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ABSTRACT

This study contributes to understanding teacher self-evaluation as a learning
experience by demonstrating how it is perceived, conceptualised and used in the Greek
context. Such understanding forwards knowledge with regard to the evaluation of
teachers. The research illuminates how features of teacher self-evaluation, such as
unconscious thinking and deliberate thinking, can influence the development of
understanding and teachers’ sense of accountability. Interaction plays a vital role in this
process. The study reaches such considerations through investigating the conduct of
teacher self-evaluation in primary and nursery contexts, and the perceptions and
attitudes of a stratified sample of Greek teachers in randomly selected geographical
areas. The findings conclude that teacher self-evaluation, perceived as a personal
professional activity and practised in ignorance of what is involved and in a non-
supportive environment, provides minimal chances for teachers to realise the full

learning potential of the self-evaluation process and the impact on teaching.

Teacher self-evaluation is explored by using an interpretative case study
approach and methodological triangulation. Immersion in one primary and six nursery
schools provided insights into teachers’ self-evaluation behaviour and the implications
for improvement of teaching and teacher learning. To address the meaning and value of
teacher self-evaluation and its development, the purposes and perceived benefits as well
as the processes, strategies and criteria used in its conduct were investigated. To limit
the focus the impact of conditions on the conduct of teacher self-evaluation were
examined at individual and school levels. Teacher self-evaluation, which is thought to
impact heavily on improvement of teaching and teacher learning and development, was
approached by examining some of its determinants, internal or external to the teacher,

such as teacher disposition and collegial discourse and the ways these interrelated.
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CHAPTER ONE
THE IMPETUS FOR THIS RESEARCH
This chapter introduces the study by explaining the background and
jevelopment. It presents the research aims and questions, considers the relevance of the
study to contemporary research regarding the evaluation of teachers and related issues.

The structure of the thesis is also outlined.

BACKGROUND

As a practitioner I have experienced varying evaluation schemes while trying to
improve my practice or when following directives. Inspectors evaluated me in my early
teaching years. Then, as explained in chapter three, I was considered responsible for
evaluating my teaching. Later I came across the evaluative procedures of the English
appraisal scheme. In each of these evaluative contexts the same questions arose: How
should I go about evaluating my practice? Who should set the criteria for my
evaluation? How should data be gathered? Who should be informed of the outcomes?
Who should I turn to for help and advice? What was the best course of action in my
evaluation practice that would give me reassurance that I was doing my best?

It took me years to realise that I had to work with feelings of guilt and
uncertainty and accept them as integral parts of my practice. It took me even longer to
view my own reflections and the critique of my colleagues, pupils and parents as the
ones that really mattered for my practice. For it was these reflections and critique that
challenged my perceptions and beliefs, provided me with new learning and pushed me
forwards to change and improve my teaching. This change in valuing my own self-
evaluation was reinforced when studying for an MA in Evaluation and Assessment.
MacBeath and colleagues (1996:11) quoted a phrase from an American document: “we
must learn to measure what we value, rather than valuing what we can easily measure”
which was striking for me and inspired a previous study on school self-evaluation
(Ghoula, 1998). In that study I had the chance to examine a framework for self-
evaluation and associated processes, study the implications for the education process
and for individuals at institutional level. This experience raised my awareness of the
opportunity self-evaluation offered for the development of understanding, thus for
learning and development at personal and professional levels. I realised that while self-

evaluation was a beneficial process that promoted development, the role of personal



13

experiences, perceptions and attitudes was crucial to evaluation processes and outcomes.
For me it became clear that questioning beliefs about my teaching, while entertaining
my own uncertainties resulted in improvement of my practice. I started to question
whether other colleagues believed that evaluating one’s teaching, and questioning
underlying principles, were worthwhile and beneficial for their practice. After
deliberate discussions with others I was left with the feeling that although my fellow
Greek colleagues were self-evaluating their practice, the form, degree and depth of their
evaluations varied considerably. This presented a challenge and a goal to pursue
further.

I embarked on this research with the aim of disclosing the Greek teachers’
experiences of and attitudes towards teacher self-evaluation. I was able to carry this out
through educational leave granted by the Ministry of Education with no specified
requirements regarding the way the study was to be conducted or the manner in which
the findings were to be presented. As discussed in chapter four, this allowed me to
reconsider some initial methodological decisions during the course of the study: one
concerns the sample of schools studied. Conducting case studies in both primary and
secondary contexts -as I had first planned- would have enabled the investigation of
Greek teachers’ self-evaluation practice in a wider range of settings adding detail and
raising many kinds of issues related to teacher self-evaluation. For example, Nias and
colleagues (1989) explored staff relationships and provided descriptions about the
complex interactions between perceptions, values and teacher behaviour. They argued
that the school culture impacted on the development of interpersonal skills and guided
relationships among primary schools staff, in particular. This finding suggested that
different school contexts fostered the development of different relations and provided
different opportunities for reflection, discussion and critique. On the other hand,
secondary schools are more academically oriented than primary schools (Hargreaves,
1994). This difference raises issues with regards educational orientations and their
interrelationships with teacher self-evaluation. For instance, there are implications for
self-evaluation processes, teacher learning and development. The pilot provided
indications that secondary school teachers were more academically oriented compared
to their primary colleagues and emphasised the need to use objective means in their self-
evaluation practices. With the discovery of these emergent differences, and given the

extensive period of time needed in the field to study thoroughly a variety of issues
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related to self-evaluation, I decided to restrict the study to the primary/nursery sector.
Focusing on contextual characteristics of schools that share more similarities than
differences in terms of teachers’ initial studies, in-service training, contact time,
curriculum aims, school orientation and pupils’ age, might facilitate a comparative
analysis to feed into the development of theory. My teaching background and training
has revolved around experiences in primary and nursery schools; this fact also
influenced the decision to restrict the choice to this sector of schools. I assumed that the
investigation of teachers in the primary/nursery sector was offering more chances of
uncovering self-evaluation practices occurring in subtle, more informal ways and in
naturalistic settings. Disclosing the ways that teachers come to an understanding and
development of their teaching practice via self-evaluation was central to the aims of this

research. These are presented below.

RESEARCH AIMS AND QUESTIONS

This study seeks to explore, in the case of Greek teachers, the rationale for
teachers practising self-evaluation and its effect on the improvement of teaching and
teachers’ own learning and development. Teacher learning and development are related
to practices such as teacher self-evaluation (Shulman, 1986; Smyth, 1988; Eraut, 1989,
Shinkfield & Stufflebeam, 1995; Reed & Street, 2002). Experiential knowledge fulfils
an important role for understanding one’s practice (Bredo, 1997; Elliott, 1993c). Such
understanding is at the heart of teacher self-evaluation practice, since it guides teacher
judgements, choices, decisions and actions. In this study I shall attempt to clarify why
Greek teachers self-evaluate and how, what kind of support they get and what kind of
constraints they experience. First, I explore the meaning teachers attach to the practice
of teacher self-evaluation, by examining their conceptions of the purposes of their self-
evaluation practice and the value they attach to it. Second, I investigate ways of
conduct. In an attempt to understand these ways I explore the role of interaction and the
extent to which it is significant for the successful practice of teacher self-evaluation, and
also I examine similarities and differences in self-evaluation practice and associate them
to factors, such as the particular setting, age of pupils, the curriculum and the subject
teacher focus. Given this attention, I explore the contexts that frame this practice, thus
examine the supports and constraints. For example, the organisation and management

of schools or the strategies teachers used regarding teaching goals or achievement can
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bring about consequences for the development of self-evaluation practice. How has
self-evaluation practice developed during the years teachers were granted responsibility
for evaluating their practice? What were the consequences for teacher learning and
development and the improvement of the teaching practice? What was the impact of the
policy, institutional and professional contexts on teachers’ perceptions and practices of
self-evaluation?

Examining the extent to which Greek schools in their current form and operation
can support self-evaluation practice requires awareness and attention of ethical and
political issues. House (1973) has argued strongly about the political dimension of
evaluation activities. Action research theorists (e.g. Elliott, 1975; Dadds, 1995) have
documented the role of perceptions, beliefs and feelings in teachers’ evaluation
activities and have highlighted the ethical dimension in the evaluation of teaching. 1
explore the role of politics and values on the conduct of teacher self-evaluation mainly
in primary and nursery contexts and the implications for the improvement of teaching
and teachers. I consider the opinions of secondary teachers in an attempt to extend
understanding of the different ways and circumstances in which the practice of teacher
self-evaluation may be promoted or hindered.

It should be noted that complete objectivity becomes a strenuous quest when
observing, describing and analysing teacher activity. The interpretations involved
assign a personal meaning to what is observed and described. Although it is hard to
eliminate all value-judgements (Hammersly, 1990; Woods, 1994) objectivity was
striven for during the data collection and analysis. Further, the exploratory nature of
this study does not aim to test whether findings from previous research can be found in
the context of these particular Greek primary and nursery schools. However, the
detection and discussion of parallel findings will help contribute to their validity (or
utility). Understanding is promoted by identifying how teacher self-evaluation is
perceived, conceptualised and used. Identifying the conditions surrounding self-
evaluation practice at individual and school levels reveals their interrelation to teaching
and learning outcomes and assists in uncovering teacher attitudes towards teacher self-
evaluation. Although the study is located in Greece, which historically, educationally,
socio-politically and culturally varies from other countries, the implications drawn from
this study could be of some relevance to others who are interested in the subject of

teacher self-evaluation. It is by understanding how Greek teachers perceive and
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experience self-evaluation and the implications for their teaching and development that
others are reminded of their own practices, of the similarities and differences.
Similarities were noticed among this research’s findings and other studies (e.g. Elliott
1975; Freedman et al, 1988; Rosenholtz et al, 1986; Webb, 2001; Sawyer, 2001).

RATIONALE

The evaluation of teachers’ work, as a group or as individuals, involves
methodological, political and ethical issues and relates closely to other areas of
educational concern, such as the curriculum or the change process. The focus of writers
has been in identifying the role of evaluation in curriculum and professional
development and learning (Stenhouse, 1975; Eisner, 1985; Guba & Lincoln, 1989;
Madaus et al, 1991) and the link with accountability to conceptions of evaluation that
support learning processes, improvement and development of teachers and schools
(Smyth, 1991; Elliott, 1983, 1989; Carr & Kemmis, 1986; Watkins et al, 2002). Such
conceptions view teaching as a profession of unique expertise or of special art (Schon,
1987; Woods, 1996; Shulman 2001), which necessitates a transfer of power to teachers
and schools to bring about sustainable learning outcomes (Apple, 1996; MacBeath et al,
1996; Elliott, 1998). Such conceptions stress the need for teachers’ active engagement
in the evaluation process. Self-evaluation, whether referring to individual or group
processes, is grounded in such engagement to improve teaching and learning, to forward
professional learning and development and to satisfy accountability demands
(McCormick, 1982; Adelman & Alexander, 1982; Clift et al, 1987; Reed & Street,
2002). Itis a fact that many decisions that teachers make require evaluation, so this
research starts from the premise that teachers engage in a more or less continuous
orocess of evaluation. Teachers are considered as competent professionals able to give
reasons for their decisions and actions and are expected to be introspective and capable
of disclosing how objective their perceptions of self-evaluation are. The study is based
on the view that making sense occurs in practical, quotidian and often tacit ways, that
interpretation is achieved through one’s inner world as this is situated in a specific social
context (Rogoff, 1990; Resnick, 1991). Teaching is “discipline-specific, age-specific

and to some extent, context-specific” (Shulman, 2001:11).
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The way teachers self-evaluate are influenced by the dynamic interrelationship
of the personal and the contextual. Schdif(l983) has discussed how a reflective
practitioner reaches understanding of her professional situation. His descriptions point
to the value and worth of self-judgements, also to the role of individual characteristics
and context in their formation. Kremer-Hayon (1993) has outlined the importance of
specific characteristics of the self-evaluating teacher, which include attitudinal
dimensions such as cognitive, affective and behavioural aspects. This means that the
recognition of the value of self-evaluation, the willingness to engage and the actual
engagement in self-evaluation activities are considered fundamental. A characteristic of
self-evaluating practitioners is their awareness and distinction of their reactions to their
daily encounters, including their responsiveness to teaching problems. She describes
two contrasting ways of reacting. Some teachers who favour the ‘by you’ approach
consider school problems ‘light-heartedly’ and often disassociate their professional role
from their solution. This approach results in disengagement and diffusion of
responsibilities. Teachers who favour the ‘through you’ approach embrace and consider
the application of solutions to problems raised from teaching practice as their
responsibility. They are committed, deeply engaged and accept problem solving as their
responsibility. To this effect a factor identified as important is teachers’ sense of
accountability; another factor is teachers’ awareness of the dynamics that occur as a
result of developmental trends, for instance, their particular understanding of the
implications of career cycles on teaching. For these reasons she stresses, like others
(e.g. Day, 1990; Airasian & Gullickson, 1997), the role of teachers’ pedagogical
knowledge, including the theoretical aspects of educational evaluation and the
acquisition of self-evaluation tools and ways of using them. The conditions surrounding
the school environment influence the particular approaches that are adopted; a non-
supportive school environment could cause disengagement and feelings of being used.

Elliott (1983) has offered a categorisation of self-evaluation practices:
unreflective self-evaluation, self-evaluation as practical deliberation and self-evaluation
as explicit knowledge of technical rules. He describes the first type (unreflective self-
evaluation) as based on tacit practical knowledge. This presupposes that teachers
possess and exhibit practical knowledge and have the capacity to evaluate their own
decisions and actions and their fit for particular circumstances without implying that

they are able to justify their evaluative judgements with reference to the principles
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underlying them. He describes the second type (self-evaluation as practical
deliberation) as exercised when teachers’ practical knowledge does not sufficiently
produce a solution to a problem, that is, when no exact rules or principles can be
applied. An ethical dimension characterises teachers’ deliberate thinking when
choosing voluntarily to search for the appropriate means to match an end under specific
circumstances. A degree of personal judgement is involved which necessitates the
outcomes of deliberation to be open to critique to facilitate and advance teachers’
understanding of specific situations. As for the third type of self-evaluation, he argues
that this is based on teachers’ explicit knowledge of technical rules. Teachers rely on
exact rules and principles when checking their own activities.

An issue raised by such categorisation is the extent to which formality influences
the practice of teacher self-evaluation. Teacher self-evaluation carried out through well-
planned and well-structured processes may justify its functioning and existence
(Kremer-Hayon, 1993); however, attaching formality to such processes may be
incompatible with the nature of self-evaluation (O’Hanlon, 1993). Increasing teachers’
technical efficiency and control over their own evaluation may not result in better self-
evaluation practices. Elliott (1983) argues that it does not ensure the development of
teachers’ capacity for making reflective decisions. The differences in personal
experiences, the complexity of teaching itself and the influence of context may result in
a gap between what is attempted and its actual outcome (Tuohy, 1994).

The study explores the connections between elements at different levels of the
system and the relationships among them that affect teachers’ understanding and
practice of self-evaluation. Giddens’s (1984) contention that systems operate not solely
as constraints on human agency but may also constitute enabling conditions for
exercising a certain kind of agency is an important premise of this research. The
‘cultural’ and ‘competence’ factors that Elliott (1994) has identified as important for
self-evaluation practice, and which may hinder or even distort it, are of special interest
in the context of this study. ‘Evaluation’ has only recently been considered as a subject
to be taught in Greek teacher training and is rarely discussed in in-service training
courses; the majority of teachers may well be unaware of the self-evaluation
methodology and issues important to educational evaluation.

The next section presents how the thesis is organised.
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STRUCTURE
Chapter one has introduced the impetus for this study and the insights that gave

rise to its development. The research aims and questions were described along with the
study’s relevance to discussions on the evaluation of teachers. A critical review of the
literature referring to the evaluation of teachers is offered in chapter two. The uses of
evaluation as a means of enhancing decision-making and/ or understanding, and for
control purposes (Harland, 1996) are examined. The focus is on teacher self-evaluation.
The importance of promoting evaluation schemes that allow teachers to be accountable
while fostering the improvement of teaching and learning outcomes and assisting
teacher development is considered fundamental. The literature review helps to identify
and clarify the research aims; as well as to reflect and specify decisions made on the
research methodology.

Chapter three outlines the context of the research, presenting the Greek
education system and analysing evaluation issues, policy and practice. Relevant
legislation is discussed in relation to developments from research in the field of
evaluation. Chapter four presents the research methodology that is employed,
discussing the research decisions and procedures and the principles that were followed.

In chapters five and six the data from the interviews and observations of teachers
in one primary and six nursery schools is analysed and reported to answer the research
questions of why and how teachers self-evaluate. In chapter seven the research
questions are further addressed by analysing the findings of a postal survey that was
delivered to teachers in the primary and secondary sectors of education. Chapter eight
analyses all findings, detecting critical issues, similarities and differences across cases.
It describes the implications of Greek teachers’ self-evaluation practice, and explores
and reconsiders this practice in the light of relevant literature. This undertaking is
soncluded by comments on the whole process and outcomes, which are drawn together

in chapter nine. Suggestions based on the findings are articulated.
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CHAPTER TWO

IDENTIFYING THE FIELD OF TEACHER EVALUATION

This chapter reviews literature relevant to the study’s aims and the questions it
seeks to answer, so that they can be understood and justified, while the research design
can also be reconsidered. The meaning of teacher self-evaluation is conceptualized and

the worth of this practice is discussed in terms of important issues.

EVALUATION AND SELF-EVALUATION

Many writers have tried to identify what makes good teaching (e.g. Mortimore et
al, 1988; Creemers, 1994; Scheerens, 1992). ‘Good’ teaching is more than measures of
students’ performance. Students need to be taught to learn how to learn. Teachers need
to deal successfully with other issues, such as curriculum, pedagogy and evaluation
(Shulman, 2001; Iwanicki, 2001), organisational and management factors (Blase &
Anderson, 1995) and other dimensions, such as perceptions and biographies and the
varied expectations of different audiences (Holly, 1989). However, the control of such
issues is often orchestrated beyond teachers who are left with a minor role when making
decisions about them (Sarason, 1971; Smyth, 1988). All have their share in successful
teaching. Notably, there are variations of ‘good’ teachers created out of different
visions pursued over time and a prudent solution might be to seek to develop many
kinds of teachers (Cruickshank & Haefele, 2001). Nonetheless, who ought to decide
what kind of teaching is ‘good’? Who should evaluate teachers’ work? Is it wiser for
practitioners to judge themselves, or are there others who know and could judge
teaching better? Answers to such questions are not simple. They depend on what one
considers ‘good’ teaching; this subsequently determines one’s view about its evaluation.

Smyth (1988:47-8) tends to sum up the tensions that exist in the variety of
standpoints taken: “at different times and in different places persistent contradictions
have characterised the debate over the evaluation of teachers’ work; over bureaucratic
control versus the dialectic of power; over the concept of teachers as workers versus
teachers as professionals; over conception versus execution of teaching; and over the
resurgence of managerial notions of accountability”. The distinction made by Scriven

(1967) between summative and formative purposes of evaluation reveals the different
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concerns and emphases driving evaluation. The line of thought, the focus and the means
to achieve these purposes vary among writers. For instance, school effectiveness
research focuses on ways that quality and efficiency could be maintained in schools; the
belief is that agencies external to the school can detect effective practices and if these
practices are applied, effective change can occur (Sammons, Hillman & Mortimore,
1995). School improvement research emphasises a process-oriented evaluation through
an analysis of practice; value is placed on bottom-up changes to induce improvement
and development (Adelman & Alexander, 1982; Elliott, 1983; Simons, 1987; Clift,
Nuttall & McCormick, 1987). Self-evaluation is seen as a force for improvement and
development of students, teachers and schools (Hopkins, 1989; White, 1997, MacBeath,
1999). The belief is that teachers and students create a unique context that affects the
conduct of teaching, the decision-making process and the resulting learning. Research
has described the impact that teachers and schools have on student’s learning (e.g.
Rutter et al, 1979; Fitz-Gibbon, 1992; Thomas et al, 1999). The evaluation activity
ought to focus on learning (Iwanicki, 2001; Reed & Street, 2002). In teaching contexts
learning works both ways: besides students, teachers learn also what, when and how,
works best for their teaching practice. The self-evaluation activity, as part of a
continuous process of renewal and development, provides a basis for teachers to use this
learning to make informed choices and decisions. Such decisions are more likely to
bring about change and lead to improvement (Elliott, 1998; Sawyer, 2001).

The issue is whether teachers can evaluate their own teaching adequately. This
issue seems to be one of validity or -from another perspective- of utility that relates to
the ethics (Elliott, 1983) and politics (House, 1973) of evaluation. Can a teacher act as
the judge and the jury? (Nuttall, 1981). What is the hidden agenda? (Smyth, 1991). Is it
better if external teams (e.g. inspectors), or a combination of external with internal
evaluators (e.g. staff appraisal interview, peer review) evaluate teachers, or should
teachers be trusted and supported in evaluating their own work? Exploring the terms
evaluation, teacher evaluation, teacher self-evaluation and reflective practice as used in
the relevant literature and other cognate topics helps clarify these questions and
highlight their relevance to this study.

Stake (1989:14) conceives evaluation as “a process of judgement” leading to
decisions; the methods to reach this judgement can involve the use of different criteria

and standards, disciplined introspection or subjective data. Teacher evaluation for
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Shinkfield and Stufflebeam (1995:86) is “the systematic assessment of a teacher’s
serformance and /or qualifications in relation to the teacher’s defined professional role
and the school district’s mission”. Teacher evaluation is not about judging teachers’
personalities, or styles of teaching, but the way teachers carry out the defined
assignments of their role. Stake (1989:13) agrees with this definition; he stresses that it
should occur only when it promotes education. Scriven (1994) similarly argues that
teacher duties ought to be the content of evaluation. Authors stress that teachers’
performance should be judged in teachers’ natural settings and are qualitatively
assessed (Elliott, 1989; Adelman, 1989). Airasian and Gullickson (1997:viii) define
teacher self-evaluation as a “process in which teachers make judgements about the
adequacy and effectiveness of their own knowledge, performance, beliefs, or effects for
the purposes of self-improvement”. For Elliott (1994:6) teacher self-evaluation is an
activity not separate to teaching but “a particular mode of teaching which operates at the
level of discursive consciousness”, “a form of moral/ social discourse, (which) involves
the generation and testing of action hypotheses about which a course of action in the
situation is ethically consistent with one’s educational ideas and values”. He stresses
that teaching competence and methodological competence (as self-evaluators) should
not be construed separately. All these definitions imply that reflective enquiry is part of
the evaluation process. Schon (1983:299) regards reflective practice as an engagement
“in a continuous process of self-education” in which the practitioner is a researcher-in-
practice and is renewed through such practice. Smyth (1991:109) explains that
reflection should not be seen as “passive deliberation or contemplation” but as “active
and militant... concerned with infusing action with a sense of powers and politics. ..
which reintroduces into the discourse about teaching and schooling a concern for the
‘ethical, personal and political’.

Each conception highlights important aspects concerning the evaluation of
teachers. The evaluation of teachers ought to aim to advance teacher understanding and
promote learning in the setting, to base judgements on defined professional assignments
and to consider situational data and experiences. The evaluation of teachers is about
trusting professional judgements, understanding the value for learning that the process
of evaluating unique situations can bring for teachers and teaching, and facilitating
teachers to use this learning to improve. Teacher self-evaluation offers opportunities for

these to happen. It is concerned with evaluating or judging the ‘worth’ or ‘value’ of
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one’s performance in a particular situation in search for the strengths and weaknesses of
one’s practice for the purposes of learning, improvement and development. It is not
only an exploration of perceived problems arising out of particular situations and in
need of solutions but also an investigation of beliefs and their relationship to practice.
Through the self-reflective process, each evaluated situation provides an opportunity for
new learning and therefore for self-education.

In teacher self-evaluation the producer and the receiver of the evaluative
information is the teacher; “individual self-evaluation is a process of finding out about
and judging one’s own activities for one’s own purposes” (Adelman & Alexander,
1982:24). The teacher decides how, when, with whom to share her thinking and
evaluative comments and how to disseminate the evaluative information she gathers.
This raises issues, for instance, that concerning the management of power in
accountability relationships, of the implied self-criticism and of outcomes, which is
knowledge that affects decision-making. The way such knowledge is used and the
power to act on the learning outcomes are crucial issues in self-evaluation practice.
Teachers have to cope with feelings of threat and tensions related to networks of power
or professional relationships (Nunan & Lamp, 1996). Besides, evaluation entails human
judgements, which, as expressions of personal value, as ethical statements rooted in
experience, cannot be reduced to rules or defined as true or false (Adelman &
Alexander, 1982; Wiggins, 1989). That is why the self-evaluation process must be seen
as opportunity for professional growth (Simons, 1987) and judgements must be kept
‘open’ and ‘checked’ through dialogue or ‘reflective discourse’, first with oneself and
then with others (Adelman, 1989; Burgess, 1989; Elliott, 1993c; Smith, 1993). The
dialogue can serve to open up ‘the lens of reference’ each one holds; positive
perceptions and feelings facilitate viewing reality from another perspective (Shinkfield
& Stufflebeam, 1995; Murphy, 1996). This view allows one to question thinking, to
renew and develop it and to justify or validate judgements (Moyles, 1988; James, 1989).
When teachers’ own understanding of their situation is sharpened, clarified and
extended their evaluations have better chances of becoming more accurate. Further,
political, personal and professional interests and assumptions can be questioned through
interaction with others. Such interests and assumptions need attention (Shipman 1983;

Smyth, 1991, Eraut 1994).
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The meaning of teacher self-evaluation as used in this study, the purposes
driving the evaluation of teachers and their relation to the self-evaluation process are

now examined.

EVALUATION OF TEACHERS: PURPOSES

The review of the literature shows that the evaluation of teachers serves purposes
of accountability, learning, improvement and development, conceived to be neither rigid
nor exclusive of one another. The different functions of evaluation relate to different
modes of investigation and are useful to different decision situations (Shinkfield &
Stufflebeam, 1995). At the level of the teacher, evaluation needs actively and
purposefully to focus on learning, which in turn provides the ground for satisfying

accountability demands, improvement and development.

The association of inspection systems to the evaluation of teacher performance
against external criteria followed the attempts of appraisal schemes to serve
simultaneously accountability, improvement and development purposes. It has been
argued that the evaluation of teachers in such schemes is conceived within a commercial
and managerial perspective (Smyth, 1988; Eraut, 1989; Burgess, 1989) primarily
devised for administration control (Adelman, 1989; Winter, 1989) and accountability
purposes (House & Lapan, 1989). Learning, improvement and development seem to be
conceived as add-ons included in the schemes’ rationale to justify a broad perspective,
or as a defence to alternative views. A conception of evaluation that focuses on under-
performance and predetermined standards, presents a limited view of the teaching
situation that does not adequately address the supports or constraints on action (Winter,
1989; Darling-Hammond, 1997). It fosters the assumption that pressures and measures
on teachers and schools would make teachers accountable and induce improvement and
development (Adams & Burgess, 1989). However, pressures and measures may act as
barriers in teaching and hinder development (Carr & Kemmis 1989; Smyth, 1989). For
instance, loss of one’s labour control combined with increasing measures to maximise
performance may cause caring and knowledgeable individuals to become alienated from
their work, and weaken their sense of responsibility (Apple & Teitelbaum, 1986; Eraut,
1994; Apple 1996). Such teachers can easily give the impression that they lack
willingness and capacity. This may not be a personal matter but rather reflect “a failure

of the system to grapple with and confront contradictory demands” (Freedman et al,
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1988:61). These demands may have arisen out of officially promoted ideal types, such
as a type of school or teacher. For instance, Gani (1999) examined Greek teachers’
perceptions and attitudes towards the ‘whole-day’ (oloemero) school (a newly
introduced type of school that extends pupils’ attendance time through a range of
learning activities). She found that although the majority of teachers held a positive
attitude towards such schools, their answers on substantive questions (e.g. need for
training) had no relevance and logical consistency among them. She concluded that this
inconsistency demonstrated “the ‘schizophrenia’ that shows in the field of teachers”
(ibid:33). She compared these findings with research data she collected two decades
ago, and noticed a change for the worse in teachers’ perceptions with regard to their
sense of professional responsibility, their professional expectations and willingness for
training. Eraut (1994) argues that the internalised norms of the profession create a form
of ‘professional conscience’. He argues that this is based not on ‘working realities’ but
on the profession’s preferred view of itself. He notes that this results in guilt in
conscientious individuals who realise that they cannot exhibit the ‘ideal type’ at work,
or the impact might act reversibly, as ‘cover your back’ against liability or criticism.
This becomes worse if the profession’s claims are taken for granted and espoused

capabilities dealt as reality (ibid:227).

The issue of teacher accountability becomes acute with such observations.
However, there is accountability for teachers’ performance but also accountability for
the support given to teachers. The performance effects (e.g. teachers meeting a target)
need equal attention, and consideration, with the design effects (e.g. the system’s
contribution to such achievement) in the evaluation of teachers’ work (Smyth, 1991).
Acknowledgement of the right of stakeholders (e.g. officials and parents) to check via
evaluation whether socially desirable outcomes are produced in schools ought to
simultaneously recognise their share of responsibility in these outcomes. One group has
an obligation to account to others (McIntyre, 1989; MacBeath, 1999) but power
relationships influence the actions and development of group members (Burgess, 1989,
Winter, 1989). Teaching should be judged after careful consideration of the factors that
define, steer and affect this obligation while sensitively considering the context as
experienced by the teacher. Such judgements ought to be considered valid (Stake, 1989;
Elliott, 1989). An evaluation that works only one way by holding teachers accountable

for limited measurable outcomes, and without giving them a voice and power over
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important decisions, represents a ‘bureaucratic model of educational improvement’
(Darling-Hammond, 1990). Such a model raises issues of fairness (Norris, 1990) and
may easily result in restraining teachers from reflecting in creative and critical ways
(Darling-Hammond, 1990; Stoll & Fink, 1996). It considers teachers as ‘the tool’ to
overcome economic problems (Smyth, 1991) which can have negative effects on
teachers and hinder learning and development.

However, one evaluation cannot serve all goals (Nevo, 2001). In the education
of pupils there are expectations to be fulfilled, resources to be secured, consequences to
be dealt with long after pupils complete their schooling. Having the same person
conduct both formative and summative evaluations may ‘present problems’ (Shinkfield
& Stufflebeam, 1995:378). In the context of this research, evaluation is explored at the
personal and professional levels. The emphasis is placed on formative evaluation,
which is regarded as an integral part of educational practice and an ongoing learning
process that is improvement oriented. Formative evaluation refers to the selection of
suitable information for systematic review, aiming at showing teachers how to change
and develop. In such evaluation feedback plays a central role. Feedback must be seen
as a reciprocal flow of information that can cause and result in learning (Senge, 1990).
This means that the evaluated situation should not be seen as static, isolated and with a
definite end. The continuous feedback teachers get in their daily interactions challenges
their understanding and offers potential for continuous and unexpected learning. This
requires teacher self-evaluation practice to be an ongoing activity, determines its
formative nature and makes it an integral part of teaching. Freedom to make choices is
important in this context (Elliott, 2000) since it reflects the ‘autonomy’ element that
nourishes self-respect (Meyers, 1989), empowers teachers in the evaluation process and
offers possibilities for attachment, self-awareness and critical thinking. Such
components forward the restructuring of teachers’ understanding during the course of
teaching and learning, which gives a developmental character to teacher self-evaluation.
Moreover, the acknowledged interrelation of the personal and the contextual can
provide teachers with knowledge to become wiser and help others grow. This assigns
an improvement orientation to self-evaluation practice.

The evaluation of teachers should be regarded as a means of maintaining
effectiveness and efficiency only when it promotes teacher's learning. The focus of

evaluation ought to be on the learning value of its processes and on the need to assist
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teachers to see the merit of questioning and judging their own learning (Watkins et al
2002; Watkins, 2003) without neglecting to critically respond to accountability pressure.
Sustained improvement and development can depend on whether evaluation is
meaningful, useful and fair to teachers, as well as, it aims for social utility. Teacher
self-evaluation conceived as an “instrument...to improve performance” can be also “a
way of addressing demands of accountability” (Norris, 1990:140). For example,
according to Becker, Eraut and Knight’s (1981) description of accountability, teachers
who self-evaluate to advance students’ progress in learning exhibit moral responsibility
towards pupils, parents, and society; by questioning the principles of the teaching
profession, they exhibit professional accountability; and by acting according to their
duties they show accountability towards their employers and to society for the education
of its young.

Stenhouse (1983) has argued a strong case for giving primacy to teacher
judgements. The shift from a passive to an active role advances teachers’ control over
the perceived needs of their situation without excluding their responsibility to
demonstrate accountability. This shift also allows a questioning of power relations
affecting practice and extends teachers’ awareness about their learning and
development. Teacher self-evaluation, conceived as a merging of values and feelings to
actions, can serve the retroactive outcome of self-evaluation that can satisfy
accountability demands, while its formative functioning, as proactive processes
undertaken for learning, can facilitate development. Reed & Street (2002:5) identify
learning as a purpose of evaluation arguing “school evaluation will not become truly
school self-evaluation until it fully enables learning and meta learning to become a more
conscious, consistent and deliberate aspect of its process”. This applies to teacher
evaluation. Teachers need to be engaged in processes of reflective and reflexive
questioning. Reflective thinking is fundamental: it allows “the recognition of error, with
its resulting uncertainty, (to) become a source of discovery rather than self-defence”
(Schon, 1983:299). Reflexivity is crucial too: it assists one not just to consider the
implications of the consequences of one’s own action in a specific context but to
understand one’s own ‘actions and knowing’ (Witkin, 1977:33). An evaluation process
aimed at learning and development ought to protect teachers from reaching self-
defensive or self-delusive behaviours that distort the need for self-expression. A break

of trust, for instance, may drive one to a self-defensive position, or uncertainty about
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one’s impact on outcomes may affect a conscious and willing improvement of practice.
It ought to assist teachers to challenge their conscience, compare promoted ideal types
with their experiences and question policy principles related to their judgements. It is
the learning that emerges from such processes that can provide teachers with a better
chance to reveal the ‘ideal’ and the ‘real’ in their situation, makes it valuable and
necessary, and reassures that essential cues are provided for teaching improvement.
Conceiving the evaluation process this way demands to accept teachers as responsible
practitioners, to respect and trust their judgements and support them to develop
understanding. Assigned responsibility should not be equated with accepted and felt
responsibility; feeling responsible refers to an internally perceived need, not to an
externally imposed one. Felt responsibility can lead to commitment and development
(Rozenholtz, 1990; Day, 1990).

Teacher self-evaluation, conceived as a self-developing professional system that
serves teacher autonomy, knowledge and professionalism (Norris, 1990), places the
locus of accountability at the personal and professional levels. Its purposes include:
increased personal and collegial responsibility for teacher’s own and students’ learning,
intrinsic motivation for improving teaching and critical dialogue with peers and others
for personal learning, professional improvement and development. The learning or
educative role of evaluation (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Reed & Street, 2002) requires
attention to the form and uses of self-evaluation based on the way teachers construct and
reconstruct meaning in social contexts and on the conditions required for its success.
The following section discusses the relationship of teacher self-evaluation to learning; at
its heart are knowledge, reflection, interpretation and understanding and their

connection to teacher and pupil development and school improvement.

SELF-EVALUATION AND LEARNING

The literature review on learning theory indicates different perspectives about
what learning is or how it happens. Learning viewed as an individual phenomenon (e.g.
cognitivists) or a social act (e.g. situational learning theorists), dependent upon
something being done to the learner or accomplished by the learner (Philips & Soltis,
1998) implies that thinking consists of clearly related logical ideas or that it is a process
of a person’s beliefs, decisions and actions (Olson, 1997). Bredo (1997:39) suggests

“conceptions of learning are both socially constructed and socially constructive” which
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can explain why teachers’ thinking and learning has been perceived as simple or
complex, as involving acquisition of knowledge or mastery of skills, occurring with or
without help. It can justify the multiple perspectives in the evaluation of teachers.

The view that predetermined rules and procedures can facilitate teachers’
problem solving, and assist their quest for learning, stems from the view that regards
knowledge as static and being composed of true facts. Elliott (1998) notes that this view
considers thinking as passive speculation and reflection as a matter of copying the
established features of objects in order to acquire knowledge; this way theory
production becomes disassociated from practical judgement and the practical activity
considered as not producing knowledge. Such a view is challenged by another that sees
theory and practice as inseparable: judgement and decision-making in the practical
activity is producing knowledge that is open to redefinition and reflective thought is a
search for understanding experience and deciding for intelligent actions (Elliott, 1998).
Learning occurs when a problem arises and a solution is found. The individual has to
clearly formulate the problem; examine its elements and choose what is useful and
relevant; then draw on prior knowledge and connect it with his own situation;
hypothesise and put solutions to the test (Schon, 1987; Bredo, 1997; Olson, 1997,
Elliott, 1998; Hudson, 2002). Ross (1993:284), based on Aristotle’s thinking (Appendix
4), formulates the process of thinking to action as ‘will’ (epethemia: EmBUIa) leading
to ‘thinking’ (skepse: GKEWN), then to ‘perception’ (adelepse: avTiAnyn), then to
‘proairesis’ (proerese: NPOAIPEON) and ending in ‘action’ (praxis: NPA&N). In this
formulation when an individual wants thing ‘A’, he thinks about ‘B’ as the means to
achieve ‘A’, ‘C’ as the means to achieve ‘B’ and so on. Then the individual perceives
that ‘B’ or ‘C’ (and so on) offer possibilities for action at a specific point of time and
place. The individual chooses to select ‘B’ or ‘C’ and then puts in action ‘B’ or ‘C’.
This process highlights the role of meaning in problem solution: solution comes only if
the problem and the ingredients of its solution are meaningful to the individual. Also,
the teacher interest to solve the problem is central in the development of understanding
and hence in the emergence of new learning (Phye, 1997; Philips & Soltis, 1998).
Elliott (1993c) notes that interests in realising values condition understanding, making
teacher judgements and decisions not simply technical but ethical in character and the

standards employed dependent on consciousness.
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Notably, teachers embedded in social networks and faced with complex
information have to respond to different and often diverse meanings, and to make
intellectual connections in practical situations that can be problematic and loaded with
value issues and dilemmas resistant to clear solutions (Elliott, 1998). They have to
construct and reconstruct the way they make sense of their teaching. For Kelly
(1963:120) a construct is not a reality but an ‘abstraction’, this means “a property
attributed to several events”, while interpretation and interaction are vital ingredients in
the process of changing it. His theory of Personal Constructs implies that the
development of understanding is dependent upon the way the evaluated situation is
constructed, and significant elements associated to particular purposes/ circumstances
are interpreted. Elliott (1993a) stresses that personal constructions shape, and are
shaped by, teachers’ acts, which as personal constructions refer to qualities of value
concepts, manifested or not in available evidence. Personal constructions are a
synthesis of a meaningful whole; they form a personal theory. O’Hanlon (1993:246)
notes that teachers develop a personal “informed theory which forms the basis of
professional confidence with its confirmation in action”. Such theory is based on formal
knowledge of principles and the empirical knowledge of facts (Hayson, 1985; Day,
1990; Schon, 1991; Elliott, 1993c). This theory is informed by the content of
knowledge (the ‘knowing what’), the ways and forms in which it is acquired and used
(the ‘knowing how’) and situational knowledge (the ‘knowing with’) (Shulman, 1986;
Kremer-Hayon, 1990; Hudson, 2002). One’s personal theory reflects the way one
understands one’s own practice, thus a task of one’s self-evaluation is to surface and
question knowledge that is tacit. Such knowledge is common sense information from
personal experimentation, is useful and powerful and used even if it might have little
connection with teachers’ formal knowledge (Elliott, 1983; Lambert, 1984). Schon
(1983, 1987) has discussed the way professionals make sense of the subtleties that occur
in their particular situation and arrive at informed decisions by making connections. He
indicated why reflection is valuable: it allows individuals to construct new theories out
of unique cases. Garrison (1999) notes that for Dewey, all thinking is ‘self-reflective’.

Elliott (1993¢:198) distinguishes two forms of action-oriented reflection: one
serves a technical interest, the other serves a practical interest; interest refers “to
contexts of human action, such as predicting and controlling their consequences, or

ensuring their fidelity to the values one is committed to”. According to Elliott, teachers
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who use reflection to serve a technical interest employ ‘clear and unambiguous
standards’ that are ‘impersonal’ since they refer to ‘means-ends rules’; they use
instrumental thinking. The implication for their self-evaluation is that such thinking
urges teachers to adopt a ‘by-you’ approach to teaching (Kremer-Hayon, 1993). Such
thinking disassociates one from acknowledging personal responsibility in the progress
of learning and avoids teaching creatively and being critical about one’s own
contribution to practice. For Elliott (1993c:198) however, teachers, who use reflection
to satisfy a practical interest, view the standards they employ as ‘intrinsically
problematic’ and consider themselves as the source of these standards; they use ‘critical
self-reflection’. This allows them to adopt the ‘through-you’ approach to teaching
(Kremer-Hayon, 1993) which involves accepting responsibility for their teaching,
questioning critically and searching actively for ways to understand better and bring
progress to their practice. Questioning practice critically means questioning thoughts
and intentions, contrasting guesses, hunches hypotheses, and convictions with attitudes,
that is, beliefs and feelings. This permits teachers to understand the meaning they attach
to their interpretations, since meaning “refers to intention whether in action or in
speech” (Olson, 1997:496). A systematic thinking upon their knowledge and intuitive
reasoning (including the assessment of similarities and differences between their formal
and informal, past and current knowledge) and the synthesis of these into a new
perspective, allows teachers to become ‘good thinkers’ without having to be ‘rational’
or ‘logical’. For Aristotle, ‘what reason asserts is what desire pursues” (Garrison,
1999:297) and individuals act based on their capacity of ‘correct thinking’ (phronesis)
for themselves and for others (Ross, 1993; Dune, 1993; Pelegrinis, 2001). This capacity
for ‘correct thinking’ provides the basis for what authors (Phye, 1997; Olson, 1997)
have termed ‘meta-cognitive’ awareness and allows teachers to oversee and regulate
their learning.

Besides, it is ‘phronesis’ that allows self-evaluating teachers to exhibit personal
virtues, that is, to exhibit their virtue of character: virtues designate a moral character to
their doings. For Aristotle, personal virtues concern feelings and actions; virtues
relevant in the case of action, as this is expressed in the self-evaluation activity, are
wisdom (cw@pooivn:sofrosene), truth (GARBeIa:alethia) and magnanimity
(peyalowuyia: megalopsechia) (in Nicomachean Ethics:1108a30-b6 and Ethical

Efdemia:3, 7). Magnanimity when expressed in action reveals one’s claim for honour
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(respect) while the truth in social relations reveals what is considered truthful (Ross,
1993:288). A wise and magnanimous (respectful) action comes by teachers judging
their situation after considering the limitations of their thought and the influences of the
different elements in their environment, by exposing their thoughts and taking into
account the judgement of others. In this way, teachers’ actions reflect the virtue to act
truthfully and wisely while being respectful to their own selves and others when making
the best possible decisions under their circumstances. Advocates of regimes of external
accountability tend to diminish the role of virtues by assuming that teachers may not, or
cannot, be virtuous in the case of their own evaluations. This, while it disregards
teachers’ basic right to reflect and make sense of their experience, raises issues of
respect and trust. If teachers cannot be respected for wise action, and be trusted as
having the capacity to evaluate the way they make sense of their teaching, then, there is
a question of the role they are called to fulfil with their teaching. Such a role is passive
as I explain in the section on identity; practitioners are assigned a technical role
(Habermas, 1976) that conceives learning as explicitly impersonal (Salmon, 1988;
Darling-Hammond, 1997; Bowring-Carr &West-Burnham, 1997).

The relation of critical thinking to beliefs connects to Aristotle’s association of
reason to desire. Feeling and values condition the process of reflection and the
interpretations made (Witkin, 1977; Dadds, 1993; Garrison, 1999). Garrison (1999)
says that for Dewey, when feelings and values are in conflict with concrete practical
situations that demand solutions, they become open to revision and reconstruction.
Reflecting upon criteria used for judgements, searching for their origin and connecting
them with some social frame of reference, allow understanding the ethical consistency
of the values that define the ends to the decisions taken. Elliott (1993¢:202) stresses that
when teachers use reflection, there exists a “connection between the personal, the
oractical problematic and the critical in the reflective process” they adopt. Such points
indicate the provisional character of teachers’ learning and the possibilities it offers for
change. Every time teachers reflect on practice (e.g. on strategies employed) they
clarify and develop their conceptions, thus become aware of new strategic possibilities
(Elliott, 1993b). Reflection raises teachers’ awareness of the meanings given to
situations; this allows justifying why their preferred interpretations make better sense
than others do (Elliott, 1993c¢). Such justification (or practical judgement) is distinct

from offering a rational explanation, which implies an understanding with no moral
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judgement. Such justification can include a search for understanding how the
‘knowing’ of the action differentiates from the action (Witkin, 1977). Such
understanding empowers teachers since it enables them to distinguish what is ‘good’ (or
‘legitimate’) for them from that of others. To be able to do this, teachers need to realise
the temporal nature of their interpretations and decisions, that these are processes that
inform one another, which enables them to improve the quality of their decisions
(Elliott, 1993a).

The discussion so far has provided indications that reflecting on practice is not
always all that is needed to induce improvement. The personal, temporal and
provisional nature of understanding resulting from reflection cannot eliminate the
possibility of perceiving erroneously the situation, which in turn would affect judgement
and decision-making (McLaughlin, 1999). This in combination with the influence of
the surrounding context might result in reflections that provide a preferred image of
one’s own actions. Such issues highlight the importance of shared learning. It is the
relationship of teacher self-evaluation and situated learning that is discussed next and
the crucial role of the social environment in the understanding teachers develop and the

way learning evolves.

TEACHER SELF-EVALUATION and SITUATED LEARNING

A genuine inquiry that allows learning and development to occur together fosters
reflective practice and values situational understanding (Elliott, 1993a). Situated
learning theorists place due emphasis on the social activity which permits identifying
the origins of reflective thinking without presupposing the content and processes of
higher order thinking. Thinking is a form of acting and learning is “collaborative and
meaningfully related to the activities of others”, thus their proper functioning is
radically dependent on the acted situation (Bredo, 1997:31). In this view, teachers are
seen as active social actors, located in a specific point in time and space, acting upon

their environment but at the same time being influenced by it.

Lave and Wenger (1991) argue that learning is embedded in the activity, is not
an isolated or special event, but occurs continuously since it is located in processes of
co-participation and not in the individual’s head; therefore, it is expedient to the

different perspective of co-participants. This implies that learning concerns the
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improvement of predefined tasks, defines one’s future role performance, and contributes
to the performance of others in the activity. Bredo (1997:36) says that Vygotsky with
his conceptualisation of the zone of proximal development implies that the ‘only good
learning’ that strengthens growth is the individual learning that is situated “in the
context of an evolving role in a social activity” while the social activity is itself
“situated in an evolving form of social life”; this also implies a link between learning
and development. Bredo (1997:34) notes also that Dreyfus views people as flexible and
able to make the situation what they want it to be. For Dreyfus notes Elliott (1993a:72-
4), situational understanding involves four mental capacities: the recognition of the
situation’s components, the differentiation of relevant components and their synthesis
into a whole and the decision making of the appropriate strategies for action. The
development of these abilities depends upon the teacher’s experiences.

Teacher self-evaluation is best understood from such theoretical perspectives on
learning and development that suggest that the reflective thought can surface, be
questioned and acted upon, without attaching a specific content or form to it. Such
perspectives illustrate that learning and development are nurtured by the social activity,
and that teachers’ actions are collaboratively and meaningfully related and influenced
by context. This position implies a sequence in teachers’ learning from experience. For
instance, drawing from Dreyfus’s stage model, Elliott (1993a) formulated four
developmental phases of experiential learning, which indicate different learning needs.
These phases are: the ‘advanced beginner teacher’ who distinguishes a variety of
relevant situational and non-situational aspects involved in practice through observation
and use of theoretical knowledge; the ‘competent teacher’ who reflects on her own
experiences to recognise a variety of relevant aspects to the situation and is able to
handle it competently; the ‘proficient teacher’ who acts intuitively to differentiate the
relevant aspects and goals of situations and synthesise them into a whole; the ‘expert
teacher’ who intuitively is able to draw from her accumulative experiences and make
intelligent decisions.

Progress in learning ought not to be seen as linear. Limited past experience
requires teachers to move to previous stages in order to handle their situations more
competently; they have to unlearn and relearn beliefs and practices (Elliott, 1993a;
Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1996). This implies that experience alone might not

be enough to assist teachers in making the best decisions (Airasian & Gullickson, 1994).
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Experience allows one to have a clear aim in mind (what Dewey called an ‘end-in-
view’) and the desire to resolve one’s own doubts (Garrison, 1999). This allows
anticipating consequences, enhances one’s ability to perceive holistically the situation
when making plans, it provides skills for recognising problems on the spot, and it
facilitates connecting possible solutions. It cannot ensure however the ‘wiser’ or ‘more
appropriate’ decision; “schemes of interpretation become established through use but
require... confirmation by the defining acts of others” (Woods, 1996:33). Such
confirmation adds meaning and value into the decision. The fluidity in experience and
dissimilarity of needs produces feelings of uncertainty without implying incompetence
in teachers that need remedial actions taken by others. Garrison (1999:294) notes that
uncertainty is inevitable for Dewey: ‘the context of all inquiry involves need, doubt, and
the desire to relieve the need and remove the doubt”. By differentiating teachers’ needs
in understanding particular situations, the focus shifts in finding suitable remedial ways
that make the presence of these feelings manageable, while the decision for remedial
actions remains on the teacher to have an impact on beliefs and behaviour.

Eraut (1994:13) discussing the problematic character to work-based learning
notes that such learning depends on perception, itself dependent on cognitive
frameworks, also expectations, time for reflection and capacity to link specific
experience with prior knowledge. Interest for learning and assistance in a specific
context can push one to deliberately reflect on personal feelings and beliefs, to question
the impact of external influences on one’s practices, and to open one’s own judgements
to the scrutiny of others. It is meaning constructed with others that increases one’s
reflective capacity since it requires one “to take the role of the other, to put oneself in
the position of the other, and to interpret from that position” (Woods, 1996:33). Making
reflective thought explicit, and involving others in judging it, is an advanced step that
self-evaluating teachers have to take. This step is the one that makes the teacher self-
evaluation concept broader than that of the reflective practitioner and that ensures
effective professional development. Such development refers to teachers both ‘as
learners and as teachers’ and accepts teachers’ struggle with feelings of uncertainty
(Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1996). Teachers need to become ‘professional
learners’ (Eraut, 1994) thus frameworks for professional learning/ development need to
be holistic, and to attend to processes and procedures in the learning setting that offer

appropriate support (e.g. time for consultation, reflection, experimentation,
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collaboration, resources), thus build on the learner’s capacity to take advantage of
available opportunities (Eraut, 1994; Watkins, 2003). Before outlining how learning
progress may be fostered best and development enhanced, I discuss the teacher’s role

and identity in relation to teacher self-evaluation.

TEACHERS’ ROLE and IDENTITY

The development of thinking and learning relates closely to role frames, this
means to personal perceptions and beliefs about one’s own self and of what is expected
of one (Day, 1990; O’Hanlon, 1993). Self-evaluation becomes relevant to indicate the
relationship between teachers’ perceptions, aspirations and expectations since these
determine the level of effort, determination and commitment devoted when teachers try
to develop particular skills, acquire knowledge and act in a certain way or change
behaviour. Determination and commitment to understand practice is shown when
teachers deliberately act to find out what means are suitable to match the ends of
practice in their own situation. By acting spontaneously and intuitively they allow their
learning to evolve and their actions to be deliberately and consciously driven by the
professional role and what they think this role entails (Rogoff, 1990; Phye, 1997). This
makes their self-evaluation a genuine enquiry that advances their learning experiences.

O’Hanlon (1993) argues that once teachers accept their role they personally
choose how to perform it, which allows them to be reconciled with their own selves.
For instance, the evidence of the Ford study suggests that identity relates to teachers’
professional role (Elliott, 1975; O’Hanlon, 1993). Phye (1997) argues that
understanding and insight arise from historically conditioned and socially situated selves
that cannot be disconnected from cognition. Besides, identity evolves and changes
within the different roles teachers play in their lives and may not be discovered until
teachers become aware of the underlying values, feelings and attitudes that inspire their
actions (O’Hanlon, 1993; Mitchell & Weber, 1999). Such awareness can bring
transformation of the teacher’s self. Such transformation applies to the self as a whole
(Dadds, 1993). Teachers, who self-evaluate to improve understanding or justify the
decisions made, cannot disassociate their thinking from their feelings and impressions of
their situation. Mind and soul are inseparable for Aristotle (Ross, 1993; Cooper, 1998;
Pelegrinis, 2001) and Dewey (Garrison, 1999). The implication is that teachers ought to

be regarded as professionals or artists, instead of considered as social and cultural agents
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acting as technicians with limited autonomy (Woods, 1996; Berliner, 1999). House and
Lapan (1989:61) argue that these roles provide “for higher delineations between levels
of success”, thus the assumption that pre specified skills can lead to successful practice
has to be replaced by the assumption of the different or even unique patterns of
performance. They note that teachers develop a ‘causal inference structure’ confirmed
continuously in action and which may be assessed by examining one’s active
experimentation with teaching, the level of explanation of one’s teaching actions and in
situations in which exchange of views occurs.

The confirmation of one’s ‘inference structure’ can be an educative activity if it
alerts teachers to aspects that they had not previously been aware. Realising new
aspects is crucial; it is the definition of one’s own situation that guides one’s
perceptions, actions and interaction (Woods, 1996). Elliott (1993a) argues that
judgements justified through interaction allow teachers to express their thinking,
interpret, evaluate and decide based on an awareness of the self as an active agent in
their particular situation to be understood, and as one that can influence others. In this
context, the professional or artistic roles offer opportunities to teachers to understand
and derive authority from the knowledge they are expected to have, to be authentic
when showing their sense of accountability, to be committed to pupils’ progress and
their own growth (Kremer-Hayon, 1993; Darling-Hammond & Snyder, 2000). Such
roles allow teachers to express their thinking and feelings, to develop coherent
interpretations and shared understanding. Thus, consensus can be easier to achieve
(Elliott, 1993a) while shared judgements may be value biased and divergent without
being invalid (Bridges, 1989; Elliott, 1989). Such roles recognise and allow space for
one’s need for ‘self-acceptance’ (becoming reconciled with oneself) self-awareness,
evaluation, and self-actualisation (the self’s need to find expression). Such needs make
learning meaningful and are integrally linked to professional development and should be
fostered in professional contexts (O’Hanlon, 1993; Bredo, 1997). Professional
development refers to a teacher’s change and improvement and is potentially affected by
various conditions. Teacher self-evaluation becomes relevant to provide a supportive
context for improvement that promotes change both at personal and professional levels.
It accomplishes that by linking the self-study of a teacher’s belief system with the

experienced situation and the influences from the environment thus disclosing to the
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teacher the limits and constraints that affect her judgements and actions. Such

disclosure can bring self-development.

