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ABSTRACT

On the basis of the relevant literature it was established that tkere
was a need to conduct an investigation into the development of criteria
of teacher effectiveness in two stages. Phase I of the experimeni was
designed to examine the effect of using a prepared evaluation irstrument
(with and without +training in its use) on students' self assessments,
and tutors' and head-teachers' assessments of students in a teacking
practice situation, and on the differences between the assessmenis nade
by the three parties concerned.

Early in their practice periods in three widely dispersed colleges,
assessments were made by all participants on a defined scale (3 point:
A, B, C, D, E without +'s and -'s). Two weeks later "control”™ groups
('C') made further subjective assessments, "evaluation" groups ('E")
used the instrument, and "trained" groups ('T') used the same insirument
after training involving the use of a simulated video taped teacihing
situation.

Appropriate tests and analyses, including a factor analysis, were carried
out leading to findings which supported (at an appropriate level oI
significance) the hypothesis that: differences in the assessment of
practical teaching between head-teachers, tutors and students are reduced
by the use of a common evaluation instrument, supported by a training
session using a video-tape of a classroom situation.

Phase II of the experiment sought further clarification concerming those
criteria of specific importance to students, teachers and tutors.

A new sample associated with six teacher training institutions across

the country, having shared in the common experience of assessment of
practical teaching using the instrument designed for Phase I, weighted the
15 sub-categories (i.e. criteria) on the instrument using a defized
five-point scale. The data were processed, and resulting correlazion
matrices and results of factor analyses tabulated to assist those

involved in the planning, implementation and evaluation of professional
studies courses in initial teacher training programmes. The coxputerised
results were interpreted to reveal five criteria:

(i) a 'fxahsthltEy ' factor.

(ii) a factor which emphasised the value of 'personal
relationships with children’.

(iii) a 'preparation and planning' factor.

(iv) a factor drawing attention to the vital skills oif
‘organisation and teacher performance’.

and (v) a "discipline' factor.
Due consideration was given to validity (content, construct, predictive
and concurrent validity), and reliability of the evaluation instrument

used in the experiment.
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PREFACE

My interest in the assessment of practical teaching was first aroused
when I was a student in a teacher training college, Then, during war
service with the Royal Air Force, I became particularly interested in the
assessment of trainee instructors when a scheme was introduced for
educational and vocational training. From about 1947, first as a class-
teacher, then as a headmaster and ultimately working in Education
Departments of institutions concerned with the education and training of
teachers, I developed a desire to investigate this process fully. With
the fact in mind that assessment was only worthwhile when provision was
made for feed-back which would lead to the ultimate improvement in the
student's teaching, I felt that a team-work approach was essential, and
that self-assessment by students was an important aspect of this approach.
The key to success in this sphere seemed to lie with more adequate liaison
‘between schools and colleges, so that greater understanding and agreement
could be achieved between students, head and class teachers, and college

tutors.

More recently my interest broadened to include a greater concern
for increased knowledge in the field of criteria of teacher effectiveness.
Working on the premise that the products of a well designed course of
professional studies are teachers capable of engaging effectively in the
activity of teaching, I wished to develop a set of criteria for use in
the design, implementation and evaluation of such courses, obtaining the
necessary data from student teachers in training, teachers in schools
and college tutors, who had first shared in the common experience of
'school practice’ involving assessment of practical teaching, and in the

case of the students, self-assessment.
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me to embark upon research in this field in particular.
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possible:
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concerned, their principal officers, students and all
members of academic, technical and administrative
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situation;

Mr. Michael Wild, the senior technician (C.C.T.V.) at the

Chelmer Institute of Higher Education;

all those at the Leicester University Centre at Northampton

who contributed to my earlier work, particularly Mr. John Doe;

Mr. Paul Croll of the University of Leicester School of
Education, for his continued interest and advice in coanection
with computer programming and the statistical analysis

of data;

and especially to my supervisor for the present study,
Mr. Bill Gibby of the Curriculum Studies Department of

the University of London Institute of Education.

* * * *

This thesis uses the main instrument constructed as part of the design for

the empirical work in the author's M.Ed. thesis on the Assessment of

Practical Teaching (University of Leicester 1972); and incorporates this

earlier work to establish the essential foundation for the new

investigation.
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REVIEW OF EXISTING RESEARCH

In the years following the publication of the James Report,
"Teacher education and traiming" (H.M.S.0. 1972), those concerned
with teacher education have had to face up to many problems, including
the reduction of teacher training places, the merging of institutions
often with the difficulty of split-site organisation, the
establishment of new degree courses, frequently with the attendant
problems of modularisation, and of course the controversy over

degree validation.

It has been in relation to the validation process that in
planning, implementing and evaluating new courses, teacher trainers
have been forced to critically examine their whole approach to
the initial and in-service education of teachers. In the
recommendations of the report of the working group on the B.Ed.
of the Advisory Committee on the Supply and Training of Teachers
(A.C.S.T.T. 1978), with regard to initial training it is stated

that:

Its aim should be to bring the
student to the threshold of his
career with the basic knowledge,
skills and awareness necessary to
make a good start, but conscious of
the need continually to develop and
reassess his performance py whatever
means available to him.

and then adds:
Initial training is only one part of
the professional preparation of a
teacher and needs to be seen as

part of the process which also includes
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induction and in-service

training.

In this context, Professor Hoyle (1976) in discussing the
professional knowledge and skills required by teachers makes a
distinction between what he calls "restricted professionality™

and "extended professionality”.

The former is confined to immediate classroonm skills of teaching
and class organisation, while "extended professionality" includes
the skills of curriculum design and innovation, orgamnisational
and managerial skills required to work with colleagues in determining
policy, planning and implementing innovation, together with a
knowledge which allows the teacher to see his teaching activities
in the broader social context of the school and its community, and
in relation to developments within the educational system as ;
whole. In brief, "restricted professionality"” is the prime
concern of initial training, and in-service training should accept

responsibility for "extended professionality".

But perhaps the greatest challenge lies in the field of
Professional Studies, where difficulties of definition head a loang
list of problems which, to name but two more, include the
relationship with school experience and the links with other

aspects of the initial training course.
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It would seem that one fruitful line for investigation could

well take advantage of the inescapable link between professional
studies courses and school experience, particularly where such courses
are 'behavioural skill orientated' or competency based, relating
professional studies to the effectiveness of the teacher's performance.
Such an approach would be concerned with the immediate classroom skills
of teaching and class-organisation, or the 'restricted professionality’
of Professor Hoyle's exposition, and would certainly draw support from

the A.C.S.T.T. report.

In defining the composition, structure and broad context of initial
training courses, the A.C.S.T.T. report states:
Recently validated B.Ed. schemes which we have examined
generally include four components: education studies,
professional studies, studies relating to a particular
subject or range of subjects, and practical experience.
but goes on to draw attention to the existing diversity in the way the

components of professional studies are organised.

Professional studies may be "developmental" in nature, relating to
a particulér age~range and drawing upon a wide range of concepts and
disciplines. Alternatively they may be organised in relation to
disciplinary areas, under such headings as 'education psychology', 'the
sociology of education' or 'the philosophy of education'. The thematic
approach attempts to relate professional studies to such broadly defined
areas as 'the developing child' or 'adolescence'; and another pattern
structured around the problems arising from the teaching of a particular
subject may be labelled 'subject-based'. Lastly comes the organisational
method which may be designated as behavioural skill orientated, in

other words it is competency based, relating studies to the
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effectiveness of the teacher's performance, stressing individualised

learning and the need for relevance to the pupil's needs.

If professional studies courses are worth while, they should,
without doubt, contribute to the production of competent teachers, and
it would seem that if agreement could be reached on the important
qualities to look for in an effective teacher, leading to a more
efficient system for assessing practical ability in the classroom, then
the information obtained in so doing would also contribute to the design

and evaluation of the courses themselves.

In "Evaluating the New B.Ed.” (S.R.H.E. 1978), with reference to the
design and evaluation of professional studies courses, Professor Jim
Eggleston states:

I have a commitment to the idea that the products of

a course of professional studies are teachers capable
of engaging effectively in the activity of teaching,

not according to prescription or the dictates of fashion
or government committees, but as an intentional. .
activity, rationally based on accepted principles.

This seems to me to lead to a set of criteria, which

I would want to use in order to evaluate either our

own or other pfofessional studies courses.

He then goes on to make suggestions for the formulation of such
criteria. Obviously teachers should be able to give an account not only
of how they decide what to teach, but how they determine sequence and
level both of the subject matter (or content) and of the intellectual
demands they made upon their pupils. Moreover, teachers should under-
stand how they attempt to optimise the conditions under which both
individuals and groups of pupils learn, knowing how to decide upon

teaching strategies and how to structure their interactions with pupils

in various classroom transactions. Furthermore, teachers should be
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able to explain how they observe, record and evaluate pupils’
attainments and progress; how they conceptualise their pupils’
characteristics and learning strategies; and how they recognise the
potential of subject matter for developing a range of .intellectual
skills, and its power to generate useful concepts and generalisations.
In designing any instrument to aid the process of assessing practical

teaching, such criteria would need to be kept clearly in mind.

Writing in the same publication as Professor Eggleston, Professor

Ted Wragg (1978) says:

There was a time when preparing novices for the
professional side of their job was fairly
straightforward. Some agreement existed about
what constituted *effective' teaching, and this
might even be encapsulated in an authoritative
tome such as the 16th century Jesuit 'Ratio

Studiorum’.
and also states:

At the present time the teacher trainer is
overwhelmed by conflicting prescriptions of
successful teaching, and almost no set of

classroom procedures is without its supporters.

Such quotations as these are readily seized upon by those who
adhere to the view that it is extremely difficult to draw up a list of
criteria of teacher effectiveness, and impossible to satisfactorily
assess practical teaching. But so many of those who express views
of this kind continue to make assessments of teaching ability based

upon criteria which they have been prepared to define.

Peter Miller (1978) said:

The difficulty of defining the 'good' - or the

'‘effective' - teacher is the same as the difficulty
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of defining criteria by which to assess a

course designed to produce one. ‘Effectiveness’

may be a criteriom about which more fruitful

discussion can occur but its definition will

still require judgements too crude to persuade

everyone.

It is surely important, despite the difficulty involved, to

strive systematically to define what we regard as an effective teacher,
and with similar determination pursue the evelution of criteria upon

which to base the design, implementation and evaluation of courses

of teacher education and training.

In a further comment:

Teacher training is now increasingly a joint
enterprise involving both college lecturer and

classroom teacher,
however, perhaps Ted Wragg points the way towards a partnership approach
to the assessment of practical teaching, from which the beginnings of a
clearer definition of criteria of teacher effectiveness may emerge,
for as Ian Butterworth (1978) states:

The widening of the scope of students' experience

in schools is welcome. A shared understanding of

its objectives - of crucial importance for students,

tutors and schools - is proving a prerequisite for

its effectiveness.

Consequently the question that should be asked is whether in
determining critical areas of performance that most clearly differentiate
between highly effective and highly ineffective teaching, we are
contributing to a method of evaluation for courses (particularly

professional studies courses) of initial teacher education.

% % * * * *
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There has been anxiety in the Colleges about
the assessment of school practice, and
suggestions have been made from time to time
for the improvement of the methods and

scales used. (Taylor, W. 1969)

For a great many years those involved in the professional
preparation of students fof the task of teaching have been concerned,
perhaps one may say gravely concerned, about the method of assessing
teaching practice within the courses organised in Colleges and Departments
of Education,

The task of obtaining meaningful and unbiased
assessments of students on teaching practice
has always posed difficult problems both for
the schools and training institutions. It
involves the observation of the student in
many different circumstances and the exercise
of judgements which are largely intuitive in
nature by people who themselves differ in
function, attitude and personality.
(Poppleton 1968)

Any investigation in this field could not fail to refer back to the
work of Cattell in 1931, who said, "It is increasingly necessary to
obtain some relatively objective standard for the assessment of
students leaving college’. His work, not unexpectedly, is referred to
by Evans (1961)*, who, writing thirty years after Cattell, summarises
the latter's work as follows:

As a result of an enquiry among administrators,

training college and university lecturers, teachers,

* The writings of Evans (1961), Allan (1963) and Cope (1970)
not only offered references to Cattell, but provided the
author with invaluable bibliographies of British references
on the assessment of practical teaching.
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students and pupils, a list of twenty-two
qualities considered important in teachers
was prepared. The relative importance of
these qualities in young and mature teachers
and men and women teachers was determined,
and a rating scale for assessing student
teachers was put forward. An abbreviated
scale for use in the selection of candidates

for training as teachers was also suggested.

A study of the relevant literature seems to point to the need for an
instrument which restricts the assessor of practical teaching ability to
the consideration of not more than, say, twenty aspects of teachircg
behaviour which can be clearly listed on one side of a single sheet of
paper, with appropriate spaces to enter marks or grades. Such items would
need to be sufficiently open-ended in nature, to allow scope for individual
interpretation of the observations made, depending upon the viewpoint of
the observer, be he teacher, tutor or student. In this way an instrument
would cater for the needs of staff and students in the collegeé, and

heads and class teachers in the schools.

The need for school/college co-operation has been established, but
the attendant problems of achieving such participation in partnership are
many. In this respect a major study of teaching practice arrangements was
undertaken in the University of Bristol Institute of Education with a
view to examining the nature of the liaison between school and college
staff and different areas of responsibility that exist under varying

arrangements,

One area of experiment and investigation in this study was concerned
with giving greater responsibility for school practice to the teacher and
the schools. This had been recommended in the McNair Report (1944), and

reiterated by the Headmasters' Association Report (1965), and Kirwan and
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Shaw (1966). The James Repbrt (H.4.S5.0. 1972) pursued this theory by
recommending the appointment of a professional tutor in each school, and
a school-based fourth year of training to be known as the second year of
the second cycle. The Bristol Report on “The Functions of School
Practice in Courses of Teacher Education" was presented to the Department
of Education and Science in 1968, and a publication based on this report
was published under the title, "School Experience in Teacher Education”
(Cope 1971 a). An extension of the enquiry to investigate ''school
supervised" practice, and variations designed to develop the liaison
between school and college, was completed in September 1970 and the

findings were published in 1971 (Cope 1971 b).

Pursuing the partnership theme, some University Departments of
Education héve schemes whereby members of staff in local schools act as
teacher-tutors for the period of school practice, assuming responsibility
for supervising students in school (Baker 1967); while heads' views of
teaching practice are interestingly revealed in the survey of Griffiths

and Moore (1967).

New styles of supervisionkreportéd by Eggleston and Caspari (1965),
based upon the assessment techniques used in the training of social
workers, together with the work of Coltham (1966) and Clark (1967) are
indications of the desire to meet the joint demands of supervisory help
and assessment, although 'the pattern of school practice has remained
largely the same for many years, despite the introduction of group
practice in which college staff take part alongside students (Collier

1959; Hannam 1967)". (Taylor, W. 1969).

Assessment for assessment’'s sake is of little value, but assessment
which provides adequate feedback to the assessed, leading ultimately to

improved teaching is certainly worthwhile. If in the process, the
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strengths and weaknesses of teaching performance are clearly conveyed to
the student, the next step of encouraging him/her to use his/her
strengths to full advantage, and at the same time to seek to remedy any
shortcomings, will generally follow given adequate tutorial guidance.
There would obviously be distinct advantages to be gained from a system
where after using a common carefully devised evaluation instrument, school
staff and college staff together discussed their reasons for allocation
of grades or marks in the presence of the student. Moreover, if the
student had also used the instrument for self assessment, the fruitful
nature of the discussions could be further enhanced by a three-way

participation.

We have to realise, as Baxter (1950) so aptly states, that:

today's education requires the teacher to be the informed,
well-integrated, and far seeing adult member of a
children's community. It is no longer enough that the
teacher be the possessor of knowledge. Today's teacher
must be a ‘social engineer' capable of setting up a
provocative environment for children's learning,

charting the course of each individual child through

the ever-changing social relationship in which he is
involved and assisting each pupil to grow.in his

understanding of himself and of others.

The same views are expressed by Simeon (1966) in an article on
"Recent Research in the Selection of Candidates for the Teaching

Profession".

With this awareness comes a growing understanding of the complexity
of the task of teacher evaluation, but the responsibility must not be

shirked, 1Inevitably this leads us into the field of "effectiveness".

In research into teacher competence:
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studies have concentrated principally on the

personal and behavioural characteristics of

teachers, with the secondary aim of developing

reliable criteria for the assessment and pre-

diction of efficient teaching.

The identification and analysis of teacher

properties, abilities, or characteristics,

constitutes the largest area of research; the

study of teacher behaviour is a comparatively

new field for systematic investigation and

remains so far largely an American pre-~occupation;

and finally there is the problem of evaluation,

which is undoubtedly the most intractable, since

it rests so heavily on the reliability of the

studies subsumed under the first two categories,

Tangentially related are the sociological analyses

of the teacher's role. (Meldon 1968).

Biddle (1964) states: '"not only is the literature on teacher

competence overwhelming, but even bibliographies on the subject are

becoming unmanageable’. He adds that:

Literally thousands of studies have been reported

dealing with characteristics of teachers (rated or

measured),

effects of teaching, goals of education,

and other related issues. Yet few if any 'facts'

seem to have been established concerning teacher

effectiveness, no approved method measuring

competence has been accepted, and no methods of

promoting her adequacy have been widely adopted.

This sort of evidence lends weight to the arguments of those who

wish to dismiss further research into the development of criteria of

teacher effectiveness and the assessment of practical teaching, by

saying that without doubt, to attempt the overall task, would prove a

fruitless exercise.

Despite the complexity of the problem, however, it
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must be tackled, and both aspects are so closely related that it would be
difficult to investigate one without the other. To assess practical
teaching more objectively calls for a clearly delineated instruzent which
lists specific aspects of teaching behaviour which need to be observed
carefully and then given assessment grades. In producing such a list,
criteria of teacher effectiveness are being épelt out, and in using

that list, opinions on relative values of the various itemns should exerge.

Both Biddlie (1964) and Evans (1959) are concerned with definition
of "teacher competence'. Biddle defines teacher competence as "one or
more abilities of a teacher to produce agreed upon educational effects"”,
and teacher effectiveness as '""the ability of a teacher to produce agreed-
upon educational effects in a given situation or context”™. Evans on the
other hand states, '"at the outset a distinction must be mnade between
teaching ability and teaching efficiency or competence, Too often they
have been confused and the terms used as if they were interchangeable.
This is not the case". As she points out, the possession of high teaching
ability does not mean that the possessor will even become a te;cher at
all, only that the capacity is there, given the desire and the opportunity.
She questions whether research on teaching ability is possible, and
points out that existing research deals with teaching efificiency rather

than teaching ability.

McIntyre (1970), however, is more concerned with the meaning of
"assessment'", stating that it is a term used in various ways. By way
of definition he says:

in assessing a person's behaviour, one is obtaining
information about that behaviour which one intends
to use, or which one expects others to use, in
deciding among a number of courses of action with

regard to the person concerned. In so far as the
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information obtained is independent of the
specific information gathering instrument
used, and of the individual using this
instrument, and independent of the specific
occasion, or sample of behaviour observed,
the assessment is reliable. 1In so far as
the information obtained is in fact helpful
in choosing the *best' course of action
(i.e. that which comes nearest to achieving
one's explicit goals) the assessment is

valid.

