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\\\ chregéiné1§ gtate angpiation leaders and staff, local teacher groups,
N7 ". M
; , L . . . .

+ and UniServ directors find themselves having to deal with the prdblems of

.

inappropriate teacher, evaluation. As most' teacHer leaders are aware, one

aspect of such problems is reflected in attempts to.evaluate teachers om '

»
-

thé basis of student achievement. ! . K !

-

! . - « n
The attached papér provides a combination of responses to these prob-
. . , " . . a ”n
lems--research.findings, technical problems in using test scores, and other
t N -
~ comsiderations. It has been prepared by two nationally eminent researchers

in the field.- Citing the Soars can serve to increase the credibility of

3

i . argument g égéinst the use of student achievement for evaluating teachers,

-~ ~
< .

Their examples should be particularf?‘usefui in dialogues with school district
y ’ 2 ’ - ' -t . . ’ [ <
research directors, testing and evaluation coordinators, and other admin-
. . s ¢ '
.istrators who are committed to using a ygar's growth in a year as a measure

. oy i . . . Y 4 - -
of 'Teacher competence. - . ) . ' . o
. 5o . - W, \ o .
N - In some other material we have called to attention the major reasons

-

.

%

. ~ N
why teachers must not be evaluated on the basis of student achievement. Those

y o

reasons cBmplémént and are supsbStéd by the Soar paper and seem worth repeating'

o
/

y * here.in thdt context: ‘ /

he tests themselves are inadequate for such purposes. Banesh Hoffman

-

o

//has puf it well: <

There is no generally satisfactory method of evaluating -
a human abilities and capabilities.... Rough superficial
45 cevaluations are of course possible.... But the detection

: and evaluation of.other than superficial ability is in-

) evitably an art.demanding insight, taste and knowledge.
! Current attempts to.reduce it to a science and then

mechanize it are pot only dangerous but in a pxrofound
~ sense unscientific. b ’
L, R .
/ —_— g
' T lHoffman, Banesh. '"Psychometric Scientism."” Phi Delta Kappan 48: 381;

7/ April 1971, °, ’ .
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The nature of student populations Js so varied that outcomes are . o

Y
s

. _often more influenced by those variables than by what teachers

«

Al LS . ®

o do. Gene Glass, ; feminds us: : .

o - . «

Nothing short of random assignment 6f pupils to teachers®
. as an iron-clad administrative-necessity will ensure that

. o the. teachers were.in a fair race to produce pupil gains.z.

- N

3. Many of the cénditions which measurably affect learning outcomes ) -

- .

, _are conditions over which teachers have little or no control and P
- ‘ o2 ) N . ~ d
; . they vary widely ?mong~schools.‘ Among them are: the number of .
- ‘ N . . -
- " students teachers must work with each day; time available to
. ) N . . .

teach; planning time; up-to-dateness of curriculum; appropriatenes$ .
‘ “ ) . N ¢ -t .

. ¢ & » * » -
, of materials and media; students' physical and emotional readiness
for learning; opportunity for teacher insservige education; and,

-

~. L
. . ' most important, decision-making power on curriculum matters. ' .o
> Each of the reasons cited is gpnsidared‘in on@ form or-another in the
: . PO ; '
. Soar paper. And even though some of the technical explanatlods may- go .

: ‘beyond the .needs of teacher leaders in responding to the issues, they serve’

.

%

as backups to comﬁohlyRFeld teacher association-positions.

wf

' . .
! . -e -~
.

. 3 a
. - . — ~-Bernard H. McKenna ~ ( < -
: T Professional Associate d
‘ R NEA Instruction and Professional Development
+ ) I . < < .
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. - PROBLEMS IN USING PUPIL OUTCOMES )

= FOR TEACHER EVALUATION

; ‘ @ L "
: : Loooa ¥
Duri the past few years there has been mounting pressure for

. ! { . . y .
measuring the outcomes of education, with movement toward hgldlng the
té%cher, the' school, and the school system "accountable! for producing

.the' student learning expected by society. Decreasing enrollmeﬁﬁs, tighter
- ¥ »~ i '

.‘ ' 3
budgets, and a general trend toward cost effectiveness have added to the 1

3 > . N
pressure. o . . ! ,

’ o~
Measuring pupil achievement has incteasingly been proposed as a way

of assessing the effectiveness of .teaching, and in fact hg§,bq§ﬁ/;;£dated

° I

by a numger of states. This approach is superficially reasonable and .

