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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTIOR

Statenent of the Problem

This study was underiaken to investigate the purposes
and techniques of supervisory evaluation of instruction
with particular reference to secondary mathematices. To
this end the following areas have been explored:

l. The purposesof supervisory evaluation of in-
struction.

2. The techniques of evaluation used by persons en-
gaged in evaluation programs.

3. The linitations of these techniques.

4. The application of these techniques to the evaluation

of instruction in secondary mathematics.

Background of the Study
During the lasgst few decades the public schools of the
United States have undergone a tremendous growth. Quite
obviously the increasing population of the country has been
g factor in this growth of the schools. But, as the American
public schools have developed, the idea of =zn education for

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

1



- development of this idea has resulted in an increased per-
centage of the population attending the public schools.

As 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 pupile with grestly differing obilities, needs, =nd pur-—
poges. This problem has specisl meaning for the mathematics
supervisor, because, in addition to the problem of providing
appropriate ftraining in nmathematics for these several groups
of students, which is enough in itself, he is faced with an
ever increasing shortage of properly trained mathemctics
teachers with whom to work. Conseguently many mathematics
classrooms are staffed with substandard teachers.

The problems of the mathematics supervisor do not stop
here though. DBecause of today's increasingly technological
society, mathematics is coming to play an incressingly 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. HMore recently mathematical methods have been
applied to industrial planning, mediecine, biochemistry, bio-
physics, and sociology--even philosophy and iinguiatics.

The number and variety of mathematical disciplines have
greatly increased in the last sixty years. Also mathematicians

are creating new branches of pure mathemstics. These new fields
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of applied and pure mathematics have burst the exiasting com-
partments that house arithmetic, algebra, and geometry. The§
by their very nature have made the elassicai treatment of
gecondary 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 fsf7the mathematics supervisor is cut out. He
must provide the leadership through which mathematics teachers
can neet 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 evaluastion

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 thelr teaching effectiveness, they soon become
awere of the need for some dependable evaluation of their pres-
ent gffectiveness as & basis for planning for improvement.
Fumerous writers in the fields of supervision and evaluation
have offered these teachers their opiniong on improving
teaching effectiveness. Some have conducted experimental
studies concerned with evaluation of teaching effectivencss.

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



have been made considering evaluation of instruction with
particular reference to secondary mathematiecs. Since the
evaluation of teaching effectiveness in secondary mathematics
is as desirable as the evaluation of teaching effectiveness

in any field, it appears that a study of supervisory evaluation
of instruction with particular reference to secondary mathe-
matice is warranted. This area is listed in the 1950 edition

of the Encyclopedis of Educational Research as one in which

additional research and study is needed.

Method and Scope
This study wss conducted on the campus of North Texas
State College, Denton, Texas, during the summer sessions of
1957 and 1958. The research was confined to tha<publicatians
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 profeassional journals.

Procedure for the Study
The tasks encountered in conducting this study were:
1. Defining specifically evaluation of inastruction.
2, Deliniting the investigation.
3. Obtaining a working bibliography from which to

conduct the resesrche.



4. Determining the purpose of supervisory sveluation
of imngstruction as 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.

Ts Determining the limitations of these techniques.

8., Drawing conclusions and meking recommendations for
the application of these techniques to supervisory evaluation

of instruction in secondary mathematics.



CHAPTER II
SUPERVISORY EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION

Definition

The modern concept of evaluation involves much more
than traditional rating, testing, or measuring alone.
According to Remmers and Gage, “"Evaluation includes meas-
urement along with values or purposes®" (12, p. 1). Beecher
(5), Burton (6), McNerney (7), and Ostrander (8) describe it
as determination of status plus concern with planning for
growth and improvemenit. More specifically, Wiles (16, p. 292)
defines the process of evaluation as:

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. Pormulating a statement of educational objectives.

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

havior.



3+ Selecting and trying promising methods for ob-
taining evidence regarding each type.

4, Selecting on the basis of this preliminsry trial,
the more promising appraisal methods for further development
snd improvement.

5 Devising mesns of interpreting and using the results
of the various instruments of evaluation.

Hemmers snd Gege (12, pp. 50~51) describe evaluation as:

1. GStating the purpose snd content of the evaluation.

2., Constructing or selecting an evaluating device.

%. Administering the evaluating device.

4., Interpreting the data yielded by the evaluating
device.

5. Bvaluating the evaluating device.

Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (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 learting-teaching situstion
under consideration.

2. The eollection of reliable data relative to teacher
end pupil sctivities.

3. The evaluation of the data collected.



Purpose

According to Tiegas, "Most devices for the evaluation
of teaching and teachers have been used as a basis for the
selection, promotion, demotion, or dismisssl of teachers,
and for the modification of salaries"(14, p. 315). 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:

l. The improvement of the teaching act.

2. The improvement of teachers in service.

3. The selection and organization of subject matter.

4. Testing and measurement.

5. The rating of teachers.

The next year Dunn focused more attention on the
developing concept of supervision by stating that "in-
structional supervision . . . has the larger purpose of
improving the gquality of instruction « . « «" (3, p. 5).

The present day concept of the role of supervision is ex-
pregsed by Wiles as "essistance ir 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 evsluation. McNerney says,"Supervision is

the procedure of giving direction to and providing for critical



evaluations of the instructional process"(7, p. 1) In
agreement, Alberty and Thayer (3) point out that super-
visory evaluation of instruction justifies itself or fails
to the extent that improvement is realiged. Thus the pur-
pose of supervisory evaluation of inst{ruection develops asg
"the diagnosis of teaching difficulties and the improvement
of teaching snd learning" (14, p. 315). More briefly stated
the purpose of supervisory evaluation of instruction is the
improvement of instruetion.

The above is not to be interpreted ss implying that the
uses of instructional evaluation mentioned in the opening
paragraph of this section cannot be justified, or that they
do not bear on instructional improvement. But, according
to Reavis and Cooper (1ll) and others (1, 6, 16), since the
role of the modern supervisor should be that of a co-worker
with and helper of teachers, such administrative use of their
evaluations could interfere with and even nullify the super-
vigor's usefulness end effectiveness. For this reason Reavis
and Cooper (11, »n. 93) maintzin that the supervisor should be
excused from evsluations that will be used for administrative
ﬁurpoaee.

McNerney (7, p. 123) says that in his opinion pro-
fessional teachers will welcome the modern concept 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 eifort of all who
are concerned in it. Also Beecher (5, p. 273) says that
adequate evidence must be available; and therefore, the
appraisal should be continuous rather than periocdic. Pat~-
terson (9) and Ostrander (8) concur.

Tyler (12, pp. 268-271) says that this kind of evale
uation is a powerful tool for bringing about improvement of
instruction and points out that it can contribute to im~
provement by:

1. Providing a means for gaining objectivity and co-
operation in working with teachers on the improvement of
ingtructional acts.

2. Requiring that objectives be formulated and clearly
defined.

3. Providing = mesns for the identification and the
analysis of learning difficulties of individuals and of the
Eroup.

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. PFixing the attention of the learner on immediate

goals rather than on his own specific activities.
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Beecher points out that:

Bvaluation of the effectiveness of teaching

is a basiec, if not the most important function of

the supervisor. ZEffective carrying out of other

functions of supervision will depend to a large

extent upon evaluative disgnosis of current

practice (5, p. 270).