He continues that, in assessing students' teaching, we may be
concerned with any or all of a number of decisions covering the

following functions:

(a) Deciding whether or not a student's teaching
is adequate for him to become a certified

teacher

(b) Providing information which will allow
employing authorities to select the best

teachers available to them

(c) Deciding whether a student should be advised
(or forced) to withdraw from training on the
grounds that his teaching is never likely to

be such that he will be certificated

(d) Determining types of schools in which a student
should be advised to seek employment, or the
characteristics of the pupils he should be
advised to teach (and/or providing similar

information to employing authorities)

(e) Deciding what advice to give to a student,
or what experience one should seek to give
him, in order that his teaching may be

improved.

Deciding what advice, and/or what further practical experience a
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student should be given in order that his teaching may be improved
is of paramount importance, but at the present time most attention is
generally given to the first two functions listed by McIntyre, calling
for a general evaluation of teaching ability:

The summary of a student's performance in

Practical Teaching takes the form, in the

majority, if not all of the colleges and

university departments, of a letter grade

from A to E. Plus and minus refinements are

often added to the letter awarded to the

students, and translated into a numerical

mark. This is a very precise measure of

a subjective and imprecise impression.

(A.T.C.D.E. 1962)

This A.T.C.D.E. report adds that such a literal grade may be tkhe
summation of subsidiary marks for different aspects of the work, or the
result of a total impression. In some cases it is a mark given on a
lesson at the end of the teaching practice, or it may be the average of
a series of marks throughout the practice. Moreover, it may be an
assessment of present performance, or on the other hand contain an
element of prophesy. The norms of teaching marks are unstable and
their distribution irregular; furthermore they are subjective, for
different assessors look for different things, and environmental factors,

the school, the class and the teacher cannot be discounted.

The conclusion seems inescapable that complete
accuracy of assessment of practical teaching is

impossible. (A.T.C.D.E. 1962)

It is interesting to note that this form of assessment was taken
over by most colleges from the earlier procedures of the Board of

Education. Upon this system many of the Institutes of Education erected
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a machinery for manipulating the teaching marks, elaborating the

procedure out of all proportion to the validity of the marks themselves.

The dangers inherent in a system which attempts to assess or
predict future performance cannot be over-emphasised; an assessment
of present performance provides a difficult enough task, intentionally

to attempt to build in an element of prophesy would be a travesty.

The A.T.C.D.E. document then recommends that it is not necessary

to draw up lists placing students on a scale in relation to each other;
for the traditional calibration of the scale of teaching practice marks
(which have been known to consist of nineteen grades) is far too fine for
the work that it is called upon to do. It is suggested that the
essential issues are: to decide whether the student is to be recommended
as likely to be a successful teacher, or whether she has failed, or
whether she has shown signs of distinction in her teaching, and as it is
important to employing authorities, whether a student is weak or needs
careful placing in her first appointment. Only these categories in the
assessment of teaching are important and such categories do not need
detailed literal or numerical marks. It is also suggested that schemes
of assessment for the Education course may easily become self-perpetuating,
unquestioned, and a distorting influence upon the development of the
course.

The whole object of assessment is to help the

lecturers to foster the development of the

students, and to ensure that a fair statement

of their development may be made to those

employing authorities who will be responsible

for the first stage of their careers, 1If the

customary practices of assessment fail to

achieve these purposes, they will have to be

reconsidered in the light of the needs of the
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students' development and their future

careers. (A.T.C.D.E. 1962)

Anders-Richards (1969) has produced a chart showing the grading
procedures in use in the Institutes of Education in Great Britain (and
a small selection of American Universities). At the time of his writing,
of the twenty-two British Institutes listed twelve used a five-point
literal scale, five a five-point scale with pluses and minuses added,
two a four-point scale (i.e. distinction, good, pass, fail) and three a
three-point scale (distinction, pass, fail). At that time, two Institutes

were considering a two-point assessment scale: pass/fail.

The use of such scales, however, involves

fundamental problems:

(1) Different tutors tend to use widely different
criteria in evaluating teacher

behaviour.

(2) Comparative ratings such as these can
only be based on performance in comparable
tasks, which teaching practice does not

give.

{(3) The range qf skills involved in teaching
is so great that differences in 'teaching
ability' (however the concept is defined)
are clearly multi-dimensional: even with
the most objective procedures imaginable,
uni-dimensional gradings can at best provide
information which bears very little
relation to the situation from which it is

derived. (McIntyre 1970)

In 1970, a conference was organised by the Cambridge Institute of
Education, on "School Experience in the College of Education Course",

and attended by representatives from various sectors of the educational
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world, including tutors from a number of Institutes. On this occasion
there was an apparent consensus of opinion in favour of the pass/fail
grading, placing emphasis on the quality of the assessment made to
provide adequate feed-back, aé the basis for improved teaching. This
called for a system that would clearly indicate both teaching weaknesses
and strengths, and also highlight criteria of effectiveness so that
students would be able to work towards a soundly based form of self-

assessment.

Referring back to McIntyre's third function of assessment, "deciding
whether a student should be advised (or forced) to withdraw from training
on the grounds that his teaching is never likely to be such that hé will
be certificated”, Cornwall (1958) constructed a sociometric test to help
in the prediction of a student's total final performance in a two-year
college, and claims that the test discriminates between those likely to
fail the course and those who, though weak, may pass if giveg appraopriate

help.

McIntyre's final points draw attention to the fact that we are
concerned with the dual function of assessment and feedback, and that
"if colleges and departménts of education are uncertain of the criteria
to apply in judging teaching, how can they make decisions about what to

include in a teaching course?” (Poppleton 1969).

Indeed, the research proposal put forward by the Working Party set
up by the A, T.C.D.E./U.C.E.T. Research Committee (now, with the
inclusion.of N.F.E.R., known as CRITE), "aims at providing a method
of evaluating courses by obtaining a national consensus of objectives
in initial training, in terms of the expressed expectations of students,
tutors and practising teachers, and by determining critical areas of

performance that most clearly differentiate between highly effective
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and highly ineffective teaching". (Doe 1970).

It would appear, therefore, that the assessment of practiczal
teaching cannot be studied in isolation, for assessment and training
are inextricably interwoven. Neither can we avoid the difficult task
of attempting to define the "effective teacher"; both in the design ol
our courses of professional education and in the supervision of
practical teaching we need certain criteria of effectiveness in order to
provide the necessary feedback, if we are to improve our courses on the
one hand and help our students towards self-improvement in their teaching,

on the other.

Cane (1968) reports on the research project concerned with the
effectiveness of teacher training, launched under the direction of the
late Professor Wiseman, then at the School of Education, Manchester. The
team involved was conducting a series of "follow-up" and "follow-back™
studies of training college students in a longitudinal study to assess,
in the light of subsequent teaching performance, the effectiveness of
selection, training and examining. In the first of the reports related
to this project, Wiseman and Start (1965) stated that of the teachers
who consented to take paft, complete data were available for 248,
including their performance at the final examination at the training
college, the headmaster's report on the teacher five years after

-
qualifying, and details of the teachers' careers One finding was that
there seemed to be little agreement between college assessment and the
headmaster's reference after five years. "It may be that the colleges
and headmasters are using different criteria in assessing teaching
ability and teachers in general." Cane (1968) indicates that the

suggestion seems worth further investigation, if onlj because an

explanation may help both tutor and headmaster as they make their
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contributions to teacher training. Wiseman and Start add, however,

" .. differences between the colleges' and headmasters' assessments

were to be expected, but it is fhe magnitude of such differences that is
surprising'. Start (1966) reiterates that "it would seem that

important differences might exist between the ratings of student
teachers by their training staff, and those of practising teachers by
their headmasters'; and Bach (1952) found no relation whatsoever between
ratings of various aspects of teaching given by supervisors and tho;e
given by school principals four months after the students had started
teaching. Morrison and McIntyre (1969) say it is likely that college
supervisors tend as a group to stress different qualities from those
which are seen to be important by the schools. Moreover, Finlayson and
Cohen (1967) pursue this theme: '"tutors in colleges of education may
have one frame of reference from which to view the teachers' position,
while head-teachers in schools have another", developing an hypothesis
of two frames of reference, closely related to Gross's idea (1965) that
taking up a professional appointment in schools should be considered as

part of a two-phased process of socialisation.

The first or preparatory phase is the period of
formal training, when the skills, knowledge, values
and attitudes prescribed for entry into the post are
taught. Presumably during this time, students will
have internalised an ideal conception of their role
as a teacher. The second phase of training, that of
organisational reality begins when the student:
confronts the complex realities of organisational
life and finds that theory and practice are rather

different things.
(Gross 1965)

Cohen (1965) refers to Merton (1957)+: "Merton's discussion of

+Merton,R.K. (1957) Social Theory and Social Structure. Glencoe Free’
Press 1957, pp. 368-374.
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role-set provides (a) a valuable frame of reference in the design of

an investigation concerned with varying expectations held for the
teacher position by three membefs of the role-set (heads, tutors

and students), (b) it suggests that differing expectations may be
supplied by different role definers, and (c¢) it emphasises the benefits
that accrue when all members of a role-set have a common knowledge of

the differences in expectations for a position occupant".

The selection of students for teacher training would appear to fall
outside the scope of the present study; and yet concern with prediction
of teaching effectiveness as well as its measurement seems to call for
some brief mention in this area. A great deal of research has been done
on the problems of selection* and prediction+. Allen, M. (1956)
correlated final teaching marks with group and individual selection
procedures. Warburton, Butcher and Forrest (1963) found that the best
single predictor of the teaching mark was Cattell’'s 16 P.F. questionnaire
and Tarpey (1965) also found that there were some significant correlations
between Cattell's 16 P.F. questionnaire and the teaching mark. Burroughs
(1958) suggests that, within its own limitations, the interview is as
good a predictor of teachipg success as most other measures, while
Halliwell (1965) found the College Interview Rating to be one of the most
important predictors of success in the training course.

Perhaps it is not surprising that interview
ratings correlate well with teaching marks
within colleges; a detailed analysis and

comparison of the assessment of students

at the pre~training interview and on school

* Dale (1955), Hallwell (1965), Simeon (1966)

* The Study by Cole (1961) is worthy of note
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practice might reveal common ground
between these assessments in
individual colleges.- It is likely
that a fair proportion of this
common area would be assessment

of personality and attitudes.

(Cane 1968)

In the United States of America a great deal of research has looked
at the relationship between personality, training and experience and
effective teaching (Taylor 1969), but Evans (1951) has warned us that
"the results are not always directly applicable in this country"”. The
value of such research to those investigating the assessment of

practical teaching is best expressed by Getzels and Jackson (1963):

Despite the critical importance of the
problems and a half century of prodigious
research effort, very little is known for
certain about the nature and measurement

of teacher personality, or about the
relation between teacher personality and
teaching effectiveness. The regrettable
fact is that many of the studies so far
have not produced significant results.

Many others have produced only pedestrian
findings. For example, it is said after

the usual inventory tabulation that good
teachers are friendly, cheerful, sympathetic
and morally virtuous rather than cruel,
depressed, unsympathetic and morally depraved.
But when this has been said, not very much
that is especially useful has been revealed.
For what conceivable human interaction ...
and teaching implies first and foremost a
human interaction ... is not the better if -

the people involved are friendly, cheerful,
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sympathetic and virtuous rather than the opposite?

(Getzels & Jackson 1963)

American practice has tended towards the construction of rating
forms and classroom observation schedules which vary from the very
thorough study of Ryans (1960) to what Biddle (1964) describes as

"a plethora of hastily constructed and unreliable inventories”.

Vernon, P.E. (1966) suggests that "a particularly good example
of the failure of the empirical approach is supplied by Ryans' (1960)
excellent investigation of teacher success". The concept of the
"good teacher" is, of course, complex and vague; and hundreds of
studies of teacher-selection and teacher competence have broken down
through inadequacies in the criterion. Nevertheless, Professor Yernca
points out that Ryans arrived at well-defined and usable criteria by
careful observation of teachers' behaviour in the classroom sitration,
and then by carrying out a factor analysis of the data collected.
Three factors or dimensions of behaviour were obtained which could be

assessed with high reliability:

X. Understanding, friendly vs. aloof, egocentric

Y. Responsiblé, business~ ) vs evading, unplanned,
like, systematic ) slipshod

Z. Stimulating, imaginaﬁve)vs

dull ti
enthusiastic ) ull, routine

Ryans and his colleagues then set out to construct tests which
would correlate with or give useful predictions of these criteriz.
Extremely varied techniques were exploited, including tests of
attitudes, biographical inventory items, word association, sentexace
completion and pictorial situations; the only restriction being that
they should be readily applicable in group form, and objectively

scorable., Each sub-test, and all the items within each sub-test, were
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given repeated trials. Yet the best validation for the combined
battery obtained with fresh groups of teachers averaged around 0.37
at the elementary and 0.31 at the secondary levels. And when the
tests were applied for predicting success two or three years ahead
(e.g. in student selection), the mean correlations with X, Y and Z

ratings dropped to around 0.12.

Maybe teacher traits are particularly
difficult to assess with printed group
tests, or they are greatly affected by
situational influences, or are very
unstable over the years of teacher
training. But similar difficulties

are likely to arise in predicting
personality characteristics in almost

any occupation or educational context.

And if Ryans, with considerable financial
and staff backing, and with great ingenuity
in test construction and psychometric
sophistication, could do no better, then
the prospects for empirical measurement

of personality traits in general, along the
lines envisaged by Berg, Guilford or

Eysenck, are not very bright.
(Vernon 1966)

Musella (1970) sums up the American research related to Teacher

evaluation under the following headings:

(a) Teacher-Pupil: Cause and Effect: stating

that there is considerable lack of
confidence in the ability to measure
teaching effectiveness by use of

student (i.e. pupil) -growth criteria.

Bloom (1963) and Clayton (19635) however, believe that teacher

effectiveness can be measured only in terms of learning outcomes.
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They contend that teaching has not taken place, unless there is

evidence of consequent pupil learning. Broudy, Smith and Burnett (135%)
are concerned with the measurement of the replicative uses of knowledgzge
(cf. Evans, K.M. (1951), "To credit the teacher with all the learning
the children do on any particular subject is to over-rate the teacaer.
To credit the teacher with only the increases of knowledge shown by

the children is also to under-rate the teacher.")

(b) The Teacher: Musella points out that
although there is considerable evidence
that particular personality character-
istics of teachers have a discernible
influence on pupil behaviour, there is
little evidence that certain personality
characteristics are more desirable than
others for teaching in general.

(cf. Vernon, P.E.)

Musella refers to Barr, A.S. and others (1961); Gage, N.L. (1963);

Getzels and Jackson (1963); and Silberman (1963).

(c) The Teaching Process: research in this

area has been hindered by the limitations

of direct classroom observations:

1. insufficient observation time upon
which to base judgement

2. 1inadequacy of recorded observations
as valid and reliable samples of the
total teaching experience of the
teacher

3. uncertainty of the validity and
reliability of the observers,

assessors, evaluators, judges, raters.

(d) The Rater: How sure are we that the judgement
and decision of the rater are based on the

stated criteria? In one study undertaken by
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this writer (Musella 1967°) it was found
that rating, defined as including all the
physiological processes that go into the
final outcome, is a function, in part, of
the perceptual-cognitive style of the
individual rater.

One weakness evident in the use of formal
rating forms as part of a research design
is that regardless of the formal criteria
accepted and used one must rely on the rater's
perceptual-cognitive view of the ratee, of
the criteria, and of the relationship

(similarity-difference) between the two.

Musella then suggests that until we have conclusive evidence on
certain cause~effect variables, it might be more productive and
desirable to direct our efforts towards enhancing and extending

opportunity for self-improvement of the teacher.

With this in mind

the super-ordinate rater must:

1. assume the leadership role, but ensure
that the development of teacher-
effectiveness criteria is a co-operative
effort of both rater and ratee.

2, provide the means for describing and
categorising the teacher act in terms
that the teacher can accept - in other
words, terms that do not connote values
of effective or ineffective teaching;
and

3. provide the teacher with the opportunity

+Musella, D. (1967), Open-Closed-Mindedness as related to the Rating of
Teachers by Elementary School Principals.
Journal of Experimental Education 35,
Spring 1967. pp 75-79.
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for self-assessment based on the criteria

previously decided upon.

He then states that the question at this time is not the universal
acceptability of the criteria of effective teaching, nor the acceptance
of the criteria by both parties in the particular rating situation;
rather, the objective is their awareness and understanding of the

stated criteria.

Musella then predicts the results of this type of procedure as:

1. The teacher and rater become the developers
of criteria against which certain behaviours
are to be assessed.

2. The teacher and rater focus on actual classroom
events and specific behaviours, not generalities.

3. There is a reduction in the possibilities for
disagreement because of lack of communication.

4, The teacher and rater have a common frame of
reference for viewing and judging teaching in
terms that are relatively free from connotative
value dimensions.

5. The situation, as well as the relationship
between rater and ratee, remains relatively
free from threat, since references to effective-
ineffectivé teacher behaviours are obtained
through one's own perception, and not simply
from direction and/or implications presented

by the rater.

Cattell (1931) has pointed out that different categories of persons
emphasis different gualities, Panton (1934) that standards of assessxzent
of practical teaching varied between colleges; Robertson (1957) that
tutors supervising students on teaching practice in any one training
establishment may differ considerably among themselves; Wiseman and

Start (1965) that the predictive value of such assessments over five
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years of teaching is small, and Shipman (1966) that schools differ
widely in the qualities of teachers that they regard as important and

also in their distribution of gradings.

Shipman (1966) says that college staff are neither in a position
to take all relevant factors into account nor to control them, and
that students find assessment an additional source of stress, regarding
staff more as examiners than guides. He adds that "Teaching Practice
marks do not seem to be a measure of true performance, do not influence
or predict future success or failure, and interfere with the main
purpose of teaching practice™, and he suggests that a solution to the
dilemma would be an immediate cessation of marking on any but a "pass/
fail" and possibly "very-good” basis., Furthermore, he advocates that
this should be confined to the early practice only, so that students

could be released from this anxiety by the third year.

Evans (1961) has stated that it may well be "that no genefal
assessment of teaching ability is possible', and Poppleton (1968) that
"we are chasing an elusive myth, that there are so many variables
involved that each situation is different from every other". But Evans
(1959) suggested that the 6pinion of competent observers is the best
criterion of teaching efficiency, adding that the obvious way to go
about studying teaching ability is to consider various qualities which it
is reasonable to expect to find in good teachers, and then attempt to
relate them to the level of observed efficiency. We should not, however,
overlook the earlier warning (Evans 1951) that due regard must be paid to
the variation in a teacher's performance when conditions are varied. Any
such assessment should include a statement of the type of pupils, of the
size of class, and of the subject matter being taught.‘ Lancelot (1935)

~ and Buckingham (1923) also draw attention to the fact that we must take
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into account the number of pupils being taught when estimating the

results of teaching

It is not surprising, therefore, that there
should be a continuing search for criteria
of teaching ability which are capable of
reasonably precise definition, and which
can be used as the basis of an agreed
scheme between all the parties concerned.

