1
o .
.

DOCUMENT RESUME .. o

'ED 227 735 - ’ " HE 015 972
AUTHOR , '+ Wagner, Paul A. “j‘ : '
TITLE ) Classes of Legitimate Evidence for Identifying

_ - Effective Teaching. . .
PUB DATE , =~ [83] - ’
NOTE ; 15p. '
PUB TYPE - Viewpoints (120) y .
EDRS PRICE MF01/PCOl’ Plus Postage. - '
-DESCRIPTORS Codes of Ethics; *Faculty Evaluation; Higher

Education; *Peer Evaluation; *Student Evaluation of
Teacher Performance; *Teacher Effectiveness ’
ABSTRACT A .

— A criterion for selectiflg sources of evidence to
.evaluate effective teaching is described. It is suggested that’
teaching effectiveness is not measured solely in terms of cognitive
change in.q&uﬂents but in:the extent to which academics practice
teaching in~accordance with the moral dictates of the protession. In
developing a ‘teacher effectiveness evaluation criterion, it is:
important that judgments be as objegtive and fair as possible, even

' though,the selection of attributes of teacher effectiveness necessary
reflects the biases of the evalpator. It is argued that- there is no
rationale for soliciting student responses as a measure of effective
teaching, since a person who knows nothing about a specific set of
skills and information as well as the larger discipline is in no .
position to comment on the academic merit of .students’ acquired
knowledge of such materials from a given teacher. On the other hand,
by examining student examinations, discipline specialists are in a
Ygsition to make an educated guess about -the extent of student

earning resulting from course participation. Other faculty members
are also good sdurces of “judgment about the sufficiency of topics
", covered in the course. It is unlikely that students .can make informed
: jodgments about whether an instructor ‘has effectively taught in a )
. morally responsible way. (SW) / S -
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Classes of Legitimate ‘E'videnoe for Identifying Effective

Teaching

©

. by Paul A. Wagner,’Univerewfy of Houston at Clear Lake City "~
' . g

Empirical research into uniyer51ty‘teaching, like any

ED227735

other empirical research, is wholly deoendent upon theory for
, _ = A

its fnitiation, practiée and successful completion. It is

-

theory which governs which classes of phenomena are relevant .

NIE

TION
TION
hus docu

to a particular study and 1t is theory which determines which’
j A Y
observations are to count as evidenge in support of a

)
ade to improve
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Specific claim. . ] '
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[ ] Poinls of view Of opinions stated in t

the spcial sciences have long recognized the failure of
.operationalism.to give us a theory-gfree basi; for scientific
study. No observation is ;; directly acoessibie to our con-

sideration without the benefit of theory. Rather,'as°Norwood
Hanson and many others have shown, .l every,observation, at

every level of scientific study is ultimately theory--laden
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in some. 1mportant sense. The attempt to guarantee scientificr
objectivity by the use of operationt\\oefinitions has proved
itself to ‘be a dismal failure. Sophisticated and conscien-
. . tious researchers in all areas of.scientific,practice today
recognize the continued,priority of theory--making over data

collecting. .Theory-making is logically prior to da&f-;

colleotinérbeoause>tneoreticaffoonoerns dictate how the re-
-
seareher sees the world as well as how such observations are-

r .

HE oIS 972

to be organized in refuting or confirming a specific
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hypothesis.2 Good theory not only prescribes anmd limits

speculations to be used as future research hypotheses, but: _
theory anticulates a criterionlfor making observations and-
A -for identifying some observations asﬁrelevant to the eviden- 7
- o tiary claims of a. certain hypothesis whiie_denying to other - :}‘
observations anv role at all in such determinations. 3 1In
studying effectiveness in university teaching due attention
‘must'beAgiven to the theoretical—detenninants governing the
‘ natune-of suoh researoh befone‘a°re5earcher 18 1n a. position
.to make any ciaims based on the‘nesnlts of such research;
§pecifica11y,‘a theory of effective teaching myst be suffi-

ciently developed in order that a taxonomy can be developed

for diStinguishing relevant from irrelevant observations.
Too often in the past the important theoretical tasks .in this
area have been ignored. Instead, many neseanchers have
employed the philosophy of operationalism as afiicense per-
mitting them'to assooiate personally favo;ed sets of prac-
,tioes~with attributes the'researchebs have proclaimed are
characteristic of effective teaching. Since tne evaluation
of effective teaching is so important to students and recent-
1&7tohtheﬁcareers’of practicing.teachers, we can no longer\
allow.such research to proceed in such a glib and arbitrany\‘
manner. In what'follows‘I will attempt to sketch'a criterion
for determining what classe& of observations are relevant to

