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Effectiveness of Five Selected Strategies for Using
Teacher Self-Evaluation as an Administrative Tool
in the Improvement of Instruction in Selected
Elementary Schools in Nebraska as Perceived
by Elementary Teachers and Principals
Carol A. Beaty, Ed.D.

University of Nebraska, 1986

. Robert J, Stalcup

The purpose of this study was to determine the
effectiveness of five selected strategies for using
teacher self-evaluation as an administrative tool to
improve instruction in the elementary school as perceived
by elementary teachers and principals. The study
examined the use of teacher self-evaluation to improve
instruction in Nebraska Class III school districts. It
also examined the perceptions of 103 elementary school
principals and 309 elementary school teachers regarding
the effectiveness of five self-evaluation strategies in
the improvement of instruction. A survey instrument made
up of Likert-type items was used in the study.

The findings of the study indicate that
self-evaluation is being used in Nebraska to improve
instruction. All five self-evaluation strategies were
considered "“somewhat effective" in the improvement of

instruction by principals and teachers. Self-evaluation



which includes the setting of goals for improvement by
teachers and monitoring of progress toward those goals is
considered as more effective in improving all areas of
teaching than other self-evaluation strategies. Findings
also indicate that teachers and principals who have
experience with a gelf-evaluation strategy perceive it as
more effective than teachers and principals who do not
have such experience.

Recommendations were made to administrators
regarding the use of self-evaluation to improve
instruction. All five strategies (goal setting, growth
contracting, self-observation, self-rating, self-ranking)
were recommended for use in elementary schools.
Administrators should be directly involved in the
self-evaluation process. Self-evaluation strategies
should be used along with other evaluation strategies.
Administrators should be cognizant of the importance of
teacher motivation in the achievement of instructional

improvement.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Context of the Problem

National, state, and local attention is currantly
focused on education. Reports and studies including A

Nation at Risk (1983), Action for Excellence (1983), A

Place Called School (Goodlad, 1984) and Time for

Results: The Governors' 1991 Report on Education (1986)

have illustrated a need to raise standards for students
and improve teaching in the public schools. It has been

recognized that the most important aspects of education

" are classroom instruction and the teachers who deliver

it. There is a clear need to focus on instruction in
order to improve the public schools.

One approach to the improvement of instruction in
the public schools has been through teacher evaluation.
Frequently, the primary purpose of teacher evaluation has
been described as the improvement of instruction (Bolton,
1973; Darling-Hammond, Wise & Pease, 1983; Stiggins &
Bridgeford, 1985). However, traditional teacher

evaluation has been relatively ineffective in the

improvement of instruction (Soar, Mediey & Coker, 1983).



Effective teaching is difficult to define and varies
according to different teaching situations
(Darling-Hammond et al.,, 1983; Glickman, 1987; Stodolsky,
1984). Furthermore, traditional evaluation systems have
not necessarily been successful in measuring effective
teaching (Darling-Hammond et al., 1983: Soar et al,, -
1983; Stodolsky, 1984),

The task of improving instruction is difficult
because it may require changing the behavior of another
person. Confidence, motivation, and cooperation of the
teacher must be engaged before improvement can take place
(Darling-Hammond et al., 1983), Additionally, teachers
require strategies and guidance in making instructional
changes., Although considerable administrator time is
spent in evaluating teachers, it has been referred to as
'a waste of time' by teachers (Hawley, 1982; Kilgore,
Caffey & Nordell, 1985),

Evidence exists that teacher evaluation can be
effective in improving instruction. Factors contributing
to that effectiveness include an emphasis on cooperative
procedures and collegiality in the teacher evaluation
process and a shared understanding between teachers and
administrators regarding the criteria and processes of
the evaluation (Darling-Hammond et al., 1983). There are

indications that involving the teacher more directly in



the evaluation process will improve the effectiveness of
evaluation in improving instruction (Wise,
Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin & Bernstein, 1984), Ways to
achieve cooperation and involvement of teachers in the
improvement of instruction need further investigation.
Teacher self-evaluation may be useful in evaluation
that is directed toward improvement (Duke, 1987).
Teachers have expressed interest in more oppertunities
for self-evaluation (Stiggins & Bridgeford, 1985).
Teacher self-evaluation, done in cooperation with an
evaluator, may be 2 way to deal effectively with
differences in strengths, styles, skills, and
competencies among teachers (Haefele, 1980).
Investigating the potential of self-evaluation as a
means of improving teacher evaluation effectiveness, thus
leading to the improvement of instruction, would
supplement the growing body of knowledge pertaining to
both teacher evaluation and instructional improvement.
It would further have practical significance to
administrators struggling to effect instructional changes
through teacher evaluation. A study of teacher
self-evaluation could identify strategies that
administrators could utilize in the improvement of
instruction. It could further offer a means of involving

teachers more directly in the evaluation process, a



practice that has been strongly recommended in the

literature.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine the

effectiveness of five selected strategies for using

v 1F -3 P B T T T T,
teacher self-evgluatiocn as an admi 11s5trfactive Toor to
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impreve instructicn ino the gi€meéntary SCn00L as perceiveda

by elementary teachers and principals.
To achieve this purpose, this study attempted to

answer the following research questions.

Research Questions

1. To what extent is teacher self-evaluation used in
elementary schools in Nebraska Class III school districts
to improve instruction?

2. Is goal setting, as perceived by elementary
teachers and principals, an effective teacher
self-evaluation strategy in improving instruction?

3. Is growth contracting, as perceived by elementary
teachers and principals, an effective teacher
self-evaluation strategy in improving instruction?

4., Is self-rating, as perceived by elementary
teachers and principals, an effective teacher
self-evaluation strategy in improving instruction?

5. Is self-ranking, as perceived by elementary



teachers and principals, an effective teacher
self-evaluation strategy in improving instruction?

6. Is self-observation, as perceived by elementary
teachers and principals, an effective teacher

self-evaluation strategy in improving instruction?

of Procedures

he procedures followed in this study are described
below with further detail in Chapter 3.

l. A review of literature was conducted in the
areas of need for instructional improvement in public
schools, the role of the administrator in the improvement
of instruction, the limitations of teacher evaluation in
the improvement of instruction, the use of multiple data
sources in teacher evaluatiomn, teacher involvement in the
evaluation process, and research on teacher
self-evaluation,

2. Based on the review of literature, definitions
were formulated for five teacher self-evaluation
strategles,

3. A survey instrument was developed based on a
view of teaching excellence identified in the review of
literature.

4. Instrument reliability was te
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pilot survey.

5. The population was identifisd following



examination of teacher evaluation policies and procedures
submitted to the Nebraska Department of Education as
required by Title 92, Nebraska Administrative Code, Rule
34 (1985). All Clags IIT gschool districts using teacher
self-evaluation were selected,

6. The survey was distributed to all elementary
principals and randomly selected teachers of identified
schools.

7. Descriptive statistics, split plot analysis of
variance, Pearson's product moment correlation, and
t-tests for independent means were utilized to analyze
.the data.

8. Based on the analysis of data, conclusions were

drawn and recommendations made.

Definitions

(1) Evaluation stratepy — A specific method used by

administrators to measure and monitor teacher
performance.

(2) Teacher self-evaluation - A process in which

monitor their owa teaching

£

teachers measure an
performance.

(3) Improvement of instruction - The continuous

process of upgrading the quality of teaching

N

Duke,

1987).



(4) Goal setting - An evaluation strategy in which

the teacher selects personal instructional improvement

goals and regularly monitors progress toward selected

- o |
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. -evaluat
strategy when the teacher has the primary responsibility
to select goals and monitor progress and the

administrator facilitates the process.

(5) Growth contracting - An evaluation strategy in

which the teacher develops a contract which specifies job
targets/objectives, methods of attainment, time lines,
and progress measurement techniques. Growth contracting
is considered a self-evaluation strategy when the teacher
has the primary responsibility for developing and
monitoring the contract and the administrator facilitates
the process.

(6) Self-rating - An evaluation strategy in which

the teacher compares his or her performance on specified
criteria with a predetermined standard.

(7) Self-ranking -~ An evaluation strategy in which

the teacher analyzes his or her own teaching strengths
and weaknesses and ranks them,

(8) Self-observation - An evaluation strategy in

which the teacher observes himself or herself through the
use of video or audio tapes or other observation

instruments. Examples of such instruments include



Teacher Self Appraisal Observation System and Flanders
Interaction Analysis.

(9) Class III school districts - Nebraska school

3
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is race territory having a population of
1,000 to 100,000 and maintain both elementary and
secondary grades under the direction of a single board of

education.

Assumptions

(1) Nebraska Department of Education files are a
valid source for determining use of teacher
self-evaluation in Nebraska schools.

(2) Teacher self-evaluation, as described in school
district evaluation policies and procedures on file with
the Nebraska Department of Education, is being used in
Class III schools for the improvement of instruction.

(3) The improvement of instruction is observable and
can be measured.

(4) A mailed gsurvev is
the purpose of identifying self-evaluation strategies
that are effective in improving instruction.

(5) The individuals responding to the survey were
willing and able to respond accurately regarding teacher

self-evaluation and the improvement of instruction.

w



Delimitations and Limitations

(1) The population surveyed was limited to
elementary schools in Nebraska Class III school districts
currently indicating use of teacher self-evaluation in
evaluation policies and procedures submitted to the
Nebraska Department of Education.

(2) The survey was a measure of a particular
perception of a selected population at a designated point
in time and will not constitute a permanent record of the
populations' perceptions.

(3) The results of the study may be affected by

inherent limitations of mailed survey research.

Significance of the Study

The most often reported goal of teacher evaluation
is the improvement of instruction. This study was
designed to look specifically at teacher self-evaluation
strategies and the effect they may have on the
improvement of instruction. This study has practical
significance to school districts and administrators who
are atteﬁpting to expand their evaluation strategies to
meet the goal of instructional improvement more
effectively. This study was designed to gather
information from teachers and administrators who are
currently using self-evaluation in Nebraska. The

perspectives of professionals whc have experience with
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procedures or methods can be valuable to others who may
want to consider such procedures or methods.

The research literature makes frequent reference to
the involvement of teachers in the evaluation process.
This study of self-evaluation strategies and their
effects on instructional improvement may verify this
means of involving teachers more directly in the
evaluation and instructional improvement process. The
conclusions drawn from this study of teacher
self-evaluation strategies will supplement the growing
body of knowledge pertinent to teacher evaluation and

instructional improvement.
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Introduction

The purpose of this research was to determine the
effectiveness of five selected strategies for using
teacher self-evaluation as an administrative tool in
improving instruction in selected elementary schools in
Nebraska as perceived by elementary teachers and
principals.

This review of literature contains six sections that
investigate the major facets pertaining to this study.
The first section discusses the need for instructional
improvement in public schools. The second section
reports research regarding the role of the administrator
in the improvement of instruction. The third section
reports research regarding the limitations of teacher
evaluation in the improvement of instruction. The fourth
and fifth sections discuss two factors frequently
mentioned in the literature as important to effective
teacher evaluation when the purpose of such evaluation is
the improvement of instruction: a) use of multiple data

sources in teacher evaluation and b) teacher involvement
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in the evaluation process. The final section reports
previous research on teacher self-evaluation, including
discussion of specific self-evaluation strategies as they

i ictional improvement.
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Need for Instructional Improvement

Commissions and reports issued in the early 1980's
focused on the need for public schools in the United
States to improve. Recommendations from these
commissions and reports included both higher standards
for student performance and higher expectations for
teachers. Duke (1987) summarized the recommendations
from five reports or studies (Adler, 1982; Boyer, 1983;
Education Commission of the States, 1983; Goodlad, 1984;
National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983),
All of these reports made recommendations relating to the
improvement of instruction. These recommendations
included improving teaching skills, expanding the variety
of teaching styles, and increasing active participation
in learning by students.

The public's concern about public education is
shifting from accountability for finance and management

to concern about the quality of classroom teach

ing
(Darling-Hammond, Wise & Pease, 1983). The belief that

the key to educational improvement is in the improvement
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of classroom instruction is growing. In the 1979 Gallup
Poll, the most frequent response to the question on what
public schools could do to earn an "A" grade was
improving teacher quaiity (Gallup, 1979). The report of
the Commission on Reading (1985) included the following
statement: "an indisputable conclusion of research is
that the quality of teaching makes a considerable
difference in children's learning” (p. 85). The skill
and effectiveness of teachers was considered by far the
most significant variable in determining what children
learned.

In a discussion of teacher evaluation and its
relation to school improvement, McLaughlin (1984)
indicated that the results of national reports and
studies about the status of American education are
creating momentum at state and local levels to "do
something" about the quality of education. Local, state,
and national educational agendas include the improvement
of schools. Emphasis on teacher quality and the
improvement of classroom instruction is paramount.
McLaughlin maintained that teacher evaluation can be a

powerful strategy to achieve school improvement goals.

Administrator Role in Improvement of Instruction

The 1970's and 1980's marked multiple research
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attempts to determine the factors contributing to
effective schools. Some researchers have attempted to
link specific teacher behaviors to student achievement.
Gthers have icoked at schcols that experience success in

(== 8 3 SUN U

student achievement and have tried to identify traits of

a school that made it more effec

ot
(¥

ve than others. This
has led to specific investigations of the effect of the
building principal on the school and his/her relationship
to the success of the school.

Weber (1971) was one of the first researchers to
investigate successful schools and try to identify
characteristic features of the school contributing to the
success of students in achieving. Weber completed a case
study of four inner city elémentary schools from New York
City, Kansas City, and Los Angeles. Common factors of
the four successful schools included strong leadership,
high expectations, orderly climate, and stress on
reading. Wellisch and others (1978) reported the efforts
of evaluating the impact of the Emergency School Aid Act
(ESAA). The researchers examined leader behavior in nine
elementary schools that had made significant achievement
gains and contrasted them with thirteen less effective
elementary schools. The authors concluded that strength
of administrator leadership was a major factor in the

schools' ability to improve student achievement.
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Principals in the effective schocls were more likely to
have strong views about instruction and to effectively

communicate their viewpoints to teachers through

n

discussion and reviews of teacher performance,

Edmonds (1979) summarized the results of several
efforts to identify and analyze urban schools that are
instructionally effective for poor and minority students.
He concluded that school leadership does make a
difference. Leaders in effective schools promoted an
atmosphere that is orderly yet not rigid. Leaders
frequently monitored student progress. They stressed
that staff be instructionally effective for all pupils.
They set clear goals and learning objectives. They
developed and communicated a plan for dealing with
achievement problems.

In an effort to analyze school leadership, Brookover
and Lezotte (1979) investigated six elementary schools
with improving student test scores and two elementary
schools with declining test scores. The leadership of
the improving schools differed from that of the declining
schools. Principals of improving schools were more
likely to be instructional leaders and they assumed
responsibility for evaluating the achievement of
instructional objectives.

Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) conducted intensive,
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open-ended interviews with eight exceptional principals.
No single pattern of behavior characterized these
instructional leaders, but some common characteristics

were identified. These characteristics observed in

excepticnal principals included 1} a goal-oriented
perspective, 2) self-confidence and openness to others,
3) tolerance for ambiguity, 4) a tendency to test limits,

5) sensitivity to the dynamics of power, 6) an analytic
perspective, and 7) the ability to be in charge of their
jobs.

Gersten and Carnine (1981) identified six
administrative and supervisory support functions
essential to instructional improvement. Those functions
included 1) implementing programs of known effectiveness,
2) monitoring student performance, 3) monitoring teacher
performance, 4) providing technical assistance to
teachers, 5) demonstrating visible commitment to programs
for instructional improvement, and 6) providing emotional
support and incentives for teachers. Gersten and Carmine
suggested that these functions may be carried out by
principals or by others in instructional leadership
roles,

Shoemaker and Fraser (1981) reviewed several
well-known studies of effective schools that illustrated

that schools and principals have a significant impact on
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student achievement. The authors identified four themes
from the review of that research that have implications
for the development of effective principals. Those four

themes inciuded the following: assertive,

g -y o o — 1 . k] - ~ -
acinievement-oriented leadership; orderly, purposeful,

5 - ¥ ~ S Amoa S e o~ -~£s ~ oA
peaceful schoel climate; high expectations for staff and
pupils; and well-designed instructicnal cbjectives and

evaluation system.

Sweeney (1982) reviewed multiple studies of school
effectiveness and identified six leadership behaviors
that have been consistently associated with effective
schools. Effective principals 1) emphasize achievement,
2) set instructional strategies, 3) provide an orderly
atmosphere, 4) frequently evaluate student progress, 5)
coordinate instructional programs, and 6) support
teachers.

Jackson, Logson and Taylor (1983) studied eight
District of Columbia low-income schools in an effort to
identify leadership behaviors that distinguish effective
low-income urban schoocls from less effective schools.
Principals in the effective schools were more assertive
in setting the instructional program. They monitored
carefully to see that the curriculum met the achievement
goals of the school. Teachers in the effective schools

felt they were being held responsible for the achievement
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of their students and reported an imperative to solve
instructional problems.

McCurdy (1983) described "leadership" as a key trait
in cases where school success is attributed to the
principali., McCurdy stated that when defining leadership
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Little and Bird (1984) studied seventeen school
administrators through interviews and observations and
identified four patterns of leadership. One pattern
centered on maintaining smooth operations and an orderly
environment. Another centered on the improvement of
teaching. A third pattern focused on staff development
and a fourth centered on the cultivation of productive
relationships among staff, Little and Bird concluded, as
did Blumberg and Greenfield, that a single pattern of
behavior did not characterize successful instructional
leaders.

