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CHAPTER I 

IfTHGDITCTIOf 

Statement of the Problem 

fills study was undertaken to investigate the purposes 

and techniques of supervisory evaluation of instruction 

with particular reference to secondary mathematics* To 

this end the following areas have been explored? 

1* The purposes of supervisory evaluation of in-

struction. 

2* The techniques of evaluation used by persons en-

gaged in evaluation programs. 

3» The limitations of these techniques* 

4* The application of these techniques to the evaluation 

of instruction in secondary mathematics. 

Background of the Study 

During the last few decades the public schools of the 

United States have undergone a tremendous growth. Quite 

obviously the increasing population of the country has been 

a factor in this growth of the schools. But, as the American 

public schools have developed, the idea of an education for 

all the children of all the people has developed also. The 



development of this idea has resulted in an increased per-

centage of the population attending the public schools. 

Is the percentage of the population attending the schools 

increases, the administrators and teachers are faced with the 

growing problem of providing the proper educational services 

for pupils with greatly differing abilities, needs, and pur-

poses* This problem has special meaning for the mathematics 

supervisor, because, in addition to the problem of providing 

appropriate training in mathematics for these several groups 

of students, which is enough in itself, he is faced with an 

ever increasing shortage of properly trained mathematics 

teachers with whom to work. Consequently many mathematics 

classrooms are staffed with substandard teachers. 

The problems of the mathematics supervisor do not stop 

here though. Because of today*s increasingly technological 

society, mathematics is coming to play an increasingly im-

portant role. The degree to which mathematics is applied to 

the sciences and to non-scientific social activities has in-

creased tremendously during the last decades and is increasing 

continually. Sore recently mathematical methods have been 

applied to industrial planning, medicine, biochemistry, bio-

physios, and sociology*—1even philosophy and linguistics. 

The number and variety of mathematical disciplines have 

greatly increased in the last sixty years. Also mathematicians 

are creating new branches of pure mathematics. These new fields 



of applied and pur© mathematics have burst the existing com-

partments that house arithmetic, algebra, and geometry* They 

by their very nature have made the classical treatment of 

secondary mathematics obsolete. As a result the concepts 

and design of mathematics education are undergoing great 

changes, possibly the greatest changes they have undergone 

since the beginning of the public school movement. Quite 

recently the Russian advances in the scientific field have 

injected a note of urgency* 

The task for the mathematics supervisor is cut out. He 

must provide the leadership through which mathematics teachers 

can meet the challenge of the increased numbers of students 

and the challenge of the emerging new curriculum. One facet 

of this supervisory leadership is leadership in the evaluation 

of instruction as a basis for improving teaching effectiveness. 

Need for the Study 

Good teachers and administrators are vitally concerned 

with the improvement of instruction. When these teachers set 

out to improve their teaching effectiveness, they soon become 

aware of the need for some dependable evaluation of their pres-

eat effectiveness as a basis for planning for improvement. 

Numerous writers in the fields of supervision and evaluation 

have offered these teachers their opinions on improving 

teaching effectiveness. Some have conducted experimental 

studies concerned with evaluation of teaching effectiveness# 

However, as far as can be determined, few, if any, studies 



have been made considering evaluation of instruction with 

particular reference to secondary mathematics. Since the 

©valuation of teaching effectiveness in secondary mathematics 

is a® desirable as the evaluation of teaching effectiveness 

in any field, it appears that a study of supervisor evaluation 

of instruction with particular reference to secondary mathe-

matics is warranted. This area is listed in the 1950 edition 

of the Encyclopedia of Educational Research as one in which 

additional research and study is needed. 

Method and Scope 

This study was conducted on the campus of North Texas 

State College, Denton, Texas, during the summer sessions of 

1957 and 1958. The research was confined to the publications 

available in the library of North Texas State College* The 

bibliographical sources used include the card catalogue, the 

Encyclopedia of Educational Research^ the Education Index, 

and numerous bibliographies in books and professional journals. 

Procedure for the Study 

The tasks encountered in conducting this study weret 

1. Defining specifically evaluation of instruction. 

2. Delimiting the investigation. 

3. Obtaining a working bibliography from which to 

oonduct the research. 



4» Determining the purpose of supervisory evaluation 

of instruction ae distinguished from the purpose of ad-

ministrative evaluation of instruction* 

5# Determining the criteria for supervisory evaluation 

of instruction* 

6* Determining the techniques of supervisory evaluation 

of instruction# 

7# Determining the limitation® of these techniques* 

8. Drawing conclusions and maMng recommendations for 

the application of these techniques to supervisory evaluation 

of instruction in secondary mathematics. 



CHAPTER II 

SUPERVISORY EVALUATION OP IHSflUCTIOS 

Definition 

The modem concept of evaluation involves much more 

than traditional rating, testing, or measuring alone. 

According to Remmers and Gags, "Evaluation includes meas-

urement along with values or purposes" (12, p. 1), Beecher 

(5) i Burton (6), McNemey (7)# and Ostrander (8) describe it 

as determination of status plus concern with, planning for 

growth and improvement* lore specifically, files (16, p. 292) 

defines the process of evaluation ass 

1. Defining goals and establishing standards by which 

to judge the amount of change. 

2. Collecting evidence of change, 

3. Applying the criteria and making judgments about 

the worth of change. 

4* Revising plans in terms of the judgments made* 

According to Tyler (15, pp. 266-268) evaluation is: 

1. Formulating a statement of educational objectives. 

2. Defining each of these objectives in terms of be-

havior. 



5# Selecting and trying promising methods tor ob-

taining evidence regarding each type* 

4* Selecting on the 'basis of this preliminary trial, 

the more promising appraisal methods for further developaent 

and. improvement # 

5* Devising means oi interpreting and using the results 

of the various instruments of evaluation. 

Reamers and Gage (12, pp. 50-51) describe evaluation a»s 

1* Stating the purpose and content of the evaluation* 

2« Constructing or selecting an evaluating device« 

3. Administering the evaluating device• 

4* Interpreting the data yielded fey the evaluating 

device# 

5. • Evaluating the evaluating device. 

Barr, Burton, and .Brueokner (4# p. 356) view the eval-

uation of instruction as a threefold operation involving! 

1. The securing of adequate records of the purposes 

and conditions that prevail in the learning-teaching situation 

under consideration* 

2. The collection of reliable data relative to teacher 

and pupil activities* 

3* The evaluation of the data collected# 
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Purpose 

According to Tiegs, "Most devices for the evaluation 

of teaching and teachers have been used as a basis for the 

selection, promotion, demotion, or dismissal of teachers, 

and for the modification of salaries"(14# p. 515)* How-

ever# to determine what should be the purpose of supervisory 

evaluation of teaching and teachers# the modern concept of 

supervision must be considered. 

In 1922 Burton (6# pp» 9-10) advanced the idea that 

the supervisor should be concerned with the following things: 

1. The improvement of the teaching act. 

2. The improvement of teachers in service. 

3# The selection mid organisation of subject matter. 

4. Testing and measurement. 

5# The rating of teachers. 

The next year Dunn focused more attention on the 

developing conoept of supervision by stating that "in-

structional supervision » . • ha® the larger purpose of 

improving the quality of instruction . . . ." (3# p. 5). 

The present day concept of the role of supervision is ex-

pressed by files as "assistance in the development of a 

better teaching-learning situation" (16, p. 8). To this end 

Wiles (16, p. 25) characterizes supervision as, among other 

things, skill in evaluation. Mclerney says,"Supervision is 

the procedure of giving direction to and providing for critical 



evaluations of the instructional process*(7, p. 1). In 

agreement, liberty and Thayer (5) point out that super-

visory evaluation of instruction justifies itself or fails 

to the extent that improvement is realized. Ihus the pur-

pose of supervisory evaluation of instruction develops as 

"the diagnosis of teaching difficulties and the improvement 

of teaching and learning" (14* P* 315)* More briefly stated 

the purpose of supervisory evaluation of instruction is the 

improvement of instruction® 

The above is not to he interpreted aa implying that the 

uses of instructional evaluation mentioned .in the opening 

paragraph of this section cannot he justified, or that they 

do not hear on instructional improvement. But, according 

to Heavis and Cooper (11) and others (1, 6, 16), since the 

role of the modern supervisor should be that of a eo-worker 

with and helper of teachers, such administrative use of their 

evaluations could interfere with and even nullify the super-

visor^ usefulness.and effectiveness# For this reason Beavis 

and Cooper (11, p. 93) maintain that the supervisor should be 

excused from evaluations that will be used for administrative 

purposes. 

Mclerney (7, p. 123) says that in his opinion pro-

fessional teachers will welcome the modern eoncept of 

evaluation in which the actual use of the results appears in 

plans for both teacher and pupil growth. Alexander and 
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Halverson (1), Beecher (5)# Burton (6), McNerney (7)» and 

Wiles (16) feel that if instructional evaluation is to be 

most effective it must be a co-operative effort of all who 

are concerned in it. Also Beecher (5» p» 2735 says that 

adequate evidence must be available? and therefore, the 

appraisal should be continuous rather than periodic. Pat-

terson (9) and Ostrander (8) concur. 

Tyler (12, pp. 268-271) says that this kind of eval-

uation is a powerful tool for bringing about improvement of 

instruction and points out that it oan contribute to im-

provement by: 

1. Providing a meana for gaining objectivity and co-

operation in working with teachers on the improvement of 

instructional acts. 

2. Requiring that objectives be formulated and clearly 

defined. 

3» Providing a means for the identification and the 

analysis of learning difficulties of individuals and of the 

group. 

4. Providing a means of testing basic hypotheses on 

which curriculum and procedures of instruction are based. 

5. Placing emphasis on the study of children. 

6. Fixing the attention of the learner on immediate 

goals rather than on his own specific activities. 
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Beecher point© out that; 

Evaluation of the effectiveness of teaching 
is a basic, if not the most important function of 
the supervisor# Effective carrying out of other 
functions of supervision will depend to a large 
extent upon evaluative diagnosis of current 
practice (5* p. 270). 

Criteria 

According to Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (4* p* 356)# 

few persons who have not attempted to make studies of 

teaching have any appreciation of its complexity and elu-

siveness. Nevertheless, following a study of criteria for 

the evaluation of instruction, Anderson (2, p. 41) says that 

the multitude of attempts that have been made to establish 

satisfactory criteria for the evaluation of teaching effec-

tiveness may be placed in one of two categories, These 

categories are: 

1# The appraisal of teachers in the light of methods 

and abilities thought essential to teaching success, 

2« The measurement ofpupil status and change. 

The findings of Anderson's study back up the opinions 

of Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (4), lyans (13), and McHerney 

(7) • About this McNemey says: 

Method objectives and subject matter objectives 
must have coexisting equality. It seems obvious 
that method, regardless of how democratically it 
might be conceived, would do little to promote the 
democratic way of life unless it implemented the 
student•s understanding of the experiences and 
facts upon which the democratic way of 3*Lfe is 
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founded. Conoequently any consideration of the 
evaluation of method must' include in its scope 
the evaluation of the student*3 competencies"and 
attitudes as they have evolved from his experiences 
with subject matter as well as method (7» p. 78). 

In this study both approaches to the problem of 

instructional evaluation are investigated? but, in line 

with the earlier statement of the problem, the first 

approach has been accorded more extensive and intensive 

investigation# 



CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1. Alexander, William M, and Halverson, Paul li., Effective 
Teaching in Secondary School®, lew York, Hinehardt 
and company, inc., 

2•" Anderson, Harold M., "A Study of Certain Criteria of 
Teaching Effectiveness," Journal of Experimental 
Education, XXIII (September,"TB477 41^71* 

3• Alberty, H» B» and Thayer, V. T., Supervision in the 
Secondary School, Hew York, D. $. HeathmE Company, 
19^1. 

4. Barr, A. S*, Burton, William H., and Brueckner, Leo J., 
Supervision, 2nd ed., New York, Appleton-Century-
crozte, inc., 1947# 

5» Beeoher, Dwight B«, "Judging the Effectiveness of 
Teaching," iufletin of the national Association 
of 3econdazf^cEooI Winolpal's," m V mbwffig. 
T?50), 270-28T: 

6, - Burton, William H*, Supervision and the Improvement of 
Teaching, lew Ybr&, D. Appleton and Company, 19^5. 

7* Mctferney, Chester T., Educational Supervision, lew York, 
McGraw-Hill Book company, Inc., 1951. 

8# - Oatrander, R. H«, "Evaluation in the Oak Ridge Schools," 
Educational Leadership, YIII (November, 1950), 86-90. 

