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Improv d teaching, one of th ultimate obj ctive of much educational 
activity, continu to po probl ms for th ori ts and r search r , a 
well a for practitioner . Although the practitioner need to look to 
re arch r and theori t for guidance in the deci ion-making activity 
n c ary to the op ration of th in titution, no cau -eff et relation hip 
have come forth to a i t the evaluator of th teaching proce . D ci-
ion-making aff cting personn 1 in the hool etting mu t continu to 

rely on xperien -based intuitiv pr di tion and ass m nts that 
titute the b t judgments at the time. 

What i propos d here i (1) an examination of th problems inh r nt 
in tea hing eff ctiv ne r arch, and (2) a proposal for improving 
tea hing that abrogates the reliance on mpirical r arch, that min-
1m1z the threat intrinsic to the up rordinat - ubordinate role relation-
hip, and that nhance th chance for hanged teach r b havior in 

th dir ction of tea hing improvement. 

Obviou ly, all r arch and experienc ha not gone for naught. We 
know that certain factor can account for the improv ment of the teach­
ing-I arning ituation . We know what !em nts in th phy ical nviron­
ment ne d to b con idered - ventilation, lighting, sp cial requir m n , 
heigh of d k , and o forth . We know omething of th phy iological, 
p y hological, and o ial n ds of teach rs and learn rs. We know ome­
thing of the nature and m a urement of phy ical and mental growth. 

W know om thing of p r onality factor , ocial p rception, role 
relation hip , and a pirational l vel . W know of critical thinking, 
div rg nt thinking, converg nt thinking, er ative thinking, productiv 
thinking, inductiv thinking, and deductiv thinking. W know of p r­
ceptual, cognitive, and affective proc and of c rtain relation hips 
among these. 

We can mea ur the learner; we can mea ure the teacher; 
m asur relation hip and int raction b tw en th two 
cannot ay which teaching b havior cau e which change in 
behavior , or what teaching I ad to what I arn ing . 

w can 
bid w 
tudent 
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Hence, the probl m - how can we e aluate and improve teaching if 
w cannot identify tho e teacher beha ior which lead to identifiable 
learning outcom ? B for att mpting to provide th "an wer ," a 
comp ndious revi w of the dir ctions r arch has tak n during thi 
pa t hali-c ntury might highlight om of th probl m to b ov rcom . 

TEA HER-P PIL: CA E D EFFECT 

Many ontinue to b directed toward identifying variable 
relat d to 1 arning outcome . There are tho e who b lie e that tea h r 
e.ff tiv n s can only b m a ur d in t rm of learning outcome . Th y 
cont nd that ther i no t a hing without 1 arning. Bloom repr ents 
the majority of re earcher wh n he tate : 

The writer tak s th position that unl ss th criteria of effectiveness ar 
relat d to chang in tuden ts, th r earcher has avoid d the primary criter­
i n and has used nly proximat criteria .. .. 

Teaching and 1 aming exp ri nc s are not g od or poor in their own r ig ht. 
Th y ar good or bad because of the ways in wh ich they affect the leamer.1 

In ummarizing a chapter on what i 1 arning, Clayton tate : 

Learning dep nds upon what the learner do . This involves how he per ives, 
how h thinks, h w h feels, and how he acts. There can b n o learning unle s 
he responds in ome way.2 

Con quently, if one accep thi po ition, 1 arn ing mu t be mea ur able 
b for one can a that t aching exi t . The dilemma : the only ap­
proach to improving teaching i through improving 1 arning, and th 
only 1 aming of u in mea uring teach r eff ctiven i that which i 
measurable. U ing thi fram of refer n to look at teaching, t he 
evaluation of t aching and t acher i , in fact, an aluation of the 
produ t - the tud nt. 

Howev r, thi of vi wing teach r ha produ d 
a ho t of unan w rabl que tion . How an specific outcome 
be r lat d to p ific teaching acts? If pupil gain i the eff et, on 
might b able to ay that th ff c indicat the pre nc of id ntifiable 
cau , but can th influ nc of myriad ariable op rating in human 
interaction v r b imilarly id ntifiable? 