(Poppleton 1968)
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CHAPTER 2

DESIGN OF THE EXPERIMENT
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If we accept Poppleton's view (1968) that there should be a
continuing search for criteria of teaching ability which are capable of
reasonably precise definition, and which can be used as the basis of zn
agreed scheme between all the parties concerned (i.e, the headteachers,
experienced class teachers, college tutors and students), our first task
is to construct an instrument made up of such criteria. We can take
heart from Professor William Taylor's (1969) advice that there is perhzps
a need for us to be bolder in identifying the kinds of effectiveness that
we want in the teacher; and at the same time bear in mind Musella's
comment (1970) that it is not the universal acceptability of the criteria

by all parties in the particular rating situation, but rather the

awareness and understanding of the criteria that is important.

In this way there should be, as Musella suggests, a reduction in
the possibilities for disagreement because of lack of communication; tze
student, the head or class teacher and the tutor can then focus on
actual classroom events and specific behaviours rather than generalities,
having a common frame of reference for viewing and judging teaching in
terms that are relatively free from connotative value dimensions. In
this context the student and the rater may well become the developers

of criteria against which certain behaviours are to be assessed.

The present study investigates the possibility of devising a
procedure which could be followed by both the schools (heads and/or
experienced teachers) and the colleges (college tutors and the students
themselves), using an instrument designed to meet the following
conditions:

(1) it would be planned in sufficient detail to cover

what in the first instance may be regarded as the

essential factors for effective teaching, without
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going into the minutiae of some existing rating
forms;

(2) it would act as a device for ensuring adequate
communication between schools and colleges, in
order that all participants in the evaluation
procedure might direct their classroom observation
(or in the case of students, self-criticism) in
the same direction;

(3) it would involve the use of a five-point scale
(A,B,C,D and E) for assessment, without the
complication of extending the scale by the use

of +'s and -'s,

t was hoped that this approach to assessment would be less
subjective than a global intuitively based grading, for in seeking
to direct classroom observation in specific directions it would enable
heads, teachers, tutors and students to compare their decisions in
defined areas, and would have the advantage of emphasising the strenginhs
and weaknesses of the student's technique. Adequate feed-back could
thus be provided to act as a basis for the improvement of the student's

teaching.

It would seem that in addition to this there is need to investiga:e
some form of training in the use of such an instrument. This procedure
would have several advantages. First, it could help to make explicit
some of the assumptions underlying the global assessments being made,
and clarify in the minds of school staff and college tutors the basis
on which their assessments could be made. Secondly, it could also be
used in any induction courses for newly appointed coliege staff. Moreover,

it would ensure a team—-work approach to assessment involving not only tke
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schools but the students themselves.

An experiment designed to investigate the assessment of practical
teaching, and then by developing the link between professional studies
courses and practical teaching experience to sesek increased knowledge
in the field of criteria of teacher effectiveness, called for a procedure
divided into two distinct phases. The first stage of the experiment would
be to investigate the assessment of practical teaching, followed by a
second stage seeking to arrive at a set of criteria for use in the design,

implementation and evaluation of professional studies courses.

The first phase of the pilot scheme experiment was bdsed on the
considerations outlined so far in this chapter and carried out at College

1, leading ultimately to a fuller investigation as Colleges 2 and 3.

Furthermore, it seemed appropriate with the development of an
instrument covering the essential factors for effective teaching, and
its use in the "team-work' context, to enable the participants to draw
upon this experience to "weight" the instrument by indicating the degree

of importance they would each attach to the various categories listed.

For this second aspect of the investigation, the pilot scheme drew
upon the "weighting" of the evaluation instrument by students, tutors and
heads, whereby the varying degrees of importance attached to each sub-
category were subjected to appropriate statistical analysis to draw out
criteria considered particularly important by all parties concermed in
their separate and conjoined groups. The data for the main study of
this work were collected between 1972 and 1978 from heads or class
teachers, tutors and students associated with various teacher training
institutions in England. After using the instrﬁment for penultimate

or final teaching practice assessment, they rated the various categories
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of teacher performance listed on a five-point scale.

It was considered important that all parties concerned (students,
tutors and teachers) should have shared in the common experience of
teaching practice, using the evaluation instrument produced for Phase I,
before indicating the varying degrees of importance they attached to the
fifteen sub-categories (i.e. criteria) numbered la to 5c¢ on that

instrument,

As independent respondents, each student, tutor and teacher would be

asked to "weight" the criteria on the following scale:

indicates EXTREMELY IMPORTANT

indicates VERY IMPORTANT

indicates OF AVERAGE IMPORTANCE

indicates OF LESS THAN AVERAGE IMPORTANCE

HoN W ok O

indicates OF CONSIDERABLY LESS THAN AVERAGE IMPORTANCE

It was realised that there may be a danger among those using the scale
to reduce its scope by a natural tendency to avoid the extremé
categories (i.e. "extremely important” and "of considerably less than
average importance’), and that steps should be taken to discourage

such action.

THE RESEARCH DESIGN

It was necessary to bear in mind the possibility that colleges
and headmasters use different criteria in assessing teaching ability
(Wiseman and Start 1965); that different categories of persons
emphasise different qualities (Cattell 1931); that tutors supervising
students on teaching practice in any one establishment may differ
considerably among themselves (Robertson 1957), and that schools differ

widely in the qualities of teachers that they regard as important, and
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also in their distribution of gradings (Shipman 1966).

Assuming that the differences between head-teachers' and tutors'
assessments (and students' self-assessments) of practical teaching need
not be as great as existing research findings suggest (e.g. Wiseman
and Start 1965, Finlayson and Cohen 1967), the following hypothesis
was formulated:

Differences in the assessment of practical teaching

between head-teachers, tutors and students are

reduced by the use of a common evaluation instrument

supported by a training session using a video-tape

of a classroom situation.

It was also hoped that the investigation would open up opportunities
for a greater understanding of how to develop criteria of effective
teaching against which certain behaviours could be assessed, so that if
indeed "the difficulty of defining the 'good' - or the 'effective' -
teacher is the same as the difficulty of defining criteria by.which to
assess a course designed to produce one" (Miller 1978), then at least
the first move would be made in "a joint enterprise involving both
college lecturer and classroom teacher" (Wragg 1978) to establish a set
of criteria to be used in‘the design and evaluation of professional

studies courses.

The study calls for co-operation of supervising tutors, headteachers
(or experienced teachers appointed for the experiment to deputise for
the head), and students on teaching practice. Each case considered

would comprise a student, a tutor and a head-teacher.

By random selection (using random sampling number tables) the
sample should be divided into three parts:

"C", a control group,
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YE", an evaluation instrument group,
"I", an evaluation instrument group, each member
receiving video-tape training in the use of

the instrument.

It was anticipated that as inclusion in the trained group ('T"')
would entail travelling to the college concerned to receive video-tape
training, some teacher participants, particularly those in schools long
distances from the college, may not wish to be included in that group.
In point of fact, this problem did not arise, and a random selection of

groups was possible in all three colleges.

It was planned that all students would assess themselves as well as
being assessed by their tutors and the headmasters of the schools in

which they were practising.

On the Tuesday or Wednesday of the second week of a four or five
week practiée, all groups would carry out a global assessment on a
subjective, intuitive basis, giving an overall grade of teaching ability
on a five-point scale (A,B,C,D,E), using an assessment form (see Appendix
I). It would be clearly specified that +'s and -'s would not be used,
and for the guidance of all concerned the following suggestions would
be made:

"A'" should be used for an outstanding student
suitable for the distinction category,

"B" for a good student well above the average
standard,

"C" for an average student,

"D" for a weak student, but one passable as a
future teacher, and

"E" for a failure.
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For further guidance the following comments would be added in
brackets after the suggestion for each category:

"A" as a Head, I would appoint this student if a
vacancy existed, without bothering to advertise;

"B" if this student applied for a post, I would consider
him/her just as seriously as other applicants with
several years' experience;

"C" if no experienced teachers applied, I would be happy
to fill a vacancy with this student;

"D" if no one applied for a post, I would take this
student; and

"E"™ I would rather have a perpetual vacancy than

take this student to fill a post.
{Teaching Practice Report Form:
University of York Department
of Education)

The decision to augment the original explanations of the five grades
(A,B,C,D,E) by the additional comments from the York report form, arose
from exploratory discussions with head-teachers (not included gn the
experiment) who felt the need for amplification of the original comments
to assist them in the task of grading. Similar discussions with tutors
and students, however, indicated that they both considered the original
comments adequate. There seemed to be a danger here of creating a
"double scale'", but upon reflection, after further discussion with tutors
and students not involved in the experiment, the supplementary comments
were added. It was decided that in addition to the advantages for the
heads concerned, the tutors and students would benefit in making their
own "weighting"” from an increased understanding of the head's interpret-
ation of the original scale. Nevertheless the duality is open to

criticism.

On the Wednesday or Thursday of the 4th week of the practice a second
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assessment would be made by all participants; students (self-
assessment), heads and tutors in the control group (C) would make
their second assessment as out-lined above. The members of the
evaluation group (E) would make their assessment using an evaluation
instrument (See Appendix I) guided only by the explanatory notes
included under the various headings; and the members of the trained
group (T) would use the same evaluation instrument after a "training

session".

The training session would involve the viewing of a video-taped,
simulated teaching situation, (the details of which are given later
in this chapter) when heads, tutors and students in the trained group
(T) would independently assess the teacher portrayed in the simulation
on an intuitive basis (using the five-point scale); then, having been
presented with the evaluation instrument, view the video-taped teaching
situation again and complete the instrument, Additional information
would be provided (see Appendix III) to enable individuals to complete

itens on the instrument not apparent from viewing the tape.

Information was supplied on personal relationships with colleagues
and senior colleagues, personal qualities and professional behaviour,
the prevailing conditions in the school, together with a simulated scheme
of work and lesson notes for the teacher portrayed on the video-~tape.
Time would be allowed for questions afterwards. The group would then
be supplied with further copies of the evaluation instrument for use in
the classroom situation, for the second assessment of the students they
had already assessed intuitively in the second week of the teaching

practice session,
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THE EVALUATIQN INSTRUMENT

Methods of assessment have varied considerably from college to
college; some have used no instrument at all, assessing intuitively
with perhaps some preconceived picture of the '"ideal" teacher (as
exemplified by the following interesting but long quotation from

Cohen 1965) in mind:

A teacher maintains a patient, calm attitude in

the classroom. He is understanding, tolerant, and
sympathetic towards the children in his charge. As
an individual, he is conscientious and reliable,
self-disciplined and adaptable, has common sense

and is stimulating and lively. He has a sense of
humour and is approachable to the children. He
maintains a happy and permissive climate in his
classroom. He is interested in children, has a
liking for them, and has a psychological and
sociolongical knowledge of their general growth

and development, and their needs, He is an

example to his class in his neat, tidy appearance

and he is a model for their behaviour both in school
and elsewhere. His discipline is firm but kindly

and he himself is consistent and impartial,

providing a sense of security for the children in

his care. His speech is grammatically correct and
he has a pleasant, well-modulated voice. His own
behaviour and values are governed by clear goals
towards which to aim, and are founded upon either a
religious or a moral code. He has a sense of vocation
and participates in community work with youth clubs
and societies. He allows no political views or
religious bias to enter into his classroom work.

He leads a full life outside his classroom and. this
is private to the children he teaches, and is certainly
not in keeping with the generally held stereotypes of

the teacher. He is academically sound and is willing
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to try new methods and new approaches. He is
physically fit and suffers from no gross physical

abnormality.
(Cohen, L. 1965)
Others, of course, have had a more precise approach to this

difficult task. Collier (1959) classified the student’'s qualities as
a teacher under three headings:

(i) management éf children,

(ii) teaching skills,

and (iii) personal qualities,

and stated that under the first a tutor may look for good discipline
or class control, for good rapport with the children, for enthusiasm
or liveliness in teaching and for a habit of appreciation of what
children offer in their oral, written or practical work. He went on to
say that under the second heading the tutor may look for skill in
questioning, initiative and imagination in choice of materiali
thoroughness of preparation, clarity of exposition; skilful use of
pictures, school broadcasts and demonstrations; efficient organisatica
of practical work, skill in eliciting hard work and high quality of
performance in children. Finally, under the third heading such qualities
as reliability, sincerity, keen co-operation in school activities,

acceptability to staff and good appearance may be included.

Pittinger (1917) said that the proper function of a score card for
teacher measurement was not to substitute a formula for a supervisor's
personal judgement, but to aid him in discovering and assembling all tkxe
data upon which intelligent judgement should be based. Evans (1951)
suggested that a list of traits to be taken into account in making
assessments could ensure that no vital point was overiooked, and added

that if a scale was used by a number of independent judges it did ensure
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that all the judges were taking into account approximately the same

aspects of the teacher's performance.

Furthermore, Vernon (1953) stressed that without listing some
ten or more qualities for separate estimation it was unlikely that
the rater would spread his assessment over a sufficient range of

facets of a student's performance.

By studying research related to criteria of effectiveness, carried
out in this country and in the United States of America (e.g."Wisconsin
Studies of the Measurement and Prediction of Teacher Effectiveness"”
1961; "Contemporary Research on Teacher Effectiveness’, Biddle and
Ellena 1964), together with other published work in this field (such
as that already referred to above), and examining a variety of rating
scales and evaluation instruments, five broad categories emerged as
common to all: |

1, Personal Relationships
2., Preparation and Planning
3. Classroom Organisation
4, Teacher Performance

Personal Qualities

With these headings in mind, the Stones and Morris (1970) survey
on "The Assessment of Practical Teaching" provided useful information
under the Appendix, "Analysis of Criteria". 1In this investigation,
188 questionnaires were sent out to Colleges of Education and Universify
Departments of Education; 122 were returned, and among these
respondents 51 sent printed schedules and 15 sent detailed lists of
criteria. By studying the data collected by Stomes and Morris, and
then taking cognisance of all the items mentioned by more than 10
institutions of the 66 supplying information in that particulér area of
their investigation, 15 items emerged capable of being grouped as 3

sub~categories under each of the broad headings already defined. The
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outcome resulted in the further development of the instrument for use

in this investigation as follows:

1. Personal Relationships

(a) with Pupils:
(Relationship with Class and Individual Children
~ 'contact' with pupils)

(b) with Colleagues
(Fellow students in the same school, and other
class teachers in the school.)

(c) with Senior Colleagues:
(Head, deputy, class—-teacher of student's

class, tutor: Attitude to criticism and advice.)

2. Preparation and Planning

(a) Planning and Preparation of teaching resources
in general.

(b) Suitability of ‘content’
(Student's knowledge and expertise.)}

(c¢) Use of Lesson Note Book,

3. Classroom Organisation

(a) Organisation, distribution and use of material
and apparatus.
(b) Use of Audio/Visual Aids (including blackboard).
(c) Discipline, order and management
(Creating and sustaining interest, stimulating

and handling pupils' responses).

4, Teacher Performance

(a) Presentation of Material.

(b) Flexibility: ability to modify plans to meet
the demands of the situation.

(c) Questioning

(Aptness, framing, distribution, etc.).

5. Personal Qualities and Professional Behaviour

(a) Appearance, bearing, dress.
(b) Voice and delivery, quality of speech.
(¢) Contribution to general life of school

(Assumption of additional responsibilities
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and duties. General attitude; regularity
of attendance, punctuality, etc.).

This left one important aspect to be dealt with, namely how to
make allowance for the specific conditions prevailing in the classroom
and school in which the student is teaching. It was decided to ask for
a statement of:

(a) Size of class,

(b) Age-range of class,
(c) Ability range,

(d) Size of school,

and then to ask the assessor to bear these and other relevant prevailing
factors in mind, and decide whether the student's task was made:

(a) very difficult,
(b) difficult,
or (c) average;
or whether the conditions:
(d) facilitated the teaching situation,

or (e) greatly facilitated the teaching situation.

It was felt that difficulty would be experienced in getting reliable
and valid responses to these instructions, but that despite the
limitations of the procedure at least a move had been made in the right
direction towards a more methodical approach to the measurement of
prevailing conditions in classroom and school, and the consequent

influence on the quality of the teaching.

The emerging instrument (see Appendix I) called for an A,B,C,D or E
grade under each of the sub-categories (numerical equivalents being
5,4,3,2 or 1 point). Under the heading "General Information'", (school
conditions), '"very difficult” was awarded 5 points, down to one point

where conditions '"greatly facilitated the teaching sifuation".
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Major category grades were obtained by summing t=s three
sub-category grades, dividing by three (to the nearest whole nixber)
and changing to the equivalent letter; and the overaiX gracde by adding
the numerical equivalents for all 16 items and by dividing by 16 to
the nearest whole number (8/16ths to count as 1 whole), ard giving tke

literal eguivalent.

For example, if under the major category of "Prepzration aand
Planning" grades were awarded for the sub-categories =2s Zollows:

(a) Planning and preparation of teaching resources in
general B (= 4 points)

(b) Suitability of 'content' (student's knowledge z=zd

expertise) C (= 3 points)
(c) Use of Lesson Note Book

c

~
I

3 points)
the total points for the major category would be 4+3-3 = 10, therefore
the overall category grade for '"Preparation and Plznrinz™ would be

10 3 3 = Sé (3 to the nearest whole figure) or gracde C.

Similarly by summing the numerical equivalent for tze 13

sub-category grades la to 5c, plus the grade for category 6, if the

¥ 2]

total was 56 points, the overall teachings mark would bz 56 - 16 = 3
(4 to the nearest whole figure, Ig— and over counting zs 1 whole)

or grade B,

It was necessary to standardise the procedure for tze calculzation
in this manner for the purposes of the experiment. TUsizz the instruzent
in a non-experimental situation, however, there would -z no need for
such calculations, for the value would lie in the indi+idual grades
awarded for each sub-category, and the subsequent discussion between

the heads or class teachers, tutors and students involv=d.



SIMULATED VIDEQ-TAPED TEACHING SITUATION

Having prepared the evaluation instrument it was now necessary
to produce a video-taped teaching situation for common viewing, to be
used for practice in the use of the instrument before all parties
concerned used it in the actual classroom situation. From previous
C.C.T.V. experience, for optimum viewing response it was decided that
the viewing time should be approximately fifteen minutes, and in actual

fact the video-tape produced has a running time of thirteen minutes.

It was decided that the teaching situation should be simulated,
the teacher concerned acting the part of a student on teaching practice,
and the class being prepared to a certain extent for a classroom
situation not normally expected from their teacher. Having found a
headmaster willing to co-operate in the production of such a video-tape,
his deputy, an experienced teacher of considerable ability, agreed to
act the part required of her and the members of her class were asked if

they would like to help in the production,

For the video-tape to serve its purpose in giving assessors
experience in using the evaluation instrument, a situation was devised
which would produce a state of alertness in the observers because of
inconsistent teaching and constantly contradictory factors of good, bad
and moderate teaching ability. It was decided not to script the lesson,
but to plan with the teacher that at certain stages of the lesson various
things would be done intending to reveal good or bad teaching points.