9• Patterson, Allen E», "The Essentials of a Program of 
• Evaluation and Measurement of Student Teaching," 

National Business Education Quarterly, XXIII 
IDecember, 1954), 

10. Rautman, Arthur L., "We All Hate to be Evaluated," 
Educational Administration and Supervision, XXXV 
(Beoember, 1949), 449-460. E 

15 



14 

ll'« Beavis, William C. and Cooper, Dan H«, Evaluation of 

of Chicago Press, 1945* 

12. Bemmers, H. H# and G-age, f* I»#.f Educational Measurement 
and Svfiliation, lew York, Harper and Brother©, 1955* 

13*" Sysns, David G., "The Criteria of Teaching Effectiveness," 
Journal of Educational Research, XLII (Hay* 19495» 

14* Tiega, Ernest W., Seats and Measurements in the Im-
provement of learning; t Boston, 'SoughtMiff Tin 
Company, 1^9 • 

15* Tyler, Ralph ¥», "Evaluation as a function of Super-
vision." Elementary School Journal* X M T (January. 
1944), 26 

16. -Wiles, Kimball. Supervision for Better Schools, Enpjle-
wood Cliffs, lew jersey,"Trentice-Hall, Inc., 1955. 



CHAPTER III 

EVALUATION OF TEACHER ACTIVITIES 

Methods and techniques for the ©valuation of teaching 

hair® been given various names and have he en classified in 

various ways by different writers. When these names and 

classifications are carefully examined* however, they seem 

to fall logically into three general groups* these groups 

are i 

1» Techniques employing rating instruments, 

2# Techniques employing other records and recording 

devices. 

3» Techniques employing classroom visitation and 

observation without rating. 

In this chapter each of these techniques is discussed. 

Techniques Employing Rating Instruments 

According to Knudsen (39i p» 206) and Reavis and Cooper 

(50, p» 2) rating is defined as a means of evaluating teaching 

through the use of a printed form designed to guide the user 

in the formation of a judgment. The results of a study by 

King (38) indicate the practice of rating was widespread in 

1925. A survey conducted in 1944 by Reavis and Cooper (50, 

pp. 17-18) sought to determine the evaluation practices in 

15 
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104 city school systems# The results of that survey In-

dicate that 99 per cent of the schools surveyed practice 

rating in some form, either exclusively or in combination 

with some other technique. Since then Alexander and Hal-

verson (3» p. 496) report that the use of rating scales 
r' 

and check lists has declined, nevertheless, Hyans (55, 

p. 693) aays that some form of rating has been and still is 

the most common form of teacher evaluation for both ad-

ministrative and supervisory purposes# 

Rating Instruments Classified According to form 

There are many variations in the nomenclature of rating 

instruments to confuse and bewilder the person attempting to 

study teacher evaluation. Boyce (17), an early investigator 

of evaluation of teaching, classifies rating methods as followsi 

1# Descriptive reports, 

2. A type "in which a series of questions is asked** 

(17, p. 17). 

3* A type in which "teachers for a building are listed 

usually in order of general excellence* (17* p. ItJ* 

4. A type "in which definite numerical values are 

given to the various qualities" (17» p. 18). 

Boyce*s second method is called a guided comment report 

by leavls and Cooper (50, p. 78), who designate the third 

method as a ranking report end the fourth as a check scale. 
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Knudsen (30, p» 211} in describing rating scales notes that 

some use a number to indicate performance while others use 

phrases, but make no distinction between the two. This 

situation, however, is mad® the basis of further classification 

by McNerney (42, p. 121) end Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (11), 

who designate instruments that attempt to fix a score or give 

a numerical value as rating scale3 and those which do not as 

check lists. Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (11) make still a 

further breakdown of both rating scales and check lists 

according to the actual form of the instrument. This classi-

fication is meant for supervisory use and has served as a 

guide for the classification used in this paper. 

Rating Scales 

According to Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (11, p. 357), 

there are six types of rating scales in general use for 

evaluating the work of the teacher. These scales are: 

1. Point scales. 

2. Graphic scales. 

3. Diagnostic scales. 

4. Quality scales. 

5. Man-to~man comparison scales. 

6. Conduct or performance scales. 

On the following pages descriptions and examples of each 

of these scales are given, sine® each is thought to be im-

portant in studying the teacher at work (11, p. 357)• 
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Point scales*—Point scales or score cards as they are 

sometimes oailed are according to Alberty and Thayer (2f p, 

143) the earliest device for rating and are, according to 

Reavis and Cooper (50, p. 2) the most widely used rating 

instrument. They ordinarily consist of a list of qualities 

commonly associated with good teaching to which point scores 

have "been assigned according to the supposed contributions of 

each quality to teaching success (2, 11, 23, 39, 42)» Beecher'e 

Teaching Evaluation Record (15) is one of the most recent 

scales of this type* It contains thirty-two statements which 

are believed by its author to include all criteria of ef-

fective teaching commonly indicated in lists of cardinal 

objectives and pupil needs* An excerpt from this score card 

has been reproduced in figure 1. 

According to Barr, Burton, and Brueckner three problems 

confront those interested in developing and using point scales* 

First, there is the problem of the selection of 
traits| characteristics, and qualities representative 
of teaching success. The traits chosen Tor use in 
the scale must be known to characterize good teaching* 
Second, there is the problem of the description of 
each trait in such terms that the judgments about it 
are made objective. The description of such traits 
is usually highly subjective. And third, there is 
the problem of the weighing of each trait and the 
degree of control over it in such a way that the 
teacher1s total score correlates with his observed 
success as a teacher. This' latter condition is not 
frequently attained (11, p* 361). 
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T H E T E A C H I N G E V A L U A T I O N R E C O R D 

1. The teacher is fair and impartial. , _ _ • • • • • 
The teacher's behavior is consistently unbiased. 0 1 2 3 4 

Sample Evidences 
Shows no favoritism or partiality; praise and criticism are based on 
fact ; all criticism constructive; no pets; appraisal of pupils fair and 
reliable; no excessive criticism of individual pupils; maintains the 
confidence of children. 

2. Pupils are happy and cheerful at work and play. • • • • • 
The teacher creates a happy situation so that pupils express a liking 0 1 2 3 4 
for class. 

Sample Evidences 

A spirit of shared enthusiasm; spontaneous pupil or parents com-
ment; friendliness and cooperation of the pupils; pupils approach 
and visit with teacher during their free time; cheerful exchanges of 
greetings and conversations between pupils and teacher. 

3. Pupils are met in a friendly and sympathetic manner. 
• • • • • 

Teacher is friendly in manner and tone of voice to all pupils; con- 0 1 2 3 4 
sistently gives attention to individual questions and apparent needs 
for individual help; sympathetic with failure due to difficulty; is a 
sympathetic and understanding listener as indicated by: 

Sample Evidences 

Teacher's cordiality, kindliness, courtesy, and display of good man-
ners is indicated by consideration of pupils' feelings in the presence 
of the class; minimizing accidents, unfortunate incidents or em-
barassing situations; frequent requests for the teacher's help on per-
sonal and educational problems; teacher acceptance of and attention 
to pupils questions even if unrelated to the subject at hand; teacher 
gives time to help individual pupils. 

4. Contributions and efforts of individual pupils are given recognition. • • • • • 
Teacher shows respect for pupil opinion and suggestions. 0 1 2 3 4 

Sample Evidences 
Expresses interest and gives appropriate commendation to pupil 
effort even if small. Attention is given to individual comments and 
problems. 

The Record / 7 

Fig. 1—Excerpt from The Teaching Evaluation Record 
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Graphic scales.—The graphic scale is quite similar to 

a point seal© or score card. The difference is that the 

degree of control exercised over each item ia portrayed 

graphically (11, p. 363). The Almy-Sorenson Bating Scale 

for Teachers (4) is an example of the graphic scale. It 

is composed of twenty items as follows? resourcefulness, 

enthusiasm, leadership, co-operation, trustworthiness, 

honesty,fairness, sympathy, tact, patience, courteousness, 

love for children, progres sivene ss, poise, kindness, origi-

nality, good humor, helpfulness, promptness, end foresight# 

Figure 2 is an excerpt from that scale* According to Almy 

and 3oren8on, the graphic aspects of such scales are in-

teresting and worth while, but they in no manner lessen the 

necessity for carefully choosing, defining, and weighing the 

aspects of teachers and teaching considered in such in-

struments of measurement ( 5 ) . 

Diagnostic scales.—A diagnostic scale, as defined by 

Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (11, p. 363) is a point scale 

organized around the different aspects of teaching in such 

a manner as to reveal levels of attainment by reference to 

different characteristics ordinarily associated in varying 

degrees to teaching success. "The Latham Description and 

Analysis of Student Teacher Performance" (40) is a very 

recent example of the diagnostic scale. It has been developed 
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1. Resourcefulness—Means for meeting situations and overcoming them. 
10 9 S 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
I I I I i I | *l. I | 

Rather mechan- Unable to cope 
ical. Often with difficulties, 
overcome. Easily "floored." 

Skillfully 
meets every 
difficulty. 

Usually equal 
to every 

difficulty. 

Successful 
in most 

situations. 

2. Enthusiasm—Lively manifestation of zeal and earnestness. 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 1 2 

I 

• Shows lively 
interest. 

"Self starter." 
1 sually 

interested. 

Is moderately 
zealous. 

Quite dead and 
indifferent. 

3. Leadership—Capacity or ability to instil into action. 
10 9 * 7 fy 5 4 3 

I 

children manifest Very seldom decs 
whole-hearted teacher f.nl to 

response. activate children. 

Ordinarily 
children are 
responsive. 

Ineffective in 
conducting 

children. 

Dead. 
Inanimate. 

I 

/Children not 
responsive. 

Ignore teacher. 

4. Cooperation—Collective and concurrent effort or labor. 
10 9 « x 6 "5 « \ L 

i. orks splendidly 
with others for 

common objective. 

Works well 
with others. 

I 

Usually 
cooperative. 

Basis for Judgment Score 

i • i 1 i 
"Solo worker." Completely indivicl-

Reluctant in u.ilistic. Neither 
common endeavor, gives nor takes. 

5. Trustworthiness—Worthy of confidence—Can be depended upon. 
10 

Always de-
pendable. Does 

work 100^ . 

Very seldom 
fails to do work 

pr< perly. 

Generally 
to be 

trusted 

I 

Uncertain. 
Spasmodic. 

Unreliable. 
C in't accept 

tru^t or duty. 

I l l 

Deiinite General inadequate 

1 1 i i 

Definite General Inadequate 

Definite General Inadequate 

Definite General Inadequate 

I I T 
Definite General Inadequate 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

Fig. 2—Excerpt from Almy-Sorenson Rating Scale for Teachers 
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with respect to performance of the student-teacher in the 

following areas; 

1. The student-teacher as a classroom teacher. 

2» The student-teacher as a citizen# 

3» She student teacher as a member of the profession* 

Under each major heading activities are listed that are con-

sidered to constitute the tasks of the student teacher in 

that area. An excerpt from the Latham scale is presented 

in Figure 3« 

Quality scales*—Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (11, p. 

364) describe a quality scale as one in which the different 

degrees of teaching merit are arranged at equal internals 

according to a system of scale values from aero merit to per-

fection. to such a scale each of the different iegrees of 

teaching merit are described in terms of its characteristic 

aims, methods, and procedures# Brueckner*s Scales for the 

Rating of Teaching Skills (19) are examples of scales of 

this type* These scales were developed because it was felt 

that more reliable rating scales might result if they were 

constructed so as to differentiate between the teacher's 

method of teaching and his skill in utilising his method. 

Barr, Burton, and Brueckner feel this is an important point 

because ttone of the many sources of confusion has to do with 

the failure of many evaluators to differentiate between the 
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D. Directs Learning Activities. 
Manner of directing learning activities. 

(average score: ) 
(a) 
• 1. Consistently utilizes multisensory learning aids; displays 

adequate preparation and follow up,, 
• 2. Utilizes multisensory learning aids frequently; usually 

displays adequate preparation and fol lo^ up. 
• 3. Occasionally utilizes multisensory aids with inadequate 

preparation and follow up. 
• 4. Sedom utilizes multisensory learning aids, but when used 

little or no preparation for the experience is evident. 
• 5. Utilizes only text book materials in preparation of ma-

terial. 

Comments: 

( b ) 
• l . Always presents materials in lecture or "reporting" man-

ner. 
• 2. Rarely deviates from textbook presentation of materials. 
• 3. Sometimes utillizes unique and interesting presentation 

techniques but more likely to be lecture or recitation. 
• 4. Often utilizes unique and interesting presentation of 

jnethods. Tries new ideas frequently. 
• 5. Consistently uses methods appropriate for the purposes 

of the class. 