"making claims about effective teaching. In general, I will

s s N argue that then: is a conceptual link existing between such

things’ as effective teaching and peer evaluation, the mor al

Q : : _ B — —
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sensitivity of the instructor and the instructoris

recognition of being a professiomnal. On the,otheruhand;
. . . o . "
there exists no rationale whatsoevesr for soliciting student,

s . »

.ot : responses as a measure of effective teaching.

-

In/determininé what counts'ds relevant evidenoe for v
determlning teaching effectiveness ‘'some researchers have

detaxled many aitributes which they speculate are releuent,

'Others, even suéh-a meticulous th1nker as Michael Scr1vens, 4
have at - tlmes been almost glib on thxs matterr -These latter
‘researchers clatm thiat when all is said ‘and done the 6ne ob-
servation that really matters pertaxns to the amount of
\ mater1a1 learned by the sfudents. If one were to take this
posxtion seriously then when evaluatlng effectlve university
. teachxng, one could ignore whether or not what\the students
A le rned was ccorrect, 1mportant, usetul and S0, gp. The only
- . o 1mportant qu%stlon is simply, "did they learn a lot of f
| _uhatever they are studying?" Similarly, 1t one were concerned
solely w1th the amount of material acquxred by the- student
‘ then one could also ignore any practice an instructor mlght
employ when getting students to learn: since we ‘are only con-
‘cerneéd with the amount of material acquired by the student

and not with how it is acquired.
e _ v .
However, in the real world of university teaching, the

fact of the matter 13 we are not concerned sotelz with the
amount,of material learned by "each indlvidgal student. In

. the'real world of university teachlné we are concerned_for _’/,'
. . . . .. .
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example, that no faculty member breaks the law when
facilitating the student!‘ulearning. Similarly, we,are, or
ought to bé, conce;ned‘with the moral consequences of dif-
-ferent'teaching :;chniquesland the meritoriousnes;'of the
material the.student is being'taught For example, in the~
case of the former we condemn or ought to.-conaemn, an in-
structor's attempt to encourage students to, behave like
Neitzchean supermen and commit crimes such as that of Loeb
and Leopold the two infamous student-murderers of the 1920'3\
‘from the Un1versxty of Chicago. ;wen 1t 1t coula be- shown
<that a particular student learned more as a direot result of
.commiting !he crime than he or she might otherwisg learn is
not sufficient Justification for allowing certain events to
‘oceur.’ Similarlv; *n the case of the latter,'we condemn,.or
ought to condemn, any course in which.the instructor aets out
to “teach inaccurate historical 1nformat1on 80 that the stu-
dents come tg accept th? same political doctrines as thet

professor. o ; -

. i’ : ) . “y .
.Nov there are no doubt thosefamong us who%wouldvargue‘
that such concerns are extraneous to the evaluption of teach-
_.ing'effectiveneSS. Such people generally .argue that teaching
effectiveness applies only to the cognitive change that oc=-
_curs in a student as anresult of a curricular experience en-
gineered by an instructor{ However, 1t is simply not the
‘case that the evaluation of university teaching effectiveness 3

‘occurs i1n a vacuum and is concerned solelv;vith cognitive

changes in the student that result from the teacher's ~
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countless ways Qf adapting to his boredom. Each way

-

‘efforts’. For example, in‘a'class that strikes a student as

. »n ’ . .
exceedingly tiresome, the ingenious student may conjure up
‘o )_ . ~ !

