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Abstract: Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales or BARS have been used to measure teaching effectiveness in different 
stages, programs, and instruction modalities. The author’s purpose in this article is twofold: to examine, to date, the use 
of BARS in the educational setting for the assessment of teacher performance and to demonstrate the possibilities of using 
this type of instruments in the near future. To do so, the author examines the publications on this issue by conducting a 
systematic literature review in two distinct phases. In the first phase, queries of different key terms are made in the Web 
of Science (WOS) database. This is followed by a second phase in which the title, abstract, and keywords of each 
publication are manually examined. The findings reveal an increase in the use of BARS in recent years providing evidence 
on the high potential for application of this type of instrument for the appraisal of teaching effectiveness. The author 
concludes that research on the use of BARS for the evaluation of teacher performance is not only an emerging line of 
study, but also a topic that invites the academic community to reflect on which mechanisms are most appropriate when 
dealing with a serious task, in the context of educational organization, such as the appraisal of teaching effectiveness. 
The originality of this work lies in being the first systematic literature review on the use of BARS for the assessment of 
teacher performance in the educational setting. 
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Introduction 

ince the development of the Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales, also known as BARS, 
to assess the performance of healthcare professionals (Smith and Kendall 1963), these 
scales have been used to measure personnel performance in different organizational 

settings. For example, Landy and Guion (1970) analyzed the motivation and productivity of 
engineers, while Fogli, Hulin, and Blood (1971) developed BARS to study the performance of 
salespeople in food retail supermarkets. Williams and Seiler (1973) explore the effort of 
engineering professionals in the industrial setting, and Arvey and Hoyle (1974) apply these scales 
to evaluate the efficiency of system analyst-programmers. Bearden and Wagner (1988) use BARS 
to measure the work of mechanical operators in the navy, while Woods, Sciarini, and Breiter 
(1998) postulate the use of behavioral scales to evaluate professionals in the tourism sector. 
Catano (2007) uses BARS to collect decision-making information on the promotion of police 
officers. MacDonald and Sulsky (2009) use this system to compare the efficiency of management 
models in Eastern and Western business cultures. 

Nevertheless, the measurement of job efficiency is always a difficult task in any 
organizational setting. When we talk about measuring job efficiency, this issue is generally 
approached by using two terms: “Evaluation” and “Assessment.” Although these terms present 
certain differential nuances—the evaluation focuses more on performance control, while when 
speaking of assessment, the focus is not so much on the control but on the performance 
improvement from a constructive point of view—both are often used simultaneously to refer to 
the idea of measurement in its broadest sense (Barnokhon 2022; Leguey Galán, Leguey Galán, 
and Matosas López 2018; Matosas-López and García-Sánchez 2019). This is the sense in which 
both terms are used in the present study. 

1 Corresponding Author: Luis Matosas-López, Department of Financial Economics and Accounting, Rey Juan Carlos 
University, Madrid, Spain. email: luis.matosas@urjc.es 
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Such systems that are used to measure teaching effectiveness can often be ambiguous and 
subjective. Likewise, often these processes do not provide explicit descriptions of job dimensions 
and expected performance levels, and consequently, the measurements are conditioned by the 
evaluators’ interpretation of these parameters. Obviously, this situation generates different scores, 
even when the ratees present identical behaviors. 

The concept of measurement itself can be ambiguous and subjective. So, even the definitions 
of “teacher effectiveness” and “teacher performance” can present nuances or differences between 
them. Here, different approaches can be identified; however, according to different reports and 
authors, while “teacher effectiveness” focuses normally on the efficacy and productivity of 
teachers in their duties, “teacher performance,” typically, focuses on their action from a general 
point of view (Matosas-López, Leguey-Galán, and Doncel-Pedrera 2019; Medley 1977). In this 
sense, it is worth mentioning the studies and theories on teacher efficacy or educational 
effectiveness by authors such as Hoy and Woolfolk (1993), Lynott and Woolfolk (1994), 
Kitsantas (2012), as well as Reynolds and Teddlie (2000), among others. 