De Bevoise (1984) interpreted imstructiocnal
leadership as the actions taken by a principal to promote
growth in student learning. These actions included goal
setting, defining purpose, providing resources,
supervising and evaluating teachers, coordinating staff

development, and enabling collegial relationships with
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and among teachers. De Bevoise drev conclusions from the
research done bi others on instructional leadership.
Common functions of instructional leadership included

£
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the school's purpose and

iicating a vision o
standards, monitoring student and teacher performance,
recognizing and rewarding good work, and providing
effective staff development programs. De Bevoise
described these functiomns as ideal and not necessarily
reflective of what most principals do or feel they can
do.

Rutherford (1985) studied leadership skills of
elementary and secondary principals over a five year span
at the University of Texas at Austin. Clear distinctions
between more-effective and less-effective principals
emerged from the data that were collected through
observations of principals and interviews with
principals, teachers, and central office staff members.
The distinctions between more-effective and
less-effective principals related to five essential
qualities of effective principals. Those qualities
included 1) clear visions for their schools, 2)
translation of visions into goals and objectives for
teachers and students, 3) establishment of supportive
school climate, 4) continuous monitoring of progress

toward goals and objectives, and 5) intervention in a
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supportive and/cr corrective manner. Rutherford
concluded that effective school leaders will demonstrate

the five essential qualities of leadership, but that they

}=4
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wi be demecnstrated through different day-by-day
behaviors.

Duke (1987) concluded that instructional leadership
is "a relatively complex phenomenon involving a mixture
of activities directly or indirectly related to
instructional improvement" (p. 80). Duke described seven
situations that instructional leaders must address.

Among those seven were teacher supervision and
development and teacher evaluation. According to Duke,
the most critical situation that the instructionél leader
must deal with is the supervision and development of
teachers. Instructional leaders must directly monitor

instruction and collect data that will be useful in

setting instructional improvement targets.

Summary. The research on school principals
strongly supports the conclusion that principals make a
difference as to what happens to the instructional

program of a school. Instructional leadership has been

ar 1y essential function

identified by many researchers as a
of effective principals. Instructional leadership, in

turn, consists of specific functions performed by
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principals through a rather wide variety of behaviors.
Those functions receiving general agreement from the
researchers included setting instructional goals for the
school, and monitoring, supervising and enabling teachers

te meet those goals.,

Limitations of Teacher Evaluation

in the Improvement of Instruction

The need for the improvement of instruction and the
key role of the building administrator in achieving
quality instruction was discussed in the previous
sections of this review. Frequent reference in the
literature was made to supervision and evaluation of
teachers as a way to insure and/or improve the quality of
instruction in a school. This section of the review of
literature discusses the limitations of current teacher
evaluation practices in the improvement of instruction.

Many school districts in the United States maintain
that the primary purpose of teacher evaluation is the
improvement of instruction. Yet McGreal (1983) pointed
out that many of these same districts establish
evaluation procedures that promote high-supervisor,
low-teacher involvement, encourage infrequent or
unfocused observations, and make comparisons between

teachers on rating scales based on some type of
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standardized criteria. All of these procedures have been
found to hinder the improvement of teacher performance.

McGreal described a common law model for teacher
evaluation used by mere than 63 percent of school
districts in the United States. Characteristics of this
common law model include high-supervisor, low teacher
involvement, observation as the single evaluation method,
standardized criteria, comparative judgments between
teachers, and an emphasis on summative evaluation.
McGreal stated that "the common law system clearly seems
to violate a number of assumptions about how to best
promote instructional improvement” (p. 12). The common
law model tends to promote the use of evaluative data
gathered for administrative purposes. Common law models
involve minimal contact time between supervisors and
teachers. There is a heavy emphasis on standardized
criteria that address relatively general areas of
competence and characteristics or traits that have little
or no research backing that links them to student
learning. Common law models force administrators to make
comparisons and judgments between teachers. All of these
factors tend to erode the effectiveness of the model on
the improvement of instruction,

In a case study of teacher evaluation policies and

practices in four school districts, Stiggins and
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Bridgeford (1985) endeavored to understand the problems
and potentials of current teacher evaluation and to
identify ways to promote teacher development. The

regsearch literature discussed by Stiggins and Bridgeford
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trust in the evaluation process by teachers, inadequate
link between evaluation and instructional improvement,
lack of specific evaluation techniques and skills, and
inadequate time for evaluation. Concerns of teachers
were also enumerated. Those concerns included
inappropriate methods of assessment, unspecified
performance criteria, infrequent and superficial
classroom observation, lack of relationship of evaluation
to instruction, subjective and personal nature of
evaluation, and poorly communicated results which are not
useful in improving performance.

The administrators in Stiggins and Bridgeford's case
study cited four major barriers that limit the
development of a more formative evaluation system. Those

barriers included 1) teachers' lack of trust in the
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valuation process, 2) insuf
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e ricient timeé Lor evaluation,

3) the adversarial context of evaluation, and 4)

principals' skills as evaluators. These concerns were
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strikingly similar to those reported by administrators in
other research reported by the authors.
Teacher evaluation has been criticized for

attempting too much with one system. School districts

typicalily have one evaluation system that attempts to
address accountability and inmstructional improvement.
Stiggins (1986) maintained that one system may be unable

to accomplish both purposes. Evaluations typically
provide information for use in personnel management
decisions, including hiring, firing, promotion, tenure,
salary, and merit, These evaluations are based on
minimum competencies. If teachers do not meet the
competencies, they must improve or leave the system, If
teachers do meet the competencies, there is no impact
from the evaluation. In reality, nearly all teachers
meet minimum competencies and this type of evaluation
system directly affects few teachers. As a result, this
type of evaluation has little or no effect on instruction
in the classroom.

Considerable research has been done in receat years
to more adequately define effective teaching. Much of
that research has attempted to link specific teaching
behaviors to student achievement. This research is
commonly referred to as teacher effectiveness research or

process-product research., Numerous reviews on teaching
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research are available (Rosenshine & Furst, 1971;
Rosenshine, 1971; Dunkin & Biddle, 1974; Good, Biddle &
Brophy, 1975: Medley, 1977; Peterson & Walberg, 1979;
Stevens & Rosenshine, 1981; Good & Brophy, 1984).

Effectiveness research appears to have a strong and
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acceptable to practicing educators and school systems
(McGreal, 1983). The effectiveness studies are receiving
increasing attention from school districts as the basis
of teacher evaluation systems.

Many researchers and educators have expressed
concern with using the teacher effectiveness research
directly in the process of teacher eﬁaluation.' The
extensive Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study, conducted
for California's Commission for Teacher Preparation and
Licensing, concluded that linking precise and specific
teacher behavior to precise and specific learning of
pupils is not possible at this time (Bush, 1979). This
study did find thai patterns of teaching performance
appear to contribute to learning even though specific
teaching behaviors cannot be identified as essential to
effective teaching.

Centra and Potter (1980) investigated teaching

variables identified by Rosenshine and Furst (1971) as
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consistently related to student achievement. These
variables included clarity, variability, enthusiasm,
task-oriented behaviors, student opportunity, use of
student ideas, criticism, types of questions, probing,
and instructional difficulty level. Centra and Potter
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unimportant, they cannot be considered "basic teaching
tasks"., Centra and Potter further pointed out that
student achievement is affected by multiple factors other
than teacher behavior and that the effects of teacher
behavior on student achievement are likely to be small.

In a comprehensive review of literature on teacher
evaluation, Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) expressed
concern about the process-product research that has
correlated teacher behaviors with student outcomes. The
process-product view of teacher effectiveness assumes
that what the teacher does will have a direct effect on
what the student learns. Darling-Hammond et al, do not
take issue with the process-product research per se. It
is when that research is translated into rules for
teacher behavior that in turn become the foundation of
teacher evaluation models that they become concerned.
The authors reminded the reader of the considerable

number of variables among students, classrooms, and

schools,
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Darling-Hammond et al., pointed out that effective
teaching behaviors vary for students of different

socioeconomic, mental, and psychological characteristics
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and for different grade levels and subject areas.
findings make it difficult to develop rules for teaching
behaviors that can be applied generally. The authors
further pointed out that the effectiveness of teacher
behaviors also varies according to the goals of
instruction. Teacher behaviors that may result in
increased achievement on standardized tests are
dissimilar to those that increase complex cognitive
learning, problem solving ability, and creativity. In
such an analysis, educational goéls become extremely
important when determining effective teaching behaviors.

McLaughlin (1984) critiqued a checklist type of
evaluation based on process-product models that assume
specific teacher behaviors lead to particular learner
outcomes. McLaughlin considered such checklists as
irrelevant and inappropriate evaluationm tools. She
specified four concerns. First, learner outcomes are
cumulative and it is difficult to isolate the effect of
any one teacher on student performance. Second, teacher
behaviors interact with other factors such as

socioeconomic status, school climate, pupil abilities,and

previous instructional treatmeant to affect student
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performance. Third, teachers vary in what is effective
for them and in the problems they face in their

classrooms. Finally, teachers' effectiveness varies
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The checklist approach to evaluation disregards these
variables and the complexity they bring to the individual
classroom. As a result, such evaluations are
inappropriate and contribute little to school
improvement.

Glickman (1987) summarized research in instructional
practices by saying "successful teaching is context and
classroom specific. Teaching behaviors and the sequence
of instruction will vary, depending on the learning goal
and on the prior competence of students" (p. 122).

Evaluation of teachers is most often accomplished by
a single direct classroom observation and a rating system
that compares teachers on predetarmined criteria
(McGreal, 1983). This type of evaluation has received
sharp criticism from researchers including Soar, Medley,
and Coker (1983) who discussed three inherent problems
with the use of rating scales to evaluate teachers.
Rating scales lack the minimum properties necessary to
accurately measure the performance of teachers: rating
scales lack validity; and rating scales are highly

susceptible to the halo effect. Teachers' ratings are
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often abstracted from behaviors and highly dependent on
the personal standard of effective teaching of the rater.
Additionally, Soar, Medley, and Coker reported that the

literature they

"

eviewed consistently found no
relationship between observer's ratings of teachers and
students' achievement. The halo effect (a rater's
tendency to let his or her overall impression of the
teacher's competence influence specific ratings in
different areas) tends to obscure what is actually being
rated. Independent characteristics are frequently rated
similarly. As a result of the halo effect, ratings
become useless for diagnosis and improvement of
instruction. In conclusion, the authors indicated that
rating scales reflect the beliefs of the raters about
effective teaching and individual teachers. Ratings tell
how favorably a given teacher impresses a rater. Ratings
do not, however, reflect actual competence of teachers.
Observations of teachers in classrooms are the most
frequent evaluation technique used in schools. The
validity of observations is premised on an assumption
that teaching behaviors are stable and consistent and
that a classroom observation is a representative sample
of how a given teacher teaches. Stodolsky (1984)
provided evidence that teacher behavior is neither stable

nor consistent across settings. Elementary teachers in
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Chicago were observed teaching different subjects tec the
same children. Subject matter strongly influenced
instructional variance. Features of instructional
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teacher with the same children in teaching different
subjects. Stodolsky's results indicated that teachers do
not demonstrate consistent patterns of behavior but
rather a broad repertoire that varies according to
situations. These results shed doubt on the validity of
single or infrequent classroom observations in the
evaluation of teachers, which is a common practice in
schools.

The validity of principals' judgments of the
effectiveness of teachers is usually taken for granted.
However, studies of the validity of principals' judgments
have shown no appreciable agreement between principals'
judgments of teachers' effectiveness and the amount
students learn (Medley and Coker, 1987). Medley and
Coker studied 46 elementary principals and their
evaluative data on 322 teachers. Achievement data were
collected for the students of each teacher. Results of
this study supported the earlier findings that
principals' judgments have little to do with teachers’

effectiveness in promoting student achievement.
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Summary, The purpese of teacher evaluation
reported in the literature is almost always the
improvement of instruction. At the same time, the
procedures and methods used to evaluate teachers have not
always led to the improvement of instruction. Concerns
have arisen over high-supervisor, low-teacher
involvement, infrequent or unfocused observations,
comparisons between teachers, the subjective nature of
evaluation, and poor communication of evaluation results.
The research reported in this review has been critical of
using the teaching effectiveness research as the basis
for evaluation because of variables and complexities in
different teaching settings. The use of observation and
principal's ratings of teachers were found to have

inherent limitations.

Use of Multiple Data Sources

The use of multiple data sources during teacher
evaluation is receiving regular attention in the
literature on teacher evaluation. This attention springs
in part from the limitations of specific methods of
teacher evaluation identified frequently by researchers
and discussed in an earlier section of this review.

Popham (1975) maintained that educational

evaluations should not be based on single measures.
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Teaching is so complex that a single measuring device
cannot portray an accurate picture. Many measuring

devices are less than perfectly valid. Popham described
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indices such as rating scales, observation reports, and
pupil performance on standardized tests, He further
maintained that the probability of getting an accurate
description of teaching performance is increased by using
more than one instrument.

Gephart, Ingle, and Saretsky (1976) investigated
attitudes toward different approaches to evaluation.
They concluded that each method investigated had
weaknesses and that reliance on any one of them would be
inadequate. They reported on the lack of consensus
toward any one approach to evaluation and the apparent
willingness to utilize combinations rather than relying
on a single technique.

Levin (1979), after reviewing research results on
six approaches to teacher evaluation, indicated that
reliance on a single evaluation technique is unwise
because it reduces the possibility of fair evaluation.
He supported evaluation procedures that rely less on
ratings of principals and supervisors and more on other
methods.

Norris (1980) indicated that teacher evaluation



33

requires multi-dimensicnal evaluation. A variety of
instruments should be available for supervisors and
teachers to use. Those instruments which could represent
the teacher's performance most fairly within the context
of the school's curriculum should be selected. Norris
suggested that teacher diversity could be dealt with
adequately within the context of teacher evaluation if
the evaluation process was personalized through
instrument selection.

Lewis (1982), writing for the American Association
of School Administrators, utilized the responses from
over 400 school systems to a survey on evaluating
educational personnel to come to some conclusions on
evaluation. She stated that "school administrators
generally realize that there is no one model of
evaluation that is suited for all school systems or even
for all teachers within one system" (p. 29). She made
particular reference to use of observation as a single
method of evaluation and suggested it was not successful
in achieving improvement of instruction. Flexibility in
evaluation procedures is necessary to satisfy the needs
of a school systemn.

Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) reviewed a large body
of research on gvaluation processes and tools and

concluded that "research has not identified a teacher
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evaluation method which is unvaryingly successful” (p.

[\

308). They concluded that due to the low levels of
reliability, generalizability, and validity attributed to

teacher evaluation methods, unidimensional approaches to

vvvvv or effectiveness of
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teachers will be unsuccessful.

While maintaining the importance of direct classroom
observation as the foundation of effective evaluation,
McGreal (1983) emphasized the usefulness of other sources
of data about teaching. He stated that "there are other
data gathering methods that can be helpful, if not
essential, to the establishment of an effective
instructional improvement effort" (p. 125). McGreal
described the use of parent evaluation, peer evaluation,
student performance, self—evaluation, student evaluation,
and artifact collection as potential sources of
information. Of these sources, he considered peer
evaluation, student performance, and self-evaluation the
most useful in improving instruction.

Use of multiple evaluation procedures will provide a
more comprehensive picture of a teacher's performance
(Stiggins & Bridgeford, 1985). Student and peer
evaluation, assessment c¢f student products,
self-evaluation, and objective data from classroom

observation including verbatim records and classroom
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interaction charts are recommended to supplement the
current reliance on subjective observation, Stiggins and
Bridgeford's case study of teacher evaluation policies
ang practices in four school districts was designed to

invegtigate ways teacher evaluation is used to promote

frequent formal and informal observations, greater use of
peer observation, and use of self-evaluation. These
recommendations reflect teachers' perceptions that
multiple evaluation techniques would be helpful in
improving instruction.

Christensen (1986) described evaluation in terms of
differences among teachers, In order to modify, improve,
or change behavior and teaching techniques, evaluation
must take into consideration the orientation and style of
the teacher. Based in part on Glickman's work on
supervisory style, (Glickman 1981) Christensen
recommended that administrators learn to use all
orientations of evaluation (directive, collaborative,
nondirective) to meet the needs of individual teachers.
The suggested evaluation would include self study, peer
cbservation, and administrator observation. Such an
evaluation approach should facilitate cooperation of

teachers in the process.
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Duke and Stiggins (1986) studied the important
features of effective evaluation experiences. In-depth
case studies were conducted of thirty teachers who had
experienced positive growth that was triggered at least
T

in part by an effective evaluation. he authors

recommended multiple evaluat

have previously been considered inappropriate. The
inappropriateness of some evaluation techniques has been
linked particularly to evaluation for accountability when
teacher dismissal, promotion, or salary increase are
being considered. Student evaluations of teacher
performance, peer assessments, and teacher
self—evaluation‘have been suspect because of potential
bias., Duke and Stiggins pointed out the potential each
has when evaluation is for the purpose of professional
development and personal growth of the teacher.
Students, peers, and teachers themselves have valuable
information that can influence and support teacher
growth.

Stiggins (1986) contrasted teacher evaluation for
accountability and teacher evaluation for growth, When
teacher evaluation is used for accountability, evaluation
data are subject to public and judicial review and must
be verifiably objective and standardized for all

teachers. This limits the type of data and the process
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by which it can be collected. When teacher evaluation is
for growth purposes, evaluation data are not constrained

in this way. Performance criteria can be individualized

for particular teachers and sources can be varied.

