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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine if there was a 
relationship between a principal* s evaluation of the teacher and 
two variables reported by the teacher: self-.concept and the ac
ceptance of others. The study was designed to employ the Berger 
Scale of Acceptance of Self and Others as a means of yielding two. 
variables: a self-concept score" and a concept of others score.
These two scores were then correlated to two narrative evalua
tions of the teachers assigned by the principals. The data used 
in the analysis of this study were collected from 56 certificated 
teachers selected from eight elementary schools. Eight elementa
ry school principals and four jurors were used to rate the 56 
teachers on a scale from one to seven (the number one indicating 
least effective, the number seven indicating most effective).
The 56 teachers were teaching in. Pima County during the scholas
tic year 1977-78. -

The analysis of the data in this study addressed itself 
to six questions:

lv Are'there statistically significant differences in ratings 
■ principals assign to teachers?

2. Is there intra-rater reliability among principals in their 
ratings of teachers?
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3. Is there a significant correlation among the ratings as

signed to teacher evaluations by different.raters ?
4. Is there a positive correlation between a teacherrs self- 

. concept.score on the Berger Scale of Acceptance of Self
and Others and the principalf s rating of a teacherf s 
effectiveness?

5. Is there a positive correlation between the teacherfs 
concept of others score and the principal’s rating of the 
teacher?

6. Does the teacherfs self-concept score correlate positive
ly with the concept of others score?

■ On an overall basis, it was concluded that principalsf • 
ratings of teachers were statistically significantly different 
and unreliable, and that principals did not rate teachers con
sistently. ■ Only three principals out of eight assigned ratings 
to teachers with any degree of consistency when the first ratings 
were correlated with the second. However, when ratings were as- 
' signed to evaluations by four jurors the reliability coefficients 
were,significant at the .05 level for both the first and the 
second evaluations.

It was further determined that because of the unreliabil
ity of the ratings assigned to teachersr evaluations by the prin
cipals, it was impossible to ascertain if there was a positive 
correlation between a teacherfs self-concept score on the Berger 
Scale of Acceptance of Self and Others and the principalrs



'ratings of a teacherrs effectiveness. For this, reason, it was .' 
impossible to determine if, in fact, there was a correlation be
tween a teacherfs concept of others score and the rating assigned 
to the teachers, by the principals. Even though the external rat
ers were able to assign significantly reliable ratings to the y 
evaluations, these ratings did not correlate significantly with 
either teacher concept of self or concept of others.

' It was concluded, however, that there was.a positive cor
relation between a teacherts self-concept score and the teacherrs 
concept of others score. The coefficient of .39 was significant 
at the .001 level..

It was generally concluded that in this particular study 
principals tend to be unreliable in assigning ratings to teach
ers. In addition, they tend to assign higher ratings than an ex
ternal rater such as a judge or juror. External raters (outside 
the school setting) in this case proved to be more reliable in 
assigning ratings to teachers1 evaluations.

: The data in this study cannot justify any further conclu
sions, and a more complete investigation should be made in a sub
sequent research study. A further in-depth study, which would 
include specific criteria for evaluation purposes and a;training 
period for raters, could conceivably produce more statistically 
significant results.



CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM AND QUESTIONS ANSWERED 
IN THE ANALYSIS

Introduction
Researchers of teaching effectiveness have investigated 

various facets of the teaching-learning process. A myriad of 
questions still remains unanswered, and there is no universally 
accepted agreement as to what constitutes effective teaching. 
Proponents of teacher effectiveness have generated many points of 
view and specific techniques for teacher evaluation. The way 
proponents of teacher effectiveness develop categories of evalua
tion, in itself, presupposes different kinds of evaluation sys
tems and instruments. Different philosophical and psychological: 
bases, by necessity, impose different approaches to evaluation. 
These factors alone make the evaluation of teachers a highly com
plex and many-faceted problem. Since various, researchers and 
authorities on evaluation do not agree as to what effectiveness is 
because of their particular philosophical,or psychological bases, 
one does not find agreement on evaluation approaches, procedures 
or measurement instruments. In fact,' one finds that systems and 
instruments for evaluation have been developed in accordance with

1



differing philosophical positions to such a point that compati
bility among evaluation instruments becomes impossible.

Recently, and applicable to all school districts in the 
state of Arizona, A.R.S. 15-252-265, August (1974), relating to 
education, mandated that school districts provide teacher evalua
tion programs for the improvement of instruction. This bill re
quired school districts to implement teacher evaluation programs 
by July 1, 1977. Moreover, the statute mandated that all evalua
tion systems of teaching effectiveness be filed with the Arizona 
Department of Education by June 20, 1977, and a report filed with 
the state legislature by January 5, 1978.

The Arizona Department of Education is implementing the 
law which the.legislature deemed necessary. This law requires 
all school districts to evaluate probationary, teachers at least 
twice during the academic year. The law requires that someone in 
the school domain (school principal, supervisor, personnel direc
tor, peer, department head, etc.) shall be responsible for'the 
evaluation of the teacher. In most public elementary school dis
tricts, school principals have this responsibility. The princi
pal must evaluate the teacher to determine the effectiveness of 
the teacher’s performance.

When it becomes necessary to dismiss a teacher for incom
petency, often the principal is accused of improbity. Accusa
tions of lack of integrity, breach of trust, and bad faith are 
often used as charges by the teacher. The problem of determining



competency becomes more severe and complicated when litigation is 
pursued. The matter is one of a lack of universally accepted 
criteria for determining competency.

’ Statement of the Problem 
By state mandate A.R.S. 15-252-265 someone in the school 

or district organization must evaluate teachers. The evaluator 
may be a school principal, supervisor, personnel director, de
partment head or peer. If these evaluations are to be performed, 
it becomes necessary to investigate some of the alternative 
points of view which may support the individual types of judg
ments which must be made. The variables, teacher concept of self 
and. the teacher concept of others, were selected in this study N 
for comparison with the principal's evaluations of teachers. The 
rationale for the selection of these two variables lies in the 
"rebirth of interest in the internal and intrinsic motivating 
forces and cognitive and symbolic processes with reference to the 
dynamic importance of the self (Purkey 1970, p. 6)."

Purpose of the Study 
. The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a 

relationship between the principal's evaluation of the teacher 
and two variables reported by the teacher: self-concept and the
acceptance of others.
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Questions Addressed in the Analysis 

The following questions ordered and provided direction to 
the study:

1. Are there statistically.significant differences in rat
ings principals assign to teachers?

2. ■ Is there intra-rater reliability among principals in
their ratings of teachers?

3. Is there a significant correlation among the ratings as
signed to teacher evaluations by different raters?

4. Is there a positive correlation between a teacher's self- 
concept score of the Berger Scale of Acceptance of Self 
and Others and the principal's rating of a teacher's

. effectiveness?
5. Is there a positive correlation between the teacher's 

concept of others score and the principal's rating of the 
teacher?

