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ABSTRACT

This research is a semi-experimental study (prgiesttest and follow-up design with a nonequiviabemtrol group) and
aims to investigate the impact of two evaluatior@®for students’ educational performance on tkeif-efficacy and
self-regulation behavior. The statistical populaticonsists of all the students in the second pesfqatimary school in
the academic year 2014-15, who amounted to thrd®mmpeople and 360 individuals were selected fees $ample
through multi-stage cluster sampling from Districtof Mashhad. The students were assigned into rempg using
stratified allocation method. After taking the msitof Wheeler and Ladd Self-Efficacy Questionrfar€hildren (SEQ-
C) and Zimmerman and Pons Self-Regulation InventoryStudents (SRLIS) and assessment of educatinthl
behavioral performance of all groups, each of thee¢ experimental groups randomly received 360 2@ degree
educational performance appraisal program for twonths. Afterwards, a posttest was taken from tpererental and
controlgroups and after two months, a follow-ugt teas conducted. In the end, the data was analymedgh single-
factor analysis of variance with repeated measufid® results of this study revealed that the eff¢ci20 degree
appraisal method on self-efficacy and educatiorefggmance has been significant, but it had nouaice on self-
regulation. Further, 360 degree appraisal method had an impact on self-efficacy and self-regutatiut had no effect
on educational performance.
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INTRODUCTION

Behavior analysis can be effective in improvingstate of the society and deal with the problenwdihary people and
scientific societies [1]. Empirical analysis of fmemance and task (EAB= Empirical Analysis of Babavrefers to the
method of analyzing the environmental interactiohthe behavior. Performance analysis includesclassification of
behavior based on the performance response wigndrég environmental analysis in time periods dfparance arousal.
There are two ways to categorize the behaviortsiraicand functional. In the structural categomhéwior is classified
according to age and stage of growth. Performamalysts classify behaviors based on the histothiefesults produced
by a particular or similar behavior. In the struaticategory, attention is paid to the individuadi dnis characteristics; but
in the functional category, the arousal createdhgyenvironment is put under observation. It setras these two
perspectives are complementary in behavioral aesfA.

The first warning signs that indicate the childi¢ufe problems are revealed in the primary scharning difficulties,
general states (unhappiness and depression) awdnpatbility or mistreatment (fights, disputes, tdibances,
restlessness, moodinessand honesty) are among3thers[now obvious that behavioral managementrggies that
focus heavily on punishment and reward are relgtiveffective in reducing problematic behaviorschildren and can
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even intensify them. Over the past decade, weaknesslf-regulation has been proved to be the cadisamany
problematic behaviors [4].

Functional assessment is to evaluate a set oftifunat tasks". Functional tasks organize a sitaatiowhich stimuli are
present and the individual is asked to performaatimal action in these circumstances in orderdwige a response and
reaction with regard to the quality standards. &tesh scores are given to the final product or m®a# presenting the
response[5].Development of performance appraisslldeen conducted in four separate stages (techoaatinued,
evaluation and stabilization) which are remembersdTEAM». Performance evaluation includes padbpeance
review, reward to the past performance, goal sefim future performance and individual or stafivelepment|6].
Performance evaluation techniques are divided tinto objective or subjective and traditional or athed types[7].
Among the advanced techniques of performance di@iuare 360 degree and 720 degree performancaisgisr 360
degree performance appraisal method includes sessment of different levels and receiving feedtfemk others
including colleagues, subordinates and spouse.program refers to behavior change through incceasl-awareness
and also comprises self-assessment [7]. In 72Cdgugrformance appraisal, in addition to identifyihe individuals’
performance from new perspectives and dimensibas, jerformance are again reviewed and examintigtinourses of
12 to 18 months. This review enables the leadegdnizations to precisely identify strengths arehknesses and
understand where they should spend extra timeggrard costs in order to maximize their values F8rformance
(functional) tests are those tests that directisess the process and results of student learnihgnafude written
functional types, identification, performing thenftion in simulated situations and work samples|[9].

