ED 235 245

AUTHOR
TITLE

PUB_DATE
NOTE

PUB TYPE
EDRS PRICE
nEscnxpfons
IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

~ August 26-30,

‘Education; Factor Analysis; *Interr

DOCUMENT RESUME
T 830 677

Nelsen, Edward A.; Ray, . William J.
Observational Ratings of Teaching Performance'
Dimensionality and Stab111ty
Aug B3 L
23p.; Paper presénted ‘at the Annual Meetzng of the_
American Psycholog1cal Association (Los Angeles,; Ca,
1983).

Reports - Research/Teohn1cal (143) --
Speeches/Conference Papers (150)

MF01/PC01l Plus Postage. o

*Beginning Teachers; Correlation; Data Collection;

Elementary School Teachers; Elementary Secondary
ter Relxab111ty,

ry School

*Observation; *Rating Scales; Second

Teachers; *Teacher Evaiuat:on, Test éénstruct:on

| *Teacher and Pupil Performance Ratings;
| *Unidimensionality (Tests) .

for observ1ng and rating teacher performance. Beg1nn1ng teachers with

varying levels of professional experience (2, 9, and 16 months) were

rated by pairs of observers on two occasions.
across occasions fell between_
between. .5 and

Intercorrelations

.5 and .8. Interrater agreement ranged

.9. Factor analyses revealed about 67 percent common .

variance among the scales. Two rotated factors characterized "direct

instruction"

"classroom control" dimensions. The extent of

~unidimensional variance is discussed in relation to underlg1ng "true"

versus "attributional"”

(Author)

* k|| %

(halo effects) \sources of common variance.

Reproductnons supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made

Y R I I I R R R E R X R X LT

**********************************************************************



TH 3o G777

245

MY _
E;g Observational Ratings of Teaching Performance: '
L Diinensionality and Stability /

_.U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUC
_ NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
) EDUCATIONAL BESOURCES INFORMATION
I S - S _CENTER [ERIC)
Edward A; Nelsen and William J: Ray % This document has been reproduced as
: received from the peérson or organization

originating it.-

eo'l 1 ege of Educét-i on . [} Minor changes have been mada 10 improve

: reoroduction_quality.
L . <.’ . ® Points of view or 6pirions §iaiad in this doc.
Ar 1Zona St ate Un 1versi ty ment do not nécessavi;nrsé:rgézhlno;fi:ialoNFrE

position or policy.

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUGE THIS

- MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

E.A Vilgen ——

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”

For copies or additional, information write to:

I. D. Payne Laboratory

Arizona State University

Tempe; AZ 85287
This paper was prepared for the Annual Meeting of the American E
Psychological Association; Los Angeles; CA, August 26-30, 1983. L
'The study was conducted under the auspices of the Office of Professional
.Field Experiences, EQI]e’g’e’ of Education, AriZoné State University.

o
{

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Observational Ratings of Teaching Performance:
Dimensionality and Stability =

The investigation.examined réiatié;ships améhé‘éééiég for observing and
rating teacher performanceé. Beginning teachers with varying levels of pro-
%éééibha1'éibéfiéhcé (2, 3, and 16 monﬁbs) were rated by pairs of observers
on two occasions: Intercorrelations across sccasions fell between .5 and .8.
Inferrater agreement ranged between :5 and .0. Factor analyses revealed .
about 67% common variance among the scales: Two rotated factors character-
ized "direct instruction” and "classroom control" dimensions: The extent of
unidimensional variance is discussed in relation to underlying "true" versus
fattributionai" (halo effects) souries of common variance.
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Observational Ratings of Teaching Performance:

Dimensionality and Stability

Edward A. Nelsen and William J. Ray

Arizona State University
~ INTRODUCTION

The investigation concerns consistency among observers' ratings of
.teaching performance. Three forms of consistency are at issue: (1)~

rat1ngs of the same _teacher across occasions s1m11ar? (3) dimensional
consistency--are different aspects of teaching performance rated
similarly? Interrater agreement, stability, and dimensionality, are:
elements that are integral for analyses of the generalizability for any
set of observations (Shavelson ano Dempsey-Atwood; ‘19763 Shavelson and
Webb, 1981). :

_ 5pec1f1ca11y, the report describes a study of re]at1onsh1ps among
16 scales for observing. and rating teaching’ performince.,the,rat1ng
1nstrument for assessing teach1ng performance; 1nc1ud1ng aspects of
pupil behav1or and classroom environment that reflect teaching effec-
tiveness. (Nelsen, Ray, Knight, and Brook; note 1). This report pre-
sents da-a concerning interrater agreement among "the observers and
concerning the stab111ty of ratings on each scale; as the same teachers
were rated on two occasions: The report also describes the extent to
which thé 16_scales intercorrelated with one another, that is, the
‘proportion . of variance among the scales that was common, and the

factor1al structure of the sca]es.

Background

~_ Two decades ago, in the first HandbookaofAResearch_Ie&thihg, Med]ey
& Mitzel (1963) declared that rating approaches had proven "uniformly
unsuccessfu] in y1e1d1ng measures of teach1ng skill." A maJor source of

ination of measures by halo effects; i e., the influence of raters
general impressions upon their spec1f1c Judgments across items on the
instrument. They further pointed out that halo evfects spuriously
inflate (a) coefficients of observer agreement; (b) stability coeffi-

cients, and (c) internal cons1stency among items on a scale.