6. Does the teacher's self-concept score correlate positive
ly. with the concept of others score?

Significance of the Problem .
Determining professional incompetency is difficult for 

school principals and boards of education because of the various 
purposes for which evaluation may be conducted. . Presently, the 
teaching profession is experiencing an era which demands account
ability based on performance at all school levels— elementary -



through higher education. This demand of accountability places 
the onus both upon the, teacher and the administrator to determine 
what constitutes teacher effectiveness.

In some districts., • the purpose for. evaluation has become 
a critical issue. It is seen as a way to remove teachers, not 
improve them. An alternative purpose for evaluation may be to 
provide staff development programs to increase the competency of 
teachers without the threat of dismissal. It seems especially 
important to use evaluation in a manner to enhance teacher self
esteem rather than to promote teacher fear and distrust. If 
self-worth of the individual pupil is acclaimed as the primary 
goal of instruction by a district, anything to promote teacher 
feelings of self-worth may be considered to be supportive of that - 
particular goal. .

■ v  ; y:: v  ■
Definitions of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following definitions 
were used:

1. Evaluations: evaluations are those narrative judgments V
written by the principals in evaluating a teacher.

2. Raters: raters are the four; jurors who, because of their 
; training, experience, and supervisory skills give evalua- 
. tion numerical values.

3. Ratings: ratings are number classifications on a range
■; of one, least effective, to seven, most, effective, given



to teacher, evaluations by the raters and by the - 
principals.
Teacher effectiveness: teacher effectiveness is defined
as the rating assigned to the principal's evaluation of 
the teacher.
Teacher self-concept: . teacher self-concept is defined as 
the initial rtSn score from the Berger Scale of Acceptance . 
of Self and Others.
Teacher acceptance of others: teacher acceptance of •
others is defined as the n0,f score derived from the :
Berger Scale of Acceptance of Self and Others,;

Assumptions Underlying the Study 
The subjects used in this study will candidly self-report 
when administered the Berger Scale of Acceptance of Self . 
and Others.. .
■ The self-scores and concept of others will"reflect reli
able and valid judgments made by the 56 subjects selected 
for this study.
Building principals are sufficiently skilled in quantify
ing teacher evaluation data that narrative judgments can 
be converted to reliable numerical ratings.
The jurors selected for this study were selected on the 
basis of their combined expertise and longevity of experi
ence, and were capable of making valid value judgments 
concerning teacher evaluations.
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5. The;112 teacher evaluations made by the building princi

pals were accepted as candid and reasonable judgments 
about a teacher's competency.

6. The numerical values given to the teachersf narrative 
evaluations by both the jurors and the principals were 
accepted as candid and authentic for this study.

Limitations of the Study '
Since this study was limited to 56 randomly selected 

classroom teachers, statistically significant generalizations to 
larger populations of elementary school teachers may not be 
possible.

' The data used in this study were limited by the validity 
and reliability of the instruments used.

■ The results of this study were representative of teacher 
;. evaluatioh conditions in a particular school district.

This study was limited to those variables directly se
lected and related to the evaluations of 56 classroom teachers 
chosen at random and does not take into account other variables 

V which may affect the evaluation of teachers.

_ . Summary
This chapter has presented material which introduces, 

justifies, and clarifies this study!s approach to the examination 
of teacher evaluation and its relationship to self-concept and 
the concept of others. The subsequent chapter will review



selected literature based upon- the philosophical positions of the 
realists, humanists and experimentalists. This approach was used 
as the format upon discovering, in field work, that building 
principals generally had precious little knowledge about how to 
evaluate teacher competency, nor .had they, operationally, uti
lized a set of agreed-upon criteria for evaluating competency in 
the classroom. ■ -

. The review of the literature prompted the writer to 
identify and examine the more significant variables in the . 
teaching-learning act which had a more direct effect upon the 
evaluation of teachers and produced more effective evaluation 
methods and instruments.



CHAPTER 2

RESUME OF SELECTED AMD RELATED LITERATURE

, . Introduction
The rationale for the selection of related literature is 

based upon what is recognized in the field as the three major 
philosophical positions which are taken by the various proponents 
of. teacher effectiveness. These can generally be categorized 
into the "outputTf proponents (realists), the "input" proponents 
(humanists), and the methodological proponents (experimentalists).

- Realists ;
Wolman (1960, p. 26) claimed that,
. . . according to Dewey, one may distinguish between 

stimulus and response, but the distinction must be func
tional, not existential. There is but one process of ad
justment of the:organism to the environment, and in this . 
purposeful.process,. stimuli and responses are a chain of 
deeds and not separate entities.^ People think in order 
to live. Knowledge results from human effort to survive. 
Knowledge is a weapon in the fight for survival or a 
tool in the effort for adjustment.

It was this concept which influenced the studies of Thorndike
(1932), Watson (1930), and all neo-behavioristswhich followed.
The 1920,s were laden with experiments on conditioning of humans..
Empirical studies by the neo-behaviorists of this era and others
leaned heavily toward measurable physiological functions. Their

9:
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studies most often endeavored to postulate a theory of priori and 
check theorems against empirical evidence.

Skinner was opposed to this modus operand! and preferred . 
to"' start with empirical data and then to proceed to generaliza
tions. To Skinner (1945, p. 270), noperationalism is (1) one's 
observations, (2) the manipulative.and calculational procedures 
involved in making them, (3) the logical mathematicsl steps which 
intervene between earlier and later statements, and (4) nothing 
else."."

Certainly many current investigators of learning and 
teaching effectiveness are influenced by.Skinner (1945). Popham 
and Baker (1969) claimed that the basic responsibility of the 
teacher is to transmit•subj ect content to the learner in such a 
way that educational growth is measurable. Furthermore, Popham, 
Combs, and Hosford (1977, p. 60) declared emphatically, .

. " . .; in our judgment it is an unprofessional to al- '
.: low teachers to instruct without evaluation (measurement)

as it would be to let physicians practice without moni
toring what happens to their patients, and at the moment 
our best vehicle for evaluating a teacher’s efforts in
volves an assessment of the post-instruction behaviors 
of pupils.

Lindsey (1961) and Johnson and Swan (1961) reminded us 
that knowledge, substituting new facts for old ones, and finding 
meaning to facts all are part of the storehouse of the competen
cies of the teacher.

Scheffler (1965) believed that teaching is risking one’s 
own beliefs. The process of teaching implies the exercise of
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free rational judgment by the student. It implies dialogue. It 
implies examination of beliefs. In teaching, the teacher is re
vealing his reasons for the beliefs he wants to transmit and is _ 
thus, in effect, submitting his own judgment to the critical 
evaluation of the student; he is fully, engaged in the dialogue 
by which he hopes to teach. Scheffler (1965, pp. 11-12) claimed:

. . . the heart of the enterprise is the giving of 
honest reasons and the welcoming of radical questions, 
a sort of interaction which exposes the teacherfs un
derlying judgment to the critical evaluations of the 
student, and invites the student to form and submit his 
own judgments, likewise, to critical appraisal.

Scheffler (1965) implied measurement but he did not offer an in
strument to measure his.effectiveness of the teacher.