CHANGE

Nowadays, curriculum and pedagogy change often; new conceptions of
education’s role in society and fresh views about pupils’ learning appear, parents’
evolving role emerges. Teachers are asked to implement changes without being given
an active role in their generation and without being given opportunities to alter the
structures that shape their practice. For Elliott (1998:184-88) such structures ought not
to be assumed to exist externally and independently of teacher activities. Drawing from
Giddens’ (1984) theory of ‘structuration’ he notes that systems (e.g. school) are
‘generalised patterns of conduct discerned in the activities of different individuals over
time’, so individual activities are structured by the principles and properties inferred
from such patterns; these structural properties are the general procedures (rules) applied
in teachers’ practice and the capabilities of the system to control material and human
resources. This analysis allows him to conclude that systems do not constrain teachers’
actions since they are not the source of power over their activities; power resides in the
principles that underpin systems. Eraut (1994:140) argues that change will come
through “recognition of other possible arrangements...because people begin to
understand more about professional learning and...capacity to learn”.

Self-evaluation practice cannot avoid questions related to principles. Whether
teachers have been able to develop their capacity to learn from such questioning is
dependent upon the support or opportunities provided to them, which raise their interest
and need to become aware of different possibilities. Both can mobilise the questioning
of one’s own motives and capacity, this pushes towards a search for better judgements,
provides satisfaction and develops understanding. Such evaluation has the potential to
advance performance. Quality performance should be the focus of evaluation, not
minimum competence (House & Lapan, 1989) but cannot be achieved until
inconsistencies in practice with regard to espoused values are realised and questioned.
The ‘wishful’ has to be distinguished from the ‘actual’ (Eraut, 1994). This is important
because teachers use intentionally their own consciousness as a resource when

explaining their activities to others to bring about certain effects; as such, teachers’
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consciousness either imposes limits or enables them to do what they want to do (Elliott,
1998).

Principles guiding judgements and decisions need not only be scrutinised via
reflection but also through the constructed meaning to be shared with others. Such
sharing allows “the internalisation of meanings and the stimulation of thought through
language (which) increases teacher’s ability to reflect and see (the) self” (Woods,
1996:33) as an object to reflect on. This makes possible the change in teachers’ value
systems and advancement of moral qualities, cognitive and social capacities. For Elliott
(1988:188) change at individual level ‘implies system change’. Besides, values are
positional as well as educational and the criteria of judgement reflect personal and group
views about fairness (Adelman & Alexander, 1982; Darling-Hammond, 1990; Elliott,
1998). This requires group conversation with an aim to challenge and reconstruct value
positions. Such reconstruction is what Cuban (1990:73) calls ‘second-order’ change,
which is change that alters significantly the individualistic way teachers perform. The
way such conversations are handled (e.g. in the case of criteria, McIntyre, 1989), and
the context in which they occur (e.g. the purpose of conversation being to validate
accounts, James, 1989) need attention.

Practices and personal characteristics (e.g. self-confidence), also structural
arrangements (e.g. acceptable rules) present problems that cannot be overlooked when
aiming for change via self-evaluation. Simons (1987) has identified kinds of structural
properties, (‘hierarchy’, ‘territory’, ‘privacy’) which do not allow the establishment of
conditions that can facilitate change processes in schools. For instance, the hierarchical
organisation of schools and the isolated positioning of teachers in classrooms reinforce
teachers’ sense of territoriality and do not facilitate teachers to legitimise changes in
their practice with others. As Elliott (1998) notes these properties interlock teachers’
roles and responsibilities; thus individual change requires simultaneous changes
occurring in the school. Besides, the occupational culture influences teachers’ personal
qualities; such qualities however, designate the moral qualities of their actions. As
Eraut (1994) suggests the professional conscience teachers develop impacts on their
oractice. Elliott (1994) argues that the traditional professional culture does not require
teachers to be reflexively self-aware (to put the ‘self itself as the object of reflection),
nor does it provide support to enhance their methodological competence for evaluating

their practice. Thus the occupational culture and the school’s structure allow the
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teaching profession to create and transmit traditions, such as beliefs and knowledge,
which are shared and reinforced by the teaching workforce, acting as enabling
conditions that allow teachers to exercise power over their situation but do not assist in
its transformation. Further, practitioners might not be able to wield their power
responsibly and change their practice due to reasons such as inadequate initial training
or in-service support (Berliner, 1999).

Change is also prohibited by conditions particular to the individual. As Garrison
(1999) notes, creative practical reasoning depends on three conditions for Dewey: the
power of desire and choice, one’s ability to carry out plans and one’s capacity to change
them. For instance, variations exist among individuals regarding one’s tolerance of
criticism or diagnostic capacity; thus one’s self-evaluation practice can have a different
quality and effect from another. In this respect, the collaborative examination becomes
crucial in challenging one’s thinking and values, providing a stimulus to raise one’s
doubts and supporting one’s attempts to restructuring own thinking (Hargreaves &
Dawe, 1990; Schratz, 1993; Darling-Hammond & McLauglin, 1996; Hargreaves, 1997).
When ‘self-determination’, ‘co-determination’ and ‘solidarity’ become the foci of
support to teachers (Hudson, 2002), no matter how partial and subjective teachers’ self-
evaluations might be, change is involved, as structures, processes and beliefs are made
explicit challenging self-identity and values (Elliott, 1998; K. Peterson, 2000). In such a
context, teacher commitment has a better chance to increase (Rosenholtz, 1990).
Educational improvement depends on teachers developing a meaningful understanding
of the conditions that shape and constrain practice (Carr & Kemmis, 1986; Rozenholt et
al, 1986; Carr & Harnett, 1996). Such understanding needs to include the consideration
of quality problems (e.g. level of performance on the task) and aims to alter fundamental
design problems of teaching and review their fitness to local conditions (e.g. critical
peer review of policy initiatives). The former refers to Cuban’s (1990) ‘first-order’
changes while the latter refer to ‘second-order’ changes.

Change can depend on the evaluation approach adopted, since each approach is
defined by its appropriateness for different circumstances and presents its inherent
problems. Limitations related to teacher self-evaluation, such as all stakeholders’ right
to know, the assumptions connected to reflective practice and the role of teacher

personality follow.
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LIMITATIONS

Teachers might be “the best judges of their own professional development” but
they are not the only judges (MacBeath, 1999:6). Schools and authorities need
systematic data on how teachers perform and about the capacity of the school as a place
encouraging and sustaining professional growth. Teachers, due to reasons internal (e.g.
lack of knowledge) or external factors (e.g. lack of resources), are not always in a
position to offer such data. These factors need to be explicitly identified and seriously
considered because they can be problematic in self-evaluation practice.

Reflective practice is initiated by the free mind and good will of the individual,
the recognition of its worth cannot be forced but its value has to be discovered and
appreciated by the individuals themselves. Smyth (1991:118) notes that this practice is
“not about ensuring neat and system-wide uniform dissemination of packaged
arrangements” but about individual interpretations and meanings of unique and fluid
situations. This means that meaning cannot be predefined and standardised, and also
teachers need to appreciate reflective practice. Teachers’ reflections can give rise to
several questions about their nature and development, about the value teachers attach to
them and how they relate them to action. McLaughlin (1999) points out the possibility
of mistaken valuations in reflective practice. Self-evaluations based solely on teacher
reflections cannot exclude the possibility of mistakes. Further, as Smyth (1991:118)
notes, there is ‘an in-built assumption’ in the notion of reflective practice that “teachers
will necessarily want to become self-aware and act in ways that promote their own
interests and those of their students”, that they would prefer reflection to “the forces of
dogma and irrationality that blind them to the nature of reality”. He stresses that this
might be an ‘erroneous presumption’ and a ‘dilemma’. This is reinforced by Eraut’s
(1994) comment about the traditional ideology of professionalism, under which the
professional conscience is based on a preferred view of itself, making possible espoused
capabilities to be treated as reality. This might result in practitioners adhering to what
the profession aspires instead of questioning it.

Even if these issues can be overlooked, the fact is that teachers, who commit
themselves to reflective and self-evaluative activities, and put their practice under the
judgements of others, have to cope with feelings of uncertainty and loss (O’Hanlon,
1993). This requires interpersonal qualities. Such qualities need to develop to

accommodate every role the teacher takes on in her life (Holly, 1989). For instance,
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empathy and care for others are capacities that have their roots in the history of each
individual, therefore their degree of tolerance, appearance and range differ for every
individual. This implies that not all individuals can exhibit the same capacity for
reflective and self-evaluative practice or explore values in the same depth. This does
not deny that such capacity cannot be developed, but rather indicates that personal
histories play a determining role in accounting for differences in reflective and self-
evaluative practice, and that this practice might be more insightful in some teachers than
in others. All interpretations of events/situations might not be equally valid, as Elliott
insightfully notes, “reflection is a value concept and different theories of reflection
manifest different views of human nature: of its worthwhile potentials” (1993¢:203).
However, embarking on self-evaluation practice is a valuable process for teachers, a

process that reveals responsibility towards oneself and others.

OVERVIEW

This chapter reviewed the literature relating to the evaluation of teachers and the
impact on teaching and teachers. Teacher self-evaluation was suggested to be a form of
evaluation that is a cause and effect of teacher learning, that contributes to the change
process at individual, professional and school levels and thus can promote improvement
in educational practice. It was viewed not as a static event but as a process requiring a
spiral action, moving backwards and forwards, involving specific steps for the teacher,
such as to identify problems, to gather information, to reflect and feedback to the
process of change, to apply decisions and to monitor expected change. Preceding steps
were seen as affecting the undertaken steps that lead to this course of action. Teacher
self-evaluation was suggested to be a matter of free will and personal choice affected by
the way the teacher views the ‘self’ as defined by her and influenced by context. The
teacher needs to choose the area that needs examination; to select and use methods that
she perceives as suitable; to define and employ standards that she perceives need to be
applied. This makes the engagement in the self-evaluation a purposeful action that
reveals the teacher’s commitment and willpower to uncover her practice; this ensures
that outcomes will be used for action.

Putting oneself as the focus of evaluation produces self-judgements but self-

judging does not necessarily lead to negative self-judgements. Indeed it might be
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carried out in order to reassure the person of her current position, in terms of values,
beliefs and practices. The self-evaluating teacher needs not only to examine practice but
also to try to uncover the values attached to this practice. Change achieved after
introspection may lead to self-improvement but not necessarily if the self-evaluating
teacher does not fully realise why a course of action taken was wiser and what values
underpinned that choice. Self-awareness is a necessary step before real change and self-
improvement occurs. The occurrence of self-awareness is facilitated when meaning is
shared; making judgements explicit and involving others in the self-evaluation process
helps reveal the character, nature and intentions underlying judgements. Others
question and validate self-judgements that aim to improve practice and their
engagement in the self-evaluation process acts to reassure that the action resulting from
the judgement serves the interests of the situation not just those of the individual. In this
respect teacher self-evaluation is carried out for the purposes of accountability and is a
process in which the teacher willingly and purposefully self-examines and self-judges
the adequacy and effectiveness of her own knowledge, beliefs, actions and their effects
to achieve self-awareness for the improvement of teaching practice. This practice of
self-evaluation forwards teacher learning.

The interrelation of teacher self-evaluation to teacher learning and development
and the influential role of context are stressed in the literature but it seems to be
ambiguous as to whether teacher self-evaluation should be carried out in formal and
well-structured ways or informal ways. This research examines teacher self-evaluation
in a context, where teachers are being asked to accept evaluation by a hierarchical
scheme, after having experienced a tight inspection system, and then being treated as
professionals capable of evaluating their own practice. For many years, they have not
been given any special knowledge or training (pre-service or in-service) about how to
evaluate their teaching practice. This study focuses on the formative nature of self-
evaluation, how teachers self-evaluate and the effect on learning outcomes. To discover
the potential of teacher self-evaluation in such a context I have investigated teachers’
conceptions, experiences and attitudes towards self-evaluation. I have studied teacher
self-evaluation in action and the context within which it takes place. What follows is a

description and analysis of the Greek educational context in relation to evaluation.
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CHAPTER THREE
THE CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

Any piece of empirical work needs to be contextualised in order to be
uanderstood fully. This chapter outlines some features of the Greek educational context
and evaluation policy to advance understanding of the influences exerted on teachers
and the impact on their perceptions of, and attitudes towards, the evaluation of their

work.

EDUCATIONAL CONTEXT

This section provides general information about the Greek educational system.
It outlines cultural features, the system’s structure and management, issues related to
teacher status and initial training, to schools and curriculum, and associates them to

evaluation.

Features

The Greeks’ homogeneity of language-religion-nationality rests on an ancient
culture, a cohesive religion and attachment to family life (OECD, 1997). The
conservation of traditional values, the conflict between local and imported customs from
abroad and a ‘race’ for the creation of a modern society, all constitute the character of
Greek society, which is reflected in its educational system. Historically, education has
always been valued by Greek society and considered as a direct causal agent for cultural
and economic development and political democracy (OECD, 1982). The educational
system has been considered as unsatisfactorily geared to the needs of the economy;
however, education continues to be valued by Greek parents as enhancing the life
chances of their children (OECD, 1997). The Constitution describes education as an
‘obligation’ of the state to ‘all citizens having the right to it’; this explains its ‘free
provision’ at all educational stages (Greek Constitution, 1975: Article 16). The public
character of education has been challenged lately. The growing influx of immigrants
has created diversity in schools in terms of race, religion and ethnicity; this has been
associated with a rise of private schools that challenges the public role of education
(Kathimerini, 2001). The ‘public character’ does not seem to have been able to sustain

by itself the ‘class free’ character of education implied by the constitutional provisions.
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For instance, recent research of the Pedagogic Institute (Pedagogiko Instituto) revealed
that ‘one in ten students’ does not complete compulsory education’; student ‘leakage’
has reached in some schools 30% of their student population due to students’ financial
difficulties (Eleftheria, 2002). Such findings raise concerns that are relevant to this
study’s interests. Were teachers facilitated (e.g. through in-service training) to
understand, accept and accommodate this new reality in their practice? Or did the
problems that it caused (e.g. the students’ ‘leakage’ or low performance of minority
groups) form the rationale for the government to present the evaluation of teachers as a
solution to raising achievement in schools? Societal changes have an impact on
teaching practice and teachers need to be prepared to face new realities (Darling-

Hammond & McLaughlin, 1996).

Structure and Management

The educational system is highly centralised, driven by priorities set by the
political state; the control of the central government (CG) extends from general policy
to daily practice (Oliver, 1982). For instance, the Ministry of Education and Religions
(MoE) generates and executes educational policy. MoE plans and issues directives in
the form of parliamentary laws, executive acts (including presidential decrees and
ministerial decisions) and circulars regulating issues such as the curriculum, assessment,
recruitment, promotion, school functioning and expenditures. Also, institutions (e.g. the
Pedagogic Institute (PI) operate under ministerial approval, preparing curricula,
textbooks, guides, assessment and evaluation material, and proposing ways to improve
learning. At regional level, Administration Officers (AD) supervise schools; their
responsibilities are to act as mediators between CG and local communities. For
example, complaints or locally produced documents are forwarded hierarchically to the
Ministry while directives are communicated to schools through these offices. Teachers
participate with elected representatives in official procedures (e.g. teacher placements)
for auditing purposes. Educational Advisors (ED) organise in-service training, ‘offer
scientific and pedagogic’ guidance, check via occasional visits that the statutory
curricula and textbooks are used (Law 1566/1985); recent legislation (MoE, 2002)
assigned them the responsibility to evaluate teacher performance but this has not been

enforced, due Teacher Union opposition.
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Such organisation reflects the ways and means used by the CG to keep control
over education and exercise power over teachers who have a minimal role in influencing
decisions at central or regional level. It has been argued that such control aims to
enforce the prevailing ideology (Mavrogiorgos, 1993) and deprive teachers from
exercising any autonomy (Stavrida, 1990). However, the hierarchical organisation and
means should not imply that teachers have no control, or that the CG’s control is
effective. As Broadfoot and colleagues (1993) say, central control is hard to ‘police’.
Control at classroom level relies on teachers. They have responsibility for pedagogy,
assessment and evaluation. The case chapters indicate how this control is practised and
the consequences for teaching, learning, improvement and development.

The awareness of such consequences, and the global trend for decentralisation
(e.g. accountability, cost effectiveness ideas) (Handy, 1994; Codd et al, 1997), prompted
the CG to delegate school funding to the Local Boroughs (LB) and to introduce parental
participation in schools’ financial committees (Law/1566/1985). In practice these
changes have not resulted in parental involvement. This remains passive without
affecting educational or evaluation practice. Decentralisation is relocation of
hegemonic power to local community (Codd et al, 1997) but with minor effects: the CG
keeps control over important areas such as the curriculum. For example, the Head’s role
consists mainly of procedural duties and as a link between teachers and the AO for
issues concerning pupils, school operation, punctuality of teachers and official
information. Reporting to AQO involves evidence needed for statistical purposes. No
formal reporting regarding evidence of pupil and teacher performance, or school
achievement, is required. The Head decides on issues concerning the function of the
school, for instance the timetable, while decisions on issues involving school activities
(such as visits) require co-operative decision-making with the teachers’ council. Heads
do not evaluate teachers’ pedagogical approaches, behaviour or fulfilment of duties.
Recent legislation (MoE, 2002) assigns Heads with such responsibility but this is not
enforced. A formal, holistic school perspective on assessment or teacher evaluation is
absent. Pedagogy, assessment and evaluation are the responsibility of the class teacher.
Teachers have control over class procedures and outcomes; however, pupils’
performance is often brought up in informal peer and teacher-parent discussions. In this
context, the Head’s role is largely bureaucratic. There is a lack of school ability to

foster initiatives, cater for teacher support and focus on progress in learning which
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creates a climate of fragmented relationships and a lack of consensus. Effective teacher

self-evaluation is dependent on the school climate.

Teachers, Schools and Curriculum

Teachers in state schools are civil servants; after 1997 their appointment occurs
after public exams. Teachers acquire permanency after two years, and are allocated to
schools by AO. Promotion to other posts is based on various criteria, some of which are
seniority, further degrees, publications and involvement in official procedures, (MoE,
PD/ 25/2002). Teaching is described as ‘leitourgima’, which implies that teachers offer
a valuable service to the country along with doctors and priests. Authors have argued
that Greek teachers have been traditionally assigned the role of assisting to preserve
traditional values of the Greek culture; the teachers’ origin from the rural and working
classes has been associated with facilitating this role (Massialas et al, 1988; Stavrida,
1990).

There are nursery schools (pupils’ age 4-5, non-compulsory), primary schools
(pupils’ age 6-11, compulsory), gymnasiums (pupils’ age 12-14, compulsory) and
lyceums (pupils’ age 15-18, non-compulsory). Curricula are centrally designed,
mandated and described as complete guides to educational practice. Objectives, the
content of subject matter, directions for the methods and the means of instruction for
units in all subjects are included. The national curricula (NC) emphasise a progressive
pedagogy, stressing the need for a child- centred approach and the state-edited books
(for students and teachers) are essential supplements to them (MoE, PD/200/1998 and
PD/201/1998). The intentions of the NC are to give a new mission to schooling that
matches a changing vision of society as perceived by the government. A mismatch
between the declared pedagogy and classroom reality exists (Mavrogiorgos, 1983a,
Mavromatis, 1995); teachers maintain a teacher-centred approach, often involving
memorisation (OECD, 1996, 1997). Factors, such as teachers’ low salary, lack of
transparency in official decisions and the low quality and inadequate in-service training,
do not encourage teachers to strive towards excellence of practice. The NC was forced
upon schools assuming that teachers would come to see its worth through compulsory
use and was not associated with measures that would release power on schools or

teachers to decide (e.g. departure from the one compulsory textbook).
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The latest development termed ‘flexible zone’, which began regionally in 1996,
focuses on initiating alternative forms of teaching. It introduces a holistic approach to
teaching and learning (theme-based) that stresses the role of interactive, situational and
creative learning and promotes initiative and creativity. Such an approach is new terrain
for the majority of practising teachers (in terms of the knowledge acquired from initial
or in-service training and the ways of acquiring information or support). Thus the
understanding of its philosophy and value rests on the individual’s interpretations and
skills, and also assumptions related to its voluntary nature. The voluntary principle may
seem to present a dilemma to which teachers are called to respond, and which
contradicts the previous assumption concerning the compulsory use of the NC. Without
questioning the value and necessity of teacher choice, I would argue that the voluntary
principle alone (e.g. without support to teachers) cannot help teachers understand the
merits of an approach that sees thinking as a process and not a product. For instance,
how will teachers come to realise that it advances their teaching or ensures better
learning outcomes? How will education be promoted if teachers refuse? Wade
(1985:51), in a meta-analysis of research, found that when teachers were given a choice
to attend in-service training or were required, contrary to popular opinion, it did “not
make a significant difference in training effect size”. Such indications and questions
need investigation to examine the impact on teachers’ self-evaluation practice. As
Dimaras (1982:152) has argued when reviewing the aims of the Greek education, verbal
statements do not define an education system; stated aims move away from being ‘dead
letters’ and acquire flesh through school practice, including the way the system

functions through the activities of the participants.

EVALUATION CONTEXT

This section considers policy relevant to the evaluation of teachers. It discusses
the means used to ensure teaching quality and legislative Acts concerning the evaluation

of teachers.

Means for Teaching Quality
A means used to ensure teaching quality is through initial training. State
universities offer specialised teacher training. Great variations exist among departments

regarding the emphasis they place on pedagogical and evaluation knowledge; for
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instance, departments that train exact science teachers offer pedagogy as an optional
subject, while the ones for primary teachers consider this subject as a prerequisite. With
regards evaluation there has been a shift from a focus on training for assessment to
evaluation, which is now considered in the training programme but is not taught as a
specific subject.

Until 1986 the course of study depended on the area of subject-speciality, for
instance, in the primary sector two years of initial training were required for all
including AOs and Heads. Today it has been increased to four years. Massialas and
colleagues (1988) argue that the variety of years in initial training can partially explain
teachers’ underpayment and low social status.

A traditional means of improving teaching quality has been the provision of
courses (MoE, PD/101/1994, PD/145/1997, PD/45/1999; Fragos, 1993; Salteris, 1993;
Mavrogiorgos, 1994). Attendance at courses organised by the AO became impossible at
times due to the termination of specific training courses or due to the selection
procedures, such as selection by draw. The course qualifications (MoE, C/['2/1993),
and their use for promotion, functioned as a motive for attendance. The high demand
for participation, indicative of teachers’ interest, does not equate with course success or
improvement of practice. Open and longitudinal course evaluation would help but only
selective findings were communicated to interested parties, such as teachers. Not
making the evaluation of courses an issue of public discussion implies that the
government might not be interested in finding out whether courses have met the needs
of education and teacher expectations, or resulted in any actual improvement in schools.
The impact on self-evaluation practice is examined in this study. Such interest is crucial
since school-based in-service training (Law/2530/1997) is absent. There is in-service
training at regional level, which presents variations depending on the EA’s plans. For
instance, in the school year 2003-04 I was called (as a nursery teacher) to attend two
meetings (beginning/ end of school year). Not only the frequency but also the regional
basis raises issues. There is a problem associated with the unequal access for teachers
working in remote schools. The length of such training is usually 5-6 hours, the
evaluation of teachers is rarely addressed, neither are the ways of advancing self-
evaluation practice. It usually consists of lectures from EA who has read about it in

books, and has been trained at one-off seminars at national level.

LONDIN.
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Despite the latest measure (MoE, PD/130/1990) to equate teachers’ years of
initial studies through courses and teachers’ high interest for participation, the variation
in length of years of initial studies has had an effect on people’s beliefs about teachers’
roles and their contribution to the education of students. The commonly held belief that
two years were adequate to specialise as a primary/ nursery teacher while a secondary
status ‘demands’ more, still persists. Although the political state presents all teachers as
professionals of equal status (which is reflected in regulations concerning wages, grade
scales, working conditions) the variance in initial training has partly accounted for the
different status attributed to teachers working at different education stages. This is
expressed in informal ways and reflected in the variety of names that describe the post
held, such as teacher (primary school), professor (secondary schools), and infant
educator (nursery school). Teachers’ training experiences and perceptions of their status
are important: the way teachers’ exercise their professional power is grounded in these
perceptions. Such power is important in the context of teacher self-evaluation: teachers’
feelings of autonomy relate closely with judgements and decisions teachers make with
regard to the quality and effectiveness of their practice (Coushenour & Dimino, 1999).
The implications of feelings of autonomy concern teaching/ learning processes and
outcomes and teacher development (Jones, 1986; Webb, 2002; Zembylas, 2003).

Monitoring standards in the educational system occurs by regulating input in the
form of standardised curricula and textbooks (OECD, 1997). Standardisation focuses
on the prescription of contents and assessment but less on the modes of instruction.
School performance is not an issue for comparison; pupils’ satisfactory performance is
teachers’ responsibility. Assessment criteria prescribed by the NC are vague (Moutsios,
1996); criteria and standards for teachers to use in self-evaluation have no formal origin.
It could be argued that teachers have been given the ‘freedom’ to form and exercise
their judgements as responsible, autonomous professionals. The study investigates the
context and consequences of this ‘freedom’. I would argue, the lack of formal schemes
for evaluating teachers does not mean that the CG has understood fully teachers’ need to
form their judgements freely and to exercise their decisions autonomously. The debates
and Acts regarding evaluation that followed the abolition of the inspection system
(1982) indicate the CG’s interest and emphasis on regulating evaluation. This has been
criticised as an attempt of the political state to control the system and to police

educational practices (Stavrida, 1990; Mavrogiorgos, 1993; Noutsos, 1999). The
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combination of social background, the unstable and inadequate in-service training,
teacher unfamiliarity with evaluation issues, and the CG’s failure to provide a
convincing rationale for the proposed changes can easily result in creating confusion

and insecurity for teachers.

Legislation
Among recent Acts referring to the evaluation of teachers was the legislation

(Law 2525/1997:article 8) that focused on teacher competency, school performance and
the effectiveness of the educational system. A seven-member evaluation committee
(appointed by the MoE) and a body of four hundred permanent evaluators were to
conduct evaluations. These evaluators, in committees of three, were to evaluate
teachers for permanency, professional advancement, assess teacher’s objections and the
school’s self-evaluation report (discussed below) and refer teachers for disciplinary
punishment. The AO, the ED and school heads were also to evaluate teachers. The first
policy directive to deal with school self-evaluation was circulated soon after with the
declared purpose of “the improvement and quality upgrading of all contributors to the
educational process”. The goal for evaluating teachers was to “boost their self-
awareness...get a picture of performance”, also “point out their mistakes... recognise
training needs...recognise good practice” (MoE, MP/D2/1998:article 1). How an
external evaluation would achieve teacher self-awareness is an issue in question,
however, the accountability element is clear. A descriptive version of this provision
reached schools, explaining the rationale, aims and process of the school’s self-
evaluation committee and proposing guidelines on the conduct of school self-evaluation
and the content of a school self-evaluation report (MoE, C/['2/1998).

The Act that followed (MoE, PD/140/1998) described conditions and processes
for permanency, advancement (wage-related) and promotion (post-related), and
teachers’ right to write (voluntarily) a self-evaluation report “on the basis of the in-force
teacher evaluation issues” to support their application for promotion to executive posts
(ibid: article 4). Teacher self-evaluation was perceived as “providing guarantee” (ibid:
article 4) in the process of the evaluation of teachers. The concept of teacher self-
evaluation in these documents is optional, antagonistic and defensive, and this is not

representative of what the concept of self-evaluation is capable of offering. It reflects
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an intention connected to bureaucratic purposes (e.g. connection with promotion) and
which can devalue and distort the whole process. As Shinkfield & Stufflebeam (1995)
note self-evaluation does not respond usefully to particular processes that require critical
decision-making about schools. Selecting teachers for executive posts is one such
process. Teacher self-evaluation is a formative process. However, the government with
this Act has recognised the importance of teacher self-evaluation: it acknowledged
teachers’ entitlement to express publicly their experiences. The context in which the
concept of self-evaluation was introduced with the proposed implementation strategy
may have influenced teachers’ perceptions of their self-evaluation practice. This
legislation was never enforced; the reason being that whilst an agreement had been
reached on the necessity to evaluate schooling processes and practices (Vema, 1998),
teachers opposed the implementation of the so-called ‘super-inspectorship’, seen as
worse than the inspectorate of 1982. They argued that ‘the new oppressive form of
evaluation led to domination of teachers’ autonomy’ and was ‘used as a vehicle to
enforce undemocratic mechanisms, aiming to serve as always bureaucratic autocracy’
(DOE, 1998). The CG by using different means (e.g. raising the issue through the
media seeking public consent) has tried to resolve the matter.

Lately evaluation was connected to the structure of administration offices,
training and selection procedures (MoE, C/l'2/1998; MoE, 2002; MoE, PD/25/2002).
Figure 1: The evaluation of teachers in MoE 2002

Minister of Education
Officer of Muni&pal Headquarters

Senior Officer of Educatio al Adviser
Administration Office

Officerof dep  ent
Head of schoo

Teacher

The PI and the Educational Research Centre (Kentro Ekpedeftikis Erevnas) were

entrusted to create special evaluation indicators for the evaluation of teaching practice
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and teachers. Thirteen Municipal Headquarters (MH) were created all over Greece with
Officers appointed for three years directly by the MoE (Ethnos, 2002b). These would
evaluate the EA and the Senior Officers of the AO. Senior Officers would evaluate the
Officers of departments who would evaluate the school Heads under their supervision.
The school Heads would evaluate the teachers in their school who would be also
evaluated by EA (Figure 1).

This legislation has not been enacted. However it raised teachers’ opposition and
created a climate that causes concern (Croustallis, 2002). Its basic difference from the
scheme of 1997 is the replacement of the body of permanent evaluators by the officers
of the MH. Restricting the number of those involved in the evaluation of teachers
reflects a cost saving. Bureaucratic purposes are again reflected in the rationale which
supports the need to reward teachers, evaluated as ‘excellent’, with “quick promotions,
priorities in the use of educational leave and moral rewards” (Ethnos, 2001:44); the
notion of ‘bonus’ for good performance is underlined. The Assistant Minister of
Education declared the concern: to uncover ‘teachers’ problematic practice’ in order to
provide training or remove the “problematic teachers” from classrooms (ibid:45). The
focus is on the newly appointed teachers during their first two years (permanency issue),
the teachers who apply for promotion (selection issue) and teachers who want to be
evaluated for personal reasons (Ethnos, 2002a). In an attempt to enforce a scheme for
the evaluation of teachers without raising great opposition the CG targets novice and
career-track teachers. These groups are the focus of evaluation in many newly
developed systems and represent a trend (Danielson, 2001). While there is no guarantee
that the voluntary principle for evaluation will be kept, this Act attends only to the
evaluation of teachers’ performance without evaluating any other aspects of educational
provision.

The burden for the evaluation of teachers is placed on administrators; that is,
evaluation is seen as an activity done to the teachers. This easily leads to holding
teachers responsible for bad performance in schools. It is indicative of the policy-
makers’ intentions to be in control of the work produced in schools ignoring the
implications for teacher learning and development. However as Danielson (2001:12-5)
suggests the best teacher evaluation merges “professional development with quality
assurance”. This is not evident. For instance, the reward principle gives evaluation a

marketable character: successful practice functions as a trade for ‘something’ else, this
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seing conceived as a moral reward or a bonus for career advancement. Not only does
this not provide incentives for retaining good teachers in the classrooms but also it
implies that good classroom practice is all that is needed for being able to perform well
in administration posts. This could be quite an erroneous assumption. Shulman
(2001:10) makes a distinction between rewards and incentives when arguing that what is
needed in an evaluation system is provision of “incentives for good teachers to become
better through improving their own competence and documenting it with students’
achievements”. The new scheme includes rhetoric about teachers’ improvement but
does not appear to incorporate procedures and processes to ensure its accomplishment.
An issue is raised for example, as to how teachers are going to improve via the
evaluation conducted by the school Head. At present the law does not include a
clarifying description; maybe follow up directives will. EAs are assigned with
contradictory roles, called to act as consultants as well as evaluators. It is questionable
whether teachers will turn to advisers for help in improving their teaching when they
know that advisers might use the information for evaluating their performance. Besides,
the persistence in using hierarchical structures draws memories of past experiences in
which such structures had been officially declared to be ineffective. The underlying
intention is interpreted as an attempt to remove the power teachers were assigned in
evaluating their performance twenty years ago and to transfer it back to government
officials (Croustallis, 2002; Typos Kiriakis, 2002). The results this Act will have on

teachers and on teaching and learning outcomes has to be seen in time.

OVERVIEW

Greek teachers need to cope with the values prevalent in their culture and the
duties of their practice. Their experiences influence their learning and development and
impact on the improvement of their teaching. The means used by the CG to assess
performance in schools, and the explicit or implicit ways used to communicate them
(e.g. legislation), impact on teachers’ self-evaluative judgements, decisions and actions.
In this respect teachers’ perceptions and attitudes regarding teaching and its evaluation
are outcomes of the interplay of their identity and ideology and their societal context.
Local research attempting to study the socio-political aspects of the Greek education

was rarely accompanied by empirical data (OECD, 1997) but provided such indications.
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Teachers’ Unions have made public their views (DOE, 1991, 1997, 1998;
OLME, 2002a, 2002b). Local research has examined the impact of the centralised
curricula, assessment and evaluation on schools, teaching and pupils’ learning
(Mavrogiorgos, 1983a; Fragos, 1991; Mylonas, 1993; Solomon, 1992; Pedagogic
Institute, 1998; Kouzelis, 1999; Bagagis, 1999; Papadopoulos, 1999; Pasoula, 2001); the
school climate and the implications of school organisation for teaching, teachers and
supils (Makrinioti, 1982; Mavrogiorgos, 1983b; Kavouri and Ellis, 1998; Gani-
Pamoukchoglou & Stratikopoulou, 1998; Ghoula, 1999); teacher attitudes towards
attempts to restructure schools (Gani, 1999). Research studies focusing on the
evaluation of Greek teachers are scarce, as is documented research of the way that
teachers experience their self-evaluation practice. The aim of this study is to examine
how teachers understand the self-evaluation process, how they seek to incorporate it into
their professional practice, and why they think that this is of value to the quality of their
teaching. The study investigates the factors that shape perceptions and understanding of
self-evaluation. Do teachers engage in ‘practical deliberation’ or are they at the intuitive
stage? Does technical knowledge guide their self-evaluations? (Elliott, 1983). What
particular conditions do they think support or hinder their development? What do they
do to take advantage of, or to overcome them? The next chapter discusses the
methodology employed in the quest of uncovering Greek teachers’ self-evaluation

practice.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The study reported here explores through a naturalistic perspective the
complexity of teacher self-evaluation processes, the limits and constraints to
implementation, the effect on teaching, teacher learning and development. The
interpretivist approach and the use of methodological triangulation are intended to
ensure that the purpose and focus of this research are comprehensively approached.
This chapter discusses why methodological triangulation and grounded theory were
chosen. The approach adopted for fieldwork, the analysis and ethical considerations are

reported. Fieldwork procedures and the constraints of the study are also included.

METHODOLOGICAL TRIANGULATION

The decisions a researcher makes are influenced by several factors. My decision
to use methodological triangulation was influenced by the research aims and questions,
timing and funding (Robson, 1993) and my views and assumptions about the ways the
research questions could be answered (Light & al, 1990; Caracelli & Greene, 1993;
Woods, 1996). To explore the meaning and value of self-evaluation activity in a context
where formal regulatory evaluation frameworks are not in operation, my attention was
focused on how teachers understand the process of self-evaluation, why and how they
practise it. I was also interested in why they think such practice is of value, how they
integrate this type of evaluation into their professional learning and what conditions

promote or hinder their efforts.

A case study approach is appropriate and preferred when ‘how’ and ‘why’
questions are posed, and when the focus is on real-life events. Narrating the stories of
the actors studied and giving voice to their interpretations is vital to theories derived
from research (Yin, 1994; Strauss & Corbin, 1994). The view adopted is that
individuals have their perspectives of their actions and those of others, that any activity
affects perspectives, and in turn, perspectives affect the activity (Guba & Lincoln, 1989;
Strauss & Corbin, 1994; Woods, 1996). Teachers’ views are seen as temporal
interpretations that change depending on conditions; apprehending any activity studied

requires examining how conditions relate (Strauss, 1990; Layder, 1993). Explanation
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operates at different levels of the social life; for instance, Layder (1993) assumes that
the level of ‘history’ is applied to other levels, such as the ‘self” and context. Seeking to
trace patterns of action and interaction on self-evaluation practice requires a focus on
the ‘self’ and on conditions that operate at micro and meso levels. The aim is to
uncover influences either internal or external to the process of self-evaluation. Such
influences are explored within and between, the individual, institutional, professional
and policy contexts. In the field of evaluation, contradictions and tensions often relate
to these contexts. The commitment to investigate the ways in which teachers, as social
actors, understand their evaluation experiences under the influence of such contexts is

fundamental to educational research.

The “elasticality’ of the case study approach (Janesick, 1994) serves the
research’s aim to study and interpret findings within the context of present knowledge
(Morse, 1991) but is not sufficient to give many teachers a voice to present their
conceptions and practices of self-evaluation. The ongoing debate concerning the
distinction between the conceptions and underlying assumptions of qualitative and
quantitative research, and the resolutions offered about the relationship of chosen
method to strategy (Overton & Reece, 1973; Bulmer, 1986; Scott & Usher, 1999) were
considered. Research methodologies may be seen as tools used for understanding and
although research paradigms may be mutually exclusive as idea systems, they may use
both qualitative and quantitative methods appropriately (Morse, 1991; Strauss & Corbin,
1994; Miles & Huberman, 1994) and considered as a ‘paradigm of choice’ (Patton,
1980). Layder (1993) proposes the encouragement of using quantitative data to
complement qualitative analysis. This research’s aims and context necessitated the use
of other available methods. Methods, depending on the way they are used, reveal
different insights and provide the link that allow the researcher to examine what appears
“most useful or intuitively most satisfying” (Bulmer, 1986:27-8). This link
“determine(s) the types of results... (their) usefulness... (and) pragmatic application”
(Morse, 1994:223). Convinced that the interpretations of any study must be given
justice to multiple perspectives (Strauss & Corbin, 1994) I incorporated a technique
(postal survey) into the design to highlight the experience of the self, as presented by the

teachers. I directed attention on its distinct use and analysis (Scott & Usher, 1999).
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The purpose of using multiple research strategies is to strengthen the results with
corresponding and complementary findings that contribute to theory and knowledge
development (Morse, 1991; Caracelli & Greene, 1993; Scott & Usher, 1999). My
purpose reflects my stance towards the teachers I want to study, also the need for and
value of using triangulated evidence; triangulation aims for ‘convergence, corroboration
and correspondence’ (Caracelli & Greene, 1993:196) and its use helps rectify the
shortcomings of research approaches and methods. This need was checked and
balanced. Firstly, the division of research questions into content and form groups
provided an accessible overview that allowed assessing the kind of answer each
approach and method could give. Eliciting meanings and values, uncovering processes,
observing influential factors could be explored in depth in the case studies. The postal
survey could examine the breadth of the self-evaluation activity, the attitudes towards it
by a larger sample, and trends in such practice. The checking of the relative distribution
of issues identified in the case studies in the larger population (Simons, 1995) of
teachers is possible with this design, and also the comparison of practices and attitudes
and the examination of the level of agreement of findings. This enriches the description
and helps draw valid conclusions. It makes clearer the meaning and value attached to
self-evaluation practice since the evaluation of findings from each method requires an
“interpretation. .. not accomplished using a mathematical formula to weight the
findings... rather it is an informed thought process...(which) includes the privilege of

creating or modifying theory” (Morse, 1991:122).

Secondly, I conducted a pilot study to check the usefulness of methodological
triangulation in this study. Researchers (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Oppenheim, 1996;
deVaus, 1996; R. Petterson, 2000) suggest that pilot work should be carried out to test
the research design and to clarify issues, such as the feasibility of methods in terms of
practicality, to facilitate later analysis. The pilot experience helped clarify Greek
teachers’ understanding of concepts related to the practice of teacher self-evaluation and
to adjust the questionnaire items to relate more effectively to the research questions. It
provided a sense of the context and important issues to attend before the main study and
it clarified the way the data collected through different methods linked. It indicated
differences among teachers working in different settings that reinforced the choice to

use methodological triangulation to enrich the findings.



59

GROUNDED THEORY

Teacher self-evaluation is a complex phenomenon that needs to be analysed
from different perspectives to describe it comprehensibly, to understand the processes
involved and its value attached. Grounded theory is a theoretical approach appropriate
when exploration, understanding and explanation are sought. It offers the possibility to
theorise from data and develop a theory (Strauss & Corbin, 1994; Morse, 1994). It
allows the testing of theory in intimate relationship with data. This “dialectical”
relationship allows the research methods to be adjusted (Scott & Usher, 1999:43). For
instance, the emerging theory during fieldwork indicated that the educational
orientations of the case study teachers influenced their self-evaluation practice. A short

questionnaire was constructed to explore these orientations further (Appendix 2F-G).

The general procedures followed when building grounded theory allows
focusing and refocusing during data collection. This offers flexibility in the research
activity and allows in-depth exploration of the way self-evaluation activity interrelates
to events and incidents. For instance, sampling events and teachers in the light of
emergent theory facilitated constant comparisons among structural arrangements,
activities and teachers. This led to examining and connecting multiple categories,
properties, and relations by posing generative and concept-relating questions to reveal
features and dimensions of the self-evaluation activity. The impact of structural
arrangements and of other individuals on the practice of self-evaluation was also studied

in this way. Analysis guided the research activity.

Through coding procedures, such as open and axial coding, propositions are
developed which are tested to see if they are sustainable. For instance, my proposition
that ‘teachers’ interpretation of official documents remains unquestioned’ led me to
focus on the ways teachers communicated judgements about policy and the implications
for their self-evaluation. Authors suggest that when analysing data and developing
theory this way, conceptual density, integration and variation is achieved (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967; Strauss, 1987; Strauss & Corbin, 1994). These procedures allowed the
development of theory relevant to what I had seen and heard. The interacting, fluid and
provisional character in the theory under development demanded that I was constantly

open to alternatives when making decisions.
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APPROACH

This section outlines the rationale for using the case-study approach, the need
for, and contribution of;, the pilot study. The implications for action are mentioned and

the rationale for using the postal survey is discussed.

Case Study Research

The case study was chosen for developing a portrayal of what is actually going
on in schools with reference to teachers’ self-evaluation practice. As a ‘set of
procedures’ (Scott & Usher, 1999:87), the case study allows the significance of the
single instance to be captured, authentic accounts to emerge (Simons, 1995), conceptual
categories to be indicated (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). These contribute to the researcher’s
reflectivity. The need was to answer questions that focus on values, perceptions,
processes and their interrelation in a certain context. Thus the complexity of school
culture, the dynamics of the processes, the relationships and interactions that occurred
between different levels needed consideration. Case study research allows one to
consider the complexities of reality (Stake, 1995). Layder’s (1993) conceptualisation of
‘levels’, such as the personal experience and the social involvement, the situated activity
and the setting, helps this study examine how teachers’ experiences of self-evaluation

within specific settings connect to other activities and to forms of interaction.

Hammersley (1990:87) argues that different types of research “utilise the
concept of a case” the treatment differs. This enquiry is a collective case study which is
“an instrumental study extended to several cases” (Stake, 1994:237). That is, the
phenomenon of teacher self-evaluation is examined in the context of both primary and
nursery education. The aim is to provide “both provisional and experiential knowledge”
(ibid:240), and to understand the practice of teacher self-evaluation rather than to
generalise about it. Each case as an ‘object’ to study (Stake, 1994) was defined by a
concern for the specific settings and their possible impact on self-evaluation. The
uniqueness of these settings does not make them irrelevant to others. Paradoxically by
examining the unique features of particular cases we come to understand parameters that
are universal (Simons, 1996). The cases are treated as “configurative - ideographic
studies” (Scott & Usher, 1999:86): the collected evidence provides descriptions of the

complex meanings of each case, highlights processes and influences. Further, my
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interpretations are made clear allowing readers to draw their conclusions (Stake, 1994;
Strauss & Corbin, 1994).

No direct comparison between the cases was made during data collection; the
analysis of each case was separate since this “diminishes the opportunity to learn” and
“substitutes the a) ‘comparison’ for the b) ‘case’ as the focus of the study” (Stake,
1994:240). Nonetheless, common issues were studied. This allowed for a cross-site
comparison of cases (Simons, 1995). Since the study examines perceptions and
attitudes, it confronts underpinning beliefs. Interviews and informal discussions,
observation of teachers and school activities, questionnaires and analysis of documents
were all used to reveal the impact of beliefs on self-evaluation and to get an insight into
the conditions and teachers’ attitudes towards the school as a workplace. Examining the
interaction between conditions, beliefs and attitudes further understanding of the
implications of the professional world for the practice of teacher self-evaluation
(Kremer-Hayon, 1993; K. Peterson, 2000).

Pilot Study

My readings on the evaluation of teachers and related areas had given me an idea
about the issues that I should examine. However, the evaluation of teachers is a broad
area that can be examined from different perspectives. A critical analysis and synthesis
of other people’s ideas is required to be able to distinguish what is appropriate and
relevant for one’s research purposes (Hart, 1998). Several contexts (e.g. policy)
influence interpretations (Ball, 1990); this necessitates framing meaning. Based on
reading but also on my own experiences and background, I believed that I needed a pilot
to clarify how Greek teachers understood main concepts, such as reflective practice, to
develop questions and construct the questionnaire, and to check the comprehensibility of
techniques and modifications of items before applying them (Oppenheim, 1996; R.
Peterson, 2000). A pilot facilitates the conduct of the main study because unforeseen
issues can be diagnosed and dealt with (e.g. Miles & Huberman, 1994; de Vauss, 1996).
In my case, the pilot provided indications of appropriate ways and means to examine the
practice of self-evaluation. The procedures followed, their impact on the research
design and the implications for action, are discussed in Appendix 1. Here, after having

explained the rationale for conducting a pilot study, I summarise its contribution.
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The pre-testing of three phases (the question development, the questionnaire
development and the refinement of the pilot testing (deVaus, 1996) helped this study to

progressively focus. In terms of:

1) methodological issues that enhanced my awareness of the way the research methods

linked and the implications for findings;
2) methods to be included, it led me to include unstructured interviews as a data source;

3) the need to make new sampling decisions became apparent as I altered the number
and type of case study schools, the number of teachers receiving the postal survey and
reconsidered the merits of delivering it to a group distinctly different from the teacher

groups under focus;

4) selecting the most appropriate ways to approach the research activity and the teachers

under study;

5) limitations and unexpected constraints , for instance, it indicated the effect of
neglecting timing and management issues such as the exclusion of the follow-up

questionnaire response;

6) issues to attend to in analysis and write ups, such as the need to keep a log

documenting procedures and incidents to assist analysis when the fieldwork ended.

I discuss here only one implication for action (the pilot’s effect on the sampling design)
to highlight the benefit of considering the pilot study as a part of the study’s overall
methodology. The initial design included four case studies —nursery school, primary
school, gymnasium and lyceum- and a postal survey administered to all geographical
areas (52) in the previously described schools (number of teachers receiving it: 520).
The pilot fieldwork (1-week) was conducted in a nursery and a lyceum chosen on the
basis of their heterogeneity (e.g. academic orientation). The pilot clarified the need to
modify the research focus to free time for the in-depth exploration of one education
sector thus both the number of cases to study and number of the postal survey sample
were reduced. Influenced by the pilot’s indications about homogeneity of actors’ beliefs
in primary settings, I focused on primary and nursery schools, which have a closer
match in terms of curriculum, pupils and teacher training in Greece. I assumed that
these common features would impact on teachers’ reactions to encountered problems

the more similarity in incidents experienced could provide more certainty with which
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conclusions could be drawn. Also, variance that could be detected by examining
extreme or deviant cases could reveal whether these were due to internal factors or
factors external to the self-evaluation process. Authors suggest that examining extreme
cases advance understanding (Patton, 1980; Strauss, 1987; Miles & Huberman, 1994).
My familiarity with the primary sector reinforced this choice, which however, raised a
problem. The nursery personnel consist usually of one or two teachers; this raises the
issue of what is considered a ‘school’. The consequences for self-evaluation are
discussed in chapter six. Itried to overcome this problem by finding six nurseries that
share building, equipment and co-operate in activities, such as celebrations, and by
treating the collected data separately during fieldwork and initial analysis. The findings

were brought together in the final analysis and are presented as one case.

Further, I minimised the distribution area for the postal survey: the pilot
indicated that managing a large number of responses required more time than was
available. I decided to include primary and secondary schools on the basis of the pilot
responses that indicated considerable differences among secondary and primary
teachers. Many data sources ought to be used not only when evaluating teachers’

practice (Peterson et al, 2001) but also when trying to develop an understanding of it.

Postal Survey

This study seeks to describe what self-evaluation means to teachers and the ways
they practise it in different settings in Greece. Such description elucidates the meaning
of self-evaluation as identified by teachers; as such, it is particularly useful information
at policy level. What counts as self-evaluation for teachers can provide policy officers
with an understanding of teachers’ pre-dispositions towards evaluation practice, and
thus inform the planning and application of an accepted evaluation scheme. Something
the government has attempted to achieve for the past decades. Such a scheme has to
consider accountability along with teacher autonomy and professional development
(N i;}p, 2001). Using the original accounts of a predetermined and wide-spread sample of
teachers can help trace patterns of self-evaluation behaviour observed in the case
studies, cross-checking the reasons for self-evaluation to reveal the factors closely
associated with this practice. A postal survey is a technique that can provide such

information and allows comparisons of teacher responses in different settings. It is used
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widely and is described as ‘the best form’ of survey in educational research: it
minimises social desirability responses and is the most viable way to reach a

geographically dispersed sample (Cohen & Manion, 1994; deVauss, 1996).

The use of a postal survey serves the purposes of ‘complementarity’ and
‘triangulation’. Caracelli and Greene (1993:196), when discussing the value of mixed-
method evaluation designs in theory and practice, argue that the purpose of
‘complementarity’ is used to indicate “overlapping but different facets of a
phenomenon”. To elicit the views of teachers of different backgrounds and settings to
describe the standpoint of Greek practitioners I balanced the usefulness of evidence not
acquired from the case-study sample. Delivering the postal survey not only to primary,
but also to secondary teachers, could provide data that I could use to illustrate and
clarify different aspects of self-evaluation practice, such as to highlight contextual
influences not detected in the case studies or not applicable to the primary sector group.
Administering the postal survey to case study teachers before fieldwork allows a
comparison between sets of questionnaire data (e.g. nursery case study teachers’
responses against science teachers’ responses). Triangulating evidence can “strengthen
the validity of empirical evidence” (Bulmer, 1986:32) but using quantitative and
qualitative methods can bring divergent results. In this case “one set of findings is
invalid and / or the end result of the total study inadequate, incomplete or inaccurate”
(Morse, 1991:122). The data reported in chapter seven provide information in terms of
consistency of appearance of the phenomenon of self-evaluation in the population of
Greek teachers and the degree of consistency of response on certain issues (e.g. self-

evaluation purposes).

When constructing the questionnaire I paid attention to match the key factors
indicated by the literature on teacher self-evaluation as interrelated. Cohen and Manion
(1994:85) refer to key factors as the three ‘prerequisites’. That is, I formulated the
questionnaire to be in accordance with the purpose and concerns of the study. These
include: its central aim (such as, meaning, purpose, benefits, role of feelings, ways of
conduct, constraints) and auxiliary topics identified and itemised (such as, the role of
others and the relation of self-evaluation practice to professional development and
policy), the focused population (primary and secondary teachers) and the resources

available. ‘Linguistic comparability’ (Deutscher, 1986) was assumed to occur since I
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shared a cultural background (demographic, professional and linguistic) familiarity with
the individuals under study. The constructed questionnaire has seventeen questions
(closed, open-ended and attitude statements) spread over three parts (Appendix 2A-B).
The steps I followed in its construction are described in Appendix 1. Thirty-one
questionnaires were delivered by hand in the case study schools before fieldwork and
two hundred and four questionnaires were mailed in other geographical areas (see
sampling). To enhance the response rate, keep the costs low and save time in locating
respondents, I decided to ask the Heads to distribute the survey (Appendix 2D-E). In
total I received one hundred and twelve responses. No follow-up procedures to track

undelivered questionnaires were used.

TIMING

Figure 2. The ‘arithmetic’ of fieldwork

ase-Study 1 (Primary school) Case-Study 2 (Six Nursery Schools Postal Survey
17 September -30 November 2001 3 December -1 March 2002 October 2001
(11 weeks) (11 weeks)
Days  Total
ieldwork duration 11 weeks x 7 days x 2sites 154 154
nalysis of fieldwork,
Transcribing and coding: 156
Of interviews (16 x 2 sites) x 3: 96)
Of observations (10 x 2 sites) x 3: 60)

Time pertains to every research activity. Miles and Huberman’s (1994:46-7)
suggestions helped to calculate the time needed for data collection and analysis (Fig. 2).
This guided the planning of weekly activities in case study fieldwork. The frequency of
visits to schools changed progressively: the first six weeks I collected and
simultaneously analysed data every day; then, data analysis informed further data

collection (Strauss, 1987).

ETHICS

Research involves making ethical decisions. Writers suggest areas in need of
attention, such as informed consent, the dynamics developed from the researcher’s

presence in the site and the influences exerted on subjects and data (Simons, 1977,
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Pring, 1984; Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983; Barrett, 1995). The way I tried to ensure
confidentiality and informed consent are discussed below after considering the impact

of my assumptions and the influence of my presence on the research activity.

The Researcher’s Role

My long teaching experience had an impact on the way teachers perceived my
role. There was a tension created regarding my status as a teacher and as a researcher
that seemed to have confused some teachers as to how to address me. Most teachers
seemed to see me as an ‘insider’, as one posing no threat to them. For example, they
expressed openly judgements about officers and discussed problems with planning,
pupils and parents. They offered instances of their own and others’ teaching and
evaluation practice. These were painful, either because teachers perceived them as
unethical or because teachers lacked the capacity to deal successfully with them, but
they were particularly helpful. For instance, the comment of a primary school teacher
CH about the way teaching was avoided by extending the break periods and his feelings
of guilt years later, urged me to ask others who confirmed the tendency of teachers to
extend break time on a daily basis. I focused on examining the impact on teachers’
reflectivity; observation notes and teachers’ comments were examined to ensure that

such impact occurred before making assertions.