(T4 @

attractivil but it is fraught with problems which have not been generally

.recognized. : . - . .
. N /
H. L. Mencken once commented, "There's always a well-known solution

)

to every human problem--neat, plausible and wrong." The use of pupil

[Rr oS, RO S —

: - . 4 . .
achievement as a way of evdluating the Eeacher,y{he school, or the school
% IS <

s$ystem embodies this ‘misleading simpliqity.‘ The solution seems so straight-

forward: 1If the job of the teacher™ is-£o promote learning in pupils, then

»

it seems reasonable to evaluate the teacher. in terms of the amount of learning
he produces in his pupils. = ,
. N Am? i . -
- The parallel with thé-indu£trial setéing is clear: "1f the job of the
> N A
worker is to assemble reluys, then it seems reasonable fo count the number <

. o

v

5
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of relays thé‘wopker assembles and pay:n;m or her accordingly.' But in
. . ) >

1

applying this procedure to teaching, a number of problems emerge which’

'S

“have not been widely recognized. The }ela? asseﬁSTér receives parts which

are idenfical (atileast within very close limits) on which he or she per-

forms a prescribped set of operations, also identical. Then the completed

. »

" But none of this’is true for the teachers. Pupils appear in the
J/ A

classroom diffefing in.ability, level of achievement, home backgnouﬁd,

-

units' leave the assemiisr, again almost identical from one to another.

interest, motivation, age--differing in numerous ways. The teacher must

20

recognize these differences as he or she strives to help individudl pupils

o ¥ \ .- .
grow toward their own potential. Consequently, the teaching process will

<4

differ from pupil to pupil. If the teacher has been sqccessfdl, each pupil

will have improved educationa11§ when he or she leaves the classroom but

4
. -~ 1

each will probably be no more like the others tharn when the year began.

A major dimension, then, of the problem of evaluating teachers in
= .
terms of pupil outcomes is the recognition- that what goes on in the class-

~

room is not the only, or the most powerful, influence on where a pupil

< <
stands in achievement at the end of thg/ygar.
~ — N = s
\ - Itifluences Other Than ‘the Classroom </
- 0 x .

Research has shown that the differences pupils bring with them whethhey

e 9

énter -the classrodm have significant influence on achievement. -
. # o . -
% .
Entry level ability (pretest or fall score) and.socioeconomic status

are major determinets of what a pupil'é standing will be at ghe end of the

school year. Thése influences probably are more ;idely accepted than any )

other, but they are highly interrelated, so that one overlaps the other. 1In
' o : . )

practice they-cannot be effectivel§ separated,, .

A | .

N
N
#

>
Y

.
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The fact that IQ and achievement scoses in the fall:are higﬁlx -
. . . N
felated to spring achievement scores is widely accepted but, seldom docu-

) . . . . . s
mented. In a study of 81 fifth-grade clagses, Soar and Soar (1973) found

\

.

- - t
correlations between class averages (means) for fall IQ and spring achieve- .

ment ranging from +.85 to +.90, and correlations between fall achievement

and spring achievement, ranging from .75 to .85. So the evidence is that
.. b4
as much as 80 percent of the variation in class averages for pupil

- «

achievement at the end of the year can be accounted for by pupil char-
acteristics which existed at the beginning of the year, characteristics

¢ - N .

over which the teacher has no control.

The most extensive data on the influence of socioeconomic status

.

on pupil achievement were presented in the Coleman Report, and more

.

recently and more widely reanalyzed by Mosteller and Monnihan (1972) and
y y y .,‘% y

Mayeske, et al. (1972). The studies show that as much as 80 percent 9f'EQ§

variation in pupil achievement across schools (equal ‘to a correlation of

. .
about +.90) can be accounted for by these factors. !

1) " .