Bloom, Krathwahl, and Masia (1964) developed a taxonomy 
of "knowledges" in their version of the cognitive domain. They 
(1964, p. 6) wrote: ". . . for measurement purposes the recall
situation involves little more than bringing to mind the appro- ■ 
priate material." Mager (1962) believed that teachers must pre
pare specific measurable objectives around some clearly defined 
goals, otherwise it becomes impossible to evaluate teaching-- 
learning effectively. He (1962, pp. 8-9) stated: "I cannot
emphasize too strongly the point that an instructor will function 
in a fog of his own making until he knows just what he wants his 
students to be able to do at the end of the instruction." The . 
"output emphasis" becomes the end product for the behavioristic 
proponents, especially for Skinner (1945), Mager (1962), and
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Bloom et al, (1964). The concrete, the measurable-, the quanti-* 
fiable are their shibboleths.

Idealists
Humanists, naturalists, phenomenologists, and self

psychologists are all concerned in greater or lesser degree with 
attempts to understand behavior as the behaver himself experien
ces it. We understand behavior from an internal frame of refer
ence. The self becomes the focal point of understanding.

Combs, Avila, and Purkey (1973) emphatically stated that 
"teaching" is a helping profession, and the helping professions 
demand the use of self as an instrument. Effective operation, 
they continued, demands personal interaction. It is the asser
tion of Combs. et al. (1973) that the self must have a certain de
gree of adequacy before a person can truly venture commitment and 
encounter. People perceive what seems to them appropriate to 
perceive (Combs and Syngg 1959). Teachers are professional 
helpers. They must be thinking, problem-solving people; the pri
mary tool with which they work is themselves. They are, or should 
be, what perceptualists call "significant others." The successful 
practice of their profession may depend upon the effects they 
have on the self-concept of those who seek their help as well as 
those whose help they seek.

Several investigators, French and Raven (1959), Hornstein 
(1967), and Ryans (I960)., have attempted to identify a common set



of self-concept characteristics which could predict a teacher's 
ability. Fitts (1972a) reported specific classroom behaviors of 
teachers are more predictable from their self-concepts than are 
general variables such as attitudes and innovative behavior. In 
general, teachers' self-concepts show a stronger relationship to 
their interpersonal.behavior than to other types of behavior. It 
was Fitts’- (1972a)■ conclusion that there is substantial evidence 
that self-concept is a significant variable in the behavior of 
those who are most influential in the education process— teach
ers, counselors, and teacher aides.

Gage (1972) found that certain teacher personality dimen
sions have been found to correlate significantly with effective- : 
ness in teaching, yet, the dimension dealing with attitudes, 
feelings, and emotions is seldom evaluated in determining teacher 
effectiveness. Hughes (1959) developed an exhaustive system • 
analyzing teacher behavior. She was able to demonstrate that 
there were certain classes of behavior characteristics of teach
ers which could be considered effective. She developed certain 
socio-emotional'skill categories such as: (1) the skill of man
aging and controlling the classroom, (2) the skill of imposition 
(motivating), (3) the skill of facilitating (helping), (4) the 
skill of content development, (5) the skill of responding, and 
(6) the skill of needs sensitivity. -

Elbe (1971), Ryans (i960), and Hildebrand, Wilson, and . 
Dienst (1971), as well as Aleamoni and Spencer (1970), discovered



the ability of the .teacher to generate intellectual excitement 
and intrinsic motivation for learning appears to have its bene- ■ 
fits. Bush (1954) used a case study approach in a descriptive 
study of teacher-pupil relationships. He identified several, 
"types" of teachers who were able to establish effective rela
tionships with certain "types" of pupils. The studies quoted 
postulate that the socio-emotional'climate in the classroom has 
a significant effect upon learning. In an experiment in New 
South Wales, J. W. Staines (1958, p. 98) concluded: "The educa
tional significance of the self is reaffirmed when it is real
ized that changes in the self-picture are an inevitable part of 
both outcomes and conditions of learning in every classroom, 
whether or not the teacher is aware of them or aiming for them." 
Pepitone (1964, p. 129) saw the self similarly: "Each of us
wishes to read the external world correctly and to behave in ap-. 
propriate social ways because such reality-oriented behavior will 
facilitate' effective survival." According to cognitive valida
tion theory, Pepitone (1964, p. 129) continued: "The validation
motive is the need for an individual to maintain a cognitive 
structure which correctly maps physical and social reality con
cerning the value of himself and others along the same dimension." 
Berger (1952) found that the expressed acceptance of self was not 
independent of the expressed acceptance of others. According to 
Berger (1952), a study of self-concept is enhanced by the concur
rent examination of acceptance of others. ■ Olds (1973) found that
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. the success of an evaluation system if. it is aimed at improve
ment of performance, depends more on self-improvement, and self- 
evaluation than on any other factors.

Most researchers who.have developed rating systems to 
evaluate teachers have used one of four basic points of view:
(1) teacher personality characteristics, (2) teaching skills,
(3) organizational structure of the course, and (4) teacher- 
student interactions. Few researchers have developed self- 
improvement systems and few districts have implemented staff 
development programs. However, Flanders (1970), Brooks (1967), 
and Allen, McDonald, and Orme (1966) have developed self
appraisal techniques using interaction scales and video. taping ;./. 
to help improve teacher behavior. Fitts (1972b) established a 
"working hypothesis" that self-concept is a critical variable 
in all human behavior.

Experimentalists 
Philosophically, the early empiricists and pragmatists . 

could agree on one thing: life is action,. Experimentalists find :
their historical roots in the pragmatism of the early 1920fs and 
1930*3, From these roots one sees the development of the au 
courant instrumentalists or methodologists who address themselves 
to the question: What makes a method methodic? Or, to the ques
tion: What is the nature of methodic activity?

'. Saunders and Blake (1976) looked at the process of cogni
tion differently from Scheffler (1965), Bloom et al. (1964),
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Combs (1962),.and others. "Knowing how we know” becomes to them 
the, most significant problem. In their hierarchy of thinking 
skills this becomes a third level thinking problem. Evaluation 
is placed in a hierarchy of three levels: (1) What do we know?
(2) How do we know? (3) How do we know we know? It is at the 
third level that evaluation becomes one with a mission, a goal, 
an objective, a procedure, an activity, and, indeed, evaluation 
itself in a substantive sense. Saunders and Blake (1976), by 
establishing a "levels” concept of evaluation, forced the admin
istrator to examine some major forms of evaluation. They dif
ferentiated between measurement, evaluation, and valuation. These 
are considered types of evaluations. In fact, evaluation is 
identical to valuing as a future control Over the present. This 
kind of sophistication, they claimed, could help to clarify some 
evaluation confusions and provide the patterns for an effective 
evaluation design.: This kind of sophistication would also re- . 
quire an evaluation system with not only a storehouse of evalua
tion instruments but also a management system within the 
institution to construct, reconstruct, and keep current the 
evaluation instruments to be used. One could then envision 
utilizing different evaluation instruments for different teaching 
styles and teacher philosophies. The writer appreciates this 
"futuristic" concept of evaluation process, and would hope that 
some administrators in the field would be prepared to take the 
same philosophical posture.
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Ausubel (1965) believed-that optimal learning and reten

tion occur when teachers deliberately order the organization and 
sequential arrangement of subject matter around, more inclusive1:
: and relevant concepts. He hypothesized two learning principles: 
The principle of progress differentation and the principle of in
tegrative reconciliation. In the first, the most general and 
inclusive ideas of the discipline are presented first in terms of 
detail and specificity. In the second, integrative reconcilia- \ 

. tion, an effort is made explicitly to explore relationships be
tween ideas, to point out significant similarities and - 
differences, and to reconcile real or apparent inconsistencies. * 
The effective teacher .then would be the one best able .to imple
ment these two principles; however, Ausubel (1965) has no instru
ment to measure these two principles operationally.

