 1974, p. 24)

Abramson (1‘97 1) considers the validity of observation systems in terms
.of content, concurrent, and construct validity.v He defines these in
the following manner; :

1) Content: validity is the degree to which the system L o .
provides information that is representative of the . ’
population of classroom behaviors that the system is

o meant to classify . . . Itis essential that empirical
' evidence of the system s content validity be obtained . . .

2). . The con¢urrent validity of two or more instruments is a

‘ function. of the agreement between the measurements
resulting ﬁOm ‘the application of these instruments .
Typically, a new instrument is shown to be valid if the
results obtained from its applicationare comparakble to those
obtained from a criterion measure, usually a more established
instrument or a measurement with known validity. This -
validation process using two or more cbservation- ‘systems could
also be followed providing the criterion against which the

: - new instruments are to be _validate_d is itself valid.

3) Construct validity is the degree to'which the hypothesized
outcomes of the.practical application of the theory which
gave rise to the instrument are borne out by the results -

-of the appropriate experiments in which it has been used
(Abramson, 1971, pp. 5- 7) :

According to Medley and Mitzel (1963), in order for an observational
scale to be valid for measuring behavior, it must provide an accura%

vrecord of behaviors which actually occurred scbfed in such a way hat
the scores are reliable. :

&
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In addition . 3 ( . | ’ ‘
The .validfty of m'easuremen'ts of behavior as the term = L
is used here, depends then,.on the fulfillment of three"
conditions: 1) representative sample of the behaviors .

to be measured must be observed. 2) An aceurate record

- of the observed behaviors must be ‘obtained. 3) The records- _
- must be scored as to faithfully reflect differences in -
: behavior. e

'I‘he first condition would be fulﬁlled perfectly 1f the observed
behaviors were a single random sample of the behaviors to
- be measured. Unfortunately, it is .seldom feas1ble to obtain’
a random sample in ‘practice, so it is necessary to use
nonrandom samples whi8h care to make them at least appear
. -to be representatlive. | /f'\

The second condition—-acchrate record of behavior~-and the
third—-meanmgful scoring--are interdependent in the sense of
how a record may be scored depends on how it is made. but

. they must be' kept separate using a technique (Medley and-

S Mitzel, 1963, p. 250).

. Reliability has receivad more attention than validity in the literature,
and also has been viewed from several perspectives. According to
Abramson (1971) the reliability of assessment procedures needs to be
established, reliability referring to replicability of the measygement.
and its underlying construct. E '

" According to Quirk (1972) reliability is the sine qua non of the use of a.
measurement device. If the reliability of a performance or a judgment

is low, the prediction of subsequent performance based on that - %
measurement device is not-likely to increase very much above chance
level. .

‘Abramson (197 1) reviewed some ofthe literature that dealt with the
reliability of observational measurements and cohcluded that there were
essentially two major procedures narmally used to establish the ,
v reliab‘ility of these data: 1) coefficients of observer agreement, and o .
2) an analysis of variance (ANOVA) technique first proposed and
. developed by Medley and Mitzel (1963). Most studies, including
Flanders', have used the per cent agreement o Scott's (1955) coefficient
of agreement between observers as their measure of reliability with
C , - fewer studies reporting reliabilities based on the ANOVA technique. - -
' According to Abramson, the coefficient of observer agreement and its
variations may be thought of as roughly analogoys to the test-retest
* or alternate forms reliability of most“standardizéed tests because it
provides a measure of comparability between two or more measurements of
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samples drawn from a larger population “of’behaviors . However, the
major advantage of the ANOVA technique . according to Abramson, |
results from its ability to partition the sources of variation inherent
in the data into its component parts and thus yield error estimates as
well as obtain estimates of true and total variance and calculate

‘reliabilities using the classical definition r—sztrue/s total. Itis
thus possible to calculate reliabilities for the entire observation:

schedule and for the individual items which comprise it. These:
reliability coefficients and the error estimates for the differen{ sources
- of variance may be extremely useful during the initial phases of item
construction and revision.because these data perniit comparisons
between the variances generated by items, observers, and teachers.
‘Thus, through the ANOVA technique, it 1is possible to obtain inter-- '
observer reliabilities as well as other usefui information (Abramson, 1971 pp :455),

Medley and Mitzel (1963) define reliabilit.y as the extént. to ,whioh

the average difference between two-measurements independently obtained’

in the same classroom is smaller than the average-difference between .

two measurements obtained in different classrooms. According to

Medley and Mitzel unreliability-can result from two measures of -the

same class differing too much due to the behaviors being unstable, l‘ack

of agreement among observers, different items lacking consistency; etc.
* It may also result from the differences between different classes being

too small (Medley and Mitzeél, 1963, p. 250). ’

Medley and Mitzel defined three terms useful in reliability determinations .
1) Reliability-coefficient refers to the correlation '
to be expected between scores based on _
observations made by different observers at -
different times.