Criteria

Aceording 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-
giveness. Nevertheless, following a study of ecriteriaz for
the eveluation of instruction, Anderson (2, p. 41) says that
the multitude of attempts that have been msde 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), Ryans (13), and McNerney
(7))« About this McNerney 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 demccratic way of Fife is
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founded. Consequently any consideration of the

evaluation of method must include in its scope

the evaluation of the student's 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.
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CHAPTER III

EVALUATION OF TEACHER ACTIVITIES

Methods and techniques for the evaluation of teaching
have been given various names and have been clasgsified in
various ways by different writers. When these names and
classifications are carefully examined, however, they secem

to fall logically into three general groups. These groups

ares

l. Technigues employing rating instruments,

2, Techniques employing other records and recording
devices.

3. Technigues employing classroom visitation and
observation without rating.

In this chapter each of these techniques is discussed.

Techniques Bmploying Rating Instruments
Aecording to Xunudsen (%9, p. 206) and Reavis and Cooper
(50, pe 2) rating is defined as a means of evaluating teaching
through the use of a printed form designed to gulide the user
in the formation of a judgment. The resulis of a study by
King (%8) indicate the practice of rating was widespread in
1925. A survey conducted in 1944 by Reavis and Cooper (50,

ppe 17=18) sought to determine the evaluation practices in

15
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104 city sahaeltsystema. 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 Hale
verson (3, p. 496) report thet the use of rating scales

and check liste has declined. Nevertheless, éé&na (53,

ps 693) says that some form of rating has been and still is
the most common form of teacher evaluation for both ad-

ministrative and supervisory vurposes.

Rating Instruments Classified According o 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 follows:

1. Descriptive reports,

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

(17, p» 1T).
3+ A type in which "teachers for a building are listed

usually in order of general excellence® (17, p. 17)'
4., A type "in which definite numerical vslues are

given to the various qualities® (17, p. 18).
Boyce's second method is called & guided comment rsport
by Reavis and Cooper (50, p. 78), who designate the third

method as a ranking report and the fourth as a check scale.
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Knudsen (%0, p. 211) in deseribving rating scales notes that
gsome use a number to indicate performance while others use
phrases, but make ne distinction between the twé, This
sltuation, however, is made the basis of further classification
by McNerney (42, p. 121) and Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (11),
who designate instruments that atfenpt to fix a score or give
8 numerical value as rating scales and those which do not as
check lists. Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (11) make still a
further breaskdown 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 Han-to-nasn comparison scales.

6. Conduect or verformance scales.

On the rollowing pages descriptions and examples of each

of these scales are given, since 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 called are according to Alberty and Thayer (2, 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 gqualities
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, 2%, 39, 42). Beecher's
Teaching Evaluation Record (15) is one of the most recent

geales 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 for use in
the scale must be known to characterize good teaching.
Second, there is the problem of the deseription 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
teacherts total score correlates with his observed
succens as a teacher. This latter condition is not
frequently attained (11, p. 361).



THE TEACHING EVALUATION RECORD

1.

The teacher is fair and impartial.
The teacher’s behavior is consistently unbiased.

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.

Pupils are happy and cheerful at work and play.

The teacher creates a happy situation so that pupils express a liking
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.

Pupils are met in a friendly and sympathetic manner.

Teacher is friendly in manner and tone of voice to all pupils; con-
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 'disp]ay 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.

Contributions and efforts of individual pupils are given recognition,
Teacher shows respect for pupil opinion and suggestions.

Sample Evidences

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

19
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Fig. 1--Excerpt from The Teaching Evaluation Record
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Graphic scales.--The graphic scale is gquite similar to

a point scale or score card. The diiference iz that the
degree of control exercised over each item is portrayed

graphically (11, p. 363). The Almy-Soremson Rating 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, petience, courteousness,
love for children, progressiveness, poise, kindness, origi-
nality, good humor, helpiulness, promptness, =nd foresight.
Figure 2 is an excerpt from that scale. According to Almy
and Sorenson, the graphic aspects of such scales are ine-
teresting and worth while, but they in no manner lessen the
necessity for cerefully choosing, defining, and weighing the
agpects of teachers and teaching considered in such in-

struments of measurement (5).

Disgnostic sczles.--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 Iatham Description and
Analysis of Student Teacher Performance" (40) is & very

recent example of the diagnostic scale, It has been developed



1. Resourcefulness—Means for meeting situations and overcoming them.

Basis for Judgment

|
Detinite Geuesal Inadequate

'

10 9 ] 17 6 s 4 3 2 1.0
[ | ‘ . S [ :
Skillfully Usually equal Successful Rather mechan- * Unable to cope
meets every to every in most ical.  Often with difficulties.
difficulty. difficulty. situationa. overcome, Easily " floored.”
2. Enthusiasm—Lively manifestation of zeal and earnestness.
10 9 R 7 [ 5 4‘— o } Y ] 1 0
[ \ | ]l ‘% | \ |
* Shiows lively *‘Sclf starter.”  Is moderately  Quite dead and Dead.
interest. Usuully zcalous. indifferent. Inanimate.
interested.

3. Leadership—Capacity or ability to instil into action.

!

[ ;
Definite General Inadequute

10 9 ] 7 L 67___*' N 4 3 2 1 ]
| l | | ‘ i I
hildren manifest Very seldora docs ’ Ordinarily Incflective in Cluldren not
whole-hearted teacher finl to cl.ildren are conducting respunsive,
response. activate children,  responsive, children. Ignore teacher.

4. Cooperation—Collective and concurrent effort or labor.

]
Definite General Inadequate

10 9 8 1 6 s 4 3 2 1 o
L’ [ | | f 1 | ! i i !
orks splendidly  Works well Usually “Solo worker.”” Completely individ-  Definite General Inadequate
with others for with others. cooperative, Reluctant 1n ualistic. Neither
common objective, common endeavor. gives nor takes.
5. Trustworthiness—Worthy of confidence—Can be depended upon.
10 9 s 7 6 s ‘ 3 2 0
| | | | | | | I [ H
Always de- Very seldom Generally Uncertain. Uureliable. Definite Genersl Inadequate
pendable. Does fuile to do work to be Spasmodic. Can't accept
work 1007 . properly. trusted trust or duty.
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Pig. 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., The student teacher as & member of the profession.
Under each major heading aetivities 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) deseribe a quallty scale as one in which the different
degrees of teaching merit are arranged at equal intervals
according to a system of scale values from zero merit to per-
fection. On such a scale each of the different degrees 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 exesmples 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 utiliging his method,
Barr, Burton, and Brueclkmer feel this is an important point
because "one of the many sources of confusion has to do with

the failure of many evaluators to differentiate between the



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 follow up.

[J 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.

[J 5. Utilizes only text book materials in preparation of ma-
terial.

Comments:

(b)

[J 1. Always presents materials in lecture or ‘reporting” man-

ner.

O 2. Rarely deviates from textbook presentation of materials.

[] 3. Sometimes utillizes unique and interesting presentation
techniques but more likely to be lecture or recitation.

{1 4. Often utilizes unique and interesting presentation of
methods. Tries new ideas frequently.

[ 5. Consistently uses methods appropriate for the purposes
of the class.

Comments:

(e)

[J 1. Permits discussion by selected pupils or by representa-
tives of specific levels of ability.

{7} 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.

[J 5. Makes no provision for discussion of subject and related
areas; simply relates or has pupils recite material.

Comments:

(d)
[0 1. Consistently utilizes community resources in presenta-
tion of materials and in problem solving.
i [ 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.
[7] 4. Utilizes library resources in conjunction with text books
in presentation and problem solving.
[J 5. Confines presentation of materials and problem solving
to text books.
t
Comments:

!