-

represents something that the student learned directly or’in-

|directly as a result of h1s experience within that particular

‘class. Nevertheless, no teaching effectiveness 1nstrument / .

with which I am familiar, makes any attempt to detect -such

. changes in the student's conceptual apparatus. In fact, the

only way xhat all such changes cOuld,be ‘detected would be if

~someth1ng akin to engram, formation truly takes place and if

some neurophysiological investigation ooufﬁrdetect a statis-

tically significant number,of such changes. I am not arguing

&

that no evaluation of a change in.the‘student's cognitive

'structure in response to teacher agtivity can be made, I‘am

merely making the rather obvious point that whatever deter-

" minations " we do make Hlll depend on our own conceptiqns of

what we deem 1s‘important in the academic environment and -

this is as inevitable ‘as it is proper.

’

'. As noted above, ue‘could not measure pure and simple

"cognitive change" even if we wanted to. But even if  we .
axh,

could, I do not think that would settle the .problem of

evaluating un1versity teaching. ‘When discussing the "real

world" matter of evaluating university teaching we are not

d13°U331“8 a relatively stérile concept such as engram forma- -

tion. As noted above, any evaluation of university teaching

belies the investigator's interest in detecting those Sorts

_of conceptual changes which he or she thinks should result

. o v
)0’;‘ . ) ’ . . 2 . ‘ .
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vbers of .a community are in a position to 1dent1fy moral prin-

' clples whzch limit’ and promote various practices within that o~

such tney are members of a communlty. In the real world in.

‘that instructors should be gﬁérénﬁeed considereble,latitude Lo

‘guarantee is an essential aspect of the principle of academic’ v
freedom. On the other hand, academibs recognize tnaﬁ there,

are limits e;en’te.aeadenic freedom. Thus, faculty members" i
wouldgégnera}lyMconnemn;a_coileggue,who,dietrubuted herorn'tb‘ -
his students so they could'eXperience the high of ‘an Fddiep u qbf

" or required -students to attend a sexual orgy so tney‘could

" tiveness is not measured solely in terms of cognitive change *

_in students’but in the extent to which academics practigc

from 3 successful academicﬂexberténce; And; as mentioned T

i above, such normative conceras are not only 1negitable but

they are proper as well. - Only the leaders within an academic .
discipline are 1n a position to-know what changes 1n an in-

. ’ ’ ~ . . L} *
dividual's conceptual apparatus ought‘genenally to result ' Y

from a particular experience. And, only those who are mem- e

same community. Un1ver31ty teachers are professionals and - as -
which the evaluatzon of un1ver31ty teaching takes place,

academzcs, as professzonals, are, or ougnt to be, concerned C e
Hlth how.colleagues attempt to bring about changes in the 3
cgnceptua; structure of sﬁuQenﬁs. On the one hand, we argue

L3

in the pedagogicar'practices‘iney employ when teaching. This

become more familiar with the "“feel"™ of an orgy ectivibyi In.

-

short, in the real world of.the university, teaching effec- *f
; = |

-
-
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'“"”“-”effﬁEtiveness.of an individd%l instructor be done by a~ // :

their teaching'craft in accord with the moral dictates of the

profession.

Prior to constructing a criteriorn:for- establishing

-

-elassss-of evidence relevant to the assessment of te‘ching *

_effectiveness, the following poihts ought to be noted:

1, Judgments regarding teaching .effectiveness odhht to

be as quective as possible. . .

2. Judgments regarding teaching effectiveness ought to T
be done as fairly as possible. ' ’

- !
Id

3. TeachSpgjeffectiveness is largely (tnpﬁgh not sole:
ly) a. matter of getting students to acquire movel

information gndlskiirs:of an‘academically important
- e .
kil’ld. . - * . 1

4, Judgments about the'attributes'reéarding teaching

effectiveness are necessarily a ‘product of\ the

- \

biases of .individual researchers. -

LY

5. University teaching is a craft practiced by'a'group

" of professionals and is subject to the moral

restrictions of that specialized community.