T w

2) Coefficient of observer agreement is the .
_ correlationr-B&tween scores based on observations
made by different observers at the same time.

3) Stability coefficient is a correla ion between scores
- based on observations made by the same obs erver at
different times. . '

Using these definitions, the following argumentis presented:

The true score: pertains to the typical behavior that
would be observed in a ¢lassroom over a period of time,
only a.sample of which is actually observed. Then a \
coefficient of observer agreement does not tell us how \
closely an obtained score may be expected to approximate

a true score, becaude the two measures correlated are
» ‘ . .
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pertains also to the actual behavior which occurs , rather
than to what some particular observer would see.” There-
fore, a stability coefficient does not estimate the- . {
accuracy.of a score either, sinee it is based on a '
.correlation between observations made by a single
observer. The coeff1c1ent of observer agreement tells

us something about the obJectiv1ty of an observational
technique;the coefficient of stability tells us something
-about the consistency of the behavior from time to time.
But only the reliability coefficient tells us how accurate

" our measurements are (Medley and Mitzel, 1963, p. 254).

based on a single sample of behavior. The true score \/x

Purther study of reliability is brovtded by Brown et al.,

Per cent o1 agreemeqt between observers tells almost nothing
about the accuracy of the scores obtained. It is Pntx°ly
possible to find observers agreeing 99 per cent in recording
behaviors on an-instrument whose.item or category consistency
. is very, poor. Reliability can be low even though observer
agreement is high for several reasons’. For example,
observers might be able to agree perfectly that a particular
teach'ing practice curred in & classroom, yet if that same
practice occurs equally, or nearly so, in all classrooms, the
reliability of that item as a measure of differences between
teachers will be zero. Errors arising from variations in
behavior from one situation or occasion to another can far .
outweight errors arising from failure of two observers to
agree exactly in their records of the same behavior

(Brown, Mendenhall, and Beaver, 1968, p. 4).

Although reliability ana validity have received the most-attention, there
are a numkzor of other concerns related to systematic observation
techniques. McDonald (1974) sugdests that we must develop 1nfcrmation
related to the reliability, validity, and the learnability of teaching -
skills. Also, according to McDonald, the information gathered must .
be uncontaminated by subjective biases and political processes, and

the conditions of measurement must provide comparable information on
groups of teachers. That+is, the conditions under which teacher behavior
is'measured, must be standardized.

Flanders*, whose work has been most influential in the development

and utilization of systematic observation, has pcinted out that choosing

a particular system of interactian analysis tends to determine how one
will conceptualize teaching (Flanders, 1974, p. 313). '

: ) { . .
- |
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Popham (1974) argues that assessment energy should be focused on

the desired outcomes in learners, that is, assess the end resqlts_'

directly-without encountering the measurement noise associated with

the extra assessment step involved in systematic observation. However,

the difficulttes which are encountered using product criteria will be

discussed in a later section. - - ~

Other problems identiffed by Popham (1974) are that

-deleterious factors may cancel out positive teacher
behavior, and a manageable system could not pick up’
all negative process variables,

-obgervational approaches \1dent1fy geheral c1a§sroo;n
practices whereas;teacher evaluation requires personal °
and particular decisions, and .

~there is ,consideraible danger th‘at many teachers will
“fake good." o :

_Flanders has identified needed improvements in this approach to assess-
ment. These are: the need for mathematical models to help guide the
conceptualization of interactive phenomena and.assist in establishing
procedures for analyzing the data, attention to more effective methods
of observer training and procedures for eétimating the reliability of
observation, and the development of multiple ccding within a single
time frame and apalysis. of longer chains (Flanders, 1974).

‘The preceding techniques have primarily been used to assess teaching (
performance competencies in'actual classroom settings .’ Due to the

variety of problems posed by context variables previously described,

‘some assessment procedures have been deviged for simulated situations.

The reader may recall that the nature of the ‘competency statement also.
determines whether or not live classrooms are required or if simulation .,
_is appropriate. - A rationale for such an approach and ,some characteristics
are provided in the following: - :

Interaction skilis are particularly difficult to measure. -
Attempts to do so with paper-and-pencil instruments

have failed completely, mainly because no one has been able
to devise test exercises which call for the kinds of abilities
that determine success in face-to-face interactions~~the
ability to"read" behavior, relate it to professional knowledge,
and react almast instantaneously, for instance. '

i




" Attempts to measure interaction skills directly--that is,

by observing the teacher in action with a class--have

been more successful, in the sense that it has been

possible to identify some of these skills and to observe
performances at various levels of skill. Such attempts

must fail as measuring instruments, however, because it
.will never be possible to secure comparable samples of

the behaviors of different teachers from which measurements
can be derived.. It has been impossible to confront any

two teachers with the same problem (or equivalent ones)
because no two pupils are alike--much less two classes--
and no single pupil or class is the same after an experience
as before it,