What teacher b havior( ) can be th cau e, and ind d, if one or 
mor b havior ar found to b partial d terminan , can other det rm­
inan and interaction among determinan b account d for? 

o, can th b the crit ria again t which we mea ur and judg all 
a p c of teaching, all teach r , only t acher of x teacher of xy, 
and/ or ju t t a her b of pupil c in cla room d of ubj et e, during f-g 
clock hour , on h of i year? 

lB. . BI m, "T sting ognitive Ability and Ach ievement," Handbook of Re earch 
on T aching, ed . N. Y. Gage ( hicag : Rand McNally and o., 1963), p. 379. 
2T. E. Clayton, T aching and Learning: A Psychological Per pective (Englewood 

liffs, .J . : Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1 5 ), p. 45. Italics supplied. 
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Much of the efforts of r archer ha b n directed toward mea ur -
m nt of what Broudy et al. d scribe as t he r plicative u es of knowl-

dg .3 Measur ment of this a p et of chooling d mands a re tating 
of original learning upon pr entation of appropriate cue . Two r a on 
for thi approach have b n the lack of ad quate m a ure of 
b havior and the limitation of existing mea uring devices. Howev r, 
perhap an ev n mor fundam ntal rea on i the b lief that all learning 

m a urable or, more appropriately for om , that which i m a ur­
abl is learning. 

In ummary, there i on id rabl lack of confid nc in the ability to 
mea ure teaching ffectiv n by u e of tud nt-growth criteria. Al­
though we hav som m a ures of teaching behavior , and om m a­
sur of student-growth (and even the ar que tionable), th cau e­
effect link po e a probl m that seems in urmountabl at this tim . 

THE TEACHER 

Another approach u d to consid rabl in t acher effectivene 
tudies ha been to define the charact ri ti , attitud s, traits, or qual­

itie that are a sociat d with judgments of ff ctive or ineffective teach­
er . Looking for th good t acher is omething like looking for the 
good lif . What i good be omes a product of the an icipated exp ctation 
to b derived a a r sult of th goodn Thu , if w are to judg 
t achers with x,y,z, haract r i ties, we mu t b abl to ay that teach r 
with t h e charact ristic cause c rtain d sirabl or und irable b havior 
in other . 

Th r ult, invariably, i an endle s list of rai and their corr pond­
ing opposite in black-whit fa hion. 

n example of th mea ur m nt and us of qual itie factorally id n­
tified with teach r i the study undertaken by Ryan .4 Effective teach-
r have been described a fair, democratic, re pon iv , under tanding, 

kindly, timulating, original, alert, attractive, re pon ible, teady poi d, 
confident. Conv r ly, in ffective teach r may b d cribed as par tial, 
autocratic, aloof, r stricted, har h, dull, st r otyped, apathetic, unimpr -
sive, evading, errati , excitable, uncertain. We undoubtedly could add 
oth r adjective to thi Ji t - hone t, moral, intelligent, and o on. 

If we are to look to re arch for d finitions of the mo t effecti 
teacher and th I a t ff ctiv teacher (a w ll a various d gr of 
both) certain questions n ed asking. How do we d cide on the d ired 
charact r i tic , on the hierarch ical weight d arrang m nt of the e har­
acteristic , the ext nt to which each characteri tic (or group of char-

3H. S . Broudy, B. 0 . Smith , and J. R. Burnett, Democracy and Exoellence in 
A merican Secandary Edtlcation (Chicago: Rand and McNally a nd Co., 1964). 

4D. Ryans, Characteristic of Teachers: Their Description , Comparison, and 
Appraisal (Washington : American Council on Education, 1960). 
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acteri tic ) becom t or become t he manife tor of certain 
t a hing b havior , and, mo t important, which on ar determinan 
of p cific 1 arning outcome ? Id ally, and ultimately, can the d crip­
tion of the good t a h r b anything le than god-like, and can the e 
god-like characteri ti be the d t rminants of the tea hing behavior ( ) 
that produce th d irabl 1 arning outcome ( ) ? 