Particularliy useful data sources include self-assessment,
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valuable sources of information on teacher performance.
Duke (1987) maintained that high quality data is
important in teacher evaluation. The quality of
evaluation is unlikely to be any better than the quality
of data collected on teacher performance. Duke indicated
that the quality of data is determined by three factors:
1) the variety of sources of relevant information, 2) the
frequency of collection of information, and 3) the care
in collecting the information. Duke elaborated on a
variety of data sources including classroom observation,

student judgments, parent opinions, student achievemen
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and teacher self-evaluation.

Summary, The sources reviewed in this section
discussed the use of multiple methods or data sources in
the teacher evaluation process. There was general
agreement that single methods or data sources lack

fairness and validity and are often ineffective in the
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improvement of instruction. The chance of an accurate
picture of a teacher's performance increases with
multiple data sources. Recommended data sources in
addition to direct observation of teaching performance
include self-evaluation, peer evaluation, student
evaluation, and student performance. The usefulness of
teacher evaluation in the improvement of instruction

increases when multiple data sources are utilized.

Teacher Involvement in Teacher Evaluation

When the purpose of evaluation is the improvement of
instruction, the teacher should be involved in the
evaluation process. The sources in this section of the
review reveal a relationship between teacher involvement
and the effectiveness of teacher evaluation in improving
instruction,

Brighton (1965) maintained that the involvement of
teachers is the most essential factor in the success of a
teacher-evaluation system. He believed that teacher
involvement increases the likelihood of a good evaluation
plan because it represents the best judgment and thinking
of all affected. Teacher involvement will also create a
sense of identity with the evaluation system. . As a
result of this sense of identity, teachers will feel a

responsibility and obligation to make the system work.
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Bolton (1973) reinforced the need to involve
teachers and administrators in the planning of evaluation
procedures. He indicated that involvement of teachers

increases the effectiveness of the process on insgstruction
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because teachers will better understand the purposes and
procedures of evaluation.

Ovard (1975) concluded that teachers should be
involved in developing both the criteria for the
evaluation and the instruments used. This conclusion was
based on research that indicated that teacher morale
improves with teacher involvement in teacher evaluation
and that performance criteria developed by teachers are
more accepted by them. Pine and Boy (1975) also insisted
that teacher resistance to evaluation will be overcome
when teachers have a significant voice in designing and
implementing evaluation procedures.

In a survey of teachers regarding effective
evaluation programs, 100%Z of the responding teachers
stated that they wanted to participate in the development
or selection of evaluation instruments so that they would
be familiar with the criteria by which they are judged
(Young and Heichberger, 1975). Seventy percent of the
teachers supported the idea of supervisors and teachers
agreeing on instructional objectives and working together

in evaluating these objectives.
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Haefele (1980) summarized twelve approaches to
teacher evaluation and pointed out strengths and
weaknesses of each. The only method Haefele found
helpful in the improvement of instruction was a model
based on the teacher and evaluator arriving at mutually
agreed upon instructional goals. The notable features of
the model included teachers and administrators working
together for the benefit of students, a goal toward
instructional improvement, and teacher self-evaluation.

Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin, and Bernstein
(1984) reported on the 1983 Rand study that examined
teacher evaluation practices in 32 school districts
identified as having highly developed teacher evaluation
systems. Four of these districts were chosen for
extensive case study. Despite differences in evaluation
procedures, the four school districts followed certain
common practices that contributed to their success and
may be applicable to the success of teacher evaluation in
other districts. Four factors identified were
organizational ccmmitment, evaluator competence,
teacher-administrator collaboration, and strategic
compatibility. One of five conclusions drawn from the
study was that teacher involvement and responsibility
improve the quality of teacher evaluation.

Recommendations to school districts included involving
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teachers in the design and cversight of teacher
evaluation to ensure its legitimacy, fairness, and
effectiveness.

) P [o]

McLaughlin (1984} expliained the significance of

teacher participation in developing district ev
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practices. She maintained that teacher participation is
important in building the trust between administrators
and teachers that is necessary for evaluation to effect
improvement. The evaluation system is not complete until
teachers are committed to do something about the outcomes
of evaluation. Teachers must see an evaluation System as
equitable and relevant. Teacher participation in the
development of a system is a means to that end.
McLaughlin went on to describe teachers' motivation and
sense of professional effectiveness as very important to
improving schools and maintaining high quality classroom
practices, It is primarily an intrinsic reward system.
McLaughlin indicated that lack of feedback about
performance impedes a teacher's sense of efficacy and
thus can effect a lack of growth. Efficacy relies on
environmental response that acknowledges good
performance. McLaughlin believes that teacher evaluation
can provide the review and diagnosis essential tsc teacher
satisfaction, efficacy, and growth.

Teachers in the study conducted by Stiggins and
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Bridgeford (1985) to find more effective evaluation
strategies spontaneously urged more participation in

their own evaluations. Over half (53%) suggested more
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opportunities for self-evaluation and collegial
observation. When asked what changes are needed to make
evaluation more effective, teachers and supervisors both
suggested that teachers and administrators need to
collaborate on goals, criteria, and procedures for
evaluation.

Duke (1987) encouraged the use of performance
standards for evaluating teachers only when they are
clearly stated, based on latest research, developed as a
result of teacher involvement, communicated effectively,
and reviewed on a regular basis. When these criteria are

met, performance standards can be helpful in establishing

a vision of teaching on which to base evaluation.

Summary. When evaluation is for the purpose of
instructional improvement, it is not complete until the
teacher responds to the outcomes of the evaluation. The
sources reviewed in this section agree that the
involvement of teachers in developing and implementing
evaluation procedures increases understanding and
identification with the evaluation procedures, increases

the acceptance of criteria and procedures, improves
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morale regarding evaluation, and has a positive effect on

motivation to improve instruction.

gacltier Seif-evaiuvation for Instructiocnal Improvemen

rr

The use of self-evaluation as a method of teacher
evaluation is the focus of this section of the review of
literature. Self-evaluation is receiving increasing
attention in the literature, particularly as an
alternative data source when multiple data sources are
recommended and also as a way to increase the involvement
of teachers in the evaluation process.,

Brighton and Rose (1965) enumerated the limitations
of self-appraisal as an instrument of teacher evaluation.
Some teachers tend to overrate themselves. This may
occur particularly with marginal or insecure teachers.
Other teachers, particularly emotionally secure teachers,
tend to underrate themselves. Self-evaluation is
inaccurate and unreliable because teachers are unable to
be objective in assessing their own performance.

Brighton indicated that these limitations may make
self-evaluation inappropriate if the purpose of teacher
evaluation is to establish accurate ratings of teachers.
However,; if the purpose of teacher evaluaticn is to
promote better performance on the part of teachers, then

the above mentioned criticisms are not salient.,
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Self-evaluation becomes very appropriate as a teacher
evaluation technique. When self-evaluation is utilized,
teachers share the responsibility for improving their
performance. Teachers regard self-evaluation as an
acceptable type of evaluation. The best and most
change is one that comes from

Bolton (1973) described teacher self-evaluation as
having the advantage that teachers have the opportunity
for improvement without external threat. Self-evaluation
has great potential for increasing teacher motivation to
improve. Bolton indicated that self-evaluation has the
disadvantage that standards used for evaluation may not
relate to outside criteria or needs of the school
district. When implementing a seif-evaluation strategy,
Bolton recommended that school districts should train
teachers to help them specify their own goals in
measurement terms, provide teachers with a framework for
analyzing and interpreting their own behavior, and
provide teachers with the technical competence needed for
operating various new media for recording their own
behavior.

Johnston (1973) compared the effects of traditional
and self-evaluation on 84 student teachers and found that

those involved in self-evaluation had somewhat higher
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scores on some teaching indices. He concluded that
self-evaluation could produce changes in subsequent
behavior.,

When considering the question of who should judge
teacher competency, Pine and Boy (1975) agreed that the
approach should include the teacher as seif-evaiuator of

1s

Swn competency. Self-evaluation is sometimes

¥
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critiqued as tending toward egocentrism and personal or
professional defensiveness. Pine and Boy asserted that
self-evaluation is appropriate but should be used in
conjunction with evaluation by others.

In discussing the need for teacher evaluation to be
responsive to the needs, resources, goals, and
requirements of the local situation, Gephart et al.
(1976) stressed that an evaluation plan that works well
in one context may not be successful in another. The
authors strongly supported self-evaluation, but
emphasized that it should be supplemented with evaluation

by others.

Self-evaluation of some type appears to be a
frequent component of the teacher evaluation system for a
school district. Data from 375 school districts
regarding their teacher evaluation practices was compiled

by the Educational Research Service (Kowalski, 1978).

One-third of the school districts in the study required
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teachers to evaluate themselves. Other school districts
suggested it to teachers as an option and encouraged
teachers to share the results with the principal.

Roelle and Wood (1980) suggested six ways to improve
teacher evaluation. The recommended focus of evaluation
should be on instructional improvement. The suggestions
were directed at the principal who was described as the
most essential person in the evaluation process. One of
the six suggestions was to provide teachers with
opportunities for self-evaluation. Roelle and Wood
maintained that teachers can be encouraged to improve
their performance if they assess their own skills |
systematically to determine their strengths and
weaknesses.

Self-evaluation has been emerging as a technique in
teacher evaluation (Darling-Hammond et al. 1983). The
potential of self-evaluation is in stimulating
self-reflection and motivation toward change and growth,
Data gathered from multiple sources including
administrator observation, peer observation, student
feedback, student achievement, and video or audio tapes
can be used by teachers to assess strengths and
weaknesses and to make judgments about their teaching.

McGreal (1983) discussed the use of self-evaluation

strategies as part of a discussion on use of sources of
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data other than classroom observation. McGreal stated,
"Increasing the teacher's ability to be self-reflective
is a desired outcome of any effective teacher evaluation
system”™ (p. 133). McGreal stressed the role of the
superviscor or administrator in making self-evaluation
instruction. He stated, "Self-evaluaticn data are most
effective when they are shared and discussed with someone
else" (p.131). Self-assessment data are shared with the
supervisor and can be used in identifying areas of
interest or concern on which to build improvement goals.

Duke and Stiggins (1986) considered self-evaluation
to be a viable option when evaluating teachers for growth
rather than accountability purposes. A teacher's
perspective on personal growth is essential to
professional development. Teachers must see and
acknowledge the need for change in order to grow.
Self-evaluation is one means to help teachers see and
acknowledge those needs.

Duell and Davison (1987) conducted a study to
explore how elementary teachers and principals view
teacher evaluation techniques. Two dimensions were
studied: accuracy and comfort level. Teachers and
principals were asked to rate how accurate each of

forty-nine evaluation strategies was in reflecting the
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quality of instruction and to rate how comfortable each
strategy was when used to evaluate teaching. Five of
the 49 strategies were teacher self-evaluaticon
strategies: periodic self-reflection, self-comparison of
methods with those described in classes and workshops,
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apes. According to teachers®
views, periodic self-reflection was judged the most
accurate of all 49 strategies and self-evaluation
checklist was judged as Sth of 49. None of the
self-evaluation strategies were judged in the negative
half of the accuracy scale. On the comfort scale
teachers also rated periodic self-reflection in the top 5
and no self-evaluation strategies in the negative half of
the scale. Principals also rated self-evaluation
strategies of self-reflection and video and audio tapes
in the top 10 of the 49 strategies on the accuracy scale.
view teacher self-evaluation as accurate and teachers
generally considered self-evaluation comfortable.

Duke (1987), like McGreal, saw value in
self-evaluation by teachers as an additional source of
information about the teacher rather fhan as an
independent model of evaluation. Duke found

self-evaluation particularly useful when teacher
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evaluation is directed toward improvement, Systematic
self-evaluation by teachers can counteract the shortage
of supervisors and limitations of time for direct

assrocm observation,

b=t

Hammer (1987) surveved teachers in five states
regarding their attitudes toward teacher evaluaticn
processes. The findings of this study revealed that
teachers want to be involved in their own evaluations,
yet do not want to evaluate themselves exclusively,
Hammer concluded that teachers do not want to have sole
responsibility for their own evaluation plans, but they
do want input in those plans and in the result of those

plans.

Goal-Setting & Monitoring, For this research

study, goal setting and monitoring is defined as an
evaluation strategy in which the teacher selects personal
instructional improvement goals and regularly monitors
progress toward selected goals. Goal setting is
considered a self-evaluation strategy when the teacher
has the primary responsibility to select goals and
monitor progress and the administrator facilitates the
process.

Heichberger and Young (1975) reported that in a

survey of teachers in rural and suburban New York
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elementary scheels, 77 percent of the teachers favored a
goal-oriented supervisory and evaluation program. A
majority of respondents believed that the most effective

- o
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a superv improve

working with faculty to solve instructional problems,

Goens and Lange (1976) suggested a three step
process that would individualize evaluation for different
teachers according to their needs. It is basically a
goal setting model. The steps in the process described
by Goens and Lange consisted of a pre-evaluation

conference in which the teacher and the supervisor

identify needs, objectives, and strategies; a period of

data gathering and analysis;
which the data are examined,
and implications are defined

Haefele (1980) reviewed
evaluation and could support

based on a teacher, together

and a post-conference in
conclusions are developed,
through mutual discussion.
twelve approaches to teacher
only one. That approach was

with the principal or

supervisor, establishing mutually agreed upon

instructional goals and objectives for the year,

Haefele

asserted that this approach recognizes that each teacher

is different, having various

and competencies. The

notahle

strengths, styles, skills,

features of this approach

<)

include teachers and administrators working together, a

goal toward improvement, and

teacher self-evaluation.
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Blecke (1982) described a teacher evaluation system
used in an Illinoic¢ high school for six years. The
evaluation system had the primary objective to improve
instructicn. An initiative style was adcpted where the
individual teacher determined what must be done for
improvement to occur. The system was based on individual
goal setting by teachers and periodic monitoring of
progress toward those goals. Regular conferences with
supervisors were held to share goals and progress.

Blecke reported strong success of the program indicated
by improved trust between administrators and staff,
better teaching, improved efforts by teachers, and
imbroved classroom performance by students.

After being involved for over eight years in over
300 school districts McGreal (1983) identified goal
setting as the major activity of evaluation as a
commonality of evaluation systems that were considered
effective by their districts. The goal setting approach
recommended by McGreal is based on a belief that the most
effective evaluation systems allow the teacher and
supervisor maximum flexibility in determining the most
appropriate goals for each situation. Goal setting must
not always he remedial,;, in fact goals may often emphasize
skills or areas of interest that might be interesting,

challenging or useful to other teachers or to the school.
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The process described by McGreal 'includes goal defining
by the teacher and a negotiating step in which the

teacher and administrator work out the final form of the

goals.
Glatthorn (1984) advccated the use of differential
supervisicn. He suggested giving teachers a choice of

four types of supervision including clinical supervision,
cooperative professional development, self-directed
development, and administrative monitoring. The
self-directed development choice enables individual
teachers to work independently on professional growth
concerns. Teachers develop and carry out individualized
plans for professional growth with the administfator
serving as a resource, Glatthorn described self-directed
development as an appropriate model for experienced,
competent teachers.

In a case study on teacher evaluation practices
conducted by Stiggins & Bridgeford (1985), 54% of
teachers sampled spontaneously supported self-evaluation
through goal setting‘and videotaping. Administrators in
the study supported increased staff involvement in goal
setting as a way to improve the effectiveness of teacher

evaluation.,

Growth Contracting. Growth contracting in this
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study is defined as an evaluation strategy in which the
teacher develops a contract that specifies job
targets/objectives, methods of attainment, timelines, and

progress measurement techniques. Growth-contracting is

O

onsidered a self-evaluation strategy when the teacher
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the the process. Although similar to goal setting,
growth contracting is more performance based. It is
based on the concept of established work objectives,
action plans, and measured outcomes and results.

Redfern (1980) developed a performance objectives
approach to teacher evaluation. He described the most
useful personnel evaluation programs as putting premiums
on identifying what needs improving, planning how to
achieve the needed improvements, and determining how the
results will be evaluated. The purpose of the evaluation
is to make a greater commitment to increasing
effectiveness in teaching and learning. Professional
growth and development of the person being appraised is
emphasized. The steps in Redfern's performance
objectives model include 1) defining the responsibilities
of the person being appraised, 2) identifying needs based
on the responsibility criteria, 3) establishing

objectives (job targets) and developing action plans, &)
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carrying out the action plan, 5) monitoring of progress
toward performance objectives, 6) assessing results, and
7) discussing results of job performance.

Iwanicki (1981) defined performance contracts as a
plan for describing, monitoring, and evaluating the
proiessional development activities of a teacher. The

aaaaaaaa -
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a performance contract include a
performance objective, a plan of action, special
operational requirements, and procedures for evaluation.
According to Iwanicki, contract plans are based on the
assumption that teachers are competent professionals
seeking to strengthen or improve particular aspects of
their performance through the professional growth
process. Professional growth is a function of the
teacher’s ability to recognize the need for and to assume
the responsibility for growth. Iwanicki stated,
"self-evaluation receives considerable emphasis since

both the effectiveness and efficiency of the conferencing

process depend on the teachers' ability to assess their

i

performance, identify valid areas for improvement, and
plan appropriate professional development activities" (p.
213).