A more tempered appraisaiagf”thé utility of observational ratings

was presented by Rosenshine & Furst (1973) in the Second Handbook of
Research on Teaching. Based upon earlier reviews of studies in which

both rating and category systems were used to predict student achieve-

ment, (Rosenshine & Furst, 1971; Rosenshine; 1971) they concluded that

the most significant results had been obtained using rating scales;
although certainly not all rating scales pred1cted student learning. An
advantage -of rating scales; they noted, is the possibility for the

observer to process. many cues before mak1ng a decision. : A disadvantage; -
on the other_ hand, is that spec1f1c details about the sequence context,

and “forms of teacher behavior are typ1ca11y not provided by rat1ng
methods. : o

Rat1ng sca]es, and other measurement procedures that re1y upon

perceptions and attributions by observers, yield data that are‘contam-

inated by observer errors: Such errors include- halo effects and other

expectancy effects, differential interpretations of key terms, and

judgments that vary because different standards of comparison are.

employed by different raters: (Cooperi 1981; F1ske,,1978) Measures

most vulnerable to such observer errors -are those in which key-terms ‘and

instructions are ill-defined and vague. For example,-many teacher

rating scales elicit judgments about general characteristics, such as
warmth; enthusiasm, or sense of humor; while failing to specify the-
referedt _behaviors upon which the observer should focus. Also; rating -
scales often elicit judgments about characteristics without specifying

the situational context; tempora] bound§F1es,’or other essential facets
“that m1ght focus the observers attention udpon specific events (Fiske,

1978).

Critics of rat1ngs scales and actr1but1ona1 measures advocate

~observational procedures which focus tpon spec1f1c,'narrow1y defined
acts that can ‘be reliably coded (Medley & Mitzel; 1963; Fiske, 1978).

The development and use of such procedures; wh1ch,haye been charac-

terized - as "low inference" measures (Rosenshine & Furst, -1973), .have
undoubtedly contributed to the description and analysis of teach1ng and

learning processes (cf. Good & Brophy; 1978). Evidence concerning
particutar teacher and pupil behaviors that are indicators of instruc-
tional effectiveness has been accumulating, but, to. date;,; no set of -
specific behavioral indices has emErgEd as. sufficiéntly béé1c, compre-ﬂ

competency or general teach1ng performance (Rosensh1ne d Furst, 1973)

- If low inference measures cannot sat1sfy the need for economical.
and comprehens1ve performance appra1sals, and if rat1ng procedures

concentrate upon 1mprovement of rating 1nstruments and reduction of
observer errors. :

A variety of methods has been employed to reduce halo and increase

the accuracy of -ratings_ (Cooper, 1981). Cooper's review of these.
studies suggesced that four methods were most promising as means of
reducing illusory halo: . increasing rater-ratee familiarity, using
multiple raters, rating from current exposure, and obtaining ratings of

’
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central, 1rre1evant categor1es. Cooper also noted the need for more

basic research on how percepfual processes affect rater error.

Meanwhile, the demand for comprehens1ve indicators of teaching

performance and competency continues to- grow, as po]1c1es and procedures

are -being. developed for certification of-competency: tenure dec1s1ons,

and merit pay. Despite their flaws, rating procedures have continued to

serve for these functions and new scales have continued to be deve]oped

For examp]e, the states of Georg1a and South Carolina have invested

substantial sums of money deve]op1ng instruments and. procedures to

certify beginning teachers (Capie, W., Johnson, C. F., Anderson, S. J.,
Ellet, C. D.; & Okey, J R., note 2; Stulac II, J. F., Gettone, V. G.,

and others, note 3).

The Teacher Performance Assessment’ Instruments (TPAI; Capie et a]

note 2) and the Assessments of Performance in Teaching (Stu]ac et al,

note 3), were developed to assess minimum proficiency of beginning

teachers: These instruments have incorporated improved methods for-

observing and judging jerformance. Observer training programs have been

established; and the conditions.for observing teachers have Been struc-.

tured and standard1zed. Rat1ngs are obta1ned on severa] occas1ons by at

note 4). However, the instruments were des1gned for a spec1f1c purpose,
i.e., to elicit discrete judgments concerning the presence or absence of
certain minimum proficiences, rather than to measure a broader range of
differences in performance levels. The characteristics to be assessed
- by the instruments were determined by surveys of teachers' and other

professionals' opinions concerning "essential competencies", rather than
on the pasis of systematic theory or research on characteristics of

effective teachers. Furthermore, becduse of the large number of charac-

ter1st1cs encompassed by these 1nstrwnents, the time and costs for
observing each teacher are substantial. ' :

A review of teacher observation instruments reported in Simon &

Boyer 11970) and Borich and Madden, (1977) did not yield examples of

"hensive observational ratings of teacher performance. That is, there

appeared to be no instrument that (a) focused upon aspects of teaching
performance and pupil behavior that had. been shown by research to be
related to teaching effectiveness, (b) specified aspects of performance
that represented unsatisfactory, satisfactory, and excellent perform-
aitce; (c) was sufficiently concise to broadly -assess teaching perform-
-ance in an hour or less, (d) and was, at the same time, sufficiently

comprehensive to yield an overall assessment of teaching performance.

The Teacher and Pupil Performance Ratings (TePPR) is a new

instrument developed to d&ssess performance of beginning teachers in.

classrooms. The TePPR was designed to provide a comprehensive but brief

appraisal of a teacher's performance in the classroom, 1nc]ud1ng cogni-=

tive, affective, and interactional aspects of teaching. "The TePPR also

assesses aspects of. pupil behavior and the classroom environment that

presumably 'relate to instructional effectiveness. Certain of the .per-

formance d1mens1ons, 1 e., clarity of presentation, pupil engagement,
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and range of 1nteract1on, were derived from studies of character1stics

associated with instructional effectiveness (cf. Rosenshine & Furst,

1973; Good & Brophy, 1978; Morliave, note 5). Other aspects of perform-

ance, e.g., physical organ1zat1on of the classroom and demonstration of

persona] regard, were included to study their potent1a1 va11d1ty as

performance 1nd1cators.

