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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

The demand for educational accountability has increased 

tlte need for the formal eva,luation of public school pl:'inci ... 

pals in Vl.rginia. The publ;i.c in demanding educational ac-

countability has become v~ry articulate with regard to 

l').olding all school'personnel accountable for educational out,... 

comes. 

As a result of the "Standards of Quality for Pu:Plic 

Schools, 11 it is, now incumbent upon all division superintend-

ents in Virginia to develop specific procedures for mea-

suring and providing evidence concerning the effectiveness 

of school principals. Because of the principal's position 

in the organization, he or she is the single most important 

determinant of the educational, climate in a school, and, many 

boards of education and superintendents believ,e that the 

principalship is the logical commencing point for initiating 

a formal system of administrative evaluation (Green, 1972: 

IX-X). 

In 1972, the new Virginia Constitution required the 

State Legislature and State Board of Educat;i..on to promulgate 

the "Standards of Quality." The mandated standard pertain-

ing to the evaluation of administrators specifies that: 

The superintendent and his staff shall provide 
for the cooperative evaluation 0£ central office pe,r-
sonnel and principals and shall provide assistance 

1 
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to principals l.n the cooperative evaluation of 
teachers and other school employees. (Manual for 
Implementing Standards of Quality and Objectives 
for Public Schools; 1972:741. 

The SOQ mandated standard specifically requires that 

principals shall be avalu~ted in terms .of eight performance 

criteria. 'l'he principal shall: (1) develop an annual school 

plan; { 2 l develop a handbook of policies and proc.edures; ( 3) 

co_ordinate services of persons wotking in the school; .<4> 

assign pupils to classes, programs,·and activities; (SJ pro-

vide instructional materials and equipment; (6) evaluate 

pupils' progres.s and instructional effectiveness; { 7) super"" 

vise instruction and assist teachers; and (8). provide £or a 

cooperative evaluation program (Evaluation of Personnel, 

1972:119-121}. These performance criteria are employed for 

the purpose of assessing the performance of secondary public 

school principals, and they are also used to aid e11aluators 

in determining levels of effectiveness and acceptable per-

formance. 

Evaluation by objectives is the method that the State 

Department of Education recommends for evaluating secondary 

public school principals. 1'he purpose of this approach is 

to determipe administrative weaknesses and then to develop 

measurable objectives in which improvement can be achieved. 
\ This administrative evaluation approach is based upon the 

assumptions that performance criteria are employed to 

assess administrative performance, that administrative 
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performance can be measured in terms of the criteria, and 

that improvement of performance can be attained. 

There has been no research done that pertains to the 

assessment of the evaluation process of secondary public 

school principals in regard to the "Standards of Quality" 

mandate, which requires that all principals shall be evalu~ 

ated for the purpose of improving performance. As a result, 

the degree to which the stated criteria and procedures of 

the 11 Standards Of Quality" are utilized by division superin-

tendents to evaluate secondary school principals is not 

documented. Therefore, this seems like a profitable area 

of research. 

Statement of the Problem 

Formal evaluation criteria and procedures are set forth 

in the 11 Standards of Quality for Public Schools in Virginia 11 

to evaluate secondary public school principals. What are the 

criteria and procedures used in the formal evaluation of 

secondary pul:;>lic school principals' performance in Virginia., 

and how important are these to the process? Further inqui ... 

ries were made to determine the purposes of evaluating 

secondary public school principals. 

' The study was directed toward the following sub-ques-

tions: 

1. What formal criteria are employed by division super-

intendents in Virginia to evaluate secondary public school 
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principals, and how important are these criteria? 

2. What.procedures are considered very important by 

division supet'intendents for gathering data to evaluate 

secondary public schobl principals? 

3. .What is the most important purpose and what is the 

lea$t important purpose of the evaluation of secondary 

public school principals as identified by division superin-

tendents? 

4. overall, how important is the evaluation process 

regarding secondary public school principals according to 

perceptions held by division superintendents? 

5. Are there differences between school division en-
rollment dem?graphic variables and responses to the degrees 

of importance of the evaluation criteria that are employed 

to assess the performance of secoi1dary public school prin ... 

cipals? 

6. Are there differences between school division en-
rollment demographic variables and responses to the degrees 

of importance of the evaluation procedures employed to 

assess the performance of secondary public school princi-

pals? 

7. Are there differences between demog1raphic variables 

regarding years of service of the division superintendents 

and their responses to the degre·es of importance of the 

evaluation criteria employed to assess the performance of 

secondary public school principals? 
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·a. Are there differences between demographic variables ' . . 

regarding years of service of the division superintendents 

and their .response.s to the degrees of importance of the 

evaluation J?rOcedures that are employed to gathe.r Q.ata to 

assess the performance of secondary public school.princi-

pals? 

$ignif icance of the Problem 

Since the establishment in 1972 of the formal system-

atic procedures for evaluating secondary public school prin-

cipals, there has been no evaluation of this mandate. This 

study will provide some findings that may be useful to tlle 

State Department of :E:ducation in its effort to improve the 

"Standards of Qual.ity 11 criteria. Additionally, findings 

from this study may provide division superintendents with 

recommendations by which they may improve the process and 

criteria that they utilize in complying with the ''Standards 

of Ql.lality" mandate to evall.late secondary public school 

principals. 

Assumptions 

The following assumptions were made in regard to this 

study: 

1. The superinten.dents participating in this study were 

in the position to judge the importance of the evaluation 
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criteria and procedures employed to gather data that are em• 

ployed. to evaluate secondary public school principals. 

2. Evaluation criteria a.nd procedures are used to for-

mally assess the performance of secondary public school 

principals. 

Limitations 

The study included the following limitations: 

L. This study was limited to division superintendents 

in school divisions that were listed in the· ViJ:"·~in:ia ~dl;ica­

. tional Pir·ector¥ for the 1980-81 school year. 

2. This study was limited in that the importance of 

the formal evaluation criteria and procedures is an evalu-

ative judgment of the superintendents. 

Definition of 'l'erms 

The terms that were used in this study are defined to 

provide clarity for general agreement of usage. 

Evaluation -- The proce.ss in ascertaining o:i; judging accom-

plishments and performance. 

Standards of Quality Evaluation Criteria ... - A set of pre-

determined evaluation standards that were enacted by 

tne General Assembly of Virginia in 1972; they are used 

for the purpose of evaluating the performance of public 

school principals. 



Org.ani,zation of the Study 

The study is organized in five chapters. The intro-

duction, statement of the problem, assumptions, l.imitations, 

definition of terms, and the organization of the study are 

described in chapter 1. A review of literature is pre-

sented in chapter 2. The design of the study, preliminary 

survey, population-employed, measuring instrument, data 

collecti-on procedures, and the data anal.ysis procedures are 

presented in chapter 3. The analysis of the data is pre-

sented in chapter 4, and a summary -of the resear·ch, con-

clusions, and recommendations for future)research are 

presented in chapter 5. 



Chapter II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The review of literature has revealed that a great deal 

of interest has emerged in the last decade regarding evalu ... 

ation of the principal's performance. This interest has 

prompted, scholars to study and write upon various aspects of 

the principal's evaluation process. 

'In this chapter, . the review of literature is organized 

in three s.ections.. It deals with studies that relate to 

administrative evaluation, purposes of administrative ei:ralu ... 

ation, and procedures/methodology of administrative evalu ... 

ation. 

STUDIES RELATED TO ADMINISTRATIVE EVALUATION 

Ellinger's {1968) doctoral dissertation revealed the 

current status of programs used to evaluate professional 

public school personnel in twenty-four county school systems 

in the state of Maryland. Principals were regularly evalu-

ated in six of sixteen, or 37.5 percent of the school sys-

tems. 

The evaluation program that is employed to assess the 

principal's performance is very important. Rosenberg (1971) 

posited that the evaluation program should be a sound one, a 

balanced, valid, and J;:eliable one. It should be based upon 

8 
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actual on.:,..the ... job behaviors, and not theoretical tests of 

ability or knowledge. It should provide a comprehensive 

review of the principal's performance, utilizing relevant 

and reliable criterial standards. A self-evaluation followed 

up by an evaluation conducted by a team are both necessary. 

The evaluation must be built upon a sound and solid founda,... 

tion of evidence, and the whole program will need to be 

relatively economical of time and energy. He further stated 

that: 

The clear and proper goals of any administrator 
evaluation program ought to be constructive, de-
velopmental, and grounded in a guidance and coun-
seling approach. In every case, there should be 
a post-evaluational follow-up, and joint coopera-
tive planning for a "next step 11 action program, 
tailored to the needs of the principal. (pp. 212 .... 
213) 

Studies Related.to Administrative Performance Evaluation 

In an unpublished doctoral dissertation at the Univer-

sity of Southern California, Towns (1969) determined the 

status of performance evaluation of secondary public school 

principals in Michigan. He concluded that: 

1. Principals who have experienced formal performance 
evaluations strongly support the concept of admin-
istrative evaluation. 

2. Principals who have experienced formal performance 
evaluations consider evaluations helpful in their 
administrative efficiency. 

3. The prescribed rating scale method of evaluation 
was used slightly more often than the performance 
objective method of evaluation. 
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4. Principals indicated a high level of interest in 
administrative formal performance evaluation as 
evidenced by the percentage of responde!ltS and 
many request.s for the results of the study. 

A practical research-based program for ,the competency 

evaluation o.f administrative performance was devised by 

Demeke {1971). His "Performance Evaluation of Educational 

Leaders' Roles" revealed several functions that leadel:'s 

should perform. As a director of the educational program; 

the educational leader employs leadership skills to enhance 

learning . opportunitiE;?s and promotes the growth of stud·ents. 

In coordinating the program of guidance and.special ser-

v:i,ces, the principal facilitates the addition of a variety 

of rich dimensions to enhance the opportunities for normal 

and exceptional students. As a member of the district and 

school staff, the principal expounds productive team mem-

bership while moving in and out of leader and group-member 

roles. As a link between the community and the school the 

principal labors to secure understanding, acceptance, and 

support, internally and externally, for the total school 

program, while encouragi~g community participation in a con-

tinuing search.for ways to improve the curriculum. As an 

administrator of personnel, the principal participates in 

the selection of faculty and staff personnel and then works 

with them so that they may realize their full potential. As 

a member of the profession, the principal demonstrates appre-

ciation of the social importance of the.profession by 
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carefully I?roviding for personal prof e$sional growth while 

contributing to the profession through its organizations 

and by his ox- her own exemplary behavior. And, finally as 

a director of support management the principal recognizes 

that the only viable business of the school is the educa-
( 

ti-on of ht,unan beings. Therefore, an effort is made to g;et 

on with the business of improving instruction, delegating 

many responsibilities to other qualified individuals. 

Demeke 's research indicates that these seven areas are thos.e 

in which pri_ncipals must demonstrate competence and superin-

tendents should evaluate principals in accordance to the 

accomplishment of these roles. (Demeke, 1972: 1-79) 

Stu¢1.ies.:Relai:ed to Participation in .Evaluation 

A most significant study that dealt with the evaluation 

process was conducted at the General Electric Company. Faced 

with contradictory evidence regarding patterns of evaluation, 

General Electric cond~cted a year-long comprehensive and 

scientific testing of the best of their programs. The test 

included evaluation based on job responsibilities rather than 

on personal characteristics of individuals. 

Tests were designed to evaluate the effects of partici--

pation in the evaluative process. One group of managers 
i 

was instructed to use high participation and another.to use 

low participation. The latter group operated in much the 

same way as in traditional eva~uation programs. They 
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formulated goals for their subordinates and then conducted 

the review in a performance assessment conference. Results 

of this study were significant: 

l. Those employees involved in the low partici-pati'on 

groups reacted more defensively than those in the 

high<participation level and achieved fewe:i;- goals. 

2. The high participation group was associated with 

better mutual understanding between manager and 

subordinate, greater acceptance of goals, a better 

attitude toward being evaluated, and a feeling of 

self-realization on the job. 

The study also found that: 

1. ' Criticism has a negative effect on good achievement. 

2. 

3. 

Praise has little effect one way or the other. 
I Appreciable improvement is realized only when 

specific goals and deadlines are mutually estab-

lished and agreed upon. 

4. Defensiveness resulting from critical evaluation 

produces inferior performance. 

5. Mutual goal-setting, not criticism, improves per-

forrnance. 

6. Participation l;>y the employee in goal-setting 

fosters favorable evaluation results. (Green, 

19i2: 7-8) 
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Stl:l<l:i,es Related: to. Administrative. ·:e:;v:a:i-u·atio·n Gr·:i,:te·x::ia 

Mac Queen's (1969) doctoral dissertation dealt with 

f ortnulating and establishing the importance of vaJ;ious cri .... 

teria fo.r evaluating the job performance of a high school 

principal. The survey cove+ed a cros~s-section of school 

distr.icts in th.e united $tates. 