Iwanicki maintained that although self-evaluaticn is

the primary strategy in contract plans the leadership

role of the evaluator is not diminished. The evaluator
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needs to allow the teacher to direct the activities as
long as the proposed plan is valid. With some teachers
the evaluwator will have to assume a more dominant role.

McGreal (1983) discussed some weaknesses in
performance objectives approaches to evaluation. He
considered the insistence that job targets be based on
district job performance criteria to seriously limit the
relationship between supervisor and teacher and diminish
the effectiveness on the improvement of instruction.
Emphasis on specific and traditionally measurable
objectives has led to the development of irrelevant,
easily countable, easily reached goals that have little
impact on instructional improvement.

Donaldson and Posluszny (1985) proposed a model for
professional growth and development of teachers based on
a review of professional growth and development from
teacher training programs, business, and higher
education. A professional development plan that is
cooperatively developed by the supervisee and supervisor
was a common feature of the professional growth programs
reviewed. The model suggested by the authors
incorporates the development of growth plans for
teachers., Teachers select goals based on perceived
strengths or weaknesses or through an open choice

procedure. The supervisor serves as facilitator in



56

helping teachers identify options and resources in order
to achieve the goals they have developed.

Garvin (1986) described growth contracts as a viable
way to assess teacher performance and chart the direction
of professional growth. Growth contracts should reflect
individual staff member's own perceived needs for growth
in light of their strengths and weaknesses. Garvin
maintained that individual growth is more likely to occur
when growth contracts are self-designed and self-imposed.
Ownership of a growth process is important in maintaining

motivation.

Self-Rating. In this study self-rating is defined

as an evaluation strategy in which the teacher compares
his or her performance on specified criteria with a
predetermined standard.

The accuracy of teachers' evaluations of themselves
has been questioned. McNeil and Popham (1973) critiqued
the use of self-ratings by teachers in the evaluation
process., They found a tendency for instructors to
overrate themselves and negligible relationships of
self-ratings with other criteria such as student ratings
or measures of student gains.

McAfee (1975) studied 49 teachers and supervisors

regarding their ratings of teacher performance on 51
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selected items. There was little agreement between
teachers and supervisors, and McAfee concluded that
either teachers or supervisors or both are incapable of
accurately evaluating a teacher's performan
background, or abilities. As a result he suggested that
training in self-evaluation for teachers is necessary if
that mode of evaluation is to be used. He also
recommended training in teacher evaluation for
supervisors,

Carroll (1981) reviewed research on self-appraisal
and concluded that empirical studies have generally
demonstrated that self-ratings show little agreement with
ratings of students, colleagues, or administrators.
Self-ratings can be useful for comparisons with and
interpretations of other data sources.

In describing self-evaluation as promising in
leading to the improvement of instruction, McGreal(1983)
contrasted differing self-evaluation strategies and
cautioned against the use of some. Comparison of
self-ratings with ratings of supervisors promotes an
atmosphere of conflict between teacher and supervisor.
McGreal suggested this type of procedure should be
vigorously avoided. He also considered making
self-evaluation a requirement as a misuse of the

strategy.,
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Self-Ranking. In this study self-ranking is

defined as an evaluation strategy in which the teacher

zes his or her own teaching strengths and wezknesses

<

anal

et

and ranks them.

Carroll (1981) considered self-ranking to be less
likely to be biased that self-ratings and more useful in
teacher evaluation. Relative strengths and weaknesses of
a teacher can be ascertained through the use of forced
choice instruments. Forced choice instruments require
that a teacher assign a rank to a number of attributes,
teaching skills, or other performance related data. This
approach forces teachers to identify relative strengths
and weaknesses, either of which can be used for
professional development.

McGreal (1983) also described a strategy called

forced choice scaling that can be a successful use of
self-evaluation. Teachers rank themselves on a number of
teaching variables, indicating strongest to weakest.
Data from this type of instrument can be used in setting
improvement goals for teachers. Supervisors do not rank
teachers, and teachers are not compared to each other in
this type of assessment.

Self-Observation. In this study self-observation
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is defined as an evaluation strategy in which the teacher
observes himself or herself through the use of video or
audio tapes or other observation instruments.

Bushman {1574) suggested using observation systems

conceptualizing their classroom behavior and-then to
appraise their own teaching behavior. To effect change
teachers must find out what is happening in their
classrooms. Audio or video recordings are suggested
feedback mechanisms, with teachers using specified
observation systems such as Flanders Interaction
Anaiysis, Teacher Self-Appraisal Observation System, or
Teacher Image Questionnaire. Bushman found this approach
successful with teachers. Introducing teachers to
observations systems and inviting them to participate can
give them impetus to improve their teaching through
increased self-knowledge.

Elliott (1978) discussed the use of audio and video
tape recordings as a means of teacher self-evaluation.
He stated, "recordings capture the data from which one
can reconstruct one's actions" (p. 79). Recordings bring
to a teacher's attention that of which he/she is unaware,
has forgotten, or has repressed. It is an instrument
that teachers can use to improve their own performance in

the classroom.
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Levin (1979) reviewed six modes of teacher
evaluation. Regarding the use of observation instruments
or systems, he found them useful for giving teachers
feedback on aspects of their teaching. The effect of
that feedback on a teacher's subsequent behavior was not
kaown. Levin indicated that provision of feedback was
not a guarantee that teaching would improve or change,

Moritz and Martin-Reynolds (1980) described a
self-directed evaluation program in Ohio that relies
solely on videotape analysis. Teachers view and analyze
tapes and identify one or two verbal and nonverbal skills
that can be improved. These become the focus of the
teacher's development in the ensuing months. The teacher
meets with an administrator to share the tape and results
of the self-analysis. After surveying Ohio teachers over
a three-year period, Moritz and Martin-Reynolds reported
that teachers felt positive about the program, preferred
video~-taped self-evaluation to traditional evaluation,
and believed that sharing the tape with an administrator
was a non-threatening experience.

Vidiotape or audiotape analysis as a means of
self-evaluation was also supported by Carroll (1981) who
recommended that feedback from tapes be focused by a
supervisor or trained colleague. Carroll asserted that

focused feedback is critical, and therefore reviewing
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tapes in isolation makes the process less helpful to the
teacher. Carroll added that recordings can be the source
of extensive analysis of one's teaching and is useful for
moniteoring teaching following practice and/or other
improvement strategies.

Glatthorn (1984) reported that feedback te the
teacher by means of videotape is most effective when
another observer is present during the viewing. 1In this
way a second point of view is available that can help
focus the teacher's attention. Glatthorn reported that
his experience with schools in pilot studies indicated
that teachers who at first seem reluctant to have their
classes videotaped find it a very valuable experience if

they have the support and advice of a skilled consultant.

Summary. Self-evaluation is considered an
appropriate teacher evaluation technique when the purpose
of teacher evaluation is the improvement of instruction.
Self-evaluation appears to have a positive effect on
teacher motivation to improve. The researchers generally
agreed that self-evaluation needs to be a component of an
overall evaluation system rather than existing on its
own. Many researchers stressed the importance of sharing
information from various self-evaluation strategies with

an administrator to maximize effectiveness. Several
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authors mentioned that teachers should receive training
in order to use self-evaluation effectively,
Goal-setting, growth contracting, and self-observation
received support in the literature as viable
self-evaluation strategies. Researchers were more
critical of gelf-rat
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Summary of the Review of Literature

1. The public is concerned about the improvement of
instruction in the public schools. The quality of
teaching within a classroom is believed to have a
significant impact on student learning.

2. The instructional leadership of a school
principal has a strong, direct effect on the quality of
instruction within a school. Setting instructional goals
for the school and monitoring, supervising, and enabling
teachers to meet these goals are essential instructional
leadership functions of the principal.

3. Traditional methods of teacher evaluation have
not been effective in the improvement of instructicn.
Variables and complexities in different teaching
settings, limitations of observation strategies and
principal's ratings of teachers, low teacher involvement,
infrequent evaluation, and poor communication of results

were identified as concerns with traditional teacher
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evaluation methods.
4. The use of multiple evaluation methods and data
sources has been recommended as a way to overcome some of

the limitations of traditional evaluation.
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5. The involvement of teachers in the teacher
evaluation process is recommended to increase
understanding of and identification with the evaluation
purpose and procedures. Involvement of teachers appears
to have a positive effect on the motivation of teachers
to improve.

6. Self-evaluation is an appropriate technique for
use in a teacher evaluation system that has as its
purpose the improvement of instruction. Self-evaluation
is most effective when used and shared with an

administrator. A variety of self-evaluation strategies

may be helpful in the improvement of instruction.
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Chapter 3

PROCEDURES

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to determine the
effectiveness of five selected strategies for using
teacher self-evaluation as an administrative tool to
improve instruction in the elementary school as perceived
by elementary teachers and principals. The procedures
that were used to determine that perceived effectiveness
are described in this chapter. A discussion of the
setting for the study, the research methodology, the
instrumentation, the population and sample, the methods
of collecting data, and the types of statistical analyses

which were used are included in this chapter.

Setting for the Study

The setting for the study was the state of Nebraska.
As reported in the Nebraska Education Directory
(1987/88), Nebraska is divided into 344 public school
districts, of which 222 are Class III districts (X-12

districts with a district population between 1,000 and
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100,000). Nebraska contains only two school districts
that serve populations larger than 100,000. Class III
districts in Nebraska include a range of school districts
representing small rural communities to medium sized

urban communities tc suburbs of metropelita
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Education in Nebraska is heavily supported by property
tax, and there is a tradition of local control. Nebraska
has experienced vigorous resistance to school
reorganization, which in part accounts for the large

number of relatively small school districts in the state.

Research Methodology

The research design employed in this study was
survey research. The specific form of survey used was a
mailed questionnaire. The technique is well-established
as a way of collecting information about educational
topics in general and about teacher evaluation in
particular (Altschuld & Lower, 1984). The advantages of
using survey research include low cost and ease of data

collection (Berdie & Anderson, 1974).

Instrumentation

The survey instrument used in this study was
designed by the researcher and consisted of Likert-type

items representing respondents' ratings of the
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effectiveness of specific self-evaluation strategies.
The instrument was field tested using a sample of 10% of
the identified population for the study. Instrument

reliability was verified through the pilot study. The

results of the ccefficient alpha, a computation for
internal consistency reliability, are reported in Table
1.

Table 1

Reliability Test for the Pilot Study

Alpha
Total Inétrument . .98
Goal Setting Strategy .93
Groﬁth Contracting Strategy .91
Self-Rating Strategy .98
Self-Ranking Strategy .99
Self-Observation Strategy .96

As a result of the high coefficient alpha for the entire
instrument {(.98) and the individual strategies (.93, .91,
.98, .99, .96) in the pilot study, no changes were made
in the instrument.

The survey instrument, Teacher Evaluation Survey

(see Appendix A), was based in part on a vision of
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teaching excellence described by Duke (1987). Duke
referred to teaching excellence rather than teaching
effectiveness, because excellence connotes unlimited

otential for growth rather than mastery of competencies.

P
Duke drew

Q
2]

five visio

s of teaching in developing his

]

model. These included models based con didactic
instruction, coaching,; and socratic questicning (Adler,

1982), motivational teaching (Purkey, 1970), clinical
teaching (Hunter, 1983), teaching for mastery (Haertlel,
Walberg, & Weinstein, 1983), and direct instruction
(Barnes, 1981; Denhem & Lieberman, 1980; Good & Brophy,
1984; Kierstead, 1985; Rosenshine, 1983).

In his model Duke identified six teaching
situations: planning; instruction; classroom management;
progress monitoring; clinical assistance; and care
giving. He further delineated four components for each
of the six categories, for a total of 24 components. The
instructional components for planning include organizing
instructional content, selecting appropriate content for
lessons, developing instructional objectives for
students, and planning for student assessment. The
instructional components for instruction include
introducing new content to students, reviewing or
reteaching content to students, demonstrating new skills

to students, and communicating academic expectations to
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students. The instructional components for classroom
management include maintaining classroom order,
communicating behavior expectations to students, securing
adequate resources, and managing time effectively., The
instructional components for clinical assistance include
diagnosing student needs, individualizing to meet student
needs, providing remedial assistance to students, and
working with parents. The instructional components for
progress monitoring include providing students with
appropriate feedback, checking for students
understanding, assessing students mastery of skills, and
identifying target areas for assistance. The
instructional components for care giving include
demonstrating respect for students, providing assistance
and support to students, recognizing student progress,
and valuing student differences.

These 24 components were included in the survey
instrument as instructional components. Respondents were
asked to rate the effectiveness of five self-evaluation
strategies in helping teachers to improve each of the 24
instructional components. Definitions of the five
self-evaluation strategies were provided with the survey
to facilitate response to the questions (see Appendix B).

Internal consistency reliability was computed for

the survey instrument. The results of the coefficient
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alpha for the entire study is reported in Table 2.

Table 2

Study Reliability

Alpha
Total Instrument .98
Goal Setting Strategy .95
Growth Contracting Strategy .96
Self-Rating Strategy .97
Self-Ranking Strategy .97
Self-Observation Strategy .94

Population and Sample

A total of 59 Nebraska Class III schools districts
were identified as using teacher self-evaluation. The

school districts were identified by examination of

NDE. School districts were required to submit current
teacher evaluation policies and procedures to NDE as part
of Title 92, Nebraska Administrative Code, Rule 34 (1985)
adopted in July, 1985. Most districts submitted policies
in late 1985 or early 1986,

All 59 districts identified as using teacher

self-evaluation were included in the study. Those
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districts had 141 elementary schools, headed by 103
building principals. Some building principals served as
principal in more than one building. All building
principals of identified elementary schools were
surveyed. A sample of 309 teachers from the identified
schools were also surveyed. Teachers in identified
schools were determined from the Nebraska Education
Directory 1987-1988, which lists alphabetically all
certificated staff for each school building. Three
teachers assigned to buildings supervised by each of the
103 principals were selected through a random number

process.

Data Collection

Data regarding principals' and teachers' perceptions
of the effectiveness of selected teacher self-evaluation

strategies were collected. Respondents were asked to
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items representing ratings of the effectiveness of
specific self-evaluation strategies.

Superintendents of sample school districts were
contacted by letter (see Appendix C) to enlist their
suppert for the study. Superintendents were asked to
support the study by encouraging building principals and

teachers in their district's elementary schools to
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participate by responding to the mailed questionnaire.

Building principals were contacted by telephone and
the study was described to them. Verbal commitments from
principals to complete the survey were obtained. The
survey was mailed on May 6, 1988 to the principals and
seiected teachers. A cover letter (see Appendix D and E)
explaining the study was included in the mailing to
principals and teachers. Confidentiality was maintained,
but coding of questionnaires was utilized to facilitate
data collection and follow-up requests.

Records were kept noting which surveys were
returned. On May 20, 1988, two weeks after the survey
was originally mailed, a second copy of the survey and
the original cover letter were mailed to those who had
not yet responded. An additional cover letter (see
Appendix F) was included. The second mailing followed
only two weeks after the first mailing due to the
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surveys were mailed to principals and teachers at school
addresses. It was important that principals and teachers
receive the second mailing of the survey before the
school year was completed in their district. A third
mailing of the survey was made on September 21, 1988 to
those who had not responded to the first or second

mailing. A cover letter (see Appendix G) was included.
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Surveys received through October 15, 1988 were
included in the statistical analyses. Data were analyzed
in the aggregate 6n1y;_no individual responses were
revealed. These procedures are similar to those used by
Altschuld and Lower (1984) in a study of teacher
evaluation in Ohio that surveyed building principals and
randomly selected teachers. Saliency, timing, personal
contact, and attention to detail characterized their

procedures.

Statistical Analyses

After collection, the data were coded, transferred

to computer diskette, and analyzed using the Statistical

Packages For the Social Sciences (SPSS). (NIE et.al 1975)

Computer services were provided by the University of
Nebraska-Lincoln computer system. Consultants at the
Nebraska Evaluation and Research Center(NEAR), University
of Nebrask
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Mean scores and standard deviations were computed
for each of the five self-evaluation strategies. The
data were reported for the total instrument and for each
of the teaching situations (planning, instruction,
classroom management, clinical assistance, progress
monitoring, and care giving) of the instrument. The data

were reported for all respondents as a group and for the
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subgroups of teachers and principals.

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to
determine whether significant differences are present
between mean scores. A split plot ANOVA design was
utilized. The between factor was group (teachers,
pPrincipals) and the within factor was strategy type (five
strategies). An ANOVA was completed for the instrument
as a whole and for each teaching situation.,

Pearson's product moment correlation was used to
determine the degree of relationship between teachers'
and principals' perceptions of the effectiveness of each
of the five self-evaluation strategies. Bivariate pairs
consisted of a principal's rating and a teacher's rating
of each strategy on each of the teaching situations and
for the total instrument. The bivariate pairs consisted
of the ratings by a principal and a teacher from the same
elementary school.

A t-test for independent means was used to determine
whether there was a significant difference in the
perceived effectiveness of an evaluation strategy between
those respondents with experience and those without
experience using such a strategy.

The alpha level for significance for this study was
adjusted to a level of .004 due to the number of tests

conducted and the risk of inflating Type I error. A



Bonferroni adjustment of alpha was made (Kirk, 1982).

Summary

This study was conducted to determine the
effectiveness of five selected strategies for using
teacher self-evaluation as an administrative tool in
improving instruction in the elementary school as
perceived by elementary teachers and principals. A
survey instrument, developed and piloted by the writer,
was distributed to elementary principals and teachers in
schools identified as using self-evaluation as part of
their teacher evaluation procedures. An adequate number
of surveys were returned to enable the writer to draw
conclusions as to the perceived effectiveness of the five
selected self-evaluation strategies in improving
instruction in the elementary school.