The sca]es were designed to d1fferent1ate between levels of pe

formance; ranging  from poor or unsatisfactory to excellent; as well as
to discriminate between adequate and inadequaté performancé. The

primary purpose for developing the TePPR was to provide descr1pt1ve data

to account for on-the-job performance of graduates from  teacher educa-.

tion programs at Arizona State University. In its current form, and

until predictive validity studies have been completed, it is recommended

that the instrument be used only for such descriptive or research

purposes, and not as part of an assessment too] for decisions about

- 1nd1v1dua] teachers.

As part of the deve]opnent of the TePPR data on performance levels
of teachers with différent levels of experience were gathered as
evidence of construct va11d1ty. A]so, data concerning interrater
. agreement, stability of ratings;. and'intercorrelations among the scales -

were obtained. These data provide basic -evidence concerning the reli-

ability or generalizability of theé obsérvations. ThisS réport presents.
- these data. It also presents analyses of the factorial structure and of
che extent of unidimensionality (or halo) that is manifested.in the .

ratings. -
_ Method
Sample

- University (AJU) c0mpr1sed the target popu]at1on. The study included .
beginning elementary and secondary teachers who had been employed in.

~ saven _public school districts within a proximity of about 20 miles of
" the campus. The schools in which these. teachers taught varied widely

Wwith respect to demograph1c characteristics of students. They included

suburban, inner city, and semi=-rural communities; and lower and middle

income ne1ghbornoods., All recent graduates who were employed as

teachers in these districts were asked to allow observers to schedule

two visits to their. classes. All .but three teachers agreed.

) The sample included three groups of graduates, gach with succes-
sively greater levels of professional experience, as follows:

- Group A consisted of 14 beg1nn1ng teachers with on]y one to. two
months of rofeSS1ona1 teach1ng exper1ence. Ihe grade levels they

ﬁnoup B cons1sted of 35 teachers with five to e1ght months of

experience. . Their grade levels also ranged from k1ndergarten to 1lth

7



'

grade, including some ungraded classes such as home economics, mus1c
and physical education. .

Group C included 14 second year teachers who were observed between

their 14En and 18th month of teaching.  Their grade levels ranged from

k1ndergarten through 6th grade.

L2

' The opbservers were faculty members and graduate assistants from_ the
College of Education. Their backgrounds' were heteroganeous; but all

were familiar with pub].c school activities and procedures, and most had

teaching experience. Fifteen observers participated in a_four-hour.
‘orientation and training program prior to the. Spring; 1982 studiess
Subsequent reliability checks revealed that six c¢f the eight pairs -
demonstrated agreement greater ‘than .50 (product moment correlations) on
at least. 13 of the 16 scales.. Two rater pairs revealed substantially.
poorer agreement, and their observations were exc]uded from the Group B

data base, _ : ':f .

Four exper1enced observers prov1ded on-the-job tra1n1ng to four
novice observers for the Group C observations. The interrater agreement
‘levels for all the pairs exceeded the ¢riterion of .50 for 13 of the 16
scales. : ,

The Teacher and Pupil Ratings (TePPR) Scales

~ The TePPR cons1sts of sixteen scales S; twelve which di scr1be teacher
behaviors or aspects of performance inferred from behavibr; one which
characterizes the physical aspects of the classroom environment; two
which represent pupil behavior; and one which ‘consists of an overall

Jjudgment of teach1ng,performances (Nelsen et al.; note 1; see appendix

for copy of the instrument). The ratings level for each scale range
from (1), representing "poor", to (5), representing "excellent"; (3)

represents “adequate" performance. Descriptive adjectives def1ne these

varying levels for each scale.

The instructions stipulate that observatlon per1ods 1ast 45 - 60

minutes, although experitnced observers can complete the task in as

little as in 30 minutes under optimal conditions. Instructions also

state that rat1ngs shou]d be based only on current performance dur1ng

the session, i.e., exclud1ng recollections from previous observat1ons or

other persons' reports about the teacher. Observers are also 1nstruc—

ted to signify "no basis for judgment" if classroom activities did!not

provide a sufficient basis to observe behavior and form a 3udgment on a

particular sca]e.

Thus; the TePPR employed the fo]]ow1ng procedures to reduce

~ observer error: using multiple raters; rating from current. exposure,

rater tra1n1ng, and behaviorally specific rating scales. These design

features were based primarily upon Fiske's (1978) suggested strategies

for persona11ty assessment. They also correspond with the strategies




for reducing halo suggested by Cooper (1981), although development of

the TePPR (Nelsen, et al, note.l) preceded our discovery of the Cooper
article. - : - ' :

Procedures

o E/Eh teacher was observed s1mu1taneous]y by ‘the same pa1r of
observers on each of two occasions. Each observation sassion lasted 30
to 60 minutes. The observations were scheduled within three to five .
weeks of one another. Principals and teachers were asked to participate
in" the project by letter. Visits were scheduled in advarnce via phone
ca]]s. Confidentiality of the rat1ngs was assured, in that teachers

‘were told that no one other than project staff cou]d see the ratings.