What is needed is a procedure for simulating the problems .
.a teacher encounters when he interacts with a class, a
procedure which can be duplicated over and over so that
more than one teacher can be confronted with the identical
problem\.
One approach that has heen suggested. and tried with limited
success is to use a film or videotape recording of & class

to simulate the real one. The strength of this method lies

in the realistic stimuli it can present. When one sits or
stands before the giant screen &t Teaching Research in
Oregon, where the Classroom Simulator was developed, and :
sees and hears the life-size, full colpr representation of a
classroom before him, the approximation to confronting a live
" ——class igstartlingly close. And when one intervenes--asks

a pupil stop doing something perhaps--and the pupil
responds appropriately, the effect is even more realistic.-

Unfortunately, this doés not always happen. Sometimes,

the pupil's response is not so appropriate. Limitations of the

equipment make it possibie to offer only three alternative

pupil responses per problem; and these three are not aiways

perfectly synchronized. Nor can they include fully apnropriate
- follow-up to all the wide variety of tesponses ‘teachers might

make. And, finally, each problem must be short in duration

since only one intervention point can be provided.

Two basic problems confront us when we try to simulate

classroom interaction. One has to do with the difficulty in

constructing a model which can generate appropriate reactions +
no matter what the teacher response may be, and when it

comes , providing pupil reactions which are lawful and

‘predictable to all these possibilities. The other has to do

with the difficulty of providing continuity because the number

of alternate stimuli needed increases at a geometric rate each

time the teacher responds, and each alternative has to be

worked out in advance, filmed, and programmed (Medley, 1969, pp. 4-5).
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McDonald has alsé offered some alternative simulation assessment
strategies and is optimistic about their use. One type is a filmed
simulation test that portrays a teacher conducting a class. The film
. 18 stopped pericdically and the viewer i8 asked to say what he or she _
. would do in this situation; in other parts of the test the viewer i8 . .
asked to explain what is occurring in the class, and, in some places,
he is asked what advice or suggestions he would give to the teacher.

Another involves the teacher arranging the subject matter in the form
of present?.\tions or questions, and the experimenter responds whenver
r the teacher asks a question. This gamelike situation does discriminate
sharply between deductive and inductive téaching styles (McDonald, 1974, p. 5).
The use.of performance tests, such as those used in simulated
=gituations, have also raised several measurement concerns. According
to Quirk (1971) comparéd to the more popular paper-and-pencil multiple-
choice tests,performance tests are much more complicated to administeér,
usually test gnly one individual at a time, require special training for
-the ohservers/, are more difficult to score reliably, and are more expensive
to administer and to score in terms of personnel time, equipment, and
facilities. Test security is also a serfous problem (Quirk, 197 1', pp. 10-11).

Quirk (1974, p. 317) also cites what he calls a host of critically
important research questions about microteaching tests or other
simulated tests. For example, how consistent is the teacher's behavior
over time? What is the effect of familiar versus unfamiliar pupils on

_ the behavior of the teacher? What is the effect of pupil practice on the
teacher? How is teacher behavior related to pupil learning? What are
the correlations between simulated teaching tests and paper-and-pencil
tests ? So far, heasserts, these questions far outnumber the adequate
answers. 0.

L4

Affective Assessment

P

The affective area is.difffcult to assess, and this is usually not

subject to formal evaluation in teacher educatio%pprograms . A variety

of procedures for devélopingaffective domain combetencies, however, have heen
developed and objectives of these activities have been established.
Competencies stated in this area must be evaluated, but due to the nature’

of the area, competencies may be stated in broad terms and unique kinds of
assessment strategies, such as unobtrusive measures and long term data,
may be required. . ) -

Some general and somewhat "social" concerns voiced by Airasian (1974)
include the question as to whom the judgments about a given student's values, '
personality, interests, and preferences be disseminated, in what form,

with what guidelines, and for how long ?  DeMarte gtal. (1975) report that
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Since there are no right answers to emotions, attitudes, °

or feelings, and because human beings tend to "second guess"
experimenters, the accuracy of any affective assessment can be
questioned, particularly paper and pencil instruments. Given
th¢s state of the art, affective instruments must be used with
caution in teacher education (DeI\)/}arte et al. 1975, p. 2).
As indicated in the early pages of this paper, some would consider this
competency area to have two partg, teacher personality characteristics

and teaching behaviors in the affective domain. It is possible, it may be

argueds ‘that a teacher'ca:: and does demonstrate sensitivity to students'
needs, utilize students' ideas, and accept their feelings, and vet does
not possess the. personality characteristics of warmth, sensitivity, or
empathy. He may demonstrate the affective teaching skills because he .
has been trained to do so and beliﬁeves it is a good teaching technique.
Whether or not thic 1s an acceptable dichotomy is, of course, a moot
point, but these two components will nevertheless be examined here.

In terms of personality characteristics, it has been noted by Getzels
and Jackson (1963) that very little is known for certain about the nature
and measuremen} of teaching personality, or about the relation between.
teacher personality and teaching effectiveness.