Summary •- : . .
This chapter has presented three philosophical viewpoints 

which are currently the ones upon which most evaluation systems 
are formulated.

In the last decade, the research emphasis has shifted 
more toward the viewpoint of the realists. More and more the 
onus of teacher accountability requires building administrators 
to base competency upon measurable results. Gains on criterion 
referenced or standardized tests become a simple and popular way 
of measuring the competency of the teacher. Numerical data then,
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become the. most important criteria upon which to base teacher 
competency.

Teacher rating scales and narrative evaluations which 
select traits and attitudes upon which to measure teacher compe
tency are less in vogue now than before.

There is, however, a research thrust by the humanists to 
shift the emphasis of teacher evaluation to the study of teacher 
behavior in the classroom. Teacher self-appraisal and teacher 
appraisal of others, then, become important elements in the evalu
ation of teacher behavior in the classroom. Chapter 3 presents 
the research design of the study utilizing the two variables, 
teacher self-appraisal and the teachers1 appraisal of others, as 
a means of comparing the variables to the numerical values given 
. to the teacherst narrative evaluations by the building principals . 
and the jurors.



CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH DESIGN

The sample of this study.consisted of four jurors,' eight 
principals, and 56 classroom teachers from elementary schools in 
the Amphitheater Public School District, Number 10, Tucson, Ari
zona. Each of eight principals selected at random seven class
room teachers, .kindergarten through sixth grade, all of whom -: ;.- 
participated in this study. Each teacher was given the Berger 
Scale of Acceptance of Self and Others and was evaluated twice 
by the principal. v

All subjects were regular classroom teachers who were not 
identified by name to the investigator or raters. Anonymity of 
all teachers was ensured throughout the study by using a number 
assigned to them by the writer. The identification numbers were 
used to collect scores on the different measures. All teachers, 
randomly selected, volunteered to.participate and no alternates 
had to be selected from the school district.

Sources of Data 
■ The sources of data for this study consisted of a set of 

56 self-concept scores and a set of 56 concept of others scores 
yielded from the Berger Scale of Acceptance of Self and Others,
126 narrative evaluations of 56 teachers made by eight principals,

■ i' 19 ■ -; ■ ■ ' - - ' '
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and a combined total of 560 numerical values given the narrative 
evaluations by the eight principals and four jurors.

Teacher evaluation in this study was treated principally 
in a comparative way. The genesis for comparing a principal's 
evaluation of a teacher to the teacher's self-concept must be un
derstood in the context of a longitudinal study done previous to 
this study by the school board in the school district selected 
for this study. This longitudinal study, of four years, allowed 
the constituents of the district to establish educational goals 
and prioritize these educational goals in terms of their relative 
importance to the total community.

The community, in this instance, decided that building a 
worthy self-concept in students was so vital to the educational 
program that self-concept enhancement was prioritized as goal one 
for the district. Goal two related to career education and job 
entry skills. Goal three was the teaching of basic skills for 
citizenship. Eleven goals were established and prioritized for 
the district. Instructional objectives for all 11 goals were de
veloped after the passage of legislation in 1974 which required 
every district in Arizona to establish and implement a continuous 
uniform evaluation system (C.U.E.S.) of pupil achievement in re
lation to measurable objectives.

This piece of legislation, subsequently codified in 1975 
to A.R.S. 15-102.26, coupled with A.R.S. 15-252-265 requiring . 
teacher evaluation, placed the'issue of accountability squarely
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on building principals and their respective teachers. With goal 
one,,self-concept, established, a district committee was formu
lated to in-service district personnel on effective techniques 
and strategies to be utilized in the development of a worthy 
self-concept. The resultant effects of goal one in relation to 
teacher evaluation were that teacher evaluations were too high, 
too unreliable, and that building administrators were not concen
trating on the identification and dismissal of the incompetent 
teachers.

It was the aforementioned historical data which gave cre
dence to the possibility of using external teacher evaluators— ' 
at least, external to the school building, to determine teacher 
competency.■ At this juncture, this researcher deemed it reason
able to include an adjunct dimension to the study. It would in
clude the expertise of four jurors to, in effect, become the 
?rvaluatorsn of the evaluators/ These four jurors were selected 
according to the following criteria: administrative and super
visory experience, formal education and training, experience in 
personnel recruitment, training, evaluation, and dismissals.

. A total of over 50 years of experience had been accumu- . 
lated by the jurors. Each juror had a master's degree or higher 
and had served in some administrative capacity during the past 
three years. Each juror selected had a major in some area of 
business: or educational administratopn. The researcher also se
lected the jurors on the_basis of some previously determined



. personal attributes based solely on reports from their co-workers 
and. their subordinates. These attributes included their ability 
to be forthright, candid in their appraisals, sincere and honest 
.in dealing with colleagues and subordinates, and finally, their 
willingness to.make the best judgment possible in quantifying 1:■ 
narrative data.

' Having presented this.additional dimension to the study, 
the writer wished to measure the agreement among raters (four 
jurors) and two sets of scores in order to establish the relia
bility of the average ratings.

The principals selected for this study were each a princi
pal of an elementary school.in the district. The writer was also 
a principal of an elementary school'in the district; however, his . 
school was not used in the study solely as a precautionary measure 
against possible contamination of data by the utilization of 
teachers from his school. There were eight principals selected 
for this study because their representation would allow virtually 
a sampling from all the elementary schools within the district . /
with the exception of the one which was not used as previously 
mentioned.

Principals were asked to make two evaluations of the sev
en teachers selectedat random,. from their respective schools.
One evaluation was to be made in September of 1977 and another 
was to be made in December of 1977. Making two evaluations dur
ing the academic year was in conformity with. A.R.Si 15-262-265. ,
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By having each principal perform this task, a total of 112 narra
tive evaluations were,generated for this study (56 in September 
and 56 in December).