Teachers themselves were not shown their own ratings.
- Réfers were 1nstructed to compare their rat1ngs fo]]ow1ng each
session. Under no circumstances, however, were ratings to be. changed on

the bas1s of these cross=checks. .

The,three groups were constituted of beginning teachers with
varyi ng levels of experience. Group A, teachers with one to two months
of experience, were observed in Fall, 1982. Group B; with five to eight
months of experience, and Group C, w1th fourteen to e1ghﬁeen months of
experience were observed in Spr1ng, 1982. Eight of the/21 ‘teachers in
Group C had been observed prev1ous1y, one year - ear11er, by different
observers, employing an ear11er version of the 1nstrument

Results

Interrater Agreement

One basis for eva]uat1ng the reliability of the observations is
prov1ded by data on interrater agreement. ‘Intercorrelations between the
ratings based upon simultaneous observat1on are présentéd-in Table 1,
separate]y for the first and second occasion. For each scale and each
occasion, a set of three figures is|presented, representing the agree-
ment coefficient for each of the three groups with differing experience
levels. For occasion 1, most of the coefficients fell between .5 and
.9. For occasion 2, mostrfell betweén .5 and 1.0. The médian value for

the two occasions were .68 and .76; réspectiVé1y.

~ 0On 13 of the 16 scales the. agreement coeff1c1ents were at 1east 50
or greater for at least five of the six reliability studies {within_ the
three experience level groups on the two occasions). The reliability
coefficients were slightly below this standard for Scale E, Sensitivity
to Pupil Comprehension; Scale K, Range of Teacher Interact1on ~and Scale
L, Classrooin Management. Two sca]es,revealed agreement cpeffjcients
greater than .70 for all groups on both occasions: . Scale F; Adaptation
to Individual Differences, and .Scale J, Pupil -Self Control and
Responsibility.



stabﬁity’ of Ratings

- A second purpose of the study was to determine the stability of

ratings across occasions: Data describing the stability provide another

basis for assessing the reliability of the ratings. Correlations

between the rat1ngs on the two occasions are included in Table 1, hut

for ease of comparison, they are.also presented .separately in Table 2.
Most of- the stability coefficients were between .5 and .8. Indeed, for

each sca]e, the stability coefficients for at least two of the three

experience groups were .5 or greater, with the slight exception of Scale.

K; for which the coefficients were .71, .48, and .15: The three stabil-

ity coefficients were quite consistent across the experience level

groups for certain scales (A; H, and I). However, they varied consid-

erably for other. scales, 7espec1a]1y scales B, G, K, and N. This

var1ab111ty wou]d seem to be attr1butab]e 1n ]arge part to samp11ng

grgggszfand C. Therefore; it would probably be unwise to infer trends
concerning differences in the stability coefficients. Indeed, there d1dl

not seem to be any overall tendency for the stability coeff1c1ents to be

cons1stent1y higher or ]ower for the more versus less exper1enced

teachers. : » \

. Biﬁeﬁsidﬁality

Another primary isshe 1in the 1nvest1gat1on concerned the dimen-

sionality of the ratings. Data concerning the d1mens1ona11ty,among the

scales were provided with factor analyses of the ratings. Data for

-Group B only were analyzed, since the Ns for groups A and C were too

small to yield stable factors. = Using the Statistical Programs for -

Social Sciences (SPSS) principal components - ana]ys1s program, data were

:_analyzed separately for occas1on 1 and 2.

The extent of un1d1mens1ona]1ty among the rat1ngs on all sca]es is

reflected in the percent of variance explained by the first gr1nc1pa]

component: Percentages of variance accounted in the intercorrelation

matrices of the first and second occasions were 66.6 and 68.0,
respectively. , :

_There is_also evidence that an additional basic dimension may.be

differentiated within the matricesy reflected in the loadings on the

second principal component: Employing the criterion of accepting all
principal compbnents with _aigenvalues greater than 1.0, the first two
components were retained for both occasion 1 and 2. Fo]]ow1ng Kaiser's

(1958) varimax procedure, these components were subJected to orthogonal

rotat1en. The results of these analyses are presented in Table 3.

Contral and Ma, Elassroom Control. A]thoughia]] QFDEE,§§§IE§,]°ad on
this Factor, among the high load1ngs that .define the factor are:. C.,

Presentat1on of Subject Matter; E.,; Sens1t1v1fy to Pupil Gomprehens1on

G., Quality of Feedback; K.; Range of Teacher Interaction; L.; C]ass"oom
- I
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Management; and N., Quality of Planning, as well as P., Overall Judgment

-0f Teaching Effectiveness. These scales,; as well as the other scales,
1n;}ude -aspects of instructional directness including effective plan-

ning, and management,; interaction with many students, subJect matter
knowledge; and clarity: of presentat1en. .

o

The second factor, which was s1m11ar for both occas1ons, was most

--ciearny defined by the two scales concerning behavioral control: Jes

Pupil Self Control; and M., Classroom Control. The loadings of these

scales on the factor were greater than .8 on both occasions.  This

factor also included scales with moderate loadings, i.e., between .40 .

and :60 on B:; Clarity of Assignments and Smoothness of Transitions: H.,

Demonstration of Personal Regard; ' 1., Pupil engagement; L., C]assroom

Management; and P., Overall Judgment of Effectiveness.

| S DiscuSsion

describing interrater- agreement 1nd1cate that

_ The correlationj ,
judges with some knowledge of teach1ng and minimal tra1n1ng can- achieve

moderate to high aéreEmént when observing and rating a given c]assrébm

sess1on w1th the TePPR scales.