; ‘ ﬂ‘ig 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, pe 367)s Pigure 4 is an excerpt from one of Brueckner's
scales (the compulsion type) for evaluating the teaching of
geography in grades five and six.
This 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
terme of logical arrangement, usually of text-
book srrangement. It is presented either orally
or by text, with or without some explanation by
the teacher. Tupils are expected to study same
and learn 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. HNuch dependence
is placed on repetition, review, anddrill. There
is complete teacher domination and control, and
almost perfect attention because of rigid die-
cipline maintained by teacher by force. Results
in terms of knowledge are emphasiged. 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 utilized by industry
and the military service in 1917; and asccording to Alberty
and Thayer (2), the first man-to-man comparison scale for
teacher evaluation was worked out by Rugg in 1920. The
gualities 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. 3%67) and
Alberty and Thayer (2, p. 145-146) state that it differs
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Teacher A Scale 1 u .

The teacher was a rigid disciplinarian. Every child was compelled w0 keep
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 the
lessons assigned were generally sufficiently long to require it. and the com-
pelling force back of the command nfde by the teacher to know these im-
portant facts served to makc evervone sit up and concentrate on what he was
doing. On the other hand, if the matcrial was difficult, the lessons assigned were
short, so that it was possible to learn them.

Papers were marked with care, every ¢ not dotted and every ¢ 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’ anvthing he did not understand, but the question
had to be asked during the study period, not during the recitation.

The teacher was absolutely fair and impartial, knew every pupil’'s weakness
and success, held herself up 1o the standards set for the class. Deliberate mis
hehavior was sure to receive swift and vigorous corporal punishment; {axlure
10 learn meant additional drill.

There was much well-organized drill and review. Class questioning was vig-
orous and snappy and cnjoyed 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.s‘

The teacher has assigned the subject-matier 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.

The 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. The drill and review work were enjoyed by most of the pupils,

and although quite well orgunised, 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 themn were dismissed trom 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 proccedcd
with snap and precision.

Teacher E Scale Value 9.&.

“For the next assignment take pages 118-119. and be ready to answer questions
10 to 20, 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 {rom their neighbors. No connection was made
between the previous lesson and the new assignment,

The 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 getting back on the track. All questions were stressed alike in spite

Fig. 4~--Excerpt from Scale for the Rating
of Teaching Skill Type I
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of the tact that she had asked the pupils 10 pay patticnlar attennon (o certain
detinite ones. No reference was made 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 lcaning on the desk, but no attention was
given to incorrect sitting posture of the other children.

At least three-fourths of the dass were auentive during the whole period
and these learned some answers to most of the questions in the lesson. There
was a strong bond of sympathy beiween 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 7.1

The teacher, after reminding her 6A geography class that this was their last
lesson in the study of France said, “Complete vesterday's lesson, and hegin with
paragraph Nc. 1 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 today slouched in their seats
and made no attempt to follow the work. The teacher was constantly nagging
at the pupils who failed (o 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 carelessncSs she blamed the children for
things which they did not do. The drill was very ineffective because it met the
needs of so few of the pupils.

The results of the work were general ideas about France and a large mass of
vague and often inaccurate information,.

Teacher I Scale Value s.0

The class had one more day to complete the study of France.

“Get out your books and hegin where we left off.” Sceveral pupils who did not
seem to know where the point was wasted most of the study period thumbing
through their texts. because they were afraid to disclose this fact 1o the teacher
and dared not ask a neighbor.

During the recitation that foliowed, the textbook map-question list turnished
the line of least resistance for the weacher, She attempted to ask the questions
in their logical order. Frequently she lost her pliace or asked the samne question
twice, because it was olten necessary to stop the lesson to chedh disorder in the
class, which occurred when she was off her guard. Then, w 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 the map on the wall reterred o by cither 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 why failed to answer any questions were given no help, and
her only comment was, “It’s your own lault; you should never have been pro-
moted to this grade anyway.”

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

Fig. 4--Continued
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from the score card in that the Judgments 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 be average,
inferior, superior, etc.

In general, merit ratings of the teachers'

ability are arrived at by comparing the teacher

t0o be rated with the ratert's personal standards

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-

ninistering such a scale because of the personal

element and in the lack of commonly accepted

standards (11, p. 367).

Pigure 5 is an example of a man-to-man comparison
scale., As 1s characteristic of such scales, the number of
qualities considered is small., In this example the following
ten qualities are considered: wvitality, general personality,
dynamic personality, growth and progressiveness, team work,
attitude toward children, preparation, skill in control and
menagement, skill in teaching (techniques), and skill in

teaching (results)(9, p. 352).

Conduct or periormance 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 periormance (11). At this point only
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the former type i discussed. Sister Higgins' Analysis

Chart for Bvaluating Some Observable Factors in the

Teaching~Learning Act (35) is an example of a scale for

rating teacher periormance.

According to Barr, Burton, and Brueckner this scale

is an attempt:

o « o« 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 ere 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, pe 371).

Figure 6 is a reproduction of the Apnalysis Chart for

Bvaluating Some Qbservable Factors in the Teaching-learning

Act (35).

Check Lists

According to Barr, Burton, and Brueckner (11, pe. 343)
check lists are ususlly 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.
Mclerney (42) says that as in the case of rating scales,
check lists can be either general or specific in nature.
That is, the traits, qualities, or activities that are
to be appraised may have reference %o teaching in

general or to the teaching of some particular subject.
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Question check lists.—-~Frangen's Imnprovement Sheets

for the Teaching of High School Subjects (27) are examples

of question check lists. An excerpt from his "Improvement
Sheet {for First Year Algebra®" is reproduced as Figure 7«

The "Improvement Sheet for Pirst Year Algebra" is
divided into four sections:

1. General aims in the teaching of mathematics.

2. Specific alms in the teaching of slgebra.

3. Pupil activity.

4. Teacher activity.
A bibliography for each section is provided at the end of
the 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 evaluation 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 activiiy check lists for recording
facts about classes in junior high school social studies is

reproduced in PFigure 8.



Yes

C. In solving the problems, do the pupils:
*¥]., Let the unknown term equal the number of items to be
found ?

32

No

2. Keep the equal signs in vertical order?

*3, Secure all possible results to the problem?
4, Indicate by the abbreviation “Ans.” the answer or set
of answers ? -

*5, Check all answers with original equations or equation?

*6, Discuss all results obtained?

*¥7. Use paper of uniform size for problem solving?

*8, Make neat arrangement of all written work?

D. In the treatment of exercises do pupils:
1. Arrange literal terms in alphabetical order?

2. Arrange exponents in ascending-descending order?

IV. Teacher Activity

A. In presenting the new assignment does the teacher:
*], Show the connection between the present lesson and

those that have preceded?
*2, Encourage the discussion of the problem and its solution?

*3, Lead the class discussion of new terms, words, and
symbols ?

*4, Explain new terms and symbols in terms of arithmetic
knowledge ?

*5, Place the solution upon the blackboard as the pupils
direct?

*6, Make demonstxations a working-model for the pupils?

*7. Encourage class selection and dictation of demonstration
problems?

8. Permit further pupil demonstration with class assistance?

*9, Consider class suggestions in the selection of home-work?

*10. Secure class judgment relative to the number of problems
for solution?

*11, Provide suitable problems for retarded pupils ?
*12. Provide extra work for the accelerated pupils?