Some approaches to assessment of personality are described by Sandefur
(1970) such as the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI), the
California F Scale, and the MMPI. The fakeability of such tests has

been noted as a potential source of error, particularly when one can readily
discern a préferred direction to fake, as on the MTAI, '

In measuring noncognitive variables such as attitudes, several researchers
have turned to-attitude questionnaires, similar to those above. An example
of a scale of this type was developed by Bogardus (1925) to measure

social distance, or the closeness of the relationship to which the respondent
is willing to admit members of designated social groups. Bogardus regarded
degree of acgeptance in terms of whether or not individuals would accept
others: (1) to close kinship by marriage (2) to my club as personal chums,

(3) to my street as neighbors, (4) to employment in my occupation of my
country, (5) to citizenship in my country, (6) as visitors only to my country,
and (7) would exclude from my country. A general tolerance score is obtained

by averaging the step values (ranging from one to seven) assigned by the

respondent to each of the groups he rated. Stern (1963) analyzed this type
of attitude assessment and noted four issues when items are assembled and
keyed arbitrarily {n accordance with the opinions of the investigator:

1) Are all items relevant to the same measurement continuum ?

2) Are the items in fact ordered as steps along that continuum?

3
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3)  Is the relative distance b‘etw_eeh the steps constant?
: | ' \
4) Are the responses actually a function of the attitude the
items were intended to sample, rather than of some
irrelevant process (Stern, 1963, p. 405). '

¥

s Y :
Assessment of affective teaching competencies is also not very encouraging.

Unquestionably the state of the art of affective assessment
lags behind cognitive or psychomotor assessment. In the
end, interpretive judgments based upon both formal and
informal observations and discussions will probably provide
the optimum .means of:gathering affective evaluative data
about student progress. The lack of objectivity assoclated
with such techniques in comparison to more formal paper-and-
pencil techniques should not deter evaluation. One method
of stressing the importance of affective aims is to diagnose
and evaluate them (Afrasian, 1974, pp. 17-18). '

Among the devices used for assessment in this area are: systematic -
observation techniques (previously described) self-response que/ationnaires .
Q-sort techniques, the semantic differential, and rating scales. .

In terms of rating scaleé it has been noted that

. . +the measuring devide is not the paper form but rather

the individual rater. Helce a rating scale differs in important
respects from other paper-and-pencil devices. In addition
'to any limitations imposed by the form itself, ratings are
limited by the characteristics of the human rater--his
inevitably selective perception, memory, and forgetting, his
lack of sensitivity to whdt may be psychologically’and gocially
important, his inaccuracies of observation and, in the case
of self-ratings, the well established tendency to put his

best foot forward, to perceive himself in a more favorable
perspective than others do (Remmers, 1963, p. 329).

X .
Rating scales can be evaluated on the basis of the following criteria

1)  Oblectivity, Use of the instrument should yeild verifiable,
reproducible data not a function of the peculiar
characteristics of the rater.

' 2) Reliability. It should yield the same values, within
the limits of allowable error, under the same set of
conditions. Since basically, in ratings, the rater and
not the record of his response. is the instrument, this
criterion boils down to the accuracy of observations by
the rater.
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3) - Sensitivity. It should yield as fine as distinctions as
[ ~ are typically made in communicating about the object of
investigation. ‘ ce

4) Validity . Its. content,in this case the categories in the

‘ rating scale, should be relevant’to a defined area of
investigation and to some relevant behavioral science
donstruct; if possible, the data should be covariant with
some other, experimentally independent index. These
requirements correspond to the concepts of definitional,
construct, concurrent and predictive validity (American -

. Psychological Association, et al., 1954).

5) Utility. It should efficiently yield information relevant
to contemporary theoretical and practical issues; i.e.,
it should not be so cumbersome and laborious as to
preclude collection of data at a reasonable rate
(Remmers, 1963, p. 330). '

3

T

Guilford has categorized rating scales into given major groups: graphic,
standard, accumulated points, and forced-choice. He also pointed out *
that any such classification is a very loose one, based on shifting
principles (Guilford, 1954, pp. 263-301).

g
A

A

As in the other measurement devices considered in previous sections of
this paper, reliability and validity must.be considered.

Remmers (1963) states that using reliability statistics for sociometric

data may be relatively meaningless and even misleading. For example,

in test-retest coefficients there is a problem of distinguishing between

effects of memory and those of real change. If there is too short an

interval between testing, memory may play an important part in increasing

consistency of responsss, wheregas if the interval is too long, there ’

may be real changes in group structure, thus lowering reliability coefficients.
. ~ ~~

* In terms of validity, there are also fundamental differences between

psychometric tests and'sociometric tests. That’is, in a psychometrically

derived test we try to measure some trait by eliciting some related

responses. In a sociometric test the behavior is actually sampled. In

effect, the predictor is the same as the criterion, as long as we are not

interested in drawing ififerences from the behaviorobserved (Remmers, 1963).