Being a practitioner helped me to resist judging teachers’ work. However, my
familiarity with teaching situations and evaluation problems gave rise to assumptions. I
assumed for example, that being open and sincere and facing teachers as individuals
striving to achieve their best would make them open up and facilitate the research
process. This proved erroneous with a few teachers who had declared they wanted to
contribute; however in their cases I needed to devote extra effort and time ‘chasing’
them to discuss the emergent issues. My own background, while assisting
communication with teachers in ways they were familiar and helping to address issues
that concerned them, might have foreshadowed issues that needed investigation. I felt
that what is called in the literature ‘going native’ could happen without realising it
easily. A rewarding outcome of my pilot experience was the awareness of the conscious
efforts needed to retain a critical stance, stay alert and interrogate situations constantly.

The method of analysis helped since concepts, and not individuals, drove the data
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collection process (Strauss, 1987). Noting down comments as they were expressed,
keeping quiet and ‘listening’, trying to ensure a flow of information from different
teachers, withdrawing and trying to observe solely, helped too (Sprandley, 1980;
Robson, 1993; Adler & Adler, 1994).

Acting completely as an observer was difficult. For example, in classroom
observation my presence influenced pupils who to begin would turn and smile at me
sitting in the back, or in the staff room, when teachers asked for my opinion.
Hammersley and Atkinson (1983) stress that individuals are part of the worlds they
study. Being neutral when conducting research is difficult. Research is a personal
activity. Consider for example selecting the topic or information for analysis: both point
to the researcher’s interests and influences. Research relates to the researcher’s
characteristics and biography and is influenced by the relationships developed during
research. Nevertheless, researchers need to move towards objectivity and strive to
behave ‘neutrally’. I tried to be objective and avoided influencing the situation and the
teachers with my comments. This was not always possible so I acted according to what
I thought the situation required. For example, in the frequent questioning regarding
developments in teacher evaluation or my beliefs on such issues, I occasionally escaped
conversation; however, when I thought this would advance conversation, or help

teachers open up, I offered alternative viewpoints and recorded teachers’ answers.

Negotiations and Rapport

This area of study is sensitive and in the context of my research, a personal
business; the pilot study confirmed this. To this effect, key informants proved a
valuable source of information and help (Ball, 1984), facilitating the selection of the
cases to study and my presence at schools. An Administration Officer for instance
directed me to schools of potential interest while teacher V provided me with valuable
information regarding teachers’ interests in the primary school. Developing relations of
openness was important: I needed instances of self-evaluation practice that were sincere
expressions of routine practice and not descriptions made up to please me. This could
happen if teachers trusted me and acted reflectively when discussing the issues I
examined. ‘Sharing’ experiences (Ball, 1984) restricted the possibility of being misled

so [ became active at times. For example, I shared with Year One teachers my ideas for



68

a Christmas celebration, provided the play and helped prepare it; I helped rearrange play
areas in nurseries, occasionally introducing games that teachers adopted and used with
enthusiasm. Participating in activities prohibited me from being a detached observer. 1
believe however that it developed my relations with teachers and provided insights that

advanced my understanding about their self-evaluation practice.

I believe it is ethically correct to have informed consent ahead of intervention so
I tried continuously to make sure that teachers understood the voluntary participation
and its rationale, the confidentiality and anonymity offered, and the opportunity to
clarify my interpretations of their accounts. I was open about the means used to achieve
the study’s aims thinking this honesty would be appreciated and gain teachers’ trust.
Teacher self-evaluation has many threatening aspects, such as feelings of guilt created
from unsuccessful experiences; I thought this might become easier if teachers
participated wittingly and conscientiously. Teachers seemed satisfied with my
explanations, wanted to know about the research and asked a series of questions. My
overall impression is that most teachers welcomed the notion of having a chance to state
what they believed and were willing to discuss evaluation issues. Hammersley and
Atkinson (1983) note that giving a full picture of the research to everyone involved
should be done when relationships based on trust have been established. I tried to give
information gradually to teachers about implicit messages and evolving issues; some
issues were new to me, so my explanations might scare teachers away or make them
reserve information, thinking they would look bad in my eyes. Miles & Huberman
(1994) suggest that participants might want to know what the benefits would be for
them; this study could promise the chance to reflect on practice, thus help teachers
clarify their ideas and discuss them with others. My presence had an impact on the
setting and my area of investigation, no matter how well hidden or underestimated it
might have been it raised chances for reflection and group discussions. This was

beneficial for teachers and influenced the quality and reliability of the findings.

DATA COLLECTION and ANALYSIS

This section delineates the procedures for collecting and analysing data. It
considers sampling, the data collection and sources, data management and coding and

data analysis.
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Sampling

Authors’ suggestions (Strauss, 1987; Hammersley, 1990) and the aims and
context of my study influenced the selection of cases. I aimed to use cases that have
relevance to other teachers’ situations, be ‘typical’ of their types as opposed to
‘extreme’ or ‘special’ (Patton, 1980), while covering some dimensions of the population
heterogeneity (Hammersley, 1992). A multiple case study design was preferred to a
single case to develop theory through comparative analysis between cases that have
similarities and differences (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Influenced by research on
evaluation and self-evaluation (Elliott, 1975; Ademan & Alexander, 1982; Clift, Nuttall
& McCormick, 1987; Simons, 1987; Shinkfield & Stufflebeam, 1995; MacBeath et al,
1996) I wanted to look for similarities and differences that relate to contextual factors.

For the selection of the site of the case studies I used purposive sampling to
ensure their appropriateness for the exploration of the research aims. The sample was
chosen according to certain criteria (Scott & Usher, 1999), that is, they were schools of
the primary education sector that share the following. They are state schools with the
same organisation and management structures, offering similar conditions regarding
teachers’ years of initial studies, permanency, promotion procedures and salary. They
are subjected to the same teacher evaluation policy. They differ in teacher subject
speciality, age of pupils and curriculum offered. This sampling allows the examination
of variant cases and the indirect cross-site comparison (Simons, 1995) and confirmation
of the conceptual properties suggested from each case (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). One
primary and six nursery schools were selected after visiting, discussing and evaluating
teachers’ interest for participation in the research (Appendix 1). The schools were
located in my hometown Larissa (an urban city); this facilitated access to schools,
participation of teachers and reduced costs.

Within each case further sampling occurred; when sampling for a whole school,
a single researcher must of necessity sample (Ball, 1984) since choices need to be made
about incidents, issues and teachers’ actions that are of more relevance and interest than
others (Stake, 1994). For example, when I observed that teachers accepted policy
without explicitly questioning the rationale I could directly discuss this with teacher NI
because she had mentioned it when reflecting on her teaching. I could not do the same
with teacher P who avoided speaking openly. Thus, most in-depth information that I

elicited from the interviews came from teachers with whom I established rapport. As
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theory emerged I made new sampling decisions of “what data to collect next and where
to find them” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967:45). This means that a ‘dialectic’ process was in
olace, in which the emerging theory drove data collection and vice versa (Scott &
Usher, 1999:43). During data analysis selected documents and texts were compressed
as being more relevant and revealing for presenting each case.

In the postal survey, all case study teachers, plus others from sixty-eight schools,
were selected (Figure 3). I used random sampling for selecting the seventeen
geographical areas to administer the questionnaire. The schools and teachers were
selected by ‘systematic— disproportionate sampling” (Scott & Usher, 1999:70). This
means that the number in the sample is not proportionate to the total number of teachers
in each category. This sampling strategy serves the focus of this study on specific

groups.

Figure 3. Sampling in the postal survey

eachers completing the postal survey Number Time
ase- eac ers
in the school

ase-Study 2 All teachers Before fieldwork
in the school
6 Nursery Schools

68 Schools Nurse 2 teachers x 17 schools October 2001
distributed in Primary 2 primary teachers x 17 34 October 2001

1 physical education teacher x 17 17

17 geographical 1 foreign language teacher x 17 17
Gymnasium 1 physical education teacher x 17 17 October 2001

1 exact science teacher x 17 17

1 pure science teacher x 17 17
Lyceum 1 foreign language teacher x 17 17 October 2001

1 exact science teacher x 17 17

1 pure science teacher x 17 17

eac ers

Schools were divided into four strata representing educational stages. Schools are
attached to AO identified by number: the questionnaire was administered to the fourth
school of every second AO in the chosen area. This choice reflects schools located both
in suburbs and villages and ensures that the chosen number exists, for example
primaries are more than ten in a district but secondary schools can be less. A sample of

six groups was selected according to teachers’ specialised subject ( nursery, primary,
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pure sciences, exact sciences, foreign languages and physical education). Subject
speciality determines the type of school to which teachers are appointed, for example a
physics teacher is appointed only to secondary schools while foreign languages teachers
teach in primary, gymnasium and lyceum. So, differences in types of settings,
curriculum taught and age of pupils are also reflected in this sample. Based on personal
understanding of the Greek culture and influenced by my readings, I wanted to consider
the implications of such differences for teacher self-evaluation. I attempted to offer at
“least a known probability of all members being selected” (deVauss, 1996:108); that is,
within the financial and time constraints of this research I tried to ensure participation of
schools located in cities and villages, of experienced and novice teachers. Most teachers

working in town schools are experienced while most novices work in the provinces.

Data Collection and Sources

Figure 4. Data Sources

Interviews Observation Short Questionnaires Postal Survey Documents
ase-Study 16 interviews: 15 Observations 13 short questionnaires 18 questionnaire Policy Directives
1 (8 Semi-structured (in playground/ about Nat. Curriculum
Primary 4 Focused classroom staffroom) teacher professionalism/ Registry
School 4 Selective) nvironmental conditions/ Teacher records
attitudes towards formal S E/ Leaflets from
educational orientations; Teachers’ Union
Daily Recorded
Informal
Discussions
ase-Study 16 Interviews: 15 Observations 13 short questionnaires 13 questionnaire Policy Directives
2 (8 Semi-structured (in playground/ about Nat. Curriculum
Nursery 4 Focused, classroony/ staffroom teacher professionalism/ Registry
Schools 4 Selective) environmental conditions/ Teacher records
ttitudes towards formal S- Leaflets from
educational orientations; Teachers’ Union
Daily Recorded
Informal
Discussions
68 Schools
istributed 204
in17 questionnaires
eographica (see figure 3)

areas

Data collection was an on-going process that was built upon earlier steps. 1

progressively focused on issues that needed further clarification to fill gaps in the
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derived theory and selected information to develop it. This way a ‘chain of evidence’
(Yin, 1994) was gradually being shaped. Data collection continued after fieldwork, for
instance when I visited the schools at celebration times. I used methods of data
collection in conjunction with each other to balance the element of person dependency
resulting from direct interaction, to elicit more data, to allow triangulation, to increase
validity and consistency (Cohen & Manion, 1994; Adler & Adler, 1994; Breakwell,
1995). The methods I employed were interviewing, observation, short questionnaires,

document analysis supplemented by the postal survey (Figure 4).

Interviewing

I needed a suitable method to elucidate perceptions, beliefs and attitudes.
Interviewing gives access to a person’s thinking and knowledge, preferences and
dislikes, allows examination of the motivation of respondents and the reasons for their
responses. In interviews complex and filter questions can be used to examine topics in
depth (Cohen & Manion, 1994; deVaus, 1996). I started fieldwork with semi-structured
interviews to explore what teachers thought, believed and felt towards teacher self-
evaluation. I had prepared and piloted my questions but I also sought to be flexible to
new impressions. After multiple and lengthy sessions I progressively focused and
selected specific issues related to teacher self-evaluation to elicit perceptions of how it
was used, what supported or constrained its use, aspects that were valued and the impact
on learning and teaching. Verbal responses were recorded and supplemented by notes

concerning non-verbal items of the interaction that took place.

Informal discussions and questions asked ‘on the spot’ informed the study.
Valuable data were gathered through non-arranged discussions in the course of my daily
contact with teachers or within daily situations; I was looking for explanations so I
asked for comments when unexpected information provoked my interest. I kept notes
soon after, commenting on issues raised that needed further clarification. AsI gradually
immersed myself into the field I realised that I was learning a lot from unsolicited
accounts (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983). These accounts, combined with the
continuous analysis of data, directed my attention on what to focus. At this stage, I
introduced cues to get further insights on issues; I used discussion time to elicit
information. This process allowed me to share teachers’ concerns, advanced my

understanding, and helped me consent to their world (Fontana & Frey, 1994) and



73

opened up silent issues involved in self-evaluation practice. This way it was possible to
recognise whether and why teacher self-evaluation was practised, was valued, was
influential and to comprehend sensitive issues, such as teacher F’s feelings of
disappointment. I felt that while teachers were interested in our discussions, some were
less open or wanted a clear agenda before hand; using short questionnaires was
particularly useful with these teachers. I noticed that multiple explanations would take
the discussions further and make issues more explicit.

The validity of interview data depends on whether teachers say what they think
or mean what they say or have thought about what they say (MacDonald & Sanger,
1982). Itried to overcome this through my efforts to establish rapport. Interviewing
involves person-dependency, which might result in subjectivity and bias on the part of
the interviewer (Kvale, 1996). Kvale argues that to overcome this the interviewer has to
be viewed as a ‘methodological tool’ and the direct interactive aspect of the interview to
be regarded as ‘communication with’ and ‘action on the social world’ (ibid:284-9). 1
tried to have a sympathetic ear and say as few words as possible. To restrict my
influence and to minimise subjectivity I kept reflective notes about the process,

consulting and questioning them continuously.

Observation

I needed to examine what occurred in the school. Teaching processes and the
climate are the driving forces behind a self-evaluation practice (Kremer-Hayon, 1993).
Isolation of the teacher from these elements would leave the description of teachers’
self-evaluation practice incomplete or unjust. Observing teachers’ actions ought to
include an examination of the time, place and interaction (Sprandley, 1980; Strauss,
1987; Hammersley, 1990). I used observation as an integrated ‘supportive and
supplementary technique’ to explore what lay beyond words (Robson, 1993:191-2). 1
focused on teachers’ judgements of their actions, checking contradictions or gaps
between what they said they were doing with what they were observed doing. The type
of observation employed was a mixed approach both structured and participatory, the
focus was on teacher/s’ behaviour (Sprandley, 1980; Robson, 1993; Adler & Adler,
1994). The needs and possibilities of each situation were considered while acting as a
participant observer; this allowed asking questions and clarifying issues, such as

feelings raised because of an incident and how they affected teacher’s thinking. To
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examine implicit aspects of teachers’ behaviour I had to immerse myself into the
situation teachers faced, thus I started with unfocused observations (general in scope)
using broad descriptive questions, which became ‘focused’ and ‘selected’ as the study
proceeded (Sprandley, 1980; Adler & Adler, 1994). I tried to be open, adjust to
particular circumstances and although I could officially enter in any place, respecting
teachers’ wishes I observed classrooms only when the teacher agreed. Ithought my
presence in the school was enough to allow teachers to reflect without raising worries,
so I oriented my attention on the dialogue that occurred and the comments teachers
made, for instance, about pupils’ performance. My presence could disturb teachers
(Adler & Adler, 1994); this effect could turn out to be an advantage for the purposes of
this study since it could lead teachers “to a more analytic reflection about processes and
group functioning” (Robson, 1993:197).

In the staffroom I did not keep notes; as a teacher, I have been part of valuable
conversations that I did not want to prohibit or shadow with my note keeping. This
occurred when I was alone. Such conversations had been valuable in directing my
attention to various important issues, such as judgements about others’ teaching. In the
classroom I kept notes continuously. When none of the issues in which I was interested
occurred, I wrote about the individuals and the interaction between them, drew sketches
of classroom arrangements or noted down inferences. Sometimes I would keep a
distance, other times I would help the teacher or the children. In the playground I took

notes of observed action and recorded my reflective comments separately.

Short questionnaires

During fieldwork, I used questionnaires containing two or three statements or
questions as a strategy for approaching the interview process. The intention was to make
the teacher, and myself, feel at ease, to make explicit my agenda, to enhance active
participation on behalf of the teacher and to provoke thinking. These questionnaires
were a starting point for discussion that gave the teacher an idea about the issues to be
discussed, allowed her to comment on the question/ statement she found of most interest
and the interviewing session to be on course. I used such evidence (e.g. interest towards
a certain question) in analysis. My impression is that providing a choice to the teacher

empowered the situation she was in and gave me a focus.
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In the light of emerging theory I found myself needing to acquire specific
information. I constructed and used short questionnaires to get information about
specific issues (Simons, 1995), such as educational and professional orientations,
teacher professionalism, teachers’ perceptions of their school’s environmental
conditions and their attitudes towards formal self-evaluation procedures (Appendix 2F-
G). These issues are suggested from the relevant literature as having an effect on the
practice of teacher self-evaluation. Such issues were examined through other means but
the collected data indicated that I needed additional information to form a complete
picture about them. Teachers completed these questionnaires at their own convenience

and answers were clarified in follow-up discussions.

Document Analysis

I noticed that directives arrived at school daily but teachers were not always
informed about them, sometimes because of their disinterest or because the Head did not
provide them. I decided to examine some records that schools keep, for instance the
pupils’ records and the register, which I used to examine the kind of information that
was delivered or left the school. Some records revealed how teachers thought of their
practice and allowed me to discuss their interest to understand and question official
legislation. State schools do not issue documents of regulations or principles attended,
so I investigated leaflets from teachers’ unions to extract principles that teachers’ unions
associated with ‘good’ teaching. At classroom level I examined documents, such as
textbooks, teachers’ feedback on pupils’ worksheets, assessment tests (official and

constructed by the teachers), and parts of the NC.

Management and Coding

Data management is important for the outcomes produced (Strauss, 1987; Miles
and Huberman, 1994; deVaus, 1996). In learning to use a statistical program for
analysing the postal survey results, I focused on developing a way of layering and
structuring the collected data and the conducted analysis. Field notes, transcribed
interviews and tapes were headed with the name of sites, dates and persons involved
[nursery4:16/1/02:A] and stored. Lists of categories (e.g. PURP for purposes) were
referenced to the field notes they were derived from and coded according to topics (e.g.

L/PURP for learning purposes) and along with memos and diagrams were stored in
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files, which included an index page. For example, the second diagram about purposes
was filed: D2-L/PURP:nursery4:20/1/02. I made a ‘code-book’ (deVaus 1996;
Oppenheim, 1996), that is, a file including the questionnaire, the coding I used, labels
for every question, answer categories with code values and a list of numbers allocated to
variables. I kept a reflective diary and a log documenting thoughts and procedures
during data collection and analysis. Also ‘segment-files’ in which record sheets linked
segments together to be used to support arguments during write-ups. False initials were
given to teachers within the text. The method from which information was yielded is
described in various ways (e.g. while observing...; the case study teachers’ response in

the postal survey...) to ensure clarity about where data came from.

Data Analysis

Data analysis is not a distinct stage of the research but a continuous process that
starts before fieldwork and lasts until the last comments are added for presenting the
findings (Strauss, 1987; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Barrett, 1995). Analysis began with
the formulation of the research problems and questions when making the first choices
about the sites and subjects to be investigated. It continued through out the pilot and
main fieldwork, especially when collecting and analysing data in order to decide about
adjustments in the research design, or when reflecting on my field notes and thinking
about where to look or what to do next to acquire the information I needed. For

descriptive reasons data analysis is discussed in separate phases.

In the initial phase I explored the relevant literature; this familiarised me with
areas of concern, allowed the identification of important issues and the formulation of
research questions, and informed methodological choices regarding the sites, subjects,
data sources and collection procedures. At this stage I thought that research aimed at
exploring, understanding and explaining teachers’ self-evaluation practice would be
well served by grounded theory. Flexibility, openness, fluidity were characteristics of
this approach; theories grounded in the data collected examine consequences, tactics,

interaction and conditions that surround a phenomenon (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

The next phase concerns the pilot work in which I tested the research design for
its feasibility and the developed measurements for their effectiveness in yielding useful
information. Ibecame familiar with grounded theory procedures and guidelines and

realised how they worked in my study; for instance, the pilot experience and analysis
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had implications for action, some of which were described earlier. These procedures

guided analysis, clarified my thinking and provided reassurance about outcomes.

The following phase concerns the analysis during the main fieldwork. It
includes compiling the collected information (interview transcripts, field notes, memos,
diagrams, reflective notes, questionnaire response) into a database (Miles & Huberman,
1994) and storing it in separate files; postal survey response was kept separate from
similar responses of the case study sample. As Strauss (1987) suggests I started with
open coding using a microscopic approach for analysing data. In the first three
interviews I moved from line analysis to phrases and paragraphs, questioning words or
phrases to reveal dimensions of the concepts I extracted from my data. In coding these
concepts I tried to use in-vivo codes (that is, terms found in my data), when this was not
possible I came up with a code; in-vivo codes are for example ‘self-restriction’ and
‘jockeying’, constructed codes are ‘formal discourse’ and ‘acceptable discourse’. Then,
I moved to a macroscopic approach by comparing several indicators for similarities and
differences; categories emerged which were continuously compared with old and new
indicators in order to generate new properties and dimensions for coded categories.
Simultaneously I looked for subcategories and constructed diagrams, which indicated
interrelations. ‘Formal’ and ‘informal’ types of teachers’ discourse for example were
categories, which included subcategories, that is, distinct types of teachers’ discourse,
one of them including two subcategories in its own -‘positive’ and ‘negative’ discourse.
In this process, conditions, consequences, strategies were identified and were included
in diagrams to create a visual picture. Writing memos occurred when I thought of how
the evidence was connected with my knowledge of the literature and when questions

were raised that guided me towards other directions.

When several categories emerged, I focused on each one doing an intense
analysis around it. For example, when identifying the category ‘determine teaching and
learning needs’ as a core category, I focused on conditions and consequences associated
with it. Looking at how categories related (ibid:32) led to drawing conceptual maps
picturing this relation. Strauss (1987:64) defines these procedures as ‘axial’ coding.
When core categories became distinct I coded systematically around ones I thought
useful for the study, for example, when coding around self-evaluation purposes, I

focused around three core categories, ‘determine teaching and learning needs’,
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‘clarifying understanding’, ‘accountability’. Limiting coding to only those codes that
related to core codes allowed me to focus on topics relevant in significant ways to the
study; this is what Strauss (1987:33) terms ‘selective’ coding. These core categories led
to my sampling of individuals, incidents, processes and so on. Sometimes selective
coding and open coding occurred together to “minimise the overlooking of important
categories” and develop “a conceptually dense theory”, both verified and qualified
(ibid:31). Using open coding was necessary when conceptual maps and diagrams
redirected my attention to gaps; however, in selective coding I was aware of where |
was going (e.g. when investigating the impact of what teachers identified as ‘self-
restriction’) and as a result my memos became focused progressively. During the
coding process I tested my propositions in several situations to see if they were
sustainable, such as the proposition ‘teachers’ self-evaluation practice depends on
teachers’ interest for teaching’ was tested with teachers who declared their enjoyment of
teaching and others searched for ways to escape teaching. Making constant
comparisons between categories, connecting them, rearranging memos and codes
resulted in more elaborate diagrams. I focused on finding the main pattern or theme that
could sum up what was happening and how, what things were associated with it, as well
as why it was happening, which led to integrating categories to achieve theoretical
saturation and provide density to the analysed concepts. This required consulting the
literature to confirm and further my understanding of issues I attended to or might have

missed.

The next phase concerns the iterative reading and rewriting of each database.
Data were organised more systematically into subsets. I paid extra attention to data that
pointed at diverse self-evaluation practices and highlighted issues and factors that had
an impact on it. When writing each case I tried to move from description to inference
by positing some explanation, occasionally using references to previous studies.
Chapters five and six present the case studies that I conducted in one primary school
(case-study 1) and six nurseries (case-study 2). Emergent issues regarded as important
for the topic under study and each specific case guided the organisation of chapters.

The study was interested in using statistics to examine relationships in terms of
correlation, not causation (Light et al, 1990:32). The content and face validity of the
questions were tested in the pilot study by seeking teachers’ ‘subjective judgements’ to

determine the appropriateness of the measurement; the construct validity of the
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measurement was based on in-depth interviews with teachers, personal experience and
knowledge derived from readings on teacher self-evaluation and related areas. The pilot
sample was very small so only the collected data from the main study were subjected to
statistical analysis using SPSS (ed. 11.0). This analysis included only responses to
closed questions and attitude statements; the open questions were analysed using
grounded theory procedures. The scaled questions were tested for validity and
reliability. They were treated by item analysis, computing coefficient alpha and item-to-
item correlation in order to investigate the internal consistency of the scales. The
Principal Components Analysis with varimax rotation was performed to see if the
produced constructs agreed with the theoretical model that I had in mind, when
developing the questionnaire. This way the validity of the constructed scale
measurement was checked (Kim & Mueller, 1978). The following criteria were applied
to determine items that served to measure a construct: only items with high factor
loading on the factor and items with factor loading more than 0.50 were attended to in
analysis. Chapter seven discusses the findings of the postal survey.

The final phase involved reading each case and identifying important issues,
similarities and differences across cases. A revisiting of the literature in the field
occurred in an attempt to find information about issues and concerns raised by the study
that could help me to maintain a critical stand towards my field experiences and decide
on ways of presentation. Both the reading of cases and of the relevant literature helped
me understand, compare, conceptualise abstract categories and make theoretical
propositions. The cross-case analysis in chapter eight refers to the analysis of the case
studies and the analysis of the findings from the postal survey. I checked if the data

fitted propositions and the overall frame developed and drew the final conclusions.

CONSTRAINTS

Time has been a major constraint given the fact that I was a single researcher
limited by the timeframe of educational leave. Considering the complexity of the issues
studied and the number of persons involved the time spent at schools was limited.
Immersion into the life of one primary and six nursery schools, exploring deeply the
situations trying to get a detailed insight of teachers’ self-evaluation practice and

transcribing recordings required more time than the six months I spent in the field. The
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study lacks in this sense the richness, depth and validity of long-term full-scale
ethnographies (e.g. Elliott, 1975; Ball, 1984).

The relationships I developed, the number of staff in each school, and the school
functioning presented further constraints. For example, some teachers were more open
and willing than others to share their self-evaluation experiences, or exhibited the
capacity to elaborate and raise issues that provoked my thinking and directed my search
for data. This resulted in the development of closer relations with them (e.g. teachers
CH and V), which might have acted restrictively in approaching more distant or
seemingly indifferent teachers and in yielding more data and possibly distinct pictures
of self-evaluation practice (Hammersley, 1990). The number of school staff seemed to
play a role in the relationships developed. In the nurseries for example, where I had the
chance to interact with fewer teachers at a time, the development of relations was easy.
In all cases the range and variety of data and my own viewing of the schools were
influenced by the relations developed or the way classrooms operated (Ball, 1984). Itis
true that different teachers directed my attention towards varying important issues;
however, in nurseries almost all teachers exhibited willingness and contributed equally
to my knowledge of these schools. Nursery classes were familiar with hosting outsiders
(such as parents); this made my presence a natural process for teachers and pupils. This
was not the case in the primary school where the sense of classroom isolation and
feelings of territoriality were mostly observable.

Constraints derived from a number of validity issues. For example, my effect on
the collected data and on the situations in which I participated, the effect of the
relationships I had developed and its effect on the emphasis and orientation of the issues
discussed with participants have influenced the research outcomes. My efforts to
minimise errors and bias through consistency in the methods and tools that I used during
data collection and analysis were my armoury for avoiding bias and mistakes. I tried to
stay detached and critical during fieldwork and made my interpretations and
assumptions clear when writing up the findings. Nevertheless, I was investigating
sensitive and implicit issues, such as how teachers’ judgements were formed, the origin
of teachers’ decisions and the nature of teachers’ reflections. Given the implicit and
complex nature of the issues under study, at times it was not fully possible to suspend

my perceptions and assumptions. Our viewing of things is coloured and limited by what
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we are (Ball, 1990; Hammersley, 1990; Woods, 1996). Thus, my personality,
assumptions and value system interfered with my practice and this needs considering.

Moreover, the language used during data collection differed from the one used in
the presentation of the findings. The research was conducted in Greece, the dialogues
were in Greek; this means that, apart from my field notes, the collected data were
interpreted from Greek to English. Accurate translation of meanings was difficult
(Smith, 1999; Hudson, 2002). Especially in the case of idiomatic expressions and when
words had an ambivalent meaning, translation could change significantly what a
participant said. For example, many teachers used the word ‘diathesi’, which could be
translated as ‘disposal’, ‘availability’, ‘mood’, ‘disposition’ and ‘intention’. An
experienced translator would have distinguished easily the different context each
translation would fit; however it took me longer to find out that the accurate translation
was ‘disposition’ instead of ‘intention’ that I thought and chose initially. Translating
from English to Greek presented problems too. The meaning attached to concepts in
different linguistic contexts appeared to be a constraint. Ball (1994) argues that when
texts change contexts new meanings are applied to them; the same seems to stand with
concepts changing in a linguistic context. For instance, the meaning attached to
‘reflective’ practice by the English literature cannot be translated easily using the
relevant word in the dictionary. Such use suggested deliberate contemplation, a high-
ordered kind of thinking and questioning as met in Aristotle and Plato and these
confused teachers. Ihad to spend time and energy in discussions to find which word
corresponded best and was meaningful to teachers.

The consideration of the constraints closes the discussion on methodology. The
next two chapters present the case-study findings. Data are organised and presented in
sections indicated by the literature and my own field experience as central and important
for the topics under discussion. These sections concern the aims of the case and the
context of the schools, purposes of teacher self-evaluation, processes and development
in self-evaluation practice and supporting and constraining conditions. Sections include
subsections; for example the section ‘purposes’ includes two subsections, ‘developing
understanding’ and ‘accountability’. Data were divided into subsets, which should not
se viewed as static lists of distinctly separate items. Concepts, their features and
dimensions cannot be accurately depicted if they are seen as fragments and not as a

unity, as inextricably interrelated. Categorising data might have obscured the rich,



interactive and complex dynamics of concepts but organisational, descriptive and
analytical reasons necessitated using categories for identifying and presenting the

concepts, their properties and interrelations.
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CHAPTER FIVE
THE PRIMARY SCHOOL
This chapter presents the case-study of a typical urban primary school in terms
of student and teacher population, teachers’ qualifications, school organisation and
management, pedagogy and curriculum. The case-study is constructed using content
analysis of school documents and interpretative analysis of interview, short
questionnaire and observation data. The aims of this case-study are followed by a

description of the specific school context and the analysis of findings.

AIMS

The main aim is to reach an understanding of teachers’ conceptions of self-
evaluation and how those conceptions are enacted in practice. This study seeks to
explore what meaning and purposes teachers’ self-evaluation practice fulfils and what
value teachers attach to such practice.

The question of how teachers self-evaluate their practice is examined by
analysing the role of interaction and feedback in the self-evaluation process. To
understand fully the process of teacher self-evaluation the constraints and supports are

analysed in an examination of this practice over time.

CONTEXT
The school

This primary school was located in a building at the centre of Larissa,
surrounded by blocks of flats and busy roads. The lack of space was not only evident
from the size of some classrooms and the cemented playground but also from the fact
that two primary schools shared this building in shifts. Teachers appeared dissatisfied
with the school accommodation:

‘From my first day in this school I hear that they are going to rebuild it; I hope

it will happen in the ten years that I have to retirement’ (Teacher CH)

Desks in all classrooms were arranged in three rows, a table and blackboard
were at the front; a few posters and students” work were displayed. The staff-room was
also the Head’s office. A separate computer room was available for teaching purposes
however during my time in the field I observed only two teachers using it. I asked

teacher CH to explain why others did not use this room:
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‘Why should teachers bother? You need to want to do more than asked to

change your practice’

Registry records indicated that one hundred and eighty-eight students attended
the school, coming from a variety of educational (e.g. one third of the parents held a
higher education degree) and ethnic backgrounds (e.g. 8% were minority students). The
student population seemed typical since according to government statistics, 601,186
students attended primary schools in 2000; 40,653 of them belonged to ethnic minority
groups (Express, 2001:p14). There were two classes for each grade (six grades in total),
each having fifteen to twenty-three students. Eighteen teachers worked in the school,
fourteen primary teachers and four subject specialists, foreign language (1), music (1)
and physical education (2), a typical combination for urban primary schools. Years of
teaching experience among subject specialists ranged from three to twelve, while all
primary teachers had more than seventeen years of experience. Teachers taught up to
twenty-two hours per week but classes, depending on grade, were taught twenty-two to
thirty hours; this extra time was supplemented by the Head and two teachers, as

prescribed by legislation for this type of school.

Relationships

When I first contacted the school to negotiate participation in the research I was
left with the impression that a supportive climate existed and teachers discussed openly
their problems. However, on the second day in the staffroom I was warned not to sit in
a particular area because the seats were ‘occupied’. Throughout that day I observed that
nobody sat there. Later that week I observed that a group of five teachers met up on a
regular basis. For example, they had coffee together in the playground when only one
of them was on duty and excluded others from their conversations. In the second week I
heard teacher NI (a member of that group) shout at the Head ‘ Who changed the
timetable? You know that I asked to be on duty with R’ The Head explained that he
would look into it and consequently changed teacher K’s timetable. Next day he
responded to teacher K’s complaint: ‘You know how things are; let it be ". Another
teacher (Teacher N) who had taught at this school for four years explained that this
tension started when the current Head replaced the former Head (teacher R). The
micro-politics of this situation became evident when I interviewed R:

‘I self-evaluate for me because no matter how well you perform, they (AO)
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throw you in the waste bin. Look at me, they illegitimately appointed him (the
Head)...I am still upset... it was not easy to take court action...’

Nias and colleagues (1989) researching relationships in primary schools have discussed
the impact of subgroups on the school environment. In this case study tensions emerged
from comments or claims this sub-group made. Like the Head, the remaining teachers
seemed unable to confront this group’s claims. Such tensions in relationships created a

climate that constrained open dialogue.

Qualifications

Most teachers had two years of initial studies, two held a second university
degree, six had attended in-service training that lasted more than six months. From the
first staffroom discussions that I witnessed, some teachers persistently claimed that in-
service training was not for them either because they planned to retire, were unwilling to
learn new things or had family problems. From later discussions I found that none of
these teachers had received more than two days in-service training yearly. Why did
some teachers perceive further education and training, as a necessary pursuit while
others did not? How did teachers’ perceptions of improving their own learning impact
on their judgements and decisions about their teaching? How did they affect teacher
understanding? These teachers were the sole evaluators of teaching; its improvement
depended on informal daily evaluations of their own teaching situation. Why and how

these teachers self-evaluated their practice follows.

SELF-EVALUATION PURPOSES

Teachers appeared to self-evaluate for understanding and for accountability.

Developing Understanding

Self-evaluation for understanding teaching practice is discussed below with
reference to determining teaching and learning needs and clarifying teacher
understanding of appropriate ways to act. Self-evaluation for identifying one’s strengths
and weaknesses in teaching, for assessing and diagnosing needs and attainments, for

achieving awareness of practice were subsumed under this purpose.
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Determining teaching and learning needs

Self-evaluation for identifying one’s strengths and weaknesses in teaching was
possible through one’s monitoring of judgements and decisions and their effect on
pupils’ learning. I use the example of grade 2 teacher N (who I observed in her class the
second week and also during the focused phase of fieldwork) to indicate the way she did
that. In the second observation of her teaching, N was teaching geographical concepts
such as plateau, mountain, valley and swamp in the subject ‘Study of the Environment’.
She used sketches, books and drawing pads. First she invited pupils to recall the
previous lesson, asked them to look at pictures and to read silently the description
underneath. Then she asked pupils to share experiences, provided definitions and
connected facts between this unit and past topics offering additional information. At the
end she asked pupils to draw scenes of the concepts learnt. She was circulating in the
classroom, asking for attention and insisting on all expressing a view. She used prompts
to initiate pupils’ response. She seemed to encourage pupils to answer. Pupils appeared
familiar with the process, were calm and disciplined, answering in order. She did not
raise her tone of voice for the duration of the thirty-five minute lesson. In her teaching,
elements of the ‘advance organisers’ teaching model developed by Ausubel (1963) were
evident. At the end she was anxious to comment:

‘I think the majority have reached a basic understanding. I am not very pleased.
Looking at their faces and reactions, I kept thinking that I am not going to teach
these concepts again without the use of multiple teaching aids... children should
have a physical experience to what they are taught... Ishould talk to the Head
to order play dough, slides...’
She used the feedback she received during teaching to evaluate her performance. The
assessment of her behaviour and pupils’ reactions revealed the need to use concrete
material and multiple aids to facilitate learning, to use a more experiential approach to
learning when teaching abstract concepts. It was the awareness she reached by
reflecting on her teaching that urged her to make judgements regarding her pedagogy,
instruction and assessment. Such judgements had directly influenced her understanding
of the way pupils experience learning. Most teachers in the interview associated the
assessment and diagnosis of classroom needs with the recognition of their strengths and
weaknesses in teaching; such a combination appeared to allow teachers to feel confident

about their judgements (e.g. to exclude methods, aids and strategies) and to motivate

them to search for new ones in order to ‘move forwards’ (teacher K). However:
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‘Progress is not only up to me...(but also) on the pupils I’ve got’ (Teacher H)
Self-evaluating attainments with a focus on pupils’ capabilities, not equally on teachers’
intervening efforts, had implications for teachers’ expectations of their practice. In the
staff-room teachers often made comments such as, ‘these pupils are not as capable as
last year’ (Teacher H), or ‘this class is ‘flying’ (excellent), I need to reconsider what I
can do’ (Teacher K). These suggested that they compared intake and learning outcomes
of class groups over the years against their own efforts, which implies that teachers

changed expectations by drawing from personal and professional knowledge.

Clarifying understanding
Teacher K described in the first interview what she did when realising that there
were gaps in pupils’ understanding and inability to achieve a set target:

‘When I realised that pupils kept cutting words in syllables when reading I said
to myself ‘stop panicking’ and see how you can ‘steal time’ —I usually do that; I
started explaining... I didn’t want to discourage them, I made jokes, read in
funny ways... My explanations were not working -the problem continued for
weeks. I kept wondering what I was doing wrong. One day;, I started making the
sign of scissors, saying... Everybody laughed... When I went home I thought
about their reaction and realised I used to cut words into syllables in reading, this
might have caused the problem. The next days every time a pupil spoke in
syllables I did this sign; at this age, pupils look at you to make sure they are
doing OK.... I did not interrupt reading. In a few days the problem was solved.
It was my mistake that I didn’t anticipate such an outcome, to be ready to face it
immediately.’

This teacher clarified her understanding of the problem and this appeared to help her
identify her mistakes and achievements, set new targets and try new strategies to
advance her performance. Similar examples in the interviews made apparent the role of
reflexivity. Understanding the cause of misunderstandings did not seem to be an easy
and straightforward process. Continuous reflections were needed, strategies were used
and decisions of a tentative nature were taken before teachers became aware of what

caused misunderstandings. Time was an important dimension in this process:

‘When I see that children are ‘blocked’ (confused) I think what other subject I
can steal time from’ (Teacher C)

The teacher started rating subjects when pupils’ misunderstanding alerted her to the
need to deal with them. ‘Finding time’ seemed to be common practice. Teachers K and

H often ‘stole time’ for subjects (e.g. maths) they described as ‘first-rank’. Pursuing
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this further, they explained that they did not question that ‘all subjects contribute to
pupils’ development’, however, ‘the school’s aim is to promote academic knowledge’
and ‘all pupils nowadays attend private classes for music, physical exercise...” The
higher status given expressed interpretations of what pupils needed to learn without fail
in school. This represented a pedagogical decision based on teachers’ understanding of
priorities, of what they believed was asked of them rather than a devaluing of the lower-
status subjects. The emphasis attached to different subjects seemed a stimulus to self-
evaluate and suggested a different focus when evaluating subjects described as ‘second
rank’ (e.g. arts). Awareness of the time needed to cover units and of pupils’ capabilities
seemed important in such decisions:

‘I know which units are difficult; I save time from topics that children

understand easily to spend on difficult topics’ (Teacher N)
Similar comments in the staffroom highlighted that prior experiences are important for
the evaluation of appropriate further actions. This implies that the development of
understanding would present variations between novice and experienced teachers
(Airasian & Gullickson, 1994; Kerrins & Cuching, 2000). In the interviews, when I
asked teachers CH, N, and K if they considered the views of others when self-
evaluating, they all agreed that prior experiences with problems had taught them that
listening to parents’ remarks helped when deciding about intervention. Valuing
feedback from varying sources enriches the evaluation and decision-making process
with valuable information. The successful use of such information also required
confidence about one’s own capacity to solve problems:

“To act you need to feel confident that you can find ways to overcome
differences’ (Teacher V)

Awareness of the actions suitable for the situation seemed vital; teachers might:
‘make the same effort but achieve different things at different times ... You
can’t overlook what is available, pupils’ level, the resources...” (Teacher N)
What was perceived and felt as the right thing or what could be accomplished at a
specific moment affected the choices teachers made. Aristotle’s ‘proairesis’ interpreted
by Ross (1993) as ‘preferred choice’ under specific circumstances, becomes central in
self-evaluation. Such choices seemed grounded in beliefs, such as:

“The mistake comes from the child; it is for the child. (She) needs to know what
she did wrong to make an effort... to find ways to correct it. Otherwise, your
judgements can mislead you...” (Teacher H)
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‘I discuss mistakes openly... stress each one; if you don’t activate pupils by

making them aware of their progress you won’t have results...” (Teacher NI)

‘I systematically try to make pupils participants. When we face a problem we all

know about it, we all try to solve it’ (Teacher CH)
Teacher beliefs about feedback appeared to drive judgements about active learning,
outcomes and the need to develop a sharing community. Observing teacher L twice, I
noticed that he did not reply to pupils’ comments by usually saying ‘stop now’ or ‘we’ll
talk about this later’. Looking at pupils’ notebooks I could see that he had looked
through them (e.g. there were corrected mistakes) but no commentary was made. When
teacher NI brought pupils’ notebooks in the staffroom to correct them I noticed she
made extensive comments. Teachers provided different feedback to pupils and this
seemed to relate to their beliefs about teaching and learning, affecting directly the kind
of interaction they pursued when teaching. I decided to examine teachers’ beliefs about
teaching and learning through a short questionnaire on educational orientations. I
constructed and delivered it to twelve primary teachers. I excluded the Head to focus on
classroom teachers. Ten teachers returned it shortly; the rest (although reminded twice)
did not. The analysis indicated that teachers valued the social aims of teaching and
classroom climate (100%), but some assessed pupils’ ability to memorise and
comprehend without looking at pupils’ ability to evaluate, synthesise and apply ideas.
For instance, three teachers reported that pupils’ recall of what they were taught and
their comprehension of it provided a full picture of pupils’ cognitive level. A restricted
knowledge of pupils’ assessment became evident, which however was important for the

way they tried to understand their teaching and for the judgement they made about it.

Accountability
Accountability is discussed with reference to accountability towards the
government and the profession. Moral accountability appeared to be fulfilled through

the standards teachers had set for their teaching, based on duties and felt responsibilities.

Contractual Accountability
From the first interviews I noticed that teachers focused on fulfilling the NC

targets; this suggested a link between self-evaluation behaviour and fulfilment of duties:
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‘The state has put their learning into my hands; the curriculum asks of pupils to
read by Christmas... There are certain rules; if you follow them you achieve
that’ (Teacher K)

Self-evaluating with such a focus could solidify teacher understanding of practice rather
than extend it. Self-evaluation for ‘contractual accountability’ (Becher et al, 1981)
implied that teachers examined means (e.g. methods) to match ends (e.g. targets). A
focus on given ends can result in reliance on standardised methods, while a focus on
class targets can limit attention to individual needs. The four teachers that I observed in
seven classroom observations used whole class teaching and provided students with
different work only in terms of the number of assignments. Visiting other classrooms, I
asked about group teaching; only two teachers said they allowed pupils to work in
groups in certain subjects (e.g. arts). All these might reflect an unquestionable
acceptance of external targets, thus a denial to disrupt a ‘habitual functioning’; for
Dewey, however, such “disruption... sets the context on inquiry” (Garrison, 1999:293).
Such denial could lead to a devaluing of self-evaluation processes.

When interviewing teacher H and CH on the way they self-evaluated they said:

‘I decide what I need to do in my classroom. I consider the NC targets and set
my own’ (Teacher H)

‘I can’t say that I follow the curriculum targets; I set my own when I realise that
children haven’t assimilated what I think they should learn’ (Teacher CH)

Their sense of professional autonomy (Webb, 2002) is obvious. So too is the role of
personal interpretations and beliefs in judging and deciding appropriate action. Self-
evaluation seemed to rely on the blend of the standards teachers had set for their
practice and their interpretations of official targets. Targets, which are concrete and
clear points of reference, provide a measurement against which teachers can judge their
efforts. The clearer the target the easier it becomes to evaluate the extent of one’s
achievements, and thus realise the efficiency of one’s actions. I often heard teachers
when discussing their teaching with others making explicit their targets:

‘I must talk slowly and clearly...’

‘I must get more reading done...’

‘I must help (him) organise his thinking...’

‘Misunderstandings and failure to achieve learning targets pinpoint my
mistakes... omissions... need to make choices’ (Teacher V)

The process reflects teachers’ sense of professional accountability.
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Professional Accountability

All interviewees agreed: self-evaluation was ‘teacher’s business’:

‘T don’t do it for the government; it’s my responsibility to know how my pupils

are performing’ (Teacher H)

Teachers’ ‘professional’ accountability (Becher, Eraut, Knight, 1981), their sense of
responsibility towards the professional status, appeared to motivate teachers to search
for ways to understand their practice before making decisions:

‘I self-evaluate for me... to find out how I am moving on and decide what I need

to do ...’ (Teacher NI)

‘It helps me see if my teaching makes pupils learn’ (Teacher H)

An internal need for knowledge seemed to drive engagement in self-evaluation,
supporting Eraut’s point (1993) that accountability to oneself is an inherent part of
professionalism and central to teachers’ development. The conduct of self-evaluation
seemed to be valued for the chances it offered to judge the appropriateness of choices
and the implications for action, suggesting that self-evaluation could be valued as an end
but also as a means to other ends.

Observing teacher L twice and having many informal discussions with him
afterwards, I could say that he was a quiet and compassionate teacher; he spoke nicely
to pupils, offered advice and solved conflicts. However, the pressure of accountability
appeared to mislead his awareness of his own effectiveness. For example, in my sixth
week at school, when teacher K brought up in the staffroom her pupils’ difficulty to
understand what she taught, he said:

‘I try to ‘pass’ whatever possible; ...I said a few extra things...I could see that

they (children) didn’t pay attention but I continued. I need to say some
things...even if what I say ‘stays’ with one pupil, if there is only one listening,
there is a profit’
In the discussion that followed, three more teachers reported similar reactions. Beliefs
of appropriate professional behaviour appeared to obscure teachers from valuing the
needs of their situation. Such needs could become evident if teachers attended to
pupils’ feedback and realise its importance for teaching. McLaughlin (1999) draws
attention to the possibility of reflective thinking leading to misunderstandings.
I started examining whether teachers’ sense of accountability towards parents

had a similar influence on their awareness of situational needs. I had noticed that

teachers communicated class rules to parents, insisting that this was necessary for
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pupils. Their notions of professional responsibility and parents’ role in supporting their
work seemed to urge them to use parents as a means to achieve the end of discipline. I
started to explore what happens when parents did not respond to teachers’ suggestions.
I focused on observing staff-room discussions about pupil’s problems and noticed that
when parents did not meet teacher expectations, teachers interpreted it as parents
denying responsibility. Consequently, when self-evaluating such situations the critical
stance towards their own actions was difficult to adopt:

‘I told them, they didn’t listen, it’s their problem now’ (Teacher X)
Teacher F agreed, ‘they want everything from teachers’. When discussing this
observation with X she said that self-evaluation inevitably involves subjective
judgements, which can cause ‘overestimation of the work one offers’ and affect ‘the joy
one can draw from evaluating one’s own work’. Teachers might be ‘too severe or too
flexible’ or make ‘irreproachable judgements’. The bias element underlying self-

judgements seemed inherent in teacher self-evaluation when practised privately.

SELF-EVALUATION PROCESSES

Evaluating one’s practice could be an unconscious or a conscious practice
involving internal (monologue) or external (dialogue) speech (logos) to examine and
appreciate the value or worth of one’s own actions. Observation, recording and

interactive dialogue fed back to this ‘speech’.

Unconscious thinking

In interviews when I asked teachers if they evaluated their performance during
teaching they looked surprised; for example, CH said ‘I cannot do that... my job is to
think and decide in seconds’. Practitioners reflect spontaneously trying to ‘frame’ their
situation using their capacity to ‘see-as’ and ‘do-as’ (Schon, 1983:140). Such
reflections allow relevant and quick decisions to be made (Gilliss, 1988; Schon, 1987),
and seemed to occur when unexpected events ‘troubled’ teachers:

‘Aims have been set up-front; I think about the outcomes when something

troubles me’ (Teacher N).
Unexpected outcomes made teachers think about the need to ‘look back, repeat’,

‘observe intensely’, ‘give explanations’, ‘change method’, ‘reflect on reactions’ and
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‘assess pupils’. Such reflections serve pedagogical purposes of decision-making. When
I asked teachers N and V why they cannot self-evaluate while teaching they replied:

‘If I constantly wonder about what I said or did, I’1l be lost, the class will be
lost.” (Teacher N)

‘During the lesson I can’t go about wavering... (so) time isn’t wasted; whatever
I don’t believe or know, children don’t learn’ (Teacher V)

Thinking was regarded as interruptive. ‘Questioning’ and ‘wavering’ about one’s own
decisions while acting, was perceived as negatively influencing teaching. Observing
teachers D, K and P while preparing for the Christmas’ celebration I noticed that when
pupils did not understand their instructions each teacher reached different conclusions as
to what steps were necessary in order to elicit better understanding. When I asked how
they reached such conclusions they said:

‘It’s wise to use what has been effective in the past; it saves time, energy...it’s a
guide of how to proceed’ (Teacher P)

‘T usually improvise. Ihave seen that you achieve no results by insisting, on the
contrary you do by stimulating their imagination’ (Teacher D)

Both teachers operated with what they understood as the best course of action. The first
teacher’s reflections focused mainly around the strategies of problem solving, not
problem setting. The second teacher’s attention was directed to discovering how things
would turn out testing her reflections before determining the cause and the appropriate
strategies. For both teachers, their preconceptions (Schon’s ‘appreciative systems’)
guided interpretations acting as ‘self-reinforcing systems of knowing-in-practice’
(Schon, 1983:268-83). Problems appeared to be the catalyst for reflection for both
teachers who however used different ways to make sense of the same event.
Observing N the second week I noticed that she described four times the fighting of two
pupils to colleagues; I also heard her saying to pupils:

‘I remember my feelings when I was your age; a girl hit me, and my teacher did

not do anything.... Would you like me to do the same?’
When asked, she could not explain why she acted this way, it ‘troubles me’ she said.
Her willingness to find a solution led to sharing personal memories. She was trying to
form a satisfactory account of the event based on, to use Schon’s (1983:273) term, her
“overarching theory”. That is, she used her understanding of past examples, testing her
intuitive knowledge with the one produced during action aiming to find a solution. This
however did not seem enough to make her spend time deliberating on the aim and

course of her actions. Elliott’s (1983) type of unreflective self-evaluation, which
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involves not-questioning the principles that underlie decisions, was suggested by similar
incidents. ‘Searching’ for principles and their effect on decisions and ‘acting’ might be
difficult when restrictions of time apply. However “practitioners do frequently think
about what they are doing while doing it” (Schon, 1983:275). Garrison (1999) notes that

for Dewey ‘doing and thinking’ are complementary to one another.

Conscious thinking
From the analysis of the first interviews it started to emerge that teachers thought
consciously (some teachers used the world ‘deliberately’) about their teaching when
they were faced with persistent problems. I asked teachers what they considered most
when self-evaluating. I received answers such as:
‘I think: what caused the misunderstanding? Who is to blame? I take into serious
consideration the child’s history and background..” (Teacher K)
‘I am alert in Maths; I don’t want them to feel as I did’ (Teacher P).
‘I think mainly if I did something that affected pupils’, especially if I feel that I
have hurt their feelings; I have bad memories from my early years’ (Teacher N)
‘I deliberately think about what I did and if I act as if these children were my
own’ (Teacher D)
Criteria for judging one’s own actions seemed related to one’s sense of accountability
and consciously drawn from biographical memories and feelings. Disconnecting
personal memories from professional behaviour seemed difficult (Ayers, 1993; Mitchell
& Weber, 1999). A merging of the ‘personal’ with the ‘professional’, of internal
motives with external incentives was implied. A frequent answer in the semi-structured
interview was ‘No matter what a person does, one needs to evaluate own actions’.
A universal value providing incentive for self-evaluation was implied. When searching
for differences between the teachers who used the term ‘consciously’ and ‘deliberately’
I noticed that teachers who used the word ‘conscious’ self-evaluated to:
e check on performance: ‘thinking if I acted in the correct way’ (Teacher L),
e investigate the need to use another ‘correct way’, usually referring to examining
choices of methods, tools, language.
Teachers’ focus seemed to be in locating specific and proximate matters. They were
particularly concerned about the ethical basis of their judgements and actions in their

environment. Teachers who used the world ‘deliberately’ focused more on:

o their actions and beliefs:
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‘I can’t make out what I am doing wrong this year; I keep wondering why last year

pupils didn’t have problems’ (Teacher N)

‘I deliberately question what I believe about my pupils’ level of understanding; you

can’t go further if you don’t do that’ (Teacher P)
A focus on the personal context predominated in this case. I thought that different
views of what is to be considered ethical, and who ought to decide about it, might
account for differences in focus in self-evaluation. In both cases, past experiences
armed teachers with the capacity to make connections and an ethical dimension
underpinned their judgements of practice. All the teachers in the previous examples
talked with confidence when I asked for explanations of why they had such focus. They
appeared to practice what Elliott (1983) describes as ‘self-evaluation as practical
deliberation’. When I asked V, CH and N what deliberate self-evaluation requires, they
said that teachers must be ‘alert and self-critical’, ‘exercise self-control’, ‘accept their
and others’ mistakes’, ‘want to question their capacities’, ‘try to develop good
communication with pupils’. Such behaviour reflects personal qualities. The

development of such qualities relates to the sources that inform teachers’ thinking.

Feedback

Feedback in the self-evaluation process was used for formative and summative
purposes (Scriven, 1967), for decision-making and accountability (Shinkfield and
Stufflebeam, 1995). The formative function facilitated action during teaching; its
contribution seemed conclusive after teaching when used for regulating interpersonal
relations: ‘how my feelings for this pupil affected his reaction’; intervening efforts:
‘what made my comments need clarifications’, understanding outcomes: ‘was it helpful
to be strict’. The summative function was evident when teachers felt that they were
called to account for their performance and used the review of their practice to answer
to this feeling. Feedback is discussed with reference to recording, observation and
correction and interactive dialogue; the latter is discussed with reference to pupils,

colleagues and accountability.