The results of the assessment, the analysis of data,

and its interpretation are presented in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

Iintroduction

| =

The purpose of this study was to determine the
effectiveness of five selected strategies for using
teacher self-evaluation as an administrative tool to
improve instruction in the elementary school as perceived
by elementary teachers and principals. To achieve this
purpose, this study was designed to answer several
questions:

1. To what extent is teacher self-evaluation used in
elementary schools in Nebraska Class III school districts
to improve instruction?

2, Is goal setting, as perceived by elementary
teachers and princinals, an effective teachar
self-evaluation strategy in improving instruction?

3. Is growth contracting, as perceived by elementary
teachers and principals, an effective teacher
self-evaluation strategy in improving instruction?

4, Is self-rating, as perceived by elementary

aQ

teachers and principals, an effective teacher

self-evaluation strategy in improving instruction?



~4
o

5. Is self-ranking, as perceived by elementary

teachers and principals, an effective teacher
self-evaluation strategy in improving instruction?

6., Is self-observation, as perceived by elementary
teachers and principals, an effective teacher

self-evaluation strategy in improving instruction?

The data for this investigation were collected by
examining teacher evaluation policies and procedures on
file at the Nebraska Department of Education and by
sending questionnaires to elementary principals and
teachers in 59 Class III school districts which used
teacher self-evaluation as part of teacher evaluation
procedures. The questionnaire was composed of
Likert-type questions. Respondents were asked to rate
the effectiveness of each of the five self-evaluation
strategies (goal setting, growth contracting,
self-rating, self-ranking, self-observation) in helping
teachers to improve each of 24 instructional components.
The instructional components were grouped into six
teaching situations (planning, instruction, classroom
management, clinical assistance, progress monitoring, and
care giving). Respondents were also asked to make
comments regarding the self-evaluation strategies and the
effect they have on the improvement of instruction.

The intent of this chapter is to present the data
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gathered in the research investigation and to present
summary analyses of the data. The first section of this
chapter addresses the information gathered from the
examination of teacher evaliuation policies and procedures
on file at the Nebraska Department of Education. The
second section describes the distribution of respondents.
The data collected and analyses performed regarding the
perceived effectiveness of the five selected
self-evaluation strategies are addressed in the next two
sections. The relationship between principals' and
teachers' perceptions of effectiveness is described in
éhe fifth section. The effect of experience with a
self-evaluation strategy on the perceived effectiveness
of that strategy is discussed in the sixth section. The
final section includes a discussioﬁ of the comments made

by the respondents to the survey.

Teacher Self-evaluation in Nebraska

- T Al T TV ket -
Class IIT School Districts

School districts in Nebraska were required to submit
current teacher evaluation policies and procedures to the
Nebraska Department of Education as part of Title 92,
Nebraska Administrative Code, Rule 34 (1985) adopted in
July, 1985. Most districts submitted policies in late

1985 or early 1986. The teacher evaluation policies and



procedures submi

districts were examined.

tted from Nebraska's 222

was to identify those districts which included teacher

[
Lo

seif-evaluariocn

R
as part

h

procedures. A total o

of

59

using some type of teacher

their teacher evaluation

self-evaluation. Dat

iden

et
w5

Hh

ied

)

12)

78

Class III school

The purpose of the examination

0]

compiled from the examination of NDE files are shown in

Table 3.

Table 3

Use of Teacher Self-Evaluation in Nebraska Class I11

School Districts

Self-Evaluation
Strategy

Number of
Districts
Using Strategy

Percent of
Districts
Using Strategy

Any Self-Evaluation
Strategy

Goal Setting
Growith Contracting
Self-Rating
Self-Ranking

Self-Observation

More than one Self-

17

27

[
[#%]

—
o O

Note.
Nebraska.

There are a total of 222 (Cilass III districts in
Data compiled from examination of NDE files.



The 59 districts that reported using at least one
teacher self-evaluation strategy represent 27 percent of
the 222 Class III districts in Nebraska. Of the 59
districts that use some type of teacher self-evaluation,

17 use more than one s

o

ot
(]

rategy. The most freguently used

S

14

lf-evaluaticn strategy was growth contracti
29 school districts (13 percent). Self-rating was used
by 23 districts (10 percent), goal setting by 19
districts (9 percent), and self-observation by 5
districts (2 percent). Self-ranking was not used by any
of the Class III school districts.

The examination of the teacher evaluation policies
of Class III school districts provided information about
the use of teacher evaluation to improve instruction.

All of the school districts indicated that a purpose of
teacher evaluation in their districts was the improvement
of instruction. Most districts listed the improvement of
instruction as the primary purpose of teacher evaluation.
It is noted here that the provisions of Rule 34 (1985)
require districts to include a statement of the purpose
of teacher evaluation in their district as part of the

policy and procedures submitted to NDE. Rule 34 also

criteria upon which teachers will be evaluated and that

evaluation instruments shall be designed primarily for
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the improvement of instruction. It is not surprising
that the teacher evaluation policies and procedures
submitted to comply with Rule 34 indicated that the

primary purpose of teacher evaluation was the improvement

of instruction.

Teacher self-evaluation was utilized in 55 Class IIIL
districts. None of these districts, however, utilized

self-evaluation as the sole method of teacher evaluation.
All of the districts using self-evaluation indicated that
self-evaluation was one of several strategies used to
evaluate teachers. Only two districts indicated that
self-evaluation was the primary strategy used for teacher
evaluation. In most districts using a self-evaluation
strategy, the primary method of teacher evaluation was
observation by administrators. The self-evaluation
Strategy was used to supplement or augment the
administrative observation and evaluation. Several
districts indicated that self-evaluation was encouraged
yet voluntary for teachers.

Self-rating was a self-evaluation strategy reported
by 23 school districts. Many of these districts used an
evaluation checklist and asked teachers to rate
themselves. Offen the checklist was identical to the
checklist used by administrators to evaluate the

teachers. Some districts required teachers to compare
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the self-evaluation checklist with the checklist
completed by the admimistrator.

Goal setting or growth contracting was reported as a
teacher evaluation strategy by 48 of the 59 districts
using selif-evaiuation. Both of these strategies involve
the setting o
regular monitoring o
targets. Twelve districts, in addition to the 48
included above, indicated in their policies and
procedures that goal setting was a part of the teacher
evaluation process in their district. However, they did
not specify whether monitoring of progress would occur or
how it would occur. As a result, those districts were
not included in the number of districts reported. The
ma jority of the 48 districts identified as using goal
setting or growth contracting have teachers report at
conferences with administrators regarding the progress
they have made toward their goals or job targets. A few
districts require teachers to prepare written monitoring

reall =)
-

eports.

T

Summary. Most school districts in Nebraska include
the improvement of instruction as the primary purpose of
teacher evaluation. A total of 59 of Nebraska's 222
Class III school districts (27 percent) use some type of

teacher self-evaluation as part of teacher evaluation
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procedures. These districts include self-evaluation as

one of several strategies to evaluate teachers.

Distribution of Respondents

Subjects for this study included 103 building
principals and 309 seiected teachers from the 141
eiementary schools in Nebraska Class III school districts
that include teacher self-evaluation as part of teacher
evaluation procedures. Some building principals served
as principal in more than one building, but were surveyed
only once. Three teachers assigned to each principal
were randomly selected from the Nebraska Education
Directory 1987-88.

The original questionnaife was sent in early May,
1988. Approximately two weeks later, a second
questionnaire was mailed to those who had not returned

the survey. A third mailing of the questionnaire was

ad not returned

sent in September, 1988 to those who h
either of the first two. The number of responses for
each of the three mailings is shown in Table 4. A total
of 286 principals and teachers returned the survey,

representing a total return rate of 69.4%7., Of those

receiving

(4

he survey, 367 returned

mailing, 24% on the second and 9% on the third.
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Number of Responses per Mailing
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Number of Surveys Returned Total
Surveys per Mailing Group Responses Per-
Group Mailed First Second Third per Group cent
Principals 103 61 15 10 86 83.5
Teachers 309 88 84 28 200 64.7
Total 412 149 99 38 286
Percent of
total mailed 36.2 25,0 9.2 69.4
Percent of
total
responses 52.1 34.6 13,3 100.0
Not all of the surveys returned were usable in the
analysis of data. The instructions included with the
survey indicated that all questions should be responded
to regardless of the respondent's experience with a
particular strategy. Secme respondents, however, failed
to respond to all questions for a given strategy, or
failed to respond to an entire strategy. Many of the
respondents returning incomplete surveys made notes
regarding their lack of experience and/or opinion on
certain of the strategies. Only those surveys which were

complete were used in the analysis of data. The number

£

of usable responses is shown in Table 5. Of the 412
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surveys mailed, 286 were returned and 237 of those were
used in the data analysis. The total return rate of

usable responses was 57.5Z. The usable return rate for

% and the rate for teachers was 53.4%.

.
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Table 5

Number of Usable Responses

Number ¢f Number of Number of Total Total

Surveys Surveys Usable Percent Percent
Group Mailed Returned Surveys Returned Usable
Principals 103 86 72 83.4 69.9
Teachers 309 200 . 165 64.7 53.4
Total 412 286 237 69.4 57.5

Perceived Effectiveness of Five Self-Evaluation

Strategies on _the Improvement of Instruction

Teachers and principals in the selected schools were
asked to rate the effectiveness of five self-evaluation
sfrategies in helping teachers to improve each of 24
instructional components. The effectiveness scale

consisted of the following ratings: 1 = not effective, 2

[SS]

= minimally effective, = scmewhat effective, and 4 =

very effective. Mean scores and standard deviations were

determined for each self-evaluation strategy. Mean
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scores were calculated by response groups (principals and
teachers). A split plot analysis of variance (ANOVA) was

used to determine whether significant differences were

present. The analysis of variance procedure was used to
determine the significant differences between the two
response groups and the five self-evaluation strategies,

(-
1]
w
e
(=9
T
1]
)
(]

The between factor included principa
within factor included the five self-evaluation
strategies. Post hoc tests (Tukey) were conducted as
follow ups to significant main effects.

The means and standard deviations for all
respondents are shown in Table 6. The mean scores by
self-evaluation strategy for all respondents were 3,17
for goal setting, 2.98 for growth contracting; 2.65 for
self-rating, 2,61 for self-ranking, and 2.73 for
self-observation,

The goal setting strategy received the highest
effectiveness rating (3.17) indicating a rating between
"somewhat effective" (3.00) and "very effective™ (4.00).
The growth contracting strategy received the éecond
highest effectiveness rating (2.98) indicating a rating
of "somewhat effective™ (3.00). The self-rating (2.65),
self-ranking (2.61), and self-observation {(2.73)
strategies received ratings between "minimally effective"

(2.00) and "somewhat effective" (3.00). None of the
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self-evaluation strategies approached a rating of "very
effective™. The effectiveness ratings for all five of
the self-evaluation strategies was closest to "somewhat

effective™.

Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations of Self-Evaluation
Strategies For All Respondents

Strategy Mean Standard Deviation
Goal Setting 3.17 57

Growth Contracting 2,98 .63
Self-Ranking 2,61 ’ 72
Self-Observation 2,73 .64

Note. Weights assigned to ratings were 1 = not
effective, 2 = minimally effective, 3 = somewhat
effective, and 4 = very effective; therefore, the larger
the mean, the higher the perception of effectiveness.

The means and standard deviations for sub-groups of
principals and teachers is presented in Table 7. The
mean scores by self-evaluation strategy for principals
were 3.16 for goal setting, 2.96 for growth contracting,
2.61 for self-rating, 2.50 for self-ranking, and 2.84 for
self-observation. The mean scores by self-evaluation

strategy for teachers were 3.17 for goal setting, 2.99

for growth contracting, 2.67 for self-rating. 2.66 for



seif-ranking, and 2.68 for self-observation. Although
scores differed somewhat for principals and teachers,
both groups rated the five self-evaluatien strategies in
the same order of effectiveness (goal setting, growth

Vol e e B ah el Vel o -

contiracting, self-observation, seif-rating,

Table 7

Means and Standard Deviations of Self-Evaluation
Strategies For Principals and Teachers

Strategy AT;pe of Mean Standard
Respondent Deviation
Goal Setting Principals 3.16 44
Teachers 3.17 .61
Growth Contracting Principals 2.96 .54
Teachers 2.99 .66
Self-Rating Principals 2.61 .63
Teachers 2.67 .67
Self-Ranking Principals 2.50 .70
Teachers 2.66 .72
Self-Observation Principals 2.84 .59
Teachers 2.68 .66

Note. Weights assigned to ratings were 1 = not
effective, 2 = minimally effective, 3 = somewhat
effective, and 4 = very effective; therefore, the larger
the mean, the higher the perception of effectiveness.

The results of the split plot analysis of variance

are presented in Table 8. Due to the number of tests

87
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done and the risk of inflating Type I error, a Bonferroni
ad justment of alpha was made (Kirk, 1982). The adjusted
alpha level used was ,004. The assumption of symmetry

was tenable, therefore the analysis was computed

univariately. The interaction between response group and
Strategy type was not gignificant, F{4, 940) = 2.55, p >
.004. The two response groups {principals and teachers)

did not show significant differences in perceived
effectiveness of self-evaluation in general, F(1l, 940) =
.07, p > .05, The differences for the five strategy

types were significant, F(4, 940) = 54.47, p < .001.

Table 8

Split Plot ANOVA Summary

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Ratio Tail

Squares Freedom Square Probability
Group .0799 1 .0799 .07 . 7947
Strategy 47,8712 4 11.9678 54,47 .0000%
Interaction 2.5885 4 .6471 2.95 .0196
Error 206.5378 940 .2197

*Significant at the alpha level of .O0O0L.

Tc determine which of the strategy types were
significantly different from each other a post hoc Tukey

test was performed. The critical pairwise difference for
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the means was .118. As displayed in Table 9, the
difference between goal setting and all other strategies
was significant. The differences between growtl}
contracting and self-rating, self~ranking, and
self-observation were also statistically significant.
ferences beiween self-racing and self-ranking and
~rating and self-observation were not
statistically significant. The difference between
self-rating and self-observation was significant,

Table 9

Tukey Analysis for Self-Evaluation Strategies

Strategies Goal Growth Self- Self- Self-

Setting Contracting Rating Ranking Observa-
: tion

Diff. Diff. Diff. Diff. Diff.

Goal

Setting = = —-ee- .1850% .5164% »5584% .4383%

Growth

Contracting —====  —caoo «3314% .3734% .2534%

Self-Rating  ===~= = oo ____ 0420 L0781

Self-Ranking ----= = oo ... ____. .1201%*

*Statistically significant.

Goal setting was rated the most effective of the
five strategies and was significantly different from the
other four strategies. Although significantly different,

the difference between goal setting and growth
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between goal setting and the other three evaluation
strategies. Growth co;tracting, rated second in
effectiveness of the five strategies, was also
significantly different from the other four strategies.
Again, the difference between growth contracting and goal
setting was less than the difference between growth
contracting and the other three strategies,
Self-observation, the strategy rated third in overall
effectiveness, was significantly different from goal
setting and growth contracting which received higher
ratings, and from self-ranking which received the lowest
rating. Self-observation was not sigrnificantly different
from self-rating which ranked fourth in effectiveness
ratings. Self-rating and self-ranking were not
significantly different from each other. They were rated

the least effective of the five strategies.

Summary. The effectiveness rating for all five
self-evaluation strategies was closest to a rating of
"somewhat effective" on a scale of "not effective”,
"minimally effective"”, "somewhat effective™, or "very
effective”. The goal setting and growth contracting

strategies received the highest effectiveness ratings and

those ratings were significantly different from the
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ratings of the other strategies. Although differences
existed between the self-observation, self-rating, and
self-ranking strategies, those differences were not as
large as the difference between each of those strategies
and goal setting or growth contracting. Principals and
teachers agreed on the order of effectiveness of the five
strategies (goal setting, growth contracting,
self-observation, self-rating, self-ranking). The
differences in ratings between principals and teachers

were not statistically significant,

Perceived Effectiveness of Five Self~Evaluation

Strategies on the Improvement of Six Teaching Situations

Mean scores and standard deviations were determined
for each teaching situation (planning, instruction,
classroom management, clinical assistance, progress
monitoring, and care giving) for each of the five
-evaluation strategies. A summary of mean scores for
all respondents for all five strategies is shown in Table
10.