S\lperintendentf? rated highly the importance of seventy 

criteria for evaluating the job performance of a high school 

principal, while principals rated the criteria only slightly 

tower and teachers afforded the lowest rating. However, uni-

formity of opinion was evident among the three groups of 

respondents, as there were only eleven instances in which 

there .were as many as ten points between the highest and 

lowest mean scores accorded a criterion. _In every instance, 

the lowest score was accorded by teachers. 

Among thos.e criteria that were rated very important 

were the principal: 

1. Develops with the staff an atmosphere of purposeful, 

cooperative action. 

2. Interprets and clarifies the goals of the district 

to the faculty .. 

3. Gives guidance and support to personnel selection 

for the school. 

4. ·Provides the opportunities for others to communicate 

with him/her. 
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5. Earns respect as an educational leader in the com'"" 

munity. 

Palucci {1978) stated that the most Often employed cri-

teria for the purpose of evaluating principals in Lake County, 

!llin(;)is were resourcefulness/creativity/innovativeness, 

along- with decision-making effectiveness. Personal traits 

(i.e. enthusiasm, initiative, etc.) and leaciership ability, 

were the second most frequently employed criteria. The cri• 
' te.rion of policy implementation and the criterion. of parti-

cipation in community affairs/activities/organizations were 

the lea~t freq1.lent in terms of use by superintendents. 

Corwin (1965) stated that: 

:aasically, there are two sets of criteria for evalu-
ating principals, one official and the other infor-
mal. Because the formal roles always embrace the 
informal ones, informal roles are taken into con-
sideration during evaluation. The official bases 
for evaluation are competence and seniority rank; 
but unofficially, such criteria as agreement with 
superiors and personal compatibility with them and 
with peers (favoritism, friendship, and other per-
sonal and social considerations) are also invovled. 
Evaluation, accordingly is the point at which var-
ious inconsistent expectations in the school divi-
sion are compromised. In this sense, evaluation 
has a pivotal function. (p. 279) 

The evaluation of the principal' s pe.rformance requires 

attention to both dimensions of that performance, process 

and task declared, Abbott (1975). The criteria for evalu-

ation should be drawn from expectations for performance that 

are held by relevant reference groups, with appropriate 
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il.ttention being given to the conflicts that exist regarding 

those expectations. 

There are mctnY groups that hold expe,ctations for the 

performance of the principal, including parents, professional ,' 

peers, legal agencies, and community interest, groups, all 

of which are secondary refer.ence groups. The primary in-

terest groups, slJbordinates and sµpero:i:-dinates ,, are members 

of the organization and are those whose expectations provide 

the major source of evaluative CI:"iteria. In developing pri:n-

oipall:i>' evaluation criteria, it is essential to pay attention 

to the need ,for both facilitative and controlling behavior •. 

Tl;lis means that the expectations from which the criteria 

are drawn should be generated from personnel in the organ .... 

ization, school or school district, in which the performanc·e 

is being evaluated. (pp. 52-64} 

Campbell,and Gregg {1957) have cited an important step 

in the evaluation process, and they emphasized that de,velop--

ing criteria by which to judge the principal is important. 

The persons who develop the criteria should make use of 

available knowledge and expert opinions from those who must 

be evaluated, but the accepted critexia should represent more 

than a summarization of opinions. It should encompass the 

principal's job description, predetermined goals of the 

school system, and objectives that the principal believe,s 

should be accomplished. It is important that the persons 

: I 
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who are involved in the evaluation mutually agree upon the 

criteria which are to be used. (pp. 312~316) 

STUDIES RELATED TO PURPOSES OF ADMINISTRATIVE EVALUATION 

Harris, Mcintyre, Littleton, and Long (1979) identified 

three purposes of evaluating principals and they stated: 

Three of the most important purposes are: (1) 
formative evaluation--to assist in making evalu-
ation more effective as it goes along; {2) surn-
mative evaluation--to provide a basis for making 
decisions at the conclusion of task performance; 
and (3) validation of the selection process--to 
test the predictive validity of whatever causes 
were influential at the time of selection. (pp. 
289-290) 

A variety of purposes exist for evaluating principals . 
. 

Nygaard {1974) has emphasized that the purposes of evalu-

ating principals are: (l).to point out continuing edu6ation 

needs; (2) to determine whether the organization should 

transfer, demote, or dismiss; (3) to provide an official 

appraisal record of the principal's performance; (4) to deter-

mine the degree to which decisions are sound, timely, and 

effectively carried out; (5) to establish objectives for 

school-based administrators' improvement; and (6) to motivate 

self-improvement. (pp~ 3-4) 

Virginia's Manual for Implementing Standards of Quality 

a:nd Objectives (1972) made it clear about 'the intent of the 

purpose of evaluating principals. The purposes of evalu-

ating principals are to eliminate those who are incompetent, 
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to assess princ;:ipals for promotion, and to enhance profes-

sional deve.lopment. Al though these and other purposes may 

be served simultaneously by the evaluation proc·ess, the cen-

tral thrust is directed toward improvement of performance. 

(p. 741 

Marcotte (19781 stated that the purpose of evaluation is 

communication. It is a two-way communication process between 

the person being evaluated and the evaluator, with the 

desired result of improving performance. The more the pur-

pose of evaluation moves toward ranking principals, differen-
., 

tiating among them, or determining merit raises, the more 

it moves away from improvement of performance; and the less 

valid are the arguments for keeping the proces.s flexible and 

assuring that real communication is attained. (p. 62) 

Sroufe (1977) has postulated that the purpose of evalu-

ating the principal is to improve decision making, directly 

or indirectly. Evaluation is considered essential for ef-

fective administration of programs. 

Kimbrough and Nunnery (1976) emphasized that persons 

who were involved in the acc-ount~bility movement made demands 

in the late 1960's for accountability of principals, which 

placed emphasis on administrative competence. The account-

ability movement brought pressure on the state legislature 

and school beards. As a result of this pressure, the "Stand-

ards of Quality" mandated that all personnel shall be evalu-

ated, and the purpose is to improve performance. 
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According to Fiedler's (1972) Contingency Theory, the 

most important purpose of a principal evaluation program is 

to find out if the principal is an effective leader. The 

theory a1so reported that effective leadership is not easy 

to define, much less to measure, and it.meant different 

things in different situations. 

Gaslin (1974} has postulated that the purpose of evalu-

ating principals w:as to improve performance in the variety 

of roles they play in instructional leadership and building 

management. (pp. 77-81) 

According to Redfern's {1972) survey, among the various 

purposes of the evaluation of principals, four purposes 

predominate: (1) to identify areas needing improvement; 

(2} to measure current performance against prescribed stand-

ards; (31 to establish evidence to dismiss personnel; and 

( 4 l to en.able the individual to formulate appropriate per-

formance objectives. He further stated that the performance 

of principals should be evaluated periodically for the pur-

pose of improving leadership performance, which requires: 

(11 the establishment of appropriate work goals; (2) develop-

ment of a clearcut progr~ of action; (3) collection of evi-

dence of leadership productivity; (4) more frequent contacts 

between the principal and the evaluator; (5) assessment of 

the principal's performance by the evaluator; (6) evaluation 

conference; and (7) appropriate follow-up action. (pp. 58-93) 
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Jacobson and others (1973) were very'explicit about the 

purpose of the evaluation of principals, and they emphasized 

that the primary purpose of the evaluation of principals is 

to improve performance. Evaluation should be made periodi~ 

cally by those charged with the responsibility of ·super-

vising principal$. These evaluations should be considered 

with the principals as a means of helping therp discover· needs 

fqr improvement and to appraise the nature of the progress 

being IMi.de.. They further stated: 

Among the ·items on wl\ich a principal might be rated 
are supervision, attitude toward tea·chers and stu-
dents,. balance between administration and super ... 
vision, o;tganization, assignment of extra-curricular 
a.uties, and relations with pa.rents. (p. 137) 

Andersen (1972), and Mosher and Pu.rpel (1972) have pro-

posed that if evaluation is to result in improved adrninis-
' trative performance, it shou],d be support.ative and profes ... 

sional growth o.f the administrator should be the paramount 

purpose of evaluation. They refer to a 11 cliemt--centered 

counseling approa.ch",of evaluation through which: (1) the 

supervisor of the administrator is a helper; (2) relation-

ships between the administrator's activities and results are 

explored; (3) obstacles are considered in the evaluation 

process; and (4) the administrator is encouraged to consider 

revised ways of thinking. (pp. 603-616) 

According to Hunt and Buser (1977) several purposes are 

given most often for the evaluation of principals. One is to 
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collect information upon which to base recommendations for 

salary increments. Closely related to this purpose is the 

need to determine tenure recommendations. Interwoven with 

these are recommendations for retention or dismissal. In 

much the same vein, information is required in order to make 

decision on transfer, reassignment, or promotion. These 

purposes support those held by Nygaard. 

In. recent years, two more purposes of evaluating prin-

cipals have emerged. These are to assist the principal in 

his professional development and to identify job targets 

or professional competencies to he achieved in the future. 

Hunt and Buser further stated that: 

Evaluation should never be perfunctory, and other 
than in those instances in which the principal re.,.. 
ceives the highest rating, the evaluator has a pro-
fessional obligation to identify job targets or 
behaviors to be achieved and to suggest specific 
means for their achievement. (p. 12) 

Campbell and Gregg (1957) have posited that the general 

purpose of evaluating the principal is to improve the eff ec-

tiveness of goal achievement. Evaluation is a means of 

determining how well the organization, the program, the per-

son, or the activity is achieving the purpose for which it 

was designed. By means of the evaluation process, strengths 

of the principal can be discovered and maintained; weak-

nesses can be identified and minimized or eliminated. Effec-

tive use of the evaluation process should result in con-

tinuing improvement of organization plans and procedures and 
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·of individual and group efforts in the ·accomplishment of 

accepted purposes. It can provide evidence and lead to con-

clusions which may lead to modification of purposes, better 

decisions and plans for achieving purposes, and more effec-

tive contributions of members of the organization. (p. 312) 

In Palucci's (1978) doctoral dissertation, the purpose 

of evaluating principals by superintendents was to assist 

the principal in professional development. However, in 

terms of relative value, the purpose of improving educa--

tional leadership to the school was ranked first. The pur-

pose to assess present performance in accordance with 

prescribed standards was the least frequently stated purpose 

of evaluation, and in addition was valued the least by the 

superintendents. 

Purposes of evaluation must be clearly stated and under-.. 

stood by the superintendent and principal. Once the purposes 

of the organization have been determined, the evaluation pro-

cess should be designed to assist in fostering the desired 

achievement of the school's goals and objectives (Grill, 

1978:35). 

Pharis (1973) has reported the purpose of administrative 

evaluation, and it is the means employed to distribute the 

contents of public funds, and based on a score or some other 

results, tenure may be given or denied. Salaries tied to 

appraisal may be in terms of dollars, increments, levels, 

steps, and merit advancement. 
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When it is necessary to reduce staff, a judgment must 

be made about the comparativ~ abilities of members of the 

group including principals. Dollar shortages, school con• 

solidation, reduction in state aid, declining enrollment, 

and discontinued programs can cause evaluation purposes to 

become more important because superintendents need reasons 

to reduce staff. {pp. 36-38} 

McCleary (1979) theorized that the primary purpose of 

evaluation is to establish a basis for change of individual 

behavior such that both personal satisfaction and organiza-

tional effectiveness are improved. Factual information is 

collected through written procedures regarding the per-

formance of the principal in relation to specified objectives. 

Expectations for performance resulting from evaluation are 

determined both by the individual whose perform'7nce is being 

evaluated and by the superior(s). Performance strengths and 

weaknesses are identified and plans are made in terms of them 

in relation to changes, improvements, and revised expec-

tations for the future. Diagnosed strengths and weaknesses. 

influence superiors' decisions about compensation, promotion, 

transfer, or dismissal. (p. 46) 

Educational Research Service personnel completed two 

studies, one in 1968 and another in 1971, and determined the 

purpose of evaluating administrators. The results of both 

studies revealed that the majority of the school systems 
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reported that the purpose of evaluating administrators was 

to identify areas needing improvement • 

.Armstrong {1973'1 .has concluded that the purpose of per .... 

f ormance evaluation is to improve performance throttgh im-

proved supervisio.n, planning for individual growth• and· 

development, providing information to assist in improving 

· marg.inal p~rf ormance, identification of. speci9l talents and 

skills, and a means of _protecting_ both individl.ual.and dis'"' 

trict rights in determination of dism.issal clue to substand-

ard performance. (p. 53} 

Lipham tl975) has identified ~our considerations that 

are essential in planning for the evaluation of principals: 

( l) the purposes of the eva.luation; (2) the means for meas ... 

uring performance; (3) the person who will do the measuring-; 

and (4) how often the measures be made. There may be many 

purposes for evaluating principals, but the following are 

typical: (ll to change goals or objectives; (2) to modify 

administrative procedures; (3) to implement programs; (4) 

to hire or promote personnel; (5) to protect organizational 

participants; (6) to change role assignments; (7) to change 

and improve behavior; and (8) to terminate service or to 

reward role performance. Lipham further stated that: 

An administrative evaluation system may be de-
signed to serve any or all of these purposes. 
In any event, in implementing an administrative 
evaluation syst~, it is absolutely essential 
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that the purposes for the evaluation be raised 
from an implicit to the explicit level. (pp. 22-
28) 

Abbott (1975) has identified two major purposes for 

assessing principals' performance. First, and most impor-

tantly, the results of assessment should be made available 

to the individual involved, the object of assessment, and 

the results should be employed as a basis for personal and 

professional growth and improvement. Inevitably, however, 

decisions must be made regarding such issues as promotion, 

retention, and salary improvement. Thus, assessment data 

also serve a managerial function, that of providing a 

rational basis for making those decisions. 