Also, there are human bias factcrs in rating Scales. Thesc include such
things as 1) opportunity bias due to time sampling problems, 2) experience
bias, that is the behavior patterns may differ between those of an '
experienced teacher and a practice teacher , 3) criterion distortion which
is error built into a rating scale by including several corréelated behaviors,
thus weighing the behavior disproportionately, and 4) rating biases

due to various response sets (Brodgen and Taylor, 1950; Remmers, 1963).
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Xhe areas of attitude, personality, and affective domain Sagpetencies

re much more comprehensive than this analysis can provide, but the
concerns raised in this gection are indicative of the problems involved

-« *in assessment of this competéncy domain. Two references which provide
an inventory and analysis of existing instruments are as)follows: :

DeMarte, Patrick; Johnson, Donald; Molenkamp, Alice, .
* "Report on the Affective Dimension in Teacher Education, "
Rochester Area Colleges, Roche§ter, New York, 1975. ..

Beatty, Walcott, Improving Edugational Assessment and An -

Inventory of Measures of Affective’Behavior, Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development, NEA, Washington,.

D.C., October 1969, .

Product Assegsment

Consequence objectives may be the most interesting and controversial
of the competencies. These require the teacher trainee to produce
‘changes in students, usually achievement gains. The focus of assessment
{ in this situation is primarily on the students who are being instructed
by the teacher. Two different areas of focus include student achievement
- and-the activity a student engages in. An example of the latter is "students
being attentive to class activities." Teacher competencies and assessment \
approaches to this area have been described by Hatfield (1974). He
notes that competenciés relating to students being attentive in class
may include use of designated conference techniques, techniques for
controlling disruptive behavior of students, and managing overall activities
in the classroom. In evaluating these types of teacher competencies at
the performance level, two approaches could be used: 1)to see if the
teacher actually used the techniques, and 2) to see if the teacher, in
fact, achieves the purposes of the technique. The teacher is evaluated
not just for using the technique but on whether the student is actually
confronted in a meaningful way and responds to that confrontation
(Hatfield, 1974).

Problems related to evaluation of teacher performance desct 1bed in
. 1) above are discussed in the section on’performance assessment. In 2)
the teacher is evaluated on the basis of whether the studenti"responds

to that confrontation, " or "if the student actually becomes attentive to the
activities." If the determination bf this is left to the judgment of the
obsqrver, the problems of observation techniques as previously discussed
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must be considered. These ipclude such factors as "halo effect" and
other response sets, reliability of observers, and .sampling concerns,
among others. If an attempt is made to make the determination more
objective, then there is a problem of establishing a criterion level;e.g.,
'how many students must be attentive. It would appear that the more
subjective apprdach utilizing professional judgment is the more viable.

. approach at this time, but is nevertheless not appealing from a measure-

ment pqint‘of view, ’

Medley, Soar, and Soar (1975) believe that assessing teacher competence
on the basis of pupil behavior is not appropriate. Among their concerns is
one of morality, that one human being's advancement is dependent on the
behavior of another (the pupil), which is not and should not be entirely
under his/her control. /

.

Evaluating teacher performance utilizing student achievement (as measured
by test scores) as the criterion of effectiveness. has also received attention
in competency-based education programs. Medley, Soar, and Soar (1975),
however, contend that evaluation of teaching through evaluation of pupil
outcomes is not a viable strategy. "Several problems have been cited, and
again reference can be made to Turner's criteria. ) )

Using changes in pupil behavior over a long period
(Turner's Leuel 1) or shorter period (Turner's' Level 2) ’

as the measure of performance of aheacher-candidate

to make the "go-nogo" decision on development of a
competency poses several complexities in addition to

those set forth above,. They include the need to state

thg competency in terms of pupil behavior, assessment
in’terms of a change in behavior based on a minimum of two
observations (before and after intervention by the teacher),
observing and recording performance relevant to the teacher

.co'mpetency under consideration, and most problematic of all,

accurately 1dent1fy1ng the teacher's contribution to the.
change observed (Merwin, 1973, p. 13).

: )
Adrasian (1974) states that the data which must be gathered to evaluate |
teacher's effects upon student learning are not at all clear. Research
indicates that a large portion of the variance in student ability and
achievement is attributable to early environmental factors. Also,

The attribution of causation aspect offers an even greater -
challenge if the competencies are written in terms of ability
to bring about change in pupils, the process must involve
separation of those changes attributable to the teacher's
efforts from those that cannot be so attributed. Children's .
learnings are affected by interactions with other children, the

-
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' extent To which their parénts are interested and become™  °
involved in what they learn, what they see-on TV, how the '
school is organized, the scheduling of their time by others,
and a host of other factors. Since these factors will impinge
on differentspupils in different ways, one can hardly say
ihat one teacher has demonstrated "competency" and another -
has not simply on the basis of changes in the performance of
their two groups of pupils (Merwin, 1973, p. 14). L -