The first set of evaluations- were' gathered utilizing the 
narrative instrument currently in use by the administrators in 
the school district. These wefe each given a numerical rating of ■ 
one to seven by the principals. A score of one was the lowest 
possible rating and a score of seven was the highest possible 
rating. Evaluations were held by the investigator each time each 
set was submitted. Identifying names and comments were removed 
from the first set of evaluations in order that each principal 
could subsequently have a set of evaluations which were anony
mous » The first set included one narrative evaluation per teach
er and was limited to those valuations done in September or 
October. These were returned to the principals to rate numerical
ly. The second set of narrative evaluations included only those 
second evaluations done in late December. These were also 
stripped of any identifying information and returned to the prin
cipals as a set to be-given numerical values. In each case, the 
investigator held the set of 56 evaluations until they were all 
in and removed names, dates,. grade levels, etc., from each evalu- ' 
ation before returning each set to the principal for value rating.
. The investigator made certain that each principal received iden
tical instructions (Appendix B) for numerical valuing by insert
ing the same printed instructions in the envelope containing each
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set of narrative evaluations.' This procedure yielded a total of 
56 numerical values from each principal from the first set of - 
evaluations and 56 numerical values from the second set of evalu
ations or a total of 112: numerical values of teacher evaluations. • 

■ The same sets of narrative evaluations were given to four 
judges. The judges rated each set of evaluations independently 
giving a numerical value.of one to seven to each narrative evalu
ation to indicate the category into which the evaluation fit.
When the investigator received all the value numbered evaluations 
from both the judges and the principals, the data gathering was 
completed. The investigator had perviously collected 56 self
scores and 56 concept of others scores from the teacher-subjects 
used: in this study;. / ' . :-'\

The Berger Scale of Acceptance of■Self and Others was 
used to provide two measures: (1) a measure of acceptance of
self.and (2) a measure of acceptance of others. Shaw and Wright 
(1967) and Borich and Madden (1972) reported evidence that:this 
instrument has been carefully developed and has good validity and 
impressive reliability. • Split-half reliability obtained for five 
groups all exceeded .89. The items measuring the two attitudes 
are interspersed throughout the scale. There are 38 items di
rected toward self and 28 items directed toward acceptance of 
others. Each item was responded to on a five-point scale rang
ing from "not all true of myselfT? to.: jftrue. to myself. " Included 
in the scale are items which are negatively criterial to control.



for response set. This*.is done in order to check for response 
consistency.

All data for this study were collected during the period 
from September 1, 1977 to January 15, 1978. The first data col
lected were the scores from the teacher attitude scales. These 
scales were numbered and submitted to the investigator (without 
being.known or scored by the principals). They were then held 
for computer entry, along with the principalsf first and second 
ratings of the teacher evaluations and the four judges first and 
second ratings of the teacher evaluations. .

The purpose of this phase of the study was principally to 
ascertain if there was a statistically significant correlation 
between the ratings assigned to teachers by school principals and 
the teacherJs concept of self and others; however, within this 
problem the study also focused upon the valuation of a teacherfs 
performance by external raters. Procedurally the jurors were 
selected as external raters to ascertain if their judgments were . 
more reliable than the judgments of the building principals. The 
study, in effect, was designed to investigate four variables: 
self-concept, concept of others, principal1s teacher evaluations, 
and external ratings of teacher evaluations by a jury of four 
raters.

The following six questions were answered by this study:'
1. Are there statistically significant differences in rat

ings that principals assign to teachers? ...
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: Initially, the means and standard deviations of the rat

ings assigned to the teacher evaluations by the principals were. 
computed. The resulting standard deviations were to be compared 
by Levine's test (Glass and Stanley 1970) to see if the assump- 
. tion of homogeneity of variance necessary for analysis of vari- .
ance was metV If the assumption was met, the ratings were to be
compared by.one-way analysis of variance (Glass and Stanley .. 
1970). If the assumption was not met, there is a significant 
difference in ratings that principals. assign to teachers.

2. ' Is there statistically significant intra-rater reliabil
ity within the principals in their ratings, of teachers?

Because each teacher within a school had two ratings as
signed by the same principal, the Pearson Product Moment Correla
tion Coefficient was computed to describe the degree of 
intra-rater reliability.’ These coefficients were compared for 
the eight principals in the study. Averaged by the Fisher Z- 
transformation, these coefficients indicate the average intra- . 
rater reliability. ■

3. Is there a significant correlation among the ratings as
signed to teacher evaluations by different raters?

Each teacher evaluation was rated by four judges. Ebelfs 
(1951) method for reliability of ratings was used to quantify the 
degree of inter-judge agreement.



4. Is there a positive correlation between a teacher's self- 
concept score on the Berger Scale of Acceptance of Self 
and Others and the principal's rating of a teacher's •. 
effectiveness? : : ,

' When the ratings are shown to be adequately reliable 
(statistical significance will define adequate), these ratings 
can be correlated with self-concept scores by the Pearson Product 
Moment Correlation Coefficient.; Average ratings by the princi
pals and the judges, as well as the judges' ratings of the ; 
teacher's initial evaluations, can each be correlated in turn 
with the self-concept scores. When the ratings are shown to be 
not reliable, this question is not answerable in this study. .

5. Is there a positive correlation between the teacher's 
concept of others and the principal's rating of the 
teacher?

This question was answered in the same manner as the pre
ceding question. V

.. 6. Does the teacher's self-concept correlate positively with 
her concept of others?

This question was answered by computing a Pearson corre
lation coefficient between the scores of the self-concept scale 
and the scores of the acceptance of others scale. The correla
tion was tested for significance by the t-test for correlations.
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Summary

This.chapter explained the research design and identified 
the sources of the data for the study. It also established the, 
rationale for the inclusion of four jurors as external raters. 
This adjunct dimension to the study was purposely done to compare 
the jurorsr ratings to those of the principals. The writer 
wanted to determine if the jurorsf judgments were more reliable . 
than the principals1, ‘

The procedures for collecting narrative evaluations and 
assigning numerical values to these evaluations were also ex- ' 
plained. More significantly, this chapter explained how the six 
questions asked in this study were to be answered and what sta
tistical computations were to be utilized to test for v 
reliability.

.The treatment ahd analysis of this statistical data is 
included in the next chapter. . •



CHAPTER 4

PRESENTATION OF THE DATA '

The results of the analysis of data collected from 56 
teachers, eight school.principals, and four jurors from eight 
elementary schools within on school district in Pima County, 
Arizona, are presented in this chapter.

Analysis of the Data
The data were analyzed to determine if there was a rela

tionship between the principalsf evaluations of teachers and the 
teachers1 self-concept and concept of others scores as self- 
reported on the Berger Scale of Acceptance of Self and Others. 
Eight elementary school principals each evaluated seven teachers 
from their respective schools. Two narrative evaluations were ./ 
made on each teacher during the first semester of academic year 
1977-78. The first evaluation made by each principal was done 
during the months of September and October. The second evalua
tion made by each principal occurred toward the end of the first 
semester during the months of December and January.

The 56 teachers used as subjects for this study were 
chosen:randomly, Each subject voluntarily chose to take the. 
Berger Scale of Acceptance of Self and Others. This scale

29
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yielded two scores: a self-concept score ranging from 0 to 180
and a concept score of others score ranging from 0 to 140. These
two scores were correlated with the principals1 narrative evalua
tions which were rated numerically from one to seven (a score of 
one indicated least effective and a score of seven most 
effective).