BARS appeared in the early 1960s with the purpose of improving the objectivity of ratings in 
the assessment of job efficiency and mitigating the impact of evaluator interpretations (Matosas-
López, Leguey-Galán, and Doncel-Pedrera 2019). To do so, the instrument is defined in behavioral 
terms, offering concrete examples of actions that illustrate the different levels of performance 
considered in that work (Bernardin and Smith 1981; Smith and Kendall 1963). Accordingly, the 
value of these scales, in comparison with other measurement systems, lies in their use of behavioral 
examples to represent each of the anchor points constituting the scale for each of the job dimensions 
evaluated. The use of behavioral examples in scale anchor points ensures a more standardized and 
uniform understanding of the performance level in each job dimension, thereby enabling more 
consistent, precise, and objective interpretations (Bernardin and Beatty 1984). 

Although the first BARS proposal was by Smith and Kendall (1963), the antecedent of this 
type of measurement is the critical incident technique presented by Flanagan (1954). This 
technique proposes the structured compilation of behavioral examples that are characteristic of 
the job evaluated through group interviews and surveys with individuals with experience in the 
activity analyzed. The closeness between the critical incident technique and BARS is such that 
Campbell, Dunnette, and Arvey (1973) define BARS as scales based on critical incidents. 

Even though the original methodology by Smith and Kendall (1963) has undergone slight 
variations through the years, the fundamental steps remain as follows. First, a panel of experts in 
the activity under evaluation describes the job dimensions in detail. Second, a group of individuals 
directly connected to the activity provides efficient and inefficient critical incidents or behavioral 
examples for each job dimension. Third, critical incidents are filtered to eliminate duplicate or 
ambiguous examples. Fourth, another group of individuals relocates the critical incidents to the job 
dimension for which they were originally formulated, eliminating those that are not correctly 
reassigned by most participants. Fifth, the critical incidents that survive the previous relocation are 
rated again by the participants on an ordinal scale. Finally, the researchers select the critical incidents 
that will serve as anchor points for each performance level in each dimension of the final scale. 

Advantages and Drawbacks of BARS 

Advantages 

Behavioral scales have attracted the interest of researchers and practitioners in many different 
organizational contexts. Part of the success of the BARS lies in its psychometric advantages over 
other measurement systems, especially compared with Likert-type instruments, which, while 
reasonably effective (Vanacore and Pellegrino 2019; Zhao and Gallant 2012), have also raised 
serious doubts about their suitability for the evaluation of job efficiency (Hornstein 2017; 
Spooren, Brockx, and Mortelmans 2013). 
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BARS can reduce both the halo effect and the leniency error. The halo effect is defined as 
the evaluator’s tendency to extrapolate the rating on a particular question to all the survey items 
(Bernardin 1977). The leniency error, in contrast, is the evaluator’s inclination to rate the 
professional too high or too low on all the questionnaire items (Sharon and Bartlett 1969). Here, 
several investigations demonstrate that BARS tends to produce a smaller halo effect and leniency 
error than other types of scales (Bernardin, Alvares, and Cranny 1976; Borman and Dunnette 
1975; Campbell, Dunnette, and Arvey 1973). Smith and Kendall (1963) affirm that the filtering 
and relocation of critical incidents, based on participant agreement, during the construction 
process is the key to achieving these reductions. 

Other benefits of BARS are improvements in validity and reductions in the influence of bias 
during the assessment (Debnath, Lee, and Tandon 2015; Martin-Raugh et al. 2016; Ohland, 
Loughry, and Woehr 2012). Murphy and Pardaffy (1989) note that this advantage results from 
the total disconnection between the scales, which isolates them from biases originating in other 
dimensions during the construction process. 

Along the same lines, many studies suggest that behavioral scales provide indicators of better 
interrater reliability than those found in other questionnaires (Bearden and Wagner 1988; 
Debnath, Lee, and Tandon 2015; Williams and Seiler 1973). Bernardin (1977) defines interrater 
reliability as the degree of agreement reached among raters on various dimensions when 
evaluating a particular individual. According to Bernardin and Smith (1981), the use of behavioral 
examples to represent each anchor point of the scale, in addition to the use of clearly independent 
dimensions, contributes to this improvement. 

The benefits of scales with behavioral episodes are such that even some authors state that BARS 
are technically and psychometrically better than any other measurement instrument (Borman and 
Dunnette 1975; Goodale and Burke 1975; Matosas-López and Bernal-Bravo 2020). This superiority, 
in psychometric terms, is often attributed to the rigor of scale construction (Borman 1991), the direct 
involvement of individuals connected with the activity under evaluation in the instrument design 
(Bernardin and Beatty 1984), and even the benefits of using terminology familiar to the rater in the 
final questionnaire (Jacobs, Kafry, and Zedeck 1980). 