Comments: 

(c) 
• 1. Permits discussion by selected pupils or by representa-

tives of specific levels of ability. 
• 2. Usually provides for full discussion of subject and related 

topics. 
• 3. Makes provision for limited discussion for an inadequate 

length of time. 
• 4. Consistently provides opportunity for full discussion of 

subject and related material. 
• 5. Makes no provision for discussion of subject and related 

areas; simply relates or has pupils recite material. 

Comments: 

( d ) 
• 1. Consistently utilizes community resources in presenta-

tion of materials and in problem solving. 
• 2. Frequently utilizes available community resources in 

presentation of materials and in problem solving. 
• 3. Sometimes utilizes community resources in the presenta-

tion of materials and in problem solving. 
• 4. Utilizes library resources in conjunction with text books 

in presentation and problem solving. 
• 5. Confines presentation of materials and problem solving 

to text books. 

Comments: 

ifig 3—Excerpt from "The Latham Description and 
Analysis of Student Teacher Performance" 
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method per se as distinguished from control over method" 

(11, p« 367)* figure 4 is an excerpt from one of Brueckner^ 

scales (the compulsion type) for evaluating the teaching of 

geography in grades five Mid six. 

fhis scale is designed to evaluate the teacher's skill 

in utilizing a method described by Brueckner as follows: 

The subject matter is organized wholly in 
terms of logical arrangement, usually of text-
book arrangement. It is presented either orally 
or by text, with or without aome explanation by 
the teacher# Pupils are expected to study same 
and leam it by heart. The recitation consists 
in having the children give back what they have 
learned. Usually the form in which it is given 
must be exactly that of the text. Much dependence 
is placed on repetition, review, and drill. There 
is complete teacher domination and control, and 
almost perfect attention because of rigid dis-
cipline maintained by teacher by force. Results 
in terms of knowledge are emphasised# Respect 
and unquestioning obedience are demanded of 
children (19* p» 12). 

Man-to-man comparison scales#—Man-to-man comparison 

scales, or human scales as they are called by Barr, Burton, 

and Brueckner (11, p. 367), were first utilised by industry 

and the military service in 1917; and according to Alberty 

and Thayer (2), the first man-to-man comparison scale for 

teacher evaluation was worked out by Sugg in 1920. The 

qualities selected for consideration may be identical in 

many cases to the qualities found on score cards or point 

scales. Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (11, p. 367) and 

Alberty and Thayer (2, p. 145-146) state that it differs 
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Teacher A Scale \ 
T h e teacher was a rigid disciplinarian. Every child was compelled to k< cp 

in perfect order, to sit rigidly in the standard position, to pay absolute attention 
to everything that was said, and to strive to acquire perfection in all his work 

Every child worked during his study period at his top speed, because thi 
lessons assigned were generally sufficiently long to require it. and the com-
pelling force back of the command h # d e by the teacher to know these im-
portant facts served to make everyone sit up and concentrate on what he was 
doing. On the other hand, if the material was difficult, the lessons assigned were 
short, so that it was possible to learn them. 

Papers were mirked with care, every i not dotted and every t not crossed 
being noted and later corrected by the pupil. Answers to questions which were 
not in the exact language of the book were counted wrong, and there were 
no supplementary readings or discussions. Any child could ask any formal 
question he wished about* anything he did not understand, but the question 
had to be asked during the study period, not during the recitation. 

T h e teacher was absolutely fair and impartial, knew every pupil's weakness 
and success, held herself up to the standards set for the class. Deliberate mis-
behavior was sure to receive swift and vigorous corporal punishment; failure 
to learn meant additional drill. 

There was much well-organized drill and review. Class questioning was vig-
oi(jus and snappy and enjoyed by the entire class. When the study of France 
was concluded, the children could answer any question on the continuous list, 
which the teacher had given, without hesitation, and with no deviation from 
the words of the text. 

Teacher C ^ * Scale Value n.5 
T h e teacher has assigned the subject-matter on France, logically, according 

to the textbook, stating emphatically that the facts were to be memorized as they 
were found in their geographies. Cities, rivers, and mountains were to be lo-
cated on their maps, and the list of questions in the book was to be used for 
drill work. 

T h e next day the questions were asked rapidly and methodically with no 
explanations by the teacher. Children who timidly raised their hands for help 
were ignored. T h e drill and review work were enjoyed by most of the pupils, 
and although quite well organi/ed, this part of the lesson was hurried through 
so rapidly that the slower pupils failed to profit by it. They became a source 
of annoyance until the most persistent of them were dismissed Irom the room. 

During the class period most of the children were interested and alert, and 
were able to give back the main facts of the lesson with a good measure of 
accuracy. The posture of the children was excellent, and the lesson proceeded 
with snap and precision. 

Teacher E Scale Value 9.8* 
"For the next assignment take pages 118 ? 19. and be ready to answer questions 

10 to to, particularly emphasizing 11, 14, 16, and 18. Look up difficult words 
in the dictionary and refer to the large map of France in the textbook in locating 
places wanted in your reading." 

Three or four pupils whose inattention the teacher failed to check were re-
quired to get their assignment from their neighbors. No connection was made 
between the previous lesson and the new assignment. 

T h e teacher deviated occasionally from the logical order due to lack of prep-
aration on her part, thus confusing several of the pupils, and as a result time was 
wasted in vetting back on the track. All questions were stressed alike in spite 

F i g . 4—Excerpt from S c a l e f o r the B a t i n g 
of Teach in j f"gHir"IypTT 
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oi the i,u \ that she h.icl asked the |>ti pi is to j >.i \ pa i tuular attention to ceitain 
definite ones. No reference was mack* to the map and dictionary assignment. 
She stated that answers must be in the exact words of the book., but in four 
or five instances let inaccuracies slip by. A fair amount of drill was given over 
part of the work. 

She asked questions of most of the pupils, but never worried if she failed 
to reach three or four of the same pupils each day. Seven or eight of the pupils 
failed to answer the questions they were asked, and only in two instances did 
she find out their difficulties. Instead they were marked zero, and someone else 
was called upon to give the answer. Two pupils were corrected, one for not 
standing on both feet, the other for leaning on the desk, but no attention was 
given to incorrect sitting posture of the other children. 

At least three-fourths of the class weie attentive during the whole period 
and these learned some answers to most of the questions in the lesson. There 
was a strong bond of sympathy between the bright pupils and the teacher, but 
little attention was paid to the lower group, and as a result these pupils came 
to class reluctantly. 

Teacher G Scale Value y.i 
T h e teacher, after reminding her 6A geography class that rtiis was their last 

lesson in the study of France said, "Complete yesterday's lesson, and begin with 
paragraph No. i on page 63, and finish the chapter." 

During the recitation the pupils of the class who had recited the previous 
day and knew that they would not be called upon toda\ slouched in their seats 
and made no attempt to follow the work. T h e teacher was constantly nagging 
at the pupils who failed to respond but gave them no help. Because of this a 
few pupils disliked her and created as many difficulties as they dared. She meant 
to be fair in her decisions but in her carelessness she blamed the children for 
things which they did not do. T h e drill was very ineffective because it met the 
needs of so few of the pupils. 

T h e results of the work were general ideas about France and a large mass of 
vague and often inaccurate information. 

Teacher 1 Scale Value 5.0 
T h e class had one more day to complete the study of France. 
"Get out your books and begin where we left off." Several pupils who did not 

seem to know where the point was wasted most of the study period thumbing 
through their texts, because they were alraid to disclose this fact to the teacher 
and dared not ask a neighbor. 

During the recitation that followed, the textbook map-question list furnished 
the line of least resistance lor the leather. She attempted to ask tiie questions 
in their logical order. Frequently she lost her place or asked the same question 
twice, because it was olten necessary to stop the lesson to check disorder in the 
class, which occurred when she was off her guard. Then, to save time, she 
skipped two pivotal questions around which the subject was organized with the 
remark, "We haven't time to take that up now.' 

Not once was die map on the wall referred to by either teacher or pupils. No 
attempt was made to check the pupils' answers, as she scarcely waited for them 
to reply until another point was taken up. Hence many inaccuracies crept in. 

Several pupils who iailed to answer any questions were given 110 help, and 
her only comment was, "it 's your own fault; you should never have been pro-
moted to this grade anyway." 

After many interruptions and outbursts of disorder the work was only par-
tially covered. 

P i g . 4 - — C o n t i n u e d 
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from the score card in that the judgment# about the degree 

of control exercised by the teacher over the different 

qualities selected for consideration are derived by com-

parisons between the teachers being rated and named in-

dividuals previously judged by the raters to b© average, 

inferior, superior, etc. 

In general, merit ratings of the teachers1 

ability are arrived at by comparing the teacher 
to be rated with the rater1© personal standard® 
of teaching ability. Because of its direct com-
parison features, the human scale furnishes a 
fairly objective mode of rating teachers* Its 
chief limitations lie in the difficulty of ad-
ministering such a scale because of the personal 
element and in the lack of commonly accepted 
standards (11, p» 367)» 

Figure 5 is an example of a iman-to-aaa comparison 

scale* As is characteristic of such scales, the number of 

qualities considered is small# In this example the following 

ten qualities are considered; vitality, general personality, 

dynamic personality, growth and progressives ss, team work, 

attitude toward children, preparation, skill in control and 

management, skill in teaching (techniques), and skill in 

teaching (results)(9, p» 352). 

Conduct or performance scales,—The conduct or per-

formance scales represent another attempt to rate teaching 

and not teachers. These scales are of two distinct types. 

One has to do with observation of teacher performance and 

the other with pupil performance (11). At this point only 
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the former type is discussed. Sister Biggins' Analysis 

Chart for Evaluating Some Obaervable Factors in the 

Teachln^-Ie a m jug Act (55) is an example of a scale for 

rating teacher performance. 

According to Barr, Burton, and Brueckner this scale 

is an attempt: 

• • * to introduce more objectivity into the 
evaluation of teaching through the application of 
principles to concrete learning and teaching sit-
uations. Although the principles of good teaching 
considered in this application are described only 
briefly and in only moderately objective terms, 
the results secured from the investigation seem 
to indicate that a device such as that employed 
in this study will increase the objectivity in 
rating (11, p* 371)* 

Figure 6 is a reproduction of the Analysis Chart for 

Evaluating Some Obaervable Factors in the Teaching-Learning 

Act (35). 

Check Mats 

According to Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (11, p. 343) 

check lists are usually organized either as groups or lists 

of questions to be answered "yes" or "no" or as lists of 

activities to be checked as either present or absent. 

McNerney (42) says that as in the case of rating scales, 

check lists can be either general or specific in nature. 

fhat is, the traits, qualities, or activities that are 

to be appraised may have reference to teaching in 

general or to the teaching of some particular subject. 
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Question check lights.—Franzen' a Improvement Sheets 

for the Teaching of High School Subjects (275 are examples 

of question check lists* An excerpt from his "Improvement 

Sheet for Pirst Year Algebra" is reproduced as Figure 7* 

She "Improvement Sheet for Pirst Year Algebra" is 

divided into four sections: 

1* General aims in the teaching of mathematics, 

2. Specific aims in the teaching of algebra* 

3# Pupil activity. 

4# Teacher activity. 

A bibliography for each section is provided at the end of 

th© check list* 

Activity check lists.-—»A slightly different approach 

has been made by Brueckner and others through what may be 

called an activity check list. Appraisal with the con-

ventional check list is likely to be highly subjective, be-

cause observations and judgments are made in one act. Noting 

this fact, Barr, Burton, and Brueckner point out: 

The idea behind the activity check list is 
that the ©valuation and improvement of teaching 
might be enhanced if the descriptive facts in 
the case were first recorded as objectively as 
possible and then the interpretation of these 
facts made a separate operation (11, p. 346). 

One of Brueckner's activity check lists for recording 

facts about classes in junior high school social studies is 

reproduced In Figure 8. 
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Yes No 

C. In so lv ing the p r o b l e m s , do the pup i l s : 
*1. L e t the unknown t e r m equa l the n u m b e r of i t e m s to be 

found ? 
2. K e e p the equa l s i gns in v e r t i c a l o r d e r ? 

*3. S e c u r e a l l p o s s i b l e r e s u l t s to the p r o b l e m ? 
4. I nd i ca t e by the a b b r e v i a t i o n *Ans. w the a n s w e r o r s e t 

of a n s w e r s ? 
*5. Check a l l a n s w e r s wi th o r i g i n a l equa t ions o r e q u a t i o n ? 
*6. D i s c u s s a l l r e s u l t s o b t a i n e d ? 
*7. U s e p a p e r of u n i f o r m s i z e f o r p r o b l e m s o l v i n g ? 
*8. M a k e n e a t a r r a n g e m e n t of a l l w r i t t e n w o r k ? 