- The analysis of the data was directed to answering six 
specific questions. .These, six questions were not stated as true 
hypothesis; however, they were significant concerns which ema-. 
nated from field work on evaluation done in the subject. The 
treatment of these data and the questions addressed follow in 
numerical order.

1. Are there statistically significant differences in rat
ings .that principals assign to teachers?

The means and standard deviations of ratings assigned to 
teachers by principals were computed and are shown in Table 1. 
Because in three cases principals assigned ratings with standard 
deviations of zero, the Levine test for homogeneity of variance 
is unnecessary and a comparison of ratings via one-way analysis 
of variance is not possible.

From Table 1 it is evident that there are statistically 
significant differences in ratings that principals assigned to 
teachers. Three principals rated teachers, or attempted to rate 
them, as they were instructed to do so. Five principals did not
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Table 1. Reliability. Data for the Ratings Principals Assigned 

to Teachers:

Signifi
Princi cance of
pals Variable Cases Means ... S.D. Coefficient Coefficient

V'; i : P 1 V 
P 2

. ..' 7 , / :' 
. 7 '

4. 000 
4.000

2.1602
2.1602 .8929 ■7. .003

2 P I  
P 2

7 ' :
'' 7 ; ;

6.000 
6;4286

1.4142
.7862 .8987 .003 .

-i; 3 :;h P 1 
• P 2 .

I.'7:'. 
' 7 o 

o 
o 
o 

'0
.0 2.1602

211602  ̂-.0714 . .440 "

, 4  : P 1
P: 2 ; '

7 '
‘.,y.7,y:.

5.1429 
67000..

.6901 
: .5774 .4183 .175

5 P 1 
■ P 2 .

• 7' :y 
' 7 7,

6. 000 
6.4286

1.1547
.7868 .9172 : -'..002 .

■ 6 ; P 1 ' 7 : 5.5714 .5345 ☆ ☆P 2 7 6.000 0
P 1 .7 : 6.000 0

' P 2 7 6 . 000 0
8 . P 1 

P 2
7

■ ; 7
4.4286
5.2857

.5345

.4880 / .0913 .423 .

*Not'computable. •
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■ were all.equally effective. The three sets of principals1 rat- . 
ings with no.variance reject the test of statistical signifi
cance ; therefore, question one is answered in the affirmative.

2. Is there statistically significant intra-rater reliabil
ity among the principals in their ratings of teachers?

Table 1 indicates that the coefficients, when compared, \ 
reveal that only principals 1, 2, and 5 assigned ratings with 
significant reliability. . There was statistically significant 
intra-rater reliability for these three principals between the .. 
first rating given a teacher and the second. . Five principals
consistently rated high or could not discriminate between the •
first rating given a teacher and the second.

There was a tendency for all principals' to' consistently
rate teachers as effective; however, question two is answered 
negatively.

3. Is there a significant correlation among ratings assigned 
to teacher evaluations by different raters?

When one is dealing with measures other than test scores 
such as performance ratings, it frequently happens that more than 
two parallel sets are available. The writer wished to measure ■ 
the agreement among raters (four jurors) and two sets of scores 
in order to establish the reliability of the average ratings.



For this-reason, Ebelrs (1951) formula was used to compute the 
.coefficients.

For any individual juror, Ebel’s formula estimates a re- 
.liability of .2590.for the first set of ratings and a reliability 
of .1606 for the second set of ratings. Neither of these coeffi
cients is significant at the .05 level. However, when the relia
bility of the average ratings for all four jurors was estimated, 
Ebel1s formula produced a coefficient of .5830 for the first set 
of ratings and a coefficient of .4336. for the second set of rat
ings . Both average coefficients are significant at the .05 lev
el. This question based on Ebelr s formula is answered in the 
affirmative.

Tables 2 and 3 show - the correlations among the ratings 
assigned to teacher evaluation by four different raters. The 
only difference between the two tables is the number of cases 
used. In Table 2, 42 cases are used instead of 56 cases as shown 
in Table 3. The reason for this difference is that in Table 2 
14 cases, two sets of seven scores provided by two principals, 
were not entered due to the lack of variability in the scores.
In Table 3, all 56 cases and their scores were entered into the 
computation irrespective of the lack of variance to see if it 
would make any significant, difference. The difference was mini
mal. .The means and standard deviations of the judges' ratings 
are given in Tables 4 and 5. Table 4, like Table 2 previously, 
does not include the data from the two principals whose ratings



Table 2. Pearson Correlation Coefficients for All Judges Using,
42 Cases Only

Judge 11 ' 12 21 22 \/ : 31 32 41 42 -
i i ;1.000

O': 
S. 001

. 3643 
: 42 . 
S.009

.4134 
42 

S. 003
.2 044' 

42 
S.097>

'.1898 
42 

S. 114
. 1479 

42 
S.175

.4029 
42 

S. 004
.2841

42
,■ S.'034

12 .3643 
42 

S.009
1.000 

' 0 
S.001.

.2804 
42 

S. 036
.5238

42
• S.001

. .1873 
42 

S. 117
.2158 

42 
S.085

.3101 
42 

S.023
.5850 

42 
S. 001

: .21 .4134x 
42 

S. 003
.2804 
: 42 
S. 036

1.000
0

S.001 .
.3908 

42 
S.005

.6923
42

■ S.001
.1097 

i ' 42 
S.245

.6387 
1 42 
S. 001

. .4016 
42 

S. 001
22 .2044 

42 
S. 097

.5238 
' - 42 

rS.001-
. 3908 

42 
S. 005

1.000 .
. 0 

S.001 .
.3629 

42 
S. 009

.3760 
42 

S. 007
.4486 

42 
S. 001

.4913 
42 

S. 001
31 1.898 

■ 42 
S. 114

1.1873 
42 ' 

S. 117
.6923 

42 
S. 001

.3629 
42 

S . 009
1.000

0
S.001 V

.1630 
42 

S. 151
.6068

42
: s.ooi

•'.4099 
42 

S. 004
32 .1479 

42 
S.175

:.2158 
42 

S.085
.1097 

42 
S.245

.3760 
42 

S.007
.1630 

' 42 
S.151

1.000
0

S. 001
.0256 
. 42 
S. 436

.3258 
42 

S. 018
41 .4019 

42 
S. 004

.3101 . 
f 42 
S. 023

.6387 
n M2' 
S. 001

.4486 
42 

S. 001
.6068

42
,S.001

.0256 
- 42 

S. 436
.1.000 •
-.,, 0. S. 001

.3697 
42 

S.008
42 .2841 

42 
S. 034

' .5850 
42 

S. 001
.4016 

42 
S. 004

.4913 
42 

S. 001
.4099 

42 
S.004 .

.3258 
: 42 S. 018

.3697
42

■ S.008
1.000 

■ 0 
S. 001



Table 3. The Pearson Correlation Coefficients Showing Inter-Rater Consistency among
Four Different Jurors Using All 56 Cases

Judge Jll J12 J21 J22 J31 J32 : J4i : J42
Jll 1.000

0
S=.001*

.3028 
. 56 

S=. 012
.5534 
. 56 

S=.001*
.3940
.56

S=.001
.4155 
.56 

S=.001*
.2917
.56

S-.015
.5186 
.56 

S=.001*
.4057 
. 56. 