On e again an e amination of one variabl , in ea the teach r, 
not nough. Although th r i vid nee that particular 

p r onality charact ri tic of t achers ha e a di c rnible influence on 
pupil behavior, th r is littl evidenc that c rtain p r onality char­
acter i tic are mor de irabl than other for t aching in general.5 We 
cannot look to re arch at thi time for as i tanc in deci ion about 
tea her valuation from information of th ir p r onality, attitude , valu , 
and other per onal haract r i ti 

G tz l and J ack on repre nt t he concen u of researcher when they 
ay: 

D s pi t the critical impor tance of the problem a nd a half-c n tury of p rod ig ious 
r s arch effort, v ry littl is known for certain a bout the n ature and m asu re­
m nt of tea cher p rsonality, or a bou t th e r lat ion betw en t acher person al ity 
a nd t aching ff ct ive ne s .6 

TEA HI G PRO E 

Ree ntly, ther ha b n a r n wed on th 
and tea h r-pupil int raction. ome r ar her 
in d v loping y tern for at gorizing teach r and 
vior (verbal i u d her in it broade t n e) . 

teaching proc 
b n succ ful 
nt verbal b 

d igned to analyz pupil-t acher interaction in t h cla room have b n 
d velop d by Amidon and Flander , Ander on , A chn r, Hughes, Medley 
and Mitz I, Smith, Whithall, among oth r .7 For th mo t part, th 

5A. . Barr , et a l. , The M easurement and Prediction of T eacher Ef]ect iven es 
(Madison, Wiscons in: D m ba r Educationa l Re arch rvic s, Inc. , 1961 ); . L . 
Gage, Ed., H andbook of R s arch of T eaching ( hicag o: R and Mc al ly and 
Co., 1963); H . F. ib rman , E d ., "A ym pos ium on Current R ach of Class room 
B havior of T eacher a nd Its Implication s for T ach r Education ," T he Jo1ir nal 
of T acher Edu aNon, xrv, o. 3, (1963). 

6J . W . Getzel and P . W. J ackson , "T each rs P ersona lity a nd h aracteristics," 
H andbook of Research of T eaching (Ed. . L . Gag , hicago: Rand Mc ally 
a nd o., 1963 ) , p. 574. 

7E . J. Amidon a nd . A. Fland rs, The Role of the T eacher in the CJla.s r oom 
(Minn a p !is : P a ul Am idon and A ociates, 1963); H . H . Anderson, "The Measure­
me n t of D ominat ion and of Socially In teg rate Behaviors in T ach rs' on tacts 
wi th child ren," Child Development, 10 (1939) , pp. 73-79; M . J . Aschner, The Ana ly• 
is of Classroom Discourse: A m ethod and its uses (Unpublished Doctoral Dis­

sertation, University of Illinois, 1959); M. Hug h s and others , D evewpment of 
the M eans f or A ss m ent of the Quali t y of T eaching i n E lementary Schools 
( a lt Lake Ci ty: Univers ity of tah , 1959); D. M. M dley and H . E . Mitzel, "A 
Techniq u fo r Measuring las room B h a vior, " J our nal Ed. Psyclw logy, 49 (195 ) 
pp . 6-92; B . 0 . m ith, A one pt of T eaching," T eachers College R ecord, 61 
(1960) , pp. 229-241 ; J. Whi thall, "The Development of a T echniq ue for the 
M asure m nt of Social-Emotiona l limate in Cla ro ms," J ottrnal of Ex peri­
me ntal Education , 11 (1949), pp. 347-361. 
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crit ria for the 1 ction of categorie hav followed from a sound frame­
of-r f r nee or theor tical mod 1 of behavior. 

ne of the primary cone rn of the e r archer i th d termination 
of th relation hip b tween th behavior of the teacher and uch out­
corn as pupil attitude and achi vement. Howev r, ha thi res arch 
offer d reliable criteria for th practition r - the evaluator of t aching 
personnel? an ategorization of verbal a tivity differ ntiate eff ctive 
teaching? Can th teacher who di play x verbal di our e b aid to 
be more effective than th teacher who di plays y v rbal di cour ? 

an v rbal di cour e b more ffectiv than y verbal discour e? an 
xy di cour e b more effectiv than xy di cour e in another ituation 
with other peopl and at other times? 