~ The 1nterobserver agreement Was s]1ght1y lower on the first obser=-
vation session than on| the second, i.e., a med1an of .68 versus .76.
The higher agreement for the second occasion may 'result, at least in
part, from_the compar1sons and commun1cat1on between the raters that

followed the first sessiion. -; That is, they may have influenced one

and/or others' judgments, concerning aspects of | the teachers' perform-=

ance; and subsequent]y remembered these judgments on the second’

occasion. These comm n1cat1ons may have a]sojjnflated the stability

8) for most scales: A .

-coeff1c1ents,,wh1ch weke also moderate (.5 to :8) fo
design which would eliminate ‘such spurious 1nf1at1on of the stability

: coeff1c1ents ‘and the second occas1on agreement coefficients wou]d be

ferent pa1rs of observers on the two occas1ons. We recently emp]oyed
this design in a study in.which the teachers were rated on separate

= 2y 1N ¥

" occasions by different observers. : , =

The factor ana]yt1c results reveal a fa1r1y h1gh ‘degree of uni-

dimensionality among the rat1ngs on the 16 scales. Th1s,un1d1men-
sionality may emanate from two sources. First, aspects of teaching
performance and pupil behav1drs that reflect effeetive instruction

'presdmably are integrated and over]app1ng. Cooper (1981) refers to such

interrelationships as "true ha]o." Much as -the cogn1t1ve skills that

underlie intellectual adaptationare manifested in an intellectual "g"

-factor; so do mutually :related .t ach1ng sk1lls that underlie teaching

effectiveness manifest themselves| in a "g" factor. Unfortunately,
- aspects of teaching performance and pupil behaviors that reflect

teaching effectiveness may a]so be c0nfounded in the minds of the

observers. Thus, perceptions, ferences, and attribution of skill

levels on some, -if not all of the s ales, may have been contam1nated by

" . han underlying evaluative d1mtns1on, is e:,; wh1ch Cooper refers to as

| 1



"illusory halo effects" among.observer judgments. The influence of
these illusory halo effects, as well as true halo, are both reflected in
the h1gh common variance pr unidimensionality among the scales.

Presumably, a systematic program of research to 1dent1fy sources of such
attributional errors in: perception of teachers should include both
coding (low inference) and ratings (hlgh 1nference measures) )

(Vo)
s
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Table 1

Means, Standard Deviatioﬁg , Intar rater Reliabflity COefﬁc'lents. and Stability Coefficiants
- for TePPR Rauings of Teanhcr Performance on T\vo Occasions :

0ccas1on 1 - uccasion Z
1 || wb " . o . re || rise
Group® | Mg % M D B ) K 8 & x|
— et __ _ __ __ __ _ __ __ /, L
A. Organization of _ A 14 13 {3.55 .68 | .75 12 6 3.16 .80 76
Classroom 8 34 4 (3.81 .91 .64 - 33 35 3.88 .76 - .62
c 21 21 (4.0 68 | .4 21 21 4.49 .67 69
B. c1ar1ty of Assign- ) 14 13 |3.34 64 .52 . 1 6 3.09 1.00 91 .15
ments: Transitions B. 3¢ 33 |370 a2 .57 k)| i3 3.57 .99 <83
c 19 20 {3.95 79 | .68 21 20 4.20 .85 .51 .
C. * Prasentation of A 12 1 3.8 77 | .68 10 5 3.30 1.24 .97
: Subject Mattar B 31 \32 [3.76 95 |:.75 29 1 3.65 1.15 g7
¢ 20 -21 {378 73 | .51 20 17 4.08 .78 67
"0. Questioning A 12. 1 |36 8 | .56 n s 3.17 7= 1.10 99
- 1 22 2% |3.72 93 | .92: 2 % 1.73 .96 | —=81——§-—75
¢ 20 20 |3.75 63 | .56 138 17 3.88 .80 57
E. sensitivity to Pupil| A 11 12 (3.36 . . .70 | .58 127§ 3.55 93 8 1 .
Comprenens ion ::} 35 35 1367 .95 | .50 2 3.68 91 .60 .
c 21 21 373 .6 | .10 20 19 .08 62 .29 .53
_ R - - - _ - - A i - P
F. Aaipeaf.i'diizb Ind1 = A 12 10 [3.59 75 | .82 n 6 3.14 96 |_..9% .
vidial 0f fferencas 8 33 35 [3.35° .83 .76 28 A 3.50 .98~ .82
. ¢ 18 20 (3.70 72 | .1 EEREA 373 .10 .81
G. Quality of Fesdback | A 1 13 |3.58 107 | .65 || 12 s 3.50 91 8 | .9
- B 33 32 |38 .90 | .75 29 2 3.87 95 .68
¢ a1 21 3. 78 | .65 3 2 L1 65 -4 '.-33
H. Demnstration of A 13 * 13 [3.53. .86 .86 11~ 5 3.56 1.07 .95
Regard 8 3. 38 |3.98 .93 | .=, 33 35 3.87 1.01 .65 .23
‘ c 200 21 |3.58 8.4 17 20 20 3.97 .66 .53 -8
I. Pupil Engagepent A 12 13 [3.96 8 | 54 12 .6 .58  1.26 80 :
B 35 34 |36 .87 | ;1 33 35 4.09 .83 61 :
. c 21 21 (447 .64 | .30 21 2 4:53 53 By .50
J. Pupil Self Control, | - A i4 13 |3.66 70 | .75 12 6 3.33  1.08 .75
Responsibility B 35 35 14.08 .81 - § .87 33 35 .01 .86 n
S c 21 21 (402 94 | 78 21 21 4.02 96 .85 77
K. Range of Teachar A 14 12 3713 “61 | .38 12 6 3:33 96: 63
Intaraction 8 35 34 |3.63 .97 .85 33 35 .n .96 .59
¢ 21 21 (376 76 | .67 20 2 4:30 . 17
. Classroom Mamagement| A 14 13 (325 65 | :39 12 5 3.04 286 86 :
' 8 35 34 |38 .98 | .83 32 35 3.72 1.00 81 :
‘ c 21 21 (402 84 | 42 21 2 4.18 .89 66 .
M. Classroom Control A 14 13 (3.8 ;74 | 50 12 6 3:29 1: zo .87
8 35 38 (42 .88 | .79 33 - 35 4.01 .80 49
¢ 20 21 |42 84 | .72 21 21 4.26 1. 07 .90 .
o Quath of Planning | A 13 u a4 72 |78 12 6 3.20 90 | .74
8 34 35 {3:59 .93 | .84 338 3.38 1.06 .79
¢ 19 20 (372 .78 | .46 212 3.88 .85 .57
0. Knowledge of Subject] A 12 11 (3.35 .72 | .83 12 6 349 .79 .73
Matter 8 -3 32 |3.78 88 | .86 (33 35 3:61 .90 .76
c 20 21 (314 63 | .69 19 21 3.80 .63 . .53
Ovcrm Teachinq A | -14 13 (3.82 .81 | .78 11 6 ‘3.09 1.13. .84.
Parformance 8 ] 35 |3.87 .87 " | .68 35 35 3,59 - . 1.06 91
c 18 19 .[3.75 .68 | .70 20 18 - | 3.89- _.93 | .86 f§ .1