. ,

- Okey and Humphreys add that u'ttle is known about how to adjust expectations
of teacher success when they Work with pupils that have different entering
abilities, backgrournds, aptitudes, motivation, and learning rates.
Differences in subject matter difficulty, instructional materials, and
classroom settings may also have important effects on pupil achieverent,
and therefore, teacher consequence measures (Okey and Humphre¥s, 1974, p. 8)

‘ -~

According to Flanders (1974) one difﬁca.&ty with measures of learning is
the overemphasgis on subject matter achievement. Flanders suggests that
using a test of subject mattér as the only criterion of learning is inadequate,
because student learning includes much more. For example, staying in
school and not dropping out, learning to like school and the process of
learning, gradually learning how to be more self-directing and independent, .
learning how to make moral and ethical judgments, etc., may be more
important measures of teaching than are scores on content tests. Also,

. given a focus of subject matter and a research design consisting of

pretest, teaching-learning, and posttest, it was found that posttest

achi‘evement‘ is much more strongly associated with pretest scores (at least

ten times more) than it is with any measure of teaching. This is due to

the pretest to posttest gain being mainly a function of ability, and

therefore in any assessment of teachmg, student ability would have to be

controlled more thoroughly. Also, standardized achievement tests are

designed to be.insensitive to the intluence of a particular teacher and -
reflect, instead, the total developmental background of the student. .

In summary, Flanders states that conclusions are not really about teaching
effectiveness; instead, they are about student effectiveness

(Flanders, 1974, p. 312). _ 1

At the other end of the spectrum are the measures of pupil outcomes,
particularly the criteria used to assessthese. Abramson (1971) in
discussing product criteria as a measure of teaching performance, points
out the problem of the ultimacy of the criteria. For example, does

effective teaching reflect gain in immediate factual knowledge, or improved
skills of an intermediate nature, or ability to apply these fagts and skills,

. or the more comprehensive "success" inlife types of skills

(Abramson, 1971, p. 2) . a Q"
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Mso, Soar (1973) argues that attempts to measure teacher competence
through pupil gain in higler level objectives appears to be exceedingly

-

_difficult and probably impossible in many cases. McNeil and Popham (1973) -

cite technical problems in assessing learner growth such as concerns

_about the adequacy of measures for assessing a wide range of pupil

attitudes and achievement at different educational levels and in diverse
subject-matter areas, failure to account for instructional varigbles that
the teacher does not control, and the unreliability in the results of
teacher behavior, that is, 1nconsistent progress of pupils under.the same
teacher. . ..

learning scores, according to Stake ( 3) include: grade-equivalent
scores, the "learning calendar, " the unreliability of gain scores, and .
regression effects. Instructional speciﬁlists { Hively, Patterson, .
afdd Page, 1968), according to Stake, have questioned the apPropriateness
of grade equivalents or any other "norm referencing" for interpréting
items. They object to defining performance primarily by indicating who
else performs as well. That’is, the items on all standardized tests have:
been selected on the basis of their ability to discriminate between the
more and less sophisticated students rather than to distinguish whether
or not a person has mastered his task, indicating successful attainment
of the instructional objectives. Grade equivalents are too gross to
measure mdividual shortsterm. learnmg (Lennon, 1971; Stake, 1973).

Further problems which are related t\QZ::yms and interpretation of

.

In terms of the learning year, there is some basis for miscalculations.
For example, -winter is a time for most rapid’academic advancenient, summer

' the least. Also, there'is a common belief that schooling should not aim

at terminal performance, but rather at continuing performance in the weeks
and months and years that follow.

Concern with the unrelfabilrity of gain scores can be viewed in the manner
described by Quirk (1972), or by Stake (1973). Consider for example,
using a typical standardized achievement test with two parallel forms,

A and B each having a relfability of +.84. Their correlation (that is,
the correlation of parallel forms Test A with Tést B) in his example was
¢-81. And, in using a standard formula (Thorndike and Hagen, 1969)
the.reliability of gain scores (A-B or B-A) would be +.16. Using the
raw score and grade equivalent standard deviations from the test's
technical manual, assuming 9.5 items and 2 .7 years respectively, on
the average, a student's raw score would be in error by 2.5 times’;

his grade equivalent score would be in error by .72 years, and his
grade equivalent gain score would be in error hy 1.01 years

(Stake, 1973, p. 215) . -

du
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Regression effects ; i.e., initially low scores tend to move up toward
the mean while initially high scores tend to drop rather than gain, .
have also caused some misinterpretation of the effects of instruction.
- Lord (1963) discussed this universal phenomenon. and various ways to
set upra proper correction for it. e , ,‘5* .oan .