Drawbacks 

Even though behavioral scales have been demonstrated to provide significant benefits in assessing 
job efficiency, these instruments also present several disadvantages. The literature on BARS 
points out three problems in this regard: (a) the high investment of time and effort required for 
the design and construction of the questionnaire; (b) the difficulty in obtaining examples of 
behavior that is representative of scale midpoints; and (c) the loss of behavioral information 
suffered throughout the construction process. 

Although part of the potential of BARS lies in its meticulous design, this is also one of the 
drawbacks associated with its use. The considerable time and effort required to gather and filter 
the critical incidents throughout the successive steps of scale construction can pose a barrier for 
those interested in these instruments (Goodale and Burke 1975; Stoskopf et al. 2016). 

Another problem is the difficulty in reaching substantial degrees of agreement on the critical 
incidents that illustrate the intermediate anchor points on the scale. Although the levels of 
agreement on the extreme points—those of lower and higher efficiency—usually present a large 
quorum, the management of intermediate values represents an important challenge for the 
researcher (Debnath, Lee, and Tandon 2015; Hauenstein, Brown, and Sinclair 2010). 

Finally, the loss of behavioral information during instrument design is also a frequent 
concern. Matosas-López, Leguey-Galán, and Leguey-Galán (2019) note the constant and 
substantial loss of information in the construction of these scales. This loss of information is a 
consequence of the elimination of behavioral examples throughout the screenings carried out 
during the construction process. This problem has been confirmed in studies reflecting a loss of 
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up to 80 percent of the critical incidents originally considered for scale construction (Carretta and 
Walters 1991; Kell et al. 2017; Klieger et al. 2018). This loss of behavioral information, which is 
the cornerstone of the instrument, also undermines the potential of the scales themselves. 

The Use of BARS in the Educational Context 

The assessment of job efficiency has become an essential concept in every organizational setting. 
Therefore, these measurement systems are used in several relevant areas of society: production 
processes, agriculture sector, food industry, government plans, healthcare programs, urban 
development, transportation, and so on. There is no organizational context or activity that remains 
outside these control mechanisms, and of course, education is no exception. In the field of 
education, the measurement of job efficiency is closely connected to the assessment of quality 
(Langton 2013; Matosas 2018; Mula-Falcón 2021; Wea and Werang 2020). 

In this setting, the assessment of quality can have multiple connotations and approaches 
(Hernandez-Ramos and Martínez-Abad 2021; Matosas-López et al. 2021). However, two 
approaches stand out: one focusing on the idea of service (Veciana-Vergés and Capelleras-i-
Segura 2004) and the other on student satisfaction (Alvarado-Lagunas, Ramírez, and Téllez 
2016). The first considers issues such as teacher competences, the attention of service staff, or 
facilities, while the second focuses on aspects such as the instructional methods used by the 
teacher, the level of specialization acquired, or complementary training. 

Nevertheless, regardless of the approach, the idea of quality in the educational setting is 
closely connected with the efficiency of the teaching staff, sometimes even overlapping with the 
concept of quality in its broadest sense (López-Cámara, González-López, and De Leon-Huertas 
2014; Gómez-Gómez and García-Aretio 2016). 

In this mission of measuring teaching effectiveness, BARS instruments have been well 
received and are used in different stages, programs, and modalities of instruction. Bernardin 
(1977) uses scales with behavioral examples to measure the teaching effectiveness of university 
professors. Kavanagh and Duffy (1978) use this type of instrument to evaluate a distance 
education program aimed at improving reading skills. Hom et al. (1982) use this system to 
appraise teachers of a summer school program. Fernández-Millán and Fernández-Navas (2013) 
use these scales to evaluate the efficiency of social educators in child protection centers. Martin-
Raugh et al. (2016) apply BARS to assess the activity of English and mathematics teachers in a 
primary school. 

These are just some examples of studies that can be found in the literature on the use of 
BARS in the educational setting to measure the efficiency of teaching staff; however, these initial 
samples merely illustrate the potential of these scales. 

Objective 

The objective of the present study is twofold: to examine, to date, the use of BARS in the 
educational setting for the assessment of teacher performance and to demonstrate the possibilities 
of using this type of instruments in the near future. To do so, the author examines the publications 
made on this issue by conducting a systematic literature review in two distinct phases. 