Mo t tudie of thi type hav attempt d to i olat b havior regarded 
a more or J in timulating pupil growth. Becau th 
de cription and m a urem nt of the teaching proc de ignat d in 
term of condition , climat , attitude , atti ude chang and situation 
involving ocial interaction and communi ation b tw n student and 
tea her, the approach dep nd almo t ntir Jy on direct observations of 
th b havior in th cla sroom ituation. Evict nee ba d on test core 
or oth r indir et b havior annot be ad quate mea ur of the teaching 
proc 

Ther for , re arch in thi area has be n hindered by the limitations 
of direct classroom ob ervation. ome of the e limitation are a fol­
lows: (1) in ufficient ob rvation time upon which to ba e judgment; 
(2) inad quacy of r corded ob ervation a valid and reliable ampl 
of th total teaching exp rienc of the t acher; (3) uncertainty of the 
validity and r liability of th ob rver - a es or , evaluator , judg , 
rater . Thi la t point ne d to be con id r d further. 

RATER 

How c rtain ar we of th judgment of the ra er? Ar "ou ide xp rt " 
t he b t judge of t acher eff ctivene ? tudies whi h have u d rat rs 
who are not a part of th daily milieu hav admitt d the inad qua y 
of ob ervation tim and th lack of r liability in judgment. And what 
of validity - wa their ob ervation an ad quate ample of that teacher' 
eff cti ne ? 

R earch of t h relation hip and diff r nc betwe n kinds of rater 
and t acher rating ha not yield d re ults which can a i t on in d t rm­
ining who hould do the rating - up rordinate ( up rvi or , admin­
i trator , departm nt chairmen), ubordinat (studen ) , peer (teach­
er ), or "exper " (vi iting p r onnel no id ntified a part of th imm -
diat chool etting). 

The work don in thi 
due d any ignificant con 

although quite extensive, ha not pro­
videnc , oth r than th lack of corr -
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pond n betw en rating by upervi or , colleague , students, and 
teacher-training p iali 

P rhap the ubjectivity of rating prevents on i ten y in rating r ul ; 
that i , the probl m i not o much the lack of on n u on criteria, 
but th infiu nc of variabl related to the p r onal characteri tic of 

Rmm r, in r 
t aching, tate : 

wing th u of rating method in re earch on 

In addition to any limitations imposed by th rating .form itself, ratings are 
limited by the characteristics of the human rat r - his inevitably selective 
perc ption, memory, .forgetting, lack of sensitivity to what may be psycholog­
icaJJy and socially important, his inaccuracies of observation ... 9 

Ryans' work (Characteristics of Teachers) in training his ob ervers exempli­
fi s the principl that the m asuring instrum nt in the rating method is not 
so much the pap r d vice its II as it is the rater, judge, or observer.J O 

In one tudy undertak n by this wr it r, it wa found that certain 
per onal characteri t i of the rater and ratee ar relat d to the rating 
of t acher effectivene by admini trators in th chool etting.11 up­
port was obtained for rating, defined a including all the physiologi al 
and p ychological proc e that go into t h final outcome, as a function, 
in part, of the p re ptual- ognitive tyl of th individual rater. 

On weakne vid nt in t he u e of formal rating forms (criteria) a 
part of a r earch d ign i that r gardl of th formal criteria ace pt d 
and u d, one must r ly on t h rater's per ptual-cognitive view of t he 
rat e, of the criteria, a nd of the relation hip ( imilarity-differ nc ) 
b tw n the two. At thi time thi m to b an uncontrollable 
variabl - how sur ar we that t he judgment and de i ion of t he rater 

ba d indeed on t he stated riteria . 