The pupils would be warned that the lesson would be unusual, in that
their teacher would frequently behave in ways they would not expect, and
specific pupils were to be prepared to co-operate in gertain devised

situations.
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On the one hand it was planned that there should = spelling
mistakes on the blackboard, that the teacher would be ——prepared with
her materials (balloons not ready for distribution, no scissors
available without sending for them, writing paper unopszed); that she
would use expressiomns such as "shut up'", "mind your osz business™; that
she would mislay her spectacles and pen, be inconsistexn:t in her demands,
lose her temper, tear up a pupil’'s work, and so on. Gz the other hazd
the teacher would reveal an understanding of her pupils, give
encouragement and help where necessary, speak well, giss cozcise
instructions, give evidence of sound preparation, quesiion the class
ably, remain calm, and maintain a happy classroom. Afizr a great deal

of discussion and preparation, the video-tape was produced.

It should be understood, of course, that the simuizted video-tape
teaching situation, is simply a device to be used for traiping in
the use of the evaluation instrument. The great advantzge lieg in the
fact that it can be re-wound and re-played, and is easily transportable
to provide a common experience for all those allocated o the "trained™
group ('T') in the experiment.

(A note on thevavailability of the video-tzpe is
included in Appendix III).

It was realised that not all the information necessary for the
completion of the evaluation instrument was available by just viewing
the video-taped teaching situation, so additional materizl was provided
on typewritten sheets, including the student's schene oI work and lesson
notes, together with information concerning other sinulzted factors such
as personal relationships, personal qualities and proiessiozal behaviour

(see Appendix III).
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THE SECOND PHASE OF THE INVESTIGATION

Further development of criteria of teacher effectiveness:

The original intention behind the plan to "weight" the evaluation
instrument used in the pilot study was to obtain relevant information
to modify its format for use in the main study. However, the data
obtained so obviously pointed towards a refinement of knowledge in
the area of criteria that it was decided to subject it to appropriate
statistical analysis. It was hoped that this would tease out criteria
of specific importance to students, heads or class teachers, and college
tutors in their separate groups, all together, and in the student/head
or class teacher, student/tutor, and head or class teacher/tutor

combinations.

Consequently it was decided to take the pilot study data collected,
concerning the weighting of the 15 sub-categories of the instrument, and
enter them on punched cards so that a computer could be used to
calculate product-moment correlation co-efficients for each of the
three samples (heads, students and tutors), and then perform a factor

analysis on each correlation matrix.

For the main study it was planned to draw upon teacher-training
institutions across the country, where students, experienced class
teachers (or heads) and tutors engaged upon penultimate or final teaching
practice work would use the instrument for assessment purposes, and then
"weight'" the fifteen sub-categories using a five-point scale. The
procedure has already been described earlier in this chapter. It
should be stated, however, that all those taking part in the second
phase of the experiment were reminded to be constantl& aware of the

full range of the five-point scale, when making their decisions for
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weighting the instrument. It was pointed out in a note attached

to the weighting instructions that just as there was a terndency for

some teachers when marking essays on a five-point sca
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use of +'s and ~'s) to avoid the use of marks in the 'A' azd 'E’
categories, and thus reduce the marking scale; there zay well be a
similar desire for respondents to avoid using the extrexze gradings
(i.e. "extremely important' and "of considerably less than average

importance") even when they really considered them appropriate.

(See Appendix I).
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CHAPTER 3

THE PILOT STUDY
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THE PILQT STUDY

The pilot study was carried out at a College of Education in the
south-east of England (mixed, day college with normal aged and mature
students), using all third year finalists based at the main college

building and carrying out their practice in Junior schools.

Thirty-three tutors, thirty-seven heads (or experienced teachers
appointed for the experiment to deputise for the heads), and fifty
students were involved. The last ninute withdrawal of two students
meant that altogether forty-eight cases were considered, each case
comprising a student, headteacher aznd tutor. By random selection
sixteen cases were allocated to each group "C", "E" and "T":

"C" being a control group
YE"™ - a group using the evaluation instrument
for the second assessment
and "T" - a group using the evaluation instrument
for the second assessment, each member
having received video-tape training in

the use of the instrument.

Each head, each supervising tutor and each student involved was sent
an explanatory letter, a éopy of the general research instructions, and
detailed personal instructions relevant to the group in which he/she had
been placed (see Appendix II), together with the necessary forms and

envelopes for the returns.

The intuitive global assessments for each group were carried out on
the Tuesday or Wednesday of the second week of a five-week practice. The
video-taped training session for the members of the "T" group was arranged
for the latter half of the third week, and the second assessments for all

groups were made on the Wednesday or Thursday of the fourth week.
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THE VIDEQ-TAPED TRAINING SESSION

The video-tape was shown of the members of the "T" group, sub-
divided for convenience into smaller groups, each comprising students,
heads and tutors together in the same room. On each occasion it was
explained that the teaching situation was simulated to represent a
student carrying out her teaching practice. It was requested that no
discussion should take place during the session. After the first view-
ing, each student, head and tutor was asked to give an intuitive
global assessment of the teacher portrayed in the simulation on a
five-point scale (A,B,C,D,E without +'s and -'s) using the Assessment
Form (Appendix I). All participants, as described above, were then
presented with the original version of the evaluation instrument (see
Appendix I) and asked to study it in preparation for its use in assessing
the video-taped simulation after a second viewing. Further material
was then provided (Appendix III) to enable completion of items on the
instrument which were not apparent from the tape. After the second
showing of the tape and the completion of the instrument, further copies

were provided to each student, head and tutor for use in the classroom.

For the purpose of this research project, it was necessary to
ensure that exactly the same procedure was followed for each training
session with "T" groups throughout the experiment. For the pilot study
the video-tape had to be viewed by two groups in different rooms, but at
the same time; and later in the main study at College 2, various
sessions had to be arranged on different sites at different times to
accommodate heads, tutors and students with various time-tabled
commitments which prevented them all from being in one place at the
same time. At College 3 only two sessions were neceséary, a main viewing

and a supplementary group to cater for those absent from the first.
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Questions with regard to procedure were allowed, but these together
with the answers given by the researcher were recorded on a2 sound
tape to ensure that the information givem was conveyed to 211 nenbers

of the trained groups.

Discussions between students, heads and tutors couid not be
allowed at any of the training sessions for the experizent. In normal
non-experimental use of the evaluation instrument, inclzding training
procedures, the value of discussion, of course, cannot >e over-
emphasised, for its contribution to increased understacnding among
all parties concerned with teaching practice and its assessment is

paramount.

THE TABULATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

As the investigation was concerned with disparity between assess-
ment grades awarded by tutors and head-teachers to stucdsnts on teaching
practice, and the self-assessment grades of the students themselves,
it was decided to tabulate the data collected to show tze number of
agreements between the various parties concerned, so thzt by inspection
increased or decreased nuﬁbers of agreements in the various assessments

would be apparent.

Considering the overall grades given on both first and second
assessments, the data were tabulated as shown in Table I, and it was
felt that by using a trend test, any trends in increased or decreased
agreements would be revealed. It was decided to use a Jonkheere
Trend Test (see Appendix 1IV). It was important first of all to easure
that there was no significant trend when comparing agreements on the

first (intuitive) assessments from groups "C" (control), "E" (ewvaluation)
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and "T" (trained). The test confirmed that there was no significant
trend. On the second assessments, however, a significant trend

was revealed concerning increase in the number of agreements (T>C>E
at the 0.01% level), showing that the use of the evaluation instrument

after training in its use, had brought about a measurable increase.

Agreement in the main categories (No.l to No. 5 on the instrument)
were tabulated as shown in Table 2. In order to find whether there were
significant increases of agreement on the "T" group returns over those
of the "E" group, it was considered necessary to carry out ~én analysis
of variance, and the most appropriate method seemed to be the use of
a Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance by ranks (see Appendix
IV). It was revealed that there were significant increases of
agreement on the "T" group returns over those of the "E" group. Taking
student/head/tutor agreements on their own, significant increase was
registered at the 5% level, and then taking student/head, stuqent/tutor
and head/tutor agreements together, there was increased agreement for

the "T" group significant at the 0.5% level,

Next, agreements in the sub-categories were tabulated (see Tables
3, 4, 5 and 6) and Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance by ranks
used again. This revealed significant increases in agreement for the "T"
group over the "E'" group. Taking student/head/tutor agreements on their
own, significant increase was registered at the 0.5% level, Student/
head agreements were significant at the 1% level, and head/tutor agreements
at the 0.5% level. Student/tutor agreements, however, were not significant
at the 5% level. Taken overall, putting student/head, student/tutor and
head/tutor agreements together, the overall increases of agreements for

the "T" group over the "E" group were highly significént. (0.01% level).
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From these results it was concluded that the hypothesis had
been supported to a sufficient degree to suggest that the experiment
should be carried out with larger numbers in two other Colleges of

Education.
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THE EVALUATION INSTRUMENT

Having decided that individual assessors probably attached vary-
ing degrees of importance to both the main and sub-categories of the
instrument, the students, tutors and heads involved in Groups "E"
and "T" of the pilot study (i.e. those who had used the evaluation

instrument) were asked to "weight" the instrument.
Using the scale: indicates EXTREMELY IMPORTANT

indicates VERY IMPORTANT

indicates OF AVERAGE IMPORTANCE

indicates OF LESS THAN AVERAGE IMPORTANCE

indicates OF CONSIDERABLY LESS THAN
AVERAGE IMPORTANCE

HON W oW

All participants were asked to indicate the degree of importance they

attached to each of the main categories and each of the sub-categories.

As explained in the previous chapter, those involved were reminded
of the tendency to reduce the scale by avoiding the use of the extreme
gradings (5 and 1), and asked to take cognisance of the full range

when awarding individual weighting grades.

They were also asked'to list one, two or three criteria (not more)
if they felt that such items should have been included in the
instrument, indicating the degree of importance of each on the scale
already described. Comments on the instrument were also invited.

(See Appendix I).

Returns were made by 93 people in all, 31 heads, 31 students and
31 tutors, only one tutor, one head and one student failing to make a

return. The majority ratings for the Main Categories were as follows:




~70-

1. Personal Relationships 5 (by 67% oI respondents)
2. Preparation and Planning 5 (487
3. Classroom Organisation 4 (52%
4, Teacher Performance 4 (48%)
5. Personal Qualities and
Professional Behaviour 4 (47%)
6. Prevailing conditions in
the specific school and
classroom situation 4 (45%)

Continuing in this vein, a simple analysis was made of -2e zmazerial
supplied by respondents, looking at totals and calculzti=g tercentagss.
It soon became apparent, however, that more sophisticaizd ifechnigaes
would be required (e.g. a factor analysis) to obtain relizble
information from the data received. Before the factor zzalysis was
performed, however, certain observations were made, and tenzative

conclusions formed:

General overall agreement by heads, tutors and stuvients on the

degree of importance of the various items was apparent. Cozcernin

w

the main categories, '"Personal Relationships" was given tZe higrest
rating (5 by 67%). The students rated "Preparation a=nd 2lzzaing™,
"Classroom Organisation” and “Teacher Performance' higker tzan heads

S=T

and tutors did. Tutors did not think consideration of "prev

-
e}
o
2]
W

conditions in the specific school and classroom situaiicz™ zmerited

as high a rating as heads and students did.

With the sub~-categories there was once more generz® ovsarall

agreement, high ratings being given for:

(a) Personal relationships with pupils
(Relationship with class and individual
children ~ "“"contact" with pupils):

5 (by 91% of respondents)
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(b) Preparation and Planning of teaching
resources in general:

5 (60%)
(c) Discipline, order and marnagement
(creating and sustaining interest,

stimulating and handling pupils’
responses):

5 (75%)
(d) Flexibility: ability to modify

plans to meet the demands of the
situation:

5 (58%)
The middle grade, "three' was given to the following:
(a) Personal relationships with colleagues
(Fellow students in the same school,
and other class teachers in the school):
3 (by 51% of respondents)
(b) Use of Lesson Note Book:
3 (45%)

(c) Appearance, bearing, dress

3 (47%)

Students attached greater importance to "suitability of 'content’
student's knowledge and expertise', and "use of audio/visual aids

(including blackboard)” than heads and tutors.

From this analysis, together with comments and suggestions from
a number of respondents, it was decided to modify the Evaluation

Instrument in two places:

1. 1(b) to read:

PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS

With colleagues

(Fellow students, other class-teachers and
non~teaching staff in the same school)

2. 2(c) to read:

PREPARATION AND PLANNING
Use of Lesson Note Book
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(e.g. Preparation, planning, records and

material, pupils and self)

O0f the 31 heads submitting returns, 20 expressed satisfaction with
the design of the instrument (10 by direct comment such as "very
suitable'", and 10 by suggesting no further categories and adding no
critical comments). Seven mentioned the student's personal philosophy
and its effect upon his/her teaching, but could see no way of satisfac-
torily assessing it, and four mentioned personality factors. In addition,
20 heads suggested that personal relationships with non-teaching stzif
in the school were important, and item 1(b) was modified accordingly

(see above).

Of the 31 students, 25 added no critical comment and wished to add
no further categories. Six dealt specifically with itea 2(¢) "Use of
Lesson Note Book', and this together with similar comments by tutors
led to the modification of the instrument with explanatory suégestions
in brackets after that heading. Two mentioned items which were already
covered by category 6, "prevailing conditions in the specific school
and classroom situation”, and one mentioned ‘''classroom displays" which
it was felt would be adequately covered by 3(b) "Use of Audio/Visual

Aids™.

Of the 31 tutors, 21 expressed satisfaction with the design of the
instrument, 19 by adding no further categories or comments, 2 by stating
that they found the instrument "excellent'. One called for a simpler
instrument, one wished for recognition of pre-college teaching experience,
two were concerned with the personal philosophy of the student and its
effect upon the teaching ability, and one mentioned perscnality factors.
Again, 10 expressed a need for the amplification of 2(c) "Use of Lesson

Note Book™.
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As far as low ratings were concerned, on the "Use of Lesson Note
Book", 9 heads, & tutors and 7 students rated at 2 points; one head,
one tutor and one student rated at one point. On "Personal Relationships
with Colleagues'™, two heads, one tutor and one student rated at 2 points
and one student at one point., On "Prevailing conditions in the
specific school and classroom situation', four heads, four tutors and
four students rated at 2 points. On "Appearance, bearing, dress", four
tutors and one student rated it as low as 2 points, and one student at

one point.

THE SECOND PHASE OF THE PILOT STUDY

The data collected from the 93 respondents (31 heads, 31 students
and 31 tutors) concerning the weighting of the 15 sub-categories of
the instrument were entered on to punched cards so that a computer could
be used to calculate product~moment correlation coefficients for each of
the three samples and then a factor analysis was performed on each
correlation matrix. Principal Components were obtained and the factors
rotated to the Varimax (orthogonal) criteria. (See Appendix IV Section

(c) Computerised Results (i), Pilot Study Phase II.)

From the results obtained it was concluded that a careful study
of each correlation matrix and the corresponding results from factor
analysis would lead to an increased understanding of the importance
attached to the various criteria of teacher effectiveness by students,

teachers and tutors respectively.

As an example, one factor which emerged for each group was what
may be described as a "rersonali?y " factor, showing the joint

importance of:

(a) personal relationships with colleagues, and
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(b) personal qualities and professional
behaviour.

The head-teachers stressed the importance of relations>ips with
colleagues (fellow students, other class teachers ard non-teaching
staff in the same school); but the tutors placed emphzsis of the szme
order on relationships with senior colleagues (head, deputiy, class
teacher of student's class, tutor: attitude to criticisam and advice).
The students, however, considered relationships with both colleagnes
(sub~category 1lb) and senior colleagues (sub-category ic) of importznce;
and subsequent inspection of the correlation matrix shcwss a2 1lb/lc

correlation coefficient of .5113 for the student group.

Moreover, within this factor, head-teachers and tutors consider=d
all three aspects of the personal qualities category important:

(a) appearance, bearing, dress
(b) voice and delivery, quality of speech
and (c) contribution to general life of the sczcol
(assumption of additional responsibilizies
and duties, general attitude, regularity of

attendance, punctuality, etc.)
and linked these qualities to the importance of "planring and preparation
of teaching resources in general', For their part, however, the
students did not attach similar importance to "voice a=d delivery,
quality of speech” and "planning and preparation of tezching resources

in general” within this specific factor.

A second factor, however, revealed by statistical =znalysis =zs
common to each group was a '"suitability of content” fzcior, stressinzg
the importance of the '"student's knowledge and expertise” (sub-caiegory
2¢). Tutors related it to "presentation of material™, head-teachers

to "discipline, order and management - creating and ststaining interest,
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stimulating and handling pupils' responses", and students to both

these items and also to "voice and delivery, quality of speech”.

These two examples arising from analysis of the data collected
from the small-pilot study sample pointed to the need for a larger
study of weightings awarded by students, teachers and tutors who
have first shared in the common experience of assessment of practical

teaching using the Ellis Evaluation Instrument.



~-76—-

CHAPTER 4

THE MAIN STUDY
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PHASE 1

As the pilot-study had indicated the potential value of the
evaluation instrument and demonstrated that the experimental procedure
appeared to be viable, it was decided that apart from =minor additions
to the instrument the same procedure would be adoprted for the main
study. In view of the suggested diagnostic value oi the instrument,
however, it seemed more appropriate to use students on their second
teaching practice rather than final year students, as eventually the
evaluation instrument would probably be used more effectively if
introduced in the middle (or second) block of their three teaching

practices.

It appeared desirable to vary the geographical area covered by
the study by including two further colleges, one in ihe Midlands
{College 2) and one in the north west of England (College 3), so that
the results might have more general application. 7he experiment was
carried out in the Autumn Term 1971 at College 2, and in the Spring
Term 1972 at College 3. It seemed necessary to work with larger
numbers, although it was felt that in an experiment of this nature one
should look for replication rather than for size for, as Burroughs
(1971) stated:

large numbers are not convincing in thenselves. It
is far better to replicate the small well cdesigned
experiment over many different conditions than to use
the same total number ... in a single large scale
experiment, inevitably under a single condition. 1In
evaluating an experiment, therefore, orne stould often

look for replication rather than size.
In both colleges it was decided to use all students carrying out
their teaching practice in primary schools (including infant or first

schools, infant/junior, junior and middle schools). The decision
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to restrict the experiment to the primary age-range was made on the
grounds that subject specialist teaching in the secondary age range
called for a somewhat different approach to assessment, which moved
away from the "general practitioner"” approach adopted in thé—primary
sector, and that in due course a modified experiment would need to
be designed to investigate assessment of practical teaching in the

secondary school.

In each college the first assessment was made in the second week
of a practice of just under five weeks' duration; the video-taped
training session given in the third week, and the final assessment

made in the fourth week.

The revised form of the evaluation instrument, where the
category concerned with personal relationships was extended to include
relationships with non-teaching staff, and the item 'use of lesson
note book' provided with additional explanatory notes (see Apﬁendix I)
was used for second assessments in the groups "E" (the evaluation
instrument group) and "T" (the trained group, using the instrument
after receiving video-taped training in its use). The data were
recorded to show agreements in assessment grades between heads, tutors
and students, and evaluated as in the pilot study, by a trend test
(Jonckheere) followed by analysis of variance (Kruskal-Wallis one-way

analysis of variance by ranks).