2 ’ v
Beyond these major influences there are others which help account for

differences in pupil achievement and which should ée considered. Although

.\ . .

the research on family attitudes and support for learning in the home ‘is not
. h

-

.

as extensive as that for pupil ability (prétest) and social status, it is

.
! +

conSLStent in lndlcatlng relatlonshlps between the educational values ht}d

by parents and their chlldren s achlevemﬁnt In school. Garber and Ware (1972)

- . L]

found a relation .of +.47 between achievement,andRE“com@ined measure of support

~

for learning in the home for a group of Black anh'Spanish-Ameriean children:

o
All students in the sample met federal poverty guidelines, so that socioeconomic

status as usually measured was, in effect, held constant, The same authoxys
A .
. ‘ ‘

cite similar findings from other .studies. :

« . 4




-

~ .

?ee} group attitude, although again the research is not extéusive, has
e i .M ‘

. . - .

béen. identified as another important factor which can either suppert .or hinder

- a pupil's achievemeat (Anderson, 1970). - , .\\\ .
° ' * \ st / . - ) - ® \ »
.Since” there is Sompglling evidence that a number of jnfluences o&ér which

the teacher has no control have powerful effects on pupil Qchievement, it
- ] ¢ \

cannot be expected that a geachér will have consistent results hiﬁh succ?sslve
. - N ] . ]

) groups of pupils. That is, the teacher will not be equally ®ffective in
: - : ) ' 'J ) . ‘ - ! *
producing. growth.with all groups because 'groups differ so widely. Studies

by

by'Roéepshine'(1970) and. Brophy (1972), for example, show that on the
. . average only about 10 to 15 percent of the yvariation in achievement from

. . group tobggoﬁp“reflects the stable influence of the teacher, as shown by

.

a median correlation in the low .30's. '

As Madley (1974) has"pointgd oyt, and as cohmonly accepted methods

-

‘ L. of esEimating reliability show (Chrombach, 1960, p. 131), data from ;bout ]

‘y twenty classe€ would be required for making reliable decisions about ih—.

dividual teachers. Given this }equirement'necessitating collection of such
Ty °

- 4 [
large amounts of data, using .the measurement of pupil achie Vement:®as a way
’ ‘ o

. to evaluate teachers is impragticald as well as invalid. ' ‘ ’

What these findings seem to indicate is that the education of the
, -

.

pupil is dependent on gany capditions in the society, not on the school
f A )

. s .
alone. When the time the pupil spénds in the classroom is compared with

. %

. , the time he spends under other influences, and when the degree of influence
» . . . / N\ f . M
\ or control the teacher can exercise,is compared with the power of other in-

- \ . « .

Rluences, the ,limited effect of.the teacher is not surprising.

\ . . - .
Because influences othet than the teacher make a major ‘difference in
. - ' . ,
’ o how much the child learns is not to say that.the role of the teacher is ’

-

\)‘ - - *

ERIC - 3
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unimportant. The teacher is the only formal, ingtitutionalized input the

P . - -

sgciety has to.the.education of the child and the transmiss%on of an established'

- * N ‘ ’ \
curridulum. And much of what the:téacher does that contributes constructively
; . / N ‘.- -
to the child's future abilities, successes, and satisfactions may pot be measured

by currently common achievement instruments, It does say, howevér;-that the.

teacher's infllence is limited and that the teacher is most effective when ' he
3 . '

or she has the support of other elements in the society.

This whole constellaﬁtpn of other influences is usually not given

- hd - - -
consideration when measures of pupil achievement are proposed as-the basis !
4 -

L) . »

for evaluyating teachers. It is reasonable that these influences are gprong,

since they accumulate' over the life of the pupilég It is obvious, then, that
. ¢ . \
any school year is a completely inadequate and
. i :

pupil st%nding at the end of
. . Eﬂ . .

even mis@eading measure of the effectivenes$S of the teacher or the school.
Yet thehLesults of sych achievement standings are frequently published By

r ¢

" school o

’

HAC

- by school system.

N

.

o

°

-\

5 C.
ievement," which

"Standing'" versus ''Change" as Measures of Outcome

.-

is the most frequently used measure of student

—Z

@

' ‘ - [ )
usually refers to the “amount of knowledge a pupiL'possesses

ry

A A .
A ,learqlng outcomes,

v

- at a given point-~his or her "standing."
. ] .