What can the pra tition r do? Although r ar h ha failed to pro­
vid u ful criteria for th m a ur ment and evaluation of teacher ffect­
iv n , the rating of teach r continue to b one of th profes ional 
r pon ibilitie of th adm ini trator and up rvi or. 

uperordinat , b they in indu try, gov mm nt, or ducation, mu t 
mak deci ions regarding p r onn 1. Th y mu t mak d c1 10n r gard-

1 t ion , pla ment, transfer, re-a signment, in- rvice training 

G. . t m, "Measuring Noncognitive Varia ble in Research on Teaching," 
Handbook of Research on Teaching (ed. . L . Gage, Chicago : Rand McNally 
and Co., 1963), pp. 39 447. 
9H . H. Remmers, "Rating Methods in Research on Teaching," Handbook of 
Research of T eaching (ed. . L . Gage, Chicag : Rand Mc al ly and Co., 1963 ), 
p. 329. 
IO[bid., p. 332. 

IID. F. Musella, "Open-and-Cl sect Mindedness as Related to the Rating of T ach­
er By Admini trators: Implications .for Admini trative Th ory Based on Sup r ­
ordinate-Subordina te Rol e R lationships," (Unpubli h d Doct ral Diss rtati n, 

tate Univer ity of w York at Albany, 1965); D. F. Mus lla, "Open-and- los d-
Mind dn s a R !at d to the Rating of T achers by Elementary School Prin­
cipal ," Journal of Experimental Education, 35 (1967). 
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promotion, dismissal, and retirement, a well a those that ar mor 
directly related to evaluation for the purpo es of improvement of 
proce .12 

ONE P SIBLE SWER 

inc the ultimate objective hould be th improvem nt of proce , 
that is, the improvement of teaching, and until we have conclusive evi­
dence on certain cau e-effect variables, it might be more productive and 
desirable to direct our efforts toward enhancing and extending opportun­
ity for s If-improvement. Certainly we cannot be far off when we state 
what seems like a reiteration of the obvious - th attempts at improve­
ment t hat have the gr ate t chances for succe s are tho e which come 
from " lf" - the per on who e behavior is to b changed. 

From this point of view, the superordinate-rater must accept certain 
ba ic concepts and mu t assume certain responsibilitie : (1) although 
the uperordinate - be he principal, supervi or, department chairman 
or ma ter teacher - mu t assume the 1 adership role, the d velopm nt 
of teacher effectivene s criteria must be a cooperative ffort of both 
rater and ratee; (2) the sup rordinate-rat r must provid the means for 
de cribing and categorizing th teaching act in term which the teacher 
and rater can under tand and accept - in other words, t rm which do 
not connote values of eff ctive or ineff ctiv teaching; and (3) the super­
ordinate-rater must provide the t acher with the opportunity for elf­
as es ment ba d, in part, on th criteria previously decided upon. 

DEVELOPMENT OF RITERIA 

Obviously, the above tatements need con iderable explanation. First 
of all, the developmen of ground rule - criteria - i the nece ary 
prerequi ite to any asse ment. If an effective teach r is one who ha 
control of the cla sroom, and if control is defined as the determinant 
of behavior, then thi mu t be understood at the out t. If an effective 
teacher is one who display flexibility in the clas room, and if flexibility 

defined a hift in pre entation and climate as demanded by shifts 
in tudent respon e, th n this must be defined, stated, and under tood 
previous to th a e sment. If an effective teacher i one who is permi -
sive and if permi ivene is d fined as accepting student initiative and 
leader h ip, then this must be understood as such by both parties. The 
question at this time i not th "univ r al" acceptability of effective 
t aching definition and description, and, to consid rabl xtent, th que -

12p _ M. Blau, The Dynamics of Bureaucracy (Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press, Revised Edition, 1955); . J. Powell, Per onnel Administration in Govern­
ment (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Pr ntice-Hall, Inc., 1956); J . W. Getzels, " 
Psycho-Sociolog ical Framework Ior the Study of Educational Administration," 
Harvard Educational Review, 22 (1952), pp. 235-246; T. L . Whistler and S. F . 
Harper, (Eds.) Per/CYrmance Appraisal ( ew York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 
Inc., 1962). 
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tion ace ptability by both parti in the rating 
situation; rather, t h obj cti e i the awarene s and understanding of 
th ta d criteria. on n u , acceptance, and ompliance are individual 
matter that can be con id red at the time of d ci ion-making by the 
up rordinate. Th r pon ibility lies in th d v lopment and commun­

ication of t he criteria for teacher effectivene for the specific ituation 
in which both rater and ratee are active participan 