Zimmerman (1998) raised and classified the compsrainself-regulation with an emphasis on the domstrelated to
self-regulation, psychological dimensions, taskditions, characteristics of self-regulation andted processes. In his
opinion, the most important processes of self-@gn consist of goal selection, self-learning,etimanagement, self-
monitoring, self-evaluation, inference, giving sture to the environment and help seeking (Zimmar&dat Santos,
2014). In Vygotsky's theory, language is both apdrtant tool for social interaction and a meanthwfking and self-
regulation or self-organization. By self-regulatiarthis theory, it means the ability to think asmlve problems without
the help of others.

Pintrich (2008) has proposed a theoretical framkvsased on a cognitive and social perspective. difis is the
classification and analysis of different procegbes guide part of the self-regulated learning,alvhinclude four stages:
Planning, self-monitoring, control and evaluatiéddthough government regulation is usually accompariy self-
regulation, this type of self-regulation is doneemnthe patronage of government. This means thiag ijovernment does
not intervene, the public interest is seriouslgditened [6]. If the government and individual ratprs work together in
institutions, it is called “cooperation regulatioff’ this type of self-regulation is bone by thevgmment in the way that
the duration of the state involvement is regulateds called “self-regulated regulation” [6]. Se#gulation can be
imagined as different perspectives. A powerful nhoflself-regulation has been identified as a degson of the capacity
for the "feedback loop" as the “TOTE” loop (an agnm for Test - Activity - Test - Exit).

"Self-efficacy” is a sign of self-confidence in thkility to control one’s impulses, behavior andiabenvironment. Self-
efficacy in a branch of Health Psychology is aggptieprevent the behaviors such as self-manageshehtonic diseases,
smoking cessation, alcohol consumption, eatingpaial control applications (Kerry & Forsyth, 2018&glf-efficacy" is

considered as part of Albert Bandura's social t¢ivgntheory. “Social cognitive theory” is composefifour specific

processes or objectives: Self-monitoring, selfsmsent, self-reaction and self-efficacy (Redmo@d52. Self-efficacy

also affects the individuals’ sustainability to tione the effort when faced with problems. Fourrses of self-efficacy
include past performance, substitution learning;bale persuasion and emotions. Organizational andagsial

implications of self-efficacy in the workplace inde selection and promotion, training and develaprard goal setting
.Meta-analysis test by Gulli et al. (2002) indisatkat collective self-efficacy has a direct relaship with individuals’

performance.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This study was conducted using a semi-experimeggahrch method (pretest-posttest and follow-uigegth a control
group). The statistical population comprised a#f #tudents studying in the second period of prinsahyool in the
academic year 2014-15 in Mashhad who amounted péople, of which 360 individuals were selectetha sample
size including six 30-people experimental and @brgroups from each sex. Then, a pretest was thkem all the
experimental and control groups in two fields of-segulation and self-efficacy. In the next steach of the two
experimental groups received the special prograB66fdegree and 720 degree educational perfornagopraisal; but
the control group received no special assessmegtan. Afterwards, all the experimental and congr@ups took a
posttest and after two months, a follow-up test repsated for all the experimental and control gsou
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Research tools

Wheeler and Ladd Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Ciidren: This measure consists of 22 items and has beegnéesi
by Wheeler and Ladd (1982) to examine the selé&dfy of third to fifth grade children in relatiofizh with their peers.
Each item in this scale represents a social sitwathich has been written in the form of an incatgpbentence and after
that, four options including very easy (4 poinggsy (3 points), difficult (2 points) and very wiffit (1 point) have been
provided and the child is asked to complete tha iy choosing one of the options. The total scorthis scale ranged
from 22 to 88. This questionnaire was measured tBynC(2007) in terms of validity and reliabilityoTdetermine the
construct validity of the self-efficacy scale, faccanalysis was applied using the principal comptnenethod. KMO
coefficient value was equal to 0.90 and the nurakviglue of X2 index in Bartlett's test of spheyiavas equal to 2.2421
which was significant at the level of P=0.00001. cBiculate the reliability of the self-efficacy EgaCronbach's alpha
coefficient was used. The value of this coefficienthe total scale was equal to 0.87.