D. In the t r e a t m e n t of e x e r c i s e s do pupi l s : 
1. A r r a n g e l i t e r a l t e r m s in a l p h a b e t i c a l o r d e r ? 
2. A r r a n g e exponen t s in a s c e n d i n g - d e s c e n d i n g o r d e r ? 

IV. T e a c h e r Ac t iv i ty 

A. In p r e s e n t i n g the new a s s i g n m e n t does the t e a c h e r : 
*1. Show the connec t ion b e t w e e n the p r e s e n t l e s s o n and 

t h o s e tha t have p r e c e d e d ? 
*2. E n c o u r a g e the d i s c u s s i o n of the p r o b l e m and i t s s o l u t i o n ? 
*3. L e a d the c l a s s d i s c u s s i o n of new t e r m s , w o r d s , and 

s y m b o l s ? 
*4. E x p l a i n new t e r m s and s y m b o l s in t e r m s of a r i t h m e t i c 

knowledge ? 
*5. P l a c e the so lu t ion upon the b l a c k b o a r d a s the pup i l s 

d i r e c t ? 
*6. M a k e d e m o n s t r a t i o n s a w o r k i n g - m o d e l f o r the p u p i l s ? 
*7. E n c o u r a g e c l a s s s e l e c t i o n and d ic ta t ion of d e m o n s t r a t i o n 

p r o b l e m s ? 
8. P e r m i t f u r t h e r pupi l d e m o n s t r a t i o n with c l a s s a s s i s t a n c e ? 

*9. C o n s i d e r c l a s s s u g g e s t i o n s in the s e l e c t i o n of h o m e - w o r k ? 
• 1 0 . S e c u r e .class j u d g m e n t r e l a t i v e to the n u m b e r of p r o b l e m s 

f o r s o l u t i o n ? 
*11. P r o v i d e su i t ab l e p r o b l e m s f o r r e t a r d e d p u p i l s ? 
*12. P r o v i d e e x t r a work f o r the a c c e l e r a t e d p u p i l s ? 

B. In t ak ing up the d a y ' s a s s i g n m e n t does the t e a c h e r : 
1. E n c o u r a g e pupi l c o o p e r a t i o n in p r o b l e m s o l v i n g ? 

*2. Have pupi l s work p r o b l e m s with h im r a t h e r than f o r h i m ? 
3. E n c o u r a g e f r e e d i s c u s s i o n of each p r o b l e m e x p l a i n e d ? 
4 . R e v i e w f o r g o t t e n f u n d a m e n t a l s of a r i t h m e t i c ? 

*5. Give 4 4 cha lk - t a lk s n to m e m b e r s of the c l a s s ? 
*6. I n t r o d u c e s h o r t - c u t s w h e r e v e r p o s s i b l e ? 
*7. E n c o u r a g e pupi ls to cha l l enge the u s e f u l n e s s of p r o b l e m s ? 
*8. Div ide the c l a s s into c o m p e t i t i v e g roups f o r d r i l l p u r -

p o s e s ? 
9. E n c o u r a g e pupi ls to he lp e a c h o ther in f inding m i s t a k e s ? 

10. F o r m u l a t e s i m p l e p r o b l e m s to help o v e r c o m e d i f f i c u l t i e s ? 

C. In s e c u r i n g a l g e b r a i c m o t i v a t i o n does the t e a c h e r : 
1. P u t h o m e w o r k on a v o l u n t a r y b a s i s ? 

*2. Have pupi l s g r aph t h e i r own p r o g r e s s in p r o b l e m s o l v i n g ? 

fig. 7—Excerpt from "Improvement Sheet 
for First Year Algebra" 
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A SLRVI.Y OH I N S M R C I I O N A I PRACTICES AND M A T * RIALS USED IN OBSERVED 

LESSONS IN THI SOCIAL S I I DIES IN GRADES 6 . 7 AND 8 

S< hool City Grade Observed 

Yeats of Expeneme of Teachei Number of Pupils in Class 

Teache)'s Training. N o r m a l or T . C., i, 2, 3, 4. (College o r Un ive r s i ty 1, 2. 3, 4, 5. 

l)iw< funis: O b s e r v e r please check i tems be low as seen in o n e social-studies les-
son in g i ades (>. 7, 8. Space is p r o v i d e d for a d d i t i o n of i tems that seem vital . 

1 Objectives (Check one most apparent) 

. . . 1. I o d c t c i m i n e how comple te ly p u p i l s h a \ e mas te red facts in text 

. . . . 2. I o (lc \ e l o p e l l c ( t i \ e hab i t s a n d m e t h o d s of study 
. . . . T o d e v e l o p u n d e i s t a n d i n g o( a n i e n t social o i d e i 

b i n d i n g a n d using laets lor d e v e l o p m e n t of topic in uni t 

5. T o d e v e l o p in teres t of p u p i l s in social s t u d \ t h r o u g h act ivi t ies 
p l a n n e d a n d execu ted by pup i l s u n d e r t eacher g u i d a n c e 

G. O t h e r s such as 

11. I n s t i t u t i o n a l p i o c e d u i e s used (Cheek all those occur r ing) 

1. Discussion by teacher such as overview, preview, etc 
2. Kxtensive t j ues t ion ing by teacher 
S- Pup i l s v o l u n t e e r pe i sona l e x p e i i e n c e s re la ted to topic 
4. T e a c h e r i l lus t ra tes top ic by r e l e r ence to pe r sona l e x p e r i e n c e 
5. \ p p h c a t i o n ol genera l pi 1 ncipies to local s tudy s i tua t ion ( C o n s t a n t 

C h a n g e , etc.) 
(>. D r a m a t i z a t i o n ol ma te r i a l s s tud ied 
7. Class d e b a t e u n d e r formally a d o p t e d rules 
8. Discussion of c u i r e n t events • 
9. R e p o r t s g iven on assigned topics s tud ied i n d e p e n d e n t l v 

10. Visual s t imul i p r e sen ted 
. . . . 1 1 . Lis t ing activi t ies invo lv ing mechan ica l devices ( R a d i o , I n s t r u m e n t s 

etc.) 
12 C o n s t i t u t i o n o l m o d e l s m o u n t i n g s , o t h e i i t c m ^ 

Fig. 8—Excerpt from A Survey of Instructional Practices 
and Materials Used Tn observed Lessons in """"" 
ihe Social IHrudies in Grades anff W~ 
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Check lists such a© these are meant simply 
to supply a convenient means of collecting data 
judged to be significant about the happenings 
in a learning-teaching situation* When these 
lists are employed to indicate merely the pre-
sence or absence of some important activity, 
they are referred to as qualitative; when the 
records are extended to include both the fre-
quency with which the various activities occur 
and the time consumed by each, they are re-
ferred to as quantitative. In activity check 
lists such as those described above, evaluation 
is treated, as it should be, as a separate 
operation (11, p. 348)* 

Other Rating Instruments 

There are four other rating instruments that are, 

according to Boyce (17) and Reavis and Cooper (50), used 

in evaluating teachers# 

Suided-comment reports*—A guided-comment report asks 

the rater to write out hia comments on a number of leading 

questions or suggestive topics. According to Heavis and 

Cooper (50, p. 18) the guided-comment rating is frequently 

used in connection with point scales, graphic scales, and 

diagnostic scales. 

Characterization reports.—On a characterization report 

the rater is simply requested to characterize his total 

impression of the teacher's efficiency with a single des-

criptive adjective or letter. Reavis and Cooper (50, p. 19) 

state that sometimes these reports require the rater to 

Justify his mark by explanatory statements, but generally 

no additional statements are desired. They say further that 
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the characterization report may also he used in connection 

with point scales, graphic scales, and diagnostic scales# 

Descriptive reports*-—On a descriptive report the 

rater is required to write a paragraph or two describing 

the efficiency of the teacher. This report is also some-

times used in connection with other rating instruments {50, 

p. 19). 

Ranking reports.—A ranking report is one on which the 

rater lists the teachers of a school or department in-order 

of excellence, placing the best teacher at the top of the 

list and continuing until all teachers are included (50, 

p. 19)• Boyce (50, p. 17) reports that the ranking report 

is sometimes used in conjunction with the characterization 

report and the descriptive report. 

Criticisms of Rating Instruments 

According to Reavis and Cooper (50, p. 80), teacher 

evaluation is a form of testing; and as such, it should he 

expected to meet standards of validity, reliability, and 

objectivity which testing specialists have established. 

Albert/ and Thayer (2, p. 142) note that the motive for in-

troducing teacher rating schemes is to substitute for the 

old method of general impressions of objective and accurate 

appraisal; and thus, they must be judged in part according 
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to their success in achieving objectivity and accuracy is 

results. Much criticism of rating has been in these areas* 

In iisomseiiig ratingf Burton <23* p* 350} points out 

that ratings may differ with individuals and that ratings by 

the same individual Made at different times may also differ* 

He attributes this toi 

1* Lack of definite meaning attached to some of the 

elements of the scale* 

2. difficulty of objectifying grades* 

3* Human differences in judgment* 

4* Brroro in the formulation and application of 

the scales* 

According to Burton (23) these criticisms are not 

logical reasons lor the abolition of rating but rather 

reasons xor greater attention to the formulation and ap-

plication of the scales* Scales worked out co-operatively 

and diaouassi freely and frankly will be free from many of 

these defects* Johnoon (37» p* 44) reports that observation 

with the aid of a rating device or check list appears to be 

a valuable tool for the estimation of teaching effectiveness* 

Beavis and Cooper (50, p* 83) hold that the validity 

and reliability of rating inatruments depends on the nature 

of the abilities which it is designed to measure* They 

•usaaarise their findings by sayingi 
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Sating forms, since they fail to control 
the wide variations which exist in ©valuators* 
personal Judgments, cannot fee used as valid 
and reliable measures of either general or 
specific teaching ability# On the other hand, 
any form of rating reveal® the rater*s approval 
or disapproval of the teacher and is therefore 
a valid measure of the ©valuator*s personal 
reactions to the teacher (50, pf» 88-89)* 

Barr (10, p. 215), on concluding his latest study of 

the measurement of teaching efficiency, says that more 

attention is being given to reliability and validity than 

was given in earlier studies and that in the devices em-

ployed for collecting data the reliabilities seem to be 

relatively high but the validities relatively unknown. The 

validity of rating instruments as measures of general 

teaching ability is challenged by the results of study of 

eighty-five scales by Eeavis and Cooper. 

While 168 distinct elements ax© rated by 
the different scales, no single scale con-
tains more than 52 items, and 40 per cent of 
the scales contain not more than tenifcia®. 
If 168 elements of a teacher's personality 
ao4 work must be evaluated in order to obtain 
a complete picture of the teacher, it is 
evident that no scale contains a sufficient 
number of iteas# On the other hand, if fewer 
than 168 elements are involved in teaching 
success, many of the scales contain irrevalent 
material which tends to invalidate them (50, 
p* 83)* 

Often times rating instrument® are justified on the 

ground that it is sufficient to select a saaple of the 

attributes needed for successful teaching to obtain a 

valid measure of teaching success, but again Reavis and 
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Cooper (50) note exceptions which the/ consider render 

this concept useless* 

Sometimes a single defect is so serious that 
it outweighs any accumulation ol good qualities 
in other respects* An adequate evaluation 
technique nuat provide for the identification 
of such isolated hut crucial defects* A scale 
•which depends on a sample of abilities oannot 
do this (50, p. 85)* 

Alaag thie same line, Hautman (49) cautions that any 

evaluation based on samplings will he valid only t® the 

extent that the individual ©saplings upon which it i© based 

are representative of the total situation* 

lieavis and Qoomr <50, pp. 83-64) note the ambiguity 

of m m y itomo appearing on rating devices, the irequent 

combination of unrelated teraa, sad the failure in many 

oases to provide definitions for iten*» They point out 

that thewe serve still iurther to throw doubt on the 

validity si'" the devices# 

Since the elements oi teaching ouooess on many rating 

devices represent entirely the views of one individual or 

those of a mb&XX group of pereons, Hsavia and Cooper (50, 

fm 84) hold that they can fee oxpootod to be valid only to 

the extent of the competence of the individuals who make 

the instruments* This could be remedied by determining 

the characteristics of general teaching ability from a 

wider seleotlon of judges| however, attempts by Charters 
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and Waples (24), and Hart (34) have yielded a confusion of 

elements, 

In the area of specific teaching ability. He avis Slid 

Cooper (50, p. 85) state that while a particular teacher 

could not expect similar ratings in different communities 

using different scales, any one scale should control results 

regardless of who applied it. However, research conducted 

by Barr (8) has shown that equally competent person® obtain 

entirely different results in applying the same scale to the 

same teachers. 