In setting up the experiment, the Academic Board of each college
in full consultation with all members of Academic Staff, agreed that
tutors would be willing to participate; and through the co-operation
of each Student Union student approval was obtained.. 1In College 2 an

approach was made to the head-teachers by the teaching practice super-
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visor, and the support of all but six heads enlisted. After a visit
by the researcher to answer further questions to their satisfaction,
the six head-teachers concerned agreed to take part. In College 3
a conference of all the head-teachers was called by the Principal of
the College, so that the researcher could explain the demands of the
project, and special visits for this purpose were made to the heads
unable to attend the meeting. They were all willing to take part. In
the
each College the members ofkwhole year group on teaching practice,
with the exception of those working in secondary schools were included
in the sample, and with last minute adjustments necessitated by
sickness and withdrawals for various reasons the necessary groups wers
established., At College 2, 120 cases (40 in each group "C", "E" and
"7") and at College 3, 150 cases (50 in each group) were considered.
In the pilot study the trend analysis (T>C>E) showed an increase in
the number of agreements on grading between students, heads and tutors
in the group using the evaluation instrument after training, over the
agreements in the control group, but showed a decrease in agreements
among those using the instrument without training; and it was felt t:zat
this was possibly not representative. It was interesting, therefore,
that in both Colleges 2 and 3 a significant trend T>E>C was shown
at the 1% level. This indicated that the use of the evaluation instrimeat
brought about a measurable increase in agreement and that where the
instrument was used after training a further significant increase in

agreement was achieved, (See Tables 7 and 13, and Appendix IV).

At College 2 agreements in the main categories (No. 1 to No. 5 on
the instrument) were tabulated as shown in Table-S, and using a Kruskal-
Wallis one-way analysis of variance by ranks (see Appendix 1IV) it was
revealed that the increases of agreement on the "T" group returns over

those of the "E" group were not significant at the 5% level. This
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applied when taking student/head/tutor agreements on their own, and
also when student/head, student/tutor and head/tutor agreements were
considered together. It may be as Vernon (1953) pointed out, that the
number of categories is too small, for he stressed that without listing
some ten or more qualities for separate estimation it was unlikely that
the rater would spread his assessment over a sufficient range of facets
of a student's performance. It should be noted, however, that in the
case of tutors and heads there was a high degree of agreement resulting
from the use of the instrument without training (group "E"), so that

it was unlikely that a further significant increase would result from

training in its use (group "T").

Next, agreements in the sub-categories for College 2 were tabulated
(See Tables 9, 10, 11 and 12) and Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of
variance by ranks used again (See Appendix 1IV)., This revealed
significant increases in agreement for the "T" group over the."E" group.
Taking student/head/tutor agreements on their own, significant increase
was registered at the 0.5% level. Student/head agreements were significant
at the 1% level, and student/tutor agreements at the 0.1% level. Head/
tutor agreements, however, were not significant at the 5% level. Again
this reflects the high measure of agreement between heads and tutors
prior to the training session explained earlier in this chapter. Taken
overall, however, when student/head, student/tutor and head/tutor
agreements were combined, the increases of agreements for the "T" group

over the "E" group were highly significant. (0.01% 1level).

For College 3, agreements in the main categories were tabulated
as shown in Table 14, and using a Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of
variance by ranks (See Appendix IV) it was revealed that there were

significant increases of agreement on the "T" group returns over those
g
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~of the "E" group. Taking student/head/tutor agreements on their own,
significant increase was registered at the 3% level, and then taking
student/head, student/tutor and head/tutor agreements together there

was increased agreement for the "T" group significant at the 1% level.

Next, agreements in the sub-categories for College 3 were tabulated
(See Tables 15, 16, 17 and 18) and Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of
variance by ranks used again (See Appendix IV), This revealed
significant increases in agreement for the "T" group over the "E" group
throughout, Taking student/head/tutor agreements on their own,
significant increase was registered at the 0.1% level. Student/head
agreements were significant at the 0.1% level, student/tutor agreements
at the 0.1% level, and head/tutor agreements at the 0.5% level. When
student/head, student/tutor, head/tutor agreements were combined the
increases of agreements for the "T" group over the "E' group were again

highly significant. (0.01% level).

SIGNIFICANT INCREASES IN AGREEMENT FOR THE "T" GROUP OVER THE
"E'" GROUP IN SUB-CATEGORIES la -~ 5c AT COLLEGES 2 AND 3

g 3
g '
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w e a " 92} ot
a < o =] (@]
<: = = wm < = 157]
<3 et = = = =] =
=} 13 o} = £ a a
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Thus in both Colleges 2 and 3 the effect of training in the use of
the evaluation instrument showed a highly significant increase in
agreement between students, heads and tutors. The results appear to
indicate that discrepancies in the assessment of practical teaching
can probably be reduced by the use of a common evaluation instrument,
and possibly further reduced when supported by a training session using
a video-tape of a classroom situation in conjunction with the evaluation
instrument. In each case the data for the evaluation instrument groups
("E") and the trained groups ("T") for Colleges 2 and 3 were entered on
to punched cards so that a computer could be used to calculate product-
moment correlation coefficients for the two samples, and also carry out

a factor analysis of the categories used in the evaluation instrument.

The decision to use parametric statistics was made in the light of
two articles by Labovitz (1967 and 1970). Previous analysis by non-
parametric methods had shown significance, so that the real value of
this additional work lies in the opportunity to use more powerful
statistical techniques and deduce the underlying implications.

Where it was felt necessary to show that one correlation is
significantly higher than another, the procedure recommended by
Blalock (1960), pages 309-311, was followed:
If the two correlations are based on independent
samples, we can transform each of the r's into Z's
and then make use of a formula for the standard
error of the difference between two Z's, which is

analogous to that for the standard error of a

difference between means, and which is as follows:

o~ - ! !
- = +— :
hon N-3 © Na-3

2
=
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We can then either put a confidence interval

about (2, - ZZ ) or look up the value of:
7 - (zl ’ZZL) — O
— 0’51,51

in the normal table. Zero appears in the above
formula because of the fact that our null

hypothesis takes the form P - P,

To convert r into,zr score:
|+ Pr

:ZT = //5], '122 ———

{f—r

but in fact standard tables are available for this conversion.

The product-moment correlation coefficients are recorded in
Tables 19 and 20 for College 2, and Tables 21 and 22 for College 3
under the heading "Computerised Results” - Phase I in Appendix IV.

An inspection of these tables reveals the increased agreement achieved
by the training session, between students and heads, students and
tutors and tutors and heads. Comparing the coefiicients for evaluation
group ("E") and trained group (T") situations in each of these groups
for the overall grades on the second assessments, increases were highly

significant (See Computerised Results - Phase I, Appendix IV).

A factor analysis was performed on the correlation matrix for
sub~-categories in College 2, using the system of Computer Programmes
developed by H.J. Halworth ("A system of Computer Programmes for use in
Psychology and Education'", Halworth, H.J., Assisted by Ann Brebner.
Education Department, University of Birmingham, 1865 - a British
Psychological Society Publication). Principal Coxponents were obtained
and the factors rotated to the Varimax (orthgonal) criteria (See

Computerised Results ~ Phase I, Appendix IV).

By comparing the results of the evaluation group ("E") and the

trained group ("T") for students, heads and tutors, the percentage of
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variance on the first principal component in each "T" group situation
is much higher than that in the corresponding "E" group, indicating
the increased effectiveness of the evaluation instrument with video-
taped training. Moreover, with both students and tutors the number
of factors decreases with the trained groups ("T"), indicating that
after training the instrument becomes much clearer and more structured

than before training.

With heads and tutors in the trained group ("T") two clear factors
emerge, one which may be termed '"content, organisation and presentation
of material', and another "personal qualities and professional
behaviour”". With students three factors emerged:

(1) classroom organisation and teacher performance,

(2) preparation/personal qualities,

and (3) which indicates a concern for the relationship

with colleagues and senior colleagues, and the
qualities the student feels these colleagues -
rate highly (i.e. "discipline, order and
management"” and "contribution to the general
life of the school).

It is interesting to note that if we take a somewhat broader
view of the factors relating to heads and tutors, the first factor
covers the items 1(a) to 4(c) on the instrument, and the second
factor the remaining items(5(a), 5(b) and 5(c¢)). This suggests that
the items on the evaluation instrument do cover what heads and tutors

regard as essential criteria.
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TABLE. 15.(cousce 3)
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TABLE 17. (congse 3.)
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PHASE II

The decision to draw upon teacher training institutions across
the country where students, experienced class teachers (or heads) and
tutors engaged upon penultimate or final teaching practice work,
used the instrument for assessment purposes and then weighted the
fifteen sub-categories using a five point scale (without +'s and -'s),

was facilitated by fortuitous circumstance,

An invitation to contribute to two seminars on the assessment of
practical teaching, for the Society for Research into Higher Education
(SRHE) in October 1974 and June 1975, led to the publication of the
instrument, and subsequent opportunities to visit colleges wishing to
hear of and use the instrument. The only stipulations made for
participants in Phase II of the experiment ﬁere, that the instrument
should be used by all parties concerned in the assessment process (i.e.
students, teachers and tutors) and that the practice should be in
either infant or first schools, infant/junior, junior or middle schools.
The letter sent to students, teachers and tutors is shown in Appendix
II, and the weighting instructions and necessary form for completion
at the end of Appendix I.- A "link-man” from the academic staff of
each institution was established to deal with the administration of the
experiment, and to be responsible for the collection of returns from

teachers, tutors and students.

The object of this aspect of the investigation was not to arrive at
a "once and for all" list of criteria of teacher effectiveness, which could
be regarded for ever more as essential in all those claiming to be
effective teachers; but rather as a step towards increased understanding

of those factors considered important by teachers in training (students),
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teachers of teachers in training (tutors) and serving teachers in the
schools, for competence in the classroom and school situation. Such

a step could lead to greater efficiency in the process of planning,
implementing and evaluating professional studies courses in programmes

of initial teacher training.

Three hundred and sixty returns were received and tabulated by
the end of October 1978 (from 120 students, 120 teachers and 120
tutors), and entered on to punched cards. The rank orders of the
importance attached to the fifteen sub-categories (i.e. criteria)
were calculated by taking the group mean for each category for the
three groups, and then tabulated (Table 23) to show the relationship
between these orders. The table shows that all three groups ranked
1(a), "Personal Relationships with Pupils"” as the most important, and
2(c), "Use of Lesson Note Book" as least important., However, 5(c),
"Contribution to general life of the school'" was ranked 12th by students,
7th by teachers and 11th by tutors. The relationship between the three
rankings was then obtained by calculating the Spearman's rho rank
correlation coefficient. The correlations all proved to be quite high,
indicating that the three groups tended to show reasonable agreement
about the relative importance of the fifteen criteria. The correlation
between students and tutors proved to be the highest (+ .97), indicating
that their rankings were close, while that between students and teachers
was the lowest (+ .82). This corresponds to the results of the factor
analysis where student and tutor groups appear closer to each other than

do either the student group or the tutor group to the teacher group.

FACTOR ANALYSIS

Factor analysis is a technique for‘empirical data reduction, When

confronted with scores on a large number of variables such as those on
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the evaluation instrument, it is often desirable to summarise them in
some way. If there is reason to believe that the variables relate to
each other we will probably be interested not only in looking at them one
at a time or studying individual correlations between them, but also in
looking at overall patterns within the data. One way of doing this is
to say on a priori or theoretical grounds that certain variables belong
together or are measuring the same thing. However, we are often not in
a position to do this and empirical techniques such as factor analysis
allow us to look for patterms in the data in an exploratory fashion.
This does not mean that factor analysis is a purely inductive technique,
The choice of variables and the factoring method employed involve
assumptions about the data and about patterns of variation in them, but

these assumptions can be of a relatively general nature.

Factor analysis starts with a series of inter-relationships between
variables éxpressed in a correlation matrix. The analysis looks for
patterns in these inter-correlations and attempts to find a smaller

number of factors or components which account for the observed correlations.

Extracting the initial factors

The first procedure is to extract the initial factors. Here a
decision has to be made about the data model being assumed. In a
PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSIS (such as that used in Phase I of the
experiment, and for the Pilot Study for Phase II - see Appendix IVC) no
assumptions about underlying patterns are made and the factors are simple
transformations of the original matrix, the first factor being the
single best linear summary of the data, the second factor being the
best linear summary once the variance due fo the first factor has been

removed, and so on, In a CLASSICAL FACTOR ANALYSIS (as used for Phase II
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of the Main Study - See Appendix IVC) the observed correlations are
assumned to depend on real underlying dimensions. Each variable is
assumed to have a UNIQUE element of its own and a COXMMON element which
it shares with other variables and t§ which the correlations are due.
Under this assumption, before the initial factors are extracted from
the matrix the diagonal matrix entries are replaced by estimates of

the communalities.

Under both procedures the analysis will normally result in as

many factors as there were original variables. Each factor will have

a loading for each variable, each will have an associated eigen-value
and each will account for a certain percentage of the variation in the
original matrix., By definition the factors will account for decreasing
proportions of the original variation and often the first few factors
will account for most of the variation and later factors for very small
amounts (in the case of a set of variables which are all measuring the
same thing, for example, a simple attitude scale, we may find that the

first factor accounts for nearly all the variation).

As the purpose of the analysis is data reduction, we are unlikely
to be interested in as man& factors as original variables and a
decision has to be taken about how many factors we are interested in for
further analysis. Some cut off point has to be taken as the factors
become progressively less important. A commonly adopted one is only

to consider factors with eigen-values equal to or greater than one.

Rotation of factors

The initial factors rarely give easily interpretable results.
The first factor is a good indication of whether there is a single

dimension underlying all the variables, as, for example, in an
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attitude scale. But subsequent variables are influenced by the

fact that the first factor and then any factor extracted before

them, reduce the amount of variance available, It is normal therefore
to rotate those factors chosen for further analysis in order to get
interpretable results. There are a number of rotation procedures
available, the most basic distinction between them being whether they
are ORTHOGONAL or OBLIQUE. Orthogonal rotations keep the various
factors uncorrelated with one another, while oblique methods allow
inter-factor correlations (the matrix of these inter-correlations can
be input into a further 'second-order' factor analysis). The most
commonly used rotation method is an orthogonal procedure called

VARIMAX rotation.

The output from a rotation is a matrix of the loadings of each
variable on each factor. Loadings can vary from +1 through O to -1.
The factors are defined by the variables which load most high}y on
them. There are no hard and fast rules for deciding what constitutes
a high loading, but a frequently used rule of thumb is to consider all
loadings greater than +.3 or -.3 (positive and negative loadings have
no absolute meaning but variables which load with different signs on
the same factor are related to it in opposite directions). For this
study, the author has generally considered loadings greater tham +.5

or -.5, in interpreting the data.

The present analysis for Phase II was conducted using the SPSS
(Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) system of computer
programmes. Initial factors were extracted using the assumptions of
classical factor analysis and all factors with eigen-values greater
than or equal to one were input to the rotation procedure. Rotation

was performed according to the Varimax criteria and a matrix of
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factor loadings was obtained.

The data were processed in the following ways, and product-moment
correlation coefficient matrices drawn up and factor analysis results

recorded for each grouping:

(a) students' and teachers' and tutors' returns
all together,
(b) students' returns only,
(c) teachers' returns only,
(d) tutors' returns only,
(e) students' and teachers' returns together,
* (f) students' and tutors' returns together,
(g) teachers' and tutors' returns together.

(see Appendix IV (c) (iii) Computerised results
Phase II Main Study)

From the overall student/teacher/tutor group analysis, certain

factors clearly emerge:

1. A 'personality’ factor (as in the Pilot Study) which

stressed the importance of:
(a) personal relationships with colleagues and
senior colleagues,

and (b) personal qualities and professional behaviour.

2. A factor which emphasised the value of personal relation-

ships with pupils (relationship with class and individual

children - 'contact' with pupils).

3. A preparation and planning factor concerned with the

planning and preparation of teaching resources in

general,

4. A factor drawing attention to the vital skills of

organisation and teacher performance in the classroom

situation.

and 5. A discipline factor expressing concern for discipline,
order and management in the classroom, creating and
sustaining interest, stimulating and handling pupils'

responses.
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Furthermore, by studying the factors which emerge from analysis
of the data for other groupings, minor differences from a general
overall agreement become apparent. Such differences may well be
taken into account in planning a professional studies course both
school and college based. For school based work the teachers' inter-
pretation may be given priority, whereas in college on occasions the
tutors' views may be considered the inportant ones, and on others

those of the students.

Factor 1. ('P&r&onaliﬁj ') emerged from the analysis of data
from all groupings, but whereas the students were concerned with the
importance of relationships with both colleagues and senior colleagues,

~

the tutors stressed the importance of relationships with senior
colleagues (head, deputy, class-teaciher of student's class, tutor:
attitude to criticism and advice), the teachers gave priority to
relationships with colleagues (fellow students, other class-teachers
and non-teaching staff in the same school) and also linked thé teacher

performance quality of 'flexibility' (ability to modify plans to meet

the demands of the situation) to the factor.

Factor 2. (pefsonal'relationships with pupils) was revealed by
analysis in all groupings except that of the teachers. Tutors related
it specifically to 'contribution to the general life of the school’,
students to 'flexibility' and 'questioning', teachers/tutors to
‘organisation, distribution and use of materials and apparatus', and

teachers/students to 'flexibility'.

Factor 3. (preparation and planning) was shown by the analysis
of data from all groupings. Teachers emphasised the importance of
the link with 'suitability of content (students' knowledge and

expertise)', students and students/teachers together emphasised the
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relationship with 'organisation, distribution and use of material

and apparatus'.

Factor 4. <(organisation and teacher performance) in the student/
teacher/tutor group was firmly related to 'preparation and planning’.
Tutors indicated the related importance of 'suitability of content’,
while teachers and students/teachers together clearly indicated 'teacher
performance' and 'classroom organisation' as separate factors, the
students specifically lirking teacher performance with personal

relationships with pupiis.

Factor 5.(discipline) was revealed by analysis for all groupings

except (a) teachers
(b) tutors
and (c) tutors and teachers together;

the student group analysis showed a firm connection with 'suitability

of content', 'presentation of material' and 'voice and delivery,
uality of speech’'. s . _
4 v P (Sea wlsc peges o3« f03m>

This interpretation of the data is helpful to the author of the
study, but it is felt that the value of the experiment lies in the
tabulation of the results in the correlation coefficient matrices and
in the recorded loadings on the factor analyses, which are available
for the guidance of those designing, implementing and evaluating
courses of professional studies in initial teacher education, Ideally
it is for such people to make their own interpretation of the findings

of this experiment.

Ned Flanders (1976) from the Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Development in California, writing an article on "Research

on teaching and improving teacher education” in the British Jourmnal
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of Teacher Education explains that those who conduct research on
teaching believe that ultimately their research will contribute to
the public good through the improvement of education. Expressing this

opinion in the form of a fairy tale:

"Once upon a time a persistent educational
researcher worked very hard for long hours
and discovered many differences between
effective teachers who were good and the
ineffective teachers who were bad. As he
discovered each difference, he ran to the
professors of education and told them all
about it with great excitement. The
professors, of course, were overjoyed and
not only included the new knowledge in their
curricula for beginning teachers, but
incorporated it into their own teaching
methods. As a result, better teachers
taught boys and girls to become better
citizens and everyone lived happily ever

after".