In the first phase, queries of different key terms are made in the Web of Science database 
(hereinafter WOS). During the second phase, the title, abstract, and keywords of each publication 
are manually examined, to verify its fit to the objective of study. The work concludes with a 
discussion of the findings obtained and the main conclusions drawn. 

The originality of this work lies in being the first systematic literature review on the use of 
BARS for the assessment of teaching effectiveness, revealing the increase in the use of this type 
of instruments and also providing evidence on the high potential for application of this type of 
questionnaires in the context of educational organization. 
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Methodology 

The researcher carried out this systematic literature review in WOS using the so-called Main 
Collection of the database. This collection uses as a source, among others, the following directories: 
Science Citation Index Expanded (SCI-EXPANDED), Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI), Arts & 
Humanities Citation Index (A&HCI), and Emerging Sources Citation Index (ESCI). 

To ensure that the analysis provides an international perspective, the author retrieved the 
information from the works published in English. Likewise, to ensure that only those publications 
of greater consistency and depth are included, only journal articles, review articles and book 
chapters were taken, leaving out of the queries conference proceedings, meeting abstracts, and 
notes. As for the time horizon concerns, no time limits were established in the queries, which 
allowed recovering all works on this topic, regardless of its year of publication. 

All searches were executed using the query field “Topic.” This allowed the researcher to 
examine the information contained in the title, abstract, and keywords subfields of each work. 

In the first place, the author retrieved the publications dealing with the issue of BARS in a 
broader sense. Following this, the researcher extracted, specifically, those papers on the use of 
BARS, in the educational setting, for the appraisal of teaching effectiveness. 

In the line of previous literature reviews (Ruiz-Ariza and Cruz-González 2021), the author, 
after the extraction of publications from the database, carried out a manual and comprehensive 
exploration of the retrieved papers. In this manual review, the researcher revised the title, abstract, 
and keywords of each publication to verify that the extracted papers met the objective of the study 
previously defined. 

Finally, after completing the phases of automated and manual skimming, the author observed 
in detail the publications that, in accordance with the number of citations obtained, had had the 
greatest impact. At this point, the five articles with the highest number of citations were examined. 

Results 

In the first query, the one related to the publications that address the topic of BARS from a general 
perspective, terms such us Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales, Behavioral Scales or Behavioral 
Episodes—in the US English format—and Behaviourally Anchored Rating Scales, Behavioural 
Scales or Behavioural Episodes—in the UK English format—were used. 

The term BARS was excluded because it overlaps with other terms that had nothing to do 
with the use of behavioral scales, thus avoiding search results unrelated to the issue under 
observation from being thrown up. The syntax used by the author in this first query, combining 
search terms and Boolean OR operator, was the following: 

TS = (“behaviorally anchored rating scales” OR “behaviourally anchored rating scales” 
OR “behavioral anchored rating scales” OR “behavioural anchored rating scales” OR 
“behavioral episodes” OR “behavioural episodes” OR “ behavioral scales” OR 
“behavioural scales”) 

The query carried out with the above syntax yielded a total of 379 publications between the years 
1963 and 2022. Since Smith and Kendall (1963) published the first paper on the design and use 
of behavioral scales, titled “Retranslation of Expectations: an approach to the construction of 
unambiguous anchors for rating scales,” in the Journal of Applied Psychology, publications on 
this topic have experienced an evident growth (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1: Evolution in the Number of Publications on the Use of BARS in Different Contexts 

These papers received a total of 14,072 citations, with an average number 37.63 citations per 
paper. In the 379 publications retrieved, an h-index of 53 is also observed, indicating that at least 
53 of these works received 53 citations or more. 

Regarding the thematic categories, the papers on this issue were published mainly in journals 
on neurosciences, clinical neurology, psychiatry, pediatrics, psychology applied, rehabilitation, 
psychology clinical, and management. The concentration of publications in categories related to 
health sciences disciplines reveals that BARS, aside from their potential for measuring job 
efficiency, have been widely used for the evaluation of disorders and sicknesses in the sanitary field. 
The entire distribution of publications per thematic category of the journal is presented in Figure 2. 