Recording
In five classroom observations I noticed that teachers wrote notes inside books.
When I asked to see what they wrote they immediately accepted. Most notes were

short, describing unexpected difficulties, successful use of methods and pupils’ response
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in the unit taught. For example, teacher K wrote on her maths teacher-book: ‘maybe
exercise 2 should be completed first’, ‘ask them to look at (naming units in other
textbooks)’, ‘pupils need reminding of p... . 1started asking teachers to show me the
kinds of records they keep, if they used another kind in the past and if recording assisted
them to understand their practice better:

‘Tused a notepad. It wasn’t convenient to note my impressions leaving the

activity half-ended... It was rewarding afterwards; I gave up quickly, it was

distracting’ (Teacher CH)
Teachers showed me achievement and behaviour records; work diaries in which they
provided pupils with written feedback, exam records, files of constructed instruments,
class diaries of happenings. They said that over the years they used only a few, but the
same kinds of records, the justification being ‘habits don’t change easily’ (Teacher C).
Two teachers showed me teacher-parent communication notebooks and said that they
kept reflective diaries but were reluctant to disclose them, justification being their
private nature. Trust and confidentiality was an issue raised from their reaction, which,
however, indicated their insecurity to disclose written thoughts, perhaps self-
judgements. Most teachers agreed that recording developed in ‘extreme situations’ or
‘special events’ used mainly as evidence or as a reminder; in the words of C and H:

‘I need to have proof to ‘awaken’ the parent’ (meaning to raise awareness)

‘I haven’t taught this book. I noted down difficulties so as to know what to

anticipate next year...and to have proof when the Adviser asks for comments’
The external need that drove recording (‘the evidence’) implied that it was carried out
for summative purposes. This attributed a temporal character in its use; with the
disappearance of the need, recording stopped too. The temporality of record keeping
was apparent when looking at records: short notes or blank pages followed intensified
comments. On only a few occasions was recording connected to improvement purposes
of a formative nature (i.e. work diaries) and in most cases served assessment purposes.
Recording did not seem to be used as an effective strategy in self-evaluation (Adams &

Burgess, 1989), raising an issue for attention at policy level (e.g. content of training).

Observation and Correction
All teachers mentioned they made sense of the way their teaching was

progressing by observing pupils’ actions, and none reported using an observation
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instrument. The common phrase was: T keep my eyes and ears open’. When asked
what they achieved from observing pupils’, they seemed surprised:

‘You can’t make sense without looking what’s happening around’ (Teacher P).

‘To have forty eyes watch you is a talent, to have two eyes to watch over forty

others is a teacher’s duty’ (Teacher NI)

Observation, used as a means to assist teachers to focus on appropriate intervention
served ends such as, identifying ‘what needed to be done’, ‘what was omitted’, ‘why the
expected result was not achieved’. Instant clarification of misunderstandings and
decision-making were served. The diagnostic function of observation appeared central
in self-evaluation.

Observation outcomes were confirmed during ‘correction’, which was seen as an
effective intervening activity to acquire information from pupils:

‘Pupils make mistakes. It’s my job to see and clarify them and make pupils

aware’ (Teacher H)

Teachers’ own observations appeared to allow them to detect ‘turbulence in practice’
(Schon, 1983) while correction allowed intervention to restore ‘turbulence’. As teacher
H confirmed when we discussed a maths’ test in the staff-room ‘many times I come to
realise what went wrong in my teaching by correcting their mistakes’. Teachers H and
V provided examples of what they thought before intervening:

‘Did I speak clearly enough? He has a problem in articulating long words’

‘Did my comment scare her? She should have understood this concept’
Associating actions to what they perceived as a child’s strong and weak points was
common. Observing teacher H twice in her classroom, I noticed that she used different
comments when correcting one pupil but used restrictive comment when correcting
another. She explained that the first pupil (an ‘A’ student’ she said) exhibited a high
level of understanding, thus he received an explanation appropriate for his type of
problem; she felt that using various explanations could solve his misunderstanding. The
second pupil was a different case, ‘a slow learner’ she said; this perception and her
experience with him shaped her expectations:

‘He is confused; I am pleased if he understands one thing at a time. It’s better to
learn little and well than many and muddled’

Similar comments signified the relation of perception to action: teacher perceptions of

pupils’ capabilities connected to decisions about specific actions and were indisputably
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decisive when provision of learning opportunities was involved. During the correction
process teachers appeared to try to confirm their judgements while assisting pupils to
clarify their mistakes; in this context, ‘correction’ was a form of interactive dialogue

which had the potential to advance teachers’ and pupils’ learning.

Interactive dialogue with pupils

When conducting classroom observation I noticed that when misunderstandings
occurred teachers used to remind pupils of previous knowledge, to insist on issues using
‘more examples’, ‘simpler language’; ‘you have to leave aside complex ideas’. Such
reflections involved the questioning of one’s own actions: ‘Did I make clear the
difference of multiplication and division?’ (Teacher P). When I asked teacher K in an
informal staff-room discussion what she did if class understanding was not improved,
she said that she ‘did not move further’. This action connected to her understanding of
class performance:

‘Pupils lead my actions; I don’t reject what I was using, I reconsider and express

my judgements in a different way’
When thinking was ‘disrupted’ (Garrison, 1999) a readjustment or reorganisation of
what teachers knew seemed to follow. Teaching was considered successful when the
majority of the pupils demonstrated understanding: ‘If most pupils understand I know
my teaching is successful’ (Assistant Head). Assessment of class performance seemed
to develop teacher understanding of their own performance. Confronted with a
unanimous focus on class performance I looked for the reason. The answers that I
received from the ten teachers that I asked were based on the grounds that insistence on
individual performance could ‘move the class backwards’ or ‘stop the class from
progressing’. What mattered for progress seemed to be how most parts (pupils) that
made up a whole (class) moved without being affected by the parts (individual pupils)
that resisted movement. Teachers consciously included all pupils when teaching, trying
to ‘bring children along the same canal’ (Assistant Head):

“You can’t rely on low achievers; you think you achieved, then, you are back to
point zero wondering what went wrong. The same stands for high achievers, no
matter how nice you feel you wonder about your contribution’ (Teacher N)

Teachers seemed to need positive, lasting and group results when pupils’ performance
was used as a criterion for measuring their own performance:

“You can’t assess pupils’ performance without assessing your own’ (Teacher P).
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‘A pupil’s mistake is of the pupil and for the pupil, it’s not mine’ (Teacher C)

Pursuing further comments that disassociated teacher performance from individual
performance I asked teachers if they always thought this way. The analysis of their

response led to writing this memo the last week in the field:

Teachers’ familiarity with class pupils appears to lead to the belief that ‘attention to particular
needs can obscure understanding of the ‘mean’ of the class’ (Teacher NI). Having come across
children who were ‘quick’, ‘slow’ and ‘unreceptive’ learners appears to reinforce their belief to
attend to ‘wholeness’ as reflected in the ‘mean’. This experience provides strategies for coping
with individual problems -some are: ‘provide extra help’, ‘keep a close eye’, ‘use ways that
worked in other cases’, ‘use others to help the child’, ‘assign the child to a support class’,

‘remove the child’.

I examined whether teachers focused more on class or individual performance
after teaching. From staff-room notes it appeared that class performance predominated
in teachers’ reflections with teachers moving from evaluating outcomes to an
assessment of the way pupils had learnt. For example, teacher V mentioned examining
questions such as:

‘What else could I do to make pupils use many sources?’
‘Was it reading the book or my questions that made them answer this way?’

Focusing on knowledge acquisition appeared to help establish learning habits:
‘To make pupils aware of the way they should learn is the most important... also
the most exhausting’ (Teacher K)
‘If you say ‘I want you to learn this by heart’ because the curriculum requires it,
then you lose in substance...’ (Teacher V)
The ‘constants’ teachers brought to their teaching situations (languages and repertoires,
overarching theories, appreciative systems, role frames) seemed to determine the way
they perceived and acted upon their situation (Schon, 1983). This implies that
‘constants’ could account for differences in using individual performance as an indicator
for one’s own performance. These teachers seemed to consider individual performance
in their self-evaluations only when a sudden change challenged their perception of a
child’s strong/weak points, or when assigned to a new class. That is, when fit rules

were absent and the framing of the situation required developing new rules to get a feel

of problems. A discrepant case was teacher CH:
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“This child challenged my abilities. I insisted on... spending endless time

explaining, trying to get inside his brain. I feel pleased for not letting one child

go to waste because of me’.
This teacher’s criterion (‘individual success depends on teacher’s ability’) determined
his sense of responsibility for ensuring individual progress and his focus on examining
its fulfilment. Lack of achievement in this area reflected a personal failure. It appeared
that individual performance could be used to evaluate one’s teaching capacity and to
question one’s worthiness as a teacher depending on the professional identity the teacher
had constructed for her role in teaching. Such identity drove the choice of self-

evaluation criteria and focus, and also affected collegial communication.

Interactive dialogue with colleagues

In staff-room observation, I often heard teachers discussing methods, coverage
of subject matter, strategies, pupils’ learning. I had noticed that teacher NI would not
discuss her teaching in the staff-room, although she would listen and contribute with
caustic comments. In my tenth week in the school, and having developed a good
relation with her, I decided to discuss this with her. It appeared that the magnitude of
problems could determine teacher’s active search for collegial feedback:

‘No matter how much I tried it seemed useless; considering my experience it
wasn’t an easy decision to talk about it...” (Teacher NI)

In choosing whom to approach, similar experience seemed to matter more than years of
teaching experience; practical, specific and lasting solutions seemed sought. Teacher NI
explained her attitude. She said that when she told colleagues that she would bring the
mother of a child to assist her with solving his problems:
‘Teachers mocked me. One said ‘there is no need to worry yourself excessively
he’ll get over it’. I was terribly annoyed. I’ve learnt my lesson; I’11 think hard
before daring to open up again’ (Teacher NI)
She shared her decision expecting collegial support. She used the dialogue to reinforce
her judgements; not being treated the expected way, she perceived the opinions, which
were offered, offensive. This raised annoyance and threat; in her case it did not affect
her decision but resulted in cautiousness towards problem-sharing. The role of positive
or negative experiences of feedback in teacher self-evaluation becomes crucial once
self-judgements are put under the scrutiny of others. Authors have stressed (Gipps,

1994; Drummond, 1994; Klenowski, 1995) the importance of such experiences for both
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teachers and pupils in pupils’ assessment and in the practice of pupil self-evaluation.
Teacher NI said this was not the first time: ‘colleagues do not really care for what
happens in your classroom’. Repeated negative experiences could lead to restricting
problem-sharing and accepting problematic situations as ‘given’: ‘I can’t change
anything, I have to move on’ (Teacher NI). Perceiving a situation as ‘given’ reflects a
school climate in which teacher problems remained individualised, hopes for solution
were overlooked, open relationships and trust on the ability of the school to offer
solutions were undermined. Such a climate sets the grounds for dialogues that aim for

self-protection; this follows.

Interactive dialogue used for accountability purposes
I noticed that most teachers paid attention to what they said in the staffroom.
Discussing this with teachers V and CH, they said:

‘I try not to cross boundaries; I need to protect what I do’
“You get to know what is ‘flying in the environment and you cover yourself’

Teacher V explained that rules cannot be overlooked, ‘unless you are stupid’ he noted,
‘or want to be a hero’ added teacher CH. Kelly (1963:120) argues that “a person’s
processes are psychologically channelled by the ways in which he anticipates events and
that these ways exist in the form of constructs” which, as ‘abstractions’ of several
events, enable one to make sense of them and make concrete predictions. Ithought a
third contrasting element was missing (ibid:116-119) from these teachers’ predictions of
the outcomes of open communication; these appeared to reflect an “if-then-but-not
reasoning” ‘validated’ by their professional experience (ibid:122). When discussing this
further, the missing construct appeared to be ‘wise’ (Teacher V) or ‘responsible’
(Teacher CH). This could explain that although teacher performance was hardly an
issue of common concern, teachers made it an issue by justifying self-judgements and
actions. In this context, self-judgements reflected the accountability pressure (internal
and external to the teacher) and the ways this could constrain the development of clear
understanding of how teachers performed. I cite three examples to illustrate the way
dialogue was used as a means for protection. These cover teacher communication with

parents, colleagues and hierarchy.
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Grade 6 teacher CH insisted on the Head informing the parents when faced with
the problem of a ‘restless’ pupil and the disruptive effect on class; parents ‘ought to
acknowledge their responsibility’ he said. 1talked to grade 1 teacher K about this:

“We need to cover ourselves; in the end, a parent sleeping -thinking his child

was progressing- needs to be awakened (informed)’

When teachers perceived they functioned as ‘news-breakers’, driven by feelings of
accountability they actively sought to protect their practice and used conversation as a
means to achieve this end. However, as James (1989) notes, when discussing
descriptive assessment, ‘dialogue’ and ‘negotiation’ are distinct processes, based on
different assumptions regarding context, purposes, procedures, principles, and involving
different kinds of power and authority. She suggests that ‘dialogue’ is a process, which
is ‘educational in intent’ (1989:10). Her suggestions are relevant in teacher self-
evaluation. Teachers as ‘news breakers’, have a privileged role that includes control
over the communicated information. This provides little reassurance that these teachers
really conversed with parents, and were not just ‘negotiating’ their power position.

The way teachers co-operated with each other illustrates in another context their
attempts to protect their position. A plethora of photocopied homework, the Head’s
requests for limiting it, the lack of time due to mandatory textbooks, made me examine
the purpose of photocopies and their contribution to teacher understanding of practice.
Grade 1 teacher D insisted that photocopies assisted pupils assimilate what she taught.
While helping her I found out that photocopies were made for both year one classes:

‘Giving the same homework secures teachers from being commented on as one
working hard, the other being lazy. Parents see it this way...’

Photocopied work was used for protecting one’s teaching from criticism, instead of
promoting pupils’ learning. The same stood for year 3 teachers H and N making me
think that teachers saw diversity of practice as making their work vulnerable to the
criticism of others and using co-operation to ‘shield’ practice, not to understand it better.
Checking the content of photocopies revealed that the Adviser’s request to teachers to
construct their own worksheets had resulted in an incoherent collection from books in
hand-written script to give the impression that it was the teachers’ own work. This
explained how teachers could explain the use of sheets as a whole, but they were unable
to determine how individual exercises helped improvement in specific areas. This

suggests that the feedback teachers could gain from assessing pupils’ attainments could
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not be fully utilised by teachers to create opportunities for future learning. This way the
surpose and effect of their assessment of outcomes served a summative function (Gipps,
1994; Struyf et al, 2001). This example suggested that when teachers perceived a
request as useless, or were not capable of questioning its rationale or misunderstood its
aims, they tried to find ways to overcome the issue escaping what was asked. These are
factors that constrain the development of understanding via self-evaluation. Since open
acceptance of such practice was allowed, the school, as an institution that ought to
promote learning, had its share in the way these teachers developed understanding of
practice. A critical examination of teachers’ actions should be promoted in schools (Carr
& Kemmis, 1986; Dalin & Rust, 1983) but this was not evident.

The ways officials reacted to teachers’ problems explains in another context the
way judgements of practice served accountability purposes. Teacher N’s complaints of
not getting help from officers seemed to contradict her insistence in informing them
about problems. When asked why, she said among others: ‘I said as much as was
needed. Iinformed him as a subordinate’. Her aim was not to solve the problem but to
diffuse responsibility. Awareness of contractual accountability made her withhold
information from the officer responsible for supporting her. This raises an issue about
the extent to which the accountability pressure can account for corrupted behaviour in
teachers, including teachers’ deceptive efforts to exaggerate problems or to show a
contrived improvement of practice. Such behaviour seemed strengthened when the
officers’ actions perpetuate the practice of diffusing responsibility. In two official
meetings I observed, the Officer replied to teacher H about substitute replacement (thus
teachers’ free-time not being violated): ‘Hariclia is a whining person but we love her’,;
and the Adviser made a speech of teachers’ capabilities without answering to teacher
CH about the delay in arrival of geography books. Such behaviour could not sustain
open dialogues. Teachers concealed the concerns expressed before meetings. This
implied that teachers needed to find other ways to deal with them, and that such

experiences over time can affect the way teachers perceived their accountability.

DEVELOPMENT OF SELF-EVALUATION
Teachers were asked to recall their novice self-evaluation experiences as
compared to their present knowledge. It appeared that changes brought to self-

evaluation practice were closely related to situational experiences.
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The Novice Teacher

Teachers reported that when they were novices they relied on prescriptive
theories based on the logic ‘if I do this that will happen’ and felt unable to control their
feelings and reactions. Self-judgements were based on pupils’ weaknesses and tests;
when combined with the feelings of ‘uncertainty’ and ‘stress’ caused by unsuccessful
outcomes, they were implications for the kind of self-evaluation conducted:

‘I couldn’t anticipate or exert any control over problems’ (Teacher R)

Her unsuccessful efforts caused negative feelings and a lack of focus on her situation.
The outcome of being reactive was the ‘#rial and error’ approach that most teachers
mentioned. ¢ Being tense all the time’ and ‘keep wondering about performance’ ‘feeling
unsuccessful’ were phrases teachers used to describe how they felt. They seemed
unable to ‘discern boundaries’ and constraints in their practice: ‘getting off track with
planned work’ and ‘being carried away’ were some implications for teaching.
However, teachers believed that extra personal time and curiosity led them to
reflect about how to make teaching successful. They believed that this in relation to
their young age allowed them to ‘be creative and daring’, for example, in constructing

or trying tools suggested by older teachers.

The Experienced Teacher

Teachers’ described changes, such as:
e Dbasing judgements on the feedback acquired from others (mainly pupils),
e valuing their experience and situational knowledge.
Experience seemed to provide teachers with general rules (Elliott, 1975; Schon, 1987)
as how to behave, what to avoid, where to turn for help. These rules were learning
outcomes gained through experience:

‘Experience taught me that correcting mistakes on the spot helps pupils
understand mistakes’ (Teacher K)
‘I realised that the signs of difficulty help to see differences in pupils’
performance, detect my omissions’ (Teacher C)
An important outcome of experience seemed to be the learning that certain processes,
strategies and techniques, provided reliable information about their performance.
Changes in feelings were reported, for instance becoming ‘softer’ (flexible) which

helped in ‘balancing priorities’; ‘save/ make/ steal time’ to deal with problems without
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abandoning planning was an example of prioritising needs based on prior experiences.
Being in control of feelings, and most of the time of reactions, seemed to be an
achievement for experienced teachers. Teachers talked about ‘feeling loose’, ‘knowing
when to be open’ ‘being sensitive’, also about their ‘fall in energy’. Feeling ‘confident’
was the most frequently reported word; in teacher H’s words:

“You know that this unit needs more time, that if you use this strategy they’ll
understand ... you don’t get lost easily as when you lack experience’

Experience seemed to influence reflection (e.g. to be insightful), decision (e.g. relevant
to situations), feelings (e.g. provided confidence which facilitated further engagement in
self-evaluation). It persuaded teachers of the uniqueness of each situation:
“You can’t teach the same thing, the same way to different classes’ (Teacher K)
‘Some children are more antagonistic; I was shocked when I realised that I had
reached a point not to ask quiet children to talk’ (Teacher R)
Valuing their learning experiences and instincts reflected development in their self-
evaluation behaviour; as V said:
‘I have learnt to separate teaching from pupils’ understanding; this helped me
question my beliefs on a different basis...to accept my own part of blame.’
The way professional accountability developed appeared to be affected by one’s
particular experiences. When I asked teacher N how she coped with the low
serformance of her class that she had mentioned in the staffroom, her change of attitude
became clear:
‘The first year, I was upset. Then I learnt that children perform one way or
another not because of me... What can you do? You try, so? You aren’t God’
Teachers used such expressions often in staffroom discussions to justify actions. These
highlighted expectations shaped through experience and a language acceptable for
evaluation purposes. Socialisation into the profession appeared to account for such
development in thinking. The ‘professional conscience’ (Eraut, 1994) that these
teachers had developed was evident from staff-room comments, such as:

‘You need to cover the matter prescribed for this age; otherwise, everything will
be confused in their minds’ (Teacher H)

‘More crucial is that children understand the subject matter and progress. This is
what counts and what is asked of us’ (Teacher NI).

Both teachers regarded continuity in knowledge provision and grading its acquisition

important for pupils’ understanding but each applied a different weighting in their
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judgements due to different personal criteria. Teacher H’s focus on covering the
subject-matter might lead her to reach different decisions than teacher NI's focus on
pupils’ understanding the subject-matter. In another staffroom discussion, grade 6
teacher CH contrasted expectations of private and state schools; while the private school
expected to consult the Head before contacting parents; this did not happen in state
schools. He argued that this freedom to decide required questioning his actions and
raised feelings of responsibility. The Head Assistant compared teachers’ work in
villages as opposed to urban schools; this experience made him:

‘realise that some pupils would be better off remaining in their villages... Their
parents came and said ‘teacher, give him a passing grade to finish and help us’.
Education and work are different’

The way the expectations and needs of others were interpreted seemed to affect
professional expectations. The use of personal criteria, the different interpretations of
role expectations and the subsequent importance of clarity in duties appeared to be

crucial for the way the practice of teacher self-evaluation develops.

OVERVIEW

Disposition and experiences were identified as central in the self-evaluation
process. Perception and will appeared to determine the initiation of self-evaluation
processes, the conduct and learning outcomes. While willingness to engage in self-
evaluation was determined by personality characteristics, with ‘modesty’, ‘self-
confidence’ and ‘critical capacity’ being prerequisites for commitment to question how
one performs, experience provided a frame of rules, which, if followed, appeared to
reassure teachers about their self-evaluation behaviour. Feedback and school climate
were crucial aspects in the self-evaluation process, shaping the understanding teachers’
developed about their own judgements and the sense of accountability they developed
and exhibited in action. Judgements of practice reached after unconscious or conscious
thinking, were based on teacher recordings, teacher’s own observations and intervention

and interactive dialogue with others.

SUPPORTS AND CONSTRAINTS
This section discusses supports and constraints at the levels of the teacher and
the school. This does not imply independent influences (conditions were inextricably

linked) but helps to highlight specific implications.
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The Teacher

This section discusses expectations and beliefs as important factors in self-
evaluation with reference to control versus autonomy, self-awareness versus ignorance,
and mediocrity versus excellence in practice. The use of dichotomies serves analytical

purposes.

Expectations and Beliefs

When interviewing teachers I asked them to name supportive and constraining
factors in their self-evaluation practice. Many argued that teachers’ perceptions of their
identity as teachers, ‘the type of teacher each one tries to be’ (teacher NI) determines
the kind of awareness each teacher is capable or willing to exhibit, making self-
judgements dependent ‘on teachers’ perception and disposition’ (teacher V). Both
feeling and thoughts were involved in self-evaluation action (Dadds, 1995):

‘Duties are determined by how the teacher perceives them and how willing she
is to do all she can. Awareness isn’t enough; a teacher needs to be in a mood to
act’ (Teacher N)

‘Some don’t mind, this is unacceptable. You either devote time to make things
work well or you ‘take your hat and go home’ (meaning leave the profession)’
(Teacher CH)

Ross (1993:287) notes that for Aristotle one’s actions follow necessarily one’s beliefs.
Beliefs such as these of teachers’ V and K that ‘a teacher must have dignity and be
inspired’ or ‘personal effort is required to develop as a professional’, determined
expectations and framed the meaning of what it means to ‘be a professional’, that is
one’s understanding of what ‘good’ teaching is and what to do to make practice better.
Calling teaching ‘good’ means also calling it better; this raises the question of
comparison of what is worst (Bohme, 2001:13). Examining what was involved in
‘being a professional’ and the tensions involved, helps illustrate how expectations and
beliefs influenced self-evaluation. In this study, tensions evolved around notions of
control versus autonomy, self-awareness versus ignorance, mediocrity versus

excellence.

Control versus Autonom
In the interview NI and CH said when explaining how they self-evaluated:

‘T used to ask the best of my pupils. Here, I’ll be accused of asking too much; I
have to accept that my students will finish having gaps’ (Teacher NI).
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“When you are not obliged to do things you know you should do, you don’t do

them... by intentionally diminishing their value... by considering your steps and

getting unnoticed’ (Teacher CH)
Awareness of what was expected, was controlled and required evidence seemed to
influence the conduct of self-evaluation. Teachers, as parts of wider systems consisting
of many interrelated parts, felt the support or constraints exerted on them. Having
control of the self-evaluation process was not enough to avoid the impact of other
systems. In such a context the way power was perceived and used, responsibly or not
(Berliner, 1999), was central for successful self-evaluation:

‘I know I should self-evaluate in a systematic manner but I never do; you
convince yourself to consider what others expect and having act’ (Teacher C)

Such comments implied the development of a minimalist attitude towards engagement
in self-evaluation, expressed either as acceptance of lowering expectations or changes
brought to personal beliefs. Awareness of responsibilities did not seem enough to
restrain this attitude. Systems constrain but also enable individuals by allowing them to
act in certain ways (Giddens, 1984). This is evident in teacher K’s comment:

‘Where everyone avoids responsibility you do the same. You may feel as

betraying yourself but you learn that survival comes first; being calm matters’
It was also evident in extended break-time. This occurred either because interesting
staff-room discussions took place (with the Head reminding that ‘the bell rang’) or
because of ‘chatting’ in the corridor or outside classrooms. I noticed that teachers CH
and V usually left with the sound of the bell. When asked, V explained that he
disagreed with such practice and described a past experience:

‘We spent more time in the staffroom than in the classroom... I said to myself
‘it’s a short period, don’t talk’... I felt upset. It was a small school, if I would be
teaching when others didn’t, it would become an issue for discussion; I didn’t
want to give the right to the villagers to question the school... You suit yourself
in a convenient situation, you say ‘do your job painlessly and go home’... you
feel that you get paid in vain’.

When personal beliefs contradict actions, teacher autonomy (as defined and exercised
by the individual) appeared to be affected creating a sense of discomfort and loss. The

role of the school in creating and sustaining beliefs about ‘good’ practices is vital for

successful self-evaluation.
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Self-Awareness versus I norance
Teacher L raised the issue of collegial advice when asked about self-evaluation
constraints and described his experience with a special needs pupils:
‘Only the head told me ‘talk nicely to him’, no one cared to help... other
teachers laughed at him... I couldn’t do much alone’
However, he contradicted this in the same interview when I asked whether he believed
that tensions in this school affected the way he self-evaluated:

“This does not affect me. It is others’ problem... it’s not in my classroom’

Self-evaluation conceived as a private enterprise appeared to obscure one’s awareness
of the impact of others on one’s self-evaluation practice. A lack of knowledge
regarding self-evaluation is obvious. Teachers’ evaluation knowledge, their
‘methodological competence’ (Elliott, 1994) is important and seemed to be crucial when
teachers were called to interpret duties. Duties, when examined as ‘policy generated
texts’ might or might not offer opportunities for creative interpretation, thus to be open
or closed to different interpretations (Ball, 1994:10-2). Class management, a teachers’
duty (Scriven, 1994), reflects teachers’ knowledge and capacity to define and act on
class needs. Duties can be adequately exercised if:

‘teachers are capable of thinking about and successfully acting on their teaching.

Some lose control of class; this tortures them. Many problems are caused,

usually children are blamed’ (Teacher G)
Reduced self-evaluation knowledge seemed to result in reduced capacity to prioritise
and manage class needs. This might result in reduced capacity for understanding and
accepting one’s own weaknesses. Interestingly two teachers presented themselves
through the complaints they raised as incapable of managing their class. Reflectivity
and/ or ability to see their teaching with a critical eye seemed absent. Consider teacher
F’s comment one of many times that she rushed into the staff-room shouting:

“You know what they did to me? They made a fuss saying ‘Maria is in the
closet’, I didn’t believe them. Just before the bell I found out she was really
hidden in the closet. How can I teach them? They are monsters’

Her comments seemed to be taken light-heartedly and with no surprise. Later, the Head
and two teachers brought up the incident agreeing that communicating her management
problem was caused by her inability to reflect critically on the situation and persistence

in expecting pupils to behave as adults do:
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‘If one makes public what is private it means that they can’t understand the
consequences’ (Teacher P)

It seemed that teachers would try to hide problems for fear that such a disclosure would
be connected with their weakness to critically view their teaching situation. This raises
again the role of the school in self-evaluation. This school appeared unable to recognise
the importance of self-evaluation, to actively promote it and to attend to it to provide a
supportive climate to ensure its successful conduct. This suggests that an effective (for
instance, collaborative) self-evaluation becomes rather impossible in this context. The

implications for teaching are evident in the following discussion.

Mediocrit versus Excellence in Practice

In staff-room discussions I often heard teachers connect low wages to minimal
efforts to improve practice. I asked teachers P and NI about their low contribution to
school events:

‘As long as I feel OK with my conscience and they ask one thing why should I

offer two? They pay me for one... not two’

‘I get as much as (he) does, why should I work more?’
Having the same salary seemed to provide no motive to become better. Perceptions
referring to performance pay incentives (Desander, 2000; Milanowski, 2000; Shulman,
2001) raise issues, for instance the lack of motive for pursuing professional
development (discussed later). It also had consequences for self-evaluation, a major one
being teachers’ change of attitude expressed through behaviour called self-restriction.
Teacher N defined it as ‘restricting oneself to consciously not performing as well as one
could’. Teachers applied this in practice: the Head’s requests for engagement in school
activities were unwelcome; some teachers were observed running to make photocopies
or chatting outside classrooms during teaching hours, taught always sitting, instructed
pupils to learn alone while they did unrelated work. If teachers when given a chance
skipped duties and minimised their efforts to improve teaching, the possibility for
engagement in long-term self-evaluation processes seemed minimal. Disposition to
restrict one’s own actions, no matter how this was caused, implied a disregard of
teaching actions. This could minimise teachers’ effect on outcomes (e.g. pupils’

progress). I discussed this with teacher CH in the tenth week:
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“When your work is not recognised, you feel the fool of the group; no one
restricts you, you restrict yourself... You don’t try anything new unless you are
required to’.

That day I wrote this memo:

Some reasons causing self-restriction seem to be:

® no recognition (celebration) of teachers’ good work,

e no official procedures to distinguish ‘good’ work,

® avoidance of becoming a target of criticism

e emotions that cannot be tolerated

These factors are the cause or effect of the other: ' Lack of recognition of teachers’ work causes
negative feeling (e.g. F'’s disappointment) restricting teachers’ motivation to improve.
Government attempts to motivate teachers by recognising everybody s work as ‘equal’ is
interpreted as ‘levelling’: ‘Under the school roof all are considered the same. This isn’t the
best way to make one try hard’ (Teacher V). In response teachers try to offer ‘no more no less’
than others. The ‘levelling of teachers’ causes a ‘levelling’ of teaching, that is, an adherence to
standardised practice. Teachers’ aim ‘being the same’ or ‘doing as much as the teacher next
door does’ affects excellence in practice. In case personal beliefs or aspirations prohibits
acting this way, different action is seen as making teachers the target of critique, which in time
becomes intolerable: ‘I had reached my limits. I had to choose between torturing myself and
betraying the system.’ (Teacher K). Betraying the system can be accomplished: teachers’ work
is not supervised and external support is rarely provided. Teachers behave and evaluate their
teaching as they feel appropriate.

Pursuing this further, the last week in the school I provoked a discussion with K,
CH and N who had used the word ‘levelling’ during interviews. They argued that the
antidote was ‘teachers’ sincerity’; teachers ought to aim ‘to make pupils understand
what I, the school, the society asks, not assign labels’ (Teacher N). Sincerity towards
students referred to pupils’ awareness of role expectations. One role for teachers was
perceived as socialising pupils into values. Raising pupils’ awareness of expectations
implied that the teachers’ duty was establishing principles and cultivating pupils’
morale. This requires constant evaluation of their actions to ascertain achieving these
aims. Making explicit expectations provides chances to reconsider judgements and
question principles underlying practice. Teachers explained this to mean: ‘having high
spirits’, ‘accepting one’s part of responsibility’ and ‘be devoted to teaching’. Such
qualities require exposing willingness and commitment to achieve excellence in practice
and self-evaluate actions based on judgements appropriate to one’s aspirations.
Summarising the discussion we held, in these teachers’ own terms being sincere
requires: ‘attending to feedback’, ‘acknowledging the temporality of judgements’,
‘questioning one’s decisions and actions’, ‘accepting mistakes’, ‘making expectations

explicit’, ‘gaining parents’ co-operation’, ‘treating equally pupils’, ‘making pupils’
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performance explicit to all children’, ‘setting educational principles so children ‘learn

how to learn’, ‘advancing one’s learning capacity’.

The School
This section outlines conditions particular to the school with reference to
classroom privacy, resources and training during employment, time constraints, duties,

the change process and collegial communication.

Classroom Privacy
The privacy of the classroom was highly valued providing a sense of security
and control, which made teachers feel empowered: ‘my classroom is my kingdom’
(Teacher K). Teachers believed they could undermine policies determined elsewhere:
‘Even a nod is enough. The Head asked me to say... I went and said exactly
what was written using a style and look that refuted totally what they enforced
me to say... Pupils laughed’ (Teacher N)
Teachers appeared to exercise in action their “autonomy to alter mandated... policies”
(Webb, 2002:47). Convinced that meanings change when policy texts change contexts
(Ball, 1994) I started investigating statements of empowerment, their relation to the
enactment of the NC and the effect on school cohesion. Itried to find answers to
questions, such as, whose criteria drive teaching? Are standards clear to all teachers? 1
assumed different criteria implied different standards, which meant differentiated self-
evaluation practice. Teachers’ feelings of empowerment did not enhance school
cohesion, such as a coherent policy in terms of pupils’ learning: teachers followed their
rules; classroom and school functioning were clearly separate. I asked H, CH and N why
they do not ask colleagues to get involved in their self-evaluation:
‘In my class no one interferes... whatever it needs it’s my business to supply’
‘Behind doors it’s you and the kids. This is the big advantage of our work’.
“You are in the classroom to decide ...you are the expert’
Teachers seemed to perceive their class as their ‘territory’ (Simons, 1987); this affected
their perceptions of pupils’ role in self-evaluation: ‘pupils can’t judge what the teacher
offers’ was teacher H’s response when asked if she sought pupils’ comments to self-
evaluate. Perceiving class this way, minimised the opportunity to share problems and
develop a mutual understanding of what ‘good’ teaching meant. Empowerment is best

served if teachers care to develop understanding by standing critically towards their own
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and others’ mistakes (Carr & Kemmis, 1989) instead of hiding behind classroom doors.
Sustaining the notion of teacher self-evaluation as a private enterprise, restricting the
disclosure of performance and not intervening when another’s practice became
problematic seemed to be due to valuing classroom privacy. In such a context real
change of practice seemed difficult. Such change involves change of principles through
sharing of practices (Elliott, 1998). In-service training could provide opportunities for
such sharing. What happened in this school follows.

Resources and Training during Employment

When observing teacher H teaching physics, I noticed that she made an effort to
maintain attention. This was not the case when I observed her teaching Geography. I
asked why her class was restless:

‘Is it possible to teach Physics without conducting experiments? Pupils need to

feel, not to strain their brains’ (Teacher H)
The rule ‘pupils must feel’ set by her understanding of this subject seemed to reflect the
way she perceived she needed to perform. Teachers must have a ‘flexible understanding
of what they teach’ to teach it well (Shulman, 2001): ‘the lack of aids binds my hands; [
can’t perform well’ (Teacher C). I asked the Head if the school lacked resources:

‘It’s true; we are not equipped well. It’s an old school, many resources -maps,

instruments- need to be replaced... they can use what we’ve got, but they don’t.

If you check in the closet you’ll see some resources full of dust -nobody touched

them for years. It’s easier to hide behind a lack of resources than try to find

ways to serve the needs of your lesson’
He implied teachers’ lack of willingness to act, become creative, be committed to their
teaching; he also indicated awareness of the inability of the school (himself included) to
deal with such situations. Perhaps, teachers did not know how to use the resources
available in the school. Subject specialisation could have given such knowledge but it is
absent in primary teachers’ initial training. Such specialisation and availability of aids
support teachers put their knowledge into action (Drake et al, 2001).

Teacher H had just completed a course sponsored by the European Union, which
is part of the government’s teacher development policy. I asked if this experience helped

ner advance her teaching and self-evaluation practice:

‘It was refreshing. .. not helpful practically. Nice ideas [silence] away from my
needs, unrelated to my teaching. It’s always the same’
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Whether training failed to serve teacher needs or fulfil expectations, its effect remained:
it created frustration. While perceiving training as advancing general knowledge, it was
still expected that training should serve situational needs, providing practical solutions.
Discussing with teachers K and N their experience of the last one-day seminar they
attended (organised by the EA), they said:

“You get to know a variety of approaches; we tend to stick ... forget how to be

creative’

‘It reminded me of what I knew, it was reassuring that I was on the right course’
I thought this seminar had an effect on these teachers: it provided clues about the
success of their practice. Whether confirming previous knowledge or equipping with
new ideas, points of references to use as standards when self-evaluating were gained.
When asking teacher CH what he gained from attending a two-year training program on
computer technology, he replied:

‘I feel sure that I can recognise what works well and why’
This was evident since he was one of two teachers in the school who used the computer
room. I observed him teach inside it: having a limited number of computers, the teacher
had organised pupils in groups of three, which worked autonomously -he interfered four
times when pupils asked and twice to remind a group of the need to search for
information relevant to the task he had assigned. Extended training seemed to have
increased his capacity to recognise cause-effect relationships at a practical level. In the
short questionnaire on educational orientations, eight teachers reported that practice
learning was more important than theory knowledge; 10 reported that training on
educational evaluation is needed. In the short questionnaire concerning attitudes
towards engagement in school-based training on evaluation more than half of the
teachers reported willingness to participate but considered their school not capable of
offering such training. These data imply knowledge gaps on educational evaluation,

which has implications for policy.

Time
In the interviews, I asked teachers if time was an issue in self-evaluation:
‘The first two months I can’t really assess how I am doing. The information I
get is conflicting’ (Teacher D)

‘I spent a lot of time in planning how to teach computers... I need to learn first
and then judge how I am doing’ (Teacher C)



115

The amount and availability of time seemed to influence the need to deliberate. The
school timetable did not make specific provisions for the development of meaningful
collegial discussions, not to mention trustworthy relations. Three fifteen-minute breaks
provided the maximum chances for teachers’ daily contact; this was restricted more by
teachers leaving school premises in breaks. Further, in the two formal pedagogical
meetings that I observed only a few teachers talked and exchange of views was not
promoted; teachers seemed to regard such meetings ‘a waste of time’ (teacher C). 1
focused in observing the discussions of teachers mentioned earlier as a ‘group’.
Regardless of the strong support each member provided to the other members in school
disputes, I did not witness dialogues about their performance; in fact they addressed
teaching issues rarely. It seemed that increased contact time might not be enough for a
sharing of performance concerns; a shift of focus from supporting teacher claims to
openly questioning them appeared important. This implies that parallel changes at
personal, professional and organisational levels were required, especially when related
to the habitual behaviour that teachers developed over the years; expressed in K’s words
‘After ten years in the same grade you know with closed eyes what they want’.
Enhanced capacity to make connections that provide solutions helped to grasp progress
in teaching and decide on appropriate action. However, the development of over
confidence might result in unquestionable adoption of means and generalisations that
worked well in the past when making judgements. If teachers were not used to
criticising their practice, the moment when the known ways failed to work was
confusing and made teachers defensive, projecting prejudice and denying responsibility:

‘I can’t be a psychologist, a dietician... do everything’ (Teacher D)
‘His parents are indifferent...; I can’t waste my time’ (Teacher K)

Duties

In the third week of fieldwork, a circular with instructions for the teaching of
subjects was delivered to teachers; the majority put it aside without comment. Looking
at it I became interested in the sentence ‘efarmogi tis exortholo ithisis didactikis ilis’
(‘implementation of the —unknown term- teaching material), which appeared important
for interpreting the idea behind the document. My request for its meaning revealed
various interpretations:

‘The second component comes from the verb ‘rationalise’, it means non-
rationalised’
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‘The first component does not always provide a negative character to the second’

‘It does not originate from rationalise; it has to do with the ‘appropriate cause’,

look the word is made of three components not two...’

‘Look at the dictionary’

‘It’s not listed in the dictionaries’

“Then it means something that has to do with ‘rationalising’.
Teachers did not become alarmed that their understanding differed from others. They
seemed to perceive the circular as a ‘writerly’ text, that is, as one inviting interpretation
(Ball, 1994). Not feeling the need to question its wording or one’s own interpretations
implies that individuals put their own meaning to documents generated by others (Ball,
1990). However, why was an ambiguous wording used in a document communicating
duties? The relationship among varying policy contexts, and the language used in
communicating policy, is central for understanding the intended and the actual use of
solicy documents (Ball, 1994:7-23). Duties communicated in unclear ways support
Lawton’s (1984) argument that policy-makers have become disconnected from policy
receivers. It also implies underlying intentions and a concern about ‘who’ is
empowered by this. Empowerment depends “not only upon the ‘tightness’ or otherwise
of legislation but also upon the possibilities and the limits of particular contexts and
settings” (Ball 1994:12). In our case, ambiguous wording made these teachers feel
uncertain and hesitant towards discussing their interpretations. The implications for
self-evaluation includes the choice of criteria used to define professional needs and the
understanding that teachers developed of duties. Communicating duties (rules) in
unclear language can result in misunderstandings, it also limits opportunities to question
them and invites one to accept that teachers ‘at the bottom could not, or ought not, do
anything’ (teacher L). Consider the Head’s reply to teacher CH’s comment that the
Ministry ‘disrespects teachers with such actions .

‘Oh dear! Someone wrote an unusual word, someone signed; ....an untested

term... I don’t think (they) had bad intention. If this affects communication this

is something the Ministry has to think about, not us’
Many teachers agreed. Even the indifferent behaviour of some teachers suggested that
perceptions of ‘hierarchy’ predominated (Simons, 1987). There seemed to be a relation ~/~ »
of the way policy documents were communicated and teacher interpretation of them; the
effect concerns the belief developed about ‘good’ teaching practice through the use of

sersonal, not public, criteria in self-evaluation.
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Change Process

Analysing teachers’ response in the short questionnaire on environmental
conditions, I found that most teachers considered the climate in their school restrictive,
avoided to rate themselves as very co-operative and considered important the
professional relationships. Almost all felt they decided autonomously and considered
that a good school climate was relevant to their teaching; however, the majority rated
their efforts to create a good climate in the middle of the two poles. Discussing the last
week in the field with K, CH, the Head and the Assistant Head these findings, all agreed
that the school’s structure was not flexible to accommodate support: ‘You can't reset
priorities ... see your efforts prosper’ (Teacher CH). Teacher L had described in the
interview how he felt the school reacted to his problems:

‘It’s like when you are on a bicycle; from the moment you ‘get a speed’ (start
teaching)... you are regarded as having failed if you ever slow down.’

Pacing seemed important when external expectations were involved. Not being able to
meet them in a specific time constituted failure. Non-flexible environments contributed
in making teachers’ feel ‘burnt out’ and ‘under seizure’. Teacher CH described the
latter to occur when teachers felt unsupported and restricted from making independent
decisions, while ‘burnt out’ defined the outcome. Teacher F often complained about her
teaching. I asked how she felt inside this school:

‘I’ve reached my limits, I feel squeezed, as having nothing to offer’

The Head commented on his actions to solve teacher’s F problem:

“The parents kept moaning... my hands were tied. She refused to agree ...now,
she keeps thanking me’

It seemed that deciding and applying bottom-up changes was possible but not adequate
for preventing inefficiencies of practice, or for providing effective solutions. Teachers
lived this ‘inadequacy’ and maybe their perceptions (e.g. ‘self-restriction’) or attitudes
(e.g. indifference towards school activities) were due to school’s inflexibility to
accommodate changes that supported practice. Teachers appeared to have learnt what
could work and what would not. This affected both their morale and expectations of
performance and is evident in teacher P’s comment when I asked why he did not want to
learn how to use computers in class through a course that was available at that time:

‘I would like to use computers but... nothing would come out of it; it’s always
the same... some new things are old from the moment they appear’
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His experience of past initiatives seemed reflected in this remark about the ‘new’ being
‘old’. Differences in priorities among the ‘planners’ and the ‘implementers’, whatever
interpretation applied to the underlying intentions (e.g., state control theories, Dale,
1997; policy process theories, Ball, 1990), when combined with unsuccessful past
experiences seemed to constrain teachers’ willingness to accept changes and to create
frustration and indifferent behaviour. The intention behind a planned policy needs to be
accompanied by clear evidence (Ball, 1994) to persuade teachers of being worthy of

deliberation or discussion.

Collegial Communication

In the short questionnaire on teacher professionalism, in the question ‘do you
discuss with your colleagues issues and problems that concern your teaching?’ the
majority chose the middle position. Consider teacher P’s reply when asked why he did
not talk in the staffroom ‘What’s the use of talking when you know you are not going to
be heard? Why should I waste my words?’ Collegial communication seemed to be
influenced positively by what teachers valued in their work environment, such as justice
and openness. Opening up seemed constrained by ‘professional consciousness’, that is,
by principles underlying the workplace establishing an acceptable professional

behaviour (Eraut, 1994, Elliott, 1998), for example acceptable discourse.

Justice

Teachers regarded justice as an outstanding feature of the school environment, which
‘ensures that some don’t get special treatment’ (Teacher H) and as relating to teacher
achievements: ‘if teachers get the same treatment they work things out’ (Teacher L).
Otherwise, as teacher V said, teachers need to choose to accept the situation and adapt
without letting the situation affect them; accept the situation and try to get special
treatment; accept but feel frustrated and withdraw; ‘fight’ to make the favoured situation
recognised. The implications in terms of ethics concern teachers’ self-respect and
communication (the flow of information is restrained). Teacher NI when describing in
the interview the lack of collegial support indicated the importance of self-respect and
communication for attitudinal change, judgements and self-evaluation behaviour:

‘When your rights aren’t recognised you end up fighting for survival; often you
lose track of your own right, you can’t think clear, judge sincerely... You are
part of a circle that doesn’t let you have clarity of mind’ (Teacher NI)



119

enness
When I asked teachers in the interview if they sought colleagues’ views they reported
that discussing their teaching depended on whether other teachers disclosed their
difficulties. In N’s words:
‘I thought ‘she is experienced she must have an idea’. She made useful
comments ...never talked about her problems. I felt incompetent...I stopped’
The teacher expected advice, but also needed to feel that both parties acknowledged
their skills. In CH’s, NI’s and V’s words, in collegial communication teachers ought to:

‘have no fear to express own views’,
‘dare to talk, not just listen’,
‘accept mistakes, considers opinions’

Openness of mind in new situations and use of instinct to appreciate problems on-the-
spot “is a key criterion of the teacher’s pedagogical skill” (Hudson, 2002:50). What
restricted teachers behaving this way? Inconsistency of behaviour to intentions implied
that teachers might present the evaluation of their practice according to expectation (e.g.
hide inefficiencies and stress achievements). In such a case teachers’ reflections would
not concern improvement of teaching but focus on how to prove one’s effectiveness.
However, evaluation aiming to facilitate decision-making intends ‘not to prove but to

improve’ practice (Stufflebeam, 1991).

Co-o eration and Acce table discourse
Teachers talked in favour of collegial co-operation. K argued that she co-operated with
the other year one teacher to learn how Year 1 classes progressed ‘We both want to
know if our pupils understood the unit as the others’. Co-operation seemed perceived as
securing teachers’ performance, as the other Year 1 teacher D said:
“Teachers try to humiliate others by giving more work. Parents compare
teachers’ work. Agreement on homework secures teachers... One is not doing
anything more or less than the other’
I observed such co-operation; teachers in the staff-room ‘discussed methods and
strategies that worked’, ‘provided explanations to problems’ and ‘co-decided about
homework and assessment’. Co-operation even when aiming for similarity in practice
created feelings of security and control which allowed focusing on improvement of

practice. It provided chances for exchange of views; the sharing of concerns supported



120

slanning and problem solving (Hargeaves & Dawe, 1990; Lieberman & Miller 1991).
However, such co-operation did not imply asking for critique from others:

‘Teachers do not ask comments on their performance... their ego, ‘I am the
perfect teacher’, they feel ashamed. .. the other might think they are
incompetent, ‘what kind of teacher am I to ask others’ (Teacher D)

The role of the identity teachers had constructed seemed to affect collegial discussions.
The seven teachers that I asked reported ‘showing mutual understanding’ and ‘backing
one another’ as nurturing collegial discussions. These were ‘conventions’ particular to
the community of colleagues: they referred to group understanding and behaviour
(Miller, 1999:314). It appeared that if teachers perceived that collegial support was
missing they attended to the discourse that was acceptable in their school and acted
based on what ‘issues of substance’ to avoid. It was mostly in such cases that
comments, such as the following one, were made:

‘Colleagues are strangers to my teaching... Teachers do not look after finding

out what is going on in my classroom... help in problems’ (Teacher K)
The perceived colleagues’ unwillingness to learn each other’s problems seemed to result
in disqualifying the collegial discourse as a source contributing to one’s understanding
of practice. Perceiving colleagues as ‘strangers’ led to avoiding issues of common
concern and ‘escape’ through discussions of minor importance; teacher V described it as
teachers ‘moving peripherally’ when I asked him to describe the collegial
communication in this school. Such action restricted the chance of collective reflective
practice. Observation confirmed that teachers often closed or redirected discussions
exhibiting in action their sense of power over their teaching,.

Attendance to acceptable discourse empowered teachers but what provoked it?
The six teachers I asked justified this attendance by providing examples of conflicts
they or others experienced when disregarding it. This implies that awareness of
consequences guided behaviour in communication. “For Dewey, meanings are
consequences of socially shared action” (Garrison, 1999:291). This justifies teachers’
actions for not disregarding ‘acceptable discourse’, without suggesting that such actions
were willingly chosen. Some consequences seemed to be in the words of teachers CH,
R and NI ‘be prepared to bare the cross’, ‘be the target’, ‘get a label’. Acceptable
discourse seemed to prevent what teacher NI described as ‘falk behind (one’s) back’:

‘It could be solved if I talked openly... I looked for what was convenient for me
-I was staying only some months’ (Teacher CH)
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Being aware of one’s own inefficiencies, but balancing what ought to be done, meant
meeting others’ expectations. Ignoring them seemed to be equated with ignoring
consequences. In this context, awareness of the consequences of collegial discourse,
when it led teachers to avoid it, restricted an opportunity for teachers to clarify
misunderstandings and get support to improve practice; escaping opportunities to
achieve it might lead to a devaluing of self-evaluation. Acceptable discourse,
functioning as a product of one’s awareness of consequences, seemed to account for
concealing difficulties and was perceived as a necessary choice to protect one’s image:

“When you get the label, others don’t take you seriously. They use irony... spit
on you’ (Teacher NI)

Teachers’ self-respect seemed to be at stake. The way schools operated was not helpful:
“The school is a closed circuit. We fall into routine, we become lethargic... you
get bogged down’ (Teacher N)

The school as a ‘closed circuit’ seemed to constrain rather than offer learning

opportunities to assist teachers to improve their practice, constraining rather than

supporting engagement in self-evaluation.

OVERVIEW

In this school, teachers believed that self-evaluation was an individualistic
process and was a duty to be performed. They evaluated their practice to develop
understanding, and also to satisfy their sense of accountability based on their
interpretations and professional beliefs of ‘good’ teaching, and consequently of the ways
they ought to function as teachers. The understanding they developed of their teaching
practice, and also the sense of accountability they exhibited, seemed to be inextricably
linked to the professional, institutional and policy contexts. Collegial communication
and relationships, in-service training experiences and resources, classroom privacy,
flexibility and justice in the school environment, resources, time availability, leadership
and communication (e.g. of duties) were identified as crucial for the way these teachers
self-evaluated and used self-evaluation outcomes. The individualistic way of their self-
evaluation practice appeared to provide feelings of empowerment, but also to obscure
awareness, to limit teacher learning and shared decision-making and constrain change
processes. The professional, institutional and policy contexts appeared to obscure rather

than support teachers’ self-evaluation practice: collegial co-operation, based on what
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teachers’ believed was acceptable, seemed unable to help teachers develop a better
understanding of their practice, the school seemed inefficient to foster supportive
conditions for self-evaluation and apply lasting solutions to inefficient practices. The
policy context seemed ineffective in communicating clear duties and providing
experiences that could advance the quality of self-evaluation practice. This was crucial
since teachers’ efforts to seek excellence in practice and to care actively for their
orofessional development were negatively affected by the absence of such support,

which was also observable in teachers’ lack of knowledge on educational evaluation.
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CHAPTER SIX
THE NURSERY SCHOOLS

The second case study comprises six state nursery schools typical of others
located in urban areas, in terms of teacher qualification, number of teachers and pupils,
enrolment regulations, school accommodation, management and curriculum. They
differ from others as they share the one location, which provided teachers with a
particular experience of nursery education in that they had a colleague to relate to unlike
many nursery teachers who are rather isolated. As noted in the methodology chapter,
nursery personnel consist of one to three teachers, with the most experienced being the
Head. Each nursery school has organisational independence, even when it is ‘hosted’
inside a primary school, as is the case with these six nurseries. The case study is
constructed using content analysis of school documents and interpretative analysis of
interview, observation and short questionnaire data. First I describe the aims and the

specific context of this case study; then I present the findings.

AIMS

The main aim is to explore nursery teachers’ conceptions of self-evaluation and
how those conceptions are enacted in practice. I seek to investigate the meaning and
purposes of self-evaluation practice and the value attached to such practice.

I examine how teachers self-evaluate their practice by analysing the role of
interaction and feedback in the self-evaluation process. To understand fully the teacher
self-evaluation process the constraints and supports are analysed in an examination of
this practice over time. Further, I investigate the organisation of nursery schools to
discover the implications of teacher communication on the conduct of self-evaluation,
on the learning outcomes teachers gained from such communication and the sense of

accountability teachers developed.

