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ABSTRACT

Teaching may seem tcc ccmplex and too involved in
various dimepsions of affective and cognitive aspects of learning for
a good teatcher evaluation prcgram to Le devised. A hierarchy of
criteria is proposed, bhased upon analysis of observable versus
aunobservable characteristics, neasureahle and ncn-a€asureable
characteristics, and .attributes and variables. Cnce reliability is
established, then the conceptually more difficult task of determining
validity can begin. .The ultimate goal of validity- can cnly ke based
upon reliability. The research task of developing reliable methods of
evaluating teachers and determining the valldlty of the crlterla on-
ﬁhlch these methods rest lies before us (Author/CTu)
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. "One of the issués in teacher evaluation that needs - . ‘

to be resolved, possibly before all others, is that of

determining the critéria for measuirina teacher effec-

B R A
tiveness. The criteria depend on a high degree of

. - validiéy to be useful to a teacher evaluation pbrogram.
. . .
This article attempts to develoo a foundation prereg- e
. o« o o :
uisite to the exaé?ﬁhtlon of the validity of evaluation

<

criteria and to indicate direction for further reggarch
. a

d on teacher evaluation. . /// ’

\\Method of Review

- - ¢

1] . R .
A review of the research literature on teacher

“

¥

.
evaluation criteria was made with reference to the

Research in Educatdion (ERIC) - January, 1972 to December, -

1974 and the Resources in Education (ERIC)< - Januarv,

1975 to November, 1976. ‘Simon and Boyer's Mirrors for .

/

{

Q‘D ) Behavior: An Anthology of Classroom Observatiﬁp (1967) v
() and Gage's Handbook of Research on Teaching (1963) were

=
widely used as additional references. For an overall

.

’ 70 . ' \




. : survey Of thHe educatprs' efforts on_jteacher: evaluation,

'‘Barr's Wiéhgpsin Studies of the Measupement ,and Predic- -

. A} ?

.. ‘ tion of “Teacher Effectiveness (1961) and Biddle énd_

LY

Ellena's Contemporary Research on Teacher- Effectiveness

- IS ~

(1964) were frquéhtly referred to. ’In addition,

Dubi;'s Theéry Buildina (1969) was used as a basis -for - e

sgfucturing the thedreticalkbacquéund of'ﬁhis‘articler

.

* -

v : . \Fiﬁdings
} . ‘.
In the Preface to Contemporary Research on Teacher

Effectiveness, Biddle_and Ellena (1964) point out that:

. 4
... with all this research activity, results

.

v havve been modest and often cont;adictory; .
Fey, if any, facts are,no%_éeémed established L
about teacher gffgctivenésg; and many‘former : 3
findinas’ have b&en rgpudiatédf.'lt is not an
exaageragion to say fhat we‘do not today

’ . kngw how to- select, train- for, encouraéé or
) . evaluate teacher’effectiveness (Preface, p. vi).

In the Evaluation of Teacher Effectiveness,

~N . . -
McDaniel (1972), after reviewing Biddle and Ellena;s

. / * remark, says: ) .
éonsideringxthe present state of art’,. the
temptation is larae for becomina a prophet

\ of doom crying out against further efforts .

td undertake so fruitless a task as tegacher '
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zvaluatioh (p.

i JN , N \ I Qs , .
§ . 3 . ' . Bven-though the procéés of teacher évqigétioh as . ‘ ’ 'f U
r - ( dééfribéd by these educators is very complicated, it is' '

. . 4
- ' B certainly not4a dead~énd pfoééss. In fact the effec- .
i . ' v tlveness of the evaluatlon o;oqram depends to a creat ( : .
? ‘extent on the validity Of the criteria used in the u\\_ S

5 ‘- N L3N N . »
evaluation of teachers. Theypéfore, program developers,

l Piieng 4 - . . .

must decide what the teachérs are to be evaluated uvbon;

<

in other words, ‘what e ovaluatlon crlterla are to be.
. : In addition, they mast be sure that the crlterla they ’
; . - N . !

choose are valid. Onlysvalid criteria can.result in S

P

| ‘meanianUl‘teécher evaluation. ' ) 7

\)“ . . ’ ('; .W - .
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‘The "Good" Teacher . .

v - Educators have ‘identified the characteristics or o
N behaviors of good .teachers (e’.g., A.S. Barr, 1958

e and D. Hamacheck, 1968)n ‘When these characteristics

‘or behaviors are perceived from an evaluation point T

of v%pw, they can be,dividéd into observables and

vi - -————

_unqbservables with the observables fprther'subdivided

13

into attributes and variables, as well,as measurables

- and non-measurables (see: Diagram 1).