-

In spite of these concerns, the evaihation of teacher performance
utilizing student achievement as the criterion of effectiveness has.
received considerable attention in competency-based teacher education
programs. One such attempt is the utilization of ‘microteaching and
the: "development of teaching tests. McDonald argues that by stipulating
the objectiye providing the teaching materials, and controlling the
variability of the pupils, the degree of the teacher’s’ skill may be
assessed. Also, a teacher's skill can be assessed under a variety of
different teaching conditions using- micdroteaching sessions. However,
this apptoach still has several limitations such as reiativeiy short
lessons and a small number of students used. Therefore McDonald and,

" others developed a mini-course format to use for more complex teaching

situations. The results of lis analyses of these teaching performances
indicate that the microteaching performances are relatively gpoor predictors
of the teaching performances in the mini- courses. He concludes, however,
that the microteaching is more useful™or assessing the degree to which a ~
teacher has basic skills, whereas the mini~course is most useful in
assessing how teachers integrate these skills into complex teaching S
- performanc es. ~

. In discussing student teaching and internship experiences, McDonald
suggests that these can be used to assess daily performance under Sl
uncontrolled conditions. They are useful for providing information on what
teachers are likely to do in contrast to what they are able to do. Also,
on-the-job observation can be used to assess such factors as teaching

style (McDonald, 1974, p. 24). j

In student ’teaching, some writ’ers (e.g.,Okey and Humphreys, 1974)
suggest appiying consequence objectives via criterion referencing.

A number of concerns have been directiy reiated to the teaching test
approach. For example, teaching performance tests may Lhave insufficient
reliability to permit their effective use in teacher-evaluation (Glass, 1972).

" * Medley, Soar, and Soar point out that teaching tests can only measure

how effective a teacher is in achieving short-term goals, which are the

- least important goals of evgcation. Alsqg, they point out, stability coefficients -

(which describe correiations between mean gain scores of two classes taugh‘t
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RO by the same teacher) are around .3, certainly not acceptable- Milman (1973)
~ "+ ® suggests that with more reliable measures utilizing more items,

collected on ‘larger student groups, after longer instructional sessions,

‘ such teaching performance tests‘-mll be a more re]iable indicator of
- S teaching effectiveness.

‘ " o ' In concluding this section(Airasian'sq comment appears appropriate,

e

' ' oo In sum while it is al‘v«iays pos sible to evalute teaching
' : ’ competency- by measuring student learning, the issues remaining
to be settled before such-evdluation can be undertaken in an
intelligent manner, fair to bothi teachers and students ' suggests
! - -\ * that student learning measures not be used to evaluate
‘. 3 1nd1v}dua1 teachers_at present. (Airasian,_ 1974, p. 19).
& o P o
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Experiences Asgessment ‘ .o - . r

b

- Expressive objectives have no pre-determined outcomes, they require .-
- only the experiencing of certain activities. . In this case it may be
. ¥ - necessaryonly to evaluate whether or not one has 1ndeed participated _
' 4in the experience. A check list uf necessary activities is one meagls of !'-'?
assessing whether or not the individual has participaté/appropriat Y. e
" -~ Inthose cases where observation of the activity does pat-occur, other
: ~kinds of evidence may be required, such as diaries, descriptions, or
testimonials that the 1nd1v1dual was present. Since this domaih
' requires little data, it is the easiest to "assess’" but also ylelds
information of a less rigorous nature.

N

~

Summary
T \Competency//sed teacher education has been defined in various ways
3. but there is general agreement on at ieast two basic elements. The: first

essential characteristic is the specification of teacher competencies
- which form the basis of the entire program. The second is the design/ )
. of assessment techniques directly related to the specified competencies. (-

Competencies have been written in a variety of ways and have been
related to various domains or competency areas.. The competency
domains identified in the literature are knowledge, behaviors
_(performance), att1tudes consequences,and experiences. There also

~©
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. setting of criterion’levels also has many difficulties associated with it., =»

- extremely important consideration is the context of performance assessment..

40

-

- seems to he a variety of viewpoints as to how competencies should be

Awritten. . One approach is to write them as general statements of behavior -

with some broadly defined expected level of achievement Another

approach~is to develop specific performance objectives derived from S
the c6mpetency statement. Competency statements may also.be written .
as behavioral objectives . In each of the:competency domains cited the
form of the competency statement must be examined to determine
"appropriate assessment techniques . ~

Thete are a number of assessment factors 'in general which need to be-
considered in the evaluation of competencies. The nature of the standards, -
"that is, criterion selection, is an essential aspect. Other concerns

~are comprehenstveness. and fidelity of the assessment system validity

and reiiabiiity of data, and general utility of the process. In addition, - a
Turner has provided six criterion levels for competency evaluation which -
provide a framework for identification of assessment areas. -

v
-

Assessment of knowledge competencfes generaiiy can be accompiished

through paper-and-pencil testing. Of all the assessment areas the

knowledge domain is the most deveioped.  Inherent in this process is .
iterion-referenced testing . A problem one then encounters: is the
plication of traditional psychometric characteristics of tests. The

Teacher outputs were identified as possibly being a unique group’ of

teacher competencies as- opposed to being classified under the knowledge

or performance vategories, Outputs represent primariiy observable

dimensions of teacher productivity and serve as a bridge for connecting

teacher behavior witmlearnen@u(comes . S . _ .
N - ~

Assessment of teaching behaviors or performances requires observation : -

of the individual demonstrating the skill. This may be accomplished by

rating scales or structured observation systems (systematic observation scales).