Figure 2: Publications on the Use of BARS, in Different Contexts, per Journal Thematic Category 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35
19

63
19

65
19

67
19

69
19

71
19

73
19

75
19

77
19

79
19

81
19

83
19

85
19

87
19

89
19

91
19

93
19

95
19

97
19

99
20

01
20

03
20

05
20

07
20

09
20

11
20

13
20

15
20

17
20

19
20

21

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Neurosciences
Clinical Neurology

Psychiatry
Pediatrics

Psychology Applied
Rehabilitation

Psychology Clinical
Management

Psychology
Psychology Developmental

Psychology Multidisciplinary
Geriatrics Gerontology

Pharmacology Pharmacy
Educational Psychology

Public Environmental Occupational Health
Behavioral Sciences

Nursing

48

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

on
 F

ri 
F

eb
 1

0 
20

23
 a

t 2
0:

40
:5

0 
U

T
C



MATOSAS-LÓPEZ: MEASURING TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS WITH BEHAVIORAL SCALES 

The Use of BARS in the Educational Context 

Once this first general exploration was completed, the author retrieved publications on the use of 
BARS for the assessment of teaching effectiveness. In the search syntax, the structure used in the 
first query was taken as a basis to identify the papers focused, in general, on the topic of BARS. 
This syntax was complemented with two additional extensions. The first to limit the application 
of BARS in the educational setting, and the second to specify that in this area the scales were 
used to assess teaching effectiveness. Therefore, the final syntax consists of three parts: the one 
related to the use of BARS, the one related to their application in educational contexts, and the 
one related to appraisal of teaching effectiveness. These three parts connected using the Boolean 
AND operator result in the next syntax: 

TS = ((“behaviorally anchored rating scales” OR “behaviourally anchored rating scales” 
OR “behavioral anchored rating scales” OR “behavioural anchored rating scales” OR 
“behavioral episodes” OR “behavioural episodes” OR “ behavioral scales” OR 
“behavioural scales”) AND (“teacher” OR “professor” OR “school” OR “high school” 
OR “higher education” OR “university”) AND (“teaching effectiveness” OR “teaching 
efficiency” OR “teacher performance”)) 

This query shows the existence of 51 publications that specifically deal with the topic under 
analyses, dating the first one of them from 1976 (Bernardin, Alvares, and Cranny 1976). After 
the automated skimming was carried out using the query in WOS, the author proceeded with the 
manual skimming reviewing titles, abstract, and keywords of each paper. In this phase, from the 
51 works identified initially, only 44 fitted the topic of study accurately. Consequently, only 11.61 
percent of the publications retrieved in the first query focused specifically on the application of 
BARS for the assessment of teaching effectiveness. 

Figure 3: Evolution in the Number of Publications on the Use of BARS for the Assessment of Teaching Effectiveness 

These publications received a total of 451 citations, with an average citation of 13.23. A h-index 
of 11 is also observed, indicating that at least 11 of these works received 11 citations or more. 
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Regarding the thematic categories, the papers on this issue were published in journals 
concentrated in education and psychology categories, such as educational research, education 
special, educational psychology, and psychology applied. 

Considering the citations obtained (from the highest number to the lowest number), the most 
significant papers in this area include studies by Murphy and Anhalt (1992), Martin-Raugh et al. 
(2016), Matosas-López, Aguado-Franco, and Gómez-Galán (2019), Arnăutua and Panc (2015), 
and Matosas-López, Romero-Ania, and Cuevas-Molano (2019). 

Table 1: High-Impact Publications on the Use of  
BARS for the Assessment of Teaching Effectiveness 

Author(s) Educational System 
Stage 

Research 
Approach Research Methodology Techniques Used 

Murphy and Anhalt (1992) University Quantitative Psychometric research Questionnaires 

Martin-Raugh et al. (2016) Elementary school Quantitative 
and qualitative 

Comparative/experimental 
research 

Video-taped lessons 
and group discussions 

Matosas-López, Aguado-Franco, 
and Gómez-Galán (2019) University Quantitative 

and qualitative Instrumental research 
Panel of experts, group 
interviews, and 
questionnaires 

Arnăutua and Panc (2015) University Qualitative Instrumental research Panel of experts 
Matosas-López, Romero-Ania, 
and Cuevas-Molano (2019) University Quantitative Comparative/experimental 

research Questionnaires 

Murphy and Anhalt (1992), in a laboratory study, explore the halo error on these scales 
analyzing specifically student and teacher behavior. The authors address that the halo error on the 
examined instrument depends basically on the teaching situation and teacher behavior. When 
teacher performance is viewed by the student as constant, the halo error is moderately stable, 
while when teacher behavior is changing, halo errors are highly unstable. 