B. In taking up the day’s assignment does the teacher:

1. Encourage pupil cooperation in problem solving?
*2, Have pupils work problems with him rather than for him?

3. Encourage free discussion of each problem explained?
4., Review forgotten fundamentals of arithmetic?

*5, Give “chalk-talks” to members of the class ?

*6, Introduce short-cuts wherever possible?

*7, Encourage pupils to challenge the usefulness of problems?

*8, Divide the class into competitive groups for drill pur-
poses?

9. Encourage pupils to help each other in finding mistakes ?
10. Formulate simple problems to help overcome difficulties?

C. In securing algebraic motivation does the teacher:
1. Put homework on a voluntary basis?

*2, Have pupils graph their own progress in problem solving?

Fig. 7--Excerpt from "Improvement Sheet
for First Year Algebra"
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A Strvey oF InsikveiioNar PRACTICES AND MATERIALS USED IN OOBSERVED
L.FSSONS IN THt SOCIAL STUDIES IN GRADES (. 7 AND R 26

1
School .0 .0 City . . ... ... ... Grade Observed ... ... ... ..
Years of Experience of Teacher ... ... .. Number of Pupils in Class ... ...

Teacher's Tranung. Normal or T. C., 1, 2, 8. 4. College or University 1, 2. 3. 4. 5.
Divections: Observer please chedk items below as seen in one social-studies les-
son in grades 6, 7. 8. Space is provided for addition of items that seem vital.
I Objectives (Chedk one most apparent)
t. 1o dercrmine how completely pupils have mastered facts in text
2. Lo dovelop effective habits and methods of study

3 o descelop understinding of current sodal order
4. Finding and using facts lor development of topic in unit
5. To develop interest ol pupils in sodial studs through  activities

~ planoed and executed by pupils under teacher gudance
6. Others such as

1L Insuuctonal procedures used (Chedk all those occurming)
1 Discussion by teacher such as overview, preview, et
...... 2. Eatensive questioning by teacher
...... 4. Pupihs volunteer personal expericnces related o topic
...... 4. Teacher ilustrates topic by relerence to personal expericnce
...... 5. Apphcation ot general prindples to local study situation (Constant
Change, cte)
...... 6. Dramatization ol materials staedied
covo 70 Class debate under formally adopted rules
8. Discussion of cnrent events
...... 9. Reports given on assigned topics studied mdependenthy
S100 Visual stimul presented
S Lsting actvities involving micchanical devices (Rado, Tnstruments
Cle)
iz Consttuction of models mountings, other jtonns

Pig. 8--Excerpt from A Survey of Instructional Practices
and Materials Use% Observed lessons in
the Social studies in Grades 6, [, and 8

151
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Check liets such as these are meant simply
to supply a convenient mesng 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 guantitative. In activity check
lists such as those described above, evaluation
is treated, as it should be, as a separate
operation zll, e 348).

Qther Rating Instruments

There are four other rating instruments that are,
according to Boyce (17) and Reavis and Cooper (50), used

in evaluating teachers.

Guided~comment revorts.~-A guided-comment report asks

the rater to write out his comments on a number of leading
questions or suggestive topics. According to Heavis and
Cooper (50, pe 18) the guided-comment rating is frequently
used in connection with point scales, graphic scales, and

diasgnostic 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 sometigea these reports require the rater to
Justify his mark ﬁy explanatory statements, but generally

no additional statements are desired. They say further that
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the charascterization report may &lso be used in connection

with point scales, graphic scales, and disgnostic scules.

Degcriptive reports.--On & 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,

s 19)‘

Renking reports.--A ranking report is one on which the

rvater liste the teachers of a school or department in order
of excellence, placing the best teacher at the top of the
1ist 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 characterigzation

report and the descriptive reporte.

Criticisms of Rating Instruments

According to Reavis and Cooper (50, pe. 80), teacher
evaluation is a form of testing; and as such, it should be
expected to meet standards of validity, reliability, and
objectivity which testing specialists have established.
Alberty and Thayer (2, p. 142) note that the motive for in-
troducing teacher rating schemes is to substitute for the
0ld 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 secouracy in
results. Huch coriticism of wating has been in these areas,

In discussing rating, Burton (23, ». 350) voints out
that ratings may differ with individuals and that ratings by
the same individual made zt different times may aleo differ.
He attributes this to:

1. lLack of definite mezning attached to some of the
elements of the scale.

2. DHfficulty of objectifying grades.

%+ Human differencee in jJjudgment.

4. DBrrors in the {ormulation and application of
the soales.

According to Burton (2%) these criticisms are not
logical ressons foy the abolition of rating but rather
reasons ior greater attention to the formulation and ap~
plication of the scales. Scales worked out co-operatively
and discussed freely and frankly will be i{ree {rom many of
thece defects. dJohnson (37, pe 44) reporis that observation
with the nid of a rating device or check ligst appears to be
& valuable tool for the estimation of teachinp effectiveneas,

heavis and Cooper (50, pe 83 hold that the wvalidity
and relianbility or reting instruments depends on the nature
of the abilities which it is designed to neassure. They

suwmarize their {indings by seying:
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Rating forms, since they fail to control
the wide variations which exist in evalustors'
personal judgments, cannot be used as valid
and reliable measures of either general or
specific teaching ability. On the other hand,
any form of rating reveals the rater's approval
or disapproval of the teacher and is therefore
a valid measure of the evaluator's personal
reactions to the teacher (50, pp. 88-89).

Barr (10, pe« 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 Reavis and Cooper.

While 168 distinct elements are 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 ten itims.

If 168 elements of a teacher's personality

and work must be evaluated in order to obtain

a complete picture of the teacher, it is

evident that no scale contains a sufficient

nunber of items. On the other hand, if fewer

than 168 elements are involved in teaching

success, many of the scales contain irrevalent

mater%al which tends to invalidate them (50,
e 83.

Often times rating instruments are justified on the
ground that it is sufficient to select a sample 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) nole exceptions which they consider render
this concept ugeless.
sometines 2 single defect is 30 serious that

it outwelighs any scoumulation of good qualities

in other respeeis. An adequate evsluation

technique must provide for the identification

of such isolated but crucial defects. A sesle

which depends on 8 sample of abilities cannot

do this (50, pe 63).

Along this same line, HRuutmen (49) cautions that eny
evaluation based on samplings will be velid only to the
extent that the individuaml samplings upon which it is based
are ropresentetive of the total situsntion.

Geavis and Coover (50, pp. 83-34) note the ambiguity
of many items appearing on rating devices, the irequent
combinationa of unrelated terms, snd the fzilure in many
cases to provide definltions Ior items. They point out
that {theuse serve still iurther to throw doubt osn the
valldity of the devices.

Gince the elements o: teaching ouccess on meny rating
devicen renresent entirely the viowe of one individusl or
those of & smell group of persons, Reavis and Cooper (50,
Pe 84) hold that they can be expected to be valid only to
the extent of the competence of the individuals who make
the ingtruments. This could be remedisd by determining
the characterlistics of genersl teachlng ability from a

wider zelection of Judgesi however, attempis 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, Reavis and
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 persons obtain
entirely different results in aynplying the s=mme scale to the
same teachers.