The'influgnces cited above show a

-+.  strong relation to échievement as used in this sense. ) ‘3

N ¢
*

‘po . -
An |alternative to measuring achievement stapding is to measure 'change"

in achig¢vement from”the beginhing to the end of the yeér. When thislis done,
- PR ’

the-inf luences cited are still likely to have an efféat, although to lesser

. . "

‘v

degree,| since change reflects their influence for a shorter period of|time,
s , . " s

[N - N
'

Although this alternative is appealing.as* another way of evaluating

. teachi g, it raPses 'still other problems. In a classic volume on the problems, *
4 “ » . .
: 4 . . oo ’

- . : g ' ' .
Q R P . . S) : .
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bf measuring clfange, Bereiter (1963) commented:— >
Although it is commonplace for research to be stymied
by some difficulty in experimental methodology, there
are really not many instances in tie behavioral
sciences of promising' questlons going unresearched
becduse of deficiencies in sgatistical methodology -
Questions dealing w1th pPsychological change’ may well
' \ constitute the most important exceptions, It is only L. '
\ in relation to suéh questions that the writer has
V. ever heard colleagues admit to having abandoned-.majbr
"o \ i} research objectives solely because the statistical :
, problem seemed to be insurmountable.” (p.3)
*

/ . .

Difficlulties in Measuring Change

——

to obqa'n‘a measure of net change, a new set of subtle but difficult
e )

problems is created. An illustration may serve to identify some of them.
i

Figure 1' presents fictitious data from a group of pupils for whom measures

'

of IQ from two forms of a test have been dbtained 10 days apart. The tnitial

N

I1Q's are plotted on the baseline and‘the second IQ's on the vertical axis.

Afly point in the area outlined by -the e11pse represents s1multaneously the

¢ 1IQ of a pupal on each of the testlngs and the high and low 10 percent of

. the puplls at each #f the two times has been indicated by shaglng and cross-

, : . 3 ‘ A
] ~Tﬁ , hatch1ng~ ) T

et ’
'

-, It is clear that the pupils who‘Yere in an extreme group on thé first

Bt - ﬁo ‘“‘f"’f t 4 t art, in an:extrege- th d test.
%ﬁe were' t? (o] hg,mos P , ln an:extreme’ group on e second tes .
}

. o«

| ’ .
The blackened\areas represent the small, number of pupils who were, extreme

! . 4 N
on both occasions. .

)

”

At thé upper rlight, the area is small because the phpils who make ’
o - ‘

\

v

the highlest scores at any ‘testing are likely to do so on two bases: (1) they

are bright (have high verbal skills), and (2) they afe "lucky" (that is, they

t
. : N
E¥ the fall score 1s s1mply substracted from the spring score so as '
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Figure 1l.--An Illustration of Regression Effect
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] © . . .

‘s0ood guesses oh a few items for which they aren't sure of the
€ [ .

. ahswers). But they are not likely to be 1ucky‘coﬁsisteg§iy when

happen to make
- . . ' - e o & v -
test just happen to be ones fb6r which they know the

answer, or the itemst on this

. - L2N

-another form

.

of the test is given,

v

and so-on another testidg their scores are likely to be .

lower. 'Opposite influences will affebt'pupiis at the lower, left end of the
\ . 0 N A 4 4 . . °
elipse, o

N v

[ o , .
£

- ‘ . PP -. . : . ) '.
Tg put it another way, i1 the cuttifnyg point for the, top 10 pergent is an

- X3
.

1Q of (120, there will be a.numbef of pupils with true IQ's.closé'to’120 who”

- - e .
will sometimes be ahove that score on a series of tests and somefimes.below

. e 3 “ . . R . . . -
it, dependine an Jhaner fictors. “So some fraction of pupils above 120,0n {f
-~ . T . ~

the first test will fall bedow 1t on the second. Similarly, some fraction

of, the pupils.scoring below 80 on a first test will be above it on.a- s€cond.

' > 2. .
In both cases’, extreme pupils have "regressed," or moved, towdrd the
- » - ~ \

' . Jre ' v
mean, This regression effect can be expected whenever prediction is lessr
' T EN . " .
. ( . -
.than perfect, and the extent of the movement Y%i} defend on the inaccuracy .