.
. 1y -

. ) . . Characteéristics or behaviors ] ’
4 g of a good teacher

. v The observables The unobservables

L2%

- - . ~ .
‘ * - The measurables’ . The hon-measurables
| ’ik

The attributes The variables| | The attributes The variables

[ L
»
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The best eval&ation program that can be devised is
> v

limited to observable characteristics or behaviors®because .

[l
v

no matter how carefully we observe.,, 'there are still good L - T

teacher characterigtics or ﬁehaviors we cannot observe. ~

We can identify a lJist of charagte‘isticé or behaviors

- ' of aood teachers, but we cannot neceX¥sarily expect a
person who possessés these charagteriStics or behaviors

‘to be a good teacher. As Dubin (1969) says:*

We simply are not capable of seeing\things
.‘7 ¢ whole. Nor is man capable of retainfhg~and
recording copplex phenomena coming &fthin the .
\ ’ range of hi;'sensory gields: ‘Iﬁ is necessary

. to acknowledge that man, who builds theories

to model his warld of observation, has genuine
limits on his capacities to grasp complex )'

observations (p. 30).

- .

The meagsurables are those characteristics or -

. ! . . .
behaviors that ¢an be measured by special devises in
| :

. L
relation to criteria. The non-measurables are those -
. ]

that cannot be measured by any device or in any other

form ekcept"as subjective opinion/. Many educators .

have been interested in the measprability of teacher

characteristics. Wallen and Tngvers (1963) point out
|

thatr?even in thQse situations defined strictly jn ' S

4 & % - -
terms’of‘obdervables, such observables are themselves

2

I
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"emotional qubiliky, initiative, tact and courtesy as

L 4 T BT T

[N . ° - k N ) 'a

/ -
Redfern. (1963) refers to a

abstractions..." (o. "448)
teacher's personality traits, habits, manner, judgment,

*
.

. 4 .
being hard to evaluate. ,Gibson and Hunt (1965) also * -

¥ .Y

stgte that educat{onal outcomes are often hard to
measure. - Stoops, Rafferty and John;on (1975) talk about
pupil subject achievement being measurable while,sociaiL
moral,.and emotional progress are relatively intangible: .
On khe whole, good teacher charqéteristicg or behaviors

contain abstractions which are non-measurable. - .

o~
“

In defining an 'attribute and a variable, Dibin \

(1969) states: | . X

.

An attribute is a property of a thipg dis- .

¢ .

tinguished by the quality_of being present.
The thipg always has this quality if the
attribute is a property of the thing.” Aall , .
things having a given attrigute préperty h NS

constitute a set of identities on that

attribute property. All other things are ‘ ‘

in a set didentified by the lack of the given

attribute property. - A variable is a property {

of a thing that may be present in degree.
- . . - -~ ~ ‘
There may be some of EQF property present . . -

What is significant

L

or a lot of it...

~?

when we employ a variable unit in a theory

* . -




.

. C » ' -
. ;

\ . . is that¢our.attention becomes focused gpoﬁ the.
- N amount or_deqreextd which this property is )
\Ok \}' presgpﬂ in‘therthing (p. 35),\ S !
. ' -.9 . ) . o .

In other words, by attributes, we mean the gener-

. » .
.

T dally ﬁpmmon characterlstlcs or behav1ors that can be

1denE1f1ed as existing in gopd teachers.

‘a

By varlablei

we mean the quantity of characterlstlcs or behaviors

K | 4 '

- that are reqylred of 1nd1v1dua1 teachers. In the

; ., . sense of essentiality, attributes constltute an inevi-
table part of the characteristics or behaviors of good’
teachers, while variables are Dresent in different

degrees of importance.

Egtablishing .Reliability

K .