In that study sixty supervisors were asked to rate a
teacher on the quality of two demonstration lessons. The
instrument used contained twelve iéms and a summary item
to be scored on a ten-point scale. Since ratings were made
for each lesson, twenty-six scores were made for the tesacher
by each supervisor,

In fourteen of the twenty-six ratings these
supervisors spread their ratings over the entire

ten point scale; in eleven instaences 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

wasg superior, and twenty-one supervisors said

that it wee 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

exhibiteds in another group a superintendent of
schools made the remark that he wished he might
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employ this tcacher for the coming school year . « « «

If these supervisors had closed their eyes, stopped

up thelr ears, and then had rated these recitations

at random upon the twelve items which composed the
reeitation score card used in this demonstration,
their ratings wouid have been only five per cent
poorer than they were when rated according to con~

ventional standards of classroom supervision (8,

pp» 6-10). :

Broom and Ault (18), Hardesty (3%), Nanninga (44),
and Sheils (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
tend to emphagize the qualities and behaviors the scale
producers have selectecd as the atitributes of good teaching,
but they are further affected by the raters own personal
ideas as to the behaviors and qualicies that are essential
to teaching success.

Some invectigators have been hopeful that training of
the raters might produce better results. According to
Ryans, {53, pe 693) observers can, with training snd ex~
perience, recognize and analyze their prejudices and biases
and can elinminate to a large extent the influence of such

factors on their interpretation of teaching periormance.
Van Uenburg (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" (55, p. 507). In this experiment the raters
had received training in the use of the score card before
the experiment was undertaken. Also, Sister Higgins (35)
succeeded, by means of a training program, in reducing
the variability of rating by seventy supervisors. Never-
theless, according to Reavis and Cooper:
Training cannot be considered a methed of

inereasing validity of rating devices. It is

only a demonstration that a group of evaluators

can acquire the same blases and prejudices.

There 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
achlevement in reading and obtained a correlation of .13%5.
Barr, Torgerson, Johnson, ILyon, and Walvoord (13) ob-
tained correlations ranging from £ .36 to - .15, none
statistically significant, between ratings for sixty-sixz
teachers on seven scales and gain in pupil achievement.
Reavis and Cooper (50, p. 87) point to these as atill
further evidence that rating instruments are lacking in
validity. However, Barr in summsrigzing a later study aays

that "where several criteria are employed 10 measure success

in a8 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 Reavis and Cooper (50, p. 88) the criticioms
apply with equal justice to all types of ratings, even
though to each type belong certain minor advantages and
disadvantages.

Por exanmple Monroe and Clark say:

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 conditione 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 (45, p. 11).

According to Reavis and Cooper:

A summary review of the various forms of rating
discloses no form which can be used as the sole
measure of teaching success. Neither does it dis-
close any form that measures more than the rater's
personal opinion of the teacher. 4s measures of
the prestige of the teacher with other persons,
rating devices may be used advantageously (50,

P 93.

Rating by Supervisors

Traditionally, according to Reavis and Cooper (50,

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

The use of teacher rating by supervisors has received
much criticism. Not only has rating been ceriticized from
the standpoint of the reliability, validity, and objectivity
0f the rating instruments themselves, but it has been criti-
cized in theory and practice as a result of the modern con-
cepts of evaluation and supervision which characterize the
supervisor as the helper and co-worker of the teacher.

Wiles (61, ps 293) says rating is 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 introductimg into the rating process
co-operation between the supervisor and the teacher. Ac-
cording to Grotke (32) there is & direct relationship

between the divergency in the points of view held by a



44

supervisor and a teacher as to what constitutes good
teaching and the raiing that teacher will receive from
the supervisor.

According to Alexander and Halverson (%), Burton (23),
Reavis and Cooper (50), and Wiles (61), rating may Xkeep
the sapervisor.from nelping the teacher with his problems
because to admit weakness or a problem might decrease the
possibility of a good rafing. 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. 23%5).

Rating is also criticized because it is said that
teachers do not like it. A study involving sixty New York
city schools and schools in twelve other cities reported by
Reavis and Cooper (50, 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 Gans (28) who says that teacher rating scales dis~
gquiet or intimidate teachers and no longer befit an in=-
formed profession. Beecher (14), Burton (23), 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 obiained according to Spears (57) if
rating systems are developed co-operatively. Beecher (14,
ps 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 (14, 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 (42) and Burton (23) coneur. Spears (57, 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.

Rating by Pupils
"0f 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



46

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 be investigated by research workers,
and it has been the topic receiving the greatest attention
in recent years, say Reavis and Cooper (50, p. 94). Ryans
(53, P. 694) points out that since the teachers' 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, pe 356) reports that while
the responses do not provide "yes" or "no" answers to the
question of whether the pupils are learning a certain subject,
they can give a definite impression that the subject is or 1is
not being learned. Albert conducted a study involving 1588
pupil ratings of seventy-~eight high school teachers and
reports the following conclusions:
1. Pupil ratings of teachers are reliable, valig,
practical, and inexpensive.
2. Teachers can be benefited by pupil rating.
3. Pupils are sufficiently consistent in the
rating of teachers for the results to be
meaningful (1, p« 274).
Bryean (20) and Max (41) also report of profit gained
from pupil ratingsa.

Even though there appesars to be wide agreement as to the

worth of pupil evaluation of teachers, 1t is not without
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criticism. According to Reavis 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 a2 teacher's prestige with pupils is not a measure of
the 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
geek pupil favor in unprofessional ways that raiseas the
objection. However, ueavis and Cooper maintein tnat this
is not a real danger because:

Pavoritism to certain pupils would no doubt,
be reflected in critical ratings from the less
favored pupils. Hence any tendency 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 qulck to perceive and criticize these
aubterfuges (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 Yntema have written:

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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ghould be labeled "poor and ineffective." In the

same manner, when ratings reveal that most students

reacted unfavorably to the teacher's personality

and procedures during & given term he may be

?ustifiad in concluding that changes are needed

50, Ds 8)e

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 Remmers (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, Remmers, and
Schmalzried (59) found, however, that pupils' scholastic
standings to not affect their ratings. They computed the
gorrelations between puplls' ratings of teachers and the
pupils' scholastic standings, and the results are as follows:

The resultant coefficients « + » ranged from

- 2214 to +402. The median of 80 coefficients

(one for each of two ratings of 40 practice

teachers) was .05, & 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

gtudents in the lower half of the class scho~
1astically (59’ Pe 191)1
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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 Reavis and Cooper (50, p. 95), there is
the possibility that pupil ratings may become routinized
t0 the »noint where puplls approach them with frivolous
attitudes and to the roint 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 intervals.
Research by Remmers (51) and Ferzuson 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
praéticea and course content. Bryan (20) and Ward, Remmers,
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 puplis making the suggestions.
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One serious drawback 1o the use of pupil ratings in
evaluation programs, according to Reavis and Cooper (50,
ps 96), is that their accuracy depends on the willing co-
operation of the teacher. While pupil ratings can be ob-
talned 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 resulte of the pupil ratings should be con-
gidered as personal property of the teacher involved, be~
cause only when the teacher's dignity and personal worth
are falrly secure is he likely to give his full co=-
operation and examine c¢riticism at its face value.

In the opinion of Reavis and Cooper:

When teachers understand the place of pupil
rating in an evaluation program and appreciste

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 pert of . . .« evaluation (50, p. 97).

Rating by Associates

Ryans (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:
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Certainly there is little reason for expecting
teachers to rate one another on teaching ability,
classroom management, or similaxr items. Teachers
cannot observe one 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 be situations in which associate teacher
ratings would be useful (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)., For this
reason they, together with Gray (30) and Wiles (61), con=-
glder self-evaluation as the basis for all improvement.
Wiles explains it as follows: .