. [ , .
of the prediction (Lord, 1963). With most psychological or educational
e N K : N ¢ . - . ¢

predictions, the megression” invdtved is considerable aﬁd'may make'gp a sig-
nificant proportion of the total range of scores.
. - : 3 ’ L7
4 ‘The point to be stressed from this example has important consequences: _
] . - .
3, A

[ . .
Since- pupils who/yere in the bdttom 10 percent the first time were not, for

< »

in that- group the sgcond time,'they must have moved; upward.

%

- o A
roup must have moyed dowaward. That is,

< '

the most part,

Similarly, the pupils“tn the top,

. ~

<

there is, & Eégative relatibnshig be tween initial standing and the direction in
which change is most likely. - - . ’
\
As an example of-this effect, the pupils who stand highest on an . -

achievement measure at the beginning of the school year will probably show, ®

-

little if any incre§se in<score-dt the de of the year, and may even show &
. B » - |

v

»

o




s v ‘ . s .

N decline. On the other hand puplls who score lowest at, the beglnning of
5‘ —
. the year will prohably show cOns1derable increase.’ Educators have some%imes

e

R
‘

4

beén misled by =t
I"B [‘9
fUnctional for' 3‘w achiev1ng puplls than for high.ach1ev1ng puplls, when in

g«ﬂ

'saeffect and have "assumed that their programs were mbre

_ . o
) reallty all that was involved was the regression. effect (the stat1st1cal

Ead N - s LY oy

o+ 'E T,
&
. placed in a remBdial prdgram because they stand low on a pretest can be e'x—-
¥ : .
3
. pected to show oonsiderable improvement; but again the improvement may .be

/ - .

la

tendency fbr.sczges to move toward the average). Similarly, a group of‘pupils )
£ .

spurious, as a consequence of the regression effect.

s
AR , ‘. R N

® This problem creates real difficulties if pupils are tracked on the

>

.
. ./' .. . . L= ¢

o " basis of fall scores and teachers are evaluated on the basis of change in A

- .. '\
v . .

achieye%ent of their pupils. For ekample, assume that pupils are tested in

-
-~ ’

reading in the fall and the lowest third are put in Miss Jones' class, the

middle third in Miss Smlth 5 class, and the hlghest third 1n Mrs, Williams'
- ' Iy

class. We can anticipate that dt the end of the year Miss Jones' class will

* L 4 . K - \ N . M . ‘ I3 ‘/' - ' 3 . .
show much improvement\and Miss. Smith's w1l%é§how modest gain, but Mrs. Williams.
s ‘“ * o M ~ - - '

'.will'be fortunate «if her pupils show.any growth at all. ~The problem is that

- -
\ . v .

!
the gain the puplls show is materlaIly affected by regres81on effect, 'so to

.
‘ -

evalyate the teacher on the bas1s of pupll'galn Would be manlfestly unfalr.

2

»

&
There ari,statistical-procedures fG atfemptlng to eliminatf thls effect

bqﬁras Bereiter (1963) commented, it 1s lmpossible to be certa that appro-
'priate,adjustments have been made; and the experﬁise to do -evén the best %hat
. Vol o y f .
. .8 - # . R - .
can be done with,the problem is not widespread. And, of co@‘se, all the out-
' /

- ' . .
o

- w * . . /s -
of-school influences on achievement standipg discussed earlier also influence
. Y i ’ ~ * . .

) éain,ﬁalthough'to a lesser degree. So it'is clearly inapﬁrgpriate"to use
I ’ b2 T -

L S, -

pupil change as a way of evaluating teachers where a teacher may suffer as a

v

. .~ ¢ I [ ' o
#* * copsequence of the error ipvolved. . . ke

- x
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« Teacher Performgnce Tests, A procedure for evaluating tedchers which .

w3 .

attempts to bypass the prohlems of change is the performance test or the

¢ . . .

evaluftive teaching unit (Flanders, 1974). In it, the teacher teaches a - .
NN -

pfegcnibeq brief unit (sometimes as little as a few minutes or as much as

two weeks) and pupil knowledge is then tested. The attempt is made to --

. » - .
» -

. . _ \
minimize the problems of measuring gain by teaching material in which pupils _ |,

should havezlittle'or no‘preknpwledge, so that all presumably start at ., . —

"ground zero." But the other problems’of using pupil achievement to evaluate ' .