Zimmerman and Pons Self-Regulation Inventory for Stdents (SRLIS): The self-regulated learning strategy including
self-report, organization and transfer of informatidividing the goals into smaller objectives af@hning, search for
information, recording and taking notes and selfitaning, organizing the environment, self-consewee creating
hierarchies and memorizing, getting help from paeechers and adults, reviewing the previous examdseviewing the
notes, handouts and textbooks have been considelt@d questionnaire. The subject is asked tothet@mount of using
the abovementioned strategies in six learning t&itog on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from rareyfrequently. In
addition to the fourteen strategies, a questien,question number 15, has been also used thatndbesfer to any
strategy but allows for the student’s creative oesp in a creative manner from the above caseresSeary from 15 to
60.

In the end, the data of this research was analygied) SPSS21 software and through descriptivestitatimethod and
one-factor analysis of variance with repeated nreasu

Findings

The first research hypothesis indicated that “treggam for recording the average of behavior rabigghe teacher,
parents and student’s self-assessment (360 degpeaisal program) influences the students’ selélagpn behavior”.
To prove this hypothesis, multivariate analysisafiance, Greenhouse—Gasserpost hoc test and Bomfitergroup
comparison were applied and the significance sftigpothesis was established according to Tahle (3)

The second research hypothesis suggested thaprtigeam for recording the average of behavior galtiy the teacher,
parents and student’s self-assessment (360 degpegisal program) affects the students’ self-effi¢aTable 4 shows
the confirmation of the significance of this hypesdls. But intergroup comparison based on the Banmfietest calls into
guestion the implementation of a follow-up testtfa continuation of significance.

The third research hypothesis indicated that “ttegqam for providing feedback regarding the behaxséting by the
teacher, parents and student’s self-assessmengdhg session once every two weeks (720 degreaisgpgprogram)
affects the students’ self-regulation”, which adiog to the results of Table (5), its significaicesjected.

The fourth research hypothesis suggested thatpfiiigram for providing feedback regarding the bedrarating by the
teacher, parents and student’s self-assessmengdhbg session once every two weeks (720 degreaisgpprogram)
influences the students’ self-efficacy”. The sigmaifice of this hypothesis was confirmed based @netbults of Table (6).
Summary of the results of multivariate analysivariance, Greenhouse—Gasserpost hoc test and Bomfieitergroup
comparison which were applied to test the hypothbage been presented in tables 1 to 6.

Table 1: Summary of the results of multivariate andysis of variance and self-efficacy and self-regutian tests- 360 and 720 degree appraisal

methods
Statistical index Wilks’ Lambda  Significance level F
Source of change
Self-regulation in 360 degree performance evalnatiethod  0.297 0.000 26.012
Self-efficacy in 360 degree performance evaluatiethod 0.489 0.000 11.481
Self-regulation in 720 degree performance evalnatiethod  0.795 0.024 2.832
Self-efficacy in 720 degree performance evaluatiethod 0.179 0.000 50.617

According to the results of Table 1 and considetfiregvalues of Sig. which are mostly lower thangigeificance level of
the test¢= 0.05), the null hypotheses indicating the notuerice of 360 degree and 720 degree educatioriatpance
evaluation methods on self-efficacy and self-refipieof students are rejected. Thus, it can bew#ld95% confidence
that the effect of each of the independent variabtethe dependent variables is significant. Togeize the significance
between groups, we compare the mean differenceopg using Greenhouse-Gasser post hoc tests.
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Table 2: Summary of the results of Greenhouse-Gasggost hoc test and self-efficacy and self-regulatn tests - 360 and 720 degree appraisal

methods
Statistical index Sum of squares  Degrees of freedom Mean Square F Sig
Source of change
Self-regulation in 360 degree performance evalngtiogram ~ 1225.925 4.322 2836.196 18.1416  0.000
Self-efficacy in 360 degree performance evalugiimgram 11659.28 4573 2549.688 10.225 0.000
Self-regulation in 720 degree performance evalngtiogram  2163.600 4.414 490.117 2.718 0.026
Self-efficacy in 720 degree performance evalugiimgram 34772.722 4.102 8477.578 32.247 0.000

Based on the results of Table 2 and given thasitiveéficance level is lower than the error levelest (0.05), F value of

tests is significant. Hence, it can be said witth@®nfidence that there is a significant differebeveen the mean score
of self-regulation and self-efficacy in the expegirtal and control groups receiving 360 degree &0ddégree appraisal

programs. To prove it more accurately, we need &ourfi multiple comparisons of test scores in diifé groups.