Participation in the evaluation develops
more mature and responsible teachers. When &
supervisor makes a judgment about teaching, the
responsibility for improving instruection 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 (30, p. 57) points out that self-rating is good
evaluation because:

1. It leads to a careful esnalysis of strong and weak
points.

2, It requires resourcefulness usually leading to
rapid growth.

%. It establishes a m%ana of effective co-operation
between the supervisor and ‘eacher.

4. It leads to a continuous critical study of the
problems of teaching frequa%tly omitted.

Ruediger says:

There is only one place where a general rating
scale 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 & 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 older
teachers who are sensitive to critiecism and supervision.
Burton (23), Knudsen (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 & procedure

for getting more satisfaction out of his job. He maintains,
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that no teacher will want to evaluate his teaching if he
feels that the results can harm himj and therefore, self-
evaluations should never be filed away by someone who might
uge them as 2 basis for salary increases or promotions.

Reavis and Cooper (50, pe 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,
pe 272) the co-operative atmosphere of modern supervision
and evaluation may be 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 lista
used for self-evaluation are of greateast value if they have
been developed with the participation of those persons who
use them, MeNerney (42) concurs in this belief. Alexander
and Halverson (3%, pe. 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 ot supervisor ratings, pupil ratings, and
gelf-ratings involving lifty~-one military instructors 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-criticsl.

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 reporits 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. HNore recently the

snecdotal 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 stepographile reports of cless work has been rublished by

veterson sund Turner (47).

Jigries

The diery record is raother device that has been used
sonevhat extensively Jor gollecting dets sbout the happonings
of & class pericd {11, ns 354). In & diery henpenings of o
elass periocd ave recorded geristim as o kind of running
aseount of evento. The diayy record thus reitaine the
clement of continuity in the data recorded, o Isetor which
i, cecording to Bare, Burion, and Grucckner (11, ps 3551,

frequently iuportunt.

Anecdotel deoords

Acoording to Bsrr, Surton, and Brueckner (11, n. 355),
mueh kea becn written and said sbout onecdotal records in
recent yeurss However, Pregychodzin (48, p. 14) reports thet
their develomment ond wee in the £leld of tescher evaluation
is lasping far behind, =2nd Yatverscomn (46, v. 8} suggoots
that they should be glven considerstion over ao ealled obw
Seotive inctrumentus. 4u in a diavy or any poriial reoord
of the harpeaings observed, there iso always a large smount
of personal judgnent involved in the choiee ol the 1tcus to

be recorded on mn enscdotal record (11, »e 3553, The stelf

5

of the College of Bdueation, Ohio State University, Columbua,
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Ohio, has developed uzn anecdotal record form (45). This
form begins by supplying a plan for gathering facts on
which to base z description of the learning-teaching
gituation. 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 events observed and also supply ruled space for re-
cording anecdotal evidence for three observations under
each of eight major headings:

1. The Materials of Ingtruction.

2. TPurposes,.

3s Methods.

4., Effectiveness.

5. TPupil Problems.

6. Use of Community Resources.

7. Tostering of Democratic Attitudes and Relationships.

8. Unigue Competencies Suggested by the Field of
Specialization.

Barr, Burion, and Brueckner say, "The form is an ad-
mirable attempt to think wmore systematically than is usually
done about the complexities of teaching" (11, p. 355). Budd
(22, ps 87) feels the importance of the anecdotal record as

g statement of behavicr cannot be over enmphasized,



57

Technigues Employing Classroom Visitaetion and
Obgervation Without Rating

According to Wiles (61, ». 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 snd the supervisor. When undertaken in this
manner, it becomes a bvasis 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 securs with him.

When = supervisor does underiske to make classroom
visits, Goodwin (29) says that he should make sure that
hig vigit cannot be termed an interruption by the teacher
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 cless
starts and to stay in the background as much as possible.

¥hile the supervisor is observing the teacher-pupil
interaction, Wiles 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)7

Satlow (54) says that 2 sensible supervisor will

compare a teacher with what that tescher is potentislly

capable of becoming, and not with another teacher. HNeither

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

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

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

He also suggests that the observation period be followed by

sn informal conference.

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

should follow observation. It is here the actual evaluation

takes place. 1In addition he sayse:

The supervisor must not make value judgments
concerning what has gone on. His funetion is to
assist the teacher in analyzing the situation and
in formulating procedures for improving the work
of the eclass « « +» + The supervisor should give
his opinion when it is called for and he should
offer suggestions when the teacher asks for thenm,
but it is not his function to tell the teacher
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what should be done. He is a resource person and
not a director. lie is there to help the teacher

grow in seli-direction and professional maturity,
not to increase the dependence of the tezncher on

someone else's judgment (61, p, 308).

Wiles (6l,p. %08) does not believe that classroom

observation is a technique that should be used alone.

Summary

There is a great vasriety of rating instruments
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. HModern 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 is generally agreed that pupll-ratings offer a
wealth of information if properly obtained. Gome 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,
aprears as a recognized technique for providing a basis for

inmprovement of instruction.
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CHATTER IV
EVATUATION OF TUPIYL CUHANGE

scoordiing to Gpears (25, ve 428) the first low of
eveluation teachers through the sppraisal of pupll progrese
13 to know exectly whot one in trying %o measure. Thie
congept le in sccord with the idesn about the ovrocess of
svaluation discussed in Chapter II. Remners snd Gage
(17, pe 124) stote thet at this point the evaluator should
be eguirped with s set of objectives ststed in %hmxﬂarm of
grouped, unitsry, undersiandsble, nnd observable changes in
punile, toward which instructionsl effort huss sciuslly been
directed, which involve both subject matter and mental procw
essos, ond which have been determined by community and ine
dividusl noeds.

The second law, according to Svears (25, n. 428) ie
thnt one mustd know what he iz trylng o messure to secure
the most vroaising weens of dolng the jobs To sggonnlish
this Zermeys snd Gnpge say the following questions must be
answerad:

| 1. At what objesctive or grour of objectives is
the evalustion device simed?
2. Which of the Ifollowing three¢ gencral tyres

of devices i3 best suited to evulusie the achlevement
of thess objectiven?

67
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a. Devices involving laapusge products,
either verbal or unthemstical.

bs Devices involving the direct ob-
servation of behavior or perfornence.

¢« Devices ipvolving non~lsngus
sroduate. _

3. If o device involving lsngusge ism chosen,
should it be an essay test or & short-~anuwer [obe
jeotively scored] teat¥

4. If n short-cnswer test is ohogen should

it be =n externclly nede, siendsrdized, purchesable
test or o tescher-mande test? ,

5. If u tencher-unde test is chosen, what
%gg&a of guestions should be used and how should
they be apportioned sand composed?

6+ If on externelly-mnde stondardized short-
snswer test is used, how shsll it be chosen from
smong the meny aveilsble?