CONTEXT
The schools

The six nurseries, ‘hosted’ inside two connected buildings that housed four
primary schools, had small but attractive classrooms that welcomed outsiders to spend
time inside. Isaw primary school pupils asking nursery teachers to let them in, or

getting in when the teachers had left. Some teachers locked the door when they stepped
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out for fear that older pupils would ‘mess up’: ‘We have turned to ‘key-keepers”
(teacher M). Pupils’ work, teachers’ resources and models were displayed prominently.
However, the lack of space meant that the teaching equipment was piled up and when
pupils moved around they could not avoid falling over into each other; fights and
outbursts followed. Teachers seemed upset and placed restrictions on movement:

‘If I let them wander around there’ll be a war’ (teacher H)

Yet the early years’ curriculum is based on activities that require movement and role-
play. Teacher’s desk (used for administrative work) and closets for school documents
were packed in a corner. Nursery teachers would not visit the teacher rooms:

‘They (primary teachers) use them... You can’t find a seat’ (teacher TH)

‘“We’ve asked many times for a room... we are still waiting’ (teacher K)

Nursery and primary pupils shared the playground. Isaw older pupils acting
protectively towards nursery pupils; others grew annoyed by them for interrupting their
games. Teachers avoided using the playground for planned learning activities and had
shorter breaks instead of the prescribed half-hour break. I heard primary teachers
complaining about nursery classes in the playground during teaching hours because of
the disruptive noise. For nursery teachers this presented a no win situation: their
classrooms were too small for delivering the prescribed curriculum.

The cramped classroom conditions, school routines (such as breaks) and lack of
common room for nursery teachers caused tensions. Observing teachers having coffee in
the playground and keeping an eye on pupils playing I brought up this issue. They
attributed the tensions to the nurseries’ housing problem, believing that their needs were
disregarded: ‘We pay the costs of autonomy by being chilled to the bone (laughter)’.
Teachers’ feelings of reduced professional rights seemed to have become a joke to them.
Interestingly, nursery teachers reported feeling at a disadvantage not only because they
were a minority whose claims were voted down by a bigger group, but also because they
thought their work was not recognised as important and of quality:

‘They think we do nothing because pupils play...” (Teacher S)
‘They confuse pupils’ play...with our effectiveness’ (Teacher K)

These observations led me to wonder about the implications for self-evaluation, the
sense of accountability teachers developed and how this was communicated. Their
perception of how others thought of their work could influence their choice of criteria in

self-evaluation, or the ways they tried to make their work recognisable.
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Twenty-eight to thirty-eight pupils attended each of the six nursery schools,
divided into twelve classes. Registry Records indicated that the six schools enrolled a
total of 205 pupils; one third of their parents had attended further education. Ten pupils
came from minority groups. Considering that the minority nursery pupil population had
reached almost 10% in 2000 (Express, 2001:14), this number seemed low. Teacher TH
explained that minority families choose ‘child centres’ where pupils are fed and kept
until late afternoon and where they are given priority in selection procedures; nursery
education is not compulsory and nurseries operate from 8:15am until 12:15pm or
2:00pm until 5:00pm.

Thirteen teachers (13) worked in these schools, all full-timers specialised in
nursery education; six were assigned as Heads, which meant that besides teaching they
dealt with administrative work. Their teaching experience ranged from 20 to 30 years,
apart from one teacher (L) who had four. The teachers of the same nursery taught in the
same classroom in either morning or afternoon shifts, which rotated 20 or 15 hours per
week. Planning, teaching and looking after children, was the responsibility of the class
teacher. No procedures for shared decision-making were in operation, such as deciding
about common activities. Teachers reported that they worked independently as they

liked. Nursery schooling takes place in nursery classes rather than schools.

Relationships

On a daily basis I saw teachers running into another’s classroom to announce
problems, achievements, to ask for teaching materials. Teachers seemed comfortable to
ask for help, pleased to share information and to use advice to improve their teaching.
When I shared my observation with teacher M she reasoned:

‘TH is our ‘idea’ provider... H is the artist. We all use what each one makes’
I thought that their work might not be disconnected from others after all. The class-
based organisation of nurseries seemed to influence collegial communication and the
feedback teachers acquired from evaluations of their own practice. Working with a
colleague relied on teacher initiative to take time away from pupil activities to clarify,
confirm or inform the other teacher. No time for this was available in their schedule.

I had noticed a mood for humour in teachers. When I said that, teachers M, TH,
and N replied together: ‘we are old order’ (usual expression that metaphorically means

we shared past experiences). They explained that almost all had been working in these
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schools at least five years. This appeared to lead to developing close relations: teacher
M and TH were often running into other classrooms to ask who would go in the coffee
shop after school —many times I was invited to accompany them. My impression is that
teachers exhibited a deep knowledge of their colleagues’ situations and feelings, trusted
and showed respect to one another and presented an open and sincere disposition for
communication. The sections presenting the analysis of collegial communication

indicate how such understanding and relations affected their self-evaluations.

Qualifications

Twelve teachers had two years of initial studies; one (L) had four. One (TH) of
them had completed a postgraduate course (two year course); three had attended in-
service training courses lasting from six months to one year. Training is important for
teachers’ pedagogical knowledge. The content, criteria and form of self-evaluation are
aspects of pedagogical knowledge (Kremer-Hayon, 1993). In the short questionnaire on
educational orientations eight teachers reported that training in educational evaluation is
needed and six regarded that uniformity of goals for all pupils was important; yet the
nursery curriculum asks for diversity in goals to match individual needs. When I asked
teachers S, N and H if they attend in-service training courses, they said that courses that
were of real use to them were not available where they lived, and mentioned the last
seminar that the Educational Adviser had organised:

‘We’ve learnt something helpful this Sunday. Learning how a birthday cake can

be divided was certainly a big achievement (laughter)’ (Teacher N)
This course had not benefitted these teachers. Others held the view as teacher P did:

‘I’ve learnt enough, I’ll learn more in my next life’

Was these teachers’ lack of enthusiasm for their professional development due to factors
internal or external to them? How were teachers’ learning needs served and how did
these relate to the improvement of their teaching? Teachers were the sole evaluators of
their teaching, their judgements determined how they understood success in their
practice and attempted to achieve progress in their classes. An examination of the

reasons that teachers practised self-evaluation helps illustrate the purposes it served.
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SELF-EVALUATION PURPOSES
Engagement in self-evaluation appeared to be related to teachers’ need to

develop understanding and exhibit accountability.

Developing Understanding

Teachers appeared to self-evaluate to determine teaching and learning needs and
to clarify their understanding about classroom behaviour. The aim was to learn more
about practice. Self-evaluation for assessing and diagnosing needs and achievements,
for identifying one’s strengths and weaknesses in teaching, for achieving awareness of

practice were subsumed under this purpose.

Determining teaching and learning needs

When I asked teachers in the interview why they self-evaluate, they all
mentioned that they aimed to diagnose how their teaching could meet best the pupils’
needs and progress in learning. Observing twice teacher S in her classroom, I noticed
that she did not correct pupils’ mistakes on maths exercises; however, when observing
teachers M (once) and H (twice), [ had seen them insist that pupils correct their mistakes
and when pupils could not, they did the correction for them. Teacher S said:

‘What’s the use? I think it’s better if I use maths exercises to see what I need to
attend to in the following lesson. When I feel they are ready I point to their
mistakes. Today I realised that...’

The way teachers pursued self-evaluation for diagnosing teaching and learning needs -
appeared to vary. Teachers M and H focused when self-evaluating on expected learning
outcomes, teacher S focused on unexpected outcomes. When I discussed this
observation they said that attaining expected learning outcomes raised their awareness
of what they had accomplished thus indicated ways to proceed. Observing twice teacher
TH in her classroom, I noticed she changed activity when pupils became uneasy:

‘I felt my steps weren’t prosperous. Pupils were distracted; I thought this
(change of activity) might work... It did... I didn’t figure out what exactly I was
doing wrong. I have some clues... I need to think about that’

Her assessment of pupils indicated to her that pupils were not achieving as she thought
they should. She questioned her actions and thought of ones that would allow pupils to
learn. In such a context self-evaluation was used to assess pupils’ attainments. The
teacher admitted not being able to determine exactly what she was doing wrong; further

engagement in self-evaluation processes was needed for the teacher to identify the
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strong and weak points in her teaching and understand what needed correction or
reinforcement in her practice; in the words of TH ‘I’ve got to know what I did right or
wrong... to make up for my mistakes’. When I asked TH and M in the interview how
this happens, they replied:
“Work experience has taught me the way to respond to problems, to situations, to
pupils... I believe I can manage easily almost any situation now...’

“When I feel that I did not do something well, or did not behave well to one
child, I start thinking of what I should do to make things work out better’
Situational experience appeared to be the catalyst for understanding their actions. Years
of teaching experience appeared to make the diagnosis and coping of situational needs

easier and armed teachers with confidence. Both feelings and beliefs about their
knowledge seemed affected. Having confidence in one’s own abilities and advanced

diagnostic skills could assist teachers overcome occasions in which they felt threatened

by the critique of others and facilitate sharing evaluative judgements.

Clarifying understanding

In the previous purposes of self-evaluation teachers’ focus was on monitoring
their practice to regulate further action and apply corrections. This purpose seemed to
incorporate an extended focus on self-evaluation for clarifying their understanding about
classroom behaviour and awareness of practice. When I asked teacher L in the
interview how she self-evaluated, she provided the following example:

‘I couldn’t decide whether it was the strict language I used or this activity that
made her refuse to participate. I talked nicer, made jokes, gave her a hug, I told
Niki to help her... no reasonable action seemed able to persuade her. I kept
trying to understand what made her insist in her denial. I couldn’t understand
what I was doing wrong... Then, I talked to her mother, she said ‘...’ Ithought
about it, how it might work. Next day, I tried what she suggested... It worked’.

The pupil’s refusal alarmed the teacher. She questioned her behaviour trying to clarify
her own understanding of the problem. Not being able to understand based on her
assessment of pupils’ reactions she turned to another source and used this information to
decide how to act. The knowledge she acquired from this reflective process advanced
her understanding but she was not sure if it was appropriate in her situation. In this
sense, the process of clarification of understanding seemed related to her search for

remedial actions to improve her learning. Her attempts to clarify her thinking does not
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necessarily mean that better understanding was achieved easily. When I asked teacher
A why she self-evaluates she replied:

‘I need to think to figure out what each child can or can’t do to be able to say
what they achieved, that I need to do this or that... It’s difficult to be sure with
pupils’ of this age... one day you are convinced they can’t do this and out of the
blue they disclaim you’

She suggested that predicting pupils’ behaviour was difficult, so to determine her further
action she needed to focus her self-evaluation on clarifying her understanding of pupils’
capabilities. In a discussion in the coffee shop I heard teacher TH reply to her
colleague’s comment that ‘there is no need to worry’ about a pupil’s restlessness in her
class:

‘I need to find out... If I don’t get to know what I do wrong, she won’t learn’
The teachers’ acquisition of knowledge and pupils’ progress appeared to be inextricably
linked. Teacher TH practised self-evaluation to learn from practice. The process of
monitoring, self-correction and clarification involved new learning, which had the
potential to raise teacher awareness of own practice. When discussing this with teachers
S and TH they replied:

‘it assists me to see what to correct not only as a teacher but as a person too’

“You look for self-knowledge and use it sincerely, when you like the work you

do... you like working with pupils’
Self-evaluation for awareness applied both to personal and professional behaviour and
related to teachers’ perceptions of their role. This implies differences in approaches
among teachers to achieve awareness, and a relationship amongst teacher’s feelings

about teaching with the way awareness was pursued and used.

Accountability

Accountability overwhelmed teachers’ comments. They appeared to self-
evaluate for both professional and contractual accountability as described by Becher,
Eraut and Knight (1981). Accountability towards pupils, parents and society (moral
accountability) seemed to be served through teachers’ interests and feelings towards
their professional status. Eraut (1993) suggests however that professional status does
not justify ignoring needs considered as important by audiences outside the teaching

srofession, such as parents.
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Contractual Accountability

In my fifth week in these schools, the EA visited the school after teacher A’s
request to observe a pupil’s behaviour. When the EA left I talked to A about this visit:

‘She has the authority to move the pupil to another class. I have no knowledge to

cope with...he doesn’t let me attend to the needs of the other pupils... his parents

don 't want to see his problem’

Her sense of accountability drove her to involve a person with ‘authority’ or
power to make certain decisions to transfer responsibility away from her. At that point,
I had already analysed the first interviews and I was confronted with responses, such as,
‘I self-evaluate for me, not for the government’. 1 started to question the way teachers
treated official duties, for instance the nursery NC requirements to promote learning
through play. Ihad noticed in the seven classroom observations that I conducted that
the teachers considered play as an effective approach to learning and had incorporated it
in their teaching. Ihad seen them become enthusiastic and ready to improvise when
such activities were planned or discussed with colleagues in the playground. A
coincidence of views among planners (the government) and implementers (teachers)
seemed to exist which indicated a sense of contractual accountability in action. When
sharing this thought with teachers A and TH in a break during the sixth week, they
reported that such coincidence was partially true. They brought up the latest
requirement concerning literacy in nurseries and reported that, ‘/ike the majority’, they
did not agree with the idea because of the pressure teachers would have to put on pupils:

‘She (the adviser) came again and again asking us to go ahead with this... How

could we succeed when we didn’t know how to do it? We knew that pupils had

to learn the letters... each one of us used her way’ (Teacher A)

‘When I saw that what they asked was not right...I tried to reach the target using

ways that I thought wouldn’t cause much harm, maybe I made mistakes because

of this’ (Teacher TH)
Their comments suggested that to enhance teachers’ sense of contractual accountability
clarity in goals and timely support given to teachers is required. I had seen teachers
using handouts from training that they found useful. Teacher TH spoke with enthusiasm
when she was showing me the handouts of a training course on literacy she had attended
six years ago (which was readily accessible for easy use). Teachers appeared to need to
feel able that they can succeed in adopting the government’s recommendations. Self-
evaluating while feeling confused about the effectiveness of their practice appeared to

make them feel uncertain about self-evaluation outcomes. Fulfilling the NC targets
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related to teachers’ aims, and beliefs, as these were shaped from the situational data
available of what their class pupils needed. These teachers appeared to struggle to find
ways to fulfil these targets. They felt uncertain whether their approaches and methods
were appropriate for the success of the NC targets. This might lead teachers to limit
their efforts to a minimal fulfilment of the curriculum goals. When I raised this point,
teacher A’s answer was that teachers need to ‘cover themselves’ without ‘betraying their
own beliefs’. Other teachers reported similar reactions to this initiative making me think

that professional accountability outweighed contractual accountability.

Professional Accountability
When I asked teachers why they self-evaluate, A, S, TH, M and N replied:

‘My conscience doesn’t let me not wonder about what I did in class.’

‘As a person I want to have a good time at work, this urges me to self-evaluate’

‘I feel good when [ know what’s going on in my class and why’

‘I am a professional; I have a responsibility to find out how I am getting on’
Teachers’ self-evaluation practice appeared framed by feelings and thoughts. Thoughts
and feelings are inseparable parts of the ‘self’ (Dadds, 1995; Garrison, 1999):

‘The teacher needs to feel the class to be able to decide about its needs... You
self-evaluate because you want to understand how you performed not because
they ask you to’ (Teacher N)

Self-evaluation seemed based on an intrinsic motivation serving a moral obligation
towards achieving the standards and goals teachers had set for their teaching. A link
seemed to exist between teacher self-evaluation and professional values. The
professional identity teachers developed seemed crucial in this respect. The frequency
of such comments suggested an unquestionable value attached to teacher self-evaluation
(Kremer-Hayon, 1993). Self-evaluation conducted to satisfy personal and professional
responsibility seemed to stem from teachers’ own awareness of duties thus it was
regarded a personal rather than a collective matter. I thought about the relation of
professional to contractual accountability; such relation could create tensions or conflict
that could influence teachers’ actions. When discussing this with teachers (in both
shifts) towards the end of fieldwork, I received diverse personal criteria. This memo is
an extract of their answers:

Disagreement among professional and contractual accountability appears to lead teachers to
self-evaluate:
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o solely for satisfying others, for instance, ‘wWhat a parent would think of me if I could not
reason in a convincing way?’ (Teacher K),
o superficially, as teacher L put it: ‘the quicker, the better’;
up to the point they feel the outcome fulfils minimum requirements.
‘It’s a pity to strain their energy for some stupid letters which they’ll learn no matter
what. They can recognise some letters, that’s enough... almost what the curriculum
asks... Ifeel fine with my decision’ (Teacher M)

Teacher M’s remark surfaces an interesting point: limiting the scope of one’s teaching and the
way this is evaluated, might not create guilt in teachers.

The next day when I was alone with teacher M, I sought to explain how a lack of
guilt might influence her sense of professional responsibility:

‘They think they know the real art of teaching... let them try to translate directly
into practice what books suggest ..... They are such technocrats’

She contrasted her view of teaching with the one suggested by her interpretations of the
government’s intentions as expressed through this initiative. She seemed to favour a
view of teaching as a work that required special skills, a ‘“work of special art’ as many
teachers described it. An idealized view of teaching seemed present which referred to
the qualities a teacher exhibits in practice and the interdependence of teachers’ personal
features to situational needs. The analysis of teachers’ responses (in the short
questionnaire) on educational orientations indicated a high value attached to: pupil
centred approach, discovery learning and social aims of teaching. However, this was
not always visible when observing teachers. I started questioning what role colleagues
play in creating the view of teaching that teachers develop and its influence on the sense
of professional accountability they exhibited. Ihad often heard teachers sharing
experiences, such as:

‘I tried everything to make him stop shouting, I even shook him... He annoyed
the others; Nicki started crying. The hall was full of mothers...I felt so
embarrassed... imagine what they would think of me’ (Teacher N)
‘I felt incompetent... [ kept thinking why I wasn’t able to make her talk. I found
out that... She finally talked, I felt relieved’ (Teacher Y)
I thought teachers felt the need to communicate their experiences to get reassurance
from others that they acted properly; the sharing of classroom problems, and also the co-
operation in exchanging teaching material that was occurring, appeared to satisfy this
need. I thought that the positive collegial response to this need related to the way some

teachers exercised professional accountability in these settings, for instance it resulted in
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opening up practice to the scrutiny of others. However, when I asked teacher K if she
sought the opinion of the other teacher in her school, she said:

‘She is so secretive... she even locks the worksheets...She is always ‘buying’

(meaning does not talk)... How can I trust her? She scares me’
She suggested that to accept the critique of others and use it to evaluate her actions
requires a sharing of experience that is based on openness and trust. When I asked
teacher L (the youngest one and with four years of initial training) in the interview if she
sought her colleagues’ views when she self-evaluated, she described the ways others
‘devalued’ her effort (a theatrical play that she had organised in the city theatre) and the
way this affected her motivation to improve her practice through initiative:

‘Not only was my work not recognised I was punished for working hard. I am

very disappointed. I don’t think I should try again. It is far away from what

others do (silence)... it’s not worth gaining satisfaction by losing peace of mind’
Cognitive and emotional aspects could overbalance one’s sense of professional
accountability. The way teachers self-evaluate and the sense of personal and
professional responsibility they develop appeared to relate to the way others react in
specific situations. This means it linked to one’s sense of justice reflecting the “balance
between the divergent interests of many” (Bohme, 2001). Next I discuss the way

nursery teachers self-evaluated.

SELF-EVALUATION PROCESSES
Reaching understanding of their practice involved the conscious or unconscious
processing of information acquired through recording, observations and interactive

dialogue. The latter is discussed with reference to pupils, colleagues and accountability.

Unconscious thinking

From the first week I noticed that teacher S, A and H brought up pupils’
misbehaviour during breaks questioning what they did:

‘Why did I not do this?’

‘What was the real benefit...?’

‘Was it worth it? What if we had used...?’
On the last day of my first week, I discussed with them why they needed such
questioning. They said that it is ‘common logic to question the way pupils’ behave’

arguing that such questioning enabled them to identify needs, recognise progress and
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analyse benefits when trying to find ways of appropriate action. Next week while
interviewing teacher S, I asked how she understood if her teaching was efficient and
successful. She said:

‘From pupils; you can see in their face if they don’t understand or if they don’t
like something... I start thinking...’

Like her, others also reported in the interviews that questions were raised in their minds
like ‘Did I say more things than I should?, ‘Should I push them forward?’, ‘Did I make
it too hard?’ Unexpected behaviour or outcomes appeared to alert teachers of the need
to reflect. A readjustment of thoughts seemed to be needed when teachers perceived a
destabilisation in their teaching situation; as teacher S had noted in our first interview:
‘It happens when I feel that something doesn’t quite fit’. When interviewing teacher TH
she also noted the ‘feeling that something is missing’. In interviews teacher A raised
this when describing her pupils’ reaction when she taught them the alphabet:

‘T was getting messages that something was wrong; I kept trying.... It took me
months to realise what confused pupils. It is better to stop and start afresh later’

Some of her reflections seemed not adequate or insightful enough to help her understand

pupils’ misunderstanding or the feedback she acquired did not help do that. Ithought

that teacher intuition, the amount of information the teacher received, and unexpected

outcomes and time related to one’s questioning of own actions. Also, that increase in

one’s awareness might not necessarily bring about clarity or a solution. McLaughlin

(1999:18) notes that flawed reflections can lead to misunderstandings and mistakes.

Her confidence that she could manage to make pupils understand by using several

techniques (sense of own competence), or her understanding of her pupils’ capabilities,

led to her persistence while missing the real cause of the problem. When I asked her

how she could have avoided this problem she said that her ‘only armoury’ was her

‘prior experience’. Turning to prior experiences for solutions, she explained, enabled

decisions ‘on the spot’ which mainly involved a ‘change of route’, such as:

e repeating or giving more instructions, like ‘be careful, colour inside the lines’

e encouraging, supporting pupils, like: ‘7 know you can do much better than this, let’s
try again’

o shifting activity, like: ‘you look tired, let’s do something else’

Teacher M had made clear in the interview that when something ‘troubled’ her she tried

to stay focused in finding a solution:
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‘I try to find a solution here and now. I’ll ask a colleague, I’ll improvise... |
won’t let problems drag me’ (Teacher M)

Unresolved problems appeared to disorganise the teacher. Several teachers used the
word ‘drag’ when referring to problems suggesting a need to be in control of the
teaching situation: ‘At least for a moment I need to feel I have dealt with the problem’
(Teacher S). Observing teachers H and M in their classrooms, I noticed that they
followed a ‘timely switch’ in activities; that is, certain behaviours, such as pupils’
restlessness, made teachers change activity. When I asked if this change was done
because the teacher thought at that point that her teaching was unsuccessful, H denied it:

“With pupils of this age there is always time to make new plans, to teach in
another way another day’

The perception of ‘a plethora of time’ stemming from teachers’ perception of pupils’
young age appeared to account for the ‘timely switch’ when faced with unexpected
outcomes and to lead to disassociating one’s effectiveness from unsuccessful outcomes:
‘ifit’s solved is solved (meaning: I don’t bother), they have time to learn’. Teacher M
said when I discussed the change of activity with her:
‘It shows that there is something wrong with what I had planned...I can’t relax
until I find a solution that fits; it doesn’t matter how long it takes... Colleagues
tell me that I involve myself too much... This is how I feel I should deal with
problems’
While some teachers disregarded unexpected outcomes away from the moment they
appeared, others considered them as instances that required further attention. This
suggested that the intention for quitting an activity varied; this meant variation on the
criteria applied when evaluating success in these activities. The stance of teachers
towards unexpected outcomes or situations (e.g. timely switch) offered an example
showing the differentiation between unconscious and conscious engagement in self-
evaluation. Elliott (1983) describes the unconscious engagement as ‘unreflective self-
evaluation’, during which teachers are not capable of justifying the judgements they
make, and he contrasts it with ‘self-evaluation as practical deliberation’, which defines a

conscious effort to question and justify action.

Conscious thinking
When I asked teachers in the interviews what they do when they self-evaluate I

received answers, such as:
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‘I usually think about what I did in the psychokinetic area. I know I lack in this
area; I feel guilty for not giving pupils many chances to express themselves’
(Teacher M)
‘...I'had not considered creative activities as important as pre-maths; the NC
said so, but I wasn’t convinced until the day...” (Teacher TH)
Awareness of own preferences and beliefs regarding areas of learning seemed to
influence the way teachers thought about and evaluated their teaching. Planned
activities, misunderstandings, weaknesses, preferences, successes, unexpected outcomes
appeared to be the usual foci of deliberate reflection. Deliberating, as a way of
preventing unsuccessful teaching appeared mainly to be a reactive act; for instance,

teacher A said when answering the same question:

‘It took efforts of three years to realise that it was my mistake to start teaching

letters with a crooked line without pupils understanding how the line moves up

or down’ (Teacher A)
The role of reflexivity in assisting teachers to understand how to improve their practice
becomes apparent. As is the way the teacher assumed responsibility in finding out what
was wrong in her practice (Airasian & Gullickson, 1994). When discussing with
teachers whether they persisted over time to realise what was at fault in their practice,
only a few teachers admitted that they did. This suggested the focus of their self-
evaluation was placed on timely issues, ones that required immediate solution; this
implies a low level of commitment for deep engagement in long-term self-evaluation
with the aim to understand the effects of one’s own decisions. Self-evaluation as
practical deliberation (Elliott, 1983) requires the adoption of the ‘through you’ approach
to teaching that indicates active engagement and commitment to solve problems
(Kremer-Hayon, 1993); both determine the understanding teachers develop through self-
evaluation and the way they put what they had learned from this process in action. The

sources that teachers used to develop understanding of their practice follow.

Feedback

Feedback was used for summative and formative purposes (Scriven, 1967) for
accountability and decision-making (Shinkfield & Stufflebeam, 1995). The formative
function was evident when teachers used feedback to ‘balance needs’ and ‘adjust
learning priorities’ which indicated the way the information that the teacher collected

was processed in the form of an internal dialogue with oneself to find out whether to
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‘change choices for better ones... to understand pupils’ needs better... to become a
better teacher’ (Teacher L). The summative function was mostly evident when teachers
evaluated their practice because they felt that others called them into account. The role
of feedback in self-evaluation is discussed with reference to recording, observation and

interactive dialogue.

Recording
When I asked Y and TH whether they had thought of recording pupils’ activities to
help them remember what precisely happened in specific moments, they said:

‘I need to watch every move twenty pupils make, participate and intervene. 1
have no time to run around with a pen. It’s just doing one thing or the other’

‘T have changed schools so I wouldn’t have to be the Head and deal with written
work. IfI was obliged to record, I would probably. I still wouldn’t like doing it’

Recording during teaching seemed to be regarded as time consuming and as distracting
attention. Teachers preferred to ‘keep all information in mind’. Teachers’ perception of
recording as a product, not a process of teaching might reflect teachers’ disposition to
engage in specific activities. In the case of teacher TH her negative disposition towards
written work resulted in decisions to not engage in such activities. When I asked for
their records, teachers showed me: files with activities, reflective diaries; pupils’
progress records (achievements, weaknesses and targets to be met); files of assessment
worksheets and of own constructed pedagogic instruments accompanied by remarks
regarding successful use. They reported using them when appropriate. Such files could
be used formatively in planning and target setting and help prevent unexpected
outcomes. Teacher TH, when showing me her files, said:

‘These are the steps I had followed ... These are my notes of exercises... this

was hard for immature pupils... Every year I open the file and know what

exercise fits well with what pupils’
Planning is significant for the teaching process and learning outcomes (MacGilchrist et
al, 1997). Keeping and consulting planning records advances understanding (English,
2001). Teachers did not show me planning sheets: some refused, some admitted they
did not write plans (‘it’s in my head —teacher M), others said they kept them at home.
They said, however, that a consultation of past records or materials helped to plan a
lesson, as teacher H put it the ‘files did their miracle’. However, only teachers S and

TH (out of thirteen) reported consulting their records in a systematic manner:
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‘I am lost without my notebook’

‘I need to see my notes to decide what fairytale, crafts work, game pupils’

managed easily and enjoyed’
Consultation of previous records appeared important for determining the level of
difficulty of the planned activities and for raising confidence about successful outcomes.
Old records were reminders of previous effective teaching experiences, and used as a
frame for future success. Problematic situations seemed to be a discrepant case in
which recording was a means used intentionally to develop understanding. Teacher K
was one of the two teachers who reported keeping such a diary:

‘I keep forgetting; consulting it helped to make comparisons or get some ideas of
what was working well in similar problems’

She suggested that keeping reflective remarks provided knowledge that facilitated
comparing characteristics of situations and drawing conclusions. Old records used as
reminders and solution providers implied that recording was the means to achieve an
end, the end being the facilitation of the decision-making process. Recording might be
used as an end in itself. Teacher H said about the way she used her records:

‘It makes me feel good just by looking at them...It brings up nice memories’

The sentimental value attached to the consultation of previous thoughts implied that
recording could function as a motivating tool in teacher self-evaluation. The following

section indicates how teachers’ own observations motivated them to reflect on practice.

Observation

When I asked teachers what helped them to realise that they needed to evaluate
their teaching I received a unanimous answer: observation. Teacher P defined it as
‘moving around having your eyes and ears open’. When I asked teachers P and TH to
explain, they said that observation:

‘helps grasp reactions... a comment that comes out of the blue alerts me’
‘If you don’t observe pupils closely you can’t know what questions you need to
ask..., to clarify if you understood correctly what they said...’

Continuous observation appeared to facilitate instant intervention. Such intervention

relied on teacher intuition. K, N and S said that observation alone was not enough:

‘You see that something is wrong but you can’t make sense why they act this
way’
‘Often you need to make up what they say... You’ve got to trust your instinct’
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‘I didn’t catch their reaction; then the mothers came and told me’

One’s own observation might not always be enough to ensure correct interpretation of
young pupils’ reactions. This can explain why I saw teachers turning to parents and
colleagues to discuss pupils’ behaviour on a daily basis. A combination of processes
seemed to be needed to reach understanding of practice. Correct interpretation and
prompt awareness of where pupils’ reactions might lead, seemed to be important
dimensions for the way information was used in self-evaluation. Interpreting pupils’
feedback correctly protected teachers from hustle and trouble:

‘Pupils might not want to come, they cry when they go home and refuse to do

the planned activity, if I don’t read the signs correctly...” (Teacher TH)
It seemed that inability to ‘catch reactions on time’ created problems in effective
planning, affected instruction and learning outcomes. However, my observation notes
indicated that teachers did not always observe as intensely as they suggested. When I
shared this observation with teacher D, she said:

‘The first months are exhausting, having your eyes and ears open is not
enough... Then you get an idea about each child’s character and capabilities,
you don’t need to observe intensely’

Observation seemed to be more intense when teachers were unfamiliar with the needs of

their class but also depended on the understanding they had developed of their situation.

Interactive dialogue with pupils

I started classroom observation with teachers TH and S. I noticed that teacher
TH used to involve different groups of pupils in a dialogue about next day’s work and
teacher S discussed with pupils her plans (e.g. museum visit). Tasked why they did that:

‘To see what aspects of my plans fill pupils with enthusiasm’
‘To see their reactions and decide which areas to visit and what activities to
include. I do this often...’

In both instances pupils were intentionally provoked to express their thoughts; teachers
used these dialogues to decide about issues of particular interest to pupils. I thought
such dialogue served a formative function: conversing with pupils and reflecting on
their comments to decide on further action facilitates the choice of appropriate action.
These teachers stressed that they would not go ahead with what they had in mind if

pupils were disinterested. Matching activities to pupils’ interests implies attention to
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active learning. I started questioning whether class or individual performance mattered
most when making judgements about choice of action. P connected class performance
with her understanding of successful teaching: ‘when the majority of pupils understand,
it means I did well’. 1 asked if her understanding of class performance required time:
‘Usually after the 4th week I begin to see how my class moves’
When observing teacher M in her classroom, I noticed that she frequently commented
on a child; when I asked why, she replied:
‘I do that to remind him; he works quickly, I want him to be more careful.
Sometimes, when I see his frustration I question the worthiness of my target’
It seemed that teachers’ need to keep pupils on task might act as a reminder of the value
of the target they had set. Teacher M continued:

‘He likes drawing; I told him when he finished the assignment to draw ribbons
using different colours. He knows that we never leave pens without lids; what I
really asked him was to spend time in choosing colours and making sure to put
the lids back on every pen. It was one way to make him concentrate and learn to
sit... I watch now how he is doing to see if I was right’

Individual performance could provide criteria that teachers used to evaluate the

correctness of their judgements and decisions.

Interactive Dialogue with colleagues

Most teachers sought actively colleagues’ opinions, for example they entered
other classrooms to discuss how pupils coped with activities. They also appeared to
know the problems of individual pupils in other classrooms; most discussions in the
playground revolved around such problems or class activities. I approached teacher P to
find out why this was happening; she presented this example:

‘All know Eleni. When I told them that she was ‘hyperactive’, some suggested
that this could be an excuse for me...To be honest, I was shocked... I still
wonder whether I am right, it’s easy to give labels (pause), I don’t know. I just
know I need to find ways to understand how to help her’

Communicating experiences appeared to aim for a comparison of views. In her case,
the explicit communication of ideas among colleagues presented a dilemma and an
opportunity to stand critically towards the judgement she had made. In such cases the
collegial dialogue can serve a formative function: it facilitates understanding and
decision-making and provides opportunities to question the interference of one’s own

prejudices and generalisations in professional judgements. However, communicating
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experiences might have different functions, such as of protection and justification of

teacher image. These are discussed with reference to parents and colleagues.

Interactive dialogue used for accountability purposes

I had noticed that teacher H appeared uneasy when she talked to parents, so I
asked her if parents were not co-operative. She said that most were, but ‘experience had
taught’ her that parents were not always willing to accept a teacher’s judgement:

‘Most parents that I talked to looked at me suspiciously; some did not allow to
explain... You need to be very careful when you break the news’

‘Breaking news’ to parents seemed an unpleasant task; perhaps because it involved a
transfer of responsibility to a person non-specialised in this area, or maybe because
teachers felt uncertain about their own capacity to communicate bad news. In this
sense, communication skills were vital for the way information towards and from
parents was circulated, and also for its usefulness in the self-evaluation process. I
observed that teacher S was a teacher who talked on a daily basis to parents and
appeared to have good relationships with them. When I asked whether this exchange of
information helped in the evaluation of her practice, she said that occasionally it did not
and provided an example of a child with a sight problem:

‘I just detected a problem I couldn’t deal with... I had neither the specialised

knowledge nor the authority to give a solution’
The boundaries she had set for her teaching duties appeared to allow her to disconnect
the evaluation of her practice from areas that she felt were falling outside her
responsibility. Both avoidance of guilt and empowerment were served. However, such
boundaries resulted in class problems becoming somebody else’s problem and were
grounded in perceptions of expertise. Expertise includes both knowledge and authority,
thus provides teachers with power to decide and act. Disassociating her role from
finding a solution to this problem led to keeping her power position unquestionably
firm. This raises an issue about power use in teacher self-evaluation. For example, I
heard teachers K and C excluding pupils from learning activities with the excuse that
they ‘are emotionally disturbed’ and ‘should be somewhere else’. The other teachers
(teacher N and P) held a different view:

‘They are just more active; sometimes we look for what is convenient for us’
‘She does it because she knows his parents have no way of knowing’
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Teachers’ power to evaluate and decide could be misinterpreted and misused. The
implications for self-evaluation were reflected in quick evaluative judgements not to
understand practice but to reassure teachers:

‘I don’t feel bad, I couldn’t do anything else or more. I’ve talked to the mother,

she didn’t want to listen’ (Teacher K)

‘I have learnt to keep contact up to the point parents show willingness to change

their minds’ (Teachers C)

What teachers described as ‘guilt’ appeared to cease when teachers accepted feeling
unable to convince parents of a problem requiring an expert’s solution. Feelings of
‘guilt’ related to role expectations might promote certain teacher behaviours
(Hargreaves, 1994). Past experiences of problems appeared to prompt the development
of a cautious attitude and the establishment of certain ways of acting, which were used
to justify one’s own stance towards parental feedback. This might restrict the
information teachers used to develop understanding of their teaching, however, it
allowed them to frame and rationalise the boundaries they had set for their duties.

The boundaries teachers had set for their role had implications for the way
judgements of practice were communicated. My recordings in the playground indicated
that teachers often used language such as ‘he can 't do this, he is a bit slow’ or ‘it’s not
your fault... he’ll learn in time, they all do’. Awareness of pupils’ capabilities appeared
to facilitate the prediction of pupils’ behaviour, which, however, could lead teachers to
evaluate actions based on unquestionable judgements about pupils’ level of maturity.
Discussing with five teachers of one shift whether the use of comparisons among pupils’
behaviour and achievements leads to expressing such judgements, they found this
‘inevitable’ and ‘hard to avoid’:

“You have doubts; if you are willing you search more inside you, you find in
time if you were right’ (Teacher S)

That day (I had been nine weeks in these schools) I wrote this memo:

Willingness to know, and also time, appear important for evaluating one’s judgements of
practice. Teachers’ judgements often reflect prejudices and generalisations. Does such explicit
language provide reassurance of some sort? Perhaps it allows teachers to disconnect their
performance from pupils’ problems. In terms of accountability such judgements seem
acceptable as long as teachers adopt a rationale of serving pupils’ needs. The environment
nurtures this rationale, which appears to be based on a ‘shared’ professional consciousness
(Eraut, 1994) that allows teachers to understand and sympathise with the other’s problem and
accept the sense of accountability each teacher exhibits. The review of teacher performance
seems that it can be used ‘for justification’ which serves teacher accountability at the expense of
teacher understanding. Self-evaluation can be used as a means to another end (e.g.
Justification).
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DEVELOPMENT of SELF-EVALUATION
The development of self-evaluation practice is discussed with reference to

novice and experienced teachers.

The Novice Teacher

When I asked teachers to recall their previous self-evaluation experiences a
common phrase was: ‘I had a difficult time realising what was going on... in deciding
what to do’. Uncertainty appeared to obscure teacher understanding of situational needs
and their decision-making; M said for instance:

‘I remember children kept asking if they could use the climbing fence, I felt
terrible. ‘Should I let them? What if they fall?’ ...I couldn’t make up my mind’

The interplay between feelings and thoughts when uncertainty overrides judgements
appeared important in self-evaluation. Searching for prescriptive ways and valuing
standardisation were mentioned by almost all teachers:

‘Many ifs’ were going around in my mind. I felt angry because the people that
trained us, didn’t give us at least some lists to turn to for solution... anything,
anyway that could facilitate my life in school’ (Teacher D)

The transitional period from a context of teacher training that appeared dominated by
theory to the reality of the classroom seemed crucial for the practice of self-evaluation.
Teachers appeared to need guidance (Rosenholt, 1990; Lieberman, 1996):

“There was no one to tell me where to start from, what to avoid’ (Teacher H)

‘I needed advice on staff ‘she doesn’t stop crying; what should I do? She is

restless; she carries away the whole class and drives me crazy’ (Teacher TH)
Almost all teachers located the provision of guidance and help inside school premises.
The organisation of nursery schooling presents a difficulty since novices usually teach
alone in villages; this has implications for teaching and self-evaluation:

‘For every issue I had to sacrifice 3 or more years. Ilost time... the government

should had thought of such things’ (Teacher A)

“You know what to ask but not what pupils can give, how they react’(Teacher P)
In the transitional period from training to classroom reality, policy support was
important for teachers developing understanding of class situations and confidence.
Support could assist in closing the gap that seemed to exist between the knowledge of

initial training and the knowledge of the classroom. Undeveloped ability to interpret

and understand pupils’ feedback resulted in difficulty in connecting theoretical and
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experiential knowledge. This made it difficult for teachers to realise that they coped
successfully and led them to becoming preoccupied with outcomes rather than
processes, being reactive rather than proactive:

“When I went home I questioned what I did. I remember saying to myself ‘why
didn’t I manage my time better, why didn’t I tell them more? I kept feeling that I
did less than I should’ (Teacher H)

‘The more you say, the more they learn’ predominated in novices’ reflections. Focusing
on outcomes and ignoring the process seemed not sufficient to enhance understanding
and did not help teachers clarify their strengths and weaknesses. A lack of confidence
in one’s capacities appeared to contribute to such focus and had implications for self-

evaluation: ‘7 demanded more of children than of myself (Teacher S)

The Experienced Teacher
‘I know now that pupils are telling me in their own way how to get the best out
of them’ (Teacher D)
Years in the profession appeared to make teachers respect pupils as learners who were
capable of exhibiting their needs; this implies accepting a facilitating role in pupils’
learning, and related to the learning priorities teachers set for pupils:
‘If I was teaching in a village now I would insist in developing children’s writing
skills... In a city I create chances for more play...” (Teacher M)
Considering contextual differences is important when evaluating one’s own practice,
since the teacher identifies what is important to reflect about and act on it. The issue is
not whether this teacher’s belief is right or wrong but the extent to which the teacher is
open or reluctant to recognise that her belief might be falsely conceived and try to
change it. This requires a change in focus and a re-estimation of the kind of knowledge
that is of value for pupils’ future; for M this change involved: ‘it doesn’t matter how
much pupils gain, as long as what they gain is of quality’. As already noted, I often
heard teachers questioning the need to insist on some activities that they regarded as
hindering pupils’ development, such as learning to write the alphabet, but insisting that
‘pupils learn through play’ and intervening when pupils appeared dissatisfied. When I
shared my observation with teacher TH she said:

“Teachers need to balance what is needed and worry. Now, when I start thinking
that a child is ‘immature’ I question my impression. Why did I think that? Was I
as flexible as I should? Should I have given simpler work? This kind of worries’
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Such questioning is a self-evaluation process, which provides opportunities to check the
effect of one’s own beliefs on practice. Teacher S and A described the effect of
experience on teacher skills:
‘I can be relaxed, use a few words and simple ways to direct pupils’ attention to
the things I want’
‘I can think ahead, I know what must be done in most circumstances. 1don’t
feel bad if I fail. Iknow I can make up for my mistakes’
An enhanced capacity to prevent, to evade and to compose seemed due to experience.
For teacher S, this capacity enhanced her feelings of control over her teaching situation:
‘I am a lot more sensitive with children now... aware and considerate of their
needs; this helps me avoid unpleasant situations for pupils and myself’
Feelings of competence seemed to relate to recognition and acceptance of responsibility.
Airasian and Gullickson (1994:200) stress that “without a sense of ownership or

responsibility, there is no self-assessment”. Such ownership is evident in M’s comment:

“The public sector suffers, inadequate services... indifferent individuals, but
most students cope successfully. How does this happen...? Most teachers
deposit their soul, that’s why’

The contrast she made indicated the way she perceived that she functioned, or wished to

function. Associated to self-evaluation it implied that professional expectations have

the potential to overcome the system’s limitations.

OVERVIEW

Teachers believed that the practice of self-evaluation was dependent on teacher
conscience and was part of teaching. They self-evaluated to develop their
understanding of practice and for accountability. There were teachers who self-
evaluated deliberately and did not limit the scope of their self-evaluations when leaving
the setting; such self-evaluations were consciously made serving an internal need to
understand and learn from practice with the aim to use this learning for the improvement
of teaching. When self-evaluating for understanding, teachers aimed to determine needs
by self-evaluating for diagnosis, for assessing pupils’ attainment, for identifying their
own strengths and weaknesses; and also to clarify their understanding of classroom
behaviour and achieving awareness of success in their practice. There were also
teachers who self-evaluated unsystematically and rapidly trying to match actions to

outcomes; such self-evaluations served mostly the purpose of accountability. Teachers’
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moral and professional accountability outweighed their sense of contractual
accountability. Professional accountability seemed to overshadow moral accountability.
Teachers’ willingness and commitment to engage in self-evaluation appeared to be
framed by personal and professional beliefs, expectations interests and needs, as these
were shaped by experiencing teaching in isolated and independent organisational
settings and within a policy context that was seen as communicating its messages in
unclear and unsupportive ways. Years of teaching experience appeared to make these
teachers feel that they had developed confidence and skills regarding the diagnosis and
management of situational needs and to bring changes in the value attributed to the
understanding developed through self-evaluation. Some features of the conduct of self-
evaluation, such as the sharing of practices, the different interpretations of what
constitutes ‘good’ nursery teaching, restricted attentiveness to long term engagement in
self-evaluation processes can be understood if related to the institutional and policy

contexts.

SUPPORTS AND CONSTRAINTS
In this section I outline supportive and constraining conditions. I discuss them at
the levels of the teacher and the school for analytical purposes since conditions at one

level caused or were the effect of others.

The teacher

This section discusses factors, which emerged as important in teachers’ self-
evaluation practice, such as talent, expectations and beliefs. These are discussed with
reference to subjective versus objective standards, control versus autonomy and
mediocrity versus excellence of practice. The use of dichotomies serves descriptive and

analytical purposes.

Talent

When observing teachers H, S, M and TH in their classrooms, I noticed that they
avoided certain activities, such as activities aiming at self-expression, their reason being
they ‘lacked talent’ to show pupils how to perform. The NC stresses that pupils should
be given such opportunities, however, teachers did not appear willing to consider how to

improve their work in some areas. Observing the discussion of a group of teachers (TH,
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A, K and L) about the NC targets in the playground, I noticed an agreement to L’s
comment:
‘To achieve your targets and be a good nursery teacher you need to have an
inborn ability towards teaching youngsters’
This implies that ‘talent’ could be used to justify inefficiencies or achievements in
performance. In either case the real cause was hindered, since successes or failures in
practice were imputed to the presence or absence of ‘talent’, and expectations and

commitment to improve teaching in certain areas were affected.

Expectations and Beliefs

In the interviews, I had noticed that one’s personal situation provided criteria for
evaluating one’s performance: ‘what I want others to do with my own child I do with my
class pupils’ (Teacher M). In my recordings of informal discussions, professional
expectations appeared to allow the interference of personal problems in self-evaluation
up to the point that they did not restrict teachers from ‘caring’. ‘Caring’ for teachers K
and N seemed to equate to teachers’ interest for teaching:

‘How can she concentrate on her class with all this mess in her life?’

‘She doesn’t do what she is supposed to but she did not stop caring for pupils’
When interviewing teacher A, I asked if she considered her colleagues’ views when she
self-evaluates. She noted that sometimes it is better not to do that:

‘She says she leaves teaching at school, I believe she does... But if you don’t
carry your class in your heart, you don’t want to know more about it, do you?...
Perhaps, personal obligations can make one indifferent towards pupils’ learning’

Limited professional expectations could affect the issues teachers were committed to
attend in their self-evaluation practice. I became interested to note that teachers’
expectations were not limited. I started examining the effect of personal expectations on
judgements and decisions and the impact of issues considered as personal on areas
where professional behaviour was required. Distinguishing between personal and
professional expectations appeared not to be important when teachers perceived that
something was useful for their teaching. In the seventh week in an afternoon break I
brought up the issue of teacher expectations to a group of six teachers to explore their

professional beliefs. The following conversation emerged:
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‘Nursery is to socialise pupils... use the language correctly... I am content if pupils
meet the speech criteria...’

‘Pupils will progress as individuals... we ought to focus in extending what they
know... provide opportunities to possess academic knowledge’

‘Pupils should mainly gain social skills. I watch closely to see if I fail ...’

‘Me too; I am interested in shaping pupils’ personality...I don’t mind if they don’t
learn all the numbers. I do mind if they’ll leave school without learning that: ‘I am
part of a group and I need to treat others with respect and politeness’

‘I don’t devalue this; I am just saying that pupils are not incompetent. You said ‘he’s
so tiny’, so? This doesn’t hinder him from trying counting’

‘What’s the rush?’

Two views appeared prevalent. According to the first, nursery was a ‘social place’, an
environment caring mainly to socialise pupils and ensure that they learn rules and
behave accordingly. The second group viewed nursery as ‘places of opportunity’, an
environment that aimed also to extend pupils’ academic knowledge. This difference
resulted in diversity in teaching practice, especially regarding its focus, outcomes and
criteria used to evaluate performance (both of pupils and of teachers) since teachers
expected pupils’ to profit in different areas from their teaching. Both groups seemed to
perceive self-evaluation as a process that was part of their life not just their teaching.
However, as my classroom observations revealed some teachers were more demanding
than others. For instance, teachers’ N and H did not appear to be alarmed by the lack of
their class pupils’ fine motor skills, while teachers S and A even when colleagues
praised the high level of achievement of their class pupils in this area they said they
could do better. Demands teachers exerted on themselves could drive them to adopt a
critical stance towards their teaching, Tensions were created when expectations and
beliefs were not questioned, such as these of subjective versus objective standards,

control versus autonomy and mediocrity versus excellence in practice.

Sub ective versus Ob ective Standards

In my last week in nursery schools, I asked five teachers to specify their ideal of
teaching and how this affected their self-evaluation practice. M and S connected
directly their aim to offer a teaching environment that would be ‘useful to pupils’ to
their own feelings of personal worth:

‘I want children to be happy...when this doesn’t happen I devalue myself... I say to
my husband ‘I opened and closed the ‘shop’ for nothing’
‘I feel I succeeded when children profit. I don’t want them to lose their day’
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Teachers A and TH aimed also for ‘children to have a good time’ and ‘children profit’.
Profit was explained to mean pupils ‘gain knowledge’, ‘are covered emotionally’ and
‘develop harmoniously’; all these refer to the way children experience learning.
However, nursery standards seemed not clearly specified or teachers appeared not to
understand, or did not want to accept the value of the standards implied by the
curriculum. For example, pupils’ learning the subject-matter content prescribed by the
NC seemed of minor importance to some: ‘Learning how to be polite is more important
than counting’ (Teacher D). The socialisation of pupils and her efforts to advance their
communication skills were evident when observing her class, as was the lack of her
class pupils’ understanding of basic maths concepts, which pupils of the neighbouring
class had already learned. The teacher did not seem to be alerted: ‘They ‘ve got time for
this’. She seemed to have prioritised her class needs by using her own criteria and
standards and considered it successful when these were met. Not challenging one’s
standards reflects misdirected attentiveness of one’s practical judgements (Smith, 1999)
and contributes to uncertainty as to what constitutes successful nursery teaching. Her
feelings of autonomy appeared high. The implications for teacher self-evaluation when

feelings of autonomy are supported or hindered follow.

Control versus Autonom

In a playground discussion, teachers M, TH, disagreed with teachers L’s and Y’s
decision to exclude planned kinetic activities from their timetable. Teacher Y reasoned
that she was not good at physical activities and that they involved danger, teacher L
noted that she never liked such activities and concluded: ‘in the end, it is you and the
pupils, no one but you can say what is important’. Discussing decisions that disregarded
official requirements indicated that teachers felt confident and secure to communicate
their judgements and face the critique of others. Just a week before leaving the field I
saw teacher L engaged in a kinetic activity in the playground: ‘they made a fuss about it,
I thought why not try’. A collective questioning of practice seemed to be able to bring
changes in one’s practice (Elliott, 1998) without affecting the feelings of professional
autonomy the teacher had clearly developed. Most teachers reported feeling
‘autonomous’. The absence of surveillance in the evaluation of their practice seemed to

support or to account for this feeling.
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However, when there is confusion about acceptable standards teachers could
misinterpret the exercise of professional autonomy. The feeling of being autonomous
suggested to the previous teachers that they had the right to deprive pupils of certain
learning activities. The curriculum requirement being someone else’s conception
seemed to contribute to this disregard. The control of the meaning of the NC (as a text)
was in the hands of these teachers (the ‘implementers’, Ball, 1990). The dichotomy
underlying the curriculum, of being conceived, formed and implemented at different
levels and by different individuals, did not help some of these teachers to understand
what means to exercise teacher autonomy responsibly. The lack of specific standards
for nursery teaching, the unsystematic planning, the inadequate in-service training and
teachers’ devaluing of the way it was offered, contributed to misinterpreting the exercise

of autonomy and affected excellence in practice.

Mediocrit versus excellence in ractice

‘I wouldn’t change this job, even if they offered me a million per month’, said
teacher TH in a playground discussion; teachers M and P agreed. In my eight week,
when S and K discussed with P pupils’ unsuccessful response in writing alphabet letters,
P told them that they were ‘soft with pupils

‘It’s not our job to question the target... it’s to implement it’.
‘I just try to be a good model for pupils... to make obvious my care’
“You don’t need to show pupils that you are wise but to share what you know’

Later that day teacher K commented on teacher P:
‘I don’t know how she can do that... These pictures are hung there from the
moment I arrived... She comes and goes. Poor kids’
Teacher P’s over reliance and use of maths exercises was obvious when observing her
class, as was her difficulty in differentiating and assigning work according to individual
needs. Both contributed towards restricting teaching practice to prescribed activities but
did not allow for creativity, neither facilitated change processes. Teachers appeared to
have interpreted the nursery schools’ non-academic orientation as meaning that each
teacher decides about what is worthy of teaching and learning. Since acceptable
behaviour was defined with personal and implicit criteria, different teachers attributed
greater emphasis on varying areas of pupils’ development, which led to different
judgements about one’s contribution to pupils’ learning needs and to a different focus in

teacher intervention. The consequence was an observable differentiation in planning,
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target setting and instruction, thus in the selection and use of self-evaluation criteria.
Such differentiation appeared to affect excellence in practice regardless of the positive
attitude teachers held towards nursery teaching. This suggests that more than positive

attitude is required when teachers evaluate their own practice to achieve excellence.

The School
This section considers factors, such as duties, the change process and teachers’

interaction with pupils, parents and colleagues.

Duties

What teachers declared as devotion to pupils’ learning and well-being in
interviews (formal and informal) varied from what my observation notes indicated. I
saw children crying because they could not cope with the work they were assigned and
heard teacher P often saying from her desk ‘you won’t get off your seat unless you
finish’; I saw teacher N’s pupils moving around unattended all day and heard her
reasoning ‘that pupils learn when they play’. The ‘ideal’ and the ‘real’ practice (Eraut,
1994) varied. Duties practiced according to individual interpretation affected self-
evaluation: when personal beliefs became the sole determinants of personal
effectiveness, teaching became a personal enterprise, so did its evaluation. This was not
the best way to ensure that teachers’ served responsibly their duties and used their
practical judgements to serve all interests, neither to accommodate changes that could
bring improvement in teaching. The view was:

‘Everyone does as she pleases. It doesn’t count how much you work. Why

should I kill myself when others have a good time... are the favoured ones? My

responsibility has limits; it doesn’t have to be provoked so openly’ (Teacher M)
Teachers’ interpretations of duties, and consequently of what teacher autonomy consists
of, appeared to relate to the way teachers experienced both in practice. The perceived
lack of clarity in teaching duties appeared to lead to the misuse of teacher autonomy in a
perceived indifferent and unjust policy context, and also to account to a great extent for
the gap among the ideal pedagogy some teachers preached and the one they attended to
in their practice. The implication was self-evaluating in a way not to improve teaching
and learning but to match the practice of others who ‘had a good time’ and ‘were
favoured’. Most teachers, for instance, did not prepare because they ‘knew from

experience what to do’, and did not write plans because ‘nobody does it’. The role of
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the institutional and policy context in assisting and sustaining the development of this

minimalist attitude in self-evaluation becomes obvious.

Change Process

Most teachers appeared to hold a positive attitude towards change: ‘You change
as a person, a teacher, a mother. I have modified my views, certainly some of my
teaching methods’ (Teacher L). Composure, prevention and evasion to avoid
experiencing failure reflected knowledge learnt from experience and which seemed to
have consequences for the management of teaching: ‘experience made me understand
what it was that wasn't helping me... what to pursue’ (Teacher S).