- In lieu of the above restrictions limitations on the
assessment of university teaching effectiveness seem evideht. .
. The first two points above dictate that any responses from ‘

members of the university community nggarding the teaching .

e - e prereen rem e snenr)
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-knowledgeable, professionally oompetent and fa1r--m1nded
Judge. Only a knowledgeable and professionall; competent
person 1s/ia/i/gdsition to Judge the academic merit of tggor-
mation and skills acquired by students as-a result pffa par-
ticular curricuIar‘experienceQ Obviously, a peéson'who knows
noﬁhlng about a spec1f1c set of skills and 1nformat1on is un-
able to Judge if some agent X has successfully acquired such
skills and information. Similarly, a person who knows noth-
ing about a specific set of skills and iﬁfdrmétioh as weli.as
the larger discipline of which such skills and information
are said to be a part’, ic in no position to comment on the
academic merit of a student's lea;ning such materials. Fore
example, students presumably take college courses because

they are innocent of the material such courses are, supposed

to~coq§ain. At thé end of the Semester we have no reason to

believe that they are any more kndwledgeable of tﬁe intended
material than was presented during the counse of thelsemest-

‘er. Consequently,-studeﬂts are 1n ndeposition to'cohment,on i
the amount,of'material learned in a'péfticdlar course or its
academic’ relevance. On the other hand there is reason 'to -
belleve that other specialists in the disc;pline have suffi-
" cient perspective to pass Judgment upon the merit and exten-
,siveness of the material preSented in a particu;ar gourse.

" In addition, by examining student examinations,'discipline--~

'specific specialists are 1n a position to make an educated

o e sirn .  a— —— £ bt o RS i 5 i 0 e th e e - O

resulted‘from par 1n the course. This 13 not to




‘ say that discipline specific spec alists can make fualy:’

| informed and otherwisz adequate aTsessments of the nature and
extent to which specific material was learned “in a course, it '

is only to note that there is absolutely no reason in theory

to ‘conclude that students are in such a position.

The principles‘of fairness.and objectivity noted above
similarly preclude‘any attempt to solicit from studentsmaﬁy4
responses,regardingﬁthe personality_characteristics con=-
'tributing to a teacher'swstyle offinstruction. College stu-

dents like any other adult, have certain'preferences'and‘

biases that make them more attracted as individuals to ‘one iii
f . 'person than to another. Now .1t is often the case that one
person ean find many attractive characteristics in another
person and yet not learn much of anything from that person.
. o ' . In fact it may well be.a person's engaging personality and
demeanor which mitigates against a student's learning from
- that person. In any case, the personality attributes a stu-
’ dent may be inclined to rate high when judging a particular
instructor may have nothing at all to do with~ that instruc-
tor's teaching, effectiveness. In addition, keep 1n mind that
1nstruments including reference to certain personality at-
’ tributes were constructed by an evaluation specialist with
his or her own set of. biases. Some evaluation specialists

B N ’ are quick to appeal to the fact that the attribute:’included '.: ,'f

' on.their instrument are supported byrother research studies.

e .';.__,-. o e o e e -

Unfortunately, there are two factors which make such claims

of trivial importance at best. First, it is quite easy at
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‘ this point in time to find some study someLhere that wiil
‘endorse the instrument maker s selection of a personality
'attribute for inclusiOn in the hew instrument. Consequently,
in choo31ng one set of personality attribﬁtes from among the

.'many attributes that' are supported by researchcfindings in
‘the literature is a direct consequence of prev1ous research
bias. ?here'just seems to be no way around this charge.
Second, reSearch findings regarding personality attributes
are supposedly validated in a technical sense if they produce

'results commensurate with the results of an earlier study. .
Such a procedure is subject to‘devastating criticism employ-

@ _ ".1ng a reduct1o_ad.absurdum argument. If €acn study is tech-

‘nically validated because its results are commensurate with

fettered by ’he ‘biases of the earliest study cited.

‘Again,’the point to be gleaned from the discussion ime

mediately above is not that-there can be no evaluation of

“

personality attributes likely to contribute to effective
teaching, but that the’ extent and intensiveéness of biases af-
"4. ; fecting such evaluations'are gompounded and reach.an intoler-
able leuel of capriciousness when student responses are- .
solicited for the purpose of . Judging teaohing effectiveness.
At this point in time there is littie to recommend any ‘source
of observation‘as evidenceufor determing!if instructor Jones
:mgasan,optimeiarray of personality‘characteristics-for
teaching students X, Y and Z some specific'subJect'matter.
. : . L -

\‘7'“ .