-
“rty 0

teachers still apply. In addition, there are questions of whether teaéﬁing'

material which does not have to be integrated into previdus knowledge re-

quires the same skills as the usual teaching setting dand whether such short-

.
.t

term learning gederaiizes to long-term learning. Thete is the final digf"
- R /. b . .
; .
ficulty that the performance' of teachers on a unit of a few minutes does
. - - tw A 4 -
not predict their pﬁrforman;7 on a two-week unit (McDonald, 1974), Assuming |
- . N

that either can be ‘used tZ/predict year-long performance then seems risky.

3

Even if the measure

“

nt of standing or gain in achievement were a ¢

N

. v ,

What Objectives Should Be Measured? . ' . 4
Although supject matter achievéme t has been“the Prima}y focus~of‘the1’ ¥ .
discussion thu fari it is clear tha séhoolé‘are:cﬁérged wigh an? hav;. o ] e
acé;;tea somg degree of responsibility for many other kinds of pupil grb;:gl :
: The Neéd for Multiple Measu es, Over 2 long period ‘schools have given . ' Cv
atﬁeﬁtion to;the.social develo é;nt and'thé'Mbra _valﬁgs‘o}'pupils. And a o
. . . ) R

e L2 : '
broad view of the relationship between school and society suggests that when

em emerges- in the sofiety, one of the first é;egs is liﬁe}y to be to .

s -~

3 . N
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* that- it be taught; problems of drug abuse have led to drug abuse education

" in the schools; concern about sexual attitudes has led to sex education;

N . -
R - ° R N ’

]

i

;

. 1

- . « 1
i

|

involve the school in solviné the' problem. Traffic problems led to driver
V' - : .
education; a concern for the loyalty of governmeiit employees led first to~ -

a ban on teaching about communist in the schools and later td thé requirement

Y

v
~ . . -

-
v - .

concern for occupational choice has led to career education in the schools;

Y

~d

«arid when concern\@orj?egregation of the races-became pressing for the society, *
the first and the major attempt to deal with the problem was delegated to

the schools. o evaluate teachers and schools solely on the basis of the

-
.

subject matter gaing.made by pupils grossly under-represents the broad

@ . . ]
range of objectives for which teachers andeschools have been given some . X

-

degree of responsibilfty. Yet for ‘many of these objectives there are no

- L

measures which are immediately, for seme even remotely, available.

s

Simple Versus Complex Learning. Even within the suoject matter realm

. - % - .
there age problemé which are largely ignored. Ohe of these problems is the
v PEORE . ‘ ) A S

need to‘disginguish complex achievement growth from simple growth and to

. e . =
provide appropriate mehsurement for each, Memory of facts (rote memory) .

falls at the sfmplest level and complex problem solving, abstracting, and” .

- Y P

gederalizing fall at the complex. level. The distinction is between retrieving

informatlon (memory) and proceSSLng information in its Varylng degrees of .

eomplexity. There, lS somé evidence from a number of studies that the teaching
. . % . , )

behaviors which are aséociated with greatest growth in simple tasks are different

w
v ! 1 . -

from—tégse whlch are assocrated with greatest growth in complex tasks (Solomon,

Bezdek:‘and Rosenberg, 1963; Soar, 1968; Soar and Soar, 1972, 1973) *

Most studies of pupil achievement fail to make thi's distinction; and
) . ’ * e ) 5 ; 4
the ‘current stress on criterion-referenced measurement, emphasizing "small-
e e . R v

N P
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stepﬁtlearnfhg, seems liKely to,fotﬁa on simple kinds.of learningfz Measures
i

.
. . '

of complex learning are slow and difficdlt to construct, in contrast to . .
~ . s . R : 4

“measures- of simple leayning, whueh can be more easily and qu1ck1y develogt ‘
, . '

Evaluating all subJect matter at all grade levels w0u1d almost certaLnly

PR
«

- ,require the construction of many hew measures which would Iikely eﬁphasize .
' A

P N . . S .
- simple kinds of achievement, given the ease with which they can be constructed

v o < - »” Lo
.