Abbott further stated that: 

When attempts are made to assess performance, 
and certainly when the assessment is conducted 
with the ultimate objective of improving that 
performance, it is e~sential to think in terms 
C•f effects. There is little point in attempt-
ing to improve the performance of administrators 
unless there is reason to think that in doing 
so some improvement will occur in the organi .... 
zation. The hope is that such improvement will 
ultimately :facilitate student learning. (pp. 
52-64) 

STUDIES RELATED TO PROCEDURES/METHODOLOGY OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
EVALUATION 

Rentsch {1976) has posited that before establishing any 

assessment program for principals, it is essential that con-

sideration be given to the relative importance and impli-

cations of formative and summative assessment. He also 



25 

postulated that formative assessment is: (1) supervisory in 

nature; (2) neutral in value orientation; (3) supportive of 

the person; and (4) designed to help one's observed per-

formance fall more in line with expected performance. Con..,. 

trarily, summative assessment is administrative in nature. 

It is product oriented, and it is designed to provide a 

terminal measure of one's performance. Therefore, summative 

evaluation is judgmental and often value laden. Since it 

serves as a final record of performance, it influences 

decisions on appointment, promotion, tenure, and retention. 

:Rentsch further stated that in order for administrative 

evaluation to be useful, the formative and summative ap-

proaches should be employed if a sound evaluation system 

·is to be developed. (p. 78) 

The principal's evaluation should be a cooperative pro-

cess between the superintendent and the principal if the 

process has the intent to improve performance. Virginia's 

Tentative Report for Evaluation of Personnel makes it clear 

that: 

Evaluation by objectives tries to turn the process 
around to make it a bilateral, cooperative endeavor 
to improve the evaluatee's performance~ It also 
strengthens the evaluator's skills in supervision 
and administration. 

If improvement is to be achieved, the individual 
and the evaluator need to be quite clear about the 
goals which the process is fashioned to accomplish. 
(p. 33) . 
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Redfern (1974) stated that the productivity of the prin-

cipal's performance can be evaluated by means of a logical, 

step-by-step process. The steps are: 

1. Establish criteria for the evaluation. 

2. Diagnose current performance. 

3. Develop performance objectives for areas of weak-
nesses. 

4. Implement the objectives. 

5. Evaluate the accomplishment of the objective(s). 

6. Analyze the year's accomplishment(s). (pp. 6-9) 

According to the Manual forTmplementing Standards of 

Quality and Objectives for Public Schools .. in Virginia, 

· 1972-7 4, assuming that the principal is capable of improving 

performance, appropriate performance objectives can be formu-

lated to help guide in strengthenihg performance areas where 

weaknesses are apparent. The process of evaluating the prin-

cipal should include: 

1. Establish Performance Criteria': As the first step, 

broad areas must be defined, and performance cri-

teria for each area must be designed (based upon 

job content and job expectations) to use in assess-

ing job performance. 

2. Identify Performance Targets: When job performance 

has been assessed, .areas which can be strengthened 

and improved should be identified. These perfor-

mance targets; identified in terms of objectives 
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to be sought, will dictate actions to be taken to 

improve job performance. 

3. Collect Performance Data: In this step, evidence 

is assembled to indicate the extent to which pe'r-

formance targets are being or have been acc:om,... 

plished. 

4. .Make Evaluative Assessments: The fourth step is. 

the involvement of the superintendent and princi-

pal in as.sessing the degree to which performance 

targets have been met. Data collection as done 

in step 3 is used at this point. 

5. Conduct Evaluation Conference: As a final step, a 

conference should be held to review the evaluation, 

to assess accomplish.'lients, and to identify furtl'ler 

steps to be taken:. (pp. 75-77) 

McDonald (1979) made a survey about the extent of prin• 

cipals' evaluation. The-survey revealed that ninety-six per-

cent (96%). of all principals in Georgia are evaluated. The 

report concluded that to evaluate an administrator, seven 

steps are necessary in the process. First, the principal 

must evaluate his or her own behavior and experience. Second, 

a panel should conduct a follow-up evaluation to check on the 

subjective interpretations supplied by the principal. Third, 

criteria for both the seLe:-evaluation and the follow-up 

evaluation should center around "areas of admi.nistrator 
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program; schedules; accounts and other management matters; 

relationship with students, staff,. community, and superiors; 

:f:acilities; and school climate. 

After these criteria are outlined, evidence of the prin-
- . . . 

ci:Pal's performance within these areas .must be collected. 

Finally, the evaluators should summarize the principal's 

pe+formance in each of .the areas and should :provide coun-
. . 

seling action that is tailored to the speci,fic .needs of the 

principal. (pp. 32-33} 

A doctoral dissertation that was completed by Metzger 

(197'6) dealt with the identification and analysis of proce-

dures Of evaluating public school.principals in the State of 
. . 

Maryland. The evaluation of .principals in Maryland public 

schools ,is an established practice resulting from board 

policy which is implemented by rules, regulations, proce-

dures, and criteria cooperatively developed by the profes-

sionals in each school system. Involvement of parents, 

teachers, and students is not considered essential for prin-

cipals .1 evaluations. Se.lf~evaluation by principals is based 

on pe.rformance. criteria and I?erformance objectives. 

Poliakoff (1973) has reported that the job target 

procedure of evaluating administrative personnel has been em--

ployed in twenty-five percent of the school systems in the 

United States. This approach focuses basically on the 
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improvement of one's job performance in a nondefensive atmos-

phere. This atmosphere is fostered through cooperation 

between the evaluator and the person being evaluated on all 

aspects of the evaluation procedure. That is, they first 

agree on the design and operations of the evaluation process; 

subsequently, they work together to set goals for the person 

being evaluated, develop a plan by which the goals can be 

achieved, and monitor progress. This procedure not only 

helps to relieve the defensive feeling the person being 

evaluated may have; but also, at the very least, due process 

is guaranteed. Poliakoff further stated that the job target 

approach evaluation procedure should begin with a system-

wide collaborative effort to determine and write down not 

only the policies and purposes of the school district, but 

also the broad goals and expected results for each adminis-

trative unit and position. (pp. 39-42) 

Redfern's (1972) survey revealed that about seventy-five 

percent of the responding school systems in the United States 

evaluate .administrators by means of predetermined perf or-

mance standards, ratings being made numerically or by de-

scriptive phases, or by written comments with indications of 

needed improvement. The remaining twenty-five percent of the 

reporting school systems employ performance objectives, 

cooperatively determined. 
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Larger school systems tended to use predetermined per-

formance standards to evaluate principals, and smal.ler school 

systems used the performance objectives procedure. Assis ... 

tance was provided the individual who received an unsatis-

factory evaluation. This was usually a form of counseling 

with concrete suggestions for improvement. 

Redfern advocates the performance objective pJ:ocedure 

approach for evaluating principals rather than the prede-. 

termined performance standards procedure approach because 

great stress is placed upon the use of rating scales and 

checklists when the predetermined standard procedure is em-

ployed, and there is doubt about the validity of the approach. 

However, the performance objectives procedure approach of 

evaluating principals allows the principals to set goals 

to be attained cooperatively with the evaluator. This ap-

proach allows more flexibility in the evaluation process, 

and is less threatening to the evaluatee. (pp. 85-93) 

Pulucci's (1978) doctoral dissertation revealed that 

even though principals are evaluated on an annual basis in 

Lake County, Illinois the probability of their evaluation 

being formal in nature was only slightly better than fifty 

percent. Eighteen out of thirty-three, or fifty-five per-

cent, of the superintendents who participated in the research 

relative to the formality versus informality of how prin-

cipals were evaluated, indicated that a formal evaluation of 

principals was conducted. 
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Evaluation by management objectives was the most common 

formal procedure utilized to evaluate principals in Lake 

County, Illinois. Seven out of eighteen school districts 

employing formal procedures to evaluate principals did so 

solely in terms of evaluation by objectives; whereas, an 

additional eight school districts evaluated principals using 

evaluation by objectives in conjunction with either a rating 

checklist or blank narrative appraisal procedure or both~ 

Fifteen superintendents in total employed the use of evalu-

ation by objectives wholly or in part in evaluating prin-

cipals. 

According to McCarty (1971), the superintendent and 

principal must agree at the beginning of each year on a set 

of objectives which they jointly hope to accomplish. The 

purpose of instituting a joint plan is to insure that a 

clear mandate for specific program development is established 

early in the year. It also guarantees that substantial 

energy will be directed toward achievement of the goals. If 

performance objectives are spelled out in detail, adjustments 

demanded by the inevitable unforseen contingencies are easily 

instituted. 

At the end of the school year, the principal and the 

superintendent must set aside sufficient time for an extended 

conference focusing on how much overall progress has been 

attained. To discourage superficiality, the superintendent 
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should rank in order the degree in which the performance 

objectives have been met using student and teacher input. 

The emphasis on task accomplishment removes defensiveness 

and encourages openness. (pp. 38-39) 

D.eal ( 1977} has made several suggestions in. regard to 

improving the principal evaluation procedure. First, prin-

cipals should be evaluated more frequently. According to 

research, the greater frequency of evaluation is related to 

greater principal satisfaction with both criteria and sam-

pling. Visits to the school are not the final stage in 

evaluation, but should be followed with a continuing dis-

cussion of strengths and weaknesses. 

Second, specific evaluation criteria, which should re-

flect a balance between performance and outcome measures, 

should be developed and made known before evaluations are 

conducted. Such criteria are difficult to generate, and 

some principals suggest that teachers, parents, students, 

and central off ice personnel be included in the process of 

developing criteria. Others suggest that principals generate 

the criteria or that the principal and superintendent to-

gether establish a job description from which criteria will 

be developed. 

Third, sampling procedures for gathering data should be 

improved. The relationship between a principal's activities 

and educational results is highly complex; educational 
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outcomes as a criterion must be augmented by direct obser-

vations by clients, teachers, or supex;iors. Some principals 

suggest that a team inclqding·other principals and central 

office staff observe the principal in action. Other prirt• 

c:;::ipals suggest that information be collected from various 

sources and the different weights be assigned to each source. 

A fourth procedure for improving the evaluation of prin-

cipals is to have them evaluate one another. This approach 
' 

emphasizes professional or collegial :i:;elationships among 

principals as a vehicle for se1f--improvement. In this col-

legial process, principals could jointly develop criteria, 

observe each other in action, gather information f.tom self ... 

appraisals, .·and rely on periodic conferences to mutually 

appraise performance and to.· co·nsolidate appraisals and 

information into concrete plans for improvement. (pp. 273-

2741 

Rosenberg (1973) has recommended se°"'en specific steps 

for implementing.a.principal evaluation program that will · 

not be resented. Principals will not resent the program.be-

cause it has constructive and developmental goals that are 

grounded in a guidance and counseling approach. Ste:g One: 

The principal completes a self-evaluation. Step Two: Ar-

rangements are made for a follow-up evaluation. Step Three: 

The criteria that were used in both the self-evaluation and 

the follow-up evaluation should be se:t up. · Ste12 Four: 
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Evidence is collected to support the evaluation. The evalu-

ation should be made during usual, customary, everyday school 

activities. Just about anything could be included such as 

observations, visitations, interviews, conferences, surveys, 

reports, letters, newsletter clippings, and through the 

examination of records. Step Five: Before the final evalu-

ation, the principal should provide brief background infor-

mation including his or her previous positions and current 

professional activities; number of students and staff members 

in the school, etc. Step Six: A single-page summary to 

indicate the over-all achievement of the principal's per-

formance should be written covering the areas in step three. 

It is important to remember that: The whole idea of the 

evaluation process is to guide and counsel the principal.,..-

not to check up on him or her. For the self-evaluation and 

the follow-up, the same appraisal instrument should be em-

ployed. (pp. 35-36} 

Hersey (1976) posited that principals should be evaluated 

by employing a twice-a-year procedure. It begins in the sum-

mer when the principal meets with the superintendent to de-

termine the coming year's short and long-range goals. After 

this first meeting, a periodical check is made by the super-

intendent with the principal to discuss the progress--or lack 

of it--made toward meeting projected goals. 
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A second formal evaluation meeting between the superin-

tendent and principal is held in the spring. Together, they 

measure progress recorded in achieving the previously 

established goals. According to Hersey's limited research 

of the twice-a-year evaluation procedure, principals like 

it. "It gives the principals a chance to get involved in 

establishing goals for the school.'' (pp. 24-25) 

aersey advocated that principals should be evaluated 

·twice each year; however, Deal posited that research has 

revea.led that the great.er frequency of evaluating principals, 

the gJ;eater satisfaction tbey have with both criteria and 

sampling. Therefore, a fC)~al on-going evaluation process 

may help promote greater satisfaction among principals r'e"'" · 

garqing evaluation and evaluation criteria. 