aGf'éuE A - Beginning tsachers with one to two menths of experienca

8 - Five to eight months of experfenca

_ C- Fourtm to ‘eightesn months of exparienca-

b
"A" and "8% rafer to arbitrary designations of each member of the ratar pair
Ccarralation bnbvnn combined rutings of observer A and 8 on Occasion 1 with combined ratings of A and 8 on Occasion 2

1

Q.
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B R - Table 2

Stability Coefficients for TePPR Ratings of Teacher Performance on Two Occasionsa

Experience Level ”
S - First two Second __ Second .
_ ' v ___months ____semester _____vyear - s3pring-.
S o "1z b
- N =TIz N = 26-35 N = T8-21
A. Organization of" ﬁiassroem - . .60 461 '  .63
B. Clarity of Assignments; Transitions = |* .15 - . .53 . , .61
C. Presentation of SubJect Matter R .73 .73 . .39
——=D:~ Questioning ' .50 | .75 ' LT
- E. SéhS1t1v1ty to Pupil Comprehension : .64 » .41 Bt .53
. F<. Adaptation to Individual D1fferences ,56 ' .68 | .58
G. Quality of Feedback . .79 I .78 . .33
H. Demonstration of Regard .62 .73 67 |
. I. Pupil Engagement S .67 ' 63 |- .60 ~
J. Pupil Self Control, Responsibility - .75 39 1 .77
K. Range of Teacher Interaction A . .48 ; .15
L. Classroom Management | B .70 o .53 s .68
M. Classroom Control 72 49’ _ .81
N. Quality of" P]ann1ng : - .83 _ .54 19
0. Knowledge of Subject Matter ' .1 .64 - .69 | .49 -
P. Overall Teaching Performance | .56 . g2 .71 :

aThe two occasions were separatéd by about two to six weeks /

bCorre1at1on between combined rat1ngs of observer A and B on. Occﬁs1on 1.with combined
ratings of A and B on Occa51on 2. B . N
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,

Factor Analysis of Ratings for Two Occasions

Table 3

Scale

Instruction

Occasion 1

Control

Instruction

Occasion 2

Control

“Physical Organization

Clafity of Assignments/
‘ransitions R

Presentstion of }7
Suhject Matter. -

:§56¥/"

Effectivene
Questions

Sensitivity to -
Pupil Comprehension

Adaptation to - ]
Individual Differences

Quality of Feedback

Demonstration of

.. Personal Regard

Pupil Engagement
in Tasks '
Pupil $&1F Control

Range of Teacher

Interaction

.| €lassroom Management

Classroom Control

_a&;;ity of Planning

Knoviledge of Subject Matter

eﬁéfa11_audgmeht

LTT*
.55%*
J74%

.64%*

.60*

.07

.75%
Ak
.34
74%
.68%

B0r
7

.98%
.12

51*

G
a0
.30

. ag%

!

61*
73
.87*

.85%

- 45*
.45%

. .89*

53

57*

*oading = > .40

oy

- 'f N




TEACHER ANB PUPII: PERFORMANCE RATINGS

\o'

(TePPR)

"BACKGROUND - o

TIME BRGUN

|NAME OF PERSON HEING ONSERVED DATK OF OBSERVATION
DEPARTMENT [IN COLLEGK OF EDUCATION]

GRADE LEVEL/SUBJECT NAME OF OBSZRVER .
‘ Mrire [Jsecond: Third _
- - - —  — irst; — R ormere——|
SETTING (Descnbe the classroom setting and circumstances present dunng observatnon perlodi .
PHYSICAL DESIGN OF CLASSROOM (cu:cx ONE OR MORE) . (oThER]
y Self. - 1 Team Resource [ Medna —
contained; Dpen; teaching, room; ) center; D