In tfiat study sixty supervisors were asked to rate a 

teacher on the quality of two demonstration lessons# She 

Instrument used contained twelve ifcems and a summary item 

to be scored on a ten-point scale. Since ratings were made 

for each lesson, twenty-six scores were mad© for the teacher 

by each supervisor# 

In fourteen of the twenty-six ratings these 
supervisors spread their ratings over the entire 
ten point scale; in eleven instances their ratings 
covered nine points, and in only one instance did 
they show any agreement whatsoever. In rating 
motivation, for example, twenty supervisors 
(second observation) said that the motivation 
was superior, and twenty-one supervisors said 
that it was very poor# In general merit thirteen 
of these supervisors rated this teacher as superior 
(second observation), but thirteen other supervisors 
rated this same teacher as very poor « . . . After 
the demonstration was over, one group of supervisors 
commented upon tiae very poor quality of teaching 
exhibited? in another group a superintendent of 
schools made the remark that he wished he might 
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employ this teacher for the coming school year . . . . 
If these supervisors had closed their eyes, stopped 
up their ears, and then had rated these recitations 
at random upon the twelve items which composed the 
recitation acore card used in this demonstration, 
their ratings would have been only five per cent 
poorer than they were when rated according to con-
ventional standards of classroom supervision (8, 
pj* 6-10)• 

Broom and Ault (18), Hardesty (335# Nanninga (44)» 

and Shells (56) have found their rating scales equally 

inadequate#. The findings of these surveys tend to support 

Anderson (6, p. 14) who says that not only do rating scales 

tsnd to emphasize the qualities and behaviors the scale 

producers have selected as the attributes of good teaching, 

but they are further affected by the raters own personal 

ideas as to the behaviors and qualities that are essential 

to teaching success. 

Some investigators have been hopeful that training of 

the raters might produce better results. According to 

Ryans,(53» P* 693) observers can, with training and ex-

perience, recognize and analyze their prejudices and biases 

and can eliminate to a large extent the influence of such 

factors on their interpretation of teaching performance. 

Van Penburg (58, p. 698) says that a scale is only as good 

in its final results as the skill of the persons who use it. 

Shannon, after completing an experiment comparing attention 

scores, score cards, and informal estimates as means of 
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measuring teaching efficiency, reports that "on the whole, 

agreement between team members using the score card was 

gratifying'1 (55* p. 507). In this experiment the raters 

had received training in the use of the score card before 

the experiment was undertaken. Also, Sitter Higgins (35) 

succeeded., by means of a training program, in reducing 

the variability of rating by seventy supervisors. Never-

theless, according to Reavis and Coopers 

Training cannot be considered a method of 
increasing validity of rating device®'. It is 
only a demonstration that a group of ©valuators 
can acquire the same biases and prejudices. 
fhere is no guaranty that these biases and pre-
judices constitute a true or valid standard of 
teaching ability (50, p. 86). 

Baird and Bates (7) compared ratings of 517 reading 

teachers with the teachers* success in promoting pupil 

achievement in reading and obtained a correlation of .135. 

Barr, Torgerson, Johnson, Lyon, and Walvoord (13) ob-

tained correlations ranging from / .36 to - .15, none 

statistically significant, between ratings for sixty-six 

teachers on seven scales and gain in pupil achievement. 

Reavis and Cooper (50, p. 87) point to these as still 

further evidence that rating instruments are lacking in 

validity. However, Barr in summarizing a later study says 

that "where several criteria are employed to measure success 

in a given respect, . . . the intercorrelations are low. 
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Apparently the several criteria • * » measure different 

things"(10, p. 224)# 

The criticisms which have been brought out in the fore-

going paragraphs have been directed mainly toward point 

scales, graphic scales, and diagnostic scales. However, 

according to Beavis and Cooper (50, p. 88) the criticisms 

apply with equal Justice to all types of ratings, even 

though to each type belong certain minor advantages Mid 

disadvantages. 

For example Monroe and Clark sayj 

Neither score cards nor man-to-man comparison 
scales may be expected to yield highly accurate 
measures of teaching efficiency. Even under the 
most favorable condition® the probable error of 
measurement will be so large that serious lim-
itations must be placed on the measure secured. 
It is, however, worth while to note that the 
measures yielded by the man-to-man comparison 
scale will ordinarily be more accurate than those 
secured by the usual score (4§» p» 11}* 

According to Keavis and Coopers 

A summary review of the various forms of rating 
discloses no form which can be used as the sole 
measure of teaching success# feither does it dis-
close any form that measures more than the rater1e 
personal opinion of the teacher. As measure® of 
the prestige of the teacher with other persons, 
rating devices may be used advantageously (50, 
p . 9 3 ) . 

Rating by Supervisors 

Traditionally, according to Reavis and Cooper (50, 

p. 93), administrators and supervisors are the persons who 
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have rated teachers* Ryans (53, p. 693) too says the moat 

frequent source of ratings has been supervisors# He be-

lieves this is so because it has been common to assume that 

the teacher* s immediate supervisor has the background and 

acquaintance with the teacher to enable relatively valid 

and reliable ratings# 

She use of teacher rating by supervisors has received 

much criticism. lot only has rating been criticized from 

the standpoint of the reliability, validity, and objectivity 

of the rating instruments themselves, but it has been criti-

cized in theory and practice as a result of the modem con-

cepts of evaluation and supervision which characterize the 

supervisor as the helper and co-worker of the teacher. 

Wiles (61, p# 295) says rating ia not satisfactory 

evaluation because it is the passing of judgment by some-

one who assumes superior knowledge about the teaching process 

and the activities being conducted by the teacher. Burton 

(23) notes that in the hands of the wrong person rating 

offers unlimited opportunity for abuse. Both Burton (23) 

and Wiles (61) feel that rating tends to establish a 

pattern to which the teacher must conform, but Burton feels 

this might be overcome by introduetlBg into the rating process 

co-operation between the supervisor and the teacher. Ac-

cording to Grotke (32) there is a direct relationship 

between the divergency in the points of view held by a 
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supervisor and a teacher as to what constitutes good 

teaching aad the rating that teacher will receive from 

the supervisor. 

According to Alexander and Halveraon ( 3 ) , Burton ( 2 3 ) , 

Reavis and Cooper ( 5 0 ) , and Wiles ( 6 1 ) , rating may keep 

the supervisor from helping the teacher with his problems 

because to admit weakness or a problem might decrease the 

possibility of a good rating. To overcome this Knudsen 

states, "A supervisor's purpose in rating should have no 

connection with matters of demoting or dismissing teachers 

until it has been demonstrated that a teacher cannot or 

will not improve in some essential activity"(39» p* 235)» 

Eating is also criticized because it is eaid that 

teachers do not like it. A study involving sixty Sew York 

city schools and schools in twelve other cities reported by 

Eeavis and Gooper (50 f p. 12) reveals that 75 per cent of 

those surveyed were opposed to rating while only 20 per cent 

were not and 5 per cent did not care* 

Although writers on the subject of rating are almost 

universal in their criticism of it, they do not all go as 

far as Grans (28) who eays that teacher rating scales dis-

quiet or intimidate teachers and no longer befit an in-

formed profession# Beecher (14), Burton ( 2 3 ) , and others 

(9, 11, 42, 57) hold that rating can be constructive, if its 
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purpose of instructional improvement is understood and 

accepted by those involved. This understanding and 

acceptance will be obtained according to Spears {57} if 

rating systems axe developed co-operatively• Beecher (14# 

p« 271) says that the teachers and supervisors should to-

gether decide on the actual behavior and practices of 

teachers which tend to result in effective teaching. Also 

he feels they should decide co-operatively which of these 

evidences can be observed, how they shall be recorded, and 

what relative importance or weight should be attributed to 

each. Beecher (14t p» 273) then suggests that any scales 

which result should be considered as guides for determining 

presence or absence of the recognized objectives and ideals. 

McNerney (12) and Burton (23) concur. Spears (5?, p. 414) 

summarizes by saying that the fact that the problem of 

judging teaching is extremely difficult is not reason that 

it should be rationalized out of existence with the comment 

that such rating is undemocratic• 

Bating by Puplla 

M0f all persons who may apply rating devices to the 

teacher, pupils appear in the best position to use them to 

good advantage"(50, p» 94)# Spears (57, p« 421) says that 

pupils will constantly evaluate instruction and that this 

is quite natural, for they are the ones who actually 
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experience the instruction. They live with it day in and 

day out and feel its effectiveness or ineffectiveness# 

Accordingly, pupil rating was one of the first topics in 

teacher evaluation to he investigated by research workers, 

and it has been the topic receiving the greatest attention 

in recent years, say Beavis and Cooper {50, p. 94)• Byans 

(53, P* 694) points out that since the teachers1 function 

is to influence pupil behavior, the reactions of those 

pupils to the teacher should provide data of considerable 

interest. Following a study of pupil evaluation of class-

room procedures, Hirschi (36, p. 356) reports that while 

the responses do not provide nj®sn or "noM answers to the 

question of whether the pupils are learning a certain subject, 

they can give a definite impression that the subject is or is 

not being learned* Albert conducted a study involving 1588 

pupil ratings of seventy-eight high school teachers and 

reports the following conclusionss 

1. Pupil ratings of teachers are reliable, vallf., 
practical, and inexpensive. 

2. Teachers can be benefited by pupil rating. 
3. Pupil8 are sufficiently consistent in the 

rating of teachers for the results to be 
meaningful (1, p. 274)• 

Bryan (20) and lax (41) also report of profit gained 

from pupil ratings. 

Even though there appears to be wide agreement as to tie 

worth of pupil evaluation of teachers, it is not without 
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criticism* According to Eeavis and Cooper (50, p. 94)# the 

most common objections made against pupil ratings are that 

they will promote the currying of favor from pupils and 

that a teacher*s prestige with pupils is not a measure of 

tht teacher's true worth or effectiveness# Where the 

teacher's ability to motivate students is concerned there 

can be no objection# but it is the fear that teachers will 

seek pupil favor in unprofessional ways that raises the 

objection. However, neavis and Cooper maintain that this 

is not a. real danger becauses 

Favoritism to certain pupils would no doubt, 
be reflected in critical ratings from the less 
favored pupils# Hence any tandency toward favor-
itism is self-correcting. The winning of pupil 
favor by lax discipline or by "easy" assignments 
may well be equally self-correcting, for many 
pupils are quick to perceive and criticize these 
subterfuges (50, p. 95) • 

To those who point out that a teacher's prestige with 

pupils is not a valid measure of the teacher's worth or 

effectiveness, Bryan and Xnteaa have writteni 

It should be clearly understood that the 
evaluation of student reactions through ratings 
does not imply that students are judges of 
teacher merit or that students know enough about 
teaching methods to be able to tell the teacher 
how to teach . # . the rating results are no more 
of a rating on teacher merit than the results of 
other paper-and-pencil tests are a test of teacher 
merit." Of course, if an instructor has striven 
for a term to teach certain ideas, principles, 
facts, and abilities and finds that few of his 
students have mastered these, he may be justified 
in concluding that his teaching during that period 
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should be labeled "poor and ineffective.n In the 
same manner, when ratings reveal that most students 
reacted unfavorably to the teacher1a personality 
and procedures during a given term h® may b© 
justified in concluding that changes are needed 
(50, p. 8)* 

It may appear that the halo effect (an emotional or 

affective constant or attitude which causes a Judge to rate 

a given individual in terms of his like or dislike for the 

given person) would render pupil ratings of little use. The 

results of a study by Reamers (51* p« 630} discount this 

fear, however, and point out that high school pupils will 

invest their teachers with less halo than college students 

will their instructors* 

Also, it may appear that teachers will inevitably be 

rated high by those students who do well in school and low 

by those who do not succeed in school. Ward, Eeramers, and 

Schmalzried (59) found, however, that pupils' scholastic 

standings to not affect their ratings# They computed the 

correlations between pupils* ratings of teachers and the 

pupils' scholastic standings, and the results are as follows: 

The resultant coefficients « * * ranged from 
- ,214 to «402. The median of 80 coefficients 
(one for each of two ratings of 40 practice 
teachers) was *05* a relationship of practically 
no significance • • • • There is practically no 
difference between ratings of teachers by students 
in the upper half of the class scholastically and 
students" in the lower half of the class scho-
lastically (59# p» 191)» 
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In agreement with these findings, Eckelberry (25) 

reports that a study of student ratings at the University 

of Washington has shown that students with higher grade 

point ratios show no tendency to assign higher ratings 

than other students. 