Pharis (1973) stated that secondary results 

evaluation a:.re predicated on tl'le notion that the assessment 

of an administrator's performance can be determined by meas-

urin9 the achievements of those under the administrator's 

superv.ision. The assumption is that a good principal is one 

who supervises a group of predominately good teachers and 

achieving students. This philosophy of evaluation is built 

around the behavioral objectives approach for evaluating ad-

ministrators. 

However, the typical checklist rating evaluation pro-

cedure is characterized by generalizations, and such pro-

cedures have little value because: (l} they are one-sided 
. i 
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and subjective; {2) they do not provide for participation; 

( 3) they pr.ovide no help in improving performance; ( 4) they . 
assess the pers.on rather than the act; and ( 5) they have no 

value as documentation. (p. 38) 

McCleary (1979) postulated that informal rating includes 

a nl.ltnber of fo:r:ms. Perhaps the most valid form stems from 

an annual school pl.an in which. priorities, types of activi-

ties, allocation of :resources, and expected results are 

specified. Periodic meetings, three or four times a year, 

indicate administrative steps taken and results being ob• 

tained and expected. Near the conclusion of the school year, 

a conference and a written description of the principal's 

work and reactioxis to it are prepared and shared with the 

principal. It was further stated that: 

The quality of planning and the character of the 
evaluation.procedure itself determines whether 
the procedure is effective in providing the re-
sults intended. Treated as a formative evalu-
ation, and integrated with the other kinds of 
evaluation, informal evaluation can be a useful 
goal-free approach to·evaluation in that both 
intended and unintended administrative actions 
can be examined and tne focus is upon results 
obtained rather than upon speci:f ied predeter-
mined criteria for performance. (p. ·· 47) 

Adams (1971) discussed the evaluation steps in the 

management by objectives procedure for evaluating principals 

that are employed in the West Hartford School District in 

Connecticut. The principal determines goals tnat will im-

prove performance and makes a commitment to accomplish them. 
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l) Mattagement. Objective. For each objective, there_is 

a precise statement of the specific results that a;:re to be 

accomplished by some designated future date. 

2) Standards_e>f. Performance. Explanations are made in 

regard to how goals are to be accomplished. 

3) Measureme~ts To :se Applied. The superintendent and 

principal decide what is to be accepted as evidence that a 

de~ired result has occurred. 

4) Results~ The principal compares what was done with 

what was intended. 

5) Performance _Ratin510• The principal makes judgments 

regaarding his or h¢.r pe:rf orman:ee, and the su,perintendent makes 

f _inal jud9men ts about the principal ' s performance. ( p • 21) 
. J 

~rmstrong (1973) reported that performance evaluation 

procedures are disarmingly simple. At the start of the evalu-

ation period, the superintendent and principal examine the 

job t.hat the principal perfo:nns in accordance with rules. 

that·have been adopted. The two select. a few specific.areas 
! 

of the job where a special effort needs to be made to improve 

the performance level.. Near the end of the evaluation period, 

they jointly review what has peen accomp.:J_ished. Together, 

they discuss the evaluation made by the superintendent and 

the self-evaluation. From the analysis of the experience, they 

seek to determine the actions or alter.natives, if any, that 

should be considered for future improvement. (pp. 53-54) 

I 

I 
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Goldman (1970) has postulated that adequate evaluation 

of on.the job performance is necessary~ Specifically, he 

stated that the principal be required to .establish: 

annual targets ••• that are implicit in the job 
held. These would provide for judging perfor--
mance in terms of these targets rather than for 
purely mathematical measurement. 

When utilizing such a system, each principal has an oppor-

tunity to be evaluated in terms of goals that are agreed upon 

and are worthwhile. These goals are pertinent to the speci-

fic position whi¢b is held within the organizaton. The 

specific task of goal ... setting for each principal should be 

a joint project invo:tving,·at a minimum, the principal and 

at least one administrative superior. (p. 72) 

Appraisal, by results is an evaluation procedure that is 

simila.r to management by objectives. It is s.imilar in the 

respect that evaluation is based upon objectives that are 

agreed upon by the superintendent and pI;"incipal. Heier (1970) 

has stated that the basic idea of appraisal by results is. an 

agreement between the superintendent and principal that the 

principal will meet a certain objective, or series of ob-

jectives, within an agreed-upon length of time. Furthermore, 

the superintendent and principal rnay discuss tentative ap...,. 

preaches to carrying out tasks. Appraisal by results comes 

after the end of the time period for accomplishing objectives, 

and it consists. of both an oral and written review by the. 
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superin.tendent regarding the competence with which the prin-

cipal has performed specified jobs. (p. 24) 

Herman (1978) has explained the (Management by Objec-

tives) procedure that is employed in the West Bloomfield 

School District in Orchard Lake, Michigan for the purpose of 

evaluating the principals. The West Bloomfield's version of 

MBO encompasses a comprehensive job description based on tasks 

performed and a self-evaluation guide that serves as a dis-

cussion tool during evaluation conferences. 

The total administrative team (principals, assistant 

principals, central office administrators, and the superin-

tendent of schools) spend months analyzing the total manage-

ment functions performed in the school district for the pur-

pose of determining the duties needed in order to create and 

maintain an effective management operation in the school 

system. Job descriptions are written and widely distributed 

to the administrative staff; they become an integral part of 

the evaluation methodology--comprising approximately fifty 

percent of the standard for evaluation. 

Yearly performance objectives are written for each prin-

cipal. The objectives are limited to a maximum of ten in 

number, and they evolve from the suggestions of the prin-

cipals being evaluated, the immediate supervisor, or as a 

portion of the district-wide objectives given the superin-

tendent by the board of education. 
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The principals' evaluation guide sheets are used in the. 

final evaluation conferences, and the guide sheets provide a 

discussion guide for two-way communication; they also iden-

tify areas that might well be appropriate for the subse-

quent year's perf·ormance objectives. (pp. 34-42) 

The goals of the performance evaluation procedure have 

implications for both the organization and the principals. 

The organization needs information about principals' per-

formance so that decisions can be made about improving their 

position behavior, as well as to enable it to deal more ef-

fectively with other related personnel problems such as 

compensation, recruitment, selection, transfer, and disci-

pline. Principals need to know what is expected of them, 

how they are doing, and what their administrative destiny 

within the school organization appears to be (Castetter and 

Haisler, 1971:37). 

To help the school organization determine performance 

of administrators, Castetter and Haisler developed an evalu-

ation procedure consisting of four steps. They suggest that 

the evaluation procedure should include: (1) a performance 

appraisal; (2) a performance progress review conference; (3) 

an individual development program; and (4) a post-develop-

ment program review conference. {p. 40) 

Pol (1976) developed a procedure for the purpose of evalu-

ating principals. He noted that a unilateral staff evaluation 
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by the superintendent only_ alienates principals, and it gives 

a bad connotation to the term 11 evaluat.ion·11 since this type 

of assessment is seen as the kind that is only employed to 

hire or dismiss them.. The procedure provides for more than 

a unilaterial evaluation of principals by the superintend-

ent·.. Teachers and parents have a cl<;>se and direct rela .... 

tionship with principals and their perceptions are important 

;l.n terms of a fair assessment. Self evaluation has also 

proven to be a relia}:)le procedu:i:.-e anq principals contribute 

_their own perceptions regarding the assessment of_ their per ... 

formance. As a re.sult, data were collected from persons 

familiar with or inv-olved in the role of the principals. The 

approach took into consideration the input coming from the 

"educational community" (patrons, superordinates, incumbents, 

and su~ordinates l. {pp. 3 .... 16) 

Contemporary principals' success should be evaluated on 

the basis of how well they perform activities and di$charge 

responsibilities. Melton {1975) has emphasized that modern 

principals must be evaluated in terms of how well they organ-

ize the resources at their command, first to define and then 

to achieve truly important job-targets. Melton recommends 

the following as necessary steps in the job-target evaluation 

procedure. The principal should: (1) identify the full 

range of possible job-targets; (2) determine achievable job-

targets; ( 3) esta.blish performance criteria; ( 4) get the job 
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done; and (5) get ready for the ·final evaluation. The prin .... 

cipal and the superintendent measure the achievement of the 

job-targets, and both keep in mind the restrictions and con ... 

straints that might have emerged. (pp. 11-16) 

Regarding the procedures for gathering data to measure 

the principal's performance, no entirely satisfactory method 

has yet been discovered or devised. Current suggestions 

range from including only the principal's organization 

superiors to including anyone and .everyone who may know or 

have a right to know about the principal's performance. 

Within the educational organization, at least the following 

should be involved: (1) immediate organizational superiors; 

(2) immediate organizational subordinates, and (3) the prin-

cipal being evaluated (Lipham, 1975:22-24). 

Strickler (1957) reported that in school systems of 

over 100,000 in population, current practice was that in 

practically all of these systems, over 96 percent, evaluated 

the principa:l, and that the majority made the evaluation at 

regular intervals throughout the tenure of office; that a 

cooperative approach to the evaluation was generally prac-

ticed; and that evaluation was frequently done according to 

a rating scale or device and more of ten represented a purely 

subjective judgment on the part of the individuals making 

the evaluation. (pp. 55-59) 

' I ! 
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In an unpublished doctoral dissertation at the Univer-

sity of the Pacific (1976), Anthony Ruocco concluded that 

all principals are evaluated in New York State. Procedures 

for evaluation are informal, visitations to the schools to 

observe principals are not done on a regulp.r basis, and 

evaluations are done in written form. There was substan-

tial disagreement reported by the superintendents and prin-

cipals as to whether or not regular conferences for evalu-

ative purposes are held with principals. A majority of the 

administrators suggested that two, three, or four yearly, 

visitations for evaluative purposes be conducted, and that 

two, three, or four evaluations be conducted before tenure, 

with one of two after tenure. 

Saif (1976) developed a model for the principal's job 

description which serves as the framework for evaluation. 

Evaluation requires input of data from a variety of sources 

to assist the principal in the effective performance of 

responsibilities, all geared toward the improvement of the 

student-learning experience. 

The principal's job deals with four major categories of 

interrelated responsibilities in which performance should be 

assessed. They are: (1) management; (2) personnel {in-

cluding students and staff); (3) curriculum; and (4) human 

relations. (pp. lOD-102) 
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Those persons who are affected by decisions of the prin-

cipal need to be involved in the evaluation process. Elicker 

(1969) has stated that since a large degree of objectivity 

is not readily available to determine the efficiency of the 

principal, superintendents must not take the sole responsi-

bility for determining the degre,e of competence. The super-

intendent should call upon members of the official staff to 

participate as well as teachers and students. (p. 123) 

Gephart (1976) has developed a design for evaluating 

principals by employing group participation in the process. 

The efforts were synthesized into the following stepsr (1) 

determine the purpose of the effort; (2) translate the pur-

pose into apprcpriate criteria; (3) locate or design instru-

ments to gather needed information to measure against the 

criteria; (4) compare gathered data against criteria; {5) 

use the insights gained to write a descriptive report of 

strengths, weaknesses, or discrepancies, and make sununative 

judgment on worth of the program and its administrators; and 

(6) recycle into the formative evaluation process for 

decision-making. (pp. 11-12) 

According to Pharis (1973), despite the obvious in-

adequacies of evaluation procedures, principals should be--

and want to be--evaluated. They do, however, want a system 

that: (1) measures reality; (2) considers only the variables 

that can be controlled; (3) spells out clearly and ahead of 
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time what the principals are to be measured against; (4) is 

not subject to different conclusions by different evaluators; 

and (5) permits principals to have some voice in determining 

goals. All of these necessities are satisfied by a job 

target procedure, which is a personalized adaptation of the 

management by objectives approach. (p. 38) 

SUMMARY 

The intent of the. literature review was to present find-

ings regarding administrative evaluation, purposes of admin-

istrative evaluation, and 'procedures/methodology of adminis-

trative evaluation. 

Secondary school principals want to be evaluated in 

order to be made cognizant of their satisfactory and unsatis-

factory job performance. They do, however, want a system of 

evaluation that is fair. They want to provide input into 

their evaluation process, and they prefer to help design the 

evaluation system that is employed to measure their perf or-

mance. The General Electric study is most significant in 

revealing that high participation in the evaluation process 

is associated with better mutual understanding between the 

superordinate and subordinate, greater acceptance of goals, 

a better attitude toward being evaluated, and a feeling of 

self-realization on the job. 
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Criteria that are employed for the purpose of evaluating 

the principal should be drawn from expectations for perf or-

mance held by the principal's professional peers and super-

ordinates. Criteria should encompass the job description, 
/ 

predetermined goals of the school and school system, and ob-

jectives that the principal can reasonably accomplish. 