T« 12 a non-lengusge nroduct oy behavioy
device is used how sholl it be constructedry

8. If an essny teet is used how shall it
be constructed (17, pps 124-125)7

Bince the nurnose of this chapter ia to consider pupil
change us & eriterion for juidging the effectivencas of
teaching snd not to explore the comnlex sren of btest cone
gtruction, to consider the snswers to all of the shove
| guestions would be beyond the socore of this dlscusaion.
Nevertheleas, en understending of the technigue of evaluating
maril choange is necessary t@’a gonpiderstion of pupil change
ge 2 ¢riterion for the evaluation ¢f inetruction. Thereflore,
consideration of the f{irst, second, thirdy fourth, =nd seventh

questions appear to bs within the province of this chaviers
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Techniques for Appraising Pupil Change

The first question in the gquotation above points to
the necessity of knowing specifically at what objectives
of instruction the evaluation device is to be aimed. As
pointed out by Remmers and Gage (17, p. 125) and Schwartz
and Tiedeman (21, p. 141), different objectives require
different evaluation devices. Consequently they say that
the first step in selecting or constructing an evaluation
device afier the objectives have been formulated is to
single out the obhjective or objectives at which the device
is to be aimed. According to Remmers and Gage (17, p. 126)
the devices for evaluating these instruetional objectives
fell into one of three general categories. These categories
are:

1. Devices which involve language, either verbal or
mathematical.

2. Devices which involve non-language products.

%. Devices which involve direct observation of per-

formance.

Technigues Using Devices Involving Language

According to Remmers and Gage (18, p. 54), devices which
involve language are by far the most frequently used type
of device for the evaluation of »upil achievement. They

further say that "obviously, in the majority of cases,
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teachers will find devices involving languasge most sulted
to their instructional objectives" (18, p. 55). Barr,
Burton, and Brueckner (3), Remmers and G.ge (17, 18), Ross
(19), and Schwartz and Tiedeman (21) classify language
devices into two general groups:

l. The essay test.

2. The new-type or objective test.

¥Yrightstone, Justman, =nd Robbins (32, p. 101) 2dd 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.

Essay Tests

An essay test is one in which the pupil's response
is in the form of a complete sentence or a series of sen~-
tences (17, p. 127). Wrightstone, Justman, snd Robbins
(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

gelected aspects of the pupil's mental life,
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Advantages of essay tests.—-Wrightstone, Justman, and

Robbins (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 tests have been found to be
most useful with respect to the following:

1. Objectives which stress the pupil's 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, Objectives 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 ol 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 pupilt's
mental functioning. Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins (32,
ps 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 tests.--According to Wrightstone,

Justman, and Robbins (32, p. 103) the principal limitation
of essay tests is their low reliability. The experiments
of Starch and Elliott (27), Hartogz (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. Reumers 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), Remmers and Gage (17,
pe 129), and Wrightstone, Justman, aznd Robbins (32, p. 104)
is that the ssmpling 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

nlso 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 Tiedeman (21, p. 142) are:

l. 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.

Qﬁjective Tests

According to Remmers and Gage (17, pe. 127) an ob=-
jective test is one in which the response is a single word,
phrase, number, or mark. Ross (19, p. 127) lists the most
common types of objective test items as:

1. Simple recall.

2. Completion.

3. Alternate response (true-false).

4, Multiple choice.

5. Metching.

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 is
quickly given, it is possible {or the pupil to answer more
questions in the same amount of time; 2nd as a result, ob-

jective tests generally afford much better coverage of
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total course content (32, pe 803 21, p. 141). Remmers and
gage (18, p. 57) note that this greater sanpling 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
Robbins (32, p. 80) and Remmers and Gage (18, p. 56) is
very high. Also, according to Wrightstone, Justman, and
Robbins (32, p. 80) and Remmers and Gage (17, p. 134) ob-
jective tests may be very easily scored by any person
equipped with & key. Remmers 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 ior reteaching (32, p.
80). Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins (%2, p. 80) state
that the better sampling and identification of pupil errors
make 1t posaible 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) indicate that returning corrected papers to



75

pupils or haeving them correet thelr own papers prior to a

discussion of errors results in better ultimste achievement.

Limitations of objective tests.-~Wrightstone, Justman,

and iobbins (32, ps 81l) note that in objective tests where
the pupil is called upon to select one of a number of
posgible alternative answers, a series of fortunate gueéses
will markedly increase the pupil's score. Remmers and Gage
(17, pe 130) say 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
Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins (32, p. 81) feel they are
of 1little value in the course of classroom teaching. They
point to a study by Holzinger (10) which shows:
When puplls respond to every item of a test

(the usual classroom practice), it can be shown

that the relative rank of pupils will be the sanme

whether their scores are computed by simply counting

their correct answers or by use of any of the common

gggfimg formulae which correct for guessing {32, p.

Another limitation ol 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 Hobbins (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 recuired
to formulate a few essay questions. Reumers and Gage (17,
pe 134) 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 lerge
number of items which are included on an objective test
generally make it necessary to use some mechanical means
for reproducing enough copies oif the test for class use
(32, ps 81). Remmers and Gage (17, p. 135) and Wright-
stone, Justman, and Robbins (32, p. 81) note that although
most schools now have such mechanical reproducers, some do
not. In this case it is necessary to resort to oral pre~
gentation of the test. According to ¥Wrightstone, Justman,
and Robbins (32, p. 81) several studies (12, 24, 28) have
indicated that oral presentation does not significantly
decrease the validity o¥ reliability of objective tests.
Another limitation of objective tests, according to
%rightetone, Justman, and Robbins (32, p. 82) is in the
area of testing complex processes. Remmers 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, pe 138),

Oral Tests

In the past, teachers relied very heavily on the

oral work of puplls 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. 110). Dven though modern classroom pro-
cedure has markedly reduced the opportunities for testing
and marking the orzl work of pupils, Wrightstone, Justman,
and Robbins (32, p. 111) feel the oral test is still

gignificant.

Values of oral tests.--According to Wrightstone,

Justmen, and Robbins (%2, p. 111), 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 situastion or to
see implications. In this way the oral test has in-
gtructional value. Reumers and Gage (17, p. 498) and
Wrightstone, Justman, znd Robbins (32, p. 11ll) agree
that another advantage to oral tests 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 distinetly set off from the
preceding itenms in the test.

3. QOral comprehension ability is tested
independently of the pupil's reading ability.
Oral comprehension is only slightly if at all
less important than reading comprehension to
the pupil's success as a worker and citizen.
Tests which put a premium on this ability nay
gserve as valuable complements to the usual
stress placed upon reading ability in school
(17, ve 498).

Limitations of orasl tests.--Bemmers and Gage (17,

p. 498) consider the major limitation of the oral test
to be the variable introduced through faulty reading and
speaking of the test administrator. Another limitation
of the oral test lies in the time it takes to administer
it (17, p. 499). According to Wrightstone, Justman, and
Robbins:
Oral exsminations take too much time to

administery like the essay test, they present

the same difficulties of poor sampling and high

subjectivity in markings; comparability of

guestions is diffiecult to obtain (32, p. 111).
Teacher-Made Tests Versus Standardized Tests

If it is decided that an objective test is best suited

to the instructional objectives being evaluated, it nust
be decided whether that test should be a teacher-made form
or a standardized form. According to XKnudsen (13, p. 288),
the term standardized when applied to a test means that

certain careful steps were followed in its construction
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that are not followed as well by teachers in the con~
struction of their own tests. Schwartz and Tiedeman

gay that the term standardized test signifies a meas-
uring instrument with the following six major character-~
istics:

1. The test is designed to measure important
common outcomes of representative courses of study,
avoliding 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 detsil,
usually providing even the exact words to be used
by the examiner and specifying exact time limits.
By adhering to the instructions, teachers in many
schools can administer the test in essentially the
game WaY.

3. Specific directions are provided for
scoring. Usually a scoring key is supplied which
reduces scoring to merely comparing the answers
with the key; little or nothing is left to the
judgment of the scorer. Sometimes carefully
selected samples are provided with which the
child's product is compared.