The goal setting strategy received the highest
effectiveness rating for all six teaching situations,
which indicates that goal setting is perceived as more
effective in improving all six areas of teaching than ani

of the other self-evaluation strategies. The goal



Table 10

Teaching Situation Mean Scores by Strategy for All
Respondents

Stréfegies
Goal Growth Self- Self- Seif-
Setting Contract. Rating Ranking Observ Total
Teaching
Situation
Planning 3.26 3.06 2.71 2.60 2,57 2.84
Instruction 3.14 2.90 2,68 2.65 3.08 2.89
Classroom
Management 3.20 2,99 2.72 2,69 2.82 2.88
Clinical
Assistance 3.15 3.00 2.55 2.52 2,37 2.72
Progress
Monitoring 3.18 3.04 2.64 2.61 2,75 2.84
Care Giving 3.08 2,90 2.61 2.59 2.78 2.79
Total 3.17 2.98 2.65 2.61 2.73
Note. Teaching situations consisted of the following
questions on the survey instrument; planning questions

1-4, instruction = questions 5-8, classroom management

questions 9-12, progress monitoring = questions 13-16,

clinical assistance
questions 21-24,

questions 17-20, care giving

setting ratings for all six teaching situations were above

3.00 indicating a rating between "somewhat effective"
(3.00) and "very effective" (4.00). The growth
contracting strategy received the second highest
effectiveness rating for five of the six teaching

situations. This indicates that growth contracting is
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perceived as more effective in improving teaching than
self-rating, self-ranking, or self-observation. All six

of the growth contracting ratings were between 2.90 and

~ ~f W
sV Angrcatain ing Ok

somewhat effective™,

Only one teaching situation rating for the
strategies of self-rating, self-ranking and
self-observation was above 3.00; the rating for
instruction for the self-observation strategy was 3.08.
All other ratings for those three strategies were between
2.57 and 2.82, indicating a rating between "minimally
effective™ (2.00) and "somewhat effective" (3.00).

A split plot amnalysis of variance (ANOVA) was
conducted to determine the relationship between the mean
scores for each of the six teaching situations and to
determine if significant differences were present., The
ANOVA procedure was used to determine the significant
differences between the two response groups and the five
self-evaluation strategies for each teaching situation.
The adjusted alpha level used was .004. Post hoc tests
(Tukey) were conducted as follow ups to significant main
effects.

The results of the split plot ANOVA for planning are
presented in Table 11, The assumption of symmetry was
tenable, therefore the analysis was computed

univariately. The interaction between response group and
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Strategy type was not significant, F(4, 940) = 3.06, p >
.004. The two response groups (principals and teachers)
did not show significant differences in perceived

-evaivaticen in general, F{1, 940) =

o
...... o J

types were significant, F(4, 940) = 50.83, p < .001.

Table 11

Split Plot ANOVA Summary for Planning

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Ratio Tail

Squares Freedom Square Probability
Group .0221 1 .0221 .02 .8977
Strategy 69.4304 4 17.3576 50.83 .0000%*
Interaction 4,1868 4 1.0467 3.06 .0160
Error 321.0260 940 .3415

*Significant at the alpha level of .001.

To determine which of the strategy types were
significantly different from one another a post hoc Tukey
test was performed. The critical pairwise difference for
the means was .147. As displayed in Table 12, the
difference between goal setting and each of the other
four strategies was significant. The difference between
growth contracting and each of the other faur strategies
was also significant, Self-rating, self-ranking and

self-observation were not significantly different from
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each other, but were significantly different from goal
setting and growth contracting.
Tabie 12

Tukey Analysis for Planning

Strategies Goal Growth Self- Self- Self-
Setting Contracting Rating Ranking Observ
Diff. Diff, Diff., Diff. Diff.

Goal

Setting @ ----- .1930%* «5506%* .6561% .6825%

Growth

Contracting ----- @ ———== .3580% ,4631% .4895%

Self-Rating  ====-  ~—eec = cccea .1055 .1319

Self-Ranking -=~--=  ——cee = c;en aeeeo .0267

*Statistically significant.

The results of the split plot ANOVA for iastruction
are presented in Table 13. The assumption of symmetry
was tenable therefore the analysis was computed
univariately. The interaction between response group and
strategy type was not significant, F(4, 940) = 2.70, p >
.004. The two response groups (principals and teachers)
did not show significant differences in perceived
effectiveness of self-evaluation in general, F(1l, 940) =

.45, p > .05. The differences for the five strategy

types were significant, F(4, 940) = 36.41, p < .001.
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Table 13

Split Plot ANOVA Summary for Instruction

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Ratio Tail

Squares Freedom Square Probability
Group .6156 1 .6156 .45 .5021
Strategy 48,0631 4 12.0158 36.41 -0000=
Interaction 3.5673 4 .8918 2.70 .0294
Error 310,255 940 3301

*Significant at the alpha level of ,001.

The results of the post hoc Tukey test are displayed
in Table 14, The critical pairwise difference for the
means was .l44. The difference between goal setting and
the strategies of growth contracting, self-rating, and
self-ranking was significant. The difference between
goal setting and self observation was not significant.
The difference between growth contracting and each of the
other four strategies was significant. Self-rating and
self-ranking were not significantly different from each
other but were significantly different from goal setting,
growth contracting and self-observation.

Self-observation was significantly different from each of

the other four strategies.
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Table 14

Tukey Analysis for Instruction

Strategies Goal Growth ~ Self- Self- Self-
Setting Contracting Rating Ranking Observ
Diff. Diff. Diff. Diff. Diff.

Goal

Setting = o —-ee- :2416% -4500% LA026% .0570

Growth

Contracting —-—--== ——ccao .2184% «2511% .1846%

Self-Rating  —==== = <o ool .0327 «4030%*

Self-Ranking ----=  «eweoo  LoL. . J4357%

*Statistically significant.

The results of the split plot ANOVA for classroom
management are presented in Table 15. The assumption of

symmetry was tenable, therefore the analysis was computed
univariately. The interaction between response group and
strategy type was not significant, F(4, 940) = 3.50, p >
.004. The two response groups (principals and teachers)
did not show significant differences in perceived
effectiveness of self-evaluation in general, F(1, 940) =
.63, p > .05. The differences for the five strategy

types were significant, F(4, 540) = 35.34, p < .00i.
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Table 15

Split Plot ANOVA Summary for Classroom Management

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Ratio Tail

Squares Freedom Square Probability
Group .8733 1 .8733 .63 .4298
Strategy 39.6144 4 9.90360 35.34 .0000%*
Interaction 3.99182 4 9796 3.50 .0076
Error 263.3937 940 .2802

*Significant at the alpha level of .001.

The results of the post hoc Tukey test are displayed
in Table 16. The critical pairwise difference for the
means was .133. The difference between goal setting and
each of the other four strategies was significant. The
difference between growth contracting and each of the
other four strategies was also significant. Self-rating
and self-ranking were not significantly different from
each other, but were significantly different from goal
setting and growth contracting. Self-observation was
significantly different from goal setting, growth

contracting and self-ranking.
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Table 16

Tukey Analysis for Classroom Management

Strategies Goal Growth Self- Self- Self-
Setting Contracting Rating Ranking QObservy
Diff. Diff, Diff. Diff. Diff.

Goal

Setting = = ——e-- .2068%* «4768% .5095% «3724%

Growth

Contracting ——-===  ——c__ .2701% .3228% .1656%

Self-Rating  —====  ——acoo  _____ .0327 .1044

Self-Ranking --==-=  ——eeo ... __._. «1371%

*Statistically significant.

The results of the split plot ANOVA for clinical
assistance are presented in Table 17. The assumption of
symmetry was tenable, therefore the analysis was computed
univariately. The interaction between response group and
strategy type was not significant, F(4, 940) =;1.63, p >
.004. The two response groups (principals and teachers)
did not show significant differences in perceived
effectiveness of self-evaluation in general, F(1l, 940) =
.09, p > .05, The differences for the five strategy

types were significant, F(4, 940) = 64,20, p < .001.
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Table 17

Split Plot ANOVA Summary for Clinical Assistance

Source Sum of Degrees of Mean F-Ratio Tail

Squares Freedom Square Probability
Group .1305 1 .1305 .05 .7653
Strategy 80.953¢ 4 22,4885 64,20 .0000*
Interaction 2.2828 4 .5707 1.63 .1647
Error 329.2933 940 .3503

*Significant at the alpha level of .001.

Table 18 displays the results of the post hoc Tukey
test. The critical pairwise difference for the means was
.148. The difference between goal setting and each of
the other four strategies was significant. The
difference between growth contracting and each of the
other four strategies was also significant. Self-rating
and self-ranking were not significantly different from
each other but were significantly different from goal
setting, growth contracting and self-observation.
Self-observation was significantly different from each of

the other strategies.
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Table 18

Tukey Analysis for Clinical Assistance

Strategies Goal Growth Self- Self- Self-
Setting Contracting Rating Ranking Observ
Diff, Diff. Diff., Diff. Diff.

Goal

Setting = =  —~==-- .1487% .5971= .6276% . 7848%

Growth

Contracting ——===  —ce_- ) .4483% .4789% .6361%

Self-Rating  —====  —cceae .0306 .1878%

Self-Ranking ---~=  —eeee .. _____ .1572%

*Statistically significant,

The results of the split plot ANOVA for progress
monitoring are presented in Table 19. The assumption of
symmetry was tenable, therefore the analysis was compﬁted
univariately., The interaction between response group and

Strategy type was not significan

t (L
- -\

b, 940) = 1

.38, p >
.004. The two response groups (principals and teachers)
did not show significant differences in perceived
effectiveness of self-evaluation in general, F(1, 940) =
.03, p > .05. The differences for the five strategy

types were significant, F(4, 940) = 37.48,

[
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Table 19

Split Plot ANOVA Summary for Progress Monitoring

Source Sum of Degrees cf Maan F-Ratio Tail

Squares Freedom Square Probability
Group .0464 1 .0464 .03 .8581
Strategy 53.9026 4 13.4756 37.48 .0000%*
Interaction 1.9871 4 .4968 1,38 .2383
Error 337.9814 940 .3596

*Significant at the alpha level of .001.

Table 20 displays the results of the post hoc Tukey
test. The critical pairwise difference for the means was
.150. The difference between goal setting and
self-rating, self-ranking, and self-observation was
significant. The difference between goal setting and
growth contracting was not significant. The difference
between growth contracting and self-rating, self-ranking,
and self-observation was also significant. Self-rating,
self-ranking and self-observation were not significantly
different from each other but were significantly

different from goal setting and growth contracting.
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Table 20

Tukey Analysis for Progress Monitoring

Strategies Goal Growth Self- Self- Self-
Setting Contracting Rating Ranking Observ
'Diff.  Diff. Diff. Diff, Diff,
Goal
Setting = = o ——ee- 1414 «5390% +5760%* L4314%
Growth
Contracting —--—==  ——a._ +3977% .4346% .2901%
Self-Rating  ~=-=== oo _____ .0369 .1076
Self-Ranking --==-== o  _____  __.___ <1445

;Statistically significant.

The results of the split plot ANOVA for care giving
are presented in Table 21, The assumption of symmetry
was tenable, therefore the analysis was computed
univariately. The interaction between response group and
strategy type was not significant, F(4, 940) = 1.39, P>
.004. The two response groups (principals and teachers)
did not show significant differences in perceived
effectiveness of self-evaluation in general, F(1l, 940) =
<00, p > .05, The differences for the five strategy

types were significant, F(4, 940) = 26.83, p < .001.
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Table 21

Split Plot ANOVA Summary for Care Giving

Scurce Sum of Degrees c¢f Mean F-Ratic Tail

Squares Freedom Square Probability
Group .0007 1 .0007 .00 . 9843
Strategy 38,7237 4 9.6309 26.83 .0000%
Interaction 2.,0057 4 .5014 1.39 .2356
Error 339.2367 940 .3609

*Significant at the alpha level of .001.

The results of the post hoc Tukey test are displayed
in Table 22, The critical pairwise difference for the
means was .151. The difference between goal setting and
each of the other four strategies was significant. The
difference between growth contracting and each of the
other four strategies was also significant. Self-rating
and self-ranking were not significantly different from
each other but were significantly different from goal
setting, growth contracting, and self-observation.
Self-observation was significantly different from all

four other strategies,
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Table 22

Tukey Analysis for Care Giving

Strategies Goal Growth " Self- Self- Self-
Setting Contracting Rating Ranking Observ
Diff. Diff, Diff., Diff. Diff.

Goal

Setting = = —eeeo -1783% LA747% .4883% .3017%

Growth

Contracting =—=-=e  —eo-. «2964% .3101%* «1234%

Self-Rating  —=~=e oo _____ .0137 .1730%

Self-Ranking -~-==  ——oo- . _  _____ .1867%

*Statistically significant.

Summary. Goal setting was considered to be the most
effective self-evaluation strategy for all six teaching
situations (planning, instruction, classroom management,
clinical assistance, progress monitoring, care giving).
Growth contracting was considered the second most
effective strategy for five of the six teaching
situations. Self-observation was considered the second
most effective strategy in the instruction teaching
situation, but was considered the least effective
Strategy in the planning and clinical assistance teaching
situations. Self-rating and self-ranking were considered
less effective than other strategiés in all of the

teaching situations.
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Teachers and principals perceive goal setting and
growth contracting to be more effective than other
self-evaluation strategies in improving all areas of

teaching, They p

ation to be more
effective than other strategies in improving direct
instruction, but not in improving other aspects of
teaching. Teachers and principals perceive self-rating
and self-ranking as less effective than other
self-evaluation strategies in improving all areas of

teaching,

Relationship between Principals'! and Teachers'

Percebtions of Effectiveness of Self-Evaluation

Strategies

As described earlier, the mean scores for principals
and teachers were similar for all five éelf-evaluation
strategies. Analysis revealed no significant differences
between the ratings given by the two groups. Both groups
rated the five self-evaluation strategies in the same
order of effectiveness. To investigate the relationship
between principals' and teachers' perceptions of the
effectiveness of teacher self-evaluation strategies,
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were
determined for each self-evaluation strategy.

Sixty-seven bivariate pairs of one principal and one

teacher from the same building were used in the
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procedure. Little correlation was found between
principals and teachers on any of the self-evaluation

strategies. Table 23 presents the correlation

1 s - hadreem o= - 3
cocefficients between princ

als and teachers for the five

[
e ]

self-evaluation strategies. The correlation coefficients
for the teaching situations of each strategy are
presented in Table 24. As with the strategies as a
whole, little relationship was found between principals’
and teachers' perceptions of effectiveness of the

teaching situations of any of the five strategies.

Table 23

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients for
Principals and Teachers

Strategy Cases Correlation
Coefficient

Goal Setting 67 .1338
Growth Contracting 67 -.0443
Self-Rating 57 -.0524
Self-Ranking 67 -.1031
Self-Observation 67 .0907

Although teachers and principals have similar

opinions regarding the effectiveness of self-evaluation

Strategies on the improvement of instruction, there is no
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Table 24

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients for
Principals and Teachers by Teaching Situations for
Self-Evaluation Strategies

Strategy Correlation
Coefficient

Gazl gnff'ing

Planning .0830
Instruction -.0068
Classroom Management .1237
Progress Monitoring .1055
Clinical Assistance .0554
Care Giving .2581
Growth Contracting
Planning .0575
Instruction -.1040
Classroom Management .0316
Progress Monitoring -.0709
Clinical Assistance -.0501
Care Giving -.0365
Self-Rating
Planning .0897
Instruction -.0349
Classroom Management .0067
Progress Monitoring -.1424
Clinical Assistance -.0230
Care Giving -.1196
Self-Ranking
Planning -.0895
Instruction -.0704
Classroom Management .0509
Progress Monitoring -.0943
Clinical Assistance -.0289
Care Giving -.0266
Self-Observation
Planning .0288
Instruction .0576
Classroom Management .0942
Progress Monitoring -.0134
Clinical Assistance -.0305

Care Giving .1029
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correlation between individual teachers and principals

from the same building.

Comparison of Ratings of

o

wWith and

Without

Experience Using the Self-Evaluation Strategies

Respondents to the questionnaire were asked to

indicate which of the five self-evaluation strategies

they had experienced either in their present school or a

previous one. Mean scores and standard deviations for

the five self-evaluation strategies are shown in Table

25.

Table 25

Mean Scores and Standard Deviation of Self Evaluation
Strategies For Respondents With and Without Experience
Using that Strategy

Strategy Level of Number Percent Mean Standard
Experience Deviation

Goal Setting With 186 5 3.20 55
Without 33 15 2.55 .05
Growth Contract- With 74 34 3.22 .49
ing Without 145 66 2.85 .66
Self-Rating With 56 26 3.00 .53
Without 163 74 2.54 .66
Self-Ranking With 34 16 2.94 .82
Without 185 84 2.55 .69
Self-Observation With 51 23 3.03 .62
Without 168 77 2.64 .62
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The only self-evaluation strategy that had been used
by more than 35 percent of the respondents was goal

setting. Eighty-five percent of the respondents reported

having ex the goa

nar
-

[N

~ 1TQ e
ence usin

=<

setting strategy. Only

(G4

26 percent with self-rating, 16 percent with
self-ranking, and 23 percent with self-observation.

These percentages were compared to the percent of school
districts that reported using each of the five strategies
which are shown in Table 26. There is some discrepancy
between the percentages. Eighty-five percent of
respondents indicated having experience with goal setting
while only 32 percent of the districts reported using
that strategy, and 34 percent of respondents indicated
experience with growth contracting while 49 percent of
the districts reported using it. The definitions of goal
setting and growth contracting are similar in that both
include the setting and monitoring of goals by teachers.
It is possible that respondents did not discriminate
between the two strategies when reporting experience and
the high percentage of experience reported with goal

setting may represent experience with either goal setting

h

Oor growth contracting. Twenty-six percent of the
respondents indicated experience with self-rating while

39 percent of the districts reported using that strategy,
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It is possible that school districts reported using this
strategy in policies and procedures but do not actually
use it in the schools. Some schools reported that

i3

£
self-ev

=<

untary, which could also account

tion was vo

M

alu
for respondents not having experience with a strategy
while school districts report its use. These

discrepancies are interesting, but should have little

effect on the other findings of this study.