_Establishing teacher evaluagion‘criteri?/besed
updn:good teacher characteristics or behaviers is a

common practice of the school administrators. However,

the. question of the uelidity of these characteristics

1

or behaviors remains unanswered.

. “~ To examine the.validity of teacher ‘evaluation
! / . :
‘criteria, an attempt is made to design a hierarchy of
~ * z@
" reliability as follows:

If the measurable attributes are represented by

*

A, the measurable .variables by B, the non-measurable

attributés by C, and the non-measurable variables by

D; and d'f it is assumed that as ewvaluation criteria,

» Y

. \
Te

.,
et




’ !' ) tﬁe attributes are more fefiably-observed than @he'

) ,,d. f/,- éériables and the measufablés are more réliably-observed\\‘ -

‘ 1'7 . tha;,the non-measurables$, ‘then A, é,'C and D can be“ . N
‘arfangeQLin a simple hierarchy of reliability (see:

- -

Diagram 2) for examining teacher gvaluation criteria’

with D, C, B and A in an'aécending order of reliability.

-

. ' . ' "Reliable ' v
. " Diagram 2 - (' : T N Lot
- | i / -

3\

B
C . . .
I oo '

Unreliable

. »
~

y

In evakpétion programs, the criteria are often PR
base@ on more thaﬂ dne t?pe'of teacher characteristics ’ .
J or behaviors. Therefore, thére are possibilities of” ‘
two. or three or even four types of teacher character-

r istics or behaviOrs-}nvoived.. In considerinc the
‘ involvement of only two tvpes of teacher characteris- .

N ticg or behaviors, a more complicated hierarchy of

reliability can be coﬁstructed-through pairings (seé;

4 &




-
. . .

. Diagram 3) 'with ( C + D), (8"+.D), (B +C), (A + D),

(A + C) and  (A-+ B) 'in ascending order of reliability.

-
-~ T
¢ e
. . ' A . T
.~
A

-

Réliabl?

Di‘aqram 3 o , . /
“ o ‘ A+8 7
LT -
A'+‘D /
K ' . B+c ~ .
B+p < :
¢ +p '

, . , ‘{///// | . \

3

. ; “‘Unreliable

\

of teacher characteristics or behaviors, another more

In the same way, in the involvement of three types

complicated hierarchy of reliability cah be ,constructed

v

through triads (see: Diaaram 4) with :(B + C + D), !

-

‘(A + C+ D), (A+B+ D) and (A +B + C) in ascending”’ -

order of reliability.

Reliable

Diagram 4 ) ,/)”




N
had

s v -~ . . v .
53 g . .
. .

" Moreover, the utilization of foux types of’ teacher
N ¢ 4 ’ . A . ~
; . cha.acteristics_or behaviors can be expressed as

bl
v . .

(A+ B+ C+ D).

o

By using the same previous assumptions, considering

’ ~
L .t

' the pbgsibilityrpf A + B+ C,+ D, and further assuming - . .
“~ ‘ " that the components in the bairs, triads and.the Y .
. ' . h ] - . “ H !

gquartet are proportionailly ﬁquai in quantity (e.g.,
A + B means A and ﬁ\aré proport;oﬁally equal in gquantity), .

then diagrams 2, 3 and 4 can be logical}y combined to

L4
' derive a more‘'complete fifteen level hierarchy of .
reliability (see: Diagram 5).% N
- ' -
’ - Ld
» N v
[ .
: -
» « -
~ '. 1 -
4
- *
! [
i "
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\ N K . Reliable €
CR - ‘
- } _ R . )
2 - . N ‘A / R
h A+ B /o

A+c /S .
oL T . A+ ./ . L .
; o : A+B+C / % |
’ LI A-+-B <D // ’ .j&»,ﬁﬁ
. A+c+D o
, A+B+C+D =&
.. o B . : 1 Ay
s W[ ere /S o
N B +D ‘// . . |
: “B+ct+p /S - :
/

[

. . C
C + D

1 £> y////// / - '."

Unreliable ' T :
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ChS T el g

. ¢
The simple hierarchy -in’ Diagram”2 can be’ used to. Lo

examine the reliability of indiy%?ual teacher evaluation

’

criterion. The complicated hierarchies in Diagram 3 and

3 .
PR s

“]ZR\,
" S

-

"of beinq present and all other things are in a set

4 canjbe employed as a means' to compare the degree of

redliability.among .evaluation programs‘in»élving "pairs"

and "triads" characteristics or behaviors. As,
< .