4. Norms are supplied to aid in inter-
preting the scores. Norms, based on admin-
istration of the test to large numbers of
children, provide a basis for comparing a
child's score with representative scores for
different ages and grades; or with repre-
sentative scores of children of his own age or
grade.

%. Informstion 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's
reliability and validity.

6. A manual of directions is supplied which
explaine 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 availsble research data on
the test (21, pp. 262-263).
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Remmers and Gage suggest that the decision as to the
kind of test best suited to local needs should be influenced
by a comparison of the merits and limitations of standardized
and teacher-made tests in the light of the following consid-
erations:

l. Closeness of fit to instructional ob-

Jectivesn.

2, Refinement of construction.
%, Interpretations posaible with each type

of test.
4. Exgenditures and gains of the teacher
(17g jo 2 139).

Following such a2 comparison of standardized tests and
teacher-made tests, Remmers and Gage summarize as follows:

The chief advantages of standardized tests
are thelr possession of norms and their greater
technical refinement. On the other hand, teacher-
made tests fit the instructionsl 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 standardized tests can
be achieved only through eareful selection of the
tests according to the meaningfulness of their
norms; they sare most useful in the tool subjects,
where the instructionsl objectives vary least from
classroom to classroom and where achievement is to
be viewed strictly as a aptitude for predietion of
future achievements for guldance purposes. Only
where intra-pupil differences in achievement from
subject to subject and from year to year asre to
be gstudied do standard tests ascquire sn insur-
mountable mdvantage over tescher-made tests. For
general comparisons of one pupil with another and
of one classrcom with another, teacher-muade 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 Non-Language Products

Aceording to Remmers and Gage (17, p. 213) and Schwartz
and Tiedeman (21, pe. 156) there remains & large sphere of
educational activity which remains untouched by either ob-
jective tests or essay tests. This is the area in which
the pupil's achievement is expressed by means of a product,
something that is a direct indication of his application
of information, skill and understanding. Remmers 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
conmon 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 1n‘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 licierney
(14).
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Technigues Using Devices Involving Direct

Observation of Performance

According to Remmers and Gage (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 Remmers and Gage (17, pe. 127) as being
useful as a guide in evaluation through observation. Schwartsz
and Tiedeman (31, ppe 190-212) and Wrightstone, Justman, and
Robbins (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, pe 227) suggest that diaries areuseful in this type of
observational evaluation. Again the instruments employed
are essentially the same as the check lists, diaries, and
anecdotal records discussed in Chapter III, The main dif-
ference is, of course, that they are structured for ob-

serving pupils instead of teachers.

Pupil Status and Change as a Criterion
Pollowing a study of teacher evaluation, Anderson (1,

pe 44) reports that teacher evaluation experts are almost



83

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 Remmers and Gage (18,
ps 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 he & criterion in which one
could justifiably put his faith. Ross (19, p. 493) asserts
it to be the only valid approach., Remmers and Gage (18, p.
479) too point to its validity and state that there can be
no argument against the thesis that the teacher who prcduées
desirable changes in his pupils in the most aspects and to
the greatest degree is the bvest 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, pe 44), while agreeing that pupil change
is the only valid criterion of teaching success, points out
that it is not reliable, According to Rysns (20, p. 695},
the factors that affect pupil change are not a¥ all clear,
Remners and Gage (18, pp. 480~-481) give ten factors other
than the teacher which they contend affect pupil éhange.
They are:

1. General mental ability of the pupils.

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

4. The pupil's socioceconomic background and en-

vironment.

5« Pupil motivation.

6. The instructional materials which the teacher can
use.

7. The amount and 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 il of a pupil's teachers and instruction in all
areas hzve 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, Remmers and Gage (18, p. 48l) 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 sll the change producing agencies that
affect them.

The evaluation of teaching through the measurement of

pupil change is slso criticized according to Anderson (1),



85

Egner (7), HMcNerney (14), Routman (16), and Wrightstone (31)
because many of the desired outcomes of the modern school
are intangible and frequently completely overlooked when
guch 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
'1ike.

Wiles (30, ps 297) rejects the use of tests in evaluation
on the grounds thet intelligent pupils will learn in spite
of a poor ieacher, 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
attainnent of & score high enough to reflect the teancher's
ability. Several technigues 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, snd Brueckner (3, p. 204), Anderson (1,
p. 44), and Wiles (30, p. 298} hove noted that when test
regults are used in the evaluation of teaching, teachers have
a tendency to prepare their students for them. Hartung (9,
pe 140) says that if the tests used are good snd 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 efflectiveness, Remmers 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 zdministrators or by
taanh§§a themselves for self-evaluation (18,
De 481).

Roas (19, p. 493) feels that most competent observers today
agree. He is supported by Domas and Tiedeman (6) who re~
port the results of experiments in the attempt Yo evaluate
teacher effectiveness through pupil changes have bheen largely
disappointing. However, a recent summary by Barr notes
encouraging progress:

The influence of any particular teacher is
deeply emmeshed in a host of other schoosl, pupil,
and community factors. While very deflinite pro-
gress has been made in this area, it 1ls not easy
t0 isolate the effects of varticular teachers
in particular situations. There is reason to be
optimistic about the use of more precise instruments
of measurement in the management of the fteaching
personnel, but for the time being, discretion is
the best part of wvalor.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMUENDATIONS

Sunmary

This study was undertaken to investigate the purpose
and techniques 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
inveatigated:

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-

formunce.
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Conclusions

There are two conclusions which were drawn from the
research that was reviewed: These conclusions are:

l. 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
measurenent of pupil change with some increasing success,
it is not at present a scientifically acceptable criterion

of teacher effectiveneas.

Implications

The opinionas expressed by the writers, whose works were
reviewed, in the fields of supervision snd evaluation lead
to the formulation of the following implications:

l. The sole purpose of supervisory evaluation of
instruction should be improvement of instruction.

2, Superviacrs 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 arca of co-operation
by their associates can be constructive.

Ge Self-rating by teacher& 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 direcied towaerd their improvement.

8. Haximum benefit will result from the use of rating
instruments that are evolved and applied by both teachers
and supervisors co-operatively. |

9, Diaries an& stenographic records are very tine
consuning and therefore of lesser value in appraising
teacher activities.

10. The use of =necdotal records can be constructive
in certain problem areas.

1l The use of mechanical recording devices can be
congtructive.

12. Classroom observation can be constructive if under-
taken witha the support snd the co-operation of the teacher -
being obsexrved.

1%+ The measurement of pupil status and change can, if
underteken cautiously, provide basis for evaluating teacher

effectiveness.



Recommendations

To the end that mathematics education in the public
schools of the Unlted States may better meet the demands
and the challenge of our modern technological age, the
following recommendations are made:

1. The mathematics supervisor should exercise his
leadership to enlist the entire department in an active,
continuous program of instructional improvement.

2. 7Part of the in-service education program conducted
by the mathematics supervisor should be devoted to the co-
f0perati£a development of rating scales or check lists to be
used for improving instruction in each of the course areas.

%. Yart 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. 7Part of the in-service education program conducted
by the mathematics supervisor should be devoted to the co-
operative selection of standardized achievement tests to be
used fc% improving instruction in esch of the course areas.

5.: The mathematics supervisor should encourage mathe-
matice teachers to use pupil-rating in a constructive manner.

6. The mathematics supervisor should encourage mathe—

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

instructionsal improvement program.
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