Table 26

Use of Self-Evaluation Strategies by Fifty-Nine Districts
Reporting Use of Self-Evaluation

Self-Evaluation Number of Percent of
Strategy Districts Districts
Using Strategy Using Strategy

Goal Setting 19 32
Growth Contracting 29 49
Self-Rating 23 39
Self~Ranking G 4]
Self-Observation 5 8

The mean scores of the perceived effectiveness
ratings of those respondents reporting experience with a
self-evaluation strategy were higher than the mean scores
of those respondents without experience in that strategy

for all five self-evaluation strategies. A t-test for
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independent means was used for each self-evaluation
strategy to determine whether there was a significant
difference in the perceived effectiveness of the strategy
between respocndents with experience and without

experience using that strateg

g

. The adjusted alpha level
used was .004. The results of those t-tests are shown in
Tables 27 through 31.

For those 186 respondents who reported experience
with the goal setting strategy, the mean of the responses
was 3.20; for those 33 respondents who reported no
experience with that strategy, the mean of the responses
was 2.95. The difference between respondents with and
without experience with the goal setting strategy was not
significant at the adjusted alpha level (t = 2.30, df
217, p > .004). Those respondents with experience in
goal setting did rate the strategy higher than those
respondents without experience.

The results of the other four t-tests indicated
significant differences between the respondents with and
without experience with a particular strategy. For the
74 respondents who reported experience with the growth
contracting strategy, the mean of the responses was 3.22;
for the 145 respendents who reported no experience with
growth contracting, the mean of the responses was 2.85 (t

= 4,25, df 217, p < .001). For the 56 respondents who

'
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reported experience with the seif-rating strategy, the
mean of the responses was 3.00; for the 163 respondents
who reported no experience with self-rating, the mean of
the responses was 2.54 (t = 4.74, df 217, p < .001). For

the 34 respondents whe reported experience with the

185 respondents who reported no experience with
self-ranking, the mean of the responses was 2,55 (t =
2.99, df 217, p < .004). For the 51 respondents who
reported experience with seif—observation, the mean of
the responses was 3.03; for the 168 respondents who
reported no experience with self-observation, the mean of
the responses was 2.64 (t = 3.89, df 217, p < .001). For
all five self-evaluation strategies, those respondents
reporting experience with that strategy rated the
effectiveness of that strategy higher than those
respondents reporting no experience with the strategy and

in four of the five strategies that d4%€ference was

statistically significant,
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Table 27

Results of a T-Test Analysis of the Difference between
Ratings of Effectiveness of the Goal Setting Strategy
given by those With Experience and those Without
Experience with that Strategy

Group Number Mean Standard
Beviation
With Experience 186 3.20 .546
Without Experience 33 2.95 .691
Pooled Variance Estimate
t Value Degrees of Freedom 2-Tailed Probability
2.30 217 .023

Table 28

Results of a T-Test Analysis of the Difference between
Ratings of Effectiveness of the Growth Contracting
Strategy given by those With Experience and those Without
Experience with that Strategy

Group Number Mean Standard
Deviation

With Experience 74 3.22 .490

Without Experience 145 2.85 .662

Pooled Variance Estimate
t Value Degrees of Freedom 2-Tailed Probability

4,25 217 .000




115

Table 29

Results of a T-Test Analysis of the Difference between
Ratings of Effectiveness of the Self-Rating Strategy
given by those With Experience and those Without
Experience with that Strategy

Crcougp Number Mean Standard
Deviation

With Experience 56 3.00 .526

Without Experience 163 2,54 .655

Pooled Variance Estimate

t Value Degrees of Freedon 2-Tailed Probability
4.74 217 .000
Table 30

Results of a T-Test Analysis of the Difference between
Ratings of Effectiveness of the Self-Ranking Strategy
given by those With Experience and those Without
Experience with that Strategy

Group Number Mean Standard
Deviation

With Experience 34 2.94 .815

Without Experience 185 2.55 .688

Pooled Variance Estimate
t Value Degrees of Freedon 2-Tailed Probability

2.99 217 .003
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Table 31

Results of a T-Test Analysis of the Difference between
Ratings of Effectiveness of the Self-Observation Strategy
given by those With Experience and these Without
Experience with that Strategy

Group Number Mean Standard
Deviation

With Experience 51 3.03 .622

Without Experience 168 2.64 .617

Pooled Variance Estimate
t Value Degrees of Freedom 2-Tailed Probability

3.89 217 .000

Comments of Respondents

At the conclusion of the survey, respondents were
provided the opportunity to make comments on the five
self-evaluation strategies and the effect they have on
th Gt

the 412 surveys

ructioim.
distributed, 286 were returned zi! 7U of the respondents
had written comments (24 percent). Thirteen principals
(15 percent) and 57 teachers (29 percent) returned the
survey with comments. Most of these could be categorized
nto comments about the survey and comments about the

effectiveness of teacher self-evaluation.

Comments made about the survey were generally
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critical. One comment made often (16 times), concerned
the validity of responding to the effectiveness of a
self-evaluation strategy without having direct experience
with that strategy. Several respondents did not respond

to strategies they had no experience with, makin

(g

T

(W8

he

0,0}

responses unusable in the ar d
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1

]

alvsis. Other respo
(7) indicated that the survey was too difficult, too time
consuming, or sent at a busy time.

Comments made regarding the effectiveness of
self-evaluation strategies could be categorized into
three groups. Positive comments about the effectiveness
of teacher self-evaluation in general or about a
particular self-evaluation strategy were made by 24
respondents. Comments indicating that the effectiveness

of self-evaluation strateg

Jod

es depended on certain
conditions were made by 15 respondents. Negative
comments about the effectiveness of self-evaluation
strategies were made by 15 respondents. A number of
respondents commented that self-evaluation strategies
were most effective when more than one was used at the
same time, indicating support of a variety of strategies,
Several respondents recommended sharing self-evaluation
with administrators to increase effectiveness. Many
comments were made supporting goal setting, growth

contracting, and self-observation as effective evaluation
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strategies.
Several respondents expressed concern that the

effectiveness of self-evaluation depended on certain

[
[N
rr

onditions. Nine respondents felt that the effectiveness

0

of

o
<
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1 setting in improving imstruction depended on the
goals selected by the teachers. Fioht res
indicated that the effectiveness of a
self-evaluation strategies depended on the attitude and
motivation of the teacher to improve.

Comments that were critical of the effectiveness of
self-evaluation were also made. Six respondents
indicated that self-evaluation was time-consuming,
required too much paper work, and was unnecessary.
Several respondents were critical of self-observation,
indicating that teachers can look good for a singie
taping session. Several respondents were also critical
of self-rating and self-ranking. They expressed concern
that teachers would either rate or rank themselves too
low or too high.,.

The comments made about teacher self-esvaluation echo
many of the conclusions made by researchers as reported
in the review of literature. The conclusion from the
literature that a variety of evaluation strategies would
be more effective than a single strategy was supported by

the respondents to this survey. The importance of
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teacher motivation as a factor in improving instruction
was made clear. There are indications that sharing the
results of self-evaluation with an administrator would
maximize its effectiveness in the improvement of

iction. Goal setting, growth contracting, and
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1 esearchers were
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gies, wh
more critical of self-rating and self-ranking. Comments
received from respondents to this survey strongly

supported these conclusions.
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SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The study was designed to determine the
effectiveness of five selected strategies for using
teacher self-evaluation as an administrative tool to
improve instruction in the elementary school as perceived
by elementary teachers and principals. It was hoped that
this study could identify strategies that administrators
could utilize in the improvement of instructiocn. This
study examined the use of teacher self-evaluation in
Nebraska Class III school districts to improve
instruction. This study also examined the perceptions of
elementary principals and teachers regarding the
effectiveness of five self-evaluation strategies
identified in the review of literature. Finally, this
study looked at the difference in perceived effectiveness

between principals and teachers who have had experience

",

with a self-evaluation strategy and those who have not

had experience with that strategy. This chapter includes
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a8 summary of the study, a discussion of the findings,
several conclusions, and recommendations for research and

practice,

Self-evaluation has been receiving increased
attention in the literature as an alternative data source
for teacher evaluation when the purpose of evaluaticn is

the involvement of teachers in the evaluation process.
The potential of self-evaluation is in stimulating
self-reflection and motivation toward change and growth.
Five self-evaluation strategies were discussed frequently
in the literature and were chosen for examination in this
study. Goal setting and monitoring is defined as an
evaluation strategy in which the teacher selects personal
instructional improvement goals and regularly monitors
progress toward those goals. Growth contracting is an
evaluation strategy in which the teacher develops a
contract that specifies job targets/objectives, methods
of attainment, timelines, and progress measurement
techniques. Self-rating is an evaluation strategy in
which the teacher compares his or her performance on
specified criteria with a predetermined standard.

Self-rankin

on sirategy in which the
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s an evaluat
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teacher analyzes his or her own teaching strengths and

weaknesses and ranks them. Self-observation is an
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evaluation strategy in which the teacher observes himself
or herself through the use of video or audio tapes or
other observation instruments.

To complete the study the following procedures were

usged,.

ot

[=ds

. A review of literature was conducted on +

b)

~
s

-

b

bt

[¢

topics of need for instructional improvement in p ic
schools, the role of the administrator in the improvement
of instruction, the limitations of teacher evaluation in
the improvement of instruction, the use of multiple data
sources in teacher evaluation, teacher involvement in the
evaluation process, and research on teacher
self-evaluation.

2. Based on the review of literature, definitions
were formulated for five teacher self-evaluation
strategies.

3. A survey instrument was developed based on a
view of teaching excelleance identified in the review of
literature.

4, Instrument reliability was verified through a
pilot survey.

5. The population was identified by an examination

on policies and procedures submitted

rt
[WN

ia

[ ed

of teacher eva
to the Nebraska Department of Education as required by

Title 92, Nebraska Administrative Code, Rule 34 (1985).
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A1l Class III school districts reporting the use of
teacher self-evaluation were selected.

6. The survey was distributed to 103 principals
and 309 selected teachers of identified elementary

- ~

schools. A total of 286 surveys were returned, of which

2 3 3~ e e S R m 1 .
237 were used in the analysis of data. The data

TR ) -~ — e - —— - P TN . ~
represented a usable return rate of 70 percent from

principals and 53 percent from teachers, for a total
usable return rate of 58 percent.

7. Data from the surveys were tabulated and
analyzed. Mean scores and standard deviations were
calculated for each self-evaluation strategy. A split
plot analysis of variance was used to determine if
significant differences were present. Post hoc tests
were conducted on areas where significant differences
were indicated. Pearson's product moment correlation was
used to determine the relationship between principals’
and teachers' perceptions of effectiveness. A t-test for
independent means was used for each self-evaluation
strategy to determine whether there was a significant
difference in the perceived effectiveness of the strategy
between respondents with experience and respondents

without experience using that strategy.
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Discussion

The findings of this study are based on the data
presented in Chapter 4. A total of 59 Nebraska Class III
school districts were identified as using some type of

teacher self-evaluation. This represents 27 percent of

N
(=}

the 222 Class III districts in Nebraska. It appears that
Nebraska school districts are using teacher
self-evaluation at a similar level as other school
districts in the United States. Kowalski (1978) reported
a study of 375 school districts and indicated that one
third used teacher self-evaluation. Twenty-two percent
of the Class III districts in Nebraska used either goal
setting or growth contracting as part of their evaluation
plan. Goal setting and growth contracting are similar
self-evaluation’/strategies in that both include the
setting and monitoring of goals by teachers. Self-rating
was

used

T3
“d
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en percent of the districts, self-ranking by
none of the districts, and self-observation by two
percent.

None of the 59 Class ITI districts using
self-evaluation utilized self-evaluation as the sole
method of teacher evaluation. Self-evaluation was one of
several strategies used to evaluate teachers. Only two

districts indicated that self-evaluation was the primar
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strategy used for teacher evaluatioﬁ. This is consistent
with the recommendations drawn from the review of
literature which indicate that selif-evaluation should be
a component of an overall teacher evaluation system
rather thanm exist as the only way to evaluate teachers.
The literature strongly supports the use of multiple data
sources for teacher evaluation and recommends
self-evaluation as one way to supplement direct
observation of teaching performance.

Principals and teachers in the elementary school
consider self-evaluation to be effective to some degree,
but not to a high degree in the improvement of
instruction. Ratings for all five strategies fell
between 2.61 and 3.17. A rating of 1 indicated "not
effective", 2 indicated "minimally effective", 3
indicated “"somewhat effective"™, and 4 indicated "very
effective™. An analysis of variance was conducted to
determine whether there was a difference between the
strategy types. Goal setting and growth Eontracting, the
strategies ranked highest by principals and teachers,
were significantly different from the other three
strategies. Although differences existed between the
self-observation, self-rating, and self-ranking
strategies, those differences were not as large as the

difference between each of those strategies and goal
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setting or growth contracting. The data indicate that
principals and teachers consider goal setting and growth
contracting to be more effective in the improvement of
instruction than self-rating, self-ranking, or
self-observation.

Both principals and teachers rated the five
self-evaluation strategies in the same order of
effectiveness, indicating similar perceptions.

Strategies were rated in the following order of
effectiveness; goal setting and monitoring, growth
contracting, self-observation, self-rating, self-ranking.
The analysis of variance did not show significant
differences betweeﬁ principals and teachers in the
perceived effectiveness of self-evaluation. It should be
pointed out that although the perceptions of the two
groups are very similar there is no correlational
relationship between principals and teachers as indicated
by the Pearson product-moment correlation procedure.

A high percentage of principals and teachers
reported experience with the goal setting and monitoring
strategy (85%), but not with growth contracting (347%),
self~-rating (26%), self-ranking (16%), or
selfi-observation (23%). The mean scores of principals
and teachers who reported experience with a

self-evaluation strategy were compared to those who
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reported no experience with that strategy. For all five
self-evaluation strategies, those principals and teachers
reporting experience with that strategy rated the
effectiveness of that strategy significantly higher than
those reporting no experience with the strategy. The
mean rating of all five strategies from those respondents
without experience in that strategy fell between 2.54 and
2.95 on a four-point scale (2 indicating "minimally
effective" and 3 indicating "somewhat effective™).
Respondents without experience chose neutral responses.
Mean scores of respondents with experience ranged from
2.94 to 3.22. These respondents chose more positive
responses. The data indicate that experience with a
self-evaluation strategy has a positive effect on the
perception of effectiveness of that strategy. Educators
with experience in self-evaluation are not reporting that
it is a waste of time, as they have characterized some
other types of teacher evaluation. They are indicating
that self-evaluation has some potential in improving
instruction.

Respondents to the survey were asked to make
comments regarding the effectiveness of self-evaluation
in the improvement of instruction. Some of the comments
made supported what has been reported in the literature

about self-evaluation. A number of respondents commented
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that self-evaluation strategies were most effective when
more than one was used at a time, indicating support of a
variety of strategies. The research literature indicated
that the use of multiple evaluation methods and data
sources was recommended as a way to overcome some of the
limitations of traditional evaluation. Self-evaluation,
along with other methods of evaluation, was recommended
to supplement direct observation of teaching.

Several respondents recommended the sharing of
self-evaluation data with administrators as an important
step in ensuring its effectiveness. This response from
the principals and teachers in this study supports the
conclusion drawn from the literature that self-evaluation
is most effective when used and shared with an
administrator. Concern was expressed by principals and
teachers that the effectiveness of goal setting and
growth contracting on the improvement of instruction
depended on the goals selected by the teacher. When
goals were selected that were easily attained,
unimportant in the instructional process, or not in need
of development there was little or no improvement of
instruction. It becomes apparent that administrators
could and should play an important role in helping

teachers select and develop goals that would be
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The issue of teacher motivation to improve surfaced
in the comments of the respondents to this study. The
importance of teacher motivation as a factor in improving
instruction was made clear. One of the limitations of
traditional teacher evaluation identified in the research
literature is low teacher involvement and the effect that
has on teacher motivation. The research indicates that
involving teachers in evaluation increases the acceptance
of evaluation criteria and procedures, improves morale
regarding evaluation, and has a positive effect on
motivation to improve instruction. Comments by
respondents to this study indicated that the
effectiveness of any of the self-evaluation strategies
depended on the attitude and motivation of the teacher to
improve. The comments made did not indicate that
self-evaluation led to improved motivation but rather
that the effectiveness of self-evaluation depended on the
motivation of the teacher. Many respondents recognized
the importance of teacher motivation in order for
improvement of instruction to occur.

The research strongly indicates that an
administrator can have a strong, direct effect on the
quality of instruction within a school. Monitoring,

supervising, and enabling teachers to meet instructional

goals are considered essential leadership functions.
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Teacher evaluation is generally considered a major
responsibility of administrators. Teacher
self-evaluation can lead to the improvement of

3 el mm Lo — =2
crn, particularly when used w
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ith other evaluation
strategies and when administrators are directly involved
in the process. Self-evaluation, when used in this
context, can be a viable administrative tool in the

improvement of instruction.

Conclusions

Several conclusions can be drawn from the findings
of this study.

1. Self-evaluation is being used in Nebraska as
part of the teacher evaluation process. However,
self-evaluation is always used in conjunction with other
types of teacher evaluation and is rarely the primary
method of teacher evaluation used in a school district.

2, None of the five self-evaluation strategies

examined in this study (gecal setting and momitori

growth contracting, self-rating, self-ranking,
selif-observation) were considered "not effective" or
"minimally effective" in the improvement of instruction
in the elementary school. Neither were any of the

ve. All five

[N

strategies considered "very effect
self-evaluation strategies received ratings closest to

"somewhat effective" in the improvement of instruction.