‘Now it’s not hard (to teach). Ihave learnt how to find ways to deal composedly

with pupils’ difficulties’ (Teacher A)

‘I can take pupils in...I can avoid to be taken by surprise’ (Teacher P)

‘I can now move away from reaching a dead end...Before, I didn’t know how to

thread my way’ (Teacher S)
Practice knowledge was valued more than theory knowledge by the majority in the short
questionnaire on educational orientations. Such knowledge, as the outcome of the
change process, was central to teachers’ development. It advanced one’s capacity to
identify needs (individual, personal, situational) and to apply practical and accurate
solutions, which affected one’s sense of confidence towards the management of change.
Lack of confidence to manage change appeared to restrict teachers from accepting they
could learn from changes in their practice. Take for instance the case with the initiative
on literacy. Even teachers who appeared very considerate of pupils’ learning needs and
regarded teaching as a source of personal fulfilment (e.g. teachers TH and A) they did
not appear to be committed or to be involved actively in this initiative. When I
discussed this lack of commitment with TH and A, they said they did not know how to
achieve its aims and they needed guidance. Confusion about aims and of ways of
conduct prevailed in comments concerning this initiative. Teachers feeling confused
about their knowledge and skills or the effectiveness of their teaching actions (as these
teachers did) stood little chance of self-evaluating successfully their practice and using
appropriately self-evaluation outcomes, thus deal successfully with change processes. A
school climate, which was perceived as good, appeared not efficient to help. For
example, most teachers in the short questionnaire on environmental conditions

considered the school climate supportive for them and colleagues, found it important for
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teaching and attended to sustaining it; they rated themselves as co-operative, considered
important the collegial relationships and felt autonomous. These responses related to
the open ways teachers discussed problems in their practice. However, the prevailing
confusion about its aims and ways of conduct did not assist them to use their critique
about it in ways beneficial for their practice. Perceiving this initiative as an unimportant
task led to its devaluing. Further, in the short questionnaire that explored attitudes
towards engagement in school-based self-evaluation training, the majority reported
willing to devote time for participation but doubted the school’s capacity to offer such
training. This reflects the infeasibility to train teachers separately in each nursery. Their
organisation makes difficult the provision of support through school-based in-service

training (e.g. aiming to enhance self-evaluation practice).

Teacher-Pupil Interaction

I had noticed that teacher M was a teacher who continuously conversed with
pupils inside her class and attended to solve conflicts in the playground. When asked
why she did that, she said:

“Yes or no answers don’t let you understand what they really mean. You need
many and varying in length answers to realise that’

Teachers appeared to enjoy the teacher-pupil dialogues that I witnessed. They reported
valuing pupils’ openness and honesty, believing that ‘you get what you deserve from
pupils’ (Teacher A). This might explain why teachers sought pupils’ feedback, such as
when they wanted to understand a quarrel. When I asked teachers in the interview if
they considered pupils’ views in self-evaluation C and N noted:

‘Pupils show you how you coped; you just have to learn what to watch’
“You learn what is important to consider from pupils’ sayings’ (Teacher N)

Teachers appeared to believe that they understood their practice as soon as they
acquainted themselves with the way this age group expressed its needs. However,
pupils’ feedback could be disregarded or its worth devalued if not considered as
advancing teachers’ own learning, or if teachers had restricted opportunities to interact
with pupils in one-to-one situations. The recording of frequency and duration of
teachers’ direct contact with pupils in the classrooms of M and H revealed that both
became fewer when the class size was increased (Figure 5). This implies that feedback
was affected. When I discussed this with these teachers, M reported her experience with

a bigger class:
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‘T used to say ‘I did this, but it didn’t work’; I didn’t go further than this

thought...I just couldn’t allot myself in thirty parts’
Large class numbers meant shortage of energy and time, consequently leading to less
time devoted in identifying unsuccessful processes and outcomes or analysing the
reasons. Long term engagement in teaching big class numbers could result in teachers
making it a habit to restrict their attempts to question thoroughly their practice. Tired
teachers might be unwilling to spend time at the expense of their well-being. This can
explain why I saw teachers turning to colleagues and parents to develop their
understanding of practice, to reinforce their views of learning progress, to get help in

problem solution: it saved time.

Figure 5. Teacher-Pupil Direct Contact

One Hour Observation of Classroom Conversation
(focus: teacher and pupils)

Number of class  ils Fre Duration
Teacher M 20 pupils 3 times Ranging from seconds up to 2 minutes
with
most u ils
Teacher H 9 pupils 6 times Ranging from seconds up to 3 minutes
with

most pupils

Teacher-Parent Interaction
I repeatedly saw teachers communicate with parents:
‘She was very energetic... Was she like this in the moming?’ (Teacher Y)
‘He wasn’t talking... Did something made him upset at home?’ (Teacher N)
‘We talked about the rectangle... You know what to do... make the distinction
clear, remember last time he got confused...” (Teacher L)
Such examples imply that teachers felt they ought to ‘give an account of their doings’
(Foster, 1999:176). Parental information appeared to fill gaps in teachers’
understanding. In the case of teachers Y and N it clarified what was not clear through
the teacher-pupil interactive dialogue. In teacher L’s case the feedback was used to
reinforce learning from school. The way teachers used parents’ feedback for self-
evaluation purposes is best illustrated by outlining teachers’ perception of ‘parents as
partners’ (Bastianni, 1987; Munn, 1993); this highlights that when teachers were ‘held
to account’ by parents (Foster, 1999:176) they became defensible. Teachers appeared to

regard parents as partners in pupils’ learning when: they shared views about pupils’
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performance -academic and social; they informed parents about the need to intervene
and provided advice of appropriate action; the solution of problems was perceived as
lying out of the reach of teachers. Unanticipated parental reaction influenced negatively
self-evaluation when it made teachers cautious about the value of parental feedback in

helping them understand better their practice.

Partners in Sharin Views:

Such partnership relied on exchanging views about pupils’ performance and could be
affected by the frequency of contact time. Most teachers expected that ‘parents should
come to discuss progress at least once a month’ (Teacher H). Teachers appeared to use
parents’ comments to check the level of agreement to their own perceptions of pupils’
progress:

‘I think about what pupils said, how they reacted. Then I decide whether a
parent’s comment was right’ (Teacher N)

Parental feedback might remain questionable until proven true, however, pupils’
feedback seemed rarely questioned for its sincere nature. Comparing the feedback
acquired from different sources I noticed that notions of expertise could account for the
different value that was placed on feedback; this implies that teachers relied more on
knowledge that could be confirmed in action. In this context the role of training in

advancing teacher knowledge and communication skills seemed crucial.

Partners in Intervenin Efforts:

Such partnership seemed based on teachers acting as experts when they co-operated
with parents. Teachers planned specific intervening actions and instructed parents on
what to do. They said they ‘used’ parents because ‘parents (could) help the child even
more than the teacher’. This implies that non-acceptance of their comments or
perceived refusal of parents could be reasons for quitting a persistent attempt to achieve
a set aim ‘If they can’t see what I am trying to do, I stop thinking about the aim’
(Teacher K). Disassociating one’s performance from a set aim to improve pupils’
learning meant excluding ways that could help solve problems, restricting parental
feedback and minimising its value in self-evaluation. The analysis of what teachers
expected from parents’ involvement indicated that this was seen as limited:

‘Parents make suggestions, the decision belongs to me’ (Teacher H)
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It appeared that when teachers made decisions about necessary actions, they were open
to parents’ suggestions but they did not allow these suggestions to outweigh their own
judgements. Such comments made me examine the relation of perception to
communication. In this case it seemed that when parents’ impressions of their pupils’
behaviour supported teachers’ decisions, teachers’ perceived that parents valued their
work which supported the self-evaluation process by motivating teachers to be

introspective of their practice.

Partners in roblem:

Such partnership was pursued when teachers were faced with a ‘substantial’ problem
based on the logic ‘problems don’t pop out of nothing... parents have their own share’
(Teacher K). The belief was that problems have a history, which complicates problem-
solution and requires timely and co-ordinated efforts. In this case, preventive and
corrective efforts seemed dependent on parents’ acknowledgement and willingness to
share the problem: ‘The teacher builds one brick, parents add another’ (Teacher H)
Past experience appeared to fuel teachers’ perceptions about parents’ role in co-
operating to solve problems. The implication for self-evaluation was that teachers
needed to recognise the value of building on a communication that was able to provide
insightful information about their practice. Not achieving this kind of communication
appeared to leave teachers with an incomplete or inadequate solution, as teacher H said
when discussing the effect of a pupil’s aggressive behaviour on class:

‘I feel I am not helping her. She needs help, I need help, but where can I find it?’
Such comments implied a lack of supportive services to teachers, feelings of guilt and a
lowering of one’s beliefs in own competence. This affects the satisfaction one gets from
work. The teacher in turn limits her expectations reasoning that:

‘Parents don’t come... they think nursery is a place where they can drop their

children to do their work’

Teachers’ morale was at stake when teachers’ perceived that parents refused co-
operation because they devalued their work. The implication for self-evaluation refers
to lack of motive to evaluate one’s practice. If teachers described accurately parents’
belief of nurseries, were these a projection of their actual experiences or reflected social
perceptions about nursery schooling? Social perceptions could be indicative of the

nursery teachers’ status in the educational system. Regardless of the teachers’ view
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being justifiable or not, perceiving a devaluing of one’s own role implies challenging
self-esteem and dispositions through self-evaluation. As the analysis has indicated, self-
evaluation was dependent on teachers’ disposition to challenge their understanding of
practice. In this context one could argue that teachers might favour frequent contact
time with parents, not because they deeply believed in parental feedback, but this
reflected teachers’ anguish and weakness to persuade parents about the value of their
work. That is, their end was to advance the value attached to their position in the

educational system.

Collegial Communication
Most teachers seemed to prefer discussing teaching outcomes or problems with
colleagues rather than parents:
‘Parents know their own pupil, colleagues have comparative knowledge of
what I am talking about’ (Teacher H)
Collegial conversations appeared to target at clarification of understanding or to get
reassurance about one’s actions; consider teachers’ A and S conversation in the
playground:

‘How did they do? Mine couldn’t even jump. I think I followed the wrong
approach. I asked them to...’
‘Did you start with the cards or the discussion? I think we should...’

Such exchange of views was a learning process that helped teachers to develop
understanding and improve practice:

‘I think colleagues’ comments make me question my practice. I have caught
myself depending on them when making decisions...For instance, I talk loudly.
I became aware of how this affected pupils when one was teasing me: ‘I wonder
why she is scared with your squeaky tiny voice’ (Teacher K)

‘I accept even hard comments... they help me correct myself’ (Teacher D)

It seemed that collegial involvement in self-evaluation included searching and accepting
comments. When I talked to teacher K about this, she stressed the effect of the inability
to communicate openly with colleagues: ‘Not knowing how to behave with colleagues
strains me’. Opening up and taking the initiative in approaching others were two
qualities that teachers valued in colleagues. Collegial communication appeared to
require teachers being ‘self-confident’ and ‘open to learn’. Their absence was

interpreted as teachers ‘showing off’, explained by teacher S to mean ‘act for the eyes
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and not for the substance’. The ‘substance’ referred to focusing on the improvement of
pupils’ learning. ‘Show-off” behaviour seemed to disrespect professional values, such as
‘supporting’ and ‘respecting’ colleagues and was perceived as a threat:

‘It may sound harsh but there are colleagues that try to stab you in the back; it’s
unprofessional but it’s a matter of character...” (Teacher D)

Collegial communication to benefit teacher self-evaluation seemed to need to be
grounded in openness, respect and trust to facilitate the teacher to admit failure. Such
communication was observable in comments, such as ‘I had a thunderous failure in
[...]; I’ m so mad. You taught this yesterday, how did it go?’ (Teacher TH). The sharing
of experiences to benefit teachers in self-evaluation should involve the explicit
questioning of criteria. ‘Show off’ behaviour rests on competition. Teachers
differentiated between ‘good and bad competition’ suggesting that such behaviour was
conditionally accepted. Discussing this difference with teacher A and TH they
explained that ‘good’ competition required knowledge, motivation and initiative action:

‘We are in good competition when I have these exercise sheets and you’ve got
others and we talk and exchange them or create new ones’ (Teacher A)

In the context of self-evaluation collegial competition might affect relations, since any
slip from what is perceived as ‘good’ competition could be easily seen as a threat. This
could have implications for learning:

‘Show off is at the expense of teaching. For example, children may not be able
to cope, you insist because you want to show off. You help pupils with their
work; they can’t cope so you do it for them. Colleagues don’t know the level of
difficulty your pupils have experienced but they can detect whether pupils were
able to complete alone, without your help. You ‘follow low in their eyes’ (local
expression that means: one loses others’ respect)’ (Teacher TH)

‘Teachers’ sincerity’ towards pupils and their professional integrity appeared to be at
stake. Lack of confidence and security was implied that suggested a lack of teacher
development. The value of teacher self-evaluation can be questioned if practised to
cover insecurities instead of attending to questioning the learning acquired via its use.

The importance of the learning community at the meso level becomes vital.

OVERVIEW

Nursery teachers’ self-evaluation was driven by their willingness to find out how

they performed. Most appeared to be interested in finding out through self-evaluation if
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their teaching made pupils happy and a few paid equal attention to the quality of
learning opportunities they offered to pupils. Confusion seemed to exist as to what
nursery education is which affected professional expectations and beliefs, the criteria
and standards used in self-evaluation and led to the misuse of professional autonomy
and mediocrity in practice. Teachers’ beliefs influenced by the professional,
institutional and policy contexts appeared to play a determining role in the learning
acquired through self-evaluation, also the sense of accountability that teachers exhibited.
Although teachers conceived self-evaluation as a private exercise, most communicated
openly self-judgements and were criticising each other’s practice. This way, the self-
evaluation process functioned unsystematically and unconsciously as a collective act.
The restricted opportunities for professional communication that teachers had
experienced at some point in their professional years appeared to make them open and
acceptable to collegial critique; their organisational independence may also relate to
this. This was not the case with parents who teachers regarded as partners under
specific circumstances and used parental feedback in self-evaluation. Teachers held a
positive attitude towards change. However, with duties not clearly defined and
understood, political action perceived as partial and in-service support as inadequate,
their self evaluation practice had little chance of becoming a learning experience that

could help them develop professionally or to lead to a radical improvement of teaching.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
THE POSTAL SURVEY

This chapter discusses the postal survey findings (Appendix 2A-B). The survey
was delivered to a stratified sample of teachers (204) in primary (34) and secondary (34)
settings in seventeen randomly selected districts, and also to the teachers (31) of the
case study schools before fieldwork commenced. Responses from the two samples were
compared and the analysis is reported with a discussion on the main themes and
emergent issues. These themes and issues, connected to teacher self-evaluation, were
supported by the literature reviewed. Their occurrence in this study indicates their level

of association to the Greek teachers’ self-evaluation practice.

AIMS

The questions in the postal survey aim to explore why, when and how Greek
teachers practice self-evaluation, their perceptions of their evaluation knowledge, their
feelings, most important aspects of self-evaluation, changes in self-evaluation, timing,
involvement of others. Questions examine constraints and benefits in self-evaluation
practice and explores teachers’ attitudes towards standardised teacher evaluation
schemes and teacher development. Estimates of teachers’ self-evaluation effectiveness
are also sought. To achieve these aims, I conducted quantitative analysis in the closed

questions and attitude statements and qualitative analysis in the open-ended questions.

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

This part presents the statistical analysis of the postal survey data. Background
information such as gender, professional experiences and qualifications was included in
the questionnaire (Appendix 3A). Three-point scales were used to measure teacher self-
evaluation benefits, processes and purposes. 112 (54.4%) valid responses were
received: nursery (18: 52.9%), primary (41: 60.3%), gymnasium (26: 51.0%), lyceum

(27: 52.9%). The small size requires cautiousness when interpreting findings.

The statistical significance of data was checked by using the p-value of
Pearson’s Chi square. When significant difference was noticed the indicator of
Cramer’s V was used to define the intensity or the degree of association. This indicator

is suitable for nominal and ordinal level variables (deVaus, 1996). To check the



161

reliability (Strub 2000) in the case of the internal consistency (Traub, 1994) of the
measurement scales regarding self-evaluation benefits, processes and purposes
(questions: 7a-k, 12a-1, 13a-j), Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was used (Kim and Mueller
1978; Norusis 1992). To check the construct validity (Carmines & Zeller 1979; Bryant
2000) of the measurement scales Principal Components Analysis (PCA) was conducted
(Kim & Mueller 1978; Norusis 1992). For the rotation method of axes the orthogonal
rotation Varimax was used (Sharma, 1996). This means that the extracted factors
(components) are linear independent. The criterion of eigenvalue or characteristic root
(Eigenvalue 21) was used to define the number of factors that were extracted (Sharma
1996; Hair et al 1995). A total index for the reliability of the questionnaire can not be
given because each question measures different constructs.

To check the main effects of teaching experience and school /or speciality and
their interaction on the factors of teacher self-evaluation benefits, processes and
purposes, data were tested in processes of analysis of variance (ANOVA) with the help
of general linear models, GLM (Wackerly et al, 1996). In the case of multiple
comparisons of means it was applied the statistical test of Bonferroni (Toothaker, 1993).
The linear model of analysis includes two main effects and one interaction; in brief it is
expressed as: Dependent variable = ‘teaching experience’ + ‘school’ /or ‘speciality’ +
‘teaching experience’ x ‘school’ Jor ‘speciality’ + error. The GLM includes the main effect
of: ‘teaching experience’ (four levels: 1-4, 5-11, 12-24, >25 years), ‘school’ (four levels:
nursery, primary, gymnasium, lyceum), ‘speciality’ (six levels: nursery, primary,
physical education, foreign languages, exact and pure science teachers) and the
interaction of ‘teaching experience’ x ‘school’ /or ‘speciality’.

The experimental significance level of statistical hypothesis tests was decided a
priori at aexp=0.05. Tables 11, 14 and 15 present the results of PCA and reliability
analysis for the teacher self-evaluation benefits, processes and purposes respectively. In
these tables only loading that have absolute value >0.50 are presented. Loading bigger
or equal to 0.30 generally have practical significance but for the specific sample size
(n=112) loading >0.50 are also statistically significant at significance level 0.05 and
power y=0.80 (Hair et al, 1995). These variables were treated as if they were measured

on quasi-continuous scales (Kim & Mueller, 1978:73-4).
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Findings

Teachers’ knowledge on evaluation issues is followed by the feelings the
conduct of self-evaluation raised and the way it developed. Important aspects and
constraining conditions are outlined. The teachers’ ratings of their self-evaluation
effectiveness follow the analysis of teachers’ attitudes towards self-evaluation benefits,

processes and purposes.

Evaluation knowledge

48 teachers (42.9%) reported not having received sufficient training in
educational evaluation, 34 (30.4%) were uncertain (Q1). 39 teachers (34.8%) were
unsatisfied about their training on educational evaluation, 39 (34.8%) felt uncertain
(Q2). Such findings indicate uncertainty regarding educational evaluation issues and
self-evaluation methodology which implies that teachers were not fully equipped with
knowledge and skills necessary for self-evaluating effectively their practice. Slightly
above half of the sample seemed willing to advance their evaluation knowledge: 65
teachers (58.0%) would participate if a formal self-evaluation training scheme was
introduced, 27 (24.1%) were uncertain, the rest (17.9%) appeared unwilling (QS5). For
such participation, teachers were willing to devote (Q5.1) 2hours weekly: 44 teachers
(39.3%); 2hours monthly: 35 teachers (31.3%); two hours quarterly: 7 teachers (6.3%).
79 (out of 112) teachers expected such training to run continuously. The open category
‘other’ received 10 responses (8.9%) -the most frequent reported word was ‘never’.
Besides, 73 teachers (65.2%) reported that there are disadvantages in formal schemes
for the evaluation of teachers, 34 (30.4%) were uncertain (Q4). This implies
cautiousness towards formal evaluation schemes, which might have affected the value
attributed to teacher self-evaluation. The usefulness of such findings for designing and

implementing schemes for the evaluation of teachers becomes obvious.

Feelings

In the question that called teachers to choose u to three words that described
best their concerns when self-evaluating, ‘stress’ was the most frequently chosen word,
with the categories ‘other’ and ‘disappointment’ following (table 1). The most
frequently reported word in the ‘other’ category was ‘responsibility’ (Q3). This

category was purposefully included to allow the expression of positive feelings; the
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assumption was that words expressing negative feelings would indicate constraints in
self-evaluation practice, thus their disclosure would help understand why teachers’ self-
evaluated the way they did. The results suggest that there were teachers (8.7%) whose
self-evaluation practice left them indifferent. Only 13.1% felt isolated and lonely and

14.5% felt guilt or fear when self-evaluating.

Table 1. Words describing teachers’ feelings (Q3)

Fear Indifference Guilt Isolation Loneliness Disappointment Stress Other  Total

10 14 15 9 12 16 64 21 161
(62%) (8.7%) (93%) (5.6%)  (1.5%) (9.9%) (39.8%) (13.0%)
Change

From the 110 teachers that answered this question, 98 (89.1%) reported they
have made significant changes to the ways they self-evaluate (Q6); 85.5% of them had
more than five years of experience. The most frequent word suggesting changes in self-
evaluation practice (Q6.1) were ‘uncertainty’ (category ‘before’) and ‘more flexible’
(category ‘now’). Such findings imply that teachers recognised the need to adapt to
varying situations and reach judgements based on circumstantial evidence.

The statistical checking of independence ¥’ indicated that there was no
statistical significant difference between the levels of experience and changes applied to
self-evaluation practice (at a=0.05, ¥*=1.149, df=3, p=0.797) (table 2). There was a
statistical significant difference between the levels of speciality and changes applied to

self-evaluation (at a=0.05, ,\;=14.838, df=5, p=0.009, Cramer’s V=0.367) (table 3).

Table 2. Association of self-evaluation Table 3. Association of self-evaluation
changes with teaching experience (Q6) changes with speciality(Q6)
Experience Change Speciality Change
Yes Total Yes Total
1-4 years 14(87.5%) 2 (12.5%) 16 Nursery 17(100%) 0 (0.0%) 17
14.6% 17.3%
5-11 years 27 (90%) 3 (100%) 30 Primary 21(95.5%) 1 (4.5%) 22
27.3% 20.0%
1224 years  36(92,3%) 3 (7.7%) 39 Physical 16(94.1%) 1 (5.0%) 17
35.5% Ed. 15.5%
25 + years 21 (84%) 4 (16%) 25 Foreign 16 (84.2%) 3 (15.8% 19
22.7% Lan 17.3%
Pure 17 (94.4%) 1 (5.6%) 18
Science 16.4%
TOTAL 98(89.1%)  12(109%) 110 Exact 11(64.7%) 6(353%) 17
Science 15.5%

TOTAL 98(89.1%) 12(10.9% 110
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Examining the count of cases the association was found to be on the positive
answers of nursery teachers and the negative responses of exact science teachers. This
could be due to the fact that 29.4% of exact science teachers were novice teachers. Or it
might be interpreted, as nursery teachers needing more to change the way they self-
evaluate, or showing a more positive attitude towards the change process compared to
exact science teachers. This implies that nursery teachers rely more on changes applied
to their self-evaluation practice to understand their performance than exact science
teachers do. In this case it indicates different learning needs among teachers of these
subject specialities suggesting that in understanding, evaluating and intervening to

support the evaluation practice of these groups, different approaches need to be applied.

Time

Among 111 valid responses, 66 teachers (59.5%) reported they usually self-
evaluated ‘after the lesson’ and 33 (29.7%) ‘during the lesson’ (Q8), 64 (59.3%) self-
evaluated ‘flexibly’ and 44 (39.3%) ‘at fixed intervals’ (Q8.1). 77 teachers (69.4%)
reported seeking advice or help from others (Q9), the most effective source of advice or
help being ‘fellow teachers’ (70.1%) (Q10). The role of colleagues in providing
supportive feedback in the practice of self-evaluation becomes crucial for the validity

and accuracy of self-evaluation outcomes, also useful practically.

Involvement of others

The statistical checking of independence ¥* indicated that there was a statistical
significant difference between the levels of speciality and seeking for advice or help
when self-evaluating (at a=0.05, ¥*=12.118, df=5, p=0.030, Cramer’s V=0.330) (table
4). Examining the count of cases the difference was found to be on the positive answers
of physical education teachers and the negative responses of foreign language teachers.
This could be interpreted, as physical education teachers being more positive to ask

advice or help for self-evaluation purposes than foreign language teachers.
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Table 4. Seeking advice or help Table 5. Effective source of advice or help
per speciality (Q9) per speciality (Q10)
Speciality  Seek Advice or Help Effective Source of Advice or Help
YES Total Colleague Adviser Head Other Total

Nursery 14 (82.4) 3(173%) 17 11(78.6%) 0(0%)  2(143%) 1(7.1%) 14
15.3% 18.1%

Primary 16(727%)  6Q273%) 22 15(93.8%) 0 (0%) 1(63%)  0(0%) 16
19.8% 20.8%

Physical Ed.  16(94.1%)  1(59%) 17 3(188%)  9(563%) 1(63%) 3(188%) 16
15.3% 20.8%

Foreign Lang.  10(50.0%)  10(50.0%) 20 5(500%)  2(20.0%) 2(200%) 1(100%) 10
18.0% 13.0%

Pure Science  12(66.9%)  6(33.1%) 18 10(90.9%) 1(91%) 0(0%)  0(0%) 11
16.2% 14.3%

ExactScience 9 (52.9%)  8(47.1%) 17 10100%) 0(0%)  0(0%)  0(0%) 10
15.3% 13.0%

TOTAL 77(694%)  34(30.6%) 111 6(78%)  5(6.5%)

A statistical significant difference was noted among levels of speciality and
effective source of advice or help in self-evaluation (¥*=44.306, df=5, p=0.000,
Cramer’s V=0.759) (table 5) with the association of speciality to effective source of
advice being stronger than the association of speciality to seeking help or advice.
Examining the count of cases the difference was found to be on the responses of
primary and exact science teachers who sought ‘help from colleagues’ and on physical
education teachers who sought ‘%elp from advisers and others’. This could be
interpreted, as primary and exact science teachers were more likely to consider
colleagues as effective source of advice or help, while physical education teachers were
more positive towards the advice or help of advisers and others. This implies a
difference in attitudes regarding effective sources of feedback in the conduct of teacher

self-evaluation.

Important Aspects

Out of 110 responses in this question (Q15), 49 teachers (44.5%) considered as
the most important aspect in teacher self-evaluation ‘feacher development’ and 40
(36.4%) ‘teacher ability’. The first group suggested that the successful conduct of self-
evaluation could develop depending on contextual differences, while the latter
considered individual capacities as the determining factor. This implies differences in
beliefs and focus in the self-evaluation activity, also varying outcomes.

The statistical checking of independence ¥* indicated that there was no

statistical significant difference between the levels of: 1) teaching experience or 2)
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initial studies or 3) speciality and what teachers considered as the most important aspect
of teacher self-evaluation [1()*=19.806, df=12, p=0.65), 2(}’=2.564, df=4, p=0.634),
3(¥*=16.882, df=20, p=0.196)].

A statistical significant difference was noted among the levels of further
training and what teachers considered as the most important aspect of teacher self-
evaluation (}*=59.084, df=20, p=0.003, Cramer’s V=0.366) (table 6). Examining the
count of cases, the difference was found to be on the emphasis of teachers having: other
degrees on ‘time constraints’; a master’s degree on ‘collegial self-evaluation’; a PhD
degree on the category ‘other aspect’. The low sample number does not allow applying
interpretations. An issue that can be commented is that in the teachers with no further
training (67: 60.9%), 49.3% considered ‘teacher development’ as the most important
self-evaluation aspect. 38.8% of them considered ‘teacher ability’ important, which
implies that they viewed teacher capacities as determining the way teachers self-
evaluated and developed.

Table 6. Most important aspect of teacher self-evaluation per further training (Q15)

Further MOST IMPORTANT ASPECT
Training Teacher Ability ~ Time constraints  Evaluation Teacher Other Total
with Others Develo ment
Other Degree 5 (29.4%) 4 (23.5%) 2(11.8%) 6 (35.3%) 0 (0%) 17 (15.5%)
SELDE 43.8% 6.3% 6.3% 43.8% 16 14.5%
Maraslio 50.0% 0% 25.0% 25.0% 0% 3.6%
Master 0% 0% 75.0% 25.0% 0% 3.6%
0% 0% 0% 50.0% 1.8%

26 38.8% 6.0% 4.5% 33 1.5% 60.9%

TOTAL 40 36.4% 8.2% 10 9.1% 44.5% 110
Constraints

Five statements were used and assumed to represent the constraints of: attention,
time, professional values, staff attitudes and other means.

The statistical checking of independence ¥* indicated no statistical significant
difference between gender and the items expressing the self-evaluation constraints of
attention(a), time(b), professional values(c), other means(e) [Q14a (¥=0.110, df=2,
p=0.966); Q14b ()*=0.524, df=2, p=0.786); Ql4c (¥’=1.558, df=2, p=0.471); Ql4e
(¥*=1.248, df=2, p=0.509)]. There was a statistical significant difference among gender
and staff attitudes towards self-evaluation [Q14d (¥*=7.902, df=2, p=0.023, Cramer’s
V=0.268)] (table 7).
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Table 7. Staff attitudes, as a constraint, per gender (Q14d)

GENDER High Medium Low TOTAL
Female 14 (20.3%) 16 (23.3%) 39(56.2%) 69 (62.7%)
Male 2 (4.9%) 18 (43.9%) 21 (51.2%) 41(37.3%)
TOTAL 16 (14.5%) 34 (30.9%) 60 (54.5%) 110

Examining the count of cases, this difference was found to be on the category ‘high’
being answered by female teachers and the category ‘medium’ answered mostly by male
teachers. This implies that female teachers are more likely to consider staff attitudes as
a constraint in their self-evaluation practice than male teachers.

The statistical checking of independence ¥* indicated no statistical significant
difference between the levels of teaching experience and the items expressing the self-
evaluation constraints of attention(a), time(b), staff attitudes(d), other means(e) [Q14a
(¥*=1.372, df=6, p=0.970); Q14b (}*=11.544, df=6, p=0.073); Q14d (¥*=7.155, df=6,
p=0.315); Ql4e (¥*=2.407, df=6, p=0.888)]. A statistical significant difference was
noted among levels of teaching experience and professional values underlying staff

culture [Q14c (¥*=5.758, df=6, p=0.466, Cramer’s V=0.229)] (table 8).

Table 8. Professional values, as a constraint, per teaching experience (Q14c)

GENDER High Medium Low TOTAL
1-4 years 3 (18.8%) 7 (43.8%) 6 (37.5%) 16 (14.5%)
5-11 years 3 (10.3%) 16 (53.3%) 11 (36.7%) 30(27.3%)
12-24 years 12 (30.8%) 12 (30.8%) 15 (38.5%) 39 (35.5%)
25+ years 5 (20.0%) 10 (40.0%) 10 (40.0%) 25 (22.7%)
TOTAL 23 (20.9%) 45 (40.9%) 42 (38.9%) 110

Examining the count of cases, this difference was found to be on the category ‘high’
being answered by teachers with 12-24 years of experience and the category ‘medium’
where the responses of teachers with 5-11 years of experience prevailed. This suggests
that teachers having 12-24 years in teaching are most likely to perceive professional
values as a constraint in their self-evaluation compared to teachers in the range of 5-11
years. This implies that years in the profession account for differences in perceptions
regarding the role of professional values in teacher self-evaluation.

The statistical checking of independence ¥* indicated no statistical significant

difference between the levels of school of current work and the items expressing the
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self-evaluation constraints of attention (a) professional values(c), staff attitudes(d), other
means(e) [Q14a (¥*=9.482, df=6, p=0.149); Q14c (¥’=11.541, df=6, p=0.74); Ql4d
(¥*=4.095, df=6, p=0.681); Ql4e (¥*=2.020, df=6, p=0.925)]. A statistical significant
difference is noted among levels of school of current work and time devoted for self-

evaluation purposes [Q14b (¥’=13.341, df=6, p=0.037, Cramer’s V=0.348)] (table 9).

Table 9. Time, as a constraint, per school of current work (Q14b)

SCHOOL High Medium Low TOTAL
Nursery 4 (23.5%) 4(23.5%) 9 (52.9%) 17 (15.5%)
Primary 14 (35.0%) 17 (42.5%) 9 (22.5%) 40 (36.4%)
Gymnasium 7 (26.9%) 15 (57.7%) 4 (15.4%) 26 (23.6%)
Lyceum 8 (29.6%) 16 (59.3%) 3(11.1%) 27 (24.5%)
TOTAL 33 (30.0%) 52(47.3%) 25(22.7%) 110

Examining the count of cases, this difference was found to be on the category
‘low’ being answered by nursery teachers and the category ‘medium’ by teachers
working in gymnasium and lyceum. This suggests that nursery teachers are most likely
‘not to perceive time’ as a constraint in their self-evaluation compared to secondary
teachers, raising questions about the effect of the academic orientation of schools on the
content and orientation of self-evaluation practice.

The statistical checking of independence ) indicated no statistical significant
difference between levels of initial training and all the Q14 (a, b, c, d, €) items
expressing constraints in teachers’ self-evaluation practice [Q14a (¥’=7.186, df=4,
p=0.124); Q14b (}*=5.439, df=4, p=0.250); Ql4c (¥*=5.916, df=4, p=0.189); Q14d
(¥'=3.582, df=4, p=0.474); Ql4e (}*=1.513, df=4, p=0.882)]. Examining the count of
cases in items a and c teachers with four years of initial studies tended to consider
‘attention’ and ‘professional values’ as constraints (medium to high value) compared to

teachers with two-year studies who perceived them as constraints of medium value.

Effectiveness

107 teachers provided an estimate of their self-evaluation effectiveness (Q11):
38 teachers (35.5%) believed their self-evaluation was effective, 61 (57.0%) held
reservations, 9 (7.5%) reported being ineffective. This suggests that more than half of

the sample (64.5%) rated their self-evaluation effectiveness in need of improvement.
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Table 10. Estimates of self-evaluation effectiveness per teaching experience
and school of current work (Q11)

Teaching ESTIMATES of SELF-EVALUATION EFFECTIVENESS

Experience  High Medium Total School High Medium Total
1-4 Yrs 3 12 1 16 Nursery 8 7 1 16
(18.8%) (75.0%) (6.3%) (15.0%) (50.0%) (43.8%) 6.3%) (15.0%)
5-11 Yrs 17 29 Primary 18 18 38
58.6% 10.3% 27.1% 47.4% 47.4% 35.5%
12-24 Yrs 13 22 38 Gymna- 18 26
34.2% 57.9% 35.5% sium 69.2% 24.3%
25+ Yrs 13 10 24 Lyceum 18 27
54.2% 41.7% 22.4% 66.7% 11.1%  252%
TOTAL 38 61 8 107 TOTAL 38 61 8 107
(35.5%) (57.0%) (7.5%) (35.5%) (57.0%) (7.5%)

The statistical checking of independence X indicated no statistical significant
difference between the levels of 1) experience/ or 2) school and the estimates teachers
provided about the effectiveness of their self-evaluation practice [1) X=6.429, df=6,
p=0.173 and 2) X'=7.920, df=6, p=0.272] (table 10). Examining the count of cases,
teachers with twenty-five and more years of experience provided a high value to their
self-evaluation effectiveness while teachers with 1-5 teaching years attributed a medium
value. This practically suggests that teachers in their initial teaching years are more
likely to be less satisfied with the way they self-evaluate, or feel uncertain about this
way, compared to teachers with more than twenty-five years. This implies that novices
are more likely to consider their self-evaluation practice as needing improvement (or
changes) than very experienced teachers. Also, teachers working in primary settings
tended to attribute a medium to high value to their self-evaluation effectiveness, while
secondary school teachers attributed a medium value. This implies that primary
teachers are more likely to consider their self-evaluation practice as effective compared
to secondary teachers who are more likely to feel uncertain or not fully satisfied with the
way they self-evaluate. Such differences among novices and very experienced teachers,
and teachers working in primary and secondary settings, could be due to several factors,
such as pupils’ age, subject requirements, social expectations (for example, pupils’

success in university exams).

Benefits

Table 11 shows that the indicator of internal consistency (reliability) Cronbach’s
alpha for the scale of self- evaluation benefits is a=0.83; this appears satisfactory

considering the sample size and the relatively small number of items in the question
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(Spector 1992; Norusis 1992). Satisfactory are considered indicators of 0.60 (Malhotra
1996) or 0.70 and above (Nunnaly 1978). The total scale of 10 items on benefits (Q7)

was considered relatively reliable with regard to internal consistency.

Table 11. Principal Components Analysis and Reliability Analysis (Q7)

QUESTION 7a-k FACTORS Communalit
ies
Items
f. I became aware of strate ies I used 816 .695
h. I became aware of unde innin educational values 751 .705
I develo ed skills as a teacher 732 .605
e. I realised stren hs and weaknesses inm teachin 561 414
i. Thel ed collea ues and the school to become effective 174 656
a. I delivered the curriculum more effectivel 743 .696
b. I planned and carried instruction more effectively .600 572
c. [ was enabled to give students appropriate work 774 .653
d. I was enabled to find wa s that students learn better 726 .589
j- I developed myself .580 507
Explained Variance % 18.4 17.6
Cronbach’s a 0.78 0.68 0.62
Total Variance Explained %
Total Cronbach’s a 0.83
Mean Score per Factor* 1.66 L5
Std Deviation 0.56 0.57 0.54

*1=high, 2=medium, 3=low
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy — 0.843
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity: ¥*=307.260, df.=45, p=0.000

The PCA revealed three factors that explain the 61% of total variance. This
percent is just above the accepted level of 0.60. In the first factor (F1) that explains the
25% of total variance load mainly the items f, h, g, ¢; the factor’s reliability is a=0.78
(satisfactory). In the second factor (F2) that explains the 18.4% of total variance load
mainly the items i, a, b; the factor’s reliability is a=0.68 (satisfactory). In the third factor
(F3) that explains the 17.6% of total variance load mainly the items ¢, d, j; the factor’s
reliability is a=0.62 (satisfactory).

The scale on benefits (variables Q7a-k) was assumed to measure several
constructs based on attributes of teachers’ self-evaluation practice. The variables of the
Q7 items were assumed to determine: Q7f, Q7h, Q7g, Q7e the first construct named
‘professional awareness’ (factor1:F1); Q7a, Q7b, Q7i the second construct named
‘accountability’ (factor2:F2); Q7c, Q7d, Q7j the third construct named ‘learning
outcomes’ (factor3:F3). The ‘other’ item (k) in Q7 was assumed that it could fit in one

of the chosen constructs.
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Examining the mean scores per factor (highest value=1) the value teachers
attribute to the benefits derived from their self-evaluations is as follows:

For the first factor the mean score was 1.66, which suggests that teachers (in the
total sample) attribute a medium to high value (1.66) to ‘professional awareness’ as a
self-evaluation benefit. Examining the mean scores of individual items composing the
construct ‘professional awareness’ (F1) we notice that all items have a direction towards
high (mean scores: f=1.74, h=1.85, g=1.63, e=1.42). This suggests that teachers valued
all of them as self-evaluation benefits. The highest value received item e, ‘realise
strengths and weaknesses in own teaching’, which suggests that this, as a single self-
evaluation benefit, was considered of high importance.

In the identification of factors, which was based on the common characteristics
of the items that load in each factor, the lowest communality has item ‘e’ (0.414). Since
communality expresses the total spreading of a variable that is explained by the model
of the three factors we could consider that what item ‘e’ expresses as a self-evaluation
benefit ( ‘realise strengths and weaknesses in own teaching’) in relation to the other
items contributes low in the interpretation of F1. This does not suggest that item’s e
contribution in the identification of F1 is unacceptable. It implies however, that
‘professional awareness’ as a benefit derived from self-evaluating one’s own practice
does not relate as closely to the benefit of ‘realising strengths and weaknesses in own
teaching’ as it relates to the other items, that is, to becoming aware of underpinning
values, own skills and strategies. In practical terms, this might be interpreted as
professional awareness alone does not ensure ‘realising strengths and weaknesses in
one’s own teaching’ and vice versa.

For the second factor the mean score was 2, which suggests that teachers (in the
total sample) express a medium value to ‘accountability’ as a self-evaluation benefit.
Examining the mean scores of individual items (mean scores: a=1.93, b=1.68, i=2.39)
composing the construct ‘accountability’ (F2) we notice that teachers attributed a high
value to ‘I planned and carried out instruction’ (item b) as a single self-evaluation
benefit. The benefit of ‘helping colleagues and the school become effective’ (item 1)
received a medium to low value which implies that this item was not perceived as
associating as close to accountability as item b. This implies that teachers perceived

self-evaluation as serving a personal rather than a collective accountability.
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For the third factor the mean score was 1.5, which suggests that teachers (in the
total sample) attribute a medium to high value to ‘learning outcomes’ as self-evaluation
benefits. Examining the mean scores of individual items composing the construct
‘learning outcomes’ (F3) we notice that all items are towards the high direction (mean
scores: ¢=1.51, d=1.36, j=1.61). This implies that teachers valued all of them as self-
evaluation benefits. The highest value received the item d, ‘7 was enabled to find ways
that students learn better’ which suggests that self-evaluation was a learning activity for
teachers: it was seen as enhancing their understanding of students’ progress.

Comparing the mean scores of all factors we notice that the factor ‘learning
outcomes’ received the highest value (1.5). This might be interpreted as teachers
valuing their self-evaluation practice for the leaning outcomes acquired via its use.

With regard to the appropriateness of the model of PCA, Bartlett’s test of
sphericity revealed that the correlation matrix is statistically significant different from
the identity matrix (¥*=307.260, df=45, p=0,000). Finally the indicator or Kaiser-
Meyer- Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy that concerns the correlation matrix, is
equivalent to 0.843, this means it is above the accepted limit of 0.50 (Hair et al. 1995) or
0.60 (Coakes & Steed 1999; Sharma 1996).

Im act of Teachin Ex erience and School Contexts on Self-Evaluation Benefits:
To check the effects of ‘teaching experience’ and ‘school’ and their interaction on the
factors of teacher self-evaluation benefits data were tested in processes of analysis of
variance (ANOVA) with the help of general linear models (GLM) (Appendix 3B:
effects and interaction).
7:F1 and F3: The analysis of variance indicated that the independent variables

1) ‘teaching experience’ and 2) ‘school’ did not have a statistical significant effect on
‘professional awareness’ (F1), or equivalently the means of these factors that
correspond in the four levels of teaching experience, /or in the four schools, are not
statistically different in the significance level a=0.05 [1) F(3,95)=0,105, p=0.957 and 2)
F(3,95)=0.519, p=0.670]. Similarly no significant effect was detected on ‘learning
outcomes’ (F3): [1) F(3,95)=0,131, p=0.941 and 2) F(3,95)=2.048, p=0.112] (Appendix
3B: tables I, I, IIT, IV).

The analysis of variance indicated no statistical significant interaction of

‘teaching experience’ x ‘school’ at significance level a=0.05 [F1:F(9.95)=1.455,
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p=0.176; F3:F(9.95)=0.691, p=0.716)] (Appendix 3B: tables V, VI). Practically this

implies that professional awareness and learning outcomes are not affected by the

combination of teaching experience and work place, which suggests that the self-
evaluation activity was seen as one that concerned the teacher and over which teachers
felt they had control.

7: F2: The analysis of variance indicated that the independent variable
‘teaching experience’ did not have a statistical significant effect on ‘accountability’
(F2), or equivalently the means of this factor (F2) that correspond in the four levels of
teaching experience are not statistically different at significance level a=0.05
(F(3,95)=0,162, p=0.921) (Appendix 3B: table VII). The ‘school’ had a statistically
significant effect on ‘accountability’ (F2), or equivalently some means of this factor
(F2) that correspond to the four schools differ statistically at significance level a=0.05
(F(3,95)=2.679, p=0.05, 17=0.078, pbs=0.636). This suggests that the working
environment impacts on teachers’ feelings of accountability, that is, different schools
account for/ or raise different feelings of accountability (Appendix 3B: table VIII).

The analysis of variance indicated that there was a statistically significant
interaction of ‘teaching experience’ x ‘school’ at significance level a=0.05

(F(3,95)=3.071, p=0.003, 7=0.225, yobs=0.964). The interaction can be explained

towards two directions.

First direction: Simple Main Effect Analysis.

¢ For teaching experience 1-4 years there was a statistically significant effect of
‘school’ or equivalently some means of what is expressed by ‘accountability’ (F2)
that correspond to four schools differed statistically at significance level
a=0.05/4=0.0125 (F(3,95)=3.780, p=0.012, /7=0.107,Yobs=0.80).

e For teaching experience 5-11 years there was not a statistically significant effect of
‘school’ or equivalently the means of the items expressing ‘accountability’(F2) that
correspond to four schools did not differ statistically at significance level
a=0.05/4=0.0125 (F(3,95)=0.689, p=0.561).

¢ For teaching experience 12-24 years there was a statistically significant effect of
‘school’ or equivalently some means of ‘accountability '(F2) that correspond to four
schools differed statistically at significance level 4=0.05/4=0.0125 (F(3,95)=4.243,
p=0.007, 77=0.118, Yobs=0.847).
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e For teaching experience >=25 years there was not a statistically significant effect of
‘school’ or equivalently the means of ‘accountability’(F2) that correspond to four
schools did not differ statistically at significance level a=0.05/4=0.0125
(F(3,95)=2.311, p=0.081).

The practical significance of these results concerns the timing the school impacts most

on teachers’ sense of accountability. This seems stronger when teachers start teaching

and when they have twelve to twenty-four years of teaching experience. This suggests
that teachers exhibit a different sense of accountability during teaching years; which
implies different interests and needs, also variations in the self-evaluation activity.

Table 12 presents the mean, the equivalent standard error and a 95% confidence interval

for the mean of F2 for each level of ‘school’ per ‘teaching experience’.

Table 12. Comparisons of means for ‘accountability’ (Q7F2 —1* direction)

95% Confidence Interval

ears of teaching experience School of current work Std. Error  ower Bound pper Bound
1-4 school 1.000b .526 4.399E-02 .044
rima school .583a 061
asium 1.810ab 1415 204
417ab 263 .93¢
5-11 school 304 1.286 492
rima school 1.733a .166 .063
199
397
school 235 1.800
school 407
asium .208a 186 1.839 571
.303a 159
school 1.923 661
012
asium 1.667a .263 1.145
738

NOTE: For each level of ‘teaching experience’ the means that are followed by the same letter do
not differ statistically at significance level a=0.05.

Second direction: Simple Main Effect Analysis.

e For nursery schools there was a statistically significant effect of ‘teaching
experience’ or equivalently some means of ‘accountability’ (F2) that correspond to
four levels of ‘teaching experience’ differed statistically at significance level
a=0.05/4=0.0125 (F(3,95)=4.363, p=0.006, /7=0.121, yobs=0.858).

e For primary schools there was a statistically significant effect of ‘teaching

experience’ or equivalently some means of ‘accountability’ (F2) that correspond to
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four levels of ‘teaching experience’ differed statistically at significance level
a=0.05/4=0.0125 (F(3,95)=4.073, p=0.0009 /7'=0.114, yobs=0.831).

e For gymnasium there was not a statistically significant effect of ‘teaching
experience’ or equivalently the means of ‘accountability’ (F2) that correspond to
four levels of ‘teaching experience’ did not differ statistically at significance level
a=0.05/4=0.0125 (F(3,95)=1.197, p=0.315).

e For lyceum there was not a statistically significant effect of ‘teaching experience’
or equivalently the means of ‘accountability’ (F2) that correspond to the four levels
of ‘teaching experience’ did not differ statistically at significance level

a=0.05/4=0.0125 (F(3,95)=0.675, p=0.570).

Table 13. Comparisons of means for ‘accountability’ (Q7F2- 2" direction)

5% Confidence Interval

School of current work ears of teaching experience Std. Error ower Bound  pper Bound
ursery school 1.000* .526 .399E-02 .044
-11 1.889 ab .304 1.286 492
12-24 1.333b .235 .866 1.800
/-25 292a .186 1.923 661
Primary school .583a .263 .105
-11 .166 .063
12-24 1.885
/-125 1.697b .159 1.382 012
ymnasium 1.810a .204
1.952a .199 1.558 347
12-24 .208a .186 1.839 577
/~25 1.667a 263 1.145 189
Lyceum 417a .263 1.895 939
-11 067a .166 1.737 397
.303a 159 1.988 618
/=25

NOTE: *In the combination nursery school and teaching experience the comparison has no
meaning since there is only one observation. For each school the means that are followed by the
same letter do not differ statistically significantly at the level of significance a=0.05.

Practically these results indicate that the school affects differently the sense of
accountability that teachers develop; the influence varies depending on teachers’ years
of teaching experience and whether the school belongs to the primary or secondary
sector of education. The different effect of primary and secondary schools on teachers’
sense of accountability could be due to factors, such as differences in pupils’ age, in the
subject-matter, in the academic orientation of schools and so on. Table 13 presents the
mean, the equivalent standard error and a 95% confidence interval for the mean of F2

for each level of ‘teaching experience’ per ‘school’.
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Table 14 shows that the indicator of internal consistency (reliability) Cronbach

alpha for the scale on self- evaluation processes (12 items) is a=0.65.

Table 14. Principal Components Analysis and Reliability Analysis (Q12)

QUESTION 12a-1 FACTORS
Items
k. rnonitors progress on the issue that has caused concern .687
a. identify issue causing concern .681
g. plan changes to overcome the issue that has caused concern .656
¢. determine criteria that will help in identifying progress .822
b. define appropriate information to collect .694
h. reflect about the relation of information to own teaching 618
1. keep a record that provides formal evidence of self-evaluation 518
i. discuss about underlying teaching/ learning principles 792
J. discuss self-evaluation techniques/ strategies 752
e. discuss own decisions with others in the school .549
d. discuss with pupils when obtaining information needed .780
f. observe how other teachers handle problems -.551
Explained Variance % 17.6 158 9.8
Cronbach’s @ 0.60 0.62 0.60 -0.20
Total Variance Explained % 60.2
Total Cronbach’s @ 065 0.67**
Mean Score per Factor* .52 L7179 205
Std Deviation 045 046 0.45

*]=always, 2=sometimes, 3=never

**without items d and

***there is no meaning to check these due to low reliability of factor 4
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy — 0.62

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity: ¥*=256.735, df =66, p=0.000

Communalit
ies

567
497
457
710
.509
673
597
.662
.651
.529

.692
670

The indicators of internal consistency a (for each factor) are relatively low;

specifically the indicator concerning the fourth factor is unacceptable (-0.20).

Satisfactory are considered indicators of >0.60 or 0.70, but occasionally in research

when a scale is used for the first time (e.g. in pilot research) acceptable are considered
indicators at the level of 0.50 (Malhotra 1996; Nunnaly 1978). Considering 1) the small

sample size, 2) the relatively small number of items in the question (Spector 1992,

Norusis 1992), 3) that the measurement scale was tested for the first time for item-to-

item correlation and value of coefficient alpha if item deleted (Papadimitriou, 1994),

PCA was performed. Since the scaled question 12a-1 seems not to have the necessary

content and construct validity, results ought to be treated cautiously. In the Greek

context the scale’s lack of content validity and low reliability can be explained by items
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‘d’and 7”. The lack of validity could also be due to respondents not understanding the
statements, or having completed the scale measurement roughly or by chance; the
statements might not be expressed well, or the weighting of the scale might not be
appropriate. This might have been prevented if true-false scales were included to track

inconsistent responses and exclude them from analysis.

The Principal Components Analysis revealed that the factors explain the 60.2%
of total variance. This percent is just above the accepted level of 0.60. Factor 4 (F4)
was excluded from analysis due to low reliability. In the first factor (F1), that explains
the 17.6% of total variance, load mainly the items Kk, a, g; the factor’s reliability is
a=0.60. In the second factor (F2), that explains the 17% of total variance, load mainly
the items ¢, b, h, I; the factor’s reliability is a=0.62. In the third factor (F3), that explains
the 15.8% of total variance, load mainly the items i, j, e; the factor’s reliability is
a=0.60.

The scale on self-evaluation processes (variables Q12a-1) was assumed that it
measures several constructs based on attributes of teachers’ self-evaluation practice. The
variables of the Q12 items were assumed to determine: Q12k, Q12a, Q12g the first
construct named ‘reflecting’ (factor1:F1); Q12c, Q12b, Q12h, Q121 the second
construct named ‘judging and recording’ (factor2:F2); Q12i, Q12j, Q12e the third
construct named ‘interactive dialogue’ (factor3:F3).

Examining the mean scores per factor (highest value=1) we notice that the

frequency of the self-evaluation processes is as follows:

For the first factor the mean score was 1.52, which suggests that teachers (in the
total sample) ‘reflected’ frequently (1.52). Examining the mean scores of individual
items composing the construct ‘reflecting’ (F1) we notice that all items achieved scores
towards high (mean scores: k=1.53, a=1.37, g=1.65). Teachers appeared to use these
processes frequently for self-evaluation purposes. The highest frequency was put on the
process of ‘identifying issue causing concern’ (item a) which practically suggests that
framing a problem was regarded a central process in self-evaluation.

In the identification of factors, which was based on the common characteristics
of the items that load in each factor, the lowest communality has item g (0.457) (‘plan
changes’). Since communality expresses the total spreading of a variable that is

explained by the model of the three factors we could consider that what item g expresses
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as a self-evaluation process in relation to the other items contributes low in the
interpretation of F1. This does not suggest that the item’s g contribution in the
identification of F1 is unacceptable. It implies however that ‘reflecting’, as a self-
evaluation process, does not relate as closely to the process of ‘planning changes to
overcome issue that has caused concern’ as it relates to framing the problem and
monitoring how it progresses. Practically this means that identifying an issue of
concern (a problem) and monitoring how it progresses might not include (relate to)
planning changes to overcome it. This might be interpreted that planning changes
requires more than problem identification and monitoring of progress, or requires
different skills, thus applies to another level than that of the other two processes. It
could also be indicative of reluctance to change a set teaching practice.

For the second factor the mean score was 1.79, which suggests that teachers (in
the total sample) were ‘judging and recording’ (1.79) their practice not as frequently
as reflecting on it. Examining the mean scores of individual items composing this
construct we notice that items c, b and h have a direction towards a high score, while
item | towards low (or 3) (mean scores: ¢c=1.61, b=1.58, h=1.63, 1=2.34). This suggests,
that teachers frequently examined and judged the appropriateness of information and
criteria to choose in relation to own teaching, but sparsely used the process of ‘keeping a
record that provides formal evidence of their self-evaluations’ (item 1). It appears that
teachers perceived recording for self-evaluation purposes as of low value. Practically
this means that when teachers reflected and judged which information and criteria to use
and how these connected to own teaching, they did not attend to keeping records of
evidence for this practice.