N . . .Y :
and the emphasis on criterion-referenced measurement. If teachers were to
. A N ;

. o o . ' {
be €valuated on the basis of pupil achievement, then, it seems likely that .

‘e
\ H Y

the teacher who emphasizes simple learning would be more positively evaluated

. than the teacher who emphasizes more complex learning. This woyld be an

+

unfortunate result,"® .

. . L4

A further problem rélated to the'&ifficulty of measuring complex

) iachlevement growth is the 1ike11hood that .some hlghly valued objectives

v

14
grow too.slowly to show change within a school year -- obJectlves such as

&
.

_complex ﬁroblem-solving skills, citizenship, éttitudes, learning to get )
ek P

-

along well with‘othprs,'and creative -expression._ On the othéf’hand, it seembs -

* likely that measures of short-term learnlng would tend to emphaSLZe ‘simpler
*}" Lt .} . . ) b4 ) ¢ R - ’ 74. . [ e
kinds of learning. o .

f +
& 3 s a B .
Pt s 4

o, b Othef Problems in the Use of Phpil Outcomes

< ‘ o

" - \
« - A descrlptlon of an application of actountability in England a “century

_ago mqkes one of the problemg clear {Spall, 1972). 1In that setting, teacherg,

weré evaluated on the number of their pupils who attained the minimum level
.r._) e , . - L, .

of achievement expected for the particularegrade. The result was that teachérs

concentrated their efforts at the minimum level of proficiency, with a &on-
f . - 3
‘ _sequent lowering of the quality of instruction.

bl

L . . ¢
- &

Another problém‘df serious' consequence in the use of-pupil measures -

- e

L N

¥

.
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is raised by the OEO studyof performance contracting, which found that

the superior achievement of performance contracting ﬁrograms disappeared
' £

= ’ .
when tHe teaching was controlled to eliminate the possibility of teaching

K L

the test (Page, 1972, 1923).'fThé impl}@ation seems clear that, in a 3
] A xo . N

. ¢ [ N
setting in which financial return follows from pupil achievement, teaching

.
. \

) 4 ' L. '
_ the test is likely to occur at least a portion of the time. This is a

- . ‘ . . v \
very reasonable finding and one which-is well known, even in cases where a
. . " " . \

~

. t
financial return is not involved -- teaching to the Regents Examination,

for example. . ) . I )

. . .

’ A final problem is the possibility of bias if';he teacher is the test

administrator. Even outside test administrators have difficulty not "helping"
<@

« »~ N

! .
pueil&; but where a teacher is affected personally, it seems possible that

his or her behavior might be influeaced; even though unconsciously. This

prqblem could be dealt with by using ‘only specially trained test administrators,

.
[

. but this could be very cdstly. <

', B
: : Summary >
~ . d

.‘\

When all these problems in the use of pupil achievement for teacher'
» B

¢ - -

izilu@ti&n are considered, they become overwhelming. The influence of the

£

tggcher is minor compared‘to out-of-the-classroom influences -- pupil ability,

' - . »

. .
previous* knowledge, the home, the peer group, motivation, and others. What

* .

the pupil brings to the claséroom in thié respect is clearly a much stronger 7

. . : . " s . '{’
determinant of where he or” she will stand at the end of the year than.anything that
. * .
has been done in the classroom.. Influences on the development of futuie -
0

s

achievement measures seem likely to limit them to relatively simple measures

for some time to come. Tests available for measuring the other objectives for

Ll
*

which the teacher is to some degree ‘responsible are relatively few. 1In addition

:

- to' these problems, there are statistical difficulties in the measurement of .

» > . P

] " .

1

)
h ” . ) N ‘Ibf‘ . !
M whe - - . .
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change which are extremely serious, if not disabling. They are still Further

< .

exacerbated by the likely problems of teaching the tést, ol ths teacher

<

f the students, and of ob-',

~.

giving éttentidn’primafily to a small portion o
L ; ' BN .
%aini?g valid measurement in’the classrdom. b ‘ K

b g

2]

s

.> 4 Taken all in all,.this is an imps3ing array of d&fficnlties, most of
i . , ' .
.which have gone unrecognized when it is proposed' that teachers be evaluated

4

~

1 - o’
(4

by measuring’the outcdmes of their pupils. ’ ' .
L ' o v 1 .
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