The study by Martin-Raugh et al. (2016), using video-taped teacher lessons, interviews, and 
surveys, compare a BARS instrument designed to measure teaching quality in primary school 
with a traditional instrument. The findings indicate that the BARS instrument examined is better 
in aspects such as its perceived ease of use or accuracy. In this study, the authors conclude that 
appraisal instruments that use well-defined behavioral examples as points on the scales allow a 
much more complete and adequate measurement of teaching effectiveness. 

The research by Matosas-López, Aguado-Franco, and Gómez-Galán (2019) describes in detail 
the procedure to construct a BARS questionnaire to assess teaching quality in blended learning 
modalities in the university setting. The authors, following the traditional guidelines for the design of 
BARS, create an instrument that facilitates the appraisal of critical aspects from distance learning 
modalities such as teacher–student communication, the use of advanced digital learning resources, the 
course design, or the teacher’s technical competencies. The authors conclude that the final instrument 
provides a clear and unambiguous feedback that not only enables the teacher to take specific corrective 
measures, but also reinforces the formative purpose of the assessment. 

Arnăutua and Panc (2015), following the traditional guidelines for the construction of BARS 
questionnaires, propose the use of behavioral scales to evaluate the performance of faculty members. 
The authors address that the resulting instrument is not only valid for the appraisal of teaching activity 
but is a system that provides a 360-degrees feedback ensuring objectivity in the assessment and 
offering the teacher the possibility of adjusting their own performance through others’ perspective. 

Finally, the study by Matosas-López, Romero-Ania, and Cuevas-Molano (2019) analyzes the 
completion time in teacher evaluation surveys that applied participation incentives, comparing 
BARS and Likert questionnaires. The findings reveal that completion times, when participation 
incentives are applied, vary depending on the type of questionnaire used. While Likert scales do 
not favor the correct reading and completion of surveys, this situation can be improved by using 
BARS questionnaires. According to the authors, the use of BARS, with examples of behavior that 
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are familiar to the student, motivates them to do a more detailed reading of the questionnaire, 
investing the time necessary to give satisfactory answers to the survey questions. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

The measurement of teaching effectiveness has been widely analyzed. However, traditionally, 
these measurement mechanisms have been put into practice through surveys with Likert-type 
questionnaires. The persistent use of this assessment pattern can be seen in the works by Remmers 
(1928, 1971) in the 1920s, Marsh in the 1980s and 1990s (1982, 1991), and, more recently, by 
Spooren (2010). Despite its popularity, different studies have shown that this measurement 
system has notable limitations (Hornstein 2017; Spooren, Brockx, and Mortelmans 2013). 

The BARS, according to various authors, makes it possible to overcome many of the 
limitations of traditional questionnaires. The instrument suffers from fewer halo effects and 
lenience errors (Bernardin, Alvares, and Cranny 1976; Borman and Dunnette 1975; Campbell, 
Dunnette, and Arvey 1973), improves validity, and reduces the influence of bias (Debnath, Lee, 
and Tandon 2015; Martin-Raugh et al. 2016; Ohland, Loughry, and Woehr 2012), and it provides 
interrater reliability indicators that are moderately higher than those found in other instruments 
(Bearden and Wagner 1988; Debnath, Lee, and Tandon 2015; Williams and Seiler 1973). 

Despite the above, the use of BARS questionnaires is not exempt from drawbacks. Their 
main shortcomings are the heavy investment of time required for instrument construction 
(Goodale and Burke 1975; Stoskopf et al. 2016), the difficulty in obtaining behavioral examples 
to represent scale midpoints (Debnath, Lee, and Tandon 2015; Hauenstein, Brown, and Sinclair 
2010), and the loss of behavioral information throughout the construction process (Matosas-
López, Leguey-Galán, and Leguey-Galán 2019; Schwab, Heneman, and DeCotiis 1975). Such 
issues discourage the use of BARS in many cases. 

The literature review conducted by the author reveals that, although the first publications 
date from the 1960s and 1970s, BARS did not become widespread until recent years. The present 
study also shows that in addition to the high acceptance of these scales in the healthcare context 
for the evaluation of disorders and sicknesses, their use in the educational setting for the 
measurement of teaching effectiveness is also confirmed. 