For the third factor the mean score was 2.05, which suggests that teachers (in the
total sample) used occasionally the ‘interactive dialogue’ in their self-evaluation
activities. Examining the mean scores of individual items composing the construct
‘interactive dialogue’ (F3) we notice that all items are around the neutral point (mean
scores: i=2.01, j=2.13, e=1.99), which might be interpreted as teachers exhibiting an
indifferent stance to all statements defining the use of ‘interactive dialogue’ as a self-
evaluation process applied in their self-evaluation practice. Practically it suggests that
teachers perceived that self-evaluation was a personal exercise in which others played

an occasional role.
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Comparing the mean scores of all factors, we notice that ‘reflecting’ was used
more frequently than ‘judging and recording’ and using the ‘interactive dialogue’ in
their self-evaluation activity. This suggests that ‘reflecting’ was regarded an important
self-evaluation process.

With regard to the appropriateness of the model of PCA, Bartlett’s test of
sphericity revealed that the correlation matrix is statistically significant different from
the identity matrix (¥*=256.735, df=66, p=0,000). Finally the indicator or Kaiser-
Meyer- Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy that concerns the correlation matrix, is
equivalent to 0.62, this means it is above the accepted limit of 0.50 (Hair et al. 1995) or
0.60 (Coakes and Steed 1999, Sharma 1996).

Im act of Teachin Ex erience and S ecialit Contexts on Self-Evaluation Processes:
To check the effects of teaching experience and speciality and their interaction on the
factors of teacher self-evaluation processes data were tested in processes of analysis of
variance (ANOVA) with the help of general linear models (GLM).

12F1 and F2: The analysis of variance indicated that 1) ‘teaching experience’
and 2) ‘speciality’ did not have a statistical significant effect on ‘reflecting’, (F1) or
equivalently the means of this factor (F1) that correspond in the four levels of teaching
experience /or in the six specialities are not statistically different at significance level
a=0.05 [1) F(3,87)=0,356, p=0.785 and 2) F(5,87)=0,672, p=0.638]. Similarly no
significant effect was detected on the factor ‘judging and recording’ (F2) : [1)
F(3,87)=1,248, p=0.297 and 2) F(5,87)=0.564, p=0.727] (Appendix 3B: tables IX, X,
X1, X1I).

No statistical significant interaction of ‘teaching experience’ x ‘speciality’ at
significance level a=0.05 for F1 (£(15,87)=0.538, p=0.912) and F2 (F(15,87)=0.744,
p=0.733) was noticed (Appendix 3B: tables XIII, XIV).

Practically these results suggest that teachers perceived reflecting, judging and
recording as self-evaluation processes that are not affected by teaching experience and
speciality knowledge. This implies that they were regarded as parts of teaching.

12: F3: The analysis of variance indicated that the independent variable
‘teaching experience’ had a statistical significant effect on ‘interactive dialogue’ (F3),
or equivalently some means of this factor (F3) that correspond in the four levels of

teaching experience were statistically different at significance level a=0.10
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(F(3,87)=2.5717, p=0.059, 17=0.082, yobs=0.733) (Appendix 3B: table XV). Since this
study has set the significance level of aexp0.05 this finding is considered as having no
statistical significance. Nonetheless, at practical level this indication could be
interpreted as implying that years of teaching experience might affect the way teachers
use the interactive dialogue for self-evaluation purposes. In this case an issue is raised
about the extent that school experiences can influence the self-evaluation behaviour that
teachers exhibit during different teaching years and the way this impact on the quality of
feedback acquired and used for self-evaluation purposes.

The analysis of variance indicated that ‘speciality’ did not have a statistically
significant effect on ‘interactive dialogue’ (F3) or equivalently some means of this
factor (F2) that correspond to the six specialities did not differ statistically at
significance level a=0.05 (F(5,87)=0.343, p=0.886) (Appendix 3B: table XVI).
Practically this means that teacher speciality does not influence the way teachers use the
interactive dialogue as a self-evaluation process.

No statistically significant interaction of ‘teaching experience’ x ‘speciality’ at
a significance level of a=0.05 (F(15,87)=1.056, p=0.409) was noticed (Appendix 3B:
table XVII). This suggests that years of teaching experience or teacher speciality were

not considered as relating to the use of the interactive dialogue in self-evaluation.

Purposes

Table 15 shows that the indicator of internal consistency (reliability) Cronbach’s
alpha for the scale of self- evaluation purposes (10 items) is a=0.80. It appears to be
satisfactory considering the sample size and the relatively small number of items in the
question (Spector 1992, Norusis 1992). Satisfactory are considered indicators of 0.60
(Malhotra 1996) or 0.70 and above (Nunnaly 1978). In our case the total scale of 10
items on self-evaluation purposes (Q13) was considered relatively reliable with regard
to internal consistency, but compared to the scale on benefits the indicators of reliability

for the second and third factor are slightly lower.
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Table 15. Principal Components Analysis and Reliability Analysis (Q13)

QUESTION 13a-j FACTORS Communalit

ies
Items

d. makes teachers accountable to others .854 778

f. makes teachers ofessionall onsible 816 702

b. monitors teachers’ ess in erformance 765 .645

c. makes teachers effective .674 675

i. uncovers educational values underpinning teaching practice .733 .580

and students’ learnin

j. uncovers professional values underpinning teachers’ culture .701 537

a. assists teachers’ personal development .656 543

¢. makes teachers accountable to overnment .624 521

g. identifies needs in teaching 791 .647

h. im roves leammin outcomes 762 .669

Explained Variance % 264 20.1 16.5
Cronbach’s @ 0.83 0.65 0.63
Total Variance Explained % 63.09
Total Cronbach’s @ 0.80
Mean Score per Factor* 1.43
Std Deviation 0.50

*1=high 2=medium 3=low
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy — 0.745
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity: *=336.884, df.=45, p=0.000

The Principal Components Analysis revealed three factors that explain the
63.09% of total variance. This percent is above the accepted level of 0.60. In the first
factor (F1) that explains the 26.4% of total variance load mainly the items d, f, b, ¢; the
factor’s reliability is a=0.83 (satisfactory). In the second factor (F2) that explains the
20.1% of total variance load mainly the items i, j, a, e; the factor’s reliability is a=0.65
(satisfactory). In the third factor (F3) that explains the 16.5% of total variance load
mainly the items g, h; the factor’s reliability is a=0.63 (satisfactory).

The scale of self-evaluation purposes (variables Q13a-j) was assumed that it
measures several constructs based on attributes of teachers’ self-evaluation practice.
The variables of the Q13 items were assumed to determine: Q13d, Q13f, Q13b Q13c¢ the
first construct named ‘professional responsibility’ (factor1:F1); Q13i, Q13j, Q13a,
Q13e the second construct named ‘teacher development’ (factor2:F2); Q13g, Q13h
the third construct named ‘improvement of students’ learning’ (factor3:F3).

Examining the mean scores per factor (highest value=1) the importance teachers
attributed to self-evaluation purposes is as follows:

For the first factor the mean score was 1.43, which suggests that teachers (in the

total sample) attribute a medium to high importance (1.43) to ‘professional
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responsibility’ as a self-evaluation purpose. Examining the mean scores of individual
items composing the construct ‘professional responsibility’ (F1) we notice that all items
have a direction towards high (mean scores: d=1.49, f=1.40, b=1.47, c=1.35). At
practical level this suggests that teachers considered the monitoring of own progress,
being responsible and effective as important self-evaluation purposes. Teacher self-
evaluation seemed to be perceived as aiming to make teachers act as responsible
professionals.

For the second factor the mean score was 1.95, which suggests that teachers (in
the total sample) attributed a medium value to ‘teacher development’ as an important
purpose in teacher self-evaluation. Examining the mean scores of individual items
composing the construct ‘teacher development’ (F2) we notice that only item ‘a’ has a
positive direction, item ‘i’ is placed on the neutral point and items j’ and ‘e’ have a
direction towards low (mean scores: i=1.83, j=2.03, a=1.56, e=2.31). Practically this
could be interpreted as teachers attributing medium importance to teacher self-
evaluation aiming at ‘uncovering underpinning values in teaching practice and
professional culture’ (items i and j). This raises an issue as to what extent underpinning
values that surround teaching practice were examined by teachers and what are the
consequences for the development of their understanding, for acting reflectively when
teaching principles were involved, for real change of practice and so on. Teachers
attributed a medium to high importance on self-evaluation as a way of ‘assisting
teachers’ personal development’ (item a) but a low importance to self-evaluation aiming
at ‘making teachers accountable to government’ (item €). This provides an indication
that ‘teacher development’, as a self-evaluation purpose, does not necessarily relate to
teacher accountability towards their employer. Practically this means that teacher
development and contractual accountability were perceived as two separate entities
when teacher self-evaluation purposes were concerned.

In the identification of factors, which was based on the common characteristics
of the items that load in each factor, the lowest communality has item ‘e’ (‘make
teachers accountable to government’) (0.521). Since communality expresses the total
spreading of a variable that is explained by the model of the three factors we could
consider that what item ‘e’ expresses as a self-evaluation purpose in relation to the other
items contributes low in the interpretation of F2. This does not suggest that item’s €

contribution in the identification of F2 is unacceptable but implies that ‘teacher
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development’ as a purpose of teacher self-evaluation does not relate as closely to
teachers’ sense of accountability towards the government as it relates to the other three
items that compose this factor. This provides an indication that teacher self-evaluation
aiming at teacher development was perceived as relating closer to personal than
contractual accountability.

For the third factor the mean score was 1.46, which suggests that teachers (in the
total sample) attribute a medium to high importance to ‘improvement of students’
learning’ as a teacher self-evaluation purpose. Examining the mean scores of individual
items composing this construct (F3) we notice that item ‘h’ has a direction towards high
(mean scores: g=1.88, h=1.48). Teachers attributed less importance to ‘identifying
teaching needs’, as a self-evaluation purpose, compared to the purpose of ‘improving
learning outcomes’. Practically this could be interpreted as indicating teachers’ focus
on improvement of learning outcomes -not so on identifying teaching needs; or, as
learning outcomes overwhelming teaching needs. Both raise an issue as to how
successful a self-evaluation practice focusing more on outcomes than needs can be for
the improvement of teaching.

Comparing the mean scores of all factors, the factors ‘professional
responsibility’ (1.43) and ‘improvement of students’ learning’ (1.46) received close high
values. In practical terms this might be interpreted as meaning that teachers self-
evaluated aiming to enhance students’ progress in learning and show that they were
responsible professionals.

With regard to the appropriateness of the model of PCA, Bartlett’s test of
sphericity revealed that the correlation matrix is statistically significant different from
the identity matrix (\*=336.884, df=45, p=0,000). Finally the indicator or Kaiser-
Meyer- Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy that concerns the correlation matrix, is
equivalent to 0.745, this means it is above the accepted limit of 0.50 (Hair et al. 1995) or
0.60 (Coakes and Steed 1999, Sharma 1996).

Im act of Teachin Ex erience and School Contexts on Self-Evaluation Pu oses:
To check the effects of teaching experience and school and their interaction on the
factors of teacher self-evaluation purposes, data were tested in processes of analysis of

variance (ANOV A) with the help of general linear models (GLM).



184

13:F1 F2 and F3: The analysis of variance indicated that the independent
variables 1)‘teaching experience’ and 2)‘school’ do not have a statistical significant
effect on ‘professional responsibility’ (F1) or equivalently the means of this factor that
correspond in the four levels of teaching experience /or in the four schools are not
statistically different at significance level a=0.05 [1:(F(3,94)=0.210, p=0.889);
2:(F(3,94)=0.539, p=0.657)]. Similarly no significant effect was detected on ‘teacher
development’ (F2) [1:(F(3,95)=0.707, p=0.550); 2:(F(3,95)=0.174, p=0.914)] and
‘improvement of students’ learning’ (F3) [1:(F(3,94)=0.877, p=0.456);
2:(F(3,94)=1.359, p=0.260)] (Appendix 3B: tables XVIII, XIX, XX, XXI, XXII, XXIII,
XXIV).

The analysis of variance indicated also that there was no statistical significant
interaction of ‘teaching experience’ x ‘school’ at significance level a=0.05
[F1:(F(9,94)=0.491, p=0.877); F2:(F(9,95)=0.735, p=0.675); F3:(F(9,94=1.359,
p=0.260)] (Appendix 3B: XXV, XXVI, XXVII).

These results suggest that novice and experienced teachers working in primary
and secondary schools considered that self-evaluating for professional responsibility, for
teacher development and for improving students’ learning was part of their teaching
duties regardless of contextual influences. Which implies that it was regarded a

personal professional activity -not a collective one.

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS

The key themes to emerge from the responses to the open-ended questions are
now discussed. Responses were coded and analysed separately according to subject
speciality. I start by discussing briefly the development of self-evaluation to indicate
teachers’ need for support. Then, I focus on illustrating the meaning, value and

disadvantages attributed to teacher self-evaluation and indicating influencing factors.

Teachers were asked to describe one way they had changed their self-evaluation
practice. Responses referred to the development of knowledge and the feelings the self-
evaluation practice provoked. The trial and error approach prevailed in novices who
felt ‘uncertainty’, ‘stress’ and ‘disappointment’ when they self-evaluated. The changes
applied in self-evaluation practice concerned the high value teachers placed on
‘experiential knowledge’, which was regarded as leading them to become ‘flexible’,

‘open’ and ‘more critical’ towards their practice.
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The meaning and value attached to teacher self-evaluation was sought in the
sentence “self-evaluation means for me...”’ The benefits of the practice of teacher self-
evaluation were explored through these definitions, and also through attitude statements,
so the last open-ended question asked what ‘the main disadvantages’ were. It was
assumed that extracting opinions on negative aspects of teacher self-evaluation would
shed light on weak points/ influential conditions/ issues needing attention; this would
allow to explore teacher understanding of the limitations of self-evaluation. All groups
agreed that self-evaluation aimed at developing teacher understanding and showing
professional accountability. Teacher self-evaluation seemed to mean: self-monitoring,
self-examination, self-critique, self-awareness, self-correction and self-regulation and to

operate at different levels. At affective level it motivated teachers to be creative:
‘It’s a mood for experimentation’
At cognitive level it functioned as a tool for raising awareness:

‘It’s a continuous alarm for achieving the goals I have set’
‘It’s attending and adjusting to circumstances’

At practical level it functioned as a lever for improving teaching:
‘A continuous search for updating teaching to do the best’
At professional level it served accountability demands:

‘It’s my continuous improvement for the benefit of the pupils I teach, thus for the
benefit of the educational system I am a part of

‘A practice that comes out of my need to know —not because the state enforces it,
because my conscience asks me to.’

While leaving space for professional development: ‘It’s deliverance from dogmatism’.

Such definitions loaded the practice of teacher self-evaluation both with a formative and
a summative function, practised both for decision-making and for accountability. The
self-evaluation activity seemed placed at personal and professional levels with its
conduct dependent on the sense of responsibility the individual teacher held. The
private character of teacher self-evaluation prevailed in responses: ‘to extend one’s own
knowledge’ and ‘to become self-aware’. Achieving awareness required ‘feeling

responsible towards pupils and the teaching profession’ thus necessitated:

‘examining actions fairly, sincerely and critically’
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‘tracking down the difficulties that pupils experience and recovering methods to
overcome them’

‘making a harsh critique of own judgements’
Teacher self-evaluation seemed dependent on teachers’ willingness and capacity to view
their decisions and actions with a critical eye. Teacher skills in evaluation become
crucial in this context for the quality and success of its conduct and outcomes. The
expectations of the institutional context appeared to impact on teacher willingness and
capacity. For example, ‘examining fairly’ or ‘recovering methods’ were school
dependent. Teachers in different settings seemed to value different aspects of the
practice of teacher self-evaluation, which implied differences in its conduct and
outcomes. For instance, there was a level of agreement about the ‘what’ ‘why’ and

‘how’ of teacher self-evaluation for most except in the case of the nursery teachers.

Only a few nursery teachers referred to what was included in teacher self-evaluation or
how it was conducted but agreed on its purposes, such as to limit ‘competitiveness’.
Such emphasis on purposes might indicate that the potential of self-evaluation was seen
as a means to achieve an end, the end being the fulfilment of the purpose that
necessitated its use. For example, targeting to make obvious to other audiences the
quality of the work produced in nursery. It might also be indicative of nursery teachers’
valuing different aspects of teacher self-evaluation, for example, attending more to
outcomes rather than to the processes used to achieve them. It might also reflect the
limitations nursery teachers face in discussing their performance problems and the
understanding they developed via their self-evaluation. That is, to reflect their need to

clarify and validate own judgements, decisions and actions.

The impact of context on teachers’ perceptions of teacher self-evaluation was
also apparent at secondary level, where the work overload and the effect of ‘Frodisteria’
(private tutorial preparation for university entrance) appeared to hinder the conduct of
teacher self-evaluation:

‘I don’t know if self-evaluation can be practised when the teacher has in front of his
eyes the frustration or indifference of students’

‘When pupils come and say ‘Sir, we did this in Frodisterio’, what is there to self-
evaluate?’

The usefulness of self-evaluation outcomes can motivate teachers to monitor progress to

advance their understanding of practice, however ‘fo achieve advanced understanding
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(teachers) need continuous training’. Responses to the question ‘what kind of trainin
do ou think would hel ou self evaluate efficientl ’indicated that teachers want
‘training on educational evaluation’. The kind of training that supports self-evaluation
practice needed to be ‘excelled by practicality’ and ‘continuity’, and with knowledge
‘tested in practice’. The expression ‘exemplary seminars’ appeared persistently,
signifying that it was the kind of training that was favoured by all groups as serving

their teaching and learning needs best.

Further, teachers appeared to believe that standardised schemes in the evaluation
of teachers were not respecting such needs. When asked ‘which isin our o inion the
main disadvanta e of standardised teacher evaluation schemes teachers identified biasea
Jjudgements resulting from standardised processes and unclear procedures, and the
‘unfitness of uniform standards’ to attend to multiple perspectives and diverse teaching
situations. Revealing the reasons that motivated Greek teachers to oppose standardised
appraisal schemes helps contextualise Greek teachers’ self-evaluation. Further, in
planning training or evaluation policy, respondents provided answers of the way their
needs could be met; listening to their opinions and respecting their expectations can
assist in taking appropriate measures to restrict the impact of contextual factors on their
self-evaluation practice. For example, the analysis suggested that certain groups (such
as nursery teachers, physical education and foreign language teachers working in
primaries) favoured training that integrated collegial dialogues. This implies that
interactive collegial dialogues have a role to play in the development of teachers’
understanding of practice. Sources of valuable feedback included those who have
similar teaching experience, in terms of same subject matter or age group. This
emphasis on dialogue might be an effect of these groups’ isolated situation. This issue
raises concerns about the way specific learning needs could be met under the current
structural and management arrangements. This context appeared to have an impact on
the way understanding of practice was reached via self-evaluation. For example, a
difference in emphasis on collegial dialogue as a means to advance understanding of
one’s own perf(;rmance was noted in foreign language teachers working in primaries
compared to those in secondary schools indicating an effect of context on the way
expectations in teachers were developed. Also, exact and pure science teachers had put
the locus of constraints exercised on teacher self-evaluation on external factors, while

other groups stressed equally the effect of personal characteristics. Such differences
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within, and between groups indicate the impact of context in the formation of what
Eraut (1994) has termed teachers’ professional conscience, which might lead teachers to

‘be lenient and loose towards evaluating their practice’ and ‘neglect to self-evaluate’.

The different effect of context, in relation to the private character attached to
self-evaluation practice (with its accompanying use of implicit criteria and standards)
and the possibility of misinterpretations to remain unchallenged, raise the issue of the
quality and effectiveness of teachers’ self-evaluations. Many teachers reported for
instance, the ‘levelling’ of all teachers as a disadvantage that constrained engagement in
self-evaluation, or described its effect on their self-evaluation practice. The ‘levelling’
of teachers was regarded as equating with standardised teaching, which seemed to
impact negatively on the practice of teacher self-evaluation since it led teachers to
minimise their self-examination and efforts to improve practice. The need to consider
such issues and differences and to take steps to overcome them becomes a necessity
when teachers identified the main disadvantages of teacher self-evaluation to be their
own subjectivity, the possibility of mistaken valuations and biased judgements and the
consequent wrong actions. The conduct of teacher self-evaluation could be open to
attacks from the teacher (depended on teacher’s level of resistance to external pressures)
or from external audiences, such as the government. Most importantly, prolonged
practice without supportive conditions might result in the development of minimalist
attitudes towards teacher self-evaluation processes and devaluing of its outcomes.
Consider the use of a proverb on some responses describing the disadvantages of
teacher self-evaluation: “John serves, John drinks”. Whether these teachers devalued
the self-evaluation process, or their answers reflect other audiences’ opinion of their
self-evaluations, or they exhibited indirect wishes that a collective approach was

needed, is not clear. What it indicated however, was the:

‘teachers’ lack of knowledge regarding self-evaluation processes, its advantages and
the value of its successful implementation’

Teachers might value teacher self-evaluation for its compatibility with their needs but
this seems not enough in ensuring success. Recognition of disadvantages of self-
evaluation needs to be accompanied by steps to overcome them, such as professional

development programs and explicit and clear standards.
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OVERVIEW

Teachers expressed cautiousness towards formal schemes in the evaluation of
teachers and exhibited an awareness of the need to adapt to various circumstances and
evaluate their teaching based on circumstantial evidence. They viewed self-evaluation
as an individualistic exercise serving both formative and summative functions
dependent on the way self-evaluation experiences were individually interpreted and
handled. Professional responsibility, teacher development and improvement of
students’ learning were identified as purposes of teacher self-evaluation, while
professional awareness, accountability and learning outcomes were identified as self-
evaluation benefits. Monitoring one’s own progress, being responsible and effective
appeared to be important self-evaluation purposes; this implies that self-evaluation was
perceived as reflecting a responsible professional action. Uncovering values in teaching
practice and the professional culture through self-evaluation appeared to have medium
importance for Greek teachers; this suggests that teachers might not focus on or
question them. Realising strengths and weaknesses was considered an important
benefit, however, it did not relate closely to professional awareness which implies that
the sole existence of the first might not ensure the second and vice versa. Teachers
perceived self-evaluation as a learning activity that enhanced their understanding of
students’ progress and exhibited a focus on improving learning outcomes, not so on
identifying teaching needs. This raises an issue as to how successful the self-evaluation
practice can be when outcomes, and not needs, drive teachers’ efforts to improve their
teaching. It also implies that professional accountability exceeded contractual
accountability. Teachers considered teacher development as relating closer to personal
accountability; this led to perceiving contractual accountability as unrelated to teacher
development via self-evaluation. Views regarding the most important aspect of self-
evaluation were divided between teacher development and teacher ability. Both imply
that teacher’s willingness and capacity to learn through self-evaluation practice is
important. Teachers appeared to feel secure and in control of their self-evaluation
practice independently of setting and teaching experience. However, their sense of
accountability appeared to be influenced by the setting in which they taught and by their
years in teaching. Years of initial training, and also of teaching experience, appeared to
have an effect in perceiving professional values as a constraint in self-evaluation, staff

attitudes appeared to be seen as a constraint by female teachers. Secondary teachers
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seemed to perceive time as a constraint but nursery teachers did not. Such findings
highlight the inextricable link between the personal and the contextual, imply different
needs and expectations, indicate variations in self-evaluation practice and raise the issue
of the academic orientation of schools and its effect on self-evaluation practice.

Answers coincided: professional problems become individualised in self-
evaluation while teachers’ performance is affected by several parameters that influence
teachers’ self-evaluation behaviour, especially when teachers do not think critically of
their practice and are not supported. The effect of contextual influences in the practice
of self-evaluation needs consideration since most teachers rated their self-evaluation
practice in need of improvement, with novices and teachers working in secondary
settings being less satisfied with the way they self-evaluated compared to very
experienced teachers and ones working in the primary sector of education. Teachers
appeared to be not fully equipped with evaluation knowledge and skills but appeared
willing to participate in in-service training on self-evaluation. The noticed differences
among speciality groups regarding changes applied in self-evaluation seemed to be an
effect of experience, or to indicate different learning needs depending on speciality.
This implies that policy support to teachers must have a differentiated approach and
focus. Also, the noticed differences in attitudes regarding effective source of feedback
in self-evaluation and in beliefs and focus in self-evaluation practice (thus in its
outcomes) highlighted the role of institutional support. Teachers appeared to regard
colleagues as a source for acquiring supportive feedback in self-evaluation.

Next I discuss the findings from the case studies and the postal survey.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
CROSS-CASE ANALYSIS

In chapter two I outlined the value of practising teacher self-evaluation and in
chapters five to seven I have provided examples of self-evaluation practice in Greece.
This chapter triangulates evidence collected from the case studies and the postal survey
to validate the findings. The analysis highlights teachers’ perceptions of, and attitudes
towards teacher self-evaluation and their sense of accountability by demonstrating self-
evaluation benefits, purposes and processes and the way these link to teacher learning
and development. It discusses supports and constraints and outlines its development in

the Greek context and the implications for teachers and schools.

MEANING, BENEFITS AND VALUE
My argument is that for teacher self-evaluation to be a meaningful, purposeful
and beneficial practice, the teacher and the school need to value and actively care to

promote the exercise of states that Aristotle terms ‘intellect’ (vOUG), ‘correct thinking’

(pOVNOIG: phronesis) and teacher positive feelings. The value attached to self-
evaluation practice and teacher willingness to advance understanding about it are vital
for engagement in self-evaluation (Kremer-Hayon, 1993). No case-study teacher
questioned openly its value; in the postal survey, 58.0% of the teachers were willing to
participate if a formal self-evaluation training scheme was introduced (39.3% of
teachers would devote two hours weekly, 31.3% two hours monthly). This reflects
teachers’ views of teaching and teacher self-evaluation: they were ‘two sides of the same
coin’:

‘I have to examine my practice to find out if my goals and targets are of use to

pupils. How else am I going to know?’ (Nursery teacher N)

‘Teacher self-evaluation is the internal search for understanding and acceptance;

it’s the hardship in exceeding your own self’ (Postal survey definition)
Self-evaluation practice, perceived as inextricably linked to teaching (Elliott, 1994),
refers to one’s search for self-acceptance through one’s efforts to develop
understanding. Teachers perceived their role as involving their right to choose and act
freely on what they considered appropriate for particular situations. This is reflected in

anticipated benefits from self-evaluation. At the affective level self-evaluation provided

satisfaction, motivating teacher’s further efforts to understand practice. For instance,
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nursery teacher Y tried the kinetic activities after evaluating her colleagues’ views about
her practice; it was these views that made her feel uncomfortable with her teaching
decisions. At the cognitive level self-evaluation enabled the identification of the need to
intervene, such as to correct mistakes. At the practical level self-evaluation assured the
choice of appropriate ways to act in particular situations. For example, primary teacher
K’s engagement in repeated reflective and reflexive processes clarified her thinking of
pupils’ persistence to ‘cut’ words into syllables when reading. At the professional level
it assisted teachers to learn from practice and from each other, to search for ways to
develop professionally and show accountability. From the analysis of qualitative and
quantitative data it was apparent that teachers disconnected their development from
contractual accountability leading to a view that this is a personal matter.

Teacher self-evaluation perceived and practised as the ‘teacher’s business’,
places a high burden on teacher ability. 36.4% of the stratified and 38.3% of the case
study samples indicated ‘teacher ability’ as the most important aspect in teacher self
evaluation. One’s ability to think and to judge own actions correctly are conditions for
creative practical reasoning (Garrison, 1999:304). This implies that in the case that a
teacher devalues her own ability to offer knowledge to assist pupils to achieve, the
usefulness of self-evaluation, and also the questioning of one’s role as a teacher, can
become problematic. This was evident in the secondary school teachers’ questioning of
the usefulness of their self-evaluations in the postal survey, which was a result of
competition stemming from the value pupils attached to school-offered knowledge
compared to the one acquired from private tuition. In Aristotelian terms, this means that
one’s negative stance (e.g. devaluating, uncritical) in self-evaluation (formal cause)
connected to external influences (efficient cause) can determine the rationale for such
practice (final cause) and diminish the role of the individual (material cause).

As Watkins and colleagues (2002:2) note, the belief that it is not the effort but
the “ability (that) leads to success” indicates a ‘performance orientation’, which has
negative effects for teachers and teaching (i.e. feelings of ‘helplessness’, ‘reduced help-
seeking’, ‘use of maladaptive strategies’). The effect of the focus on ability in the
practice of self-evaluation can vary, depending on whether one chooses and acts freely
in self-evaluation. As Garrison (1999:104) notes for Dewey ‘conditions of freedom’
that are necessary for creative practical reasoning are choice, desire and advanced

abilities. I shall explain this through two examples of teachers who expressed feelings



193

of helplessness regarding the same event. Teacher F, who discovered a pupil hidden in
the closet for the entire lesson, appeared to be caught up in routine practice to the extent
that she was unwilling or unable to grasp the importance of examining the incident to
learn from it. She believed she acted in an acceptable and sensible manner based on her
prior experience. This was inadequate to provoke a critical examination of her situation
or to make an effective decision. Experience alone was not a sufficient condition for her
to understand her own practice and improve it (Lambert, 1984; Airasian & Gullickson,
1994). The Head did not act not because his ‘hands were tied’ by legislation but
because he believed that teacher F lacked the ability to perform well. He disapproved of
her practice and had the choice to act differently. However, his aim was to minimise
teachers’ and parents’ complaints and chose not to confront the teacher. This means
that he acted ‘at-will’ by exercising what Aristotle calls ‘proairesis’. His actions along
with the established school practices provided little encouragement and support to
teacher F. Consider colleagues ‘light-hearted’ reactions and the uncritical nature of the
feedback she received. Successful teacher self-evaluation relates closely to the support

the school environment provides.

Ross (1993:281-2) notes that for Aristotle involuntary action originates from an
external source to the individual, and is based either on compulsion (this means the
individual influenced by an “irresistible external force" feels fear to act differently), or
on “ignorance of the specific circumstances” one experiences (the case of teacher F).
Plenty of examples in this study indicated that when individuals cannot exercise their
will and freedom of choice when they act, a shortage of good understanding follows
(Garrison, 1999). The absence of will and freedom of choice can make impossible the
practice of self-evaluation.

The Head however acted voluntarily and used ‘proairesis’. Ross (1993:283-5)
interprets Aristotle’s ‘proairesis’ as ‘preferred choice’ and notes that it looks more like
‘conscious will” as opposed to voluntary action as a ‘calculated will’. The Head used
‘proairesis’ as a means to an end (‘conscious will’). In Aristotle’s words ‘proairesis’ is
"BOUAEUTIKN OpeIC Twv £’ AUIV" (‘vouleftiki orexis ton ef imin®): Nicomachean
Ethics, 1112 a 18 - 1113 a 14), being either a "desirable mind" or "intellectual desire"
‘originating from the individual’ (‘OpeKTIKOC vouUC', dravvonTikn Opelic’, 'n Tolalm
‘apxn avlpwnog”: ibid. 1139 b 4). In this context, understanding teachers’ choices and
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actions when they self-evaluate their practice appears to be an asset for understanding
teachers’ perceptions and values, and also clarifying the meaning and value of learning

from the self-evaluation process.

PURPOSES

The purposes I identified emerged from immersion in the unique context of each
school and the analysis of the postal survey responses and the case studies. The
purposes play an important role in shaping the conduct of teacher self-evaluation and
the learning outcomes for teachers, pupils and schools. I was guided by previous
research in the field, which referred to the evaluation of teachers as being shaped by key
factors, such as teacher learning, development and accountability. The purposes are
organised under headings for analytical reasons and should not be seen as independent
from each other. For example, self-evaluating for accountability may relate to self-
evaluation for determining teaching needs or for clarifying teacher understanding of

classroom behaviour.

Self-Evaluation for Developing Understanding

My argument is that self-evaluation for developing understanding can be an
active or a passive learning process for teachers depending on perceived needs. The
teachers I studied, regardless of the specific purpose their self-evaluation served, or
whether pursuing this consciously or unconsciously, did so to learn from practice. The
study detected and explored self-evaluation purposes such as, self-evaluation for
diagnosing and determining teaching and learning needs, assessing learning outcomes,
clarifying teacher understanding of classroom behaviour, identifying one’s own
strengths and weaknesses, achieving awareness of one’s own practice. Teachers’
perceptions of the object of reflection, examination and change appeared to define the
combination of these specific purposes in action. For instance, teachers’ perception of
nursery schools as primarily ‘social places’ allowed them to self-evaluate for diagnosis
but prevented them from evaluating the perception itself and its effect on pupils’
learning. As Schon (1983) stresses professional actions flow from clusters of thought
images, thus, how a person perceives a situation (for example, perceiving a problem
metaphorically or not) frames how she addresses problems in this situation. Further, the

pursuit of each one of these purposes in self-evaluation can assist teachers reorganise
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their understanding of practice in different areas. For example, self-evaluation for
diagnosis targeted mainly on developing understanding in the area of teaching and
learning needs, while self-evaluation for self-awareness related more to the questioning
of one’s educational perceptions and orientations.

The specific purpose of self-evaluation can define the kind of learning that
teachers seek and acquire; "no general rule can help us know every time what we ought
to do; we need to wait until we find ourselves in specific circumstances and consider
them in total" (Ross, 1993:280). For example, self-evaluation for assessing pupils
appeared to limit teacher focus on expected behavioural outcomes. Schon (1987) argues
teachers may unwittingly focus on some aspects and ignore others. It was partly this
focus on some aspects that led some nursery teachers to experience problems as
‘dragging’ them and they disassociated from problem-solving. The problems remained
and teachers did not clarify the cause. The dominance of personal memories, beliefs
and experiences over professional knowledge, policies and practices, can contribute
towards a lack of focus on questioning one’s and others’ judgements and examining
principles underpinning decisions (e.g. individual, school, policy). To illustrate,
teachers who drew on personal memories to judge and justify their professional actions,
seemed unaware of the way their beliefs interfered with their professional role. They
did not examine the appropriateness of their beliefs on the professional standards they
used, or the effect this might have on different pupils.

The specific purpose in self-evaluation for understanding could define teachers’
choice of further action. For instance, pupils’ reactions led primary teacher N to reflect
on her approach and question her pedagogy. For teacher NI parents’ reactions led her to
reconsider parental involvement for developing understanding of her practice and to
question her attitude towards teacher-parent communication. In both cases self-
evaluation practice was driven by interaction and was undertaken to advance
understanding and facilitate decision-making. As such, they were “a matter of co-
ordinating means and consequences” (Garrison, 1999:305). Such co-ordination
appeared to depend on the way feedback acquired from incidents (what Schon (1983)
calls ‘critical incidents’) was perceived as important, thus presenting a dilemma to
search for alternative options. For example, the nursery teachers who emphasised social
knowledge and skills were not so concerned about pupils’ failure to achieve in learning

areas they considered of low importance, such as learning to count. Their belief
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diminished the value of academic knowledge and neglected available options. The
nursery NC emphasised all areas and they saw other colleagues pursuing them. This
was not sufficient to encourage to self-evaluate, to question and learn. For new learning
to occur via self-evaluation established thinking, beliefs and practices need to become
the objects of reflection. This requires of teachers to reflect on the usefulness of

pursuing one purpose and not another.

Self-Evaluation for Accountability

The kind of professional identity teachers develop can account for the way they
self-evaluate for accountability. For instance, primary teachers communicated pupils’
problems believing that teachers’ role required ‘awakening’ parents to the fact that their
teaching alone could not ensure progress. Their aim was to ‘diffuse’ responsibility, not
to use parents’ help to increase pupils’ learning. Ashton and Webb (1986) describe the
belief about the extent to which one’s teaching can affect pupils’ learning as one’s
‘teaching efficacy’. Teacher’s sense of teaching efficacy includes the questioning of
assumptions in self-evaluation. For example, primary teacher D used dialogue with
parents to get approval for her approach but the parents’ rejection of her judgements did
not lead to her re-examination of her assumptions. Rather she decided to give up on her
efforts, as she no longer considered herself responsible for providing solutions to this
pupil’s problem. Not questioning one’s own assumptions influences pupil’s progress
(Nash, 1973; Ashley, 1991) while excluding pupils’ problems from one’s level of
influence indicates one’s denial to accept responsibility for poor student performance
(Airasian & Gullickson, 1994).

The effect of identity on self-evaluation for accountability was seen in nursery
teachers in another context. They communicated their work to parents to get
reassurance that pupils understood and were pleased with the learning experiences they
offered. For instance, nursery teacher M was aware of pupils’ differences in
development (e.g. in language), however, she expected them to communicate nursery
experiences to their parents and had incorporated a group discussion at the end of the
school day to make sure pupils remembered. An explanation for this different focus in
self-evaluation for accountability might be due to the status assigned to nursery

schooling (non compulsory), or to its curriculum that reaches learning through
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exploration and play, compared to the subject-based primary school curriculum and its
mandatory assessment.

Self-evaluation for accountability, when related to one’s sense of competence,
appeared to influence one’s approach to teaching. For instance, some nursery teachers
did the work for pupils, scolded them when the work was not ‘presentable’, or became
annoyed when pupils told their mothers they did not have a good day at school. In the
postal survey, the nursery teachers’ group emphasised the need for in-service training
based on interactive dialogue. It was only this group that stressed the importance of
purpose over the process in teacher self-evaluation. An explanation for this is that
nursery teachers feel isolated and need to communicate their professional concerns to
increase their feelings of efficiency. Another explanation is that they feel that they need
to validate their interpretations of their teaching situation with another adult. Factors,
such as speciality, level of schooling, academic orientation, school and curriculum, can
account for differences in self-evaluation undertaken for accountability. For example,
quantitative findings indicated differences among teachers seeking advice about the
practice of self-evaluation (e.g. nursery teachers’ positive response compared to the
negative response of exact science teachers). Differences were also evident concerning
who provided the most effective source of help (e.g. primary and exact science teachers
favoured collegial support compared to physical education teachers’ positive attitude
towards support from ‘advisers and others’). Such differences reflect different needs for
the practice of self-evaluation and different self-evaluation outcomes depending on the
purpose.

A common finding among, and within, groups of teachers was the blending of
professional accountability with moral accountability, which overwhelmed contractual
accountability. For instance, in the case studies the commonest statement was
‘I self-evaluate for me, not the government’. This reflects the fact that teachers were the
sole evaluators of teaching practices since 1982. Similarly, the quantitative analysis of
perceived self-evaluation benefits indicated that accountability was not valued as much
as other benefits, such as learning outcomes. Accountability related to personal rather
than collective accountability. However, the school and teaching experience had an
impact on teachers’ sense of accountability, which either was greater in the first and

middle years of teaching, or the primary and nursery sector.
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Such differences indicate that the school context plays an influential role in self-
evaluation for accountability and raises an issue of the extent self-evaluation might be
used to provide excuses either for reduced efforts or for hiding (individually or
collectively) inefficient practices. Case study material provided evidence that teachers
who passively accepted problems in their practice thought that problems could not be
solved. Teacher expertise appeared to provide the basis for such justification. The
persistent use of generalisations and judgemental expressions revealed a prevailing
language in schools that was not challenged (e.g. through collegial discourse). “A great
deal of practical judgement occurs... (when) words are settled upon... and the outcomes
of...reasoning is thus...pre-empted” (Smith, 1999:334). Teachers might use such
expressions to justify their teaching inefficiencies based on the lack of explicit criticism.
Such lack was evident in the example of homework in the primary school: the belief that
colleagues ought to support each other prevented teacher critique. However, this
contradicted their belief that ‘being open and sincere’ was required in the practice of
self-evaluation. Such contradictions suggest a gap between rhetoric and reality and a
tendency to protect teaching from criticism. Overcoming the inconsistency between
words and actions did not seem easy: first because of the focus on the manageability of
self-evaluation practice and second because collegial action reinforced it. The
institutional context maintained it. Teachers’ attendance to ‘acceptable discourse’ or
‘habitual’ practices suggested feelings of insecurity, which had an effect on the way
teachers self-evaluated and the sense of accountability they developed; teachers reported
that when they were novices they did not think and act in the same way. ‘Openness’
among colleagues demands a school culture in which teachers feel secure (Little, 1982;
Southworth, 1994; Harris & Antony, 2001).

Socialisation into the profession appeared to bring a ‘professional conscience’ to
teachers (Eraut, 1994), which can drive them towards focusing on the manageability of
self-evaluation. For instance, self-evaluating for protection or justification was a
learning outcome of the professional conscience teachers had developed. Such
evaluation implied a quest for what Ball calls ‘performativity’ (1999:10), that is,
teachers accepting that the way they acted, was what they wanted. Aristotle notes:
"judgement lies on sensation" (‘€v Tr| QioBNOEel 1) KPIONC' (en te aisthese e crises):
Nicomachean Ethics, 1108 b 30 1109 b 26). Teachers were the only ‘judges’ of

learning in schools; such a focus could only be driven by the identity teachers had
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constructed of their professional role and duties. This identity might have helped
teachers feel empowered which the evidence suggests. However, it was constructed in a
way that it did not appear to help them correct the inconsistencies in their practice and to
be openly critical of their own and others’ teaching. The school’s role in detecting
inefficiencies and caring for improvement in school practices becomes central in
successful teacher self-evaluation, as is the impact of the school on establishing a
culture that values and promotes self-evaluation. For example, primary teacher F’s poor
performance did not receive open examination and supportive action; her problem
raised other problems which regardless of parents’ demands and the Head’s actions
remained unsolved. Her case indicated the way conditions inside and beyond the school

(e.g. legislation) could determine the practice of self-evaluation.

PROCESS

In this section I will be discussing two of the three types of teacher self-
evaluation identified by Elliott (1983) that were practised by Greek teachers. These are,
‘unreflective self-evaluation’ and ‘self-evaluation as practical deliberation’. The third
type, ‘explicit knowledge of technical rules’ was not observed. An explanation for this
is that the successful institutionalised practice of this type requires an approach to
evaluation directed towards accountability while recognising the vital importance of
self-evaluation; its active promotion as an integral part of initial and in-service training;

and an encouraging and supporting school climate. This context was absent.

Unreflective Self-Evaluation

The similarities of self-evaluation behaviour among many teachers in the
primary and nursery settings suggested that unreflective self-evaluation was in
operation: teachers self-evaluated spontaneously, rapidly, implicitly and
unsystematically and were unable to justify their choice of action during teaching or
outside teaching situations (e.g. the example of primary teacher N talking to pupils and
then to colleagues). The postal survey findings indicated that almost one in three
teachers (29.7%) reported self-evaluating only while teaching, more than half self-
evaluated unsystematically (59.3%: ‘flexibly’). Ross (1993) mentions that for Aristotle
there is a phase in thinking in which the correctness of specific actions is understood

first and then general principles are extracted. This follows a process of productive
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reasoning in which we deduce the correctness from other similar actions. Thus,
“practical and testimonial reasoning” is cognitively understood not with reason but with
a kind of perception that Aristotle calls ‘phronesis’ ((pdvnoIG :correct thinking)
(ibid.:311).

In this type of self-evaluation time appeared to be important. The limited time
available resulted in a shallow attempt at the self-evaluation process. The case study
groups claimed that the teaching process requires quick responses. Nursery teachers
reported that they did not always attend to solve persistent problems and primary
teachers reported that teaching was subjected to time limits which did not allow them to
‘stop and think’. Teachers tend to feel that it is not feasible during teaching to respond
instantly without losing spontaneity and that taking time for reflection would digress
them from the action of teaching (Court, 1988, Gilliss, 1988; Airasian & Gullickson,
1994). They could also feel exhausted at the end of school day and have little time to
reflect (Freedman et al, 1998; Mitchell & Weber, 1999). However, writers disagree that
thinking interrupts doing (Schon, 1983; Garrison, 1999). Watkins and colleagues
(2002:3) note “time and pacing” as one element of teaching activity, arguing that such
elements “display different conceptions of learning”. They suggest that teachers who
‘control time’ view learning as ‘instruction’, while teachers who pay less attention to
time are ‘co-constructors’. Elliott (1993c) suggests that when teachers use instrumental
thinking in their action-oriented reflections, their self-evaluations are driven by a
technical rather than a practical interest. If this is the case, teachers’ stance towards
time suggests that there were teachers in this study who exhibited an ‘instruction’
orientation and a technical rather than practical interest in their self-evaluation practice.
In the postal survey, time as a constraint was considered of medium to high importance;
the greater difference was observed between nursery and secondary teachers. The
former group did not see time as a constraint in self-evaluation, the latter did. One
explanation for this is that secondary schools have a strong academic orientation and
teaching is mostly prescriptive to match the requirements of selection procedures for
university entrance exams. Nursery schooling is widely regarded as an initiation stage
to institutional life that achieves its aim by socialising pupils. The ‘time plethora’ of
pupils to learn, which nursery teachers reported, reflects this. The pupils’ young age

may influence the time needed for the type of self-evaluation a teacher pursues.
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Another important dimension was ‘habitual practice’, that is, teacher implicit
knowledge of ‘safe’ ways to act. For instance, the case study teachers stopped relying
on the performance of individual students to reach judgements of their own performance
when they developed an understanding of class performance. The understanding of
‘safe’ ways or rules for drawing conclusions about practice was tacitly known and used
when needed (Elliott, 1983, Garrison, 1999; Bohme, 2001). "One cannot deliberate
about the whole of one’s... practice. For the most part it will proceed on the basis of
unreflective self-evaluations grounded in tacit traditional knowledge" (Elliott,
1983:237). This tacit knowledge represents one’s ‘phronesis’ of what is to be
considered ‘good’ and ‘right’ in a specific context and time. A teacher who perceives a
situation with ‘phronesis’ means that teacher uses her own ability and skills to think
practically with the aid of a ‘rule’ that is considered satisfactory for her own practice
(Ross, 1993; Smith, 1999). In this context, the rules one sets for practice can define
self-evaluation processes and outcomes. For example, teacher H’s rule ‘the language
used when providing feedback to low achievers needs to be plain and consistent’
determined the information she searched and acquired from them to determine the
success of her intervening actions. Further, rules for satisfactory practice (or successful
performance) can be common in groups of teachers. For instance, in nursery settings
the two rules prevalent (nursery is a ‘social place’ and nursery is ‘place of opportunity”)
reflected the way two groups of nursery teachers exercised their ‘phronesis’ when
evaluating their practice. Aristotle’s secondar kind of ¢ hronesis’ (the ability of
‘correct’ thinking for oneself and for the state) (Nicomachean Ethics, a 24- b 30) helps
explain the common point of reference that teachers shared and which made them
reluctant to question the way they understood and attributed meaning. This ‘phronesis’
"involves the knowledge of what is ‘correct’, without reaching it through an analytical
process"; it is encountered "in individuals with certain life experiences, even if they are

not in a position to express general principles" (Ross, 1993:310-1).

Self-Evaluation as Practical Deliberation

Instances of self-evaluation as practical deliberation were also detected and
explored. These indicated that the awareness of the need and the knowledge of how to
carry out the self-evaluation prompted conscious action, which had the potential for

changing beliefs and practices. For example, primary teacher NI's awareness of the
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need to solve a pupil’s problem led to inviting his mother to stay in the school to help,
and also to sharing this decision with colleagues. Faced with their negative reaction in a
way she had not anticipated made her reconsider the use of collegial dialogues and her
belief about appropriate ways to solve classroom problems. She self-evaluated
deliberately based on the sets of cause-effect relationships she had developed, guided by
experience and reflection on what to do to understand and change her practice. She
conducted self-evaluation to decide what was appropriate for her circumstances without
relying on clear and exact rules. Her engagement in self-evaluation was a voluntary and
conscious action and her judgements reflected her sense of responsibility for causing
change to her practice or beliefs through the use of ‘proairesis’. Elliott’s self-evaluation
as practical deliberation, Schon’s (1983) reflection-on-action, and about action, and
Airasian and Gullickson’s (1994) definition of teacher self-assessment are grounded in
principles observed in her action, such as consciousness, freedom of choice and

willingness to assume responsibility for one’s own action.

In this type of self-evaluation time appeared to be important too. For instance, in
the case studies the efforts of teachers K and A to understand pupils’ unresponsiveness
to the way they taught literacy indicated that the use of ‘proairesis’ could lead to
strenuous and lengthy reflective processes. Time was necessary for the cyclical process
of reflectivity and reflexivity that led to meaningful solutions for these teachers.
Thinking in Aristotelian terms (Ross, 1993:283), these teachers exercised ‘proairesis’
examining the means to accomplish an end by using prior knowledge. ‘Proairesis’ as
“the outcome of deliberation...is a decision to act in a certain way” (Elliott, 1983:231).
The need to ‘think in a correct way’ (phronesis) and choose accordingly was
acknowledged (Ross, 1993; Dune, 1993; Smith, 1999) and intelligent judgements were
sought. Such judgements make use of “practical wisdom (which) is phronesis (his
italics), the intelligent use of practical reason” (Garrison, 1999:294) while questioning
values, that is, the “ideals that serve to guide conduct” (Garrison, 1999:303). Such

evaluation of practice can empower and motivate teachers to change their situations.

Limitations
According to Aristotle, since ‘phronesis’ refers to action in specific
circumstances, it is better to know the conclusion of thinking than the preceding

processes, instead of knowing the processes and not the reached conclusion
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(Nicomachean Ethics, 1141 b 14-22). This way ‘phronesis’ is a perception reflecting
one’s direct capacity to think about what is ‘correct’ under specific circumstances
without logical processing, that is one’s ‘common sense’ (Ross, 1949; Dune, 1993;
Pelegrinis, 2001). For instance, the rule ‘pupils must learn academic knowledge’ led to
the unquestionable rating of subjects in the primary school, while the rule ‘nursery is for
pupils’ socialisation’ led some nursery teachers to disregard the necessity of pupils
acquiring academic knowledge. These rules could not become the object of reflection
because as Elliott notes "effective deliberation must always focus on actions which fall
within the agent’s sphere of freedom" (Elliott, 1983:230-1). What follows is that
relying on one’s ‘phronesis’ in self-evaluation can become problematic when certain
conditions are not met, as in the previous example in which teachers were not free to
choose because of their limited knowledge. The effect on self-evaluation becomes
evident in the case of primary teacher L who insisted teaching ‘a few extra things’ in
history, regardless of his awareness of pupils’ lack of interest and attentiveness: his
mistaken valuation of appropriate action distracted him from attending to the needs of

his teaching situation.

Judging one’s own practice based on ‘phronesis’ may produce outcomes reached
without logical analysis even when one consciously questions practice, therefore
misunderstandings cannot be overruled; “deliberation necessarily involves an element of
shooting in the dark” (Elliott, 1983:234). What follows is the possibility that mistaken
valuations might be involved when teachers reflect which can mislead their actions
(McLaughlin, 1999). Quantitative data indicated that some teachers experienced
negative feelings (e.g. stress:39.8%) when self-evaluating; case study findings revealed
stress and uncertainty in some teachers. The magnitude of such feelings dominated self-
evaluation practice for novice teachers. Ineffective management of negative feelings
can contribute to the possibility of misconceptions. Both thinking and feelings
influence judgements (Dadds, 1995; Nias, 1996). For Aristotle, “the individual as a
source of action is a merging of will and mind” (Ross, 1993:306); mind and soul are

inseparable parts of the self for Dewey too (Garrison, 1999).

Further, in the case of ‘preferred choice’ (proairesis), self-evaluation processes
and outcomes depend on one’s feelings of power, knowledge and skills, as these are

experienced within a particular context (e.g. ways of interaction in the school). This



204

assigns a temporal and circumstantial role in their successful use; as Elliott (1983:283)
notes the "object of ‘proairesis’ is predetermined after thorough thinking" of what
realisation or accomplishment is possible. For example, primary teacher L while
reporting that others did not influence his self-evaluations complained that colleagues
did not assist him to understand and cope with a problem he faced with a special needs
pupil. He expected others’ help and consciously sought advice (conscious will) to
develop a better understanding but due to his ignorance, he was not in a position to
choose the kind of help the situation required. The situation he was experiencing
exerted feelings of fear, which prevented him from framing the problem and coping
successfully with it. Not getting the help teacher L expected disabled him and
supported his ‘ignorance’ of what might work best in his situation. This led to the
development of the belief that others did not influence his self-evaluations. The
inconsistency between beliefs and actions can produce actions of ‘compulsion’ that
constrain further deliberation on practice and the advancement of understanding. Elliott

b AN 19

(1983:236) stresses that the judgement exercised in ‘proairesis’ “always goes beyond
the rules even when it asserts that they are applicable" (my italics). Such applicability

can be promoted or hindered by context.

CONDITIONS

The supporting and constraining conditions for teacher self-evaluation are
explored at the levels of the teacher (micro level) and the school (meso level). Schools,
as institutions, are reflections of what the state considers ‘good’ for its citizens and the
ways it pursues to establishment. In Aristotelian thinking what is considered ‘good’ for
the individual and what is ‘good for the state’ have ‘tautological meanings since it is the
state that makes possible the experience of a good life’ (Ross, 1993; Cooper, 1998;
Pelegrinis, 2001). For this research this means that the effects of conditions ought to be
examined as interrelated (Ball, 1994:25). First I will examine the relationship of these
levels in the practice of self-evaluation. Then, I will outline the concerns this study
raised regarding the implications of this relationship for the improvement of teaching,
teacher development and school learning in the Greek context. Last, I will discuss
teachers’ discourse as an outstanding force in the practice of self-evaluation that can

assist the learning and development of teachers and schools.
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The Teacher And The School

The discussion so far has provided indications that conditions operating at the
level of the teacher such as ability, willingness, commitment and freedom to choose
among options, were related to contextual conditions. For example, unwillingness to
challenge one’s tacit understanding of practice led some primary teachers to consciously
and systematically avoid teaching a different age group; the school’s policy,
organisation, management and climate perpetuated such practice. This, however, could
easily lead teachers to make it a habit to self-evaluate unreflectively. Besides,
commitment required teacher openness to question their own and others’ beliefs of what
constituted the actions of the ‘good’ teacher, however what ‘good’ teaching was, rested
solely on the interpretation of the individual. As the evidence of both sets of data
revealed, unclear duties and the absence of explicit standards when conceiving and
practising self-evaluation privately did not lead teachers to examine the value of
questioning principles. Further, freedom to choose from options refers both to one’s
capacity (e.g. knowledge) to recognise options but also to their availability by the school
or their provision by the government. For example, in the primary school the shortage
of resources did not lead teachers to use the ones available, in nurseries the shortage of
space led to limiting the learning opportunities offered, thus it restricted the use of all
available teaching aids and the enactment of all the NC areas. An explanation of this is
that teachers lacked the specific knowledge of how to use resources, or the capacity to
improvise. Another explanation is that teachers considered most of the resources
useless; however, they did not take the initiative to find any useful ones but lowered
their expectations of practice to what was perceived as adequately acceptable. In either
case, the school remained apathetic on the way available resources or the NC were used,
neither cared to make provisions for new ones or to ensure that problems (e.g. the
nursery’s housing problem) were solved.