According to lieavis and Cooper (50, p. 95)# there is 

the possibility that pupil ratings may become routinized 

to the point where pupils approach them with frivolous 

attitudes and to the point where teachers' merits "become 

topics of excessive conversational comment among pupils* 

These risks, may be minimized, they feel, by avoiding 

pupil ratings at regular and too frequent intervale# 

Research by Remitters (51) and Ferguson and Hovde (26) in-

dicates that ratings from twenty-five to forty-nine pupils 

are sufficient to provide ratings with a high degree of 

reliability# 

Green (31) reports that pupil ratings of teachers can 

be of inestimable help in improving teaching procedures and 

practices and course content. Bryan (20) and Ward, learners, 

and Schmalzried (59) agree and report research findings to 

support their contention. Wiles (61, p« 301) says that 

pupil evaluation will be of greatest value if it is con-

ducted during the term when changes can be made to improve 

class operation for the pupils making the suggestions. 



50 

One serious drawback to the use of pupil ratings in 

evaluation programs, according to Seavis and Cooper (50* 

p. 96), is that their accuracy depends on the willing co-

operation of the teacher. While pupil ratings can be ob-

tained without the consent of the teacher, to secure them 

this way would invite extremely unpleasant relations be-

tween the supervisor and the teacher. Green (21, p. 67) 

feels that results of the pupil ratings should be con-

sidered as personal property of the teacher involved, be-

cause only when the teacher's dignity and personal worth 

are fairly secure is he likely to give his full co-

operation and examine criticism at its face value. 

In the opinion of Heavis and Cooper: 

When teachers understand the place of pupil 
rating in an evaluation program and appreciate 
its value, they cannot sincerely oppose it# 
Teachers have so much to gain from evidence 
which only pupils can supply that pupil rating 
might well be demanded by teachers as an es-
sential part of * • • evaluation (50, p* 97)• 

Sating by Associates 

fiyans (53» p* 694) reports that the rating of teachers 

by their colleagues is occasionally used in public schools. 

According to Reavis and Cooper (50, p. 97), it has received 

less attention than other types of rating. They suggest 

that i 
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Certainly there is little reason for expecting 
teachere to rat© one another on teaching ability, 
classroom management, or similar items, Teachers 
cannot observe on© another at work frequently 
enough to have accurate knowledge of these matters* 
They can, however, indicate whether or not they 
work successfully together on committees and in 
the daily routine of the school. Consequently 
there may he situations in which associate teacher 
ratings would he uaeful (50, pp. 97-98)• 

The result of a study conducted by Albert (1, p. 274) 

indicates that teachers can report more accurately than ad-

ministrators pupil reaction to individual teachers. 

Self-Rating 

According to Alexander and Halverson, "Improvement of 

teaching occurs as teachers improve themselves, and it can-

not be forced by other persons . . .* (3, p. 495)• Por this 

reason they, together with Gray (30) and Wiles (61), con-

sider self-evaluation a® the basis for all improvement. 

Wiles explains it as follows t 

Participation in the evaluation develops 
more mature' and responsible teachers. When a 
supervisor makes a judgment about teaching, the 
responsibility for improving instruction rests 
with him. He knows what is wrong, and it is 
his duty to improve it. When teachers make 
judgments and find themselves unsatisfactory, 
they are responsible to themselves for im-
provement . 

Self-evaluation centers the full attention 
of the teacher on the learning situation. Time 
need no longer be devoted to fooling the super-
visor (61, p. 299)• 
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Gray (50, p. 5?) points out that self-rating ia good 

evaluation "because! 

1. It leads to a careful analysis of strong and weak 

points. 

2. It requires resourcefulness usually leading to 

rapid growth. 

3» It establishes a means of effective co-operation 

between the supervisor and t eaeher. 

4. It leads to a continuous critical study of the 

problems of teaching frequeiffcXy omitted. 

Euediger say® % 

There is only one place where a general rating 
seal® or something that looks like one may be good 
and that is in the hands of the teacher for self 
criticism. Any teacher needs to check up on him-
self occasionally to see that he is not getting in-
to a rut or letting down at some vital point. A 
supervisor may also find this function of a scale 
helpful in observing teachers and in conferring 
with them (52, pp. 267-268). 

Berger (16, p. 101) reports that he has found self-

rating especially valuable with beginning teachers and old#r 

teachers who are sensitive to criticise and supervision# 

Burton (23)* Knudaen (39)> and McNerney (42) also believe 

that teachers should participate through self-evaluation. 

However, if self-evaluation is to be effective, cer-

tain conditions must prevail. According to Wiles (61, pp. 

299-300) the teacher must see self-evaluation as a procedure 

for getting more satisfaction out of his Job. He maintains, 
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that no teacher will want to evaluate M a teaching if he 

feels that the results oan harm himf mid therefore, self-

evaluations should never he filed away by someone who sight 

use them as a basis for salary increases or promotions# 

Eeavis and Cooper (50, p. 73) point out that self-

evaluation is sometimes employed in conjunction with super-

visory rating* When this is practiced, both forms are 

usually considered at the same time at a conference between 

the supervisor and the teacher. According to Beecher (14» 

p. 272) the co-operative atmosphere of modem supervision 

and evaluation may he maintained through the encouraging 

of teachers to use the supervisor's instruments for their 

own self-appraisal* 

Alexander and Halverson (3# p» 502) and Wiles (61, p* 

301) are of the opinion that rating scales and check lists 

used for self-evaluation are of greatest value if they have 

been developed with the participation of those persons who 

use them. McNerney (42) concurs in this belief. Alexander 

and Halverson (3, p. 498) see the greatest weakness in the 

use of published forms as the lack of guidance for the 

teacher in understanding the philosophy and practices of 

good teaching on which the form is based. Despite this 

weakness they feel that prepared forms are still to be 

desired over no forms at all. 
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A study oi' supervisor ratings, pupil ratings, and 

self-ratings involving fifty-one military instructor® con-

ducted by Webb and Nolan (60) reveals that the self-ratings 

and the pupil ratings were highly correlated# Webb and 

Nolan also noted that the more intelligent and more educated 

instructors were more self-critical# 

Techniques Employing Other Types of 

Records and Recording Devices 

For some time before the advent of rating scales and 

check lists, supervisors were accustomed to making written 

notes for the purpose of recording happenings in the class-

room. Then as demands for more accurate information grew, 

these written reports included more and more of the happenings 

of the recitation until a number of fairly elaborate re-

cording devices came into use. The stenographic report is 

the most elaborate of these. Somewhat less elaborate and 

more practical is the written diary. More recently the 

anecdotal record has come into use (11, p# 354)• 

Stenographic Reports 

According to Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (11, p* 354), 

a stenographic report is a recording of the happenings of a 

classroom period made by stenographic means# A collection 
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of a claae period (lXt p» 554)# la a diary hupfnaiugfi of a 

sesonat of «v«nla» tim dia*y record thai retain# the 

le» aecordleg to BsuRff Burton* end Brueckntr (11# 555), 

JUwor&iag to Barr, Burtonf and Svueokner (11* f.» 355)# 

ouch baa 'mm written and o&id about eatodofaJ records la 

recent yeartu However* Prsjrohodain (443* p» 14) reports that 

their deimlopaeiit and use in the field of tft&eheg* 

ie lagging far behind* aM Pattorcon (46, p. 8) suggest® 

that they should be ;;iven oonotdesmtion over ao colled ob~ 

jactive inotruments* As in a diary or a«iy partial 

of personal Judgnient involved in the ohoice or the Item to 

he recorded, on an anecdotal record (llf p« 355)• The staff 

of the College of MmeaiJ®#. Ohio State iJaiwrsity* Q#l«s,%«sf 
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Ohio, has developed an. anecdotal record form (45) • This 

form begins by supplying a plan for gathering facts on 

which to base a description of the learning-teaching 

situation* Then, following a brief statement of the nature 

and use of the form, the authors supply a list of questions 

directing the observers' attention to important aspects of 

the event3 observed and also supply ruled space for re-

cording anecdotal evidence for three observations under 

each of eight major headingst 

1. The Materials of Instruction. 

2. purposes. 

3. Methods. 

4* Effectiveness. 

5. Pupil Problems. 

6. Use of Community Resources. 

7. Postering of Democratic Attitudes and Relationships. 

8. Unique Competencies Suggested by the field of 

Specialisation. 

Barr, Burton, and Brueckner say, "The form is an ad-

mirable attempt to think more systematically than is usually 

done about the complexities of teaching" (11, p. 355)• Budd 

(22, p. 87) feels the importance of the anecdotal record as 

a statement of behavior cannot be over emphasized. 
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Techniques Employing Classroom Visitation and 

Observation Without Eating 

According to files (61, p. 303), classroom observation 

without rating can be used as an evaluational technique for 

improving instruction, if it is a co-operative undertaking 

by the teacher and the supervisor* When undertaken in this 

manner, it becomes a basis for analysis of specifics with 

which the teacher needs help. Nevertheless, Wiles (61, p. 

305) cautions that classroom observations should not be 

used until rapport has been established between the super-

visor and the teacher—until the teacher knows the super-

visor and feels secure with him# 

When a supervisor does undertake to make classroom 

visits, Goodwin (29) says that he should make sure that 

his visit cannot be termed an interruption by the teaoher 

or the pupils* To lessen the possibility of this, the visit 

should be scheduled in advance and the entry into the class-

room made quietly. Wiles (61, p» 306) suggests that the 

visitor should plan to be in the classroom when the class 

starts and to stay in the background as much as possible* 

While the supervisor is observing the teacher-pupil 

interaction, files suggests that he ask himself such 

questions as; 
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Is the classroom one in which children feel 
secure in their relationships with each other 
and with the teacher? 

Do the children see purpose in what they are 
doing? 

Are children seeking ways of carrying out 
their purposes or are they seeking to discover 
what the teacher wants done? 

Is there opportunity for creative thinking 
and activity in the classroom? 

Is co-operation encouraged? 
Are children stimulated to evaluate their 

ways of working and to plan revision of pro-
cedure that will make their work more effective? 

Are the classroom equipment and materials 
organized to increase the efficiency with which 
the group achieves its purposes (61, p. 307)? 

Satlow (54) says that a sensible supervisor will 

compare a teacher with what that teacher is potentially 

capable of becoming, and not with another teacher. Neither 

will he hold himself up as an example of how everything is 

done. According to Goodwin (29), note-taking during visits 

is permissible if the teacher is given a copy of the notes. 

He also suggests that the observation period be followed by 

an informal conference. 

Wiles (61, p. 307) agrees that an informal conference 

should follow observation. It is here the actual evaluation 

takes place. In addition he says; 

The supervisor must not make value judgments 
concerning what has gone on. His function is to 
assist the teacher in analyzing the situation and 
in formulating procedures for improving the work 
of the class • . . * The supervisor should give 
his opinion when it is called for and he should 
offer suggestions when the teacher asks for them, 
but it is not his funotion to tell the teacher 
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what should be clone. He 1b a resource person and 
not a director. He is there to help the teacher 
grow in self-direction and professional maturity, 
not to increase the dependence of the teacher on 
someone else1a judgment (61, p» 308). 

files (61,p. 308) does not believe that classroom 

observation is a technique that should be used alone# 

Summary 

There is a great variety of rating instrument8 

available with which to study the teacher at work, and 

their use appears to be rather widespread. Research has 

on the whole shown them to be of doubtful validity and re-

liability. Modern writers in the field of supervision 

deplore the administrative use of supervisors' ratings and 

generally feel they are of little value in the improvement 

of instruction if imposed from above. The principal value 

appears to arise from their co-operative development and 

use. It la generally agreed that pupil-ratings offer a 

wealth of information if properly obtained. Some writers 

report the use of rating by associate teachers in such 

areas as co-operation. There is an increasing emphasis on 

self-evaluation. 

The use of diaries, stenographic reports, anecdotal 

records, and mechanical recording devices is not so wide-

spread. Relatively little research on their value and use 

is available. 
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Classroom observation, when co-operatively carried out, 

appears as a recognised technique for providing a basis for 

improvement of instruction. 
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Techniques for Appraising Pupil Chang® 

The first question in the quotation above points to 

the necessity of knowing specifically at what objectives 

of instruction the evaluation device is to be aimed# A© 

pointed out by learners and Gage (17, p. 125) said Schwartz 

Mid Tledeman (21, p» 141)* different objectives require 

different evaluation devices. Consequently they say that 

the first step in selecting or constructing an evaluation 

device after the objectives have been formulated is to 

single out the objective or objectives at which the device 

is to be aimed. According to Reamers and Gage (17» p. 126) 

the devices for evaluating these instructional objectives 

fell into one of three general categories. These categories 

ares 

1. Devices which involve language, either verbal or 

mathematical# 

2. Devices which involve non-language products. 

3. Devices which involve direct observation of per-

formance. 