S=.001*
J12 i 3028 

0
S=. 012

1.0000 : 
0

S=.001*
.2372

56
S=.039

.5442
56

S=.001*
.2288

56
S=.045

.3945
56

S=.001*
.2895

56
S=.015

.6073 , 
56

s=.ooi*
J21 .5534

0
S=.001*

.2372
56

S=.039
1.0000

0
S=.001*

.4359 
. : 56 
S=.001*

.7220
56

S=.00l*
.1985
; 56 ' 

S=.071
.6838

56
S=.001*

. .4627 
, 56 
S=.001*

J22 .3940
0.

S=.001*
. 5442 

56
; S=.001*

.4359 
. 56 

S=.001*
1.0000

0
S=.001*

. 5139 
56

S=.001*
.5884 

56 . 
S-.001* :

.5115
56

S=.001*
.5975

56
S=.001*

J31 .4155
0

S=.001*
.2288

56
S=.045

.7220
56

S=.001*
. 5139 

56
S=.001*

1.0000
0

S=.001*
,3783

56
S-.002

.7329
56

8=.001*
.5540

56
S=.001*

J32 .2917
0

S=.015
. 3945 
. 56 

S=.001*
,1985

56
S=.071

. 5884 
56

S=.001*
.3783

56
S=.002

1.0000 
' 0 

S=.001*
.2391

56
S^.038

.5097
56

S^.001*

35 
-



Table 3, Continued

Judge Jll . J12 J21 J22 J31 J32 J41 J42
J41 .5186 .2895 .6838 .5115 .7329 : .2391 1.0000 .5004

56 56 : / ' 56 56 56 56 o ■ .56 ' :
S=.001* S=.015 : s=.ooi* S=. 001* S=.001* S=.038 S=.001* S=.001*

J42 .4057 .6073 .4627 .5975 .5540 . 5097 .5004 1.0000
56 56 56 56 56 56 56 0

S=.001* S=.001* S=.001* S==. 0 01* S=.001* S=.001* . S=.001* S=.001*

(indicates significance at the .001 level.
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Table 4. Means and Standard : 

Using 42 Cases Only
Deviations of the Judgesf Ratings 7

Variable Cases Means / Standard Deviations
. Jll 42 . 2.9048 1.0548

J12 : 42 : 212619 ' .8281
' , J21 42 3.5952 1.3078

J22 ■ 42 3.3095 1.1580
J31 l-v ■ ■' ; ■ 42 3.2857 '7 ::-Jv ' 1.2354 7 77

J32 . ' 42 . 3.3571 , .6922
J41 42 : : 3.1429 1.1806
J42 ' _ - ‘ 42 . 2.9286 1.1974

Table:5. Means and 
■ Using All

Standard 
56 Cases

Deviations of: the Judges? Ratings 7:

Variable Cases Means .Standard Deviations
:: Jll 56 2.8214 ’ 1.1299
• J12 56 ■ 2.1250 .8104

77 J21 : 56 7 - 3.5357 1.3479
J22 3.0179 1.3141
J31 56 3.1071 1.3971
J32 . 56 3.1429 -.7961
J41 . : 56 - 3.0893 7 1.2689
J42 56 2.7500 1.2098
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had no variance. Table 5, like Table 3, reports the means and 
standard deviations of the entire set of ratings.

4. Is there a positive correlation between a teacher’s self- 
concept score on the Berger Scale of Acceptance of Self 
and Others and the principalTs ratings of a teacher’s 
effectiveness?

The ratings assigned by the principals proved to be unre
liable and it was not necessary to compute a Pearson Product 
Moment Correlation Coefficient. / It is interesting to note, how
ever, that the jurors’ initial ratings correlated .0900 and the 
second ratings correlated .0017 with teachers’ concept of self.

5. Is there a positive correlation between the teacher’s 
concept of others and the principal’s ratings of the • 
teachers? ■

. The ratings assigned by the principals proved to be unre
liable and it was not necessary to compute a Pearson Product 
Moment Correlation Coefficient. -

6. Does the teacher’s self-concept correlate positively with 
her concept of others?

The question is answered in the affirmative. In this 
study the coefficient was .3989 and this coefficient is signifi
cant at the .001 level.'.The Berger Scale of Acceptance - of Self
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and Others consists of 36 items pertaining to the concept of 
others. A possible perfect self-concept score is 180. A possi-. 
ble perfect'concept of others score is 140; Indications are that 
the teachers in this sample have a fairly high concept of them
selves and of others.

. Table 6 presents the means and standard deviations, which 
while not germane to this study, provide information for those 
who may be interested in using the Berger Scale of Acceptance of 
Self and Others for similar purposes.

Summary
.This chapter has presented the data from 56 teachers, . 

eight principals and four jurors relative to the evaluation pro
cess in one elementary.school district in Pima County, Arizona.

In this particular study it was apparent that there are 
statistically significant differences in ratings that principals 
assign to teachers. It was also apparent that intra-rater reli
ability among principals between first and second ratings given a 
teacher was significantly low. .

Using Ebel’s formula to measure agreement among raters, 
it was apparent that there is a significant correlation among 
ratings assigned to teacher evaluations by different raters when 
the reliability of the average ratings for all four jurors was 
computed. Ebel1s formula'produced a coefficient of .5830 for the

- I - - -  ■■■ \ V v : : v v - r - ' .  ■ 'first ratings and a coefficient of . 4336for the second set of 
ratings.
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Table 6. Means and Standard Deviations of 

and Concept of Others Scores for
Self-Concept Scores 
All Teachers Combined

Variable Cases Means Standard Deviations
Self . . 56 158.5893 15.3182
Others 56 110.4821 9.4983

It was determined that ratings of teacher effectiveness in 
the classroom, whether by principals or jurors in this study, did 
not correlate significantly with a teacherrs self-concept of 
others. In the case of the principalsr evaluations the low reli
ability of their ratings precludes a significant correlation with 
any other variable,, and even though the average juror ratings were 
fairly reliable, no significant correlation with teachers self- 
concept or concept of others was found. . •

Using the Berger Scale of Acceptance of Self and Others 
in this study, it was apparent that a positive self-concept cor
relates significantly with a positive concept of others and that 
teachers rate themselves relatively high on both scales.

In the next chapter, the summary, conclusions, and rec
ommendations resulting from the analysis of these data are ' .
presented.



CHAPTER 5

-/ SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOM4ENDATIONS

This chapter, containing the summary, conclusions, and : 
recommendations, is presented in three, sections. The first sec
tion summarizes the findings of the study; the second, section . 
provides an interpretation of the results of the study; and the 
third section provides recommendations for teacher evaluation as. 
well as alternative research approaches which could be employed 
in future studies of the teacher evaluation process.

. Summary
The purpose of this study was to examine the following 

problem: Is there a statistically.significant correlation be
tween the ratings assigned to teachers by school principals and 
the teacher's concept of self and others?