P ERCEPTIO OF ELF 

The cond point mentioned above involve t h t chnique for viewing 
" lf." The u ual pro dure con i t of rater ob rvance of the cla s­
room followed by a di u ion of el cted asp cts of the t aching-learning 
ituation. The primary purpo of the follow-up di u ion is to change 

future teacher b havior in the di rection of "improvem nt" as stat d in 
th a ment. Th rater i telJing and t h ratee i Ii tening and 
v rbally agre ing or di agr ing, d p nding on th latt r' perception 
of th xp cted, acceptabl rol b havior. 

Although one cannot predict th chang in teacher b havior cau ed 
by th rater-ra di u ion, th rater has don hi job - ha a um d 
hi re pon ibility. Th a ceptan depend to on iderable extent, on 
th r lation hip b twe n t h rat r and th ratee, a well a on th con­
t nt of the comments. 

A note should b in rt d at thi point. ar tho e who ay 
that rating often i not going on in ituation de crib d. They ay 
that g n rally, the di u ion focu es on pe ifi a p cts of t aching 
and con i t of po itive comm nt direct d toward the teacher' pre enta­
tion at t h tim . How v r, an there ever b int raction without a s s -
ment - judging? rta inly w do not alway indicat our judgments 
a ording to formal rating al , and w ar not alway con ciou of 
rating oth r . verth l , we are judging oth r (and thing ) at all 
ime - thi i part of thinking. What augmen t he t hreat and min­

imizes t he fr dom for ooperative ffort in th uperordinate-subordin­
ate etting is that the rating factor (con iou or uncon cious) is alway 
pr sent - it i an inh r nt part of thi rol r lation hip. No amount 
of rationalization can limina te or ubrogate th lement of judgment 
that i part of ocial p rception · certainly the ratee i aware of thi . 
Thi ac ounts for th t n iv rol playing in "Ji e" human intera tion. 

on ider now anoth r procedur , on which may b in lieu of or in 
addition to the one pr ented above. Re ear h r hav provided u 
with c rtain tool or techniqu for organizing fe dback data: Th 
at gorizing and coding of verbal and non- erbal di cour e a developed 

by Fland r , chn r, and oth r .13 Th ar but ev ral example of 

13Mary J . schner and J . J . Gall agher , e t al ., "A y tern fo r Class ify ing Thoug h t 
P roces es in the ontext oI Clas r oom Verbal Interaction" (Institu te Ior Re­
search on Exceptional hild ren, niver ity of Illinois, 1 62); Arno A. Bellack, 
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methods of providing a "mirror" of teacher-pupil b havior in the teach­
ing-learning situation.14 Although the que tion of acceptance of th basic 
assumptions and resulting interpretation is argumentative, the u e of 
coding techniques for ab tracting and di playing t acher-pupil inter­
action can provide th teacher and rat r with certain common dimen­
sions for viewing behavior .15 

Using Fland r ' categorization of verbal teacher-pupil interaction as 
an xample, the following plan is pre ent d as one method of approach. 

What if we instruct the t acher (and rater) in the use of thi tech­
nique of analy is, provide t h equipment and material for r cording 
the clas room di cour e, provide the time for an analy is of cla sroom 
interaction, provide the criteria (through cooperative effort) against 
which the teacher (and rater) can compare the teaching acts, and leave 
the assessing to the teacher. 