- » . . P |

fifiteen level hierarchy in Diagram 5, it is

examine the‘refiability of any teacher eval

-~

Needed Research

s

More research is needed to clear up many unsolved

Y -

problems relative to the reliable;@@acher evaluation

LY

me&thods. Some of the pressina problems are given

below: ) - ). Co.

In constructing the hierarchy of reliability

(Diagram 5), it is assumeéd thaf the.attributes and thé

‘ * n .

) variables can be identified. But, in actualfpractice;

- ”

to distinguish attributes- from variables involves .

7y Fng . - . .
much personal judgment. However, since "an attrihute

~

is’'a property of ‘a’ thing distinguished by the qualigzy .

identified by the lack of the given property," tie
;ttributes-and variables can be described. In Diagram

- .
6 ».the three circles stand for three different evalu-

L

A
EYNN -
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. , ,
. ’ '
’ -
’ .-
. . ‘ o o o .
. . . . - .
© ’ - . -
.
., . . a i a ,
. '
. . S .
4 ‘
N . N
N
° B

. -«

- - . . ) e ’ . s .
. :xipn(programs, the shaded area trepresents the attribute-

l.,-,. ) - ‘ . ” . .
griteria, _.and the ‘urshaded areas, theLvarlable criteria. ‘

-

F
-y

-

~

= % attributes

s
1

o : 1 variables

- a—~ )
~ . -
‘, R In other words, criteria that’ are commonly uged

. in many evaluation -programs are attribute criteria and

[y

' ~criteria that are not commonly used in evaluation pro-
gr;ms'are'variable criterda. As long as'it is diffi~
cult ‘to dgterﬁine the ,deagpee of commonness, the problem v
of attributes énd variables leave much to He'researbhéd.

ﬁhfouqh years of research, educators keep admitting
‘ N tﬂa£'the;e are teacher charicteristics or behaviors . '
~ - . ’
i that cannot be mea§ured: But intellectual advancements

. ’
.

" have been able to make many things possible. éoncerned

. \ educators have never ceased their efforts in attempting

N

.' . » .
‘ 3 to experiment with new strategies of evaluation. - There- \

]

should be aware of the <. .

fore, evaluation program planners

' . i

| ; fact that regardless of the new devéiépments making many
! - : , ' ¢
¥ .
Iy o
i

t S

f‘td‘ «©
N
[




- [+
teacher characterist;cs or behaviors measurable, there

ds'still much needed research 'in the area of the non-

measurables.

It is assumed in Diaqram:S that the component . ‘_fﬁ

«

. . ) . \
" quantitatively ®equal in propottion. Appropriate adjust-

. . . . . ‘r v \ :
criteria in thé pairs, the triads and the quartet. !
] .

(e,g., A+ B, A+B +C, and A + B + ¢ 4 D) are
" . 2 - N . .

. - LN
oroportionally equal in qanFQty. But in actual

. <L ) Y
practice, the component criteria are frequently not '

.

ments are required. There is a need for studies of the

degree of aporopriate adjustments. ‘ g v

Conclusion _ !

Teaching may seem too complex and too involved in Qj
various dimensions of affective and'poénitive aspec£s‘ :
of learning to»devise an universdl good teacher evalu-
ation program. Howevel, teaching can be evaluated in
a meaningfﬁl sénse if, and ‘only if, wé can establish
réliability in our méthods. Althgugﬁ £he hie%archy,of
.reliability (Diagram 5) is not a technicaliy satisfac-
tory device, it 1is expgcged that the idea can svggest
other alternative direct%éns to a more practical . .

2

strategy of teacher evaluation. .

a
1

Once reliability is established then thé_dénggptu—

.
e .

ally more diffigult task of_determininé validity can

begin. The ultimate goal of validity can oqufbe based

.
. + .

83
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. . ;\ . - .
-
. - oL . - ‘ - ° : f ‘ L
. upon freliability. The research task of developing
. ’ reliable-. methods of 'evaluatinqﬁeaczers and determining

) . .
the val:.d:uty of t‘le criteria on whlch these methods )
rest lies before us. .
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