There are various purposes for evaluating secondary prin ... 

cipals which include formative and sumrnat,ive evaluation, 

validation of the selection process, determining whether to 

transfer, promote, demote, or dismiss the principal, deter-

mining if decisions are sound, timely, and effectively carried 

out to improve performance and professional development, and 

to determine areas needing improvement. Regardless of the 

intended purpose of the secondary principal's evaluation, it 

should be supportative, if evaluation is to foster growth 

and attai,n the paramount purpose ( s) . 

The most prevalent procedures of evaluating secondary 

principals focus upon summative and formative evaluation, em-

ploying predetermined standards, the job-target evaluation 

approach, and evaluation by objectives. The formative evalu-

ation ptocedure is employed to allow the principal to assess 

his or her performance, determine objectives if needed, and 

assess the accomplishment of the objectives. The summative 

evaluation method is employed when personal judgment is used 

to assess whether a principal is worthy of continuing to func-

tion in an administrative position. 
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Administrative evaluation procedures that encompass the 

predetermined standards approach to evaluation set forth 

standards that principals are required to meet in order to 

attain satisfactory improvement according to the judgment 

of the superordinate and subordinate. Both the job-target 

approach and evaluation by objectives focus upon having the 

principal to write behavioral objectives in an area of ad-

ministrative weakness with the intent of accomplishing the 

Objectives, and therefore, improving job performance. 

It is generally believed that principals can be evalu-

ated by: (1) using predetermined established evaluation 

criteria; (2) diagnosing performance; (3) developing per-

formance objectives; (4) implementing the objectives; (5) 

evaluating the accomplishment of the objectives; and (6) 

analyzing the accomplishments. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

This study was designed to present criteria and proce--

dures used in the f Ormal evaluation of secondary public school 

principals in Virginia and to determine the perceptions of 

superintendents regarding the importance of each in assessing 

their performance. Further inquiries were made to determine 

the purposes of assessing principals' performance. The pur-

pose of this chapter is to describe the design of the study, 

the preliminary survey, the population sampled, the instru-

ment that was used to gather data, the data collection method, 

and the data analysis method. 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

The research methods employed in this study were des-

criptive surveys. The data were gathered from division super-

intendents of schools in Virginia through the administration 

of two questionnaires. 

The procedure for the study included the following: 

1. A preliminary survey was mailed to the population of 

one hundred a.nd thirty-two division superintendents in Virginia 

to determine the evaluation process which best describes the 

one used in their school divisions such as: (1) formal evalu-

ation based on predetermined standards; (2) formal evaluation 

based on tasks performed; or (3) informal evaluation. 

48 
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Question number two of the preliminary survey was constructed 

to determine if the secondary public school principal's 

evaluation was based upon the following procedures: (1) a 

survey of teachers; (2) personal observation by the superin-

tendent; (3) a survey of pupils; or (4) other procedures. 

Evaluation instruments were sought to gather information for 

constructing the questionnaire for the major survey. 

2. From the results of the preliminary survey and 

evaluation instruments received, a questionnaire for the 

major survey was constructed of items on the evaluation in-

struments that were employed by division superintendents to 

assess the performance of secondary public school principals 

in Virginia. Also, items were included on the major survey 

questionnaire that were derived from the review of literature. 

3. A review panel was asked to validate the ques-

tionnaire employed for the major survey. This review panel 

was composed of three university professors, two high school 

principals, and one superintendent. 

4. Revisions were made in the major survey question-

naire as suggested by the review panel. 

5. The major survey questionnaire was mailed to the 

population of division superintendents in Virginia. 

6. A follow-up survey was carried out to solicit 

responses from nonrespondents regarding the major survey. 
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7. A telephone call was made to the nonrespondents who 

did not respond to the major follow-up survey, and a final 

follow-up telephone call was made to ten percent of the non-

respondents who did not return the major survey questionnaire 

after the initial telephone call to. ensure representativeness 

of the population of respondents. 

8. Data were analyzed by employing descriptive statis-

tics (frequencies and percentages). The one-way analysis of 

variance and the Scheff~ test were employed to determine if 

differences existed between variables. 

PRELIMINARY SURVEY 

In the initial planning of this research study, it was 

decided that in order to describe the evaluation process 

and basis for arriving at secondary principals' evaluation 

in Virginia, a survey of the population of division superin-

tendents needed to be done. A letter and the questionnaire 

were forwarded to one hundred and thirty-two division super-

intendents. The letter explained the purpose of the prelim-

inary survey, and the questionnaire solicited information 

that pertained to the evaluation process of secondary public 

school principals as administered in each school division by 

superintendents. 

The purpose of the preliminary survey w:as to determine 

the evaluation process which best describes the one used in 
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school divisions such as: (1) formal evaluation based on 

predetermined standards; {2} formal evaluation based on 

tasks performed; or (3} informal evaluation. The second 

question of the preliminary survey was asked to determine if 

the secondary public school principal' s evaluation was based 

upon the following procedures: (1) a survey of teachers; 

{2) personal observations by the superintendent; (3) a sur-

vey of pupils; or (4) other procedures. Also, evaluation 

instruments were sought to gather information for constructing 

the questionnaire for the major survey. 

Descriptive Analysis pf the Preliminary Survey Results 

As stated previously, it was necessary to determine the 

evaluation process which best describes those employed in 

Virginia school divisions for the purpose of evaluating 

secondary principals and the basis for arriving at the 

results of secondary principals' evaluation. The preliminary 

survey revealed the formerly mentioned information. 

One [lundred and thirty-two questionnaires were forwarded 

to division superintendents in Virginia. Of this number, one 

hundred and fifteen division superintendents responded. The 

results obtained from the preliminary survey are reported in 

this chapt~r. 

Table 1 shows that 45 percent of the respondents indi-

cated that the evaluation process employed to evaluate 



TABLE 1 

PRELIMINARY SURVEY 

The Evaluation Process Which Best Describes Those Used in Virginia 
School Divisions to Evaluate Secondary Principals 

(N = 115} 

Evaluation Process Employed I Counties Cities Total* 

Formal evaluation determined by predetermined 
standards I 38.3% 

Formal evaluation determined by tasks per-
formed I 17.3% 

Informal evaluation I 17.3% 

Formal evaluation determined by predetermined 
standards and tasks performed 

Formal evaluation determined by predetermined 
standards and informal evaluation 

Formal evaluation determined by predetermined 
objectives 

Formal evaluation determined by predetermined 
standards, tasks performed, and informal 
evaluation 

16.0% 

3.7% 

4.9% 

2.5% 

61.8% 45.0% 

11.8% 16.0% 

5.9% 14.0% 

11.8% 15.0% 

2.9% 4.0% 

2.9% 4.0% 

2.9% 3.0% 

*Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest whole number and may not equal 
100%. 

VI 
N 
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secondary principals is formal evaluation framed by predeter-

mined standards~ Sixteen percent cf the respondents reported 

that f oi:mal evaluation based upon tasks performed is the 

evaluation process employed in their schoo.l divisions, and 

14 percent of the respondents indicated that the informal 

evaluation process i$ ~ployed in their school divisions. 

Fifteen pex-cent of the respondents etnploy formal evaluation 

determined by predetermined standards and tasks perf ortned 

as the evaluation process used in their school divis.ions. 

A minimal nurnbe.r of schopl divisions employ other evalu,... 

ation processes. Four percent of the respondents employ 

formal evaluation determined by predetermined standards and 

informal evaluation. Four percent of the respondents empl.oy 

formal evaluation determined by predetermined objectives, 

and only 3 percent employ :Eormal evaluation determined by 

predetermined standards, tasks performed, and informal 

evaluation as processes f oJ: evaluating secondary public 

school principals. 

The data contained in table l reveals that all Of the 

divi$ion superintendents who responded to the preliminary 

survey evaluate secondary public school principals, and a 

specific process is employed to evaluate them. The majority 

of respondents in a single category, 45 percent, employ the 

formal evaluation process determined by predeter.mined stand-

ards to evaluate secondary principals. Therefore, it appears 
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that a large number of school division superintendents evalu-

ate secondary principals in accordance to standards that they 

perceive to be important in their school divisions. 

Table 2 reveals the basi.s for arriving at secondary 

principals' evaluations. The.table shows that division super-

intendents do not employ input from teachers and pupils in 

isolation to evaluate secondary principals. Seventy .... nine per-

cent of the respondents base the evaluation of principals on 

personal observations. Two percent of the respondents inter-

act with principals, use central office staff input, and input 

from the general public to arrive at the results of secondary 

principals' evaluations. Two percent of the respondents ar-

r.ive at the results of secondary principals' evaluations by 

determining the accomplishments of performance based objec-

tives; staff and student input are a1so employed. Three per-

cent of the respondents arrive at the results of secondary 

principals' evaluations by assessing accomplishments of pre-

determined objectives. Three percent of the respondents re-

ported that they arrive at the results of secondary princi-

pals' evaluations by observing the principals and by employing 

assistant superintendents' observations. Nine percent of the 

respondents survey teachers and use personal observations to 

arrive at the results of secondary principals' evaluations, 

and 3 percent of the respondents employ personal observations 

and use central off ice input to arrive at the results of 

secondary principals' evaluations. 



TABLE 2 

PRELIMINARY SURVEY 

The Basis for Arriving at the Secondary Principals' 
Evaluation in Virginia School Divisions 

(~ = 115) 

Factors for Evaluation 
of Secondary Principals I Counties Cities 

Surveying teachers f 0% 0% 

Personal observations of the superintendent I 75.3% 88.2% 

Surveying pupils I Ot 0% 

Principals' interaction with superintendent, 
central office staff, and general public I 2.5% 0% 

Accomplishments of objectives performance 
based--students and staff input I 1.2% 2.9% 

Accomplishments of predetermined objectives I 2.5% 2.9% 

Personal observations by the superintendent 
and the assistant superintendent I 3. 7% 0% 

Personal observations by the superintendent 
and a survey of teachers · I 11.1% 2.9% 

Personal observations by the superint~ndent 
and central office input I 3.7% 2.9% 

Total* 

0% 

79.0% 

0% 
I 

2.0% 

2.0% 

3.0% 

3.0% 

9.0% 

3.0% 

*Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest whole number and may not equal 
100%. 

lT1 
lT1 
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Table 2 clearly reveals that division superintendents 

in Virginia pref er to employ their personal observations to 

gather data for evaluating secondary principals. Seventy-

nine percent of the one hundred fifteen divisions surveyed 

prefer to employ this method. Other responses to the ques-

tions regarding the basis of gathering data to make prin-

cipals' evaluations were minimal. 

POPULATION 

Data were sought for the major survey from division 

superintendents in one hundred and thirty-two school divi-

sions in Virginia. The division superintendent population 

was listed in the Vir9inia. Educa tionqil Dire·ctory for the 

1980-81 school year. Division superintendents were chosen 

as the population to supply data for this study because they 

are in the position to judge the importance of the evalu-

ation criteria and procedures that are employed to evalu-

ate secondary principals, and they are the ones who are 

legally responsible for the evaluation of the principals. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE INSTRUMENT ...,. MAJOR SURVEY 

A review of related literature and the existing ques-

tionnaires that relate to the evaluation process of secondary 

public school principals did not reveal an appropriate instru-

ment that met the purpose of the research problems. There-

fore, it was necessary to develop an original questionnaire 
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to meas~re the perceptions held by di\tision superintendents 

in Virginia regarding the importance of criteria and proce-

dures that are employed to assess the performance of second-

ary public school principals. 

The design of the questionnaire and the selection of 

demographic data, evaluation data, criteria data, and pro-

cedures data were included in the major survey questionnaire 

after the preliminary survey data were received from divi-

sion superintendents. The preliminary survey data were 

reviewed along with literature that pertains to administra-

tive evaluation. Some of the preliminary survey data were 

included in the major survey questionnaire. 

The major survey questionnaire was divided into four 

sections. The first section contained items which sought to 

determine: (1) the number of county and city school divi..,. 

sions; (2) enrollment in school divisions; and (3) the num-

ber of years that division superintendents have served in 

t.heir positions in Virginia. 

The second section of the questionnaire contained items 

that relate to evaluation of secondary principals. The pur-

pose of this section of the questionnaire was to determine: 

(1) the type of inst:rument that is employed to assess the 

performance of secondary principals; (2} who formally evalu,... 

ates secondary principals; (3) how often the written formal 

evaluation of secondary principals is done; (4) if a 
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conference is ·held after th~ evaluation procedure has been 

completed; and (5) the purposes of evaluating secondary 

principals. 