..... Flanders goes on to emphasise the glaring discrepancies between the
fairy tale and the real world of education, and to draw attention to

the difficult task of showing how the fairy tale may become true by
making changes in both teacher education and also in the manner in which
we conduct research on teaching. In developing the theme of his

article Flanders lists the questions which demand attention, including:

(a) what teacher skills are needed?
(b) how can adults learn these skills?

(c) how are these skills used in longer
instructional strategies?

(d) how can these strategies be learned?

He then goes on to say that our answers to such questions are likely
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to remain incomplete, and that it is quite likely that for the next
few decades we will be required to teach teachers how to evaluate
their own teaching, so that they can decide for themselves which skills
and strategies are most useful to them.

"This suggests that learning how to study

one's own teaching may well be the most

important single objective in teacher

education".

With Flanders' article in mind, it is hoped that this present
investigation into the criteria of teacher effectiveness related to
a study of the assessment of practical teaching, may make some small

contribution to help those who seek to improve teacher education.
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FURTHER CONSIDERATIOIN AND DISCUSSION OF THE DATA

FROM FACTOR ATTALYSIS :

From the decision (p 98) to comsider factor loadings greater than
+.5 or -.5 in interpreting the data the five factors emerged as

follows: -

FACTOR 1

A 'persqnality'_factor which stressed the importance of:

(a) personal relationships with colleagues and senior colleagues
and (b) personal qualities and professional behaviour.
STUDENTS & TEACHERS & TUTORS TOGETHER: (% of variance: 49,2)
Personal relationships with colleagues (factor loading .69)
Personal relationships with senior colleagues (.60)

Personal qualities and professional behaviour:

Appearance, bearing, dress (.72)
Voice and delivery, quality of speech (.531)

STUDENTS: (% of variance: 47.8)
Personal relationships with colleagues (factor loading .69)
Personal relationships with senior colleagues (.75)

Personal qualities and professional behaviour:

Appearance, bearing and dress (.72)
TEACHERS: (% of variance: 42.7)
Personal relationships with colleagues (factor loading .75)

Personal qualities and professional behaviour:
Appearance, bearing and dress (.73)

Contribution to general life of the school (.50)

TUTORS: (% of variance: 22.4)

Personal relationships with senior colleagues (factor loading .91)

Personal qualities and professional behaviour:

Appearance, bearing and dress (.56)
STUDENTS & TEACHERS TOGETHER: (% of variance 48.5)

Personal relationships with colleagues (factor loading .72)
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Personal qualities and professional behaviour:

Appearance, bearing and dress (.82)
STUDENTS & TUTORS TOGETHER: (% of variance: 47.8)
Personal relationships with colleagues (factor loading .67)
Personal relationships with senior colleagues (.71)

Personal qualities and professional behaviour:

Appearance, bearing and dress (.64)
TEACHERS & TUTORS TOGETHER: (% of variance: 42.6)
Personal relationships with colleagues (factor loading .71)
Personal relationships with senior colleagues (.68)

Personal qualities and professional behaviour:

Appearance, bearing and dress (.60)

FACTOR 2

A factor which emphasised the value of personal relationships with

pupils (relationship with class gnd individual children -~ 'contact’
with pupils).
STUDENTS & TEACHERS & TUTORS TOGETHER: (% of variance: 10.5)
Personal relationships with pupils (factor loading .61)
STUDENTS: (% of wvariance: 10.1)
Personal relationships with pupils (factor loadiné .98)
Teacher performance: Flexibility (.56)
Teacher performance: Questioning (.60)
TﬁTORS: (% of variance: 17.3)

Personal relationships with pupils (factor loading .76)

Personal qualities and professional behaviour:

Contribution to general life of the school (.61)
STUDENTS & TUTORS TOGETHER: (% of variance: 7.8)

Personal relationships with pupils (factor loading .63)
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FACTOR 3

A preparation and planning factor concerned with the planning

and preparation of teaching resources in general,
STUDENTS & TEACHERS & TUTORS TOGETHER (% of variance: 10.0)

Preparation and planning of teaching resources
in general (factor loading .62)

STUDENTS (% of variance: 13.8)

Preparation and planning of teaching resources
in general (factor loading .77)

Classroom organisation: organisation, distribution
and use of material and apparatus (.58)

TEACHERS (% of variance 11.0)

Preparation and Planning: suitability of 'content®
(factor loading .72)

TUTORS (% of variance 7.3)

Preparation and planning of teaching resources in
general (factor loading .77)

STUDENTS & TEACHERS TOGETHER (% of variance 11.9)

Preparation and planning: use of lesson note book
(factor loading .55)

Classroom organisation: distribution and use of
material and apparatus (.61)

STUDENTS & TUTORS TOGETHER (% of variance 14.5)

Preparation and planning of teaching resources in
general (factor loading .80)

TEACHERS & TUTORS TOGETHER (% of variance 7.6)

Preparation and planning of teaching resources in
general (factor loading .57)

FACTOR 4

A factor drawing attention to the vital skills of organisation

and teacher performance in the classroom situation.

STUDENTS & TEACHERS & TUTORS TOGETHER (% of variance: 22.1)

Preparation and planning: suitability of 'content’
(factor loading .S50)
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Classroom organisation: use of A/V aids (.59)

Teacher performance: presentation of material (.61)

Teacher performance: questioning (.52)
STUDENTS (% of variance: 6.9)

Classroom organisation: use of A/V aids (factor loading .58)
TEACHERS (% of variance: 17.0)

Classroom organisation: distribution and use of material
and apparatus (factor loading .94)

Classroom organisation: use of A/V aids (.51)
TEACHERS (% of variance: 6.7)

Teacher performance: presentatiom of material (factor
loading .94)

Teacher performance: questioning (.66)
TUTORS (% of variance: 42.0)
Classroom organisation: use of A/V.aids (factor loading .90)

Personal qualities and professional behaviour:
appearance, bearing and dress (.50)

TUTORS (% of variance 11.0)

Teacher performance: presentation of material (factor
loading .62)

Preparation and planning: presentation of material (.74)
STUDENTS & TEACHERS TOGETHER (% of variance: 21.4)

Teacher performance: questioning (factor loading .66)
STUDENTS & TEACHERS TOGETHER (% of variance: ‘9.6)

Teacher perfofmance: flexibility (factof loading .51)
STUDENTS & TUTORS TOGETHER (% of variance: 18.6)

Classroom organisation: use of A/V aids (factor loading .50)

Teacher performance: questioning (.50)

Preparation and planning: suitability of 'content' (.63)
TEACHERS & TUTORS TOGETHER (% of variance 22.0)

Classroom organisation: use of A/V aids (factor loading .53)

Teacher performance: presentation of material (.67)

Teacher performance: questioning (.53)



TEACHERS & TUTORS TOGETHER (% of variance: 11.5)

Classroom organisation: distribution and use of
material and apparatus (factor loading .65)

TEACHERS & TUTORS TOGETHER (% of variance 6.7)

Teacher performance: Flexibility (factor loading .61)

FACTOR 5

A discipline factor expressing concern for discipline, order and
management in the classroom, creating and sustaining interest,
stimulating and handling pupils' responses.

STUDENTS & TEACHERS & TUTORS TOGETHER (%‘of variance: 8.2)

Classroom organisation: discipline, order and
management (factor loading .50)

STUDENTS (% of variance: 21.4)

Preparation and planning: suitability of 'content’
(factor loading .56)

Classroom organisation: discipline, order and
management (.58)

Teacher performance: presentation of material (.52)

Personal qualities and professional behaviour: voice
and delivery, quality of speech (.69)

STUDENTS & TEACHERS TOGETHER (% of variance 11.3)

Classroom organisation: discipline, order énd
management (factor loading .69)

The frequently used rule of thumb to consider all loadings greater than
+.3 or -.3, when applied, reveals the information shown on the following
charts, which enable a comparison to be made between the Varimax

loadings for the different groups:
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TWO ADDITIONAL FACTORS which emerged were:

(i) TEACHERS (% of variance: 12,6)

Personal relationships with senior colleagues
(factor loading .66)

Teacher Performance: flexibility (.57)
and (ii) TEACHERS & TUTORS TOGETHER (% of variance: 9.6)
Personal qualities and professional behaviour:

Voice and delivery, quality of speech (factor
loading .56)

Appearance, bearing and dress (.37)

Classroom organisation: use of A/V aids (.38)
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By studying the charts on the previous pages, considering all
Varimax loadings greater than +.3 or -.3, FACTOR 1 still emerges
with overall agreement between all groups concerned. It is interesting
to note that students did not relate 'voice and delivery, quality of
speech' to this factor; that teachers did not consider 'personal
relationships with senior colleagues' worthy of high rating in this
context; and for their part tutors did not associate 'contribution
to the general life of the school' with this factor, despite general
agreement between all other groups. The tutors also stressed the
importance of 'personal relationships with senior colleagues' with

a loading (.91) much higher than all other groups; and considered
'personal relationships with colleagues' of less importance (Varimax

loading .47) than the other groups.

The Varimax loadings for FACTOR 2, emphasising personal relationships
with pupils still revealed no concern for this item by the teacher
group. The tutors with the highest rating (.76) associated the factor
with 'preparation and planning of teaching resources in general’,
‘distribution and use of material and apparatus', 'voice and delivery,
quality of speech' and 'contribution to the general life of the school'.
The students stressed the links with 'flexibility', 'questioning;, and

to a lesser extent with 'personal relationships with .senior colleagues’'.

The charts for FACTORS 3 and 4 show an overall concern for planning and
preparation of teaching resources in general, and the vital skills of
organisation and teacher performance in the classroom situation.

For FACTOR 3 (preparation and planning), the teachers stressed the
importance of ‘suitability of content', and linked this with the need
for 'discipline, order and management’'. The students for their part,
associated the 'use of lesson note book' and 'the organisation,

distribution and use of material and apparatus' with preparation and
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planning. Concerning FACTOR 4 (organisation and teacher performance)
the factor analysis showed for both teachers and tutors two clear
factors for each group under this heading, recorded in separate
columns on the chart. Items which stand out clearly for all groups
(students, teachers and tutors) are
(a) wuse of A/V aids

and (b) questioning.

FACTOR 5 (Discipline, order and management) once more emerged quite
clearly for all groups except the tutors. The teachers associated
this factor with 'suitability of content' and ‘preparation and
planning of teaching resources in general', Moreover, it is interesting
to note the associated items linked to the factor by the students:

(a) voice and delivery, quality of speech

(b) suitability of content

(c) presentation of material

and (d) personal relationships with pupils.
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 THE VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY OF THE PRESENT STUDY :

The Author was naturally concerned with validity (the degree to which
the evaluation instrument actually served the purposes for which it had
been designed), and reliability (the extent to which the instrument

was consistent in measuring what it was intended to measure),.

The fact that the nature of the investigation was such that no specific
teaching situation could be repeated in order to test validity and
reliability, was compensated for, to a certain extent, by the design
of the experiment, whereby more than one asseésor was employed for
each situation, and that data were collected from a variety of instit-
utions across the country. Nevertheless the researcher was aware of
a limitation here, where on reflection the possibility of having

more than one teacher-assessor, and more than one tutor-assessor
present for each of a limited number of teaching situations in
different parts of the country; énd follow up repeat situations
involving the same people (pupils, student being assessed, and
teachers and tutors as assessors) could bhave been carried out after

a period of time had elapsed.

With regard to content validity (i.e. how well the content of the
instrument sampled the teaching practice situation), and construct
validity (concerning the psychological qualities of the instrument),
this was catered for to a certain extent, by the weighting of the
original instrument in the pilot study, when the respondents were
asked to suggest additional criteria for inclusion in the instrument,
and critical comment on the instrument was also invited. Concerning
predictive validity, no attempt was made to collect assessment data
at a later date on the students involved in the experiment; but the

nature of the investigation where assessment gradings arrived at using
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the instrument were compared with the contemporary measure of
global assessments arrived at intuitively, provided some measure

of concurrent validity.



-104-

CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
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Before considering the conclusions to be drawn from the findizgs
of this investigation, it seemed desirable to place in context the

whole of the work carried out, in a brief summary:

The experiment was designed to investigate the assessment of
practical teaching, and then by developing the link between professional
studies courses (in initial teacher education) and practical exzperience
(i.e. teaching practice) to seek increased knowledge in the field oz

criteria of teacher effectiveness.

The first phase of the experiment was planned to investigate the
hypothesis that:
Differences in the assessment of practical teaching
between head-teachers, tutors and students are
reduced by the use of a common evaluation instrument

supported by a training session using a video-tape

of a classroom situation.

The evaluation instrument was designed by making a study of
existing work in this field to discover areas of agreement, and then

drawing upon the evidence collected by Stones and Morris (1970).

The resulting instrument offered three items to be considered
under each of the five main headings:

. Personal Relationships

. Preparation and Planning

1
2
3. Classroom Organisation
4. Teacher Performance

S

. Personal Qualities and Professional Behaviour

A video-tape of a simulated classroom situation, for common

viewing, was then produced to be used for practice in the use of

ot

instrument before all parties concerned used it in the actual
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classroom situation. For the video-tape to serve its purpose in
giving assessors experience in using the evaluation instrument,

a situation was devised which would produce a state of alertness in
the observers because of inconsisternt teaching, and constantly

contradictory factors of good, bad and moderate teaching ability.

The investigation called for the co-operation of supervising
tutors, head-teachers (or experienced teachers appointed for the
experiment to deputise for the head), and students on teaching practice.

Each case considered comprised a student, a tutor and a head-teacher.

The Pilot Study was carried out at a college in the south-east
of England, College 1 (48 cases), and later replicated in the Midlands,
College 2 (120 cases) and in the north-west of England, College 3

(150 cases).

By random selection each sample was divided intec three ﬁarts:
'C', a control group,
'E', an evaluation instrument group,

and 'T', an evaluation instrument grou each member
’ P,
receiving video-~tape training in the use of

the instrument.

All students assessed themselves as well as being assessed by
their tutors and the head-teachers of the schools in which they

practised.

Early in each practice at zn agreed time during the second week,
all groups carried out an assessment on a subjective, intuitive basis,

giving an overall grade of teaching ability on a five-point scale.

Two weeks or more later at an agreed time in the practice, the
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control groups made a re-assessment giving once more an overall

grade on an intuitive basis. The evaluation instrument group( ®°)

made a re-assessment using the instrument, and the trained growp

('T') made a re-assessment using the same evaluation instrumerz,

having had a short training session in its use, involving the simnlzzed
video-taped teaching situation. The training session took plzace

between the first and second assessments.

The training session involved the viewing of the video-tape.
when heads, tutors and students independently assessed the teaczsr
portrayed in the simulation on an intuitive basis (using a five-poizt
scale). Having been presented with the evaluation instrument, Tzey
they viewed the video-taped teaching situation again and completzed
the instrument. As certain items on the instrument could not e
completed by information obtained solely from viewing the tape,

participants were supplied with further simulated material to esnzbl

(14

them to carry out the task. Members of the trained group ('T') w=r=
then supplied with further copies of the evaluation instrument Zor

use in the classroom situation on the second assessment.

An overall grade was calculated for the evaluation instrument
group ('E') and the trained group ('T') on the second assessmenz.
First and second assessments by heads, tutors and students were tabziated
to show the number of agreements and, by inspection, any increzss iz

agreements between the two assessments.

The Jonckheere Trend Test indicated no trend on the intuitive
assessment, and a significant trend T > E > C on the second assessment
for colleges 2 and 3, showing that when the evaluation instrument vzs

used for assessments by head-teachers and tutors and for self-zssessmenzs
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by students, there was increased agreement on the grades given
between all the parties concerned, and ; further increase in
agreement when the instrument was used after training in its use.
This confirmed the view that the trend in the Pilot Study T > C> E
was possibly not representative. Significant increases of agree-
ment on the 'T' group returns over those of the 'E' group on main
and sub-categories were revealed by use of a Kruskal-Wallis one-way

analysis of variance by ranks.

Furthermore, in order to examine the data for inter-relationships
among the main and sub-categories of the instrument, a computer was
used to calculate the product-moment correlation coefficients on main
and sub-categories for Colleges 2 and 3, and a factor analysis of the

fifteen sub-categories (la to 5c) at College 2 was performed.

The results of this experiment suggest that by using the
evaluation instrument for the assessment of practical teachiné,
increased agreement (between head-teachers, tutors and students) is
likely to be achieved compared with a2 situation where only intuitive
global assessments are made. A further increase in agreement will
probably be achieved, however, when the use of the instrument is
augmented by a training session in its use involving a video-taped

teaching simulation.

Using non-parametric techniques the degree of increased agreement
was shown to be significant. These results were supplemented by the
use of product-moment correlation coefficients, and again the increases
by the trained group on the overall grades were shown to be highly

significant.
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It was concluded, therefore, that the original hypothesis was

supported, i.e. that

Differences in the assessment of practical
teaching between head-teachers, tutors and
students are reduced by the use of a common
evaluation instrument, supported by a
training session using a video-tape of a

classroom situation.

The second phase of the experiment was concerned with a refinement

of knowledge in the field of criteria of teacher effectiveness, worxing
towards a set of such criteria to be used in the design, implementation
and evaluation of professional studies courses in initial teacher

education programmes.

In the light of the findings in Phase I, there was a general
indication that the Ellis Evaluation Instrument contained what the
heads, tutors and students considered to be the essential criteria
of effectiveness. Consequently, a further sample of teachers, tutors
and students was sought, to engage in the common experience of
teaching practice with all parties using the evaluation instrument,
and afterwards recording an independent weighting of the fifteen
sub-categories on a five-point scale. The sample was drawn from six
teacher training institutions, two in the North, two in the Midlands,
and two in the Southern part of the country. Each case comprised =2
class-teacher, a college tutor and a student, and care was taken to ensure
that no tutor or teacher was included in more than one case. After
the teaching practice experience, all three members of each case were
considered as independent respondents to the weighting procedure,
classified only as students, teachers or tutors. In all, returns fron

120 students, 120 teachers and 120 tutors were recorded, 20 from
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each institution in each group.

The rank orders of importance attached to the fifteen sub-
categories (i.e. criteria) were calculated by taking the group mean
for each category for the three groups (students, teachers and tutors),
and tabulated to show the relationship between the orders. The
relationship between the three rankings was then obtained by calculating
the Spearman's rho rank correlation coefficient. The correlations
proved to be high, indicatirng that the three groups tend to agree
about the relative importance of the fifteen criteria. The correlation
between tutors and students proved to be highest (+0.97), between
tutors and teachers next (+0.88) and between students and teachers

the lowest (+0.82).

Product-moment correlation coefficient matrices were drawn up,
and factor analyses were then conducted using the SPSS (Statistical
Package for the Social Scierces) system of computer programmes,
Initial factors were extracted using the assumptions of classical
factor analysis, and all factors with eigen-values greater than or
equal to one were input to the rotation procedure. Rotation was
performed according to the Varimax criteria and a matrix of factor

loadings was obtained.

The findings were recorded by drawing up factor analyses results
for each of the following groups:

(a) students/teachars/tutors
(b) students only

(c) teachers only

(d) tutors only

(e) students/teackers

(f) students/tutors

(g) teachers/tutors.
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Thé author of the study then interpreted the data to reveal Zive

factors:

1. A fPCPSOnaliE:j ' factor, which stressed the
importance of:
(a) personal relationships with colleagues and
senior colleagues
and (b) personal qualities and professional

behaviour,

2. A factor which emphasised the value of personal

relationships with pupils (relationship with the

class and individual children - ‘'contact’ with

pupils).