11

the results of an earlier study then each subsequent study 1s'

' -
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Finally,'as noted early on in the discussien above,
univerSity teaching is a craft practiced by a group of
"professionals and as such there are certain moral dictates
which influence, or ought to influence, techniques employed
by individual instructors when teaching students. These
moral- di;tates are evident to any morally conscientious pran=
titioner and v1o1ations of the dictates are also similarlv _
recognized-. People who are not members of the profession
cannot be xpected to be aware of the moral dictates which
bind mémbers of a particular discipline. Consequently, stu-
dents, politicians, Journalists-and'other non--aeédemics can=-
not be expected to recognize those occasions.in which seriohs
transgréssions of the profession's~mora1 commitments have oCc=- .
curred It may be that too _many academics are in fact un-
aware of the moral responsibilities of university instructors‘
and this is certainly virgin territory for empirical
research' In any case it is again unlikely that’ students can _
make informed Judgments about whether or not an instructor . -
has effectively practiced ‘the craft of teaching in a morally
responsible way. In ail but the most obvious cases of .
professional irresponsibility (such as the abceptance of a
'.bz}ge), the latitude guaranteed to the instructor through the
auspices of academic freedom is known only to fellow members
of the,professional community. If an instruotor bas'Tailed

to keep abreast of his discipline it is not the novice who

wiil first recognize tnet fact but the experienced

' ’ .

professional who recognizes~his colleague's ambivolance
~ ~ - . ’ 2.

. . A "
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toward new developments in the field andwgeneral disinterest
in"keebing»his_students'informed on'state‘of.tne art

materiel,

In light of the preceeding discussion the following *

sources of relevant evidence become evident:‘

vl. Student examinations: Examinations display levels
of student competency. . Such information is
relevantuto determining ‘the amount of academically

-

respectable material presented to the students.

The grade awarded to the student is also.an in-
dicator of what the instructor judgeda to be sig-

nific:?g/levels of achievement 1n*his or her

cours This ca

compared to how. experts in the
field would evaluate. the s: .level of achievement
tor a sinilar course. T

0 ~

2 iscipline--specific specialist observation: Only

gihistorians or perhaps historically--minded

sociologists, political scientists and humanists ’
are sufficiently versed in the subject-matter ofA -
say, history, to recognize if the instructor's-

. ‘ presentation is likely to increase student under-
standing of certain given material and if such
material is academically significant. Only : "'”J;f”74

/ ~know1edgeab1e teaching fellows are-in a theoreti- /

cally sound position to make a rough estimate of

PR
- '

the teaching effectiveness of a colleague. .
\ v . . . X - . L. *

5_1,3‘ | o 12




3. Course syllabus: Course syllabii illustrate the
~sort of material the instructor claims are relevant
at this level of student preparation. Colléagues

can determine whether. such materialﬁmerits con-

tinued,study.

4, Neurphysioiogical change: When the séientific

study of humans advances to the point that we can:

¢

identify neurphysiblogical change as a consequence
of subtle pedagogicél input this would no doubt be

the most exciting area of study of all.

4

I make no cl
There may be other sources of evidence-#barticulariy certain
subsets of item four above. However at this time we have no

theoretical justifibatioh and no reason to.identify any other

class of obsefvations as rélevant to the'assesShent of effec-

ti%é university teaching. Clearly, all student evaluations

of teaching effecpiveness have. been shown to be wholly

without any theoretical sgbport. Even geheral expressions of
' st%dent satisfaction ha?e never been shown to be conceptually

. lin%ed with éeaching effectiveness. If an evaluation of

4

' teaéhing effectivgness is to occur in a faip and maximally

obJeétive,way; then evaluators must limit themselves to work-

ing only with those sources of evidence for whﬁch thére ex-

ists clear and uncontroversial subpqrtr

—

aims about the exhaustiveness of this list.
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