In section three of the questionnaire, respondents were 

asked to indicate the degree of importance that they per-

ceived the "Standards of Quality Criteria" and non--SOQ cri-

teria that were employed to assess the performance of 

secondary principals. The purpose of this section·was to 

determine t.he degrees of importance of evaluation criteria 

employed by di.vision superintendents to evaluate secondary 

prinaipals. 

'!'he fourth and final section of the·questionnaire dealt 

with procedures t,hat wer,e employed to gather data to make 

principals• evaluations. This section soq:ght to determine 

the degree of importance that division superintendents per-

ceive vaJ:ious procedures to be for collecting data to assess 

the performance of secondary principals. 

Brief general directions appeared at the beginning of 

the questionnaire for the purpose of providing directions for 

those superintendents who had questions ·about responding to 

questions that did not specifically relate to their school 

divisions. Also, an assurance of confidentiality was given 

to division superintendents. 
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Validation of the Tnstrument 

A review panel was selected, consisting of six persons, 

for the purpose of refining and validating the major survey 

questionnaire. The following persons consented to serve on 

the panel: 

1) Three university professors in the College of Educa-

tion at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 

University were chosen to serve because of their 

eminence in the field of evaluation. 

2} The division superintendent in Salem, Virginia 

public schools was chosen to serve on the panel 

because of his experience and involvement in evalu-

ating principals by the use of SOQ criteria and his 

knowledge of questionnaire validation and construc-

tion. 

31 Two high school principals were chosen to serve on 

the panel because they were familiar with the SOQ 

evaluation procedure and criteria. 

A preliminary draft of the major survey questionnaire 

was prepared and presented to members of the panel for their 

comments and recommendations regarding the merits of each 

criterion, appropriateness of wording, and general construc-

tion of the questionnaire. Each panel member worked inde-

pendently in making comments, recommendations, and giving 

final approval of the questionnaire. After several additions, 
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deletions, and refinements, a questionnaire that was accept-

able to all panel members was formed, printed, and forwarded 

to one hundred thirty ... two division superintendents in Vir-

ginia. 

DATA COLLECTION· 

The major survey questionnaire was forwarded with a 
letter of introduction and a pre--addressed postage--paid 

envelope to one hundred thirty-two school division superin-

tendents in Virginia on June 4, 1981, whose names and ad-

dresses appeared in the Virginia.EQ.ucationa].Directo;i::y for 

the 1'980-81 school year. Division superintendents were asked 

to complete the questionnaire according to instruction and 

return it in the postage-paid return envelope as soon as 

possible. On June 19, 1981, a follow-up survey of nonrespond ... 

ents was compl.eted. A letter requesting division superin-

tendents to consiG.er completing the questionnaire and a pre-

addressed· postage-paid envelope were mailed emphasizing the 

need of ·a re.sponse in order to make the study a success. On 

June 2,6, 19Sl, a telep:t;lone call was made to all nonrespondents 

who did not respond to the follow-up survey questionnaire re-

questing the need of a response in order to make the study 

successful. On July 1, 1981, another follow-up telephone 

call w:as made to a random selection of ten percent of the non-

respon.dents who did not respond to the follow-up survey to 

ensure representativeness of the population of respondents. 
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Nature of Returns 

One hundred and thirty-two division superintendents, who 

comprise the population of superintendents in Virginia, were 

mailed the major survey questionnaires regarding the evalu-

ation criteria, procedures, and purposes. Of the 132 divi-

sion superintendents, 105 completed and returned the ques-

tionnaires after one follow-up mailing, one telephone call 

to those who did not respond to the follow-up questionnaire, 

and one telephone call to ten percent of the nonrespondents. 

The completed questionnaires that were returned constituted 

79.54 percent of those that were mailed to division superin-

tendents. Questionnaires were returned from very small, 

small, medium, large, and very large size city and county 

school divisions that are representative of the region-study 

groups of division superintendents in the state. 

DATA ANALYSIS 

A f our--point Likert Scale was employed in this study to 

assess the opinions of division superintendents regarding 

the importance of the evaluation criteria and procedures 

employed to evaluate secondary public .school principals. The 

Likert four-point scale was used to allow respondents to 

indicate for each statement in parts three and four of the 

questionnaire, a choice between one of four degrees of re-

sponses: very important, important, slightly important, or 
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not important. According to Borg (1.963), the Likert Scale 

technique is usually the easiest method of developing scales 

to measure attitudes or opinions. 

After all data were collected, they were coded, trans~ 

ferredto optical scanner sheets, key punched, and verified 

for computer processing. The Statistic·a1 Package for the 

Social Sciences (SPSS), ,a system designed for computer pro.-

grams was employed to facilitate processing and analyzing 

_the data. 

Descriptive statistics {frequencies and percentages) 

were employed to analyze data relative to sub-questions num-

ber one, two and four. Mean ratings were used to analyze 

sub-question three, and the one-way analysis of variance 

was employed to determine if differences existed between 

demographic variables and responses of groups of division 

superintendents to degrees of importance of the evaluation 

criteria and procedures. The Scheffe test was employed to 

determine which groups differed significantly at the .05 

alpha level. 

'! 



Chapter IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This chapter reports the results of the study regarding 

data received from division superintendents in Virginia rela-

tive to evaluation criteria, evaluation procedures, and pur-

poses of evaluating secondary public school principals. Data 

are presented from the responses of one hundred five super-

intendents. 

This study was designed to present the criteria and pro-

cedures employed in the formal evaluation of secondary public 

school principals in Virginia and to determine the percep-

tions of the superintendents regarding the importance of each 

in assessing their performance. Further inquiries were made 

to determine the purposes of evaluating secondary public 

school principals' performance and to answer the sub-questions 

relative to the evaluation process that are presented in 

chapter 1. They are repeated below: 

1. What formal criteria are employed by division super-

intendents in Virginia to evaluate secondary public school 

principals, and how important are these criteria? 

2. What procedures are considered very important by di-

vision superintendents for gathering data to evaluate second-

ary public school principals? 

3. What is the most important purpose and what is the 

least important purpose for the evaluation of secondary 

63 
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public:: school principals as identified by division superin ... 

tendents? 
) 

4. Overall, how important is the<evaluatiort process 

regarding seconda1:y public school principals according t'O 

perceptions held by division superintendents? 

5. Are there differences between school division en-

rol.lment demographic variable'S and responses to the degrees 

of. importa:nce of the evaluation criteria that ate employed 

to assess the performance of secondary pub:J..ic school prin'"'. 

cipals? 

6. Are there differences. between school division en• 

rollment demographic. variables and responses to the degrees 

·Of importance of the evaluation procedures employed to 

assess the performance of secondary pul;>lic school princi-

pals? 

7. Are there differences between demographic variables 

regarding years of service of the division superintendents 

and their responses to the degrees of importance of the 

eval,uation criteria employed to assess the performance of 

secondary public school principals? 

8. Are there differences between demographic variables 

regarding yea.ts of service of the division superintendents 

and their responses to the degrees of importance of the 

evaluation procedures that are employed to gather data to 

assess the performance of secondary public school principals? 
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DATA TREATMENT 

All twelve evaluation criteria that are employed to 

assess the performance of secondary principals received 

positive ratings by the division superintendents. The 

tables indicating these responses as well as those relative 

to the evaluation procedures, evaluation process, and pur-

poses of evaluating secondary principals were included as 

Appendices of this study. 

A frequency distribution table was constructed to pre-

sent each group of data shown in the questionnaire regarding 

responses of division superintendents relative to the impor-

tance of the evaluation criteria, evaluation process, and 

procedures employed to gather data to make principals' evalu-

. ations. 

Tables number 3 and 4 present superintendents' responses 

relative to the importance of the evaluation criteria. Also, 

table 3 contains the mandated "Standards of Quality'' evalu-

ation criteria, and table 4 contains other evaluation cri-

teria that are employed by division superintendents to evalu-

ate secondary public school principals in Virginia. 

During the review of data, it became evident that the 

superintendents reported that all evaluation criteria were 

important to the evaluation of secondary public school prin-

cipals. For this reason, it seem~d redundant to report all 

favorable responses. Instead, only those items rated very 
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important by more than 60 'perc;:ent of the respondents are re-

ported and discussed here. This level of response served as 

a discriminator between'the most pertinent evaluation cri-

teria, procedures, and process that division superintendents 

rated, and it helped to focus upon those which seemed most 

pertinent. 

Sub-question three was analyzed by ranking the pur-

pos.es for the evaluation of secondary principals in order to 

determine the most important and least important purposes. 

The most important and least important purposes are dis-

cussed in this chapter. 

To analyze sub•questions five through eight, the one .... 

way analysis of variance was employed to deteJ:mine if there 

were signi:f icant differences between demographic variables 

a.nd division superintendents' responses regarding the impor-

tance of the evaluation criteria and procedures at the .05 

alpha level. The Scheff~ test was employed to determine if 

there were significant differences in group means at the .OS 

alpha level regarding responses to sub-questions five through 

eight. 

Findings that revealed positive results were presented 

and analyzed in this chapter relative to all $Uh-questions. 

Those findings that did not reveal significant results rela-

tive to sub-questions five through eight were included as 

Appendices to this study. · 
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FINDINGS 

Sul:>-Questic:m One 

What formal criteria are employed by division supeJ;in-

tendents in Virginia'to evaluate secondary public school 

p.t'incipal$, and how important are those criteria? Division 

superintendents' very important responses which exceeded 

60 percent are reported in tables 3 and 4 regaJ;ding the impor-

tance of the "Standa:i;ds of Quality" and "non-Standards of 

Quality" evaluation criteria. 

·Table 3 reveals 'that the respondents tended to rate the 

criteria that involved the secondary principal in a super-

visory role highest, which suggests that the.se criteria were 

more important to the.superintendents for evaluating the prin-

cipals. With reference to the c:riterion, "The secondary 

principal allocates time for supervision," 78 percent of 

the respondents rated the criterion very important and 22 

percent rated the criterion important. Similarly, the re .... 

spondents afforded a positive rating of the criterion, "The 

secondary principal develops a plan of supervision." 

Seventy-six percent rated the criterion very important, and 

23 percent of the respondents rated it important. "The 

secondary principal monitors work performance," was rated 

very important also by 73 percent of the respondents, while 

2S percent rated the criterion important, and only 2 percent 

rated it slightly important. The lowest rated criterion 



TABLE 3 

Percentages of Responses Regarding t:he Importance of the Standards of Quality Evaluation 
Criteria as Reported by Division Superintendents in Virginia 

. (N~l05) . 

SOQ Evaluation Criteria 
The s:econdarv orincioal: 

a. Makes the annual school plan consis-
tent with the school district-wide pla 

b. Implements the annual school plan~ 

c. Uses the handbook after its completion. 

d. Inducts new employees into the school. 

e. Resolves work problems. 

f. Monitors work performance. 

g. Develops a plan of supervision. 

h. Allocates time for supervision. 
I 

i. Coordinates evaluation and supervision.· 
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that dealt with supervision was, "The secondary principal 

coordinates evaluation and supervision, 11 which was afforded 

a very important rating by 63 percent of the respondents, 

while 35 percent rated the criterion important, and only 

2 percent rated it not important. 

The annual school plan SOQ evaluation criteria which 

have been set forth for the purpose of requiring the second-

ary principal to formulate immediate and long-range plans for 

achieving school improvement received positive ratings by a 

substantial number of the superintendents. "The secondary 

principal implements the annual school plan" was afforded 

the highest rating. Sixty-eight percent of the respondents 

rated the criterion very important, 30 percent rated it im-

portant, while only 3 percent of the respondents rated the 

criterion slightly important. Also, the respondents rated 

positively the criterion, "The secondary principal makes the 

annual sch.col plan consistent with the school district-wide 

plan. 11 This criterion was rated very important by 62 percent 

of the respondents, while 33 percent rated the criterion im-

portant, and only 5 percent rated it slightly important. 

Of the four criteria that related to the handbook of 

policies and procedures, the superintendents afforded only 

one a positive rating. More respondents rated the cri-

terion, "The secondary principal uses the handbook after 

its completion" very important than they did that the 



secondary principal: {1) determines the content of the hand-

book; ( 2) develops a school handbook; _and ( 3) decides whom 

to involve in preparing the handbook. Sixty-nine percent 

of th$ respondents rated the criterion, "The secondary prin-

cipal. uses the handbook after its completion," very important, 

wtlile 30 percent :rated it important, and only 2 percent of 

the respondents rated it slightly important. 

"The secondary principal resolves work problems" re .... 

ceived a positive rating by the superintendents. Sixty-

seven percent of the respondents rated the criterion very 

important, and 32 percent rated it important. O:nly l per-

cent of the respondents rated the criterion slightly impor-

tant. 

The superintendents also afforded a positive rating of 

the criterion, "The seconda.ry principal inducts new em-

ployees into the school-." Sixty---one percent of the respon--

dents rated the criterion very important, which sug9ests 

that the respondents regarded the crite.rion for making prin-

cipals1 evaluations highly. Thirty-seven percent rated the 

criterion important, and only two percent gave it a slightly 

important rating. 