3. A preparation and planning factor, concerned with

the planning and preparation of teaching resources

in general.

4, A factor drawing attention to the vital skills of

organisation and teacher performance in the classrccm

situation.

and 5. A ‘'discipline’ factor expressing concern for .

discipline, order and management in the classroom,
creating and sustaining interest, stimulating and

handling pupils' responses.
(See. nole ab the foel of page [5)
Such factors should be used, of course, in conjunction wita tke
outcome of other relevant work in this field, taking cognisance oZ
anecdotal information such as Blishen's comments (Blishen, E., 1S77)
on "Teachers for all seasons', the points made by small groups, szca

as the ten head-teachers in Gerald Grace's study (Grace, &, 1973),

the findings of those working in the sphere of Performance or

Comnittee Report 1974), and researchers like McLeish, J. (1978) wko

is investigating what he terms "a new analysis of effective teackizg™.
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It was felt, however, that the value of the investigation lay not
so much in the factors defined above, but rather in the tabulated
results which were open to interpretation by those who sought to use
the findings as a basis for criteria to use in the design, implementation

and evaluation of professional studies courses. (see pages 203 - 216).

In the publication, "School Experience in Teacher Education",
.the report of work carried out in the School of Education at Bristol
University (Cope, E., 1971.a), in the concluding commentary and
suggestions, it was stated that there was considerable room for
improvement in the existing system of liaison between schools and
colleges. It recommended induction courses for newly appointed
members of college staff, and pointed out that teachers do not have
a clear understanding of what the college expects of them on school
practice, and that

The college's requirements are obscure because

neither the lecturers nor the teachers have

worked out notions of their respective functions.

Concerning the supervisory and assessment procedures of teaching

practice, the report stated that:

1. All three groups in the school practice
enterprise must realise their responsibility
for evaluation, for evaluation is part of

any educational programme,

2. Supervisors and teachers must be aware when
grading students that they are evaluating
them as part of the process of assisting

their learning,

3. Students must be encouraged to accept

responsibility for self-evaluation at a
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deeper level than that employed in the
existing practice of writing critical

comments in their school practice files.

4. Teachers must fully accept their share in

the responsibility for evaluation,
and concludes by suggesting:

if all three groups could face a shared
responsibility for the educational implic-
ations of evaluation, thenthe supervisory
procedures would be made more effective with-
out any other modification of existing

arrangements,

It is hoped that the present study may make some small contrizztion
towards all four of the points stated above and, in addition, proviie
a further means of strengthening liaison between school and coliegze.
It also suggests the beginnings of a system to enable tutors and

teachers to work out notions of their respective functions.

In "A Study of School Supervised Practice" (Cope, E. 1971.b) iz

is stated:

A consideration of the specifically 'supervisory'
elements in the teachers' role within school supervision
showed:
{c) that teachers experienced considerable
‘ difficulty in implementing the
supervisory responsibility of providing
the student with feed-back on performance

and some form of evaluation
and recommended that:

As teachers' interest in supervisory problems
developed, they could work out with tutors strategies

for assisting student learning and providing more
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adequate feed-back.

It is also hoped, therefore, that the procedure adopted in this

experiment may play its part in:

(a)

(b)

(c)

courses designed for new teacher tutors or professional

tutors (James Report 1972)

initiation courses for newly appointed tutors to

institutions for teacher education,

the difficult task of defining and re-defining criteria
of effectiveness, which in due course may contribute

to a more and more thorough appraisal of courses
designed to cater for the curricular element in the
professional training of teachers. This should, of
course, continue to open up a very wide field for

further research.

Moreover, it would seem that further research is necessary to

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

conduct a similar experiment related to the assessment
of practical teaching in the secondary school, and the
development of criteria of teacher effectiveness which
are subject specific

elaborate and improve upon the training procedure used
in this research, for increased understanding between

all parties concerned (head and class teachers, tutors

and students) in the assessment and evaluation process

investigate the video-taped approach to illustrate more
effectively the various categories (i.e. criteria)

included in the evaluation instrument.

measure the effect of feed-back (from this or similar

approaches to assessment of practical teaching) on the
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quality of the student’'s further teaching.

(e) design courses of professional studies catering
for the curricular element in initial teacher
education, using the criteria arrived at in this
study; dimplement such courses, and then by use
of the Ellis Evaluation Instrument attempt to

assess their worth.

In the recently published D.E.S. Report (H.M.I. Series: Matters
for Discussion 8) "Developments in the B.Ed. Degree Course: A study
based on fifteen institutions”™ (H.M.S.0. 1979), it is stated that i=2
assessing the quality of school experience H.M.I. were guided by

four main criteria, two of which were:

1. the degree to which college staff, students and schools

shared understanding of its meaning and purpose;

2. the extent to which it was inter-related with the

B.Ed. Course as a whole.

This project has been largely concerned with these factors,
and it is hoped that the'findings may. indicate a.possible methodolozy
for a large scale investigation to help colleges actively attempt to
promote a shared understanding of school experience in all its for=zs,
for the D.E.S. report states that "only a minority are doing so

successfully".

(N.B. The decision to consider factor loadings greater than +.5 or -.5 .
in interpreting the data, resulted in the emergence of five clear
factors. But the additional information revealed by applying the more
frequently used rule of thumb of considering all loadings greater than
+.3 or -.3 , served to confirm the original findings, as well as
indicating some important additional features summarised on pages 103
1 & m.)
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(b)
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APPeNDIX I

Assessment Form

Evaluation Instrument (Original)
Evaluation Instrument (Revised)
Weightiné Instructions and Instrument

Heighting Instructions for Phase 2 of

the investigation
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(a) ASSESSUENT FORM
Used by Students, Head Teachers and Tutors

Ref: A.1/J0B

ASSISSMENT FORM . Date:

STUDENT:

ASSESSOR:

GLOBAL ASSSSSMENT AWARD$D:
X (A, B, C, D or B)
Please do HOT use +'s and -'s

For your guidance:

A. Outstanding student, suitable for distinction category.
(As a Head, I would appoint this student if a vacancy
existed, without bothering to advertise.)

B. Good student, well above average standard.
(If this student applied for a post, I would consider
him/her Just as seriously as other applicants with
‘several years' experience.)

C. Average. _
(If no experienced teachsrs applied, I would be happy
to fill a vacancy with this student.)

D. Weak; but passable as a future teacher.
(If no one applied for a post, I would take this student.)

B, Fajlure. )
(I would rather have a perpetual vacancy than take this
student to fill a post.)



(b) EVALUATION INSTRUMENT (ORIGINAL)

Used by Students, Head Teachers and Tutors,
in Groups "E" and "T" at College No. 1

EVALUATION INSTRUMENT

Items 1 to 5 inclusive: assess each sub-item on 5-point scale

(A,B,C,D or E. Please do not use +'s or -'s).
Enter particulars under 6 (a), (b), (c) & (4).
Tick appropriate comment at 6

ASSESSOR:

STUDENT:

1. PERSONAL R<LATIONSHIPS:

(a) With Pupils:
(Relationship with Class and Individual children

- 'contact' with pupils)

(b) With Colleagues:.
(Fellow students in the same school, and octher
class-teachers in the school)

(c) With Senior Colleagues:

(Head, deputy, class-teacher of student's class,
tutors attitude to criticism and advice)

2. PREPARATION & PLANNING:
(a) Planning and Preparation of teaching resources
in general

(b) Suitability of "content"
(Student's knowledge and expertise)

(c) Use of Lesson Note Book

3. CLASSROOM ORGANISATION:
(a) Organisation, distribution and use of material
and apparatus

(b) Use of Audio/Visual Aids (including blackboard)

(c) Discipline, order and management
(Creating and sustaining interest, stimmlating
and handling pupils' responses)

4.. TEACHER PERFORMANCE:
(a) Presentation of material

(b) Flexibility: ability to modify plans to meat
the demands of the situation

(c) questioning:
(Aptness, Framing, Distribution, etc.)
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5. PERSONAL QUALITISS AND PROFESSICNAL BEJAVICUR:
(a) Appearance, bearing, dress

(b) Voice and delivery, quality of speech
(c) Contribution to general life of school:

(Assumption of additional responsibilities
and attendance, punctuality, etc.)

6. GoNERAL INFORMATION:

(a) Size of class: (b) Age Range of class:
(c¢) Ability Range: (d) Size of School:
(e) Do the above factors together with background

conditions (e.g., environmental/social factors,
nature of school building, etc.) make student's

task:
Very diffictult
Difficult
Average
or Facilitate the teaching situation
or Greatly facilitate the teaching situation

(Please tick as appropriate)

Ref: A.3/J4E




(¢) EVALUATION INSTRUMENT (REVISED) “ o

Used by Students, Head Teachers and Tutors, in
Groups "E" and "T" at Colleges No. 2 and No. 3.

EVALUATION INSTRUMENT

Items 1 to 5 inclusive: assess each sub-item on a five-point
scale (A4,B,C,D or E. Please do not use +'s or -'s).

Enter particulars under 6 (a), (b), (c) and (a).

Tick appropriate comment at 6 (e). ‘

ASSESSOR:

STUDENT:

1. PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS:
(a) With Pupils:
(Relationship with class and individual children T
- 'contact! with pupils) | i

(b) With Colleagues:
(Pellow students, other class teachers and
non-teaching staff in the same school)

(c) With Senior Colleasgues:
(Head, deputy, class-teacher of the student's
class, tutor: attitude to criticism and advice)

2. PREPARATION AND PLANNING:
(a) Planning and Preparation of teaching resources
in general

(b) Suitability of "content"
(Student's knowledge and expertise)

(¢) Use of Lesson Note Book
(e.g. Preparation, planning, records and
retrospective observations evaluating material,
pupils and self)

3. CLASSROOM ORGANISATICN:
(a) Organisation, distribution and use of material
and apparatus

(b) Use of Audio/Visual Aids (including blackboard)

(c) Discipline, order and management
(Creating and sustaining interest, stimlating
and handling pupils' responses.)

4., TEACHER PERFORMANCZ:
(a) Presentation of material

(b) Flexibility: ability to modify plans to meet
the demands of the situation

(¢) Questioning:
(Aptness, framing, distribution, etc.)

L



5. PERSONAL QUALITIES AND PROFESSIONAL BEHAVICQUR:
(a) Appearance, bearing, dress

(b) Voice and delivery, quality of speech

(c) Contribution to general life of the school:
(Assumption of additional responsibilities and .
duties. General attitude, regularity of l
attendance, punctuality etc.) -

6. GENERAL INFORMATION:
(a) Size of class: (b) Age Range of Class:

(c) Ability Range: (c) Size of School:
(e) Do the above factors together with background
conditions (e.g. environmental/social factors,

nature of school building etc.) make student's
tasks

Very difficult

Difficult

Average

Facilitate the teaching situation

Greatly facilitate the teaching situation

(Please tick as appropriate)

Ref: A(R)3/IWE



-122~

(a) WEIGHTING INSTRUCTIONS AND INSTRUMENT
for Students, Head Teachers and Tutors at College No. 1.

WEIGHTING INSTRUCTIONS FOR EVALUATION INSTRUMENT

Individial assessors probably attach varying degrees of importance tos

(a) THE MAIN CATEGORIES 1. Personal Relationships

2. Prepaiation and Planning
3. Classroom Organisation
4. Teacher Performance

5. Personal Qualities and
Professional Behaviour

6. Prevailing conditions in the -
specific school and c¢lass-
room situation.

(b) THE FIFTEEN SUB-CATEGOBIES

Will you please indicate the degree of importance you attach to each
of the main categories, by putting the appropriate figure in the red
'boxes' on the left hand side of the sheet; and the degree of impor-
tance you attach to each sub-category by entering the appropriate
figure in the black 'boxes' on the right hand side of the sheet:

5 indicates EXTREMELY IMPORTANT

4 indicates VERY IMPORTANT

3 indicates OF AVERAGE IMPORTANCE

2 indicates LSS THAN AVERAGE IMPORTANCE

1 indicates CONSIDERABLY LESS THAN AVERAGE II{PORTANCE

On the back of the pink sheet, will you please list one, two or
three criteria (not more) if you feel such items should have
been included in the Instrument; indicating the degree of impor-
tance of each, using the scale described above.

If youn wish to make any comments concerning the instrument, please
do so on the remaining portion on the back of the pink sheet.

Please return your form as soon as possible in the envelope
provided.

2/1/Bval./JWE
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WELGHTING

(Referred to in the instructions as the "pink sheet")

1. PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS:
| ! (a) With Pupils:
A ZRelationship with class and individual
f ’

children - 'contact' with pupils)

(b) With Colleagues:
(Fellow students in the same school, and
other class-teachers in the school)

(¢) With Senior Colleagues:
(Head, deputy, class-teacher of student's
class, tutor: attitude to criticism and
advice)

2. PREPARATION AND PLANNING:
(a) Planning and Preparation of teaching
resources in general

[]

(b) Suitability of "content"
(Student's knowledge and expertise)

(¢) Use of Lesson Note Book

3. CLASSROOM ORGANISATION:
(a) Organisation, distribution and use of
materigl and apparatus

r

(b) Use of Audio/Visual Aids (including
blackboard)

U |

(¢) Discipline, order and management
(Creating and sustaining interest,
stimlating and handling pupils'
responses)

4. TEACHER PERFORMANCES:
(a) Presentation of material

.3

(b) Flexibility: ability to modify plans to
meet the demands of the situation

(c) Questioning
(Aptness, framing, distribution etc.)

5. PERSONAL QUALITIES AND PROFESSIONAL BEHAVIQUR:
(a) Appearance, bearing, dress l

£l

(b) Voice and delivery, quality of speech

(c) ?ontribution to general life of school
Assumption of additional responsibilities
and duties. General attitude, regularity
of attendance, punctuality, etc.
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6. GENERAL INFORMATION:

(a)
(e)
(e)

or

or

3.

COLBMENTS :

Ref: A.2/JVE.

Size of class: (b) Age Range of Class:
Ability Range: (d) Size of School:
Do the above factors together with
background conditions (e.g. environmental/

social factors, nature of school building
etc.) make student's tasks:

Very difficult

Difficult

Average

Facilitate the teaching situation

Greatly facilitate the teaching situation.

(Please tick as appropriate)

-

14
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(e ) Weighting Instructions for Phase 2 of the Investization

{ for Students, Teacaers and Tutors)

JELGHTING INSTRUCTIONS FOR ELLIS =ZVALUATION INSTHRUMENT

Individual assessors probably attach varying degrees of importance
to the fifteen sub-categories of the Ellis Evaluation Instrument:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Persongl relationships with pupils

Personal relationships with colleagues

Personal relationships with senior colleagues

Planning and preparatiun of teaching resocurces in general

Suitability of "content!

Use of lesson note book

Organisation, distribution and use of material and
- apparatus

Use of andio/visual aids

Discipline, order and management

Presentation of material

Flexibility

Questioning

Appearance, bearing, dress

Voice and delivery, quality of speech

Contribution to general life of the school

Will you please indicate the degree of importance you attach to
each sub-category by entering the appropriate figure in the
'box' on the right-hand side of the attached sheet.

HOoN W oo,

indicates EXTREMELY IMPORTANT

indicates VERY IMPORTANT

indicates OF AVERAGE INMPORTANCE

indicates OF LESS THAN AVERAGE ILPORTANCE

indicates OF CONSIDERABLY L=SS THAW AVERAGE
IHPORTANCE

Please return your form as soon as possible in the envelope provided.

PHASE 2/EVAL.1./JVE



THE FELLIS EVALUATION INSTRUMENT (YEIGHTING)

PERSONAL RELATTIONSHIPS

(a) With Pupils
ZRelaiionship with class and individual .
children - "contact" with pupils)

(b) With Colleagues
(Fellow students, other class teachers and
non-teaching staff in the same school)

(c¢) With Senior Colleagues
(Head, deputy, class-teacher of student's class,
tutor: attitude to criticism and advice)

PREPARATION AND PLANNING
(a) Planning and Preparation of teaching
resources in general

(b) Suitability of "content"
(Student's knowledge and expertise)

(c¢) Use of Lesson Note Book
(e.g. Preparation, planning, records and
retrospective observations evaluating
material, pupils and self)

CLASSROOL] ORGANISATICN
(a) Organisation, distribution and use of material
and apparatus

(b) Use of Audio/Visual Aids (including blackboard)

(¢) Discipline, order and management
(Creating and sustaining interest, stimilating
and handling pupils' responses) '

TEACHER PERFORMANCE
(a) Presentation of material

(b) Flexibility: ability to modify plans to meet
the demands of the situation

(c) Questioning
(Aptness, framing, distribution, etc.)

PERSONAL QUALITIES AND PROFESSIONAL BzHAVIQUR
(a) Appearance, bearing, dress.

{b) Voice and delivery, quality of speech.

(c) Contribution to general life of the school
(Assumption of additional responsibilities and
duties. General attitude, regularity of
attendance, punctuality, etc.)

PHASE 2/EVAL.2./JWE

|

UL

i




(2)
(b)
(c)
(a)
(e)

(£)

RS o
b S

APPENDIX IX

Letter to Students

Letter to Head Teachers
Letter to Putors

General Research Instructions
Specific Research Instructions
to Students, Heads and Tutors
in GI‘OU.pS ucn’ g gng Mo
Letter to Students, Teachers

and Tutors: Phase 2 of the
Investigation
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(a) LETTER TO STUDENTS

Ref: (RE)S.1/JWB

Dear ,

Assessment of Practical Teaching

Now that your Teaching Practice is
about to commence, I am writing to seek your help in an
investigation into the methods of assessing practical teaching.

I realise that there are already heavy demands upon your
time, but hope that you will be willing to give me the benefit
of your opinion in this important project. This will involve
self-assessment of your teaching ability, but as the information
you supply will be treated as strictly confidential you can be
perfectly honest, avoiding mock modesty on the one hand, and
self-aggrandisement on the other. I shall be the only person
to handle the material you contribute, consequently it can in
no way affect your teaching practice, your teaching mark, or
in any way influence decisions concerning your professional
future. lMoreover, only when the datahave been processed will
the generalised research findings be awvailable to members of
the teaching profession, and this summarised evidence will make
no reference to any person or instiftution either by name or by
inference.

A copy of the general research instructions is enclosed,
together with details of your personal procedure (which I hope
you will be willing to follow), and the necessary form(s) for
completion.,

Please accept my thanks for your help, and may I wish
you a happy and succassful teaching practice.

Yours sincerely,

(James W. Ellis)
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(b) LEITER TO HEAD THACHERS

ADDRESS:

Ref: (BE)B.1/JWE
DATE:

Deax ’

Assessment of Practical Teaching

Now that another Teaching Practice for the students of
College of Education is about to commence,
I am writing to seek your help in an investigation into the
methods of assessing practical teaching. The Principal and
members of the Academic Staff of the College, together with
the students concernsd have offered their co-operation.

As a former Headmaster of a Primary School myself, I
realise that there are already heavy demands upon your time,
but hope that you will be wilking to give me the benefit of
your experience in this important project. If, however, you
feel unable to do so, perhaps you would be willing to appoint
an experienced member of your staff to deputise for you.