STAFF PRESENT (SPECIFY IF MORE THAN ONE) -

D Aidels); ELCo teacher(s);

ORGANIZATION OF INSTRUCTION (cumcx ONE OR MORE]

One small group/
EJWhole class, e D

e L Dthers
I lStudent teacher(s); I I(observers parents atc:)

D Individuaiifed

individual seatwork; ér}iéu éroups. R
INSTRUCTIONAL uooz(s) (cuch ONE OR MOREK]

R iaalv.ag’;u sLearning —
I l Lecture; D Questlon Demo stratnon, | seatwork; centers; l . l
SUBJECMATTER TAUGHT (DURING OBSERVATION PERIOD. ESTIMATE-NUMBER OF MINUTES FOR EACH). ’ . |¥uoei\ﬁgF
MIN. [suBJEcT[MIN. SUBJECTIMIN. -|SUBJECT |[MIN. SUBJECT [MIN. |SUBJECT [MIN.\ [SUBJECT ' |PRESENT
o " ILanguage Math- "I social N
Reading Arts ematics Studies Sciehce

Camments (distinctive features of thé sitaation; &.g., minority students, gifted class, handicapped students, unustal éase; eté.):

N -

PERFDRMANCE RATINGS
The instrument is designed. to summarize observatlons and judgments of a teacher’s mstructlonal performance and puplls behavnor in a class-

room -setting. Thé observation period should spar. approximately 45 t0.60 minutes. The ratings should be based on direct observations of the .
teacher’s and puplls behaviors during one ebservation period. Informatlon from previous observations, other persons’ reports of the teacher’s

Pnoannu - - SCHOOL
Fiald _ 1Campas -
Based; Based DElementary, DSecondery, Qs;*mmji

YEAR OF TEACHING o

performance, etc., should not influence the ratings of performance on this occasion. Do not rate parformance on a seale if your observation -

period did not prov:de you with an opportunity to observa the behavior speclfled on that seale.

you had sufficient or insufficient opportunities to obéeri/e each type of behavior consndered Check ‘'no basis for judgjment" if th
not present any sntuatlons |n whlch thls form of performance could be observed and evaluated Check "substantlal basns forjudgment" if the

e lesson did

prompted or ,call,ed for, observable behavnor relevant to this dimension. Indicate “limited”” or "moderate" for class periods that provnded bases
between ‘’no basis”” and "“substantial.”

L ' . : Developed by: EdwardA Nelsen
‘ ' WilliamJ; Ray

] - Catharine C: Knight

COLLEGE OF EDUCATIQN, ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY L Weston._l:..Brook

166566-14  5/82 1581
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A l'hvliml organization of classroom and instructional materials; utilization ot spacs —turnlshlngs et’nclently arranged, pupils visible to teacher

and vice \)ersa adequacy of space for smaII group work posted rules and directions are visible and readable w

e | Os s

Adequately organrzed ’ Well organized,
facilitative

=k

O

Poarly. organized,

ork materials are accessrble.

BASIE FOR JUDGMENT

E No basis; E Limited; =

[

[] Moderats; E]subs't'antéai

|STRENGTHS/LIMITATIONS

class response.

N

. s i:]g

Da

_ 1

B. Clarity of assignments and smoothness of transmons to mstructuonal activities — preclseness of directions and task structure: promptness of

BASIS FOR JUDGMENT

D No'basis; )

lented':.

J Adequate
confuslon, de[ o : oupils respond o directions and -*
P . . R, . b"e'g* B assianmente nromntlv |
ETRENGTHUILIMITATIO_NS. \ . o
. \
- — -\ _

3

C Skrllfulness in presentatron of subject matter - clarlty, relevance of content comprehenslblhty of explanatlons use of examples.

4

E]:?;

Adequate

O Dz

Viague, confused stereotypic,
fragmented, oversumpllhed
_boring to papils

Clear, preclse co 'pleta
coherent, logical, -\
mterestlng to pupuls

BASIS FOR JUDGMENT

. No basis: D i;irrfited: .

lj Modsrate; [ sabsiantiat

s'rnu:Na'rHs/LIMrrli'riéiii T
, K

'P'

_'D Effectnveness, frequency, and Ievel of questlom —variety (e.g., open and closed questions), relevance, clarity of questlons' B8t
o student to mentally manupulate mformatlon or support-an answer with Iogncally measured evidence ("hlgh" level or dwergen versus “’low’’ level questions).

[ls.
Frequent cleaL, varied,

answerable stlmulatlng,
hugh cognmve questnons

(s [a
. Occasional, fairly :
effective questions

my | E]z
Vague, narrow, stereotyped .
unanswerable, or low cognitive questions

tent to which questions require -

BASI\ITOR JUDGMENT

Dleuted'

No basls,

STR ENGTH SILIMITATIONS

E. Sensltlwty to pupll comprehensron - responslveness to pupll COﬂfUSIOﬂ m|sunderstand|ng, boredom dlstracﬂrm

[

O ]2 ,E«I,s,

Insensitive; : i Adequate awareness
unresponsive to. confusion Y - and sensijtivity

|BASIS FOR JUDGMENT

' E] No basis:

E] Liited:

STRENGTHS/LIMITATIONS, . -
N - 1 . A . -
S S, ;

walt t|me actiwtles are challengung to puplls of different ab|I|ty Ievels approprlate paclng
(2 (s ; E]s

. Highly responsive and

seénsitive to all ability:

[ls
Difficulty level and
pace usually appro-

mE
Instruction too difficult
{or easy) for many

'[EASis FOR JUDGMENT

D No basis; D tn}}ii;&i'

priate to most students levels, appropriate pace

students or too slow

- BE

STRENGTHS/LIMITATIONS

[ Mogeceiss [substantial

G. Quality. of feedback —
the pupll responses (re performance on worksheets, homework, recitatjon, etc.) - i

indication of correct/incorrect pUpll responses. |dentification and clarlflcatlon of correct and incorrect elements of

[ [ - [s (4 : s
Dnsparagmg, vague, " Adequate- Informatlve, prompt,]
-or entirely lacking ’ clear, helpful :

BASIS FOR JUDGME NT

_Euaiiaa; .