Table 4 shows that of all the non-SOQ evaluation cri ... 

teria that were employed by division superintendents to 

assess the performance of secondary principals, these cri-

teria .contained in table 4 received positive ratings. 

J 



TABLE 4 

Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of the Non-Standards of 
Quality Evaluation Criteria as Reported by Division Superintendents in Virginia 

(N=l05) 

NON-SOQ Evaluation criteria 

.The secondar 

a. Follows the·school division's guide-
lines in the management .C)f school 
monies. 

h. Ensures that systematic and auditable 
records are kept of all funds over 
which the school has custody. 

c. Allocates budget funds based on evalu-
ation of existing programs, . expressed 
program needs, and budget limitations. 

d. Interprets and enforces the school 1 s 
policies and regulations regarding use 
of the building. 

e. Provides opportunities which strengthen 

l 

i 
I 

the lines of conununication between· home I 
arid school. l 

f. Interprets the school program and the 
policies and regulations to the commun-
ity. t 

g. Is receptive to inquiries from parents 
regarding the school program. l 

Very 
'Imoor:tant 

71% 

79% 

72% 

61% 

74% 

68% 

64% 

• 
f 

I 

J 

f 

f 

'l'YPe ()f Resp9nse 
Slightly 

Important J Important 

21% 2% 

20% l 1% 

28% l · 0% 

38% I 1% 

26% l 0% 

32% .I 0% 

35% I 1% 

I 

J 

l 

l 
I 

r 

Not 
Imoortant 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

-~----- -- -- ---- ------ -- -

I -....J 
I-' 
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However,·the respondents tended to rate the criteria that 

involved the secondary principal in business and financial 

matters highest, which suggest that these criteria were 

more important to the respondents for evaluating the prin-

cipals. 

With :teference to the criterion, "The secondary prin-

cipal insures that systematic and auditable records are kept 

of all funds over which the school has custody, 1
11 79 percent 

of the respondents rated it very important, 20 percent rated 

it important, while only l percent of the respondents rated 

the ct"iterion slightly important. Similarly, the respon-

dents regarded highly the criterion, "The secondary principal 

follows the school divisio.n 's guidelines in the management 

of school monies." Seventy-'seven percent of the respondents 

rated the criterion very important, 21 percent rated it im-

portant, and only 2 percent of the respondents rated the cri-

terion slightly important. 11 The secondary principal allocates 

budget funds based on evaluation of existing programs, ex-

pressed program needs and budget limitations," was rated very 

important by 72 percent of the respondents, and 28 percent 

rated the criterion important. 

The public relations evaluation criteria were afforded 

positive ratings by division superintendents, which suggest 

that they regarded these criteria for evaluating secondary 

principals highly. "The secondary principal provides oppor-

tunities which s.trengthens the lines of communication between 
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home and school, 11 was afforded a "very important 11 rating by 

74 percent of the respondents, and 26 percent rated the cri-

terion important. "The secondary principal interprets the 

school program and policies and regulations to the communi-

ty," was rated very important by 68 percent of the respon-

dents, while 32 percent rated the criterion important. Of 

all the public relations criteria contained in table 4, "The 

secondary principal is receptive to inquiries from parents 

regarding the school program," was rated lowest. Sixty-

four percent of the respondents rated this criterion very 

important, 35 percent rated it important, and only 1 percent 

of the respondents rated the criterion slightly important. 

The school plant evaluation criterion received the low-

est rating of all the criteria contained in table 4. "The 

secondary principal interprets and enforces the school's 

policies and regulations regarding use of the building," was 

rated very important by 61 percent of the respondents, while 

38 percent rated the criterion important, and l percent rated 

it slightly important. 

Sub-Question Two 

What procedures are considered very important by division 

superintendents for gathering data to evaluate secondary pub-

lic school principals? 

According to the data shown in table 5, four procedures 

received positive ratings by division superintendents. Those 



TABLE S 

Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of.Procedures 
Employed to Gather Data to Make Secondary Principals' 

Evaluations in Virginia · 
(N =' 105) 

:Type Qf Re~ponse bata Are Gathered to Make Principals 1 

Evaluations by: Very · ·} : _ ., Slightly ., : Not 
Important. Important~ J'.1Ii2ortant :J:mportant 

a. Making personal school visits 
(superintendent) 

b. Assessing the principals' accom,,.. 
plishment of predetermined ad-
ministrative objectives 

c. Assessing the principals' profi-
ciency in supervising the school 
staff 

d. Assessing the principals' perfor-
mance in supervising business and 
finance 

,...~--/ 64% 

64% 

79% 

65%. 

30% 6% 1% 

32% 4% 0% 

21% 0% 0% 

34% 1% 0% 

-.J 
~ 
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procedures that were employed to gather data to make princi-

pals' evaluations that were employed to assess the work per-

formance of principals received the highest ratings. The 

positive rating of these procedures suggests that they are 

more important for assessing principals' job performance. 

With reference to table 5, 64 percent of the respon-

dents rated the procedure, "assessing the principals' accom-

plishment of predetermined administrative objectives, 11 very 

important, 32 percent rated the procedure important, 4 per-

cent rated it slightly important, and none of the respondents 

rated the procedure not important. The procedure, "assess-

ing the principals' proficiency in supervising the school 

staff," was rated very important by 79 percent of the respon-

dents, while 21 percent rated the procedure important, and 

none of the·respondents rated the procedure slightly impor-

tant or not important. Sixty-five percent of the respondents 

rated the procedure, "assessing the principals' performance 

in supervising business and finance," very important, while 

34 percent rated it important, and only 1 percent of the 

respondents rated the procedure slightly important. None of 

the respondents rated the procedure not important. 

Table 5 also reveals that the superintendents afforded a 

positive rating of the procedure employed for gathering data 

to make principals' evaluations, "making personal school 

visits {superintendent)." The procedure was rated very im-

portant by 64 percent of the respondents. Thirty percent 
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of the :respondents rated the procedure important, while 6 

percent rated it slightly important, and onl.y 1 percent of 

the respond.ents rated the procedure hot important. 

· Sup-Q11estion Th~ee 

What is the most important purpose and what is the least 

important purpoE;e for the evaluation of secondary publ.ic 

school principals as identified by division superintendents? 

According to the data contained in table 6, the most imper ... 

tant purpo9e 0£ the evaluation of secondary principals was 

to "itnpFove task perfonnance" and the least important purpose 

was to "grant mer.it or performance pay." 

Division superintendents were J;equested to rank the puJ:-

pos.es for the evaluat.ion .of secondary public school pri.nci-

pals in their school divisions. Numbers one through ten 

{l-10) were employed; one Cl) represented the most important 

purpose, a.nd ten ( 10) represented the least important pur-

pose of the evaluation of secondary principals. Table 6 

contains the mean ratings of division superintendents' re-

sponses regarding the ranking of. purposes for the evaluation 

of se.condary public school principals. 

Table 6 shows that according to the respondents, the 

most important purpose for the evalv.ation of secondary public 

school principals was, "to improve task perfortnance.11 This 

purpose was ranked first, and a mean rating of 8.83 was 

obtained. Respondents ranked the purpose, "to grant merit 
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TABLE 6 

Importance Placed on Purposes of Evaluating Secondary 
Public School Principals in Virginia 

PurpQse. of .Evaluation . 

*a. Improve task performance 

b., Increase productivity of the individual, 
the total management team, and the school 
division 

c. Let the principal know exactly what is 
expected and how well the superintendent 
feels that expectations are met 

d. Provide information related to strengths 
and weaknesses .of the principal in order 
to develop in-service and job upgrading 
programs 

e. Provide informational input upon which 
wise management decisions can be made 

f. Eliminate those who are incompetent 

g. Differentiate administrative assignments 

h. Decide on tenure or permanent appointment 

i. Screen principals for promotion or demotion 

**j. ·Grant merit or performance pay 

*Denotes most important purpose 
**Denotes least important purpose 

Mean Rank*** 

8.83 1 

8 .58 2 

7.47 3 

7.28 4 

6.35 5 

3.92 6 

3.66 7 

3.58 8 

3.56 9 

1.85 10 

***Division superintendents rated the purposes 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7, 8, 9, 10 in rank order of importance. Mean ratings 
were determined by assigning each rating a weight as follows: 

Rate Wei9:ht Rate 
1 10 5 
2 9 6 
3 8 7 
4 7 

Weight Rate 
6 8 
5 9 
4 10 

Weight 
3 
2 
1 
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or performance pay," as being the least important purpose 

for the evaluation of secondary public school principals, 

and a mean rating of 1.85 was obtained. 

Sub-Question Four 

Overall, how important is the evaluation process re-

garding secondary public school principals according to per-

ceptions held by division superintendents? 

The purpose of th:Ls question was to determine the im-

portance of the overall evaluation process employed to assess 

the performance of secondary public school principals in 

Virginia. Table 7 shows that the superintendents did not 

perceive the overall evaluation process to ]Je very important 

for assessing the performance of secondary public school 

principals. Fifty-four percent of the respondents rated 

the evaluation process very important, 45 percent rated it 

important, while 1 percent of the respondents rated the 

evaluation process slightly important, and none of the re-

spondents rated it not important. 

Sub-Question Five 

Are there differences between school division enrollment 

demographic variables and responses to the degrees of im-

portance of the evaluation criteria that are employed to 

assess the performance of secondary public school princi-

pals? 



TABLE 7 

Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of tb,e Overall EvEiluation 
Process of Secondary Public School Principals in Virginia 

(N = 105) 

' ' Type of ~esponse 
Question Very :Slightly Not 

III\POrt;:i.nt . :rnmortant . ·Important Import.ant 

Overall, how important is the evalu--
ation process of secondary public 
school principals? 54% 45% 1% 0% 

-- ---- --- --- --------

.....J 
U) 
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The objective of this question was to determine if 

school division size (enrollment) was a factor that related 

to how division superintendents responded to the degrees of 

importance of the evaluation criteria that were employed to 

assess the performance of secondary public school princi-

pals. Each relationship was tested by employing the one-way 

analysis of variance, and the Sche.ff 4 test was employed to 

determine which group means differed significantly at the 

.05 alpha level. 

Table 8 shows that there was a statistical significant 

difference (p <: .• 051 in school division size (enrollment) and 

division superintendents' responses to the degrees of imper-

tance of the "cooperative evaluation program" evaluation cri-

teria. An F-ratio of 2.68 was obtained (0.04} at the .05 

alpha level. 
I The Scheff e test revealed that group means were signif-

icantly different at the .05 alpha level. Superintendents 

who were employed in school divisions that contained an en-

rollment of 1,000-3,499 students group means differed from 

those who were employed in school divisions that contained 

enrollments of 0-999 students, 3,500-9,999 students, 10,000-

30,000 students, and 30,001 or more students respectively. 

Those superintendents who were employed in school divisions 

that contained an enrollment of 1,000-3,400 students rated 

the importance of the "cooperative evaluation program" 



TABLE 8 

School Division Size and the Importance of Evaluation Criteria--

... . . . . . . . . . . : . . . ' . . . . . . . . . ... . - .. -. . 
· · · · :S·chc;ol 'Divis.ion ·size·· ·a11d Means· .. 

Criteria 1,000- 3,500- . 10,000-. · · ·o·-·999 3·, 49·9: . ·9·,·9·99 3'(),000 . 30,001+ . F 
. 

a. Annual School Plan in the 
Individual School Building . 11.80 . 9. 33 . : 8. 71 8 .73 8.29 1.91 
R = 6-24 . . : . . . . . . . . .. . .. . (. 21) 

b. Handbook of Policies and 
Procedures in the School : 7. 20 ·6.20 ·6.17 6.40 5.71 .• 51 
R = 4-16 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ( .72) 

c. Coordinating Services of 
Persons Working in the 
School 9.60 :9.72 :8.29 9.27 9.43 1.77 
R = 6-24 (.14) 

a. Usage of Instructional 
Materials and Equipment 8.00 8.35 ·7.29 7.87 7. 43 . 1.05 
R = 4-16 (. 38} 

e. Assignment of Pupils to ' 

Classes, Programs, and 
Activities . 7 .oo ·1.01 :6.80 6.87 5.86 : • 78 -R = 4-16 ·. l. 54) .. 

f. Evaluation of Pupil Pro-
grams and Instructional 
Effectiveness 5.40 6.60 6.00 6.80 5.42 1.46 
R = 4.-16 r. 22 > 

--------- - -- ------ ------------

CD 
1--1 



Criteria 

g. Instructional Supervision 
and Assistance to Teachers 
R = 4-16 

h. Cooperative Evaluation Pro-
gram 
R = 5-20 

i. Business and Finance 
R = 3-12 

j. School Plant 
R = 4-16 

k. School Community Relations 
R = 4-16 

1. Professional Qualities and 
Growth 
R = 4-16 

H = Range of Means 
* Denotes significant F 

** Denotes significant Scheff e 

TABLE 8 - Continued 

School Division Size and ~eans 
1,000- 3,500- 10,000-

. 0-999 3, 499 . 9,999 30,000 30, 001+ .F 

5.20 . 5. 74 • 5 .17 5.53 4.86 .91 
(.46) 

** * • 8 .00 . 8. 65 • 7 .05 8.00 7.29 2.68 
. ( .04) 

• 3. 80 . 3. 86 • J. 74 3.53 . 3. 43 .32 
( • 86) 

5.40 • 5. 86 • 5. 66 6.40 6.43 .62 
(.64) 

. 5. 40 . 5. 60 . 5 .14 6 .13 4.57 1.91 
( .11) 

** * . 5. 40 . 6. 23 . 5. 31 7.13 5.43 3.52 
(0. 00) 

CX> 
N 
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evaluation criteria higher than other groups of superintend ... 

ents. Superintendents who were employed in school divi• 

sions that contained enrollments of 0 ... 999 students, 3,500 .... 