Table 3: Summary of the results of Bonferroni multple comparisons of the mean score of self-regulatidests — 360 degree appraisal method

Variable 360 degree self-regulation tests Mean differenceandsird error  Significance
Pretest of the experimental group - 360 degree tgsbsif the experimental group 15.250 1.755 0.000
Follow-up of the experimental group  10.083 1.795 000.
Pretest of the control group 3.283 2.145 1.000
Posttest of the control group 0.350 2.364 1.000
Follow-up of the control group 0.883 2.494 1.000
Posttest of the experimental group - 360 degree  loviraip of the experimentalgroup ~ 5.167 1.660 0.043
Pretest of the control group 11.967 1.848 0.000
Posttest of the control group 15.600 2.016 0.000
Follow-up of the control group 14.367 2.266 0.000
Follow-up of the experimental group - 360 degree etd?t of the control group 6.800 2.035 0.022
Posttest of the control group 10.443 1.970 0.000
Follow-up of the control group 9.200 2.166 0.001
Pretest of the control group — 360 degree Positése control group 3.633 2.364 1.000
Follow-up of the control group 2.400 2.361 1.000
Posttest of the control group Follow-up of the odrgroup 1.233 2.145 1.000

According to the results of Table 3, the Sig. valire comparing the means of most groups togetheuding

pretest, posttest and follow-up of the experimegtaup and in comparing each with the control gsoape lower
than the error level of the test (0.05). On theepthand, this rate in comparing the scores of ptefosttest and
follow-up of the control group together is highban the significance level. Thus, the null hypoithés rejected
with a 95% confidence level and it can be said 8@ degree educational and behavioral performamakiation

method affects self-regulation.

Table 4: Summary of the results of Bonferroni multple comparisons of the mean score of self-efficatgsts — 360 degree appraisal

method
Variable 360 degree self-efficacy tests Mean difference  @&teaherror  Significance
Pretest of the experimental group - 360 degree tgmisif the experimental group 13.833 2.790 0.000
Follow-up of the experimental group  12.417 2.504 000.
Pretest of the control group 0.450 2.953 1.000
Posttest of the control group 1.183 3.240 1.000
Follow-up of the control group 3.783 2.874 1.000
Posttest of the experimental group - 360 degree  lowalp of the experimental group  1.417 2.428 1.000
Pretest of the control group 13.383 2.630 0.000
Posttest of the control group 12.650 3.165 0.003
Follow-up of the control group 10.050 2.745 0.008
Follow-up of the experimental group - 360 degree etdat of the control group 11.967 2.410 0.000
Posttest of the control group 11.233 2.576 0.001
Follow-up of the control group 8.633 2.698 0.033
Pretest of the control group — 360 degree Posgifdke control group 0.733 2.806 1.000
Follow-up of the control group 3.333 2.538 1.000
Posttest of the control group Follow-up of the cohgroup 2.600 2.845 1.000

Based on the results of Table 4 and Sig. valuesdsat the groups, it can be deduced that the signife level
(Sig.) between the pretest, posttest and folloviagb of the experimental group is 0.000 and thiemon for the
control group is 1.00. On the other hand, the ficamce level between posttest and follow-up telstthe

experimental group is 1.00. Through pairwise congpar of each of these values with the significalesel of the
test (0.05), it can be said with a 95% confidereeel that the null hypothesis is rejected and thpaict of 360
degree educational performance appraisal on s@they is significant. But the follow-up test hasatlenged this

effect and has questioned the stability of its intpa
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Table 5: Summary of the results of Bonferroni multple comparisons of self-regulation tests — 720 dezg appraisal method