In this educational context, the first publications on BARS are comparative studies on the 
halo effect, leniency error, and interrater reliability carried out by Bernardin, Alvares, and Cranny 
(1976) with university professors. However, even though the rise of BARS occurred in the 1970s, 
the use of this type of scale for the measurement of teaching performance did not gain popularity 
until the beginning of 2010. Studies such as those by Arnăutua and Panc (2015) on the evaluation 
of university professors and by Martin-Raugh et al. (2016) on measuring the efficiency of 
elementary education teachers are key in this sense. 

In the author’s opinion, the increase in the number of publications on the use of BARS for 
the evaluation of teaching effectiveness is conditioned by the positive impact of information and 
communication technologies (ICTs) in the arduous process of instrument construction. As has 
been previously pointed out, the high investment of time required for BARS design can 
discourage its use. The construction process, in accordance with the standards, necessitates the 
use of panels of experts, group interviews, and surveys. Nevertheless, recent research indicates 
that ICTs can substantially reduce the time investment needed. Thus, for example, video 
conference tools facilitate both the panels of expert meetings required to describe the teaching 
dimensions and the group interviews needed to gather critical incidents (Matosas-López, Aguado-
Franco, and Gómez-Galán 2019). Similarly, the use of web forms facilitates the online completion 
of the surveys required to determine the degree of importance given by the evaluators to the 
different critical incidents that serve as anchor points in the final scale (Matosas-López, Leguey-
Galán, and Doncel-Pedrera 2019). 
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Another aspect that, in the author’s opinion, has positively influenced the increase in the use 
of BARS is the awareness of the importance of obtaining measurements more aligned with the 
reality of teacher performance. In the context of educational organization, these assessments are 
directly considered by quality agencies, public administrations, and private organizations when 
making decisions about teacher promotion (Ibáñez-López, Hernández-Pina, and Monroy 2020). 
Therefore, these evaluations can neither be taken lightly nor conducted with inaccurate 
mechanisms. Given such imperatives, recent studies postulate the use of BARS as an alternative 
measurement system (Matosas-López et al. 2021). 

According to this author, the positive incidence of ICTs in the design of the instrument, in addition 
to the growing awareness of the importance of these evaluations for the professional promotion of 
teachers, has contributed to the recent increase in the number of publications on this topic. 

The present study reveals an evident interest of the academic community in the use of BARS, in 
the educational setting, for the assessment of teaching effectiveness. However, the use of these 
questionnaires continues to be low when compared with other measurement systems, and perhaps also 
less efficient. In view of the above, the author concludes that research on the use of BARS for the 
evaluation of teacher performance is not only an emerging line of study, but also a topic that invites 
the academic community to reflect on which mechanisms are most appropriate when dealing with a 
critical task, in the context of educational organization, such as the appraisal of teaching effectiveness. 

Limitations and Further Research 

This work is not without limitations. In this sense, despite the fact that this literature review considers 
the catalogs in the WOS Main Collection, this decision leaves out publications on the topic, for 
example, that are indexed only in Scimago Journal Rank database of SCOPUS, or Education 
Resources Information Center (ERIC), as well as publications that do not appear in WOS. 

In the same way, the author retrieves only those publications under the formats of journal 
articles, review articles, and book chapters. However, future studies could also consider works of 
lesser visibility in the form of conference proceedings, meeting abstracts, notes, reports, theses, 
or working papers. Examples of works with a certain soundness with publication formats such as 
those previously mentioned, and which have therefore been left out of this literature review, are 
those of Kell et al. (2017), Klieger et al. (2018), and Coyne (2020), among others. 

Finally, the present literature review does not explore the potential connections of the topic 
of teaching effectiveness measurement with other theories such as the Bloom’s Taxonomy Theory 
(Krathwohl 2002), the Jerome Bruner’s Spiral Curricular Theory (Takaya 2008), or the Theories 
of the Constructivism and Behaviorism Teaching Methodologies (Almala 2005). 

Therefore, this work, besides inviting the academic community to reflect on which 
instruments are most suitable to assess teaching effectiveness, also addresses as a future line of 
research the possibility of conducting new reviews on the topic considering other secondary 
databases and publication formats. 
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