The dynamics developed when various conditions were related appeared to
account for the identity that teachers construct for their role in teaching and pupils’
learning and the feelings of confidence they develop of their capacities and skills.
Comments in the case studies revealed that teachers felt they could teach as they liked,
consequently their self-evaluation behaviour adapted to what was perceived as offered,
expected, required and controlled. Such adaptation was observable in comments such as

‘Half the pupils are from broken families. What can I do?’ ‘At least, they should tell us
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how to teach them (the letters of the alphabet)’, ‘No matter what I do, it will be in vain’,
‘If I don’t find out, she won't learn’. Such comments highlight the ‘moral knowledge’
that guided teachers’ doings (Elliott, 1983), that is, the way teachers’ ethical concerns
influence judgements, and also the way teachers’ sense of ‘self-efficacy’ (Bandura,
1982) related to the development of teachers’ professional responsibility when
experiencing specific circumstances. For Kelly (1963:126), ‘determinism’ (one aspect
of which is control) and ‘free will’ “are essentially complementary aspects of the same
hierarchical structure”. In this context, dispositions, role beliefs, interests and
ideological concerns, as developed under the influence of environmental conditions,
become conditions themselves, affecting both expectation and sense of responsibility to
self-evaluate. This way they can function as supportive conditions, but also they can
create conditions that constrain both expectation and responsibility in the practice of
self-evaluation. This was evident in this study when teachers practised ‘self-restriction’
in self-evaluation in opposition to what they declared as their belief:

‘What characterises most teachers nowadays is the absence of philotimo; as we

Greeks identify it, it is pride, interest for work. Teachers should try to make

their own contribution...” (Teacher N)
From the case study and postal survey material it would appear that teacher contribution
in teaching via the use of self-evaluation couldn’t function independently of the tensions
combined conditions create. These teachers when called to face tensions in self-
evaluation, they were caught up in the interplay of various forces, which made it
difficult to distinguish what was really involved in their judgements and decisions. For
instance, the open communication in nursery settings could not help teachers due to the
interference of other forces (e.g. structural conditions). Also the impact of pupils’
young age on the understanding nursery teachers developed of their practice based
solely on pupils’ feedback in self-evaluation did not function independently of, but in
relation to, other conditions (e.g. lack of advanced evaluation knowledge/ inadequate in-
service training/ unsupportive organisational arrangements). The same appeared for
other conditions this study detected such as time, classroom privacy, teacher knowledge
and training, school organisation and management, duties and criteria, collegial
communication. Teacher expectations had implications for pupils’ progress (Rosenthal
& Jacobson, 1968; Brophy & Good 1970), while pupils’ progress had implications for

teacher understanding and expectations; teacher responsibility to self-evaluate had
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implications for the improvement of teaching, while such improvement had implications
for teachers assuming responsibility and developing via self-evaluation.

Authors have discussed factors, such as marital status, pay, school conditions
(e.g. leadership, organisation, climate, structural properties) that influence teaching and
teachers (e.g. Rosenholtz et al, 1986; Simons, 1987; Desander, 2000; Darling-Hammond
et al, 2001; Ludlow et al, 2001; Drake et al, 2001). In teacher self-evaluation these
factors appeared to matter in relation to one another. The evidence in this study suggests
that processes initiated by the individual are important in the development of ‘shared
conceptions’ in a particular group culture (Resnick, 1991) and such initiation cannot
function independently from the conceptions that a particular group shares under the
influence of combined conditions (Senge, 1990). This means that existing conditions
can influence one’s self-evaluation behaviour and at the same time be an effect of such
behaviour. In this context, the relationship of conditions involved in self-evaluation
practice and the dynamics occurring among and within them are fundamental to the
constant shaping of its conduct and the learning outcomes acquired through its use.

The responsibility of the school (in the context of this study this includes also the
responsibility of the government due to the centralised educational system) to care for
this relationship and ensure conditions that can confront such dynamics becomes vital.
In this study the lack of such acknowledgement appeared to have inhibited the practice
of self-evaluation from developing into a more effective practice. Limited experience or
knowledge, established thinking and practices, a perceived non-flexible organisation
and unjust management of schools restricted the teachers in this study to stand critically
towards the incidents that bothered them and prohibited the questioning of their
occurrence. Teacher CH did not oppose extending break time because he was aware of
the consequences in case he challenged alone a practice that was established in the
school, not because he was convinced that this was the correct thing to do. The assistant
Head consciously avoided raising professional issues that troubled him, not because he
believed that it was a correct professional act but because he had learnt that colleagues
rarely kept their word to talk openly in staff meetings. This was reinforced by the
micro-political activities in the school. He chose to hide his problems, which restricted
the development of his understanding and the development of mutual understanding,
Postal survey findings raised the subjective nature of personal judgements as the main

disadvantage of teacher self-evaluation. The use of the proverb ‘John serves, John
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drinks’ was characteristic of teacher awareness of the possibility of mistaken valuations
and implied the need for another individual’s critique to validate conclusions.

Altering the negative impact of conditions affecting the practice of self-
evaluation requires paying extra attention to the ways conditions interrelate and to the
opportunities they simultaneously provide to teachers to exercise control over their
actions. Take for example, the ways teachers escaped examination of the principles
underlying policy documents and confronted initiatives (e.g. computer training in the
primary school): this way might not promote understanding but allowed teachers to feel
they had control over their actions which enhanced feelings of autonomy. Quantitative
findings support this claim: the influence of ‘staff attitudes’ and ‘professional values’ on
self-evaluation was lower when compared to other constraints (e.g. time). It would
appear that when autonomy is defined with individual standards, misuse in its exercise
could occur; this can result in low attendance to the influences exerted on self-
evaluation. Such attendance appeared to vary depending on gender and teaching
experience; for example females scored higher on ‘staff attitudes’, while teachers in the
middle of their teaching years appeared more likely to perceive professional values
underlying the staff culture as a constraint in self-evaluation compared to novices. Such
differences imply differences in the development of awareness in self-evaluation
behaviour among, and within, groups of teachers. What follows is that without explicit
and collective questioning such differences have no chance to be dealt with, thus their
effect on self-evaluation can become uncontrolled by the individual alone. Authors
(Ball, 1987, 1994; Hargreaves, 1994) emphasise the political dimension of schooling
and the need to understand schools as organisations. Both suggest system thinking in
the practice of self-evaluation. Such thinking necessitates professionals to examine
through explicit and critical discussions (Elliott 1983; Carr & Kemmis, 1986;
Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990; Smyth, 1991) the dynamics that develop from interrelated
conditions in the practice of self-evaluation. This seems a central point to be kept in
mind when discussing the value of teacher self-evaluation that cannot, and should not,

be disregarded.

Concerns Applied in the Greek Context
In the cases I studied teacher self-evaluation was mostly driven by teachers’

‘common sense’ of what was perceived to be the model of a ‘good’ teacher as construed
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through experience. For example, nursery teachers adapted their teaching to what they
perceived was ‘right’ for pupils of this age. Such adaptation required comparing their
general predictions about accepted professional practice based on theory and the
knowledge acquired from situational understanding about pupils’ learning capabilities.
This comparison allowed them to contrast what they had in mind with requirements
(e.g. on literacy) and to develop a frame of rules of what was expected and needed in
future actions. Primary teachers’ action to build time into their schedule to cope with
unexpected learning outcomes was the adaptation chosen to solve predicted difficulties
without affecting the rest of their planning. It would appear that situational knowledge
feeds back to self-evaluation and can define teacher judgements about practice.
However, teachers’ sense of ‘good’ evaluation practice was rarely questioned in
schools. Schools functioned as a closed system (‘a closed circuit’, to use teacher NI’s
words) that failed to facilitate exchange of information among colleagues, thus to
enhance teachers’ capacity to use feedback in ways leading to advanced understanding
and improvement of practice (Little, 1982; Southworth, 1994; MacGilchrist et al, 1997).

The way a school operates becomes vital for successful practice of self-evaluation.

The use and transfer of situational knowledge via self-evaluation practice was
evident in the feelings of confidence and perceptions of competency teachers developed
over years in teaching. Experienced teachers reported: ‘after all these years I can read
in pupils’ eyes what they want’, or ‘now I can teach with closed eyes’. In the
quantitative analysis experienced teachers (25+ years) seemed more likely to feel
satisfied with their self-evaluation practice compared to novices suggesting that
experience advances confidence about one’s self-evaluation practice. However,
confidence arising from experience should not suggest that the use or transfer of
knowledge is all that is needed for the improvement of practice via self-evaluation. The
evidence presented in the case studies made this clear. Postal survey responses also
suggest this. When teachers estimated their self-evaluation effectiveness nearly two
thirds of them (64.5%: 57% medium value, 7.5% low value) thought their self-
evaluation practice in need of improvement. Such response, especially when combined
with the negative response (42.9%) on having received sufficient training on educational
evaluation, implies that not only internal but also external factors impact on teachers’
efforts to understand practice via self-evaluation. This raises concerns since teachers

were the only judges of learning in schools: feeling unsatisfied and believing they
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lacked evaluation knowledge cannot provide reassurance that self-evaluation practice

had a serious effect on teaching and learning.

Evaluation knowledge, years of teaching experience and setting can have a
significant impact on teachers’ practice of self-evaluation. This was evident in both sets
of data. For example, in the postal survey half of the sample with a long teaching
experience consisted of teachers in primary settings, thus the higher response (compared
to secondary teachers) they provided with regards to the effectiveness of their self-
evaluation reflects the effect of experience and setting. An interpretation that follows is
that teachers have different needs for support at different points of time and space that
need to be addressed (Elliott, 1993a; Kerrins & Cushing, 2000; Howard & McColskey,
2001). Different perspectives and interests need to be considered. Ball (1987) suggests
that teachers have ‘vested, self and ideological’ interests about career advancement. He
also notes that the dynamics occurring in schools, their independency or their
interrelation to “outside forces” need consideration (ibid:245). In the cases I studied, a
lack of interest in teachers towards their teaching was evident with the school micro-
politics contributing. Take for instance, the link between the Head’s promotion in the
primary school and teachers’ perceptions of the strategies guiding his actions, such as
his ‘backing off” action when confronted with group requests. Following Ball’s
(ibid: 168-173) analysis, it appeared that he was regarded as an ‘active strategist” whose
efforts were rewarded by his superiors. This lack of meritocracy appeared to result in
the development of pessimistic views among other teachers regarding the prospects of
career advancement; this did not help them focus on career plans via an attempt to
improve their performance, or attend professional development programs.

Postal survey responses revealed confusion about the kind of support needed to
develop practice: at least one in four teachers did not provide a clear answer in questions
referring to evaluation: 30.4% was uncertain about having received sufficient training
about educational evaluation, 34.8% about self-evaluation and 24.1% were not certain if
they were willing to participate in formal evaluation training schemes. In the short
questionnaire on educational orientations, 29% of the case study teachers agreed with
the statement: ‘further training on evaluation methodology and acquisition of evaluation
skills is unnecessary’, 17% was not certain. For some teachers the advancement of their
evaluation knowledge and skills did not seem important, or were uncertain if it was

important. School experiences once they become tacit knowledge in the setting can
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prevent teachers from distinguishing which professional issues warrant attention in self-
evaluation.

Although such findings do not refer to all teachers, and thus must be treated
cautiously and not interpreted in isolation of the conditions mentioned above and in the
case study chapters, they raise questions. How effectively can teachers engage in self-
evaluation when they reject the development of their evaluation skills? When they
doubt the effectiveness? When they are uncertain about its importance? When they
lack knowledge (or capacity)? Or when personal criteria override professional ones? In
other words, how valid can their self-evaluations be considered? What are the
implications for the pupils they teach? The strength of concerns such questions raise is
increased by other findings: teacher development and accountability towards the
government were seen as different entities by the case study and the postal survey
samples. The attitude measurements indicated a higher value placed on self-evaluation
for improving students’ learning and showing professional responsibility rather than for
teacher development. Personal accountability prevailed in teacher development; for
instance, personal development received the highest value. Confusion seemed prevalent
about what constituted personal and professional identity.

The question raised is: if teachers considered their employer as having a minor
role in their professional development and if they did not take steps to self-develop (as
the analysis has indicated for some teachers), what chance does self-evaluation practice
have to improve teaching? The evidence suggests it can be minimal and in some cases
self-evaluation might result in learning that hinders such improvement. For instance, in
the attitude scales, teachers’ attention focused on improvement of learning outcomes
without the equivalent attention to defining teaching needs; also learning outcomes were
valued more than professional awareness. Such value placed on outcomes suggests a
lack of attention to processes, which leads easily to adopting an instruction orientation
and an approach to learning that is performance-oriented rather than learning-oriented
(Watkins et al, 2002). Attention needs to be paid to ‘micro self-evaluation’; the focus
needs to be placed on learning outcomes and on the quality of learning occurring in
schools (MacGilchrist, et al 1997; Reed & Street, 2002). This did not seem to be
acknowledged by most teachers in this study. It would appear that not perceiving
school or teaching experience as impacting on professional awareness or learning

outcomes (as self-evaluation benefits) can result in a perceived personal control over
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self-evaluation processes and outcomes, but also lead to a lack of examination of the
impact of conditions on practice.

The case studies provided evidence that feelings of autonomy could be misused
in self-evaluation, and also highlighted the impact on judgements when conditions do
not become the objects of critical reflection. According to Kelly (1963:128-129) the
constructs one develops (e.g. the construct of one’s own control) provide a ‘pathway of
freedom of movement’, that is, when one is confronted with a dichotomous choice he is
free to decide what to elaborate. The way these teachers chose to exercise professional
autonomy seemed inextricably related to the way they experienced it inside their
schools. Schools as ‘paradoxical institutions’ can ‘fabricate’ the image they want to
project (Ball, 1997a). Teachers need to be aware of how their actions reflect this image
and what part they want to play in this ‘fabrication’, if teaching and teachers are to be
reformed in ‘authentic’ ways (Ball, 1999) via self-evaluation. That is, if teachers are to
become re-oriented without their teaching becoming valueless and meaningless.
Otherwise, the manageability of self-evaluation practice can predominate and the main
intention of self-learning, as a purpose of self-evaluation, can be lost. Schools enhance
awareness when they incorporate procedures, such as peer discussions, to facilitate
constructive questioning and criticism. This way they function as ‘learning systems’
(Senge, 1990; O’Neil, 1995; Conzemious & Conzemious, 1996; O’Sullivan, 1997,
MacGilchrist at al, 1997, Zederayko & Ward, 1999; Ovando, 2001). The next section
considers the form, content, use and effects of teachers’ discourse on self-evaluation
practice. Examining how teachers’ discourse affected self-evaluation behaviour meant
attending to the ‘micro-politics’ of the school without losing the ‘bigger’ picture, “the
collectivity” (Ball, 1987:168) and avoiding “theoretical isolationism” (Ball, 1997:269).

Teachers’ Discourse

Teachers’ discourse is important for school learning (Lodge, 2001); as Ball
(1994:22) notes: “we are (his italics) the ...voices, the knowledge, the power relations
that a discourse constructs and allows. We do not ‘know’ what we say, we ‘are’ what
we say and do”. This section outlines collegial discourse, the conditions that nurtured it
and the implications for explicit and collective self-evaluation. Such evaluation is
important to help teachers understand the mistaken views they might develop with
regard to their practice (Elliott, 1993c; Tuohy, 1994; McLaughlin, 1999). Collegial
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discourse needs to be explicit and critical to raise awareness of values driving practices
(Carr & Kemmis, 1986) to assist in the development of common understandings and
expand the stock of tacit traditional knowledge (Elliott, 1983). School improvement and
teacher learning and development benefit from such an examination of practices
(Hayson, 1985; Airasian & Gullickson, 1997; Elliott & Altricher, 2000; Harris &
Antony, 2001).

Teachers’ discourse was distinguished in analysis as formal and informal.

Formal discourse, used in the school’s action-policy (which includes statements
of teacher responsibilities), is characterised by being explicit and bureaucratic. Such
discourse did not appear to promote a critical sharing of practice; for example, teachers
avoided expressing their views in the pedagogic meetings that I observed and
considered these meetings a ‘waste of time’.

Informal discourse is teacher-initiated and varied according to the audience and
subject discussed. This was evident from the discussions I witnessed and explored. For
example, when teachers discussed subjects such as pedagogy, school organisation, class
management and educational policy some teachers spoke only when certain teachers
were present while others spoke only when they were addressed. Consider the
discussion regarding the policy directive in the primary school: while not all teachers
contributed, the discussion was neither critical nor consensual. Teachers did not
question their interpretations neither did they change their views to a shared
understanding about the directive. Such discourse had little chance to impact on
teachers’ self-evaluation practice.

When teachers experienced similar circumstances (e.g. same subject or year
group as in the case of homework in the primary school), or trusted and respected the
views of one another (e.g. criticising practice in the nursery schools), they discussed
problems and critical issues, such as, strategies, management techniques, teaching plans
and personal matters. To illustrate, ‘I talk about my practice to teachers who see things
and act in ways that I find acceptable’ (Interview, Primary Teacher NI). The discourse
was more inclusive, supportive and positive. The quantitative responses of teachers
who were alone or with another teacher of the same subject-speciality in the school
indicated a valuing of this type of discourse. Such discourse provided opportunities that
teachers could use to critically examine their practices and develop shared

understandings.
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When teacher performance became a subject for serious discussion and criticism
the discourse was unprofessional and judgemental. The teacher, whose performance
was discussed, was absent. Even when teacher performance caused problems to others
it was not discussed openly. For instance, teacher F’s performance caused problems for
the main class-teacher (Assistant Head) but he did not mention them while she was
present; ‘this would be in vain’, he said. Such judgemental discourse did not help him,
or teacher F, or the class pupils that they taught. Principles underlying professional
values, such as ‘supporting colleagues’, were also avoided in the presence of many
teachers, as were principles underlying policy. Consider the Head’s response (‘oh
dear!’) to the teacher CH’s critique of the government showing disrespect to teachers.

It would appear that the behaviour of colleagues could motivate teachers to
conform to the kind of collegial discourse they perceive as acceptable. In the schools
studied, teachers did not question the type of discourse that prevailed in their schools
due to their awareness of the consequences. This maintained the situation. If teachers
talked openly for example, a consequence would be ‘getting the label” which related to
the fear of losing professional respect. Teachers worried about becoming a ‘target’ and
avoided conflict situations and ‘secret talk’ (‘talk behind one’s back’), which they
suspected but could not confront. Structural and organisational arrangements sustained
the prevailing type of discourse. For instance, the timetable arrangements in the case of
the primary school, or being the only adult in the class, restricted the chances for
meaningful collegial discussions. Nursery teachers’ ‘quick drops’ into other classrooms
to discuss ‘on the spot’ issues was a management technique they developed to overcome
classroom isolation. The academic pressure on primary teachers prevented this.

The perceptions of justice, flexibility, openness and co-operation that teachers
hold about their work place, seemed important for their self-evaluation practice;
teachers regarded these features important for open and critical conversations. Such
features can help establish a climate, which facilitates change processes related to
school improvement and teacher development (Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986; Fullan
& Stiegelbauer, 1991) and can be considered indicators of the centrality of teachers’
work. These teachers perceived these features missing. The consequences for teaching
and teachers were evident in their perception of ‘levelling’ and the feelings of ‘being
held under seizure’ and ‘burnt out’. Such perceptions indicate “the constraining power

of the organisation... (which was) embedded in the actions of others” (Ball, 1987:279).
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This power affected self-evaluation. Primary teacher NI’s comment that unequal
treatment at work causes a ‘vicious circle’ in which teachers lose ‘peace and clarity of
mind’ when fighting for recognition of their rights, reflected how conditions create
dissatisfaction. Seeing “one’s rights in relation to those of others”, not simply claiming
them (Bohme, 2001:53) is what justice is about in the workplace. Lack of this view can
lead to teachers’ alienation or disaffection from engaging actively in teaching.

It has been argued that the Head has an important role to play in teacher
evaluation by attending to the development of just, flexible and open procedures and by
facilitating collegial communication (Rosenholtz et al, 1986; Griffin, 1990; Maxsy,
1991; Blase & Anderson, 1995; Bowring-Carr & West-Bunham, 1997; Mulford, 2001;
King, 2002; Fullan, 2002; Davis et al, 2002). Ball (1987:278) notes conflict penetrates
schools as organisations, the role of the head in the organisation of schools “is
significantly concerned with domination (his italics)”. In this study, the role of the
Head, conceived by policy-makers as that of the person-in-between, as the ‘equaliser’,
seemed not to provide teachers with a sense of justice, flexibility and openness in school
procedures; neither did this role facilitate collegial communication. Take for instance,
the Head’s management action of ‘backing off’: some regarded it as ‘unwillingness’,
‘inadequacy’ ‘apathy’ towards problem solution, some considered it ‘fake’, others
associated it to the way he was selected to the post. This impacted on their motivation
to engage in thorough examination of practice; on their understanding of appropriate
action; on their capacity to reach clear judgements; on the way feedback was utilised; or

their sense of accountability.

DEVELOPMENT OF SELF-EVALUATION

Both sets of data indicated that teachers over the years changed their perceptions
of teaching (Huberman, 1983; Broadfoot et al, 1993). They ‘moved’, for instance, from
searching for prescriptive ways to teach and evaluate to valuing flexibility, classroom
uniqueness and contextual data as important in self-evaluation. The favouring of pupils’
authentic involvement by some teachers was a lesson learned from experience, as were
the conscious efforts required to keep track with the year plan while ‘being open’ and
prepared for unexpected changes. Such developments represent advancement in
teachers’ thinking that benefits self-evaluation. A major development in teachers’ self-

evaluation practice was to consider their own situational understanding as valuable
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knowledge. Such development refers both to reflective practice and theorising about
practice: consider N’s reflective practice when reporting that pupils would understand
the geographical concepts if she had used more concrete teaching aids, or nursery
teacher H’s theorising of the need to advance pupils’ social awareness and skills.

Nonetheless, such development did not seem to be sufficient to alter the practice
of self-evaluation in significant ways (e.g. result in explicit questioning of policy
principles). It would appear that the processing of information at conscious or
unconscious, individual or collective, conceptual or practical levels produced shared
understanding about particular situations affecting the judgements, decisions and actions
produced. For example, teachers used worksheets to demonstrate accountability to the
school and parents. Such use reflected an institutional rule that was based on consensus,
a kind of ‘shared understanding’ that acted to legitimate decisions reached without
requiring complete convergence of interpretation (Resnick, 1991). Shared
understanding reached this way did not appear to advance teachers’ critical stance
towards practice. Developing one’s critical ability to reflect and theorise about practice
appeared to need increased understanding of a theoretical and situational nature
confirmed by explicit questioning and shared decision making processes. Teachers
seemed to be aware, or at least to ‘sense’ this. For example, many postal survey
responses connected advancement in self-evaluation with specific forms of in-service
training (e.g. exemplary seminars or ones based on conversation). Case study teachers
repeatedly connected self-evaluation practice with the need of advisers to communicate
ways to improve practice. Writers note that the need to restore a disrupted understanding
leads to conscious judgements, thus to conscious decisions about practice (Calderhead,
1984, Day & Calderhead, 1993; Airasian & Gullickson, 1994; Garrison, 1999).

In this study the development of self-evaluation while it was dependent on the
individual, for example, one’s capacity to change practice, it was determined by the

interplay of personal (i.e. disposition) and contextual (i.e. treatment of teachers) factors:

‘I don’t believe in what I did ten years ago... I didn’t change my principles...
sometimes I have balanced them’ (Teacher P)

The act of ‘balancing’ principles might be different for individual teachers depending on
the social interaction that takes places in particular contexts. Airasian and Gullickson

(1994:196) acknowledge the influence of many factors in self-assessment “...but two
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main ones are dissonance in the environment and personal curiosity about beliefs and
outcomes”. For Aristotle, while accepting responsibility of one’s own actions depends
on the individual’s free will, one’s actions necessarily follow one’s convictions (Ross,
1993:285-7):

“When you question what you are trying to achieve, you ask yourself: is it worth

doing this and losing the other, which is more important?’ (Interview, Primary

Teacher CH)
Determining what is of worth for one’s own practice allows one to reveal one’s capacity
to acknowledge and examine practice; also to express what one honours and considers
as true and wise. This means to express in action one’s virtues, such as the ones
Aristotle describes as magnanimity (megalopsechia) (this means one’s claim of honour)
and one’s sense of truth (alethia) and personal wisdom (sofrosene) (Ross, 1993). Such
virtues facilitate self-acceptance and self-actualisation; both are necessary for adult
development (O’Hanlon, 1993; Bredo, 1997). However, the practice of self-evaluation
to be able to bring about sustained change (e.g. of principles) seemed to require not only
a declared disposition to learn more about events and outcomes but also a critical stance
towards the beliefs underpinning one’s own and others’ actions in the setting. In this
context, teacher self-evaluation becomes an asset for teacher learning and development.
This study’s evidence cannot claim that all teachers expressed these virtues via their
self-evaluation behaviour, or they self-evaluated because of a concern to self-develop
and improve practice. This suggests that the full learning potential of their self-
evaluative practice was not fully recognised and utilised. Such development in the
Greek context relates closely to the fact that the worthiness of practice was not
challenged by others, and also that teacher capacity to acknowledge and critically
examine practice was established to be a personal rather than a professional,

collaborative act.



218

CHAPTER NINE
CONTRIBUTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study explores the practice of teacher self-evaluation and its relation to
teacher learning and development in Greece and contributes accordingly to
understanding that as a learning process. The role of context (personal, professional,
institutional and policy) in teacher self-evaluation has been investigated. The study
examined the dynamics that develop between and within different contexts at the levels
of the teacher and the school and detected tensions, short-comings and differences in the
conduct of teacher self-evaluation across teachers, or groups of teachers. This
illuminated how features of these contexts relate to the sense of accountability that
teachers develop and the implications for teacher learning and development. In this
final section the contributions are summarised and recommendations are suggested for
further research and action in Greece. The epilogue summarises why these teachers’
self-evaluation practice did not stand a fair chance of operating differently and

developing.

CONTRIBUTIONS
A small-scale study conducted in a context different from other studies, in social,

political and cultural terms, might be seen as having little to offer to the broader field of
the evaluation of teachers. Besides, Greek teachers are the sole evaluators of their
teaching. This feature might make their self-evaluation practice look different from
others who self-evaluate under different circumstances, those in which evaluation is
based on explicit measurements (Milanowski & Heneman, 1994, 2001; Norman, 1994;
Peterson et al, 2001). However, as this study has indicated (along with others, e.g.
Stavrida, 1990; Solomon, 1992; Mavrogiorgos, 1993), Greek teachers self-evaluate in a
highly centralised educational system; they have to teach from mandatory books, under
the pressure of a national curriculum and bureaucratic procedures that delay the solution
of problems teachers face in everyday practice. In this respect, their efforts to self-
evaluate may not be as different as it may initially be thought. As the evidence
revealed, self-evaluation practice was driven by similar concerns and was supported or
constrained by similar factors as those recorded in the literature of case study and action

research (e.g. Clift et al, 1987; Simons, 1987; CARN, 1993; MacBeath & the NUT,
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1999); the management of learning and teaching (e.g. Hayson, 1985; Smyth, 1988;
Elliott, 1990; MacGilchrist et al, 1995; Nunan & Lamp, 1996; Hargreaves, 1999); and
change (e.g. Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991; McLaughlin & Marsh, 1990; Ball, 1999;
Elliott, 1998, 2000). For example, Freedman and colleagues (1988) described
conditions that contribute to teachers’ exhaustion (‘burnt out’); similar examples were
illustrated in the case study chapters documenting the impact of the educational policy,
and hierarchical structure, on teachers’ perceptions and feelings, such as being held
‘under seizure’. Further, Greek teachers functioning in ‘loosely coupled’ settings
(Rosenholtz et al, 1986) felt they could define teaching success in individualistic terms.
Researchers (Calderhead, 1984; Stufflebeam, 1991; Sawyer, 2001) have
recorded the link between the decision-making process and the development of
teachers’ understanding. In this study, teachers self-evaluated to improve understanding
of practice before they decided on further action. This implies that both their
knowledge and development could benefit. However, perceiving self-evaluation as an
implicit and quick process had an impact on the rationale used to justify self-evaluation
action: ‘stopping’ to ‘question’ one’s own actions while teaching was seen as losing
control. Schon (1983) explains how this reasoning has come to prevail, while Elliott
(1994) notes that teachers in England would not see the value of self-evaluating
explicitly, reasoning that they ‘self-evaluated anyway’. He argues that this attitude has
become a ‘cultural’ factor, which hinders the development of teacher self-evaluation.
The studies I have reviewed made clear the connection between improvement,
development, accountability and self-evaluation. The evidence from this study suggests
that teachers self-evaluated to develop understanding of practice and for accountability
purposes. For both purposes the self-evaluation process produced outcomes that caused
or affected teacher learning. This learning determined the behaviour teachers adopted
towards enhancing the quality of their practice and shaped the sense of accountability
that they developed. This finding supports the argument that a shift is needed towards
evaluation for learning (Hayson, 1985; Day, 1988; Bredeson, 2000; Watkins, 2001;
Reed & Street, 2002). This shift would contribute to what is needed in teacher self-
evaluation to assist teachers develop professionally. From the research it is apparent
that if teachers are to use the learning they acquire from self-evaluation to develop as
teachers they need evaluation knowledge and skills; this includes the use of reflective

and diagnostic capacities. Elliott (1994) refers to this need as the ‘methodological’
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factor, arguing that the lack of attendance to its importance has hindered the
development of teacher self-evaluation.

There are universal parameters regarding teacher learning and development and
their relation to improvement of teaching, such as the need for, and importance of,
feedback for developing understanding of one’s own practice. The study demonstrated
the usefulness of the information one acquires from monologue or interactive dialogue
in determining and defining success to improve own practice; improvement of practice
depends on situational analysis and the understanding that teachers develop of their
practice (Hopkins et al, 1994). By being immersed in the context of teachers’ self-
evaluation practice I was able to develop some insights about the beliefs, perceptions
and attitudes underpinning this practice and reflect on issues that support or constrain
teachers’ learning and development. An insight gained from this study was the
realisation that teacher self-evaluation as a learning process is worthy as an end in itself.

Many teachers in this study appeared to have developed this awareness.

However, their conception of teacher self-evaluation as an implicit and personal
matter appeared to constrain the way they communicated what they had learnt from
their self-evaluations, and also to contribute to their alignment to what was acceptable
practice. It prohibited also the development and adoption of a critical shared language,
collegial critical examination of practice and the development of a shared concern for
effective learning. The study has provided indications that this depends on teachers
developing a clear understanding of differences in concepts such as, assessing,
monitoring, regulating, speculating, examining and criticising. Each concept, while it
associates closely to, and is used in conjunction with the others, has a distinct meaning
and function. To these teachers self-evaluation meant one or the other of these terms,
which suggests that they did not understand these concepts and their interrelationship.
This implies that the different possibilities each concept could offer was either not
acknowledged, or ignored. Such differentiation in what teacher self-evaluation meant
implies that these teachers could not make clear to others what they believed and
valued. Their lack of understanding of these evaluation concepts meant that they could

not communicate their evaluation of their own practice effectively and accurately.

Time, established thinking and practices related to structure and school culture

appeared to be important dimensions to consider when attempting to develop an explicit
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and critical communication of judgements. Taking the initiative to communicate
judgements of one’s own practice appeared to require more than empowerment. An
overall lesson from this research concerns the way the individual context is influenced
by the institutional, professional and policy contexts: the success of teacher self-
evaluation can depend on the dynamics developed from this interrelationship. Teachers’
self-evaluation behaviour seemed closely related to, and heavily influenced by, what
was internalised as acceptable in these contexts. This internalised construct bounded
communication, influenced change processes and problem solution and accounted for a
gap between the ‘ideal’ behaviour teachers preached to the one encountered in action.
Teaching might be conceived as ‘doing’ (Elliott, 1983) or ‘making’ (Squires, 2003)
(Aristotle’s conception of ‘praxis’ and ‘techne’ respectively). However, as Elliott
(1983:234) notes:
“The ends of activities... are derived from conceptions of ‘good’ life and refer to
ethical ideals and values. These are qualities to be realised in action rather than
products to be brought about by it... it’s not possible to define such qualities
with absolute precision.... For we never possess perfect moral knowledge to
guide our doing”
This study indicated that self-evaluation can offer opportunities to teachers to realise in
action the ethical dimensions of their teaching, however, the person-dependent and
context-dependent aspects of self-evaluation can affect the quality of learning and the
changes that this learning brings to practice. For teachers in this study the effect is
reflected in the missed opportunity to use self-evaluation as a strategy for self-
development; the effect for teaching is seen in their limited attempts to change practice.
Appreciating the outcomes of the interaction between the contexts that shaped
self-evaluation practice at these levels may explain why teachers evaluated one way or
another, but this is possible up to a certain extent. Qutcomes are not static but
continuously changing (Overton & Reece, 1973). Exploring the interaction between
these contexts can lead to a deeper understanding of the self-evaluation process. For
instance, it is important to understand the impact of the professional and policy contexts
on teachers’ virtues when teachers communicate judgements of practice. This could be
the focus of another study since in this research teacher virtues were identified as

playing a central role in understanding why teachers evaluated their practice.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The evidence of this study suggest that teacher self-evaluation, as a strategy
adopted to promote teacher learning and development, can bring changes in practice that
ensure effective school learning only when certain conditions are met. Researchers
suggest that changing school practices requires changes at the levels of structure,
policies and cultural beliefs (Cuban, 1990; Handy, 1994; Barber, 1995; Hargreaves,
1997; Dale, 1997; Codd et al, 1997; Holly & Hopkins, 1988). My recommendations
regarding changes needed in the Greek context concemn the establishment of a
collaborative culture and the development of collaborative forms of self-evaluation.
This requires the provision of training, evaluation and assessment skills, a concern for

effective learning and structural changes.

Collaborative Culture

The evidence of this study indicated that effective leadership, flexible
organisation, open relationships and justice in school procedures accounted for the way
teachers perceived they ought to self-evaluate practice. All these are characteristics of
school culture suggesting that successful implementation of self-evaluation can depend
on adopting a whole school approach in evaluating teaching practice. Mentioning such
approach in legislation (e.g. production of self-evaluation reports) and recognising
teachers’ right to self-evaluate their practice does not necessarily mean that this is all
that these teachers needed to bring about radical improvement in their teaching practice,
pupils’ learning and their own development. Deeper changes are required, such as
making allowances for the development of a collaborative school culture (Little, 1982;
Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). The suggestion is that a similar culture that allows space
for inefficiencies to be dealt within schools views problems and failures as the
responsibility of the group. Many teachers in this study wanted to co-operate but felt
compelled to work on their own and concealed their problems to avoid confrontations
and feelings of insecurity. Teachers wanted to experience the acknowledgement,
reward and celebration of good practice. However, if a teacher sought to do something
different to what was accepted at school level, the tensions associated with a school
culture that was not collaborative would cause the teacher to remain within the accepted

norm of school. In this way the opportunity for the school to utilise the understanding
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teachers developed from their self-evaluations to promote learning in the setting to raise

teachers’ expectations of practice was minimised.

Collaborative Self-Evaluation

Indeed, this study has demonstrated the value of teacher self-evaluation, and that

teachers have viewed it as an inextricable part of their teaching. Such a view provides a

secure base on which to build processes and procedures that can assist teachers use it

more successfully through collaborative action, for example to be given opportunities to

be actively involved in planning and managing collaborative forms of self-evaluation.

The management of such evaluation needs:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

To address the development of a school policy that deals with its learning processes
and outcomes. The lack of such policy led teachers in this study to value classroom
isolation and exclude others (colleagues, parents and officials) from the learning

experienced.

To consider ways to overcome teachers’ normative behaviour (e.g. ‘attendance to
acceptable discourse’) and the associated consequences (e.g. feelings of ‘being the
target’). These teachers appeared incapable of disregarding what was the norm in

their school or changing their self-evaluation habits.

To provide opportunities to teachers to share critically experiences inside and

outside teaching situations (e.g. peer reviews and observations).

To provide teachers with knowledge that can enable them to see the value of

developing plans for collaborative action and team ownership.

To facilitate the fulfilment of such plans and action (e.g. by ensuring access to the

kind of support that teachers demand).

To ensure that processes are in order so teachers can exhibit and explain to other

teams in the school success and failure in their collaborative action.

To provide a climate of confidentiality to facilitate the explicit questioning of
principles underlying beliefs and expectations. The research has illustrated that
“beliefs may be myopic, biased, or subjective” (Airasian & Gullickson, 1994:201);

ignoring them, neither assists teachers to change nor students to progress.
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All these require changes at the policy level (e.g. funds for resources), the school level
(e.g. in the timetable) and the practice level (e.g. teacher visiting other classrooms, or
changing classrooms during the year, or co-operative teaching in one classroom). They
also require internal mobility. The privilege of internal mobility that the above changes
bring to practice can have a beneficial effect on self-evaluation practice since such
mobility demands alertness and a departure from ‘safe’ ways to act (e.g. the habitual
behaviour observed in this study). Internal mobility to be beneficial needs to pay due
attention to the issues of respect and trust and consider teacher choice. As much as
individual capacity ought to be respected, it is equally important that all teachers make
their contribution in the management of collaborative self-evaluation processes.
Sustained change requires change at individual level (Elliott, 1998). This means that the
school needs to deploy and be held responsible for staff development plans. Such plans
can make use of existing school expertise when appropriate. For example, primary
teacher CH was qualified in computer technology, however, the school did not use his
expertise; the implications concern the individual teacher (e.g. he was disappointed), the
school (e.g. teachers were incapable of incorporating computer use into the timetable)
and pupils’ learning opportunities. Providing time for reviews of practice, mentoring
and planned action to correct inefficiencies can be part of such plans. It is important not
to assume that allocating time is enough; the study made evident that a specific focus

and agenda are required for success in self-evaluation processes.

Training

From the evidence of this research and from personal experience of both initial and
in-service training in Greece, I would argue that when teachers self-evaluated they used
what they had tacitly learned from training and their own experience of education in the
Greek culture. For example, trainers lecture instead of engaging teachers actively in
their teaching. Teachers are also not asked to evaluate what they are taught. Teachers’
comments such as, ‘understanding research theories and findings (e.g. on motivation
theory and co-operative learning) is difficult’ or ‘these are theories, in practice it’s
different’ reveals a lack of understanding of the need to demonstrate the value so that
teachers can consider the benefits of such theories for their own practice. Given this

context, one cannot expect teachers to behave differently and involve others in their
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self-evaluation practices. Teacher development needs to be conceptualised in Greece
with a focus on adult development and on the ways teachers utilise the knowledge they
bring and acquire from their particular situations to assist teachers develop their self-
evaluation practice. Teacher development must be seen as a process that starts from
initial training and is continuous until retirement. In initial teacher training, procedures
of reflection and critique need to be incorporated (such as, one-to-one tutorials,
collaborative planning, sharing experiences in critical group discussions, undertaking
action-research projects in teams, examining reflective tools, e.g. diaries, portfolios,
videotapes etc.) in order to familiarise teachers with the idea of sharing experiences in
critical ways, acquainting them with processes and equipping them with techniques
necessary for reflective and self-evaluation practice. In-service training needs to attend

to the following:

1) Active learning needs to be used in training courses and teachers need to be
encouraged to contribute their knowledge from practice. For example, courses
on co-operative learning ought to make use of co-operative learning strategies

during training. This was not the case for the teachers of this study.

2) To give teachers opportunities to discuss their values and the tensions that these
cause in practice. Sadler (1985) calls such values ‘axiological’ (or ‘higher-level
criteria’) and considers them important. Such questioning can assist teachers to
determine their meaning for particular contexts. The role and use of different

kinds of criteria adopted needs to be explicitly examined.

3) To promote personal and institutional self-evaluation; as noted above, teachers
will need to have an active role in planning and implementing such training, and
be protected and supported by set procedures (e.g. groups composed of various

stakeholders) and individuals fit for this role.

It is vital to integrate courses on educational evaluation and procedures that enhance
collaboration into daily routines (e.g. mentoring, Holden, 2002). It is clear from this
study that teachers to self-evaluate successfully need continuous support and in some
cases guidance (e.g. novices or when involved in initiatives). Regardless of who
provides support or guidance (e.g. experienced teachers or experts), these individuals

need to be committed, to have advanced understanding about educational evaluation and
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learning processes and facilitate the practice of self-evaluation. It is vital not to assume

that:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Greek teachers are ready, or will feel safe, to openly discuss their practice to
experts imposed from the hierarchy. These teachers withheld information from

the officers assigned to help them improve practice.

conflicting roles can be served simultaneously (for example, EA and Heads are
by legislation assigned to act as supporters and evaluators). This can easily lead

to the devaluing and distortion of self-evaluation processes.
teachers’ lack of interest necessitates a disregard for self-evaluation practice.

individuals assigned to support teachers could use this experience for their own
purposes without teacher agreement. Agreements need to be reached and

procedures to be set out regarding the use of self-evaluation evidence.

training experiences need to be the same for novices and experienced teachers or
for different subject specialists. Differences in self-assessments among novices
and experienced teachers noted by researchers (Elliott, 1993a; Airasian &
Gullickson, 1994) were detected among groups of teachers suggesting different
interests and development needs through years. Training for self-evaluation will
need to align to teachers’ needs to have an impact or to change practice.
Teachers expected relevant, practical and continuous assistance; such support
has the potential to awaken teachers’ appreciation of the self-evaluation process,
the value for learning from engaging others and motivate them to proceed with

excellence of practice.

different sources providing support (Ovando, 2001) can be the best solution.
The choice of appropriate sources of support needs to align to teachers’
perceptions of effective sources of support. For example, physical education
teachers seemed ready to accept officers’ support, this was not the case with the
other groups; also nursery teachers appeared open to question each others’

experiences, primary teachers held reservations.

Such issues and assumptions need the attention of planners that aim to improve teaching

via an evaluation that fosters teacher development. Elliott (1983:237-8) distinguishes

between professional development ‘towards mastery’ and development ‘beyond
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mastery’ and urges adoption of the latter. This distinction reflects whether an
educational system should reproduce and maintain traditional practices (thus target for
teacher development ‘towards mastery’) or aim to develop teaching in ways suitable to
the changing circumstances (thus aim for teacher development ‘beyond mastery’). The
kind of teacher development adopted reflects this difference and accounts for teacher

learning via self-evaluation.

Evaluation And Assessment Skills

It is evident from this study that teachers need to acquire knowledge and skills in
assessment and evaluation and feel confident to use them. These teachers viewed pupils’
assessment and their self-evaluation as inextricably linked; however, a lack of such
knowledge was evident from the analysis of the data. Acquiring proficiency in
assessment is vital for pupils’ progress and also for teacher situated learning. Teachers
need also to enhance their capacity to understand the why, how, when and what to
attend to in self-evaluation and to realise the effect of feedback on evaluative
judgements. This implies that teachers need to question beliefs, such as others are
‘strangers’ in their teaching, they should teach ‘as they liked’, pupils lack the capacity
to express opinions about teacher judgements and decisions. This demands that teachers
realise the value of adopting a critical stance towards one’s own and others’ judgements.
To facilitate involvement in self-evaluation teachers need to engage in dialogue (with
pupils, colleagues, parents, officers). Authors have suggested strategies, techniques and
tools to be used in self-evaluation (e.g. Moyles, 1988; Adams & Burgess, 1989;
Kremer-Hayon, 1993; Airasian & Gullickson, 1997; Mitchell & Weber, 1999,
Klenowski, 2002). Greek teachers need to become familiar with such literature, develop
and use their own techniques to derive constructive feedback in their particular

circumstances.

Concern for Effective Learning

A concern for effective learning needs to be developed at all levels of the
educational system. This requires advancing teachers’ understanding of the
interrelationship of self-evaluation, assessment, curriculum and pedagogy. This

understanding was missing and when related to the absence of explicit and clear
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principles of excellence it did not help teachers to examine the criteria and standards
they used in self-evaluation. Teacher evaluation needs to be guided by principles of
excellence (K. Peterson, 2000) and hierarchically organised criteria and standards
(Sadler, 1985) although criteria that represent cognitive complexity may be difficult to
be defined (Dwyer, 1994).

To develop teacher realisation necessitates teacher duties to be clearly defined so
criteria for good practices that promote pupils’ learning can be explicitly identified.
Teaching ought to be evaluated based on specified duties (Scriven, 1994) so teachers
can develop conceptions of quality in teaching as others do, and use the self-evaluation
processes to monitor common conceptions for their merit in their own situations and
regulate their actions to challenge and change these conceptions. The teachers I studied
seemed confused about what constitutes personal and professional identity suggesting
that teachers’ capacity to learn and change their practice through self-evaluation is
highly dependent on duty specificity. Duty specificity allows teachers to validate
teaching by using rationales for their own inferences and actions based on theoretical
and empirical evidence that support them. Validity is important when interpretations of

judgements are involved (Nuttall, 1987; Messick, 1989).

Structural Changes

In this study as identified by Simons (1987), teachers’ right to ‘privacy’ and
sense of ‘territoriality’ and ‘hierarchy’ had a serious effect on teacher self-evaluation.
The belief that classroom isolation was the ‘advantage’ of the profession prevented
teachers from considering their performance as an issue of common concern.
Improvement of teaching, learning and development has little chance to occur when
such attitudes prevail. The way schools are organised and operate needs to be
reconsidered if teachers are to become the agents of change in Greece. For example,
nursery schools could be organised so that greater exchange of ideas and practices takes

place with primary colleagues.

Attention needs to be paid to the dynamics developed from the relationship of
official procedures (e.g. permanency and promotion) and teacher self-evaluation
because these procedures can constrain practice. The official procedure of promotion,

for example, was not practised in a meritocratic way and was evident from the
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promotion of the Head in the primary case study. What teachers came to value was the
association with those in power which they saw as a route to promotion. This context
did not motivate teachers to develop through the practice of self-evaluation, or to engage
in innovative ways to improve learning. Perceptions, such as ‘jockeying oneself into a
convenient position’ and ‘lawlessness’, prevailed. As Senge (1990) notes, feedback is a
reciprocal flow of information, with every influence being both a cause and an effect.
Such perceptions reflected not only the way teachers perceived the educational
system and the kinds of the relations fostered but also the responsibility to recognise
openly their weaknesses in teaching. Such recognition is crucial since it signals a
developed understanding based on a critical examination of one’s own actions (Howard
& McColskey, 2001). At an ethical level, such recognition constitutes a personal virtue,
which, for Aristotle, is neither an emotion (since emotions do not involve choice and are
not a stable state) nor a simple ability, but a conscious “tendency to control certain
emotions and correct action in specific situations" (Ross, 1993:287). Virtue is ‘exis
proairetiki’ (EEIG NPOAIPETIKN: a habit based on proairesis: Nicomachean Ethics, 1106
al4-1107a2). This implies that teacher avoidance to recognise their weaknesses openly
in opposition to adopting this as ‘ideal’, relates to concealing poor performance
depending on context. Context can determine the kind of approach to evaluating
teaching (Darling-Hammond & Snyder, 2000). In this study, the school and policy
environment appeared to remain apathetic towards ensuring ways that develop teachers’
virtues and to promote a view of self-evaluation as teacher ‘business’. Expecting
teachers to exhibit their virtues without contextual support for such changes can be

rather futile.

EPILOGUE

“Since the system of education in democratic societies always reflects and
refracts the definition of democracy that society accepts as legitimate and true,
the educational change, occurring in a democracy at any time, will reveal, how
that democratic society has interpreted itself in the past and how it intends to
interpret itself in the future” (Carr & Harnett, 1996:13-4)

Greek teachers’ self-evaluation practices, as reflections of the way teachers
interpret the values of the Greek society, can be seen as indicators of how democratic

principles are perceived as enacted in this context. This study demonstrated that the
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stance teachers take as sole evaluators of the quality of school learning can assist in
preserving a status-quo in practice and avoid its disconfirmation if it is defined in terms
of teacher resistance to protecting ‘vested rights’ once these are perceived as being at
stake. One could argue that such a stance highlights a conflict of interests (internal
versus external evaluation, Nevo, 2001); teachers have a right to use their power to
preserve what is considered as belonging to them. It could be argued that such a stance
indicates a failure of effective communication between teachers and policy-makers
(Nevo, 1994; Ball, 1997a). The important issue is that policy ought not to be considered
a linear process, a matter of ‘generation’ and ‘implementation’, of ‘product’ and
‘outcomes’ (Bowe et al, 1992; Ball, 1994; Looney, 2001). In this research such a
conception of policy accounted for disinterest and confusion in self-evaluation practice;
not gaining anticipated benefits, such as increased wages, meritocracy and transparency
in official procedures and decisions provided the rationale in these teachers to minimise
their efforts to improve practice. In Aristotelian thinking, policy and ‘phronesis’ have a

tautological meaning thus changes in the former necessarily affect the latter:

“It is the same ‘phronesis’ that ensures the ‘good’ for the individual and the
‘good’ for the state, but with regard to the individual we call it ‘phronesis’, while
with regard to the state we call it political science” (Ross, 1993:309).

This research indicated that teachers alone could exhibit a weakness in clarifying the
worthiness of long-established conceptions that shape personal ideology. It also became
evident that the effect of the shortages of the system on teaching can be demonstrated
via teachers’ self-evaluation practice. Teachers may perceive as their ‘right’ to act
autonomously, however, struggling alone “to find practical ways around...difficulties of
time, attitude and lack of training” (Withers, 1994:193) while experiencing prescribed
ways of teaching, bureaucratic procedures and an individualistic school culture can be
rather difficult. In the teachers I studied, such experiences resulted in tacit learning
which framed their expectations and interest to commit to improving teaching via self-
evaluation. “Evaluation systems are credible only where teachers are considered a
professional resource rather than a source of bureaucratic scrutiny” (Wise & Darling-
Hammond, 1985). Allotting power to teachers to evaluate their teaching without
ensuring ways that support the effective use of this power seems neither wise nor

efficient. Teacher self-evaluation, conceived in Greece in terms of control, appeared to
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leave little space for caring about the ways it ought to be implemented. Such conception
serves primarily the triad efficiency, effectiveness and economy (Harland, 1996),
however, in evaluation, the identification of purposes and the controls exercised by its

use are of most importance (Ball, 1990).

Unequal distribution of power in the Greek educational system supports the
argument that the control given to teachers over evaluation practice is based on false
grounds. Teachers’ power to prevail over other sources of power exercised on them
would only be possible if teachers, when given control over the information that
concerns their performance, were supported in the management of this information. As
the analysis indicated, this did not happen. For example, unclear duties led to a lack of
concern for excellence in teaching practice, inadequate support to teachers (e.g. in-
service training and resources) led to ignorance of important issues to consider when
self-evaluating practice. The political decision to allot power to teachers raised
expectations that could not be easily met. The metaphor of the bicycle the primary
teacher described was indicative of a perceived lack, or inability, or indifference of the
Greek educational system to cope with teacher inefficiencies and provide appropriate

support to assist self-evaluation practice.

This could be avoided if policy-makers did not neglect the factors that account
for teacher interest in self-evaluation and introduced supportive changes. When changes
in society are rapid penetrating the educational situations, it is crucial to create and
foster school conditions that assist teachers realise the limitations and benefits of teacher
self-evaluation (Hopkins et al, 1994; Darling-Hammond, 1997; Elliott, 1998). Changes
need to be specific, allow time for modifications and learning in particular contexts
(Holly & Hopkins, 1988; Retallick, 1999) and incorporate creative modes of supervision
that provide constructive feedback to teachers (Ovando & Harris, 1993; Lieberman,
1996). Such changes create space for ‘deep’ school improvement, which is driven by
professional judgements reached through self-evaluation (Reed & Learmonth, 2001).
Exercising teacher self-evaluation collectively can offer a safe way for sustaining

change in schools (Elliott, 1998).

One could hold doubts about teachers evaluating their practice, however the
teachers in this study insisted that they did so because they wanted, and needed, to find

out how they were doing. The self-evaluation process is based on what Aristotle calls
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‘intellectual desire’. This research has demonstrated that the ways and conditions that
stimulate this desire are important for the learning involved and the outcomes produced.
The value of an evaluation that pays attention to the way teachers construct knowledge
highlights the role of teacher learning to improvement of teaching. The merit of
evaluation aiming for learning has become evident in this research. Teacher self-
evaluation is primarily a learning process and ought to be valued for that. Attention
needs to be paid to the way it is practised (reflectively, deliberately, critically, explicitly,

and systematically) and the interplay among contexts that frame its conduct.

Teacher-self-evaluation is about teachers building their capacity to self-learn
and self-develop to help others enhance their capacity for learning. Focusing on the
learning of all individuals involved in the teaching process can assist schools to become
learning communities (Stoll et al, 2002). Greek teachers have conceptualised and
practised teacher self-evaluation as a duty that stemmed from and has directed them, in
a context where teacher evaluation is the only duty over which they have absolute
control. This can explain their attempts to preserve what they perceive their vested right
by keeping the conduct and outcomes of their self-evaluation to themselves. However,
this can hardly provide reassurance to others, and to themselves, about the quality and
success of self-evaluation outcomes. This seems to be the price to pay as long as the
conduct of teacher self-evaluation is perceived and safeguarded as a private enterprise

which functions without support in a perceived apathetic environment.

The educational system manifests itself in teachers’ successful or dwindling
performance: this performance reflects the system’s efficacy in promoting pupils’ and
teachers’ learning and well-being. Greek teachers’ self-evaluation practice fused by the
hierarchical structure and management of the educational system, teachers’ lack of
support and of shared responsibility of the learning occurring in schools, requires a
vision and organised efforts to examine and assess its quality and effectiveness in
context. Whether teachers’ practice reflected diverse expectations, lack of
communication, or a struggle of conflicting interests, is a matter of interpretation. The
issue remains that teachers’ perceptions need to be understood and dealt with so self-
evaluation can step away from being a hostage to practices, beliefs and values that
hinder its development. Greek teachers’ self-evaluation practice needs to step beyond

reliance on ‘the pang of consciousness and bulk of knowledge a teacher possesses which
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allow him to act based on the criteria he thinks appropriate’ (Postal survey response).
In practical and political terms this means that efforts aiming to advance teaching and
learning need to address the practice of teacher self-evaluation in a holistic manner and
seriously consider what support is needed to overcome factors that affect its successful
conduct. It is worth keeping in mind Aristotle’s view that
“each man judges well the things that he knows, and of these he is a good judge”
(Nicomachean Ethics, 1095a, in Cooper, 1998:32).
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