Variable 720 degree self-regulation tests Mean differenceandgtrd error ~ Significance
Pretest of the experimental group - 720 degree tgrisif the experimental group 6.000 2.080 0.082
Follow-up of the experimental group  5.483 2.087 6@.1
Pretest of the control group 0.350 2.573 1.000
Posttest of the control group 2.233 2.250 1.000
Follow-up of the control group 3.533 2.609 1.000
Posttest of the experimental group - 720 degree  lowalp of the experimental group  0.517 2.031 1.000
Pretest of the control group 6.350 2.363 0.140
Posttest of the control group 3.767 2.506 1.000
Follow-up of the control group 2.467 2.139 1.000
Follow-up of the experimental group - 720 degree eté&t of the control group 5.833 2.502 0.347
Posttest of the control group 3.250 2.300 1.000
Follow-up of the control group 1.950 2.354 1.000
Pretest of the control group — 720 degree Posgifdake control group 2.583 2.329 1.000
Follow-up of the control group 3.883 2.136 1.000
Pretest of the control group — 720 degree Folloveiime control group 1.300 2.189 1.000

By comparing the mean of self-regulation scoredlifferent groups which were under 720 degree edtat
performance evaluation program, since Sig. valn€kable 5 are greater than the significance lef€l@b, the null
hypothesis indicating the equality of the meanroiugs is rejected. Therefore, it can be said wi#h% confidence
level that 720 degree educational performance atialtu method has not have a significant impact elf- s

regulation scores of the students.

Table 6: Summary of the results of Bonferroni multple comparisons of self-efficacy tests — 720 degrappraisal method

Variable 720 degree self-efficacy tests Mean difference  @&teherror  Significance
Pretest of the experimental group - 720 degree tgmigdf the experimental group 22.067 2.560 0.000
Follow-up of the experimental group  20.600 2.565 000.
Pretest of the control group 0.617 3.070 1.000
Posttest of the control group 1.767 2.772 1.000
Follow-up of the control group 1.117 3.385 1.000
Posttest of the experimental group - 720 degree  lowalp of the experimental group  1.467 1.826 1.000
Pretest of the control group 22.683 2.226 0.000
Posttest of the control group 20.300 2.253 0.000
Follow-up of the control group 20.950 2.587 0.000
Follow-up of the experimental group - 720 degree etd&t of the control group 21.217 2.283 0.000
Posttest of the control group 18.833 2.581 0.000
Follow-up of the control group 19.483 2.628 0.000
Pretest of the control group — 720 degree Pogifebe control group 2.383 3.166 1.000
Follow-up of the control group 1.733 3.004 1.000
Pretest of the control group — 720 degree Folloveiime control group 0.650 2.871 1.000

According to the results of Table 6, since in compathe means of pretest, posttest and followegi bf the
experimental group together and with the controlugr Sig. is 0.000 and in comparing the means @fctmtrol
groups, Sig. is 1.00, the null hypothesis indiggtihe equality of the mean of groups is rejectdulisT it can be
mentioned with a 95% confidence level that 720 degnerformance evaluation method has an impactlfn s

efficacy of the students.
DISCUSSION

As previously stated, this research seeks to imgagstthe influence of 360 and 720 degree educatiperformance
evaluation methods on self-efficacy and self-retipta As can be concluded from the results, thislgtconfirms
the findings of the research conducted by Yousefzada’'qoubi and Rashidi (2011) and Errorfield (2)JQ3][14].

Beside, Vahedi (2011) in a study has emphasizeddleeof non-supportive parents (rejection anddany) and
self-regulation as the predictor variable in chélds aggression. But in this study, identificatainfamily system
and family style of children's parents has not bagaressed while it seems that this componenss effective in
educational performance, self-efficacy and selfsfatipn of students[15].