Obviously the la t part of the statement would cau e certain superor­
dinate to look a kance at such a propo al - and rightly so, perhaps. 
Unfortunately, the improvement of teaching cannot be 1 ft to the teacher 
alone. Institutional requir ments place th responsibility for this im­
provement directly on the principal, upervi or, department chairman, 
and/ or other de ignated superordinates. In order to guarantee the suc­
ces of this process, the institution u ually require formalized a se s­
ments made periodically. evertheless, this assessm nt n ed not detract 
from the efforts to stimulat self-improvement. The plan focusing on 
elf-improvement should not become a part of (nor can we expect it to 

replac ) the requirements of th in t itution for the asse sment of teach­
ing. To the xtent that uperordinate rating i u ed for purpos s of 
decision regarding statu , salary, retention , and o on - , to that 
extent does it constitute a thr at to the improvem nt of teaching. 

Thus we have two entir ly different purpo e , hence, kind of asse s­
ment: (1) one which satisfies the institutional needs for perpetuation 
and purpose achievement; and (2) one which satisfies the ne ds of 
improvement of process for both the individual and the institution. 

et al., The Language of the Classroom: Meanings Communicated in H igh School 
Teaching, Part II (New York Institute of Psychological Research, Teach rs Col­
lege, Columbia University, 1965) ; F. G. Cornell, C. M . Llndvall and J. L. Saupe, 
An Exploratory M easurement of Individualities of Sclwol and Cl.assroom (Ur­
bana, Ill.: College of Education, Bureau of Educational Research, 1952); N. A. 
Flanders, Teacher Influence, Pupil Attitudes, and Achievement (Washington : Gov­
ernment Printing Office, 1965 ); Donald M. Medley, "Experiences with the Oscar 
Technique," The Journal of T eacher Education, 14 (1963), pp. 267-29 ; B. 0. 
Smith, "A Conceptual Analysis of Instructional Behavior," The Journal of Teacher 
Edttcation, XIV, o. 3 (1963), pp. 294-298. 
14In addition to methods which abstract actual behaviors, r searchers have proven 
the value of video systems and instantaneous response systems in p roviding feed­
back of the classroom situation. 
15This paper will not discuss the characteristics, uses, or pros and cons of 
specific methods. 
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Through the u of thi pro dw· , we might pr diet the following 
r sul to take place: (1) th t acher and rater b come the developer 
of th criteria (before the fa t) again t which c rtain b havior ar to 
b a d; (2) th teach r and rater focus on actual la sroom ev nts 
and p cific beha ior , not g n ralitie ; (3) th r i a r duction in th 
po ibiliti for di agr m nt due to the lack of communication; (4) the 
tea her and rat r have a fram -of-r fer nc for viewing and 
judging teaching in t rm relativ ly fr of connotativ alue 
dim nsion ;16 and (5) th a w ll a th relation hip betw en 
rater and rate , r main fre of thr at in ref r nee to 
ff tiv -ineffecti e teach r b havior ar obtain d through one's own 

perc ption and not imply from direction and/ or implications pr nted 
by th rater. 

MMARY 

R earch ha pro ided the practitioner, who e r pon ibility it i to 
impro e teaching, with littl evidence to a i t him in identifying the 
caus -effect relation hip in th teaching-I arning ituation. on e­
qu ntly, ince h cannot r f r to re ear h to tell him what "eff tive" 
t a hing hould b , the d ci ion he make ar ba ed on intuitive exp r­
i n -ba d judgmen . 

Thi author ha indicat d that a re-fo u of r arch and practice in 
thi opportunity and means for 

T hnique for providing f dback of th teaching ituation have 
off r d u h r tofor unavailable opportunity to r direct our efforts in 
th improvement of teaching. B cau e of the a ailability of fir t-hand 
"objective" information of one' teaching, and b cau e of the concomi­
tant r duction of threat inh rent in the up rordinat - ubordinate rol 
relation hip, the r -focu of fforts toward the elf-improvement of teach­
ing em to be the mo t profitable direction to go at thi time. 

16I.f the teacher and rater ar presented with information indicating the per­
c ntag of teach r-ask d qu stions which ar answered by the teacher during 
a sp citied amount of class time, this fact al ne is a non argumentativ one. 
How v r, if the rater places value on the fact in terms of ffectiveness or in-
ffectiv n ss, th n th advantag of feed back, as well as the primary purpos 

of this procedure, will be lost. 