Any information you supply will be treated as strictly
confidential, and the data collected will in no way be related
to you or your school. lMoreover, I shall be the only person
to handle the material you contribute, and only when the data
have been processed will the generalised research findings be
available to members of the teaching profession, and this
summarised evidence will make no reference to any person or
institution either by name or by inference.

A copy of the general research instructions is enclosed,
together with details of your personal procedure (which I hope
you will be willing to follow), and the necessary form(s) for
completion.

Increasingly we are looking for ways in which the schools
can play a more active role in teacher training, and this
research is concerned with one approach to this desirable goal.

May I express my thanks in anticipation of your help.

Yours sincerely,

(James W. Ellis)



(c) LEPTER TO COLLSGE TUTORS

ADDRASS:

Ref: (RE)T.1/J4E
DATR:

Deagr ’

Assessment of Practical Teaching

Now that another Teaching Practice for the Students of
College of Education is about to commence,
I am writing to seek your help in an investigation into the
methods of assessing practical teaching.

I realise that there are already heavy demands upon your
time, but I hope that you will be willing to give me the
benefit of your experience in this important project. Any
information you supply will be treated as strictly confidential,
and the data collected will in no way be related to you or the
College. HNoreover, I shall be the only person to handle the
material you contribuite, and only when the data have bsen
procaessed will the generalised research findings be available
to members of the teaching profession, and this summarised
evidence will make no reference to any person or institution
either by name or by inference.

A copy of the general research instructions is enclosed,
together with details of your personal procedure (which I hope
you will be willing to follow), and the necessary form(s) for
completion.

I greatly appreciate the facilities afforded me by the
Principal and your colleagues at ) for this
investigation. Please accept my thanks for your help.

Yours sincerely,

(James V. Ellis)
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(a) GaNLRAL RESEARCH INSTRUCTIONS

Ref: (RE)G.1/JWE

An Investization into the Assessment of Practical Teaching

GENERAL RSSEARCH INSTRUCTIONS

1. The project involves Head Teachers (or experienced
teachers deputising for Head Teachers), College of
Education Tutors, and Second Year Teaching Practice
Students.

2. All information supplied will be treated as anonymous,
and strictly confidentiat, and available only to
Mr, J.¥. Ellis, for collation and processing.

3. Until all the required data have been collected, it is
essential that no discussion takes place about the
research requests, documents and procedures, between
student and student, tutor and tutor, head and head,
student and tutor, student and head, or tutor and head.
This will ensure that as far as possible all assess-
ments made for the research are the independent,
uninfluenced decisions of the persons making them.
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SPECIFIC RESEARCH INSTRUCTIONS

(i) Personal instructions for Students in Group "C"

Ref: (RE)S.2/JiE

PERSONAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR:

Student: Ref.No:
School: ' Ref.No:
1. In the week commencing

(on or ) make an
independent global self-~assessment of teaching
ability, on a 5-point scale (details shown on
the attached assessment forms), place completed
form in envelope provided, seal and hand to the
College Tutor.

Make a further independent global self-
assessment of teaching ability, in the week
commencing (on

or ') place in envelope
provided, seal and hand to the College Tutor.

Thank you.
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(ii) Personal instructions for Students in Group "E"

Ref: (RE)S.3/JIE

PERSONAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR:

Student: Ref.No:

School: Ref.No:

1. In the week commencing
(on or ) make
an independent global self-assessment
of teaching ability, on a 5-point scale
(details shown on the attached assessment
form), place completed form in envelope
provided, seal and hand to College Tutor.

2. Make a further self-assessment in the
week commencing (on
or ), using the
Bvaluation Instrument enclosed in the
sealed envelope. PLEASE DO NOT OPz=N
THIS ENVELOPE UNTIL YQU HAVE COMPLETED
THE FIRST ASSESSMENT.
Place completed Instrument in envelope
provided, seal and hand to College Tutor.

Thank you.



(iii) Personal instructions for Students in Group "T"

Ref: (RE)S.4/JWE

PERSONAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR:
Student: Ref.No:

Schools Ref.No:

1. In the week commencing
(on or ) make
an independent global self-assessment
of teaching ability, on a 5-point scale
(details shown on the attached assessment
form), place completed form in envelope
provided, seal and hand to College Tutor.

2. Attend College for video-taped briefing
session on at

3. Make a further self-assessment in the

week commencing Lon

, or ), using
the procedure explained at the briefing
session, and the Evaluation Instrument
provided on that occasion. Put the
completed Instrument used in the envelope
provided, seal and hand to the College
Tutor.

Thank you.
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(iv) Personal instructions for Head Teachers in Group "C"

Ref: (RE)H.2/JdB

PERSONAL INSTRUCTIONS FCR:
Head Teacher: Ref.No:

School:s Ref.llo:

1. In the week commencing
(on or ) make
an independent global assessment of
the teaching ability of the following
students on a 5-point scale (details
shown on the:attached assessment forms):

and place in envelope provided, seal
and nand to the College Tutor.

2. Make a further indevendent global
assessment of the teaching ability of
the above student(s) in the week
commencing .
(on or ),
place in envelope provided, seal and
hand to the College Tutor.

Thank you.



(v) Personal instructions for Head Teachers in Group

Ref: (RE)H.3/JWB

PERSONAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR:
Head Teacher: Ref.No:

School: Ref.No:

1. In the week commencing
(on : or ) make
an independent global assessment of the
teaching ability of the following
students on a 5-point scale (details
shown on the attached assessment forms):

and place in envelope provided, seal
and hand to the College Tutor.

2. Make a further assessment of the above

students in the week commencing

{on or )
using the Evaluation Instrument enclosed
in the sealed envelope. PLEASZ DO NOT
OPEN THIS ENVELOPE UNTIL YOU HAVZ COMPLETZD
THE FIRST ASSESSMENT,.
Pl ace completed Instrument in envelope
provided, seal and hand to College Tutor.

Thank you.
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(vi) Personal instructions for Head Teachers in Group "T"

Ref: (RZ)HE.4/JWE

PERSONAL INSTRUCTIONS FOH:
Head Teachers: Ref.No:

School: Ref.No:

1. In the week commencing
(on or ) make an
independent global assessment of the
teaching ability of the following students
on a 5-point scale (details shown on the
attached assessment forms):

»

and place in the envelope provided, seal
and hand to the College Tutorx.

2. Allow these students to attend College on
at

3. Attend College yourself for video-taped
- briefing session on -
at

4. Make a further assessment of the above

students in the week commencing
(on or ,

using the procedure explained on your visit
to College, and the Evaluation Instrument
provided on that occasion. Put the completed
Instrument used in the envelope provided, seal
and hand to the College Tutor.

Thank you.
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(vii) Personal instructions for Tutors in Group "C"

Ref: (RE)T.2/JWE

PERSONAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR:

Tutor: ' Ref.No:

1.

Kindly deliver research material to the
Head Teachers and Students concerned, in
the schools in which you supervise.

In the week commencing

(on or ), make an
independent global assessment of the
teaching ability of the following students
on a 5-point scale (details shown on the
attached assessment forms):

and place in the envelope provided and seal.
Collect envelopes from students and head
teachers concerned and hand in to

Make a further independent global assess-
ment in the week commencing

(on or ), place in
the envelope provided and seal. Collect
envelopes from students and head teachers
concerned, and hand in to

Thank you.



-139-

(viii) Personal instructions for Tutors in Group "E!

Ref: (RE)T.3/JWE

PERSONAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR:

Tutor: Ref.No:

l'

Kindly deliver research material to the
Head Teachers and Students concerned, in~
the schools in which yom supervise.

In the week commencing
(on R ), make

an independent global assessment of the
teaching ability of the following students
on a H-point scale (details shown on the
attached assessment forms):

and place in the envelope provided and seal.
Collect envelopes from students and head
teachers concerned, and hand in to

Make a further assessment of the above
students in the week commencing

(on or ), using the
BEvaluation Instrument enclosed in the sealed
envelope. PLEASE DO NOT OPEN THIS
ENVELOPE UNTIL YCU HAVE COMPLETED THE FIRST
ASSESSMENT. Place completed Instrument in
envelope provided and seal. Collect
envelopes from students and head teachers
concerned and hand in %o

Thank you.
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(ix) Persongl instructions for Tutors in Group "T"

Ref: (RE)T.4/JWE

PERSONAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR:

Tutor: Ref.Nos

l‘

Kindly deliver research material to the
Head Teachers and Students concerned, in
the schools in which you supervise.

In the week commencing

(on or ), make an
independent global assessment of the
teaching ability of the following students
on a 5-poin¥ scale (details shown on the
attached assessment forms):

and place in the envelope provided and seal.
Collect envelopes from students and head
teachers concerned, and hand in to

Allow these students to attend College on
at

Attend College yourself for video-taped
briefing session on at

Make a further assessment of the gbove students
in the week commencing (on

~ or ), using the procedure
explained on your visit to College, and the
Bvaluation Instrument provided on that occasion.
Put the completed Evaluation Instrument used in
the envelope provided and seal. Collect
envelopes from students and head teachers
concerned, and hand in to

Thank you.
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(f£) LEITZR TO STUDENTS, THEACHZRS AND TUTORS: PHASE 2 OF TAZ
INVESTIGATION

Ref: PHASE 2/3VAL.3./JWE

Dear

Assessment of Practical Teaching
Criteria of Teacher Effectiveness

As you have recently been involved (either as a teacher,
a tutor or a student) in a period of Teaching Practice when
you used the #llis Bvaluation Instrument for the purpose of
assessment, I am writing to seek your help in an investiga-
tion into the criteria of teacher effectivensss related to
the assessment of practical teaching.

I realise that there are already heavy demands upon your
time, but I hope that you will be willing to give me the
benafit of your considered opinion for this important project.
Any information you supply will be treated as strictly confi-
dential, and the data collected will in no way be related to
you or the School and College concernsd. Moreover, I shall
be the only person to handle tha material you contribute,
and only when the data have been processed will the generalised
research findings be available to nembers of the teaching
profession and this summarised evidence will make no reference
to any person or institution either by name or by inference.

A copy of the 'weighting' instructions is enclosed
together with the necessary form for completion.

I greatly appreciate the facilities afforded me at
for this investigation.
Please accept my thanks for your help.

Yours sincarely,

(JaMES W. ELLIS)
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APPENDIX 1III

Similated material for use with video-tape

(a) General Information
(b) Scheme of work

(c) Lesson notes

A video-tape summarising the research project, and
including the simulated classroom situation (used
in the Phase I experiment) was produced in

connection with this Study.

Persons wishing to borrow the video-tape should
apply to the author at the following address:

"The Ropewalk",

3 & 4, Yoor View,
TORPOINT,
Cornwall, PL11 2LH
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SIMULATED TEACHING SITUATION ON VIDEO-TAPE

(a) Further information concerning the student on video-tage

PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS

With Colleagues: Quiet, polite, has very little to say
in the staff room situation.

With Senior Colleagues:
Polite, respectful, listens to advice
but rarely acts upon it.

PERSONAL QgALITIES AND PROFESSIONAL BHAVIOUR

Regular in attendance, late on three mornings because
of foggy conditions. When class-teacner was absent,
took over the ruaning of the class, including regis-
tration, etc. and carried out the teacher's playzround
duty without being asked, having first notified the
Head Teacher of the situation.

SIZz OF SCHOOL

320 on roll

Prevailing conditions in the school
facilitate the teaching situation.

SCHEMS OF WORK AND LESSON NOTES agttached.




-144-

SIMIJLATED T=ACHING SITUATION

(b) Student's English Scheme of Work (as presented in
her Note Book)

Number of children in class: 32 (18 girls and 14 boys)
Age Range:  1lst and 2nd year Juniors

Multi-ability class

Headmaster: Ir. X.

Class-teacher: Miss Y.

Tutor: Mr. 2.

5 week teaching practice: Time available approximately
3 hours per week

%

To inspire children 1o produce soundly creative written
work, both poetry and prose, by presenting them with good
poems and stories:

(i) read by the teacher
(ii) told by the teacher
(iii) read or told by individual
members of the class
(iv) using Radio Programmes
(v) using films, etc.

Suitable material: The Pied Piper (Browning)
Hiawatha (Longfellow)
King Hilary and the Beggerman (A.A. Milne)
The Listeners (de la Mare)
The Red Balloon (on film)
The Wishing Chair (Enid Blyton)

To encourage the extension of vocdabulary of individual
members of the class.
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SIMULATED TZACHING STTUATION

(¢) Student's Lesson

Notes

Subject:
Date:

Length of Lesson:

Class
Number on roll

Age Range

English
21st Jamary 1971
As required (flexible time-table)

32 (18 girls and 14 boys)

1st and 2nd year Juniors

Multi-ability group .

Avparatus

Aim of lesson

Introduction

Continuation

Conclusion

Balloons

Paper, all types
Paste

Paint

To use the interest created by the film
'The Red Balloon' to stimulate creative
writing.

Recapitulation of story (using balloons).
Discussion, building up vocabulary lists
on blackboard.

Children to continue writing their own
versions of the story (in verse or prose),
making pictures, etc., related to the
story.

Children read their own work to the class.
Enter good work in Class Book of the Red
Balloon.
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(2) Raw Scores i, College 1

(iv) deighting of Instrument

eizghting of sub-categories
of the Instrument for
Phgse 2 of the Investigation

(b) Statistical Analysis

(¢) Computerised Zesuliis
(i} ©Pnase I Main Study
1ii) Phase II Pilot Study

(iii} Pnhase II ilain Study
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(b) STATISTICAL ANALYSIS



GLOBAL INTUITIVE (1lst) ASSESSMENTS

Consider the situations in groups "C!", "E" gnd "T",

taking into account the number of agreements betwean:

(a) students, heads and tutors

(b) students and heads

(c) students and tutors

(d) heads and tutors
(See Tables 1, 7 and 13)
Take the mull hypothesis H, to be that there is no difference
between the numbers of agreements in situations ¥C'", "LE" and
"T" on the 1lst assessmenfs.

Use a Kruskal-Wallis one-way Qnalysis of variance by ranks:

3 2
H Néj-m) Z(%) ’3(N"H)
J= ﬁﬂ

Wnere necessary apply a correction factor H for ties:

e = 7= i(tjs‘ t;)

N?—N

College 1. H, = 0.92338539 with d.f. = k-1 = 2
College 2. H, = 3.77984 with d.f. = k-1 = 2
College 3. H, = 1.109999953 with d.f. = k-1 = 2

2 ‘
Franl:X:'tables these values of H are not significant at the
5% level, and so H, cannot be rejected and any differences
between "CM, ME" gnd "T" situations on the (1st) intuitive

assegssments are due to chance.



2nd ASSESSMENTS

Consider the situations in groups "C" {zlobal, intuitive, second
assessments), and "E" and "T" (overall grades from the bvaluation

Instrument):

Take the null hypothesis Hy to be that there is no difference

between the numbers of agreements in situ;iions n"Gn, WE" and "™ on the
2nd assessment. Use a Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance by
ranks:

College 1. H = 6.8173 with 2 d.f. (significant at the 5% level)
College 2. H = 9.84615 with 2 d.f. (significant at the 1% level)
College 3. H = 9.8461538 with 2 d.f. (significant at the 1% level)

2
From :X: tables these values of H are significant, and so Hy can be

rejected. There are significant differences between "C", "E" and

e situations on the 2nd assessments.

PRADICT A TREND from the tabulated resulis, and so test the

hypothesis (H‘) that there is a trend in the ordex WD > WCH > nzn
for College 1 and "T"> "E" >"C" for Colleges 2 and 3. Take the
null hypothesis (H,) to be that there is random ordering.

A non-parametric test is required, so use a Jonckheere Trend Test,
developed from Kendall's,sg statistic (see Biometrika No. 41. 1954

pp. 133 - 145)

R2p ™ Zinnj
78 [N*@N+3)-3(2,2-302) ]
S = 2P — MAX P

7 =
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College 1. jE; 32 (p = 0.01) Trend: T>C>RE
College 2. }E; 48 (p

College 3. S =148 (p

i}

]

!
1t

0.001) Trend: T>E>C

0.001) Trend: T>E>C

[

From the tables which follow, it can be seen that these values
are significant, and that there is a trend in the data for
College 1 T >C>E; and for Colleges 2 and 3, T>E >C, so
we can reject Hy which is random ordering and accept H, which is
the trend.

To check that this trend does not appear on the 1lst intuitive
assessments, a Jonckheere Trend Test is used again:

College 1. ,g = 6

College 2. S

College 3. S5 = -14

~-20

These values are not significant at the 5% level and so Hy cannot
be rejected (i.e. there is no siznificant trend, and so we can

accept random ordering on the lst intuitive assessment).

CONSILER THE NUMBERS OF AGREEMENTS BETWZEN SITUATIONS "E'" AND "T"

Use a Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance by ranks.

The hypothesis to be considerea is that there is no difference
between the situation using an evaluation instrument "E", and
the situation using an evaluation instrument with video-tape
training "T", when the numbers of agreements of grades are
considered. Thishypothesis being the null hypothesis H,. The
working hypothesis H, is that there is a difference between the
two situations "E" and "T" when the numbers of agreements of

grades are considered.



- 186~

Consider the Main Categories on the Evaluation Instrument
for significant increased szreement:

(See Tables 2, 8 and 14)

(a) Taking together: (Student/Head agreements
(Student/Tutor agreements
(Head/Tutor agreements
College 1. H = 10.068387 (significant at the 0.5% level)
College 2. H,= 3.8362 (not siznificant at the 5% level)

College 3. H = 7.8387 (significant at the 1% level)

(b) Taking: Student/Head/Tutor agreements
College 1. Hy=  4.5569 (significant at 5% level)

College 2. K

1.8893 (not significant at 5% level)

jus;
It

College 3. 4.8109 (significant at 5% level)

Consider Sub-Categzories:

(a) Taking: Student/Head/Tutor agreements
(See Tables 3, 9 and 15)

College 1. H 9.3815696 (significant at 0.5 level)

1l

College 2. H 8.64204 (significant at 0.5% level)

College 3. H = 13.0909 (significant at 0.1j% level)

(b) Taking: Student/Head agreements
(See Tables 4, 10 and 16)

College 1. H 7.778 (significant at 1% level)

College 2. H 7.2617 (significant at 1% level)

]

]

College 3. H = 12.6850 (significant at 0.1% level)
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(¢) Taking: Student/Tutor agreements

(See Tables 5, 11 and 17)

College 1. Hg = 3.18703637 (not significant at 5% level)

College 2. H

11.50568 (significant at 0.1% level)

College 3. H =11.0 (significant at 0.1% level)

(@) Making: Head/Tutor agreements

(See Tables 6, 12 and 18)

" College 1. H 8.8650568 (significant at 0.5% level)

College 2. Hg ' 1.6566 (not significant at 5% level)

College 3. H 10.3838 (significant at 0.5% level)

=

Taking together %Student/Head agreements
Student/Tutor agreements
(Head/Tutor agreements

—~
(2]
~—

College 1. H

[

18.6592701 (Highly significant)

College 2. H = 24.935 (Highly significant)

College 3. H = 27.9899 (Highly significant)
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JCONCKHEERE TREND TEST.
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(¢) COMPUTERISED RESULTS
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