Techniques Using Devices Involving language 

According to Remmers and Sage (18, p. 54)» devices which 

involve language are by far the most frequently used type 

of device for the evaluation of pupil achievement. They 

further say that "obviously, in the majority of cases, 
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teachers will find devices involving language most suited 

to their instructional objectives" (18, p* 55)« Barr, 

Burton, and Brueckner (35» Aemraers and G;..ge (17, 18), Ross 

(19)« and Schwartz and Tiedeman (21) classify language 

devices into two general groups: 

1. The essay test. 

2. The new-type or objective teat# 

Wrightstone, Justaan, and Robbins (32# p. 101) add a 

third group to their classification. It is the oral test, 

which they feel is very frequently employed by teachers and, 

therefore, should not be overlooked* 

Bssay gests 

An essay test is one in which the pupil * a response 

is in the form of a complete sentence or a series of sen-

tences (17, p. 127)• Wrightstone, Justman, and Rabbins 

(32, p. 101) point out, that in spite of the widespread 

use of the newer objective tests, the essay test still 

constitutes an important aspect of the evaluation of pupil 

performance. According to Stalnaker (26) the essay exam-

ination calls for a relatively free written response to a 

problem situation in which the written answer, when properly 

analyzed by the scorer, reveals information regarding 

selected aspects of the pupil * s mental life. 
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Advantages of essay teats.—Wrightstone, Justman, and 
ijiiiiIIMIIFunriiiinir fflrnninTT • Npif T * T m m m m m trnmrnmrnmimmimm 

Hobbins (32, p. 102) state that there are valid educational 

outcomes which do not readily lend themselves to testing by 

the new-type objective tests. Schwartz and Tiedeman (21, 

p. 147) point out that essay teats have been found to be 

most useful with respect to the following: 

1. Objectives which stress the pupils ability to 

draw upon, organize, integrate, and/or evaluate their store 

of knowledge and experience. 

2. Objectives which deal with creative writing or 

originality of expression. 

3# Objectives which specify actual writing competence, 

such as one might find in English and journalism classes# 

4. Objective® which have to do with the application 

and interpretation of facts and principles. 

Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins (32, p. 103) also 

note the creative character of the essay examination, but 

they add that until a more precise concept of creative ability 

is advanced it appears to be unwise to place too much stress 

on this value of the essay test. Sims (23) holds that essay 

test answers can furnish clues to the dynamics of the pupil * s 

mental functioning. Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins (32, 

p. 103) say that unfortunately the number of instances in 

which a pupil's responses to the usual essay question lend 
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themselves to interpretation in terms of psychological ad-

justment is very small# 

Limitations of essay teats*—According to Wrightatone, 

Justman, and Robbins (32, p« 103) the principal limitation 

of essay tests is their low reliability. The experiments 

of Starch and Elliott (27), Hartog (8), and Brown (4) all 

report a marked variability in the marks assigned to the 

same paper by two or more readers. Schwartz and Tiedeman 

(21, p. 143) say that essay teste are subject to bluffing 

from students who say nothing but say it well. Reixaaers and 

Gage (18, p. 57) report that studies by James (11) and 

Sheppard (22) show that the penmanship of the person being 

tested has a positive relationship to the score that person 

received on an essay test. Another criticism, according to 

Schwartz and Tiedeman (21, p. 141), Eemmers and Gage (17, 

p. 129), and Wrightstone, Justman, and Bobbins (32, p. 104) 

is that the sampling of content, or range of information 

tested is narrower than it is in objective examinations. 

Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins (32, p. 104) point out 

that this limited scope, in terms of sampling, places a 

disapportionate emphasis upon correct interpretation of 

each question by the pupil• Schwartz and Tiedeman (21, p# 

141) say the limited number of questions that may be asked 

also make the essay test an inefficient method of measurement 
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when time is a factor. Other limitations pointed out by 

Schwartz and Tiederaan (21, p. 142) are: 

1. The amount of the teacher*s time that the essay 

test requires for adequate grading, 

2. The likelihood of personal bias affecting the 

grade despite the most careful precautions by the teacher 

to prevent it. 

Objective Testa 

According to Reamer3 and Gage (17» p. 127) an ob-

jective test is one in which the response ia a single word, 

phrase, number, or mark. Ross (19» p* 127) lists the most 

common types of objective teat items ass 

1. Simple recall. 

2. Completion. 

3* Alternate response (true-false)* 

4# Multiple choice. 

5. Matching. 

Advantages of objective tests.—Wrightatone, Justman, 

and Robbins (32, p. 79) state that objective tests, in com-

parison with essay tests, possess certain definite ad-

vantages. One of these advantages is in the area of 

sampling. Since the response in an objective test ie 

quickly given, it is possible for the pupil to answer more 

questions in the same amount of time; and as a result, ob-

jective tests generally afford much better coverage of 
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total course content (32, p. 80j 21, p. 141)* Remmers and 

Gage (18, p. 57) note that this greater sampling reduces 

the danger of chance variations in student preparation and 

achievement having a great effect on test scores# Another 

advantage of objective tests is their reliability of 

scoring, which according to Wrightstone, Justman, and 

Bobbins (32, p. 80) and Rammers and Gage (18, p* 56) is' 

very high. Also, according to Wrightstone, Justman, and 

Robbins (32, p. 80) and Hemiaers and Gage (17, p. 134) ob-

jective tests may be very easily scored by any person 

equipped with a key. Itemiaers and Gage (17, p. 134) note 

the possibility of scoring objective tests with the aid 

of an electronic scoring machine• The identification of 

pupil weaknesses is an easier task too, when objective 

tests are used. By counting the number of errors made on 

each question or item of the test, the teacher can readily 

ascertain the particular elements of course content which 

show inadequate mastery and arrange lor reteaching (32, p. 

80)« Wrightstone, Justman, and Hobbins (32, p« 80) state 

that the better sampling and identification of pupil errors 

make it possible to use an objective test as a pretest 

prior to starting on a new unit of work. Objective tests 

also have instructional value when used at the end of a 

unit. The studies of Curtis and Woods (5) and Plowman and 

Stroud (15) indioate that returning corrected papers to 
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pupils or having them correct their own papers prior to a 

discussion of errors results in better ultimate achievement. 

Limitations of objective teats•—frightatone, Justman, 

and Bobbins (32, p# 81) note that in objective tests where 

the pupil is called upon to select one of a number of 

possible alternative answers, a series of fortunate guesses 

will markedly increase the pupil*a score. lieramers and Gage 

(17, p* 130) eay this is particularly true of alternate 

response or true-false tests, while in the completion type 

test it is negligible. Various formulas have appeared from 

time to time designed to reduce the effect of guessing, but 

Wrightbtone, Justman, and Bobbins (32, p. 81) feel they are 

of little value in the course of classroom teaching. They 

point to a study by Holzinger (10) which shows J 

When pupils respond to every item of a teat 
(the usual classroom practice), it can be shown 
that the relative rank of pupils will be the same 
whether their scores are computed by simply counting 
their correct answers or by use of any of the common 
scoring formulae which correct for guessing (32, p. 

81). 

Another limitation of the objective test is difficulty 

of construction. According to Remmers and Gage (17, p» 134), 

construction of an objective test requires more effort and 

more time than the construction of an essay test. Wright-

stone, Justman, and Kobbins (32, p. 81) feel more resource-

fulness is required to select the most appropriate objective 
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form and to apply it to a given question then is required 

to formulate a few essay questions. Eemmers and Gage (17, 

p* 154) point out though, that the amount of effort required 

by the objective test and the essay test becomes more equal 

when the scoring or grading is considered. The large 

number of items which are included on an objective test 

generally make it necessary to use some mechanical means 

for reproducing enough copies of the teat for class use 

(52, p* 81). Bemmers and Gage (17, p» 155) and Wright-

stone , Justman, and Bobbins (52, p. 81) note that although 

moet schools now have such mechanical reproducers, some do 

not. In this case it is necessary to resort to oral pre-

sentation of the test. According to Wrightstone, Justman, 

and Robbins (52, p. 81) several studies (12, 24* 28) have 

indicated that oral presentation does not significantly 

decrease the validity or reliability of objective tests. 

Another limitation of objective tests, according to 

Wrlghtstone, Juatman, and Bobbins (52, p. 82) is in the 

area of testing complex processes. Reamers and Gage (17) 

do not agree. They state that "on all other counts ex-

cept the ability to write essays the short-answer test 

has been found either equal or superior to the essay test" 

(17, p. 158). 

Oral feats 

In the past, teachers relied very heavily on the 

oral work of pupils in order to arrive at an estimate 
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of the extent to which they had mastered the work of the 

course.(32, p. 1X0)# Even though modern classroom pro-

cedure has markedly reduced the opportunities for testing 

and marking the oral work of pupila, Wrightstone, Justman, 

and Bobbins (32, p. Ill) feel the oral test is still 

significant. 

Values of oral tests*—According to Wrightatone, 

Justman, and Bobbins (32, p. Ill), oral testing of an 

individual pupil constitutes an excellent means of 

following the thought processes* Used this way, the 

oral test becomes a valuable tool for diagnosis of pupil 

difficulties. They point out further that skillful 

questioning by a teacher may help the pupil to apply 

known scientific Information to a new situation or to 

see implications. In this way the oral test has in-

structional value» Reamers and Gage (17, p* 498) and 

Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins (32, p* 111) agree 

that another advantage to oral testa is their obvious 

economy of the time and expense usually involved in re-

producing a test* Other advantages of oral testing are: 

1. Orally administered tests insure that 
every pupil will try every item and hence will 
be measured by every item* Pupils will not 
waste time on or be stopped by the more difficult 
test items, thus failing to attempt those at the 
end of the test. 
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2. Pupils are constantly stimulated by the 
oral presentation so that each item constitutes 
a new challenge more distinctly set off from the 
preceding items in the test. 

3. Oral comprehension ability ia tested 
independently of the pupil*s reading ability# 
Oral" comprehension is only slightly if at all 
lass important than reading comprehension to 
the pupil1s success as a worker and citizen. 
feats which put a premium on this ability may 
serve as valuable complement® to the usual 
stress placed upon reading ability in school 
(17, p. 498). 

limitations of oral tests.—Bemmers said Gage (17, 

p* 498) consider the major limitation of the oral test 

to be the variable introduced through faulty reading and 

speaking of the teat administrator# Another limitation 

of the oral test lies is the time it takes to administer 

it (17, p» 499)* According to Wrightstone, Justman, and 

Bobbinsi 

Oral examinations take too much time to 
administer| like the essay test, they present 
the same difficulties of poor sampling and high 
subjectivity in markings; comparability of 
questions ia difficult to obtain (32, p. Ill)# 

Teacher-Made lesta Versus Standardized fasts 

If it is decided that an objective test is beet suited 

to the instructional objectives being evaluated, it must 

be decided whether that test should be a teacher-made form 

or a standardized form. According to Knudsen (13, p» 288), 

the term standardized when applied to a test means that 

certain oareful steps were followed in its construction 
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that axe not followed as well by t@aeh.ers in the con-

struction of their own tests. Schwartz and Tiedeman 

say that the term standardized test signifies a meas-

uring instrument with the following six major character-

istics: 

1. fhe test is designed to measure' important 
common outcomes of representative courses of study, 
avoiding items which are likely to be taught in 
relatively few schools# 

2# Specific directions for administering the 
test have been worked out and are stated in detail, 
usually providing even the exact words to be used 
by the examiner and specifying exact time limit®. 
By adhering to the instructions, teachers in many 
schools can administer the test in essentially the 
same way. 

3* Specific directions are provided for 
scoring# Usually a scoring key is supplied which 
reduces scoring to merely comparing the answer® 
with the keyj little or nothing Is left to the 
Judgment of the scorer. Sometimes carefully 
selected samples are provided with which the 
child*a product is compared. 

4. forms are supplied to aid in inter-
preting the scores. Norms, based on admin-
istration of" the test t© large numbers of 
children, provide a basis for comparing a 
child's score with representative scores for 
different ages and grade®? or with repre-
sentative scores of children of his own ag® or 
grade• 

5. Information needed for Judging the value 
of the test is provided. Before the test becomes 
available for purchase, research is conducted to 
produce satisfactory information about the test'a 
reliability and validity. 