-1t has been argued that teaching performance rather than pupil learning-should

be the focus of assessment because measuring teacher effectiveness by :

measuring change in pupils is probably only possible for simpler lower

level objectives. Assessing teaci‘ier performance deals only with the

lower levels of Turner's criteria. Problems encountered in this competency

area relate to establishment of criterion levels, comparabiiity of conditions '

and observation errors..

Other elements to be considered in performance assessment are the nature .

of the content being taught, the background of the pupils being taught,

and general effects on learning which may not be accounted for. An *

‘How the competency is defined., the focus of investigation, and the
criteria are all said to be a function of the context in which assés‘sment

)
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is to take place. It has alsc been stated that the identificatioh of the
, context in which competencies are to be demonstrated becomes as critical
> as the identification of the competencies themselves. Some competencies
may be'dempnstrated under simulated conditions while others require a
classroom setting. . o S o -

One aspect’whic’h received considerable attention is that of sampling,

and thus the relationship of.an individual's perfor'manc_e at a given boint,

in time to his actual ability to demonstrate a competency should he so - -
choose. The predictive relationship between performance and competence .
is affected by adequacies in sampling. h

Perhaps the mostwidely used method of assessing teacher performance

is subjective rating where an observer evaluates the candidate through
opserv‘ation and possibly through the use of some type of checklist.

One method of assessing teacher performance that has received considerable
attention is the use of systematig.evaluation techniques. The importance
of the specificity of the competency statement is evident in the use of
systematic observation techniques. The more specific the competency ,
statement, the lower the inference level in arriving at evaluation decisions'.
Two important considerations in the use of systematic observation scales
‘are validity and reliability. Content, concurrent, and construct validity
are areas which must be ac¢ounted for. Reliabili;ty has been identified

as the essential element ip the use of a measurement device, and a variety
of reliability perspectives haVe been described. Coefficients of observer
agreement and analysis of variance have been used to determine reliability.
Three aspects of reliability are the reltability coefficient, the coefficient -
.of observer agreement, and the stability cg'eff‘icient. Other problems for
cons ideration are standardized conditions of observations, deleterious
effects on teacher behavior, and fakeability under such conditions .

.Simulatidri is one approach that has been suggesged and tried in variQus ~
means. Many extraneous variables are controlled in such situations but
.there“is a concomitant loss of test fidelity, although this is much more
realistic than paper-and-pencil testing. ‘
. R [ )
The area of attitudes is difficult to assess and is usually not subject
to formal evaluation in teacher education program'é . A distinction has
been made between personality characteristics and af_féctive competences.
Approaches to assessment of personality are primarily projective techniques.
Instruments which have been utilized more frequently are the Minnesota
‘Teacher Attitude Inventory, the California F Scale; and the MMPI. The
fakeability of such tests has been noted as a potential source of error,
 Among the devices used for assessment for affective teaching competencies
are systematic observation techniques, self response questionnaires,
Q-sort techniques, the semantic differential, and rating scales.

¥y
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A major concern implied throughout the paper is the need to examine the

- feasibility of assessment of a given’ domain prior to makmg a decision as
towhether or not competencies should be written for that area and in
what form. Although assessment in the attitude domain {s faced with a
variety of problems, it would be dangerous for a program to exclude
competencies in this area because they cannot be readily assessed.

Consequence objectives require the teacher trainee to produce changes
in the student, usually achievement gains, although the activity a
student engages in is another possible criterion. In evaluating activities
students engage in, a number of problems are encountered such as the v
causal relationship between teacher performance and student activites, .
observation problems such as halo effect, sampling concerns, and others.

. S "
Evaluating teacher performance utilizing student achievement also has A®
number of serious problems. Some research irdicated that a large portion .
of the variance in student ability and achievement is attributable to early

/environmental factors. Other concerns are the ultimacy of the criteria,

adequacy of measures for assessing pupil gains at different levels and
in different arehs, reliability of gain scores, and regression. effects. It .
has been concluded that student learning measures cannotbe.fairly used
to evaluate individual teachers at present. '

| Expressive objectives do not have pre-determined outcomes, they require

only the experiencing of certain act]&y\ities . ‘Instruments used in this .
domain include checklists:, descriptive reports, anecdotal records, etc. -
Since this domain requires little data it is-the easiest to "assess" but

also yields information of a less rigorous nature. . : \ . .

’ < g

’ Ep ilogue

In analyzing assessment problems related -tc_j teachervco'mpetericies , the

author has attempted to synthesize .the diverse opinions on a variety A
of‘assessment concerns found in the educational literature. There may be
some areas of importance, however, which have been omitted or have not

been given appropriate depth of treatment. It is also possible that

conflicting or alternative viewpoints on certain aspects have not been
presented. The author is interested in any information which would

clarify or otherwise contribute to this paper, and would welcome readers
to send their comments .
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