] No basis:
E Moderate:;

STRENGTHS/LIMITATIONS F . P

i

verbaI and non-verbal reinforcement.

1 P ,,,Eb [(a  Lls [] nobasis: Dtimiﬁéi 1 ..
Negatwekmdufferent vague, Mojierately ) . Enthusiastic, posmve o . R ,
dlsperagmg . effective e encouraging Y el

- L s , - . D Moderate; __I'—_-l§ubitantie_lr
B3 P : 3 P

BASIS FOF

\
MENT

R JUDG

LITRINGTH!/'LIMITATIONS
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. Pupll «ngagement in tasks — responsuveness to tasks attentlveness and perslstence. (Observe at least three umesjuunglhldw
. v R | BASIS FOR JUDGMENT
L] O O 3 5 |Ovossses — [imitea:

volvement, more than 75%|

Tow student involvement, : Moderate- involvement, 9
= less than 25% of pupilt engagod or " about 50% of pupils engaged . of pupils engaged ¢ ‘and attentive
____attentive to tasks/ R

STRINGTHS/LIMITATIONS

¢

J Pupll salf oontrol responsublllty for behavior — pupul compllance wuth classroom procedures and rules on own volltjon o
BASIS FOR JUDGMENT

D1 E DQ' D3 : . D4 L . D5 Nobasus, ) Dlelted

“Pupils act disruptively, - . Majority of pupils control selves Pupils maintain order-
require continual momtormg most of time btit saveral do not . withoot direct teacher e .
and discipline ’ - comply with procedures oed intervention . r___IModerate; DSubstantlah

lrrntNG'rHs/:.mrrA'ﬂous R : : L E R . .
o -t ) v:.. .. . , . ) . ' .

K. Range of teacher interaction — teacher interacts with aII puplls not just a. few select mdlvnduals or groups, e.g., on ba5|s of abullty level or

Iocatlon in the classroom sex or ethnucuty . o i ‘ _
. BABIS FOR JUDGMENT

Q1 Oz [Os 04 [_'_'_|5 [Ovosesis: - [uimiea;

Consnstently |gnores or - :  Adat uateconstﬂeratlon lmpact:ally atfentive. and respon.
criticizes certain children; and distribution of . to alt pupils; action includes o
narrow action zone : attention ) .~ ! . _entire class or group . DModerate; I ISubstantsal

“{STRENGTHS/LIMITATIONS K E B . : .

L Classroom management — approprlate actlvmes efficient use of- tlme organlzatlon of actuvmes alternatlve tasks avallable for chlldren who

complete tasks.

B . N . ot BASIS_‘FOR JUDGMENT
L1y . O . [Os . . g ] O [Onesesis Duimitea: .
Noacnwtzes for : . Adequate activities . Appropna;e o
some children, - and use of'time - : : activities provnded o
- e of time - DModeratg; I jISubstantnal

STRENGTHS/LIMITATIONS

M. Classroom control — anticipation and control over potentially disruptive sltuatuons and behav:ors; ..ons|stent enforcement ofrules orderly
classroom procedures . S -

BASIS FOR JUDGMENT

- | Ez : | Qs ‘ . 45;4 s ' I:]s Gi\]‘o’b’ésis:“' eimiea:

Occasional disruptions, Appropriate control and order maintained,

few problems, minor problems resolved — - f— .
""" gclass _ Moderate; 4DSGbstentiel

but sufficient order to-

STRENGTHSILIMIT‘TIONS .

N. ﬁuallty of planmng for this Iessor /actlvlty — inferred from organuzatlon evidence of goals clarlty of objectives, availability of resources.

A BASIS FOR JUDGMENT

@1 =t s O+ 5;‘ |No Basis []L.m.ted

Poorly planned, ' ] - Adequate planning . Well planned, -
fr Emented activities, . Lo organized, cleaLoblecf.wes, D . E .
ing objectives - - lessons maintain interest Moderate; Substantial

irn ENGTHS/LIMITATIONS

BASIS FOR JUDGMENT

| E]z - Os s E <|:]N65a'si's; - [uimited;

Df“

Defu:le tin sk:lls/ knowledge, i Adequate . . Mastery oisuble ) - .
teachas'‘only from manoal ’ . . presentsfrom more tharyone viewpoint, I—]'*""'*' - Q .
. e - : uses-good -m----vle- I |Moderate; Substantial--
lTRINGTHlKLIMITATIONS . B . - /
I e A ) [ o L
P. Judgement of Overall teééhlriﬁ porformance durmg thiis obsarvatlon. . . e -
\ . : :{.7 S I 'I'I'ME CQMPLETED
Di Elz - Els Ela Bls [ : : 4
Not adeqaate : Marginal J ‘ Adequate . : .o Excellent, ' :
. a ’ N R well plenned stimulating, ‘

R T e cohesive session
{Additional comments on following page).

.z B S . L o

... , \ A7)
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