Within this larger problem, the study focused upon the 
evaluation of teacher performance by external raters: Was the
performance of a teacher rated more reliably by external raters 
than by individual school principals, and was there a statistical
ly significant relationship between a teacher's self-concept and: 
concept of others? .

41
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The study was designed, to investigate four variables: . ■. 

self-concept, concept of others, principals1 teacher evaluations, 
and external ratings of teacher evaluations by a jury of four 
raters.

Seven', teachers-.' were selected at random and given two per- 
.formance evaluations by. each of eight individual school princi-. 
pals. These evaluations were assigned a numerical value of one 
to seven (one least effective and seven most effective) by the. 
principals and also by a jury of four external raters.

■ The 56 teachers voluntarily took the Berger Scale of Ac
ceptance of Self and Others yielding a .self-concept score and a 
concept of others score. These scores were then correlated with 
the ratings of the principals and the jurors.

Conclusions
A combined total of 560 scores and ratings were examined 

in order to determine what.degree of reliability could be expect
ed between a principal1s perceived effectiveness of a teacher* s 
performance based on two narrative evaluations and a self-concept 
score from an attitudinal scale voluntarily taken by the teacher.

While the results did not yield a positive correlation 
between a teacher* s. self-concept and the teacher* s effectiveness 
in the classroom, as perceived by the principals, there were some 
ancillary observations and conclusions which are worthy of 
consideration. ' . y \ ; v : - IXy:/. ■. 1 -
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It appeared that generally, ratings were•unreliable and : . 

inconsistent. It appeared that principals could not assign re
liable numerical values to teachersf evaluations. Furthermore, 
the numerical values assigned by principals were consistently 
high.

It was further determined, that in this study it was im
possible to ascertain any significant relationship between the . 
teachersr classroom performances as evaluated by their principals 
and the. teachersT self-concepts; however, the relationship be
tween teachers! self-concept and the teachersf concept of others 
was significant at the .001 level. Unfortunately, these data 
have no apparent effect on the teachersr classroom performances 
in this■study. ■ It is also apparent that external raters are more 
reliable in assigning consistently significant values to teacher 
evaluations.

. The. reliability of principalsf evaluations of teachers 
currently employed in this situation and in this study, as well - 
as the relationship of the teachersf ratings to two measures of 
teachersf attitudes, do not provide an;adequate basis for deter
mining teaching effectiveness in the classroom. While there was 
an apparent lack of intra-rater reliability among principals in 
this study, it was apparent that there were no agreed upon and 
‘ understood criteria for the evaluation of teachers ,• nor was there 
a training period to train principals in the school district how 
to evaluate teachers effectively. Further research is needed
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with the motive of developing evaluation instruments which could 
produce significantly reliable.intra- and inter-rater reliabili
ty coefficients among evaluators who are assigned by Arizona, 
Statute the.responsibility of evaluating teachers.

Recommendations 
This section Of the chapter presents recommendations for 

further study only.
1. An alternative research approach which would include an . 

evaluation philosophy, a set of understood and agreed- 
. upon evaluation criteria; criteria indicators of the ef- :’ 
fectiveness of a teacher's classroom performance and 
specific evaluation objectives to be achieved by the 
teacher and the principal, could conceivably yield a high 
degree of intra- and inter-rater reliability among 
evaluators. ;

■■■;. 2. Since the teachers? concept of • self and concept of others 
scores did not correlate with the principalTs ratings, it 
is possible that other personality attributes of the 
teacher are worthy of investigation in investigating 
teacher effectiveness in the classroom.

3. The the external raters reliability coefficient of .3800 
, being significant at the .001 level, a research study on 

the utilization of external raters (outside the school 
■ setting) to determine teacher effectiveness would appear 
-to have some merit.
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4. Further studies are' needed to determine the long range

effects of a teacher evaluation program. Longitudinal 
studies of three to five years may provide valuable in
sights into the professional development of the: teacher, 
especially since Arizona Statutes now require teachers to 
be evaluated.

5. Investigation of what schools or what public school dis
tricts are, in fact, using as evaluation instruments to 
comply with Public Law 2064 would be worth pursuing.

6. Other studies could compare teacher'evaluation programs ■ 
in the state of Arizona since August 1974 when Public 
Law 2064 was passed by the legislature.

7. A research study to determine the amount of teacher in- 
volvement in the formulation and implementation of evalu
ation programs in the state of Arizona would be valuable 
to the teaching profession.'

The general public has become increasingly interested in 
getting the best education possible for its tax dollar, and the 
effective classroom teacher is going to provide this education.
It seems reasonable to believe that evaluation practices should 
provide us with the best teacher possible for every classroom; 
however, despite the fact that evaluation systems are being im
plemented with more fervor and on a wider scale than every before, 
teacher evaluation is still cradled in a crucible of doubt and 
misgivings by both the members of the teaching profession and . '



the general public. Further research studies in the area of 
teacher evaluation could provide::;,valuable information for the 
teachers, the administrators, the school boards, and the tax 
payers to whom all are held accountable.
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INTERJUDGE RELIABILITY AMONG 
PRINCIPALS AND JURORS
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. ' APPENDIX B

VARIOUS FORMS

This appendix % includes the' consent statement, staff evalua
tion, and instructions to participants. : ;



' '■ ' ■ , ■Consent Statement"
Please respond to the items on the Berger Scale based on 

your own feeling about the -items.read.
I also understand that there is a consent form available 

to me to be filed in an area designated by the Human Subjects - 
Committee with access restricted to the principal investigator or 
authorized representatives of the particular department.

Subject Signature

Witness Signature

*Based on phone approval.



' / Staff Evaluation
Evaluation: "Deciding together what we can do better.T?
1.0 Commendations: .

2.0 ' Recommendations:

3.0 How the evaluator will assist in the recommendations

Teacher .. : ' . ' Position \ \
Evaluator ' Date

(Use reverse side for additional comments.)
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Instructions.to Participants

Enclosed find the narrative evaluations of some certified person
nel selected randomly for this study. These evaluations are to
tally anonymous— names, dates, and; other identifiable , 
characteristics have been cut out of the narrative evaluations.
Please read these narrative statements and rate each evaluation 
on a scale from 1 to 7, the number 1 being the least effective 
and the number 7 being the most effective.
Each evaluation is to be given only a single numerical value. ■ 
You will find below numbers from 1 to 56. These numbers corre
spond to the number of single evaluations used in this study. 
Above the numbers circled in red please place your numerical 
evaluation as per example.
Upon completion of this task place the narrative evaluations in 
the envelope provided and return them to Mr. Butler, Coronado 
Elementary School.

Example: (j) (your rating)
1 2 : 3 4 (subjects) -

Subjects:;.

1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 9 1.0 11 12 13 14

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 . 23 2.4 25 . 26; 27 28

29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42

: 43 44 45 46 . 47 ; 48 49 . 50 . 51. 52 53 54 55 56

•If you have any. questions concerning this evaluation, please con
tact Mr. Butler, at 297-5441.
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