9,999 students, 10,000 .... 30,000 students, and 30,001 or more 

st~dents group means were essentially the same regarding 

their rating of the importance of the "cooperative evaluation 

program" evaluation criteria. 

Table 8 also reveals that there was a statistical sig-

nificant difference (p< .05) in school division size (en .... 

rollment) and division superintendents' responses to the 

degrees of importance of the "professional qualities and 

growth'' evaluation criteria. An F ... ratio of 3.52 was obtained 

(0.00} at the .05 alpha level. I The Scheff e test revealed 

that group means were significantly different at the .05 

alpha level. Superintendents who were employed in school 

divisions that contained an enrollment of 10,000 .... 30,000 

students qroup means differed from those who were employed 

in school divisions that contained enrollments of 0 .... 999 

students, l,000 .... 3,499 students, 3,500-9,999 students, and 

30,001 or more students respectively. Those superintendents 

who were employed in school divisions that contained an en-

rbllment of 10,000-30,000 students rated the importance of 

the "professional qualities and growth" evaluation criteria 

higher than other groups of superintendents. Superintendents 

who were employed in school divisions that contained 
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enrollments of 0-999 students, 1,000-3,499 students, 3,500-

9 ,999 students and 30,001 or more students group means were 

essentially the same regarding their rating of the impor-

tance of the "professional qualities and growth" evaluation 

criteria. 

No statistical significant differences existed at the 

.05 alpha level between school division size (enrollment) 

and responses of division superintendents to the degrees of 

importance of the other tested evaluation criteria employed 

to assess the performance of secondary principals. The non-

significant findings that pertain to sub-question five are 

listed in appendix L. 

Sub-Question Six 

Are there differences between school division enrollment 

demographic variables and responses to the degrees of impor-

tance of the evaluation procedures employed to assess the 

performance of secondary public school principals? 

The objective of this question was to determine if 

school division size (enrollment) was a factor that related 

to how division superintendents responded to the degrees of 

importance of procedures that were employed to gather data 

to make principals' evaluations. Each relationship was tested 

by employing the one-way ?J.nalysis of variance, and the Scheff~ 

test was employed to determine which group means differed 

significantly at ·the .05 alpha level. 
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Table 9 shows· that there was a statistical significant 

difference (p <:.05} in school division size (enrollment) and 

division superintendents' responses to the degrees of impor-

tance of the procedure, "assessing the principals' accom-

plishment of predetermined administrative objectives," 

employed to gather data to make principals' evaluations. An 

F-ratio of 3.21 was obtained (0.01} at the .05 alpha level. 

' The F was significant, but the Scheffe, a more stringent 

test, revealed that there were no significant differences 

between the groups of superintendents. 

Table 9 also reveals that there was a statistical signif ~ 

icant difference in school division size (enrollment) and 

division superintendents' responses to the degrees of imper-

tance of the procedure, "assessing the principals' profi-

ciency in supervising the school staff , 11 evaluation procedure 

employed to gather data to make principals' evaluations. 

An F-ratio of 2.54 was obtained (0.04) at the .05 alpha level . 
. I 

The F was significant, but the Scheffe, a more stringent 

test, revealed that there were no significant differences 

between the groups of superintendents. 

No statistical significant differences existed at. the 

.05 alpha level between school division size {enrollment) and 

responses of division superintendents to the degrees of im-

portance of the other evaluation procedures employed to gather 

data to make principals' evaluations. The non-significant 



TABLE 9 

School Division Size and the Importance of Evaluation Procedures 

· · · School Division Size and Means 
Procedures l,000- 3,500-

.. 

10;000-
0-999 3, 499 . 9,·999 30 000 , 30,001+ 

.a. Making personal school visits 1. 60 .· 1.37 1.49. 1.47 1.43 
(superintendent) ... 

b. Employing central off ice per- 1.80 1.77 1.60 1.73 1.71 
sonnel input . . . . . . . 

.c. Employing the principals' 1.20 1.60 1.49 2.01 1.42 
input (self-evaluation) ... .. 

d. Assessing the annual appear- 1.80 . 1. 84 1.80 1.80 2.00 
ance of the school .. 

.e. Assessing the principals' l.60· 2.16 2.05 2.13 2.14 
general personality 

.f. Assessing the principals' 
accomplishment of predeter-
mined administrative objec- 1.60 1.60 1.26 1 .. 20 1.14 
tives 

:g. Assessing the principals 1 

prof iciE:!ncy to communicate 1.40 1.49 1.43 1.40 1.14 
with parents 

- . . . . . 

F 

.23 
( • 91) 

.43 
( . 78) 

.2 .17 
(. 07) 

.23 
(. 91) 

.76 
(.55) 

3.21* 
(.01) 

.69 
(. 60 l 

Q'.) °'. 



TABLE 9 .... Continued 

... . . . . . . . . . . - ' . . . . . 

:School Division Size ·and Means 
Procedures 1,000- . JI 500- 10,000-

. . . . . . 0-999' . 3·, 499 . . 9, 999 30,000 30, 001+ 

h. Assessing the principals' 
performance in supervising 1.40 1.49 1.26 1.33 1.14 
business and finance 

i. Using data collected through 
observations of the super in-··. 
tendent and assistant super- 1.60 1.58 1.43 1.33 1.43 
intendent 

.j.~ Assessing the principalsi 
proficiency in supervising . 1.20 1.35 1.14 1.06 i.oo 
the school staff 

. . ' .... ..... 

* Denotes significant F 
Mean ranges for all procedures are 1-4. 

F 

1.43 
( • 22) 

• 75 
( • 55) 

2.54* 
;( • 0 4 l CP 

..,.] 
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findings that pertain to sub-question six are listed in 

appendix M. 

Sub-Questiqn seven 

Are there differences between demographic variables 

regarding years of service of the division superintendents 

and their responses to the degrees of importance of the 

evaluation criteria employed to assess the performance of 

secondary public school principals? 

The objective of this question was to determine if 

years of service was a factor that related to how division 

superintendents responded to the degrees of importance of 

the evaluation criteria employed to assess the performance 

of secondary public· $Chool principals. Each relationship 

was tested by employing.the one-way analysis of variance, 
I and the Scheff e test was employed to determine which group 

means differed significantly at the .05 alpha level. 

There were no statistical differences found at the .05 

alpha level between the variable regarding years of service 

and division superintendents responses to the degrees of 

importance of the evaluation criteria employed to assess the 

performance of secondary public school principals. Tables 

are listed in appendix N regarding the non-significant 

findings. 
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Sub-Question.Eight 

Are there differences between demographic variables 

regarding years of service of the division superintendents 

and their responses to the degrees of importance of the 

evaluation procedures that are employed to gather data to 

assess the performance of secondary public school princi-

pals? 

The objective of this question was to determine if 

years of service was a factor that related to how division 

superintendents responded to the degrees of importance of 

the procedures employed to gather data to make principals' 

evaluations. Each relationship was tested by employing the 
I one-way analysis of variance, and the Scheffe test was em-

ployed to determine which group means differed significantly 

at the .05 alpha level. 

There were no statistical significant differences found 

at the .05 alpha level between the variable regarding years 

of service and division superintendents' responses to the 

degrees of importance of the procedures that were employed 

to gather data to assess the performance of secondary public 

school principals. Tables are listed in appendix o regarding 

the non-significant findings. 
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PERSONAL WRITE-IN COMMENTS BY SUPERINTENDENTS 

The objective of including a write-in comment section 

on the questionnaire was to allow division superintendents 

to freely respond to areas of concern that dealt with evalu-

ation of secondary public school principals in their local 

school divisions and also in Virginia. The cornments are as 

follows: 

1. I honestly believe that most of the evaluation 

items that are listed in the procedures section of the ques-

tionnaire are important. 

2. The formal evaluative process is important; however, 

many assessments of the quality of the principal's work are 

made on·a much more frequent and informal basis. 

3. The day-to-day relationship of the secondary prin-

cipal and superintendent is more important than the formal 

process, instruments used, etc. 

4. Most of us know what to evaluate and perhaps how to 

do it. The problem seems to be taking the time and having 

the courage to do it. 

5. In a small school division the evaluation process is 

rather informal. 

6. The evaluation process of secondary principals in 

our school division is not as important as we would like for 

it to be. 
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7. The school division needs to formalize the evalu-

ation process of administrators including secondary princi-

pals. 

8. We need to improve the evaluation process to achieve 

greater specificity. 

DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Data were sought regarding: (1) types of administrative 

school divisions in which superintendents were employed; (2) 

the student enrollment in school divisions; and (3} ·the num-

ber of years respondents have served as division superintend-

ents· in Virginia. 

Table 10 reveals that most of the division superintend-

ents were employed in county school divisions. Seventy-one 

percent of the respondents were employed in county school 

divisions, while 29 percent were employed in city school 

divisions. Most of the school divisions could be considered 

small to medium size containing 74 percent of the total en-

rollment population in Virginia, while the very small, large, 

and very large school divisions made up 26 percent of the 

enrollment. 

Table 11 shows that most of the respondents, 36 ,percent, 

have served as division superintendents of schools in Vir~ 

ginia 0-4 years, while only 18 percent have served 13 years 

or more. ·Twenty--six percent of the superintendents have 

served 5-8 years and 20 percent have served 9-12 years. 
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TABLE 10 

Summary of Types of Administrative School 
Divisions and School Division Sizes (Enrollment) 

in Virginia 
(N=l05) 

Types of Administrative School Divisions 

County 
City 

No. 

75 
30 

School Division Sizes (Enrollment) 

No. 

0 - 999 Very Small 5 
1,000 - 3,499 Small 43 
3,500 - 9,999 Medium 35 

10,000 - 30,000 Large 15 
30,001 - and over Very Large 7 

71 
29 

% 

5 
41 
33 
14 

7 
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TABLE 11 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Years 
Respondents Served as Division Superintendents 

in Virginia 

County and 
Years Served City Responses 

.No •. % 

0 -· 4 38 36 

5 - 8 27 26 

9 - 12 21 20 

13 - or more 19 18 

T.otal. 105 100 
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DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF EVALUATION DATA 

Evaluation data were sought regarding: (1) types of 

instruments employed to evaluate secondary principals; (2) 

who formal.ly evaluates secondary principals in school divi-

sic:ms: (31 now often a formal written evaluation was done; 

and (41 whether a conference is held after an evaluation 

has been completed. 

'!'able 12 shows th~t most of the superintendents employed 

both a checklist and narrative summary types of instruments 

to evaluate se.condary principals. Sixty .... six percent of the 

res·pondents. employed t,hese type.s of instruments. A checklist 

type instrument was used by 22 percent of the respondents to 

assess the 'performance of secondary principals. Ten percent 

of the respondents employed a·. narr:ative summary, while 2 

percent usec;l no instrument, and only l percent of the re-. 

spondents employed a conf·erence to evaluate secondary prin-

cipals. 

Tab.le 13 reveals that most of the superintendents, 53 

percent, formally evaluated secondary principals in their 

school divisions. Eighteen percent of the respondents 

delegated the evaluation process to assistant superintend-

ents, 16 percent cooperatively performed the evaluation 

with their assistant superintendents, 6 percent delegated 

the task to directors of instruction, 2 percent cooperatively 
' performed the evaluation with the director of instruction, 
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TABLE.1.2 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Types of 
Instruments Employed to Evaluate Secondary Principals 

in Virginia 
.. 

County and 
Instrument c·itv Responses 

. - No. % 

A checklist 23 22 

A narrative summary 10 10 

Both, a checklist and 
a narrative summary 69 66 

No instrument 2 2 

Con.f.eren.ce 1 1 

T.otal ·10s 101 

Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest 
whole number and may not equal 100%. 



·. 9.6 

TABLE 13 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Who Formally Evalu-
ates Secondary Principals in School Divisions 

in Virginia 
. • .·· . 

County and 
Evaluator City Responses 

No. % 

Super in temdent 56 53 
Assistant Superintendent 19 18 
Superintendent and Assistant Superinten-

dent 17 16 
Director of Instruction 6 6 
Superintendent