3. Self-evaluation which includes the setting of
goals for improvement by teachers and methodical
monitoring and reporting of progress toward those goals

{(goal setting arnd monitorimg and growth contracting

“r

strategies) is consjdered by el

1)
1]

mentary principals and
teagﬁers as effective in the improvement of instruction
in the elementary school.

4. Self-evaluation which includes comparison of
performance to standards, analysis and ranking of
teaching strengths, and self-observation of teaching
(self-rating, self-ranking and self-observation
strategies) is considered somewhat effective in the

improvement of instruction in the elementary school.

5. Self-evaluation can be an effective

8

administrative tool in the improvement of instruction
when used with other evaluation strategies and when

administrators are directly involved in the process,

Recommendations

The results and conclusions of this investigcation
led to recommendations for further research and
recommendations for practicing administrators regarding
the use of teacher self-evaluation as a2 tool to improve

instruction in their schools.

131



132

Recommendations for research. The results and

conclusions of this investigation led to the following
recommendations for future research.

.
1

. In the preseat study, the perceived

effectiveness of five self-evaluation strategies in the
improvement of instruction was investigated., It is

recommended that the actual effectiveness of those five
strategies on the improvement of instruction be studied.
Such an investigation would be difficult as there is a
paucity of good instruments to evaluate the quality of
instruction. However, some components of instruction are
more easily quantifiable and evaluated. The effect of
self-evaluation strategies on those instructional
components could be investigated. Resul;s of that type
of investigation would be useful in making sound
recommendations regarding the use of self-evaluation
strategies to improve instruction.

2. In the present study, schools generally used
teacher self-evaluation strategies as a secondary ar even
voluntary method of teacher evaluation. Other types of
teacher evaluation were the core of the evaluation
process. It is difficult to separate the effectiveness
of self-evaluation on the improvement of instruction and
the effectiveness of other types of teacher evaluation.

It is recommended that schools which use teacher



133

self-evaluation as the primary method of teacher
evaluation be identified and investigated. Such a study
would need to encompass schools in a wider geographic
area, as Nebraska has only a few schools where

self-evaluation is the

3
"
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mary method of teacher

research shoul

(o]
th

evaluation. This t

]

pe
information regarding the effectiveress of
self-evaluation strategies on the improvement of
instruction.

3. In the present study, the investigation focused
on the perceptions of teachers and principals on the five
self-evaluation strategies. Little is known regarding
the perceived effectiveness of other teacher evaluation
strategies. It is recommended that the study be

on of ¢

W]
*

replicated with the addit aditional teacher
evaluation strategies. The perceived effectiveness of
the self-evaluation strategies could be compared with the
perceived effectiveness of other teacher evaluation
strategies. The results of such a study could be useful
in making recommendations to administrators regarding
evaluation strategies that would facilitate the
improvement of instruction.

4. In the present study, a four-point rating scale
of effectiveness was used. Respondents tended to choose

either of the middle two ratings for all five evaluation
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strategies. It is recommended that the study be
replicated using-a rating scale that would more easily
discriminate between effectiveness levels. Informaticn

froz such a rating scale would be helpful in recommending
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5. Although it was not a focus of this study,
several comments were made regarding the importance of
teacher motivation in the effectiveness of any evaluation
Strategy in the improvement of instruction. The
literature suggests that self-evaluation has potential in
increasing teacher motivation to improve because of the
increase in teacher involvement in evaluation. The
comments made in this study suggest that the
effectiveness of self-evaluation is dependent on teacher
attitude and motivation. It is recommended that further
study be made of the relationship of teacher motivation
and the effectiveness of self-evaluation strategies in

the improvement of instruction.

Recommendations for practice. The results and

conclusions of this investigation led to the following
recommendations for practicing administrators regarding
the use of teacher self-evaluation as a8 tool to improve
instruction in their schools.

1. All five self-evaluation strategies studied
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(goal setting and meonitoring, growth comtracting,
self-rating, self-ranking, self-observation) were

perceived as "somewhat effective" in the improvement of

1

(20

Ll Rl el
nsItruc

ticn. It is recommended that they be used by
administrators as tools for improving instruction.

2. It is recommended thliat any of the self-evaluation
strategies should be used along with other evaluation
strategies rather than as the only evaluation strategy.
The literature and the comments of respondents in this
study support the contention that self-evaluation is most
effective when used with other types of teacher
evaluation.

3. It is recommended that administrators should be
directly involved in the self-evaluation process.
Information learned by teachers through the
self-evaluation process should be shared with
administrators. Administrators should be responsible for
providing direction and support for teachers in the
self-evaluation process. Again, the literature and
comments of respondents in this study indicate that
self-evaluation is most effective with direct
administrator involvement.

4. It is recommended that goal setting and
monitoring and growth contracting be used for the

improvement of instruction. They were perceived as more



effective in the improvement of instruction than the

other self-evaluation strategies.

They have also been
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used more often by Nebraska teachers and administrators.

5. It is

administratn
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the instructional process, in need of

further development, and not too easily attained.

6. Self-observation, which was rated third in

effectiveness
and teachers,
respondents.

"literature as

of the five strategies by both principals
received many positive comments from
Self-observation received support in the

a viable evaluation strategy. It is

recommended that to be most effective in improving

instruction, teachers need to receive specific training

in how to use

video or audio tapes to focus on teaching

strengths and weaknesses and to use them for purposes of

improvement.

recommended that administraters should be

cognizant of the importance of teacher motivation in the

achievement of instructional improvement. Self-evaluation

may be ineffective if there is no interest or motivation

on the part of the teacher to improve.
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TEACHER EVALUGATICON SURVEY

You have been asked to reszond to this questionnaire on the effsct
of five self-evaluation strategies on the improvement of instruct-
icn. The purpose of the-study is to determine which self-evaluation

strategies would be useful to administrztors and teachers for the

Ih

purpose of instructional improvement. Your schecl was identified

on the basis of teacher evaluation policies and procedures sub-
mitted to the Nebraska Department of Education. Those policies
and procedures indicated your school uses some type of self-evalua-
tion as a component of teachker evaluation. Five self-evaluation
strategies have been identified and defined for this study. Using
the enclosed definitions of the five strategiss, plezse respond to

the following questions.

Which self-evaluation strategies are currently being used in your
school? (Mark all that apoiy)

Goal setting & monitoring
Growth contracting
Self-Rating

Self-Ranking
Séif-Observation

None

Which self-evaluation strategies have you experienced (either at
this school or a previcus onel? (Mark all that apply)

Goal setting
Growth contracting
Self-Rating
Self-Ranking

—__ Self-Observation
None
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Any comments you might make on these five self-evaluation
strategies and the effect they have oa the improvement of
instruction will be helpful in cetermining

their usefulness
n the teacher evaluation process.

He
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DIRECTIONS: Using the enclosed definitions of the
five self-evaluation strategies, please respond to
all questions on the pnges of this survey. Please
indicate your perceptions of the effectiveness of
the five strategies on each of Lhe instructional Goal Setting Growth Self-Pating Snlf~Ranking Self-
components. Respond to all five strategies, even % Monitoring Contracting Cbservation
i1f you have no direct experience with that strategy.

SELF-EVALUATICH STRATEGIES

Q [
o 5 o 5 P e > ¢ 3
> A > > H B 5
4y rt 43 R A oD
. + (5} E Q0 » (4] + v o b.LL N
How effective is each self-evaluation strategy L 9L, L A S £ 9 2 o £ 28w > o & ¢
in helping teachers to improve the following doo g5 S R el Pl
instructional components? oo 8 g o 9 AN AN Y ® o0
P iR G et PoATR ] L B O o2~
. B ] o o w @ " - B BT v@g o
¢ = B v = @ e ¢ £ g 9 ¢ £ g vz g%
Instructional 2 E o T g 3 E @ .o 5 © R A
Components £ fE et . D 2e . L EE » LE T ow
i £ 5 . ' 5
’ ¥ 8 F 2 g6 e 2 g3 ¢ 8 8 F 2 feF e
1. organizing instructional content a b ¢ d a b ¢ d a b ¢ & a b c d a b c d
2. selecting appropriate content for lessons a b c d a b ¢ d a b c d a b c d a b c ¢
3. developing inatructional objectives for students n b ¢ d a o ¢ d 2 b ¢ d a b c d a b ¢ ¢
4. planning for student assessaent a b ¢ d a bt c d a b c d 2 b ¢ d a b c 4
5. introducing new content to students a b e d a b ¢ d 2 b ¢ d a b ¢ d a b ¢ ¢
6. reviewing or reteaching content to students a b c d a b c d a b ¢ d a b c d a b c 4
7. demonstrating new skills to students a b ¢ d a b c d a b ¢ d a b c d a b c d
8. communicating academic cxpectations to students a b c d a b ¢ d a b c d a b c d a b c d
9. maintaining classroom order a b ¢ d a o c d 2 b ¢ d a b c d a b ¢
10. communicating behavior expectations to students a b c d a b c d a b c d a b c d a b c d
11.  securing adequate resources 2 b c d A b c 4 a b c d a b c d a b c d
12. managing time effectively a b c ¢ a b ¢ d a b c d A b ¢ d a b ¢ d
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DIRECTIONS: Using the enclosed definitions of the
five self evaluation strategies, pleasc respond to
all questions on the pages of this survey. Please
indicate your perceptions of the effectiveness of
the five strategies on each of the instructional
conponents. Respond to all five strategies, even
if you have no direct experience with that strategy.

How effective is each self-evaluation strategy
in helping teachers to improve the following
instructional components?
Instructional
Components
13. diagnosing studenl needs
1,  individualizing to meet students needs
15. providing remecial assistance to students
16. working with perents
17. providing students with appropriate {eedback
18. checking for stucents understanding
19. assessing students mastery of skills
20. identifying target areas for assistance
21. demonstrating respect for students
2. providing assistance and support to students
23. recogaizing student progress

2h.  valuing student differences

Goal Setting
& Monitoring

somewhat effective

t:

ive

mally effect

minl

2]

not effective

SELF-EVALUATION STRATEGIES

Growth Self-Rating
Contracting
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g2 22
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a b c d a b ¢ d
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a b ¢ d a b c d
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Self-Ranking

very effective

ive

effect

somewhat
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SELF-EVALUATION STRATEGY DEFINITIONS

& MONITORING: An evaluation strategy in which the
teacher selects personal

[ rvem wmmera o — A

instructicnal improvement
regularly monitors progres

A 1
the selected gcals.

Q: and

z30ais
s toward

GROWTH CONTRACTING: An evaluation strategy in which the
teacher develops a contract that
specifies job targets/objectives,
methods of attainment, timelines,
and progress measurement
techniques.

SELF-RATING: An evaluation strategy in which the
teacher compares his or her
performance on specified criteria
with a predetermined standard.

SELF-RANKING: An evaluation strategy in which the
teacher analyzes his or her own
teaching strengths and weaknesses
and ranks them.

SELF-OBSERVATION: An evaluation strategy in which the
teacher observes himself or herself
through the use of video or audio
tape or other observatiocon
instrument.
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Univer sity of Department of Education Administration
1204 Seaton Hall
N_ebraSka Lincoln, NE 68588-0638
Lincoln Telephone: (402) 472-3726
May 4, 1988

Dear

A survey instrument concerned with the effect of five self-
evaluation strategies on the improvement of instruction in
elementary schools is being sent to elementary principals and
teachers as part of a doctoral dissertation study being carried
out at the Department of Educational Administration, University
of Nebraska-Lincoln. The results of this study should help
school districts and administrators expand their evaluation
strategies to better meet the goal of instructicnal improvement.

Your school district was identified as using at least one type of
self-evaluation as part of the teacher evaluation process;
therefore, the responses of your elementary principals and
teachers will be particularly valuable to others who may want to
consider such methods. Responses will not be singled out but
reported only as group data.

It will be appreciated if you will encourage these elementary
principals and teachers in your district who receive a
questionnaire to complete it. A summary of the survey results
will be made available upon your request. Thank vou for your
cooperation.

Sincerely, Sincerely,

’ ﬂ / A/’ /7 e ] —
WW Ctrnd L

Robert J. Stalcup Carol A. Beaty

Professor and Chair Graduate Student

RJIS:CAB:ph

Enc.

University of Nebraska—Lincoln University of Nebraska at Omaha University of Nebraska Medical Center
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University of Depariment of Education Administration

s 1204 Seaton Hall
Nebra ka Lincoln, NE 68588-0638
Lincoin Telaphone: (402) 472-3726

May 6, 1988

Dear

The attached survey instrument deals with the effect of five
self-evaluation strategies on the improvement of instruction in
elementary schools, and is being carried out at the Department of
Educational Administration, University of Nebraska-Lincoln. The
results of this study should help school districts and
administrators expand their evaluation strategies to better meet
the goal of instructional improvement.

Your school was identified as using at least one type of self-
evaluation as part of the teacher evaluation process. As a
professional educator experienced with self-evaluation methods,
your responses will be particularly valuable to others who may
want to consider such methods. Your responses will not be
singled out but reported only as group data. Your anonymity is
assured.

It will be appreciated if you will complete the enclosed form
prior to May 18, 1988, and return it in the stamped, addressed
envelope enclosed. It will also be appreciated if you will
encourage *“he teachers in yvour building that receive a
questionnaire to complete and return it. A summary of the survey
results will be made available upon your request. Thank you for
your cooperation.

Sincerely, Sincerely,
7;21KC{‘§¥%&(&¢3#J CL&&(&?.&Z&ZZ%%
Robert J. Stalcup Carol A. Beaty
Professor and Chair Graduate Student
RJIS/CAB:ph

Enc.

University of Nebraska—tincoln University of Nebraska at Cmaha University of Nebraska Medicai Center
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A -
University of Department of Education Administration

1204 Seaton Hall

N_ebraska Lincoln, NE 68588-0638

Lincoin Telephone: (402) 472-3726

Dear

The attached survey instrument deals with the effect of five
self-evaluation strategies on the imporvement of instruction in
elementary schools and is being carried out at the Department of
Education Administration, University of Nebraska-Lincoln. The
results of this study should help schoel districts and
administrators expand their evaluation strategies to better meet
the goal of instructional improvement.

Your school was identified as using at least one type of self-
evaluation as part of the teacher evaluation process. As a
professional educator experienced with self-evaluation methods,
your responses will be particularly valuable to others who may
want to consider such methods. Your responses will not be
singled out but reported only as group data. Your anonymity is
assured.

It will be appreciated if you will complete the enclosed form
prior to May 18, 1988, and return it in the stamped, addressed
envelope enclosed. A summary of the survey results will be made
available upon your request. Thank you for your cooperafion.

Sincerely, Sincerely,

f s g ﬂ 0 ——F—
}%24;94 ékﬁzbé;ufz et Q.
Robert J. Stalcup Carol A. Beaty °
Professor and Chair Graduate Student
RJS/CAB:ph
Enc.

University of Nebraska~Lincoln University of Nebraska at Omaha University of Nebraska Medical Center
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—
University of Department of Education Administration
1204 Seaton Hall
NebraSka Lincoin, NE 68588-0638
Lincoln Telephone: (402) 472-3726

May 19, 1988

Dear Educator,

Approximately two weeks ago you received a copy of
this survey instrument dealing with the effect of teacher
self~evaluation on the improvement of instruction in
elementary schools. As an educator myself I am aware
that this is a very busy time of year and realize you may
not have had the time to respond to the survey. However,
your response is very important to make this an effective
study and will be helpful in developing strategies to
meet the goal of instructional improvement.

I have enclosed another copy of the survey
instrument and ask that you complete it and return it in
the stamped, addressed envelope by May 30, 1988. 1If you
have already responded to the survey please disregard
this reminder. I want to sincerely thank all of you who
have returned the survey and those who will jow take the
time to respond. A summary of the survey results will be
made available upon your request.

» Sincerely,
(oarat 0 Tt
Carol A. Beaty v

University of Nebraska-Lincoln University of Nebraska at Omaha University of Nebraska Medical Center
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- Umvers:ty of Dapartmient of Education Administration
Nebraska 1204 Seaton Hall

L i Lincoln, NE 68588-0638

ncoin Telephone: (402) 472-3726

September 21, 1988

e - - TV Do o A
pear nQucacor,

Last May vou received the attached survey instrument dealing with
the effect of five self-evaluation strategies on the improvement
of instruction in elementary schools. We are aware that May is a
very busy month for educators and can appreciate that you were
unable to respond to the instrument at that time. However, vour
response is very important in order te make this an effective
study and we strongly urge you to complete and return the survey
now.

The study is being carried out at the Department of Education
Administration, University of Nebraska-Lincoln. The results of
the study will help school districts and administrators expand
their evaluation strategies to better meet the goal of
instructional improvement. Your school was identified as using
at least one type of self-evaluation as part of the teacher
evaluation process. As a professional educator experienced with
self-evaluation methods, your responses will be particularly
valuable toc others who may want to consider such metheds. Your
responses will not be singled out but reported only as group
data. Your anonymity is assured.

It will be appreciated if you will complete the enclosed form
prior to Octcber 7, 1988, and return it in the stamped, addressed
enveleope enclosed. A summary of the survey results will be made
available upon vour request. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely, Sincerely,
/\//Cz«%\/é/ oy &7:%7
Robert J. Stalcup Carol A. Beaty
Professor Graduate Student

University of Nebraska—Lincoln University of Nebraska at Omaha University of Nebraska Medical Center