In examining and explaining the impact of 360 degperformance evaluation on self-efficacy, it skoo¢ stated
that this evaluation method is based on the sacighitive theory which includes four processesaif-sonitoring,
self-assessment, self-reaction and self-efficacpm@ting to Redmond (2015). This evaluation methoehrises all
of them. But ignoring the parenting style of famsliand also teachers’ attitude and teaching metbattl be

effective in the development of individuals’ seffieacy.
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The classical results of Rosenthal and Jacobso&6§1Bave confirmed this issue. Yousefzadeh, Ya'qauiul
Rashidi (2011) came to the conclusion that the oatiocus on the purpose, meditation on the objectintrinsic
motivation, problem-solving skills and self-assesatmof the students receiving metacognitive skilléning are
greater compared to the students who lack suahingdil 3]. This study has indirectly addressed teeetbpment of
metacognitive skills in children, which is effeatiin the growth of self-efficacy.

In examining and explaining the impact of 720 degrducational performance evaluation on self-afficé should
be mentioned that given the sources ofself-effidacBandura’s (1982) view, verbal persuasion caprove self-
efficacy, which has been considered in this mo#&etther, the Pygmalion effect is a self-gratifyipgediction
according to which believing that something is taan help to correct it. By providing the positifeedback
component, this evaluation program can create effitfacy in individuals. On the other hand, sindast
performance evaluation model is based on the miegiof metacognition, it is able to influence trevelopment of
self-efficacy.

Additionally, the results of this study are consigtwith the findings achieved by Boomster and kith(2012)[16].
Wolfgang,Schultzand Thorsten (2005) in a studygmésd a set of answers to the key questions albamiging the
role of government particularly in the regulatiohtmnsnational communications and industry andrided a tool
called "self-regulated regulation” which is apphitaaround the world[6]. This method of educatiopaiformance
can lead individuals from the need for governmerggllation to self-regulation and Education casuate the role
of "self-regulated regulation" in the best possivky.

In examining and explaining the impact of 360 degperformance evaluation method on self-regulatién
students, it should be stated that this educatiamal behavioral performance evaluation method sedaon
Zimmerman's theory (1998) in which the developmanself-regulation is considered as a process dhiofu the

selection of purpose, self-learning, time managdnmsaif-monitoring, self-assessment, inferencejcstiring the
environment and help seeking. According to Vygotskg longer the time of self-regulation trainitige greater the
development of self-regulation will be. Moreoveechuse this method of behavior evaluation has alant the
students’ freedom of action, it could affect thesif-regulation. In this model, through self-monig in addition to
others’ supervision, an individual can deal witkritlfying and regulating the feelings and emotiasithin himself

by expressing them.

The result of this research rejects the findingsioled by Ahmadi (2014), Kareshki, Kharrazi and &h(2009)
and Wilford, Whitaker, Vitello and Downer (2013)[21][10]. On the other hand, according to Ohlhausen
(2013)[12], self-regulation is not a complete swmintand cannot be considered as a complete reptatefar
traditional rules. Participation in self-monitorirghould be voluntary and everyone should be engedrdor
participation. Quality and clarity of the standard self-monitoring helps its overall success. Irditidn, legal
frameworks lack clear and practical standards amhat sufficiently protect consumers. On the ott@nd, the
result of this study is inconsistent with Canad&Hl-regulatory initiative (asri)which has beenadished to help
the parents and educators improve children's behand deals with understanding the causes of hetahv
problems in children through paying attention, igng, inhibiting one’s incentives, modulating oneisiotions, etc.
In examining and explaining the rejection of thieef of 720 degree appraisal on self-regulationait be said that
this model is more based on governmental regulaBgrinducing the policies that the student hashaste a role in
their selection and planning, teachers and parpogh the students towards their goals and theivithehl
differences, interests and opinions are not effedt implementing these models. Hence, they dostraggle for
the purpose which they have not selected. Rejectidhis hypothesis can be due to going beyondasdéssment
to the evaluation of others. The assessment amgirjedt of others and provision of guidance by a chast,
teacher or family question the role of self in tlegulation of behavior. Lack of sufficient skillsrdhe part of
parents and educators in dealing with behaviorablems can reduce self-regulation. Therefore, tiithod of
performance evaluation can develop other-regulatiorself-censorship. Use of indirect and non-divectand
metacognition-based counseling styles can helplte ghis problem.
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