6. A manual of directions is supplied which 
explains the purposes and uses of the test, de-
scribes briefly how it was constructed, provides 
specific directions for administering, scoring, 
and interpreting results, contains tables of 
norms, and summarizes available research data on 
the test (21, pp. 262-263)* 

mailto:t@aeh.ers
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Reramers and Gage suggest that the decision as to the 

kind of test best suited to local needs should he influenced 

by a comparison of the merits and limitations of standardised 

and teacher-mad® tests in the light of the following consid-

erations t 

1# Closeness of fit to instructional ob-
jectives* 

2* Refinement of construction. 
3* Interpretations possible with each type 

of test* 
4* Expenditures and gains of the teacher 

(17» p, 139). 

Following suoh a comparison of standardized tests and 

teacher-made test®, Rammers and Gage summarize a© followst 

the chief advantages of standardised tests 
are their possession of norms and their greater 
technical refinement. On the other hand* teacher-
made tests fit the instructional objectives better, 
yield greater benefits to the teacher, and are more 
adaptable to continuous evaluation of achievement 
through a semester* The more extensive interpre-
tations possible with some standardised tests' can 
be achieved only through careful selection of the 
tests according to the meaningfulness of their 
norms} they are most useful in the tool subjects, 
where the instructional objectives vary least from 
classroom to classroom and where achievement is to 
be viewed strictly as a aptitude for prediction of 
future achievements for guidance purpose®* Only 
where intra-pupil differences in achievement from 
subject to subject and from year to year are to 
be studied do standard tests acquire an insur-
mountable advantage over teacher-made tests* for 
general comparisons of one pupil with another and 
of one classroom with another, teacher-made tests 
can easily be supplied with norms so as to enable 
worth while comparisons* Our general conclusion 
must be that, for the major part of evaluation of 
achievement, teacher-made tests should be used 
(17, p. 143/* 
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Techniques Using Devices Involving Bon-Language Products 

According to Remmers and Gage (17# p. 2135 and Schwartz 

mad Tiedeman (21, p. 156) there remains a large sphere of 

educational activity which remains untouched by either ob-

jective tests or essay tests# This is the area in which 

the pupil1s achievement is expressed by means of a product, 

something that is a direct indication of his application 

of information# skill and understanding. Semmers and Gage 

(17, pp. 213-213) point out that although need for this type 

of evaluation is more acute in such fields as industrial 

arts and home economics, products may constitute an im-

portant aspect of achievement in English, science, social 

studies, and to a lesser degree mathematics* The most 

common devices for the evaluation of this area of achievement 

are varied forms of check lists, rating scales, score cards, 

etc. These devices differ from those discussed in Chapter III 

mainly in content. Since these instruments are subject to 

much the same limitations as the check lists, rating scales, 

score cards, etc# previously discussed, similar care must be 

exercised in their construction and use {3* 17, 18, 21, 32)• 

Placing instruments of this type in the hands of the pupils 

for their own self-evaluation would extend the process of 

evaluation to include the pupils as suggested by Mclerney 

(14). 
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Techniques Using Devices Involving Direct 

Observation of Performance 

According to learners and Gag® (17# p» 127) there are 

areas in which the achievement of instructional objectives 

are best evaluated through direct observation of pupil per-

formance or behavior. Some of the objectives that are best 

evaluated by this technique are the pupil*s achievement of 

desirable attitudes, work habits, and ways of moving and 

speaking (3» 17, 18, 21, 32)• Check lists and rating scales 

are mentioned by Reamers and Sage (17, p# 127) as being 

useful as a guide in evaluation through observation# Schwartz 

and Tiedeman (31# VP* 190-212) and Wrightatone, Justus®, and 

Bobbins (32, pp. 123-155) suggest the use of anecdotal re-

cords and inventories which are similar to check lists and 

rating scales. In addition, Barr, Burton, and Brueckner 

(3, p« 227) suggest that diaries are useful in this type of 

observational evaluation. Again the instruments employed 

ar© 'essentially the same a© the check lists, diaries, and 

anecdotal records discussed in Chapter III. She main dif-

ference is, of course, that they are structured for ob-

serving pupils instead of teachers. 

Pupil Status and Change as a Criterion 

following a study of teacher evaluation, Anderson (1, 

p. 44) reports that teacher evaluation experts are almost 
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universally agreed that the measure of true effectiveness 

as a teacher is the change that is produced in the pupils 

taught by the teacher. According to Reamers and Gage (18, 

p. 479) the general scheme for evaluating the effectiveness 

of teaching through measurement of pupil change is to secure 

a measure of the status of the pupils before and after they 

come under the teacher's influence# Ryans (20, p. 695) says 

that pupil change would seem to be a criterion in which one 

could justifiably put his faith. Ross (19# p* 495) asserts 

it to be the only valid approach# Reamers and Gage (18, p. 

479) too point to it® validity and state that there can be 

no argument against the thesis that the teacher who produces 

desirable changes in his pupils in the most aspects and to 

the greatest degree is the best teacher. Nevertheless, there 

are,in the opinion of many writers, serious drawbacks to the 

use of pupil change in the evaluation of instruction. 

Anderson (1, p. 44), while agreeing that pupil change 

is the only valid criterion of teaching success, points out 

that it is not reliable. According to Ryans (20, p. 695)» 

the factors that affect pupil change are not at all clear. 

Remmers and Gage (18, pp. 480-481) give ten factors other 

than the teacher which they contend affect pupil change» 

They are; 

1. General mental ability of the pupils. 

2. Special mental abilities of the pupils. 
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3. Past educational experiences, 

4« The pmpil*s socioeconomic "background and en-

vironment . 

5. Pupil motivation. 

6. The instructional materials which the teacher can 

use. 

7. The amount mid quality of supervisory assistance 

and leadership provided the teacher. 

8. The general attitude toward work that characterizes 

the school as a whole or particular segments of the community. 

9. The quality of instruction in areas of the curriculum 

other than the one for which a given teacher is responsible, 

because all of a pupil * a teachers and instruction in all 

areas h-ive effect on a pupil*s achievement of any specific 

objectives. 

10. The pupil *s achievement of objectives other than 

those evaluated by the test or other devices. 

However, learners and Gage (18, p. 481) say that before-

and-after examinations of pupils do have value. They feel 

they are reliable and effective for revealing the kinds and 

amounts of changes that have been produced in pupils over a 

period of time by all the change producing agencies that 

affect them. 

The evaluation of teaching through the measurement of 

pupil change is also criticized according to Anderson (1), 
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Egner (7), McKerney (14), Rautman (16), and Wrightatone (31) 

because many of the desired outcomes of the modern school 

are intangible and frequently completely overlooked when 

such programs are undertaken. They point out though that 

some of these can be measured to an extent through the use 

of some of the newer check lists, anecdotal records and the 

like. 

Wiles (30, p. 297) rejects the use of tests in evaluation 

on the grounds that intelligent pupils will learn in spite 

of a poor teacher, make a good showing on the test, and con-

sequently make the teacher appear good. Conversely, he notes 

that, if a class has had poor teachers before or is below 

average in ability, superior teaching may not result in the 

attainment of a score high enough to reflect the teacher*s 

ability. Several techniques for equating factors such as 

varying ability have appeared, but according to Tiegs (29) 

they have proved unreliable and have fallen into disrepute. 

Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (3* p* 204)» Anderson (1, 

p. 44), and Wiles (30, p. 298) have noted that when test 

results are used in the evaluation of teaching, teachers have 

a tendency to prepare their students for them. Hartung (9» 

p. 140) says that if the tests used are good and really 

measure the instructional objectives of the course, this will 

not really be harmful. However, he feels that if the teachers 

understand that the purpose of the testing is to provide a 
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"basis for improvement, the incidence of special preparation 

will be very low* 

In summarizing the value of pupil change as a criterion 

of teacher effectiveness, Hemmers and Gage say: 

Because of the difficulty of taking into 
account all the factors in pupil, achievement, 
this approach to teacher evaluation cannot readily 
be used either "by school administrators or by 
teachers themselves for self-evaluation (18f 
p. 481). 

Eoss (19# !>• 493) feels that most competent observers today 

agree* He is supported by Comas and Tiedeman (6) who re-

port the results of experiments in the attempt to evaluate 

teacher effectiveness through pupil changes have been largely 

disappointing. However, a recent summary by Barr notes 

encouraging progress! 

The influence of any particular teacher is 
deeply enmeshed in a host of other school, pupilf 
and community factors. While very definite pro-
gress has been made in-this areat it is not easy 
to isolate the effects of particular teachers 
in particular situations. There is reason to be 
optimistic about the use of more precise instruments 
of measurement in the management of the teaching 
personnel, but for the time being, discretion is 
the best part of valor. 
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CHAPTER ? 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONSt IMPLICATIONS, AID RECOMMBHTDATIONS 

Summary 

Thia study was undertaken to investigate the purpose 

and technique* of supervisory evaluation of instruction with 

particular reference to secondary mathematics* The research 

was confined to the library of North Texas State College. 

Modern concepts of evaluation and the purpose and 

criteria of evaluation of instruction were considered. The 

evaluation of instruction by the appraisal of teacher ac-

tivities through the use of the activities listed below was 

investigated5 

1« Rating instruments. 

2* Other records and recording devices* 

3* Classroom visitation without rating* 

An investigation was made of the evaluation of instruction 

through appraisal of pupil status and change through the use 

of.* 

1. Devices involving language, 

2* Devices involving non-language products* 

3« Devices involving direct observation of pupil per-

formance. 

90 



91 

Conclusions 

There are two conclusions which were drawn from the 

research that was reviewed. These conclusions ares 

1. That, although recent studies report some pro-

gress, there are at present no rating instruments available 

with scientifically acceptable reliability or validity? and 

therefore, rating is not at present scientifically acceptable 

as a criterion of teacher effectiveness# 

2* That, although more studies are being devoted to 

measurement of pupil change with some increasing' success, 

it is not at present a scientifically acceptable criterion 

of teacher effectiveness. 

Implications 

The opinions expressed by the writers, whose works were 

reviewed, in the fields of supervision and evaluation lead 

to the formulation of the following implications} 

1» The sole purpose of supervisory evaluation of 

instruction should be Improvement of instruction. 

2* Supervisors should have no part in administrative 

rating schemes* 

3. The rating of teachers by supervisors alone is not 

constructive• 

4. The rating of teachers by pupils can be constructive. 
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5. The rating of teachers in the area of oo-operation 

% their associates can be constructive, 

6# Self-rating "by teachers can "be constructive# 

7# Although their validity and reliability are low, 

rating instruments should not be abandoned as means for 

appraising the activities of teachers# Instead continuous 

effort should be directed toward their improvement# 

8* Maximum benefit will result from the use of rating 

instruments that are evolved and applied by both teachers 

and supervisors co-operatively# 

9# Diaries and stenographic records are very time 

consuming and therefore of lesser value in appraising 

teacher activities# 

10* The use of anecdotal records can be constructive 

in certain problem areas# 

lit The use of mechanical recording devices can be 

constructive# 

12. Classroom observation can be constructive if under-

taken with the support and the co-operation of the teacher • 

being observed# 

13# The measurement of pupil status and change can, if 

undertaken cautiously, provide basis for evaluating teacher 

effectiveness# 
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Recommendatione 

So the end that mathematics education in the public 

schools of the United States nay "better meet the demands 

and the challenge of our modern technological age, the 

following recommendations are made t 

1. The mathematics supervisor should exercise his 

leadership to enlist the entire department in an active, 

continuous program of instructional improvement. 

2. Part of the in-service education program conducted 

by the mathematics supervisor should be devoted to the co-

operating development of rating scale® or cheek lists to be 

used for improving instruction in each of the course areas. 

5. Part of the in-service education program conducted 

by the mathematics supervisor should be devoted to the co-

operative development of local achievement tests to be used 

for improving instruction in each of the course areas. 

4. Part of the in-service education program conducted 

by the mathematics supervisor should be devoted to the co-

operative selection of standardized achievement teats to be 

used for improving instruction in each of the course areas. 

5. The mathematics supervisor should encourage mathe-

matics teachers to use pupil-rating in a constructive manner. 

6. The mathematics supervisor should encourage mathe-

matics teachers to engage in constructive self-rating. 
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7. The mathematics supervisor should use a mechanical 

recording device in improving instruction# 

8. The mathematics supervisor should provide an 

opportunity for frequent informal departmental conferences 

at which teachers may freely discuss the progress of the 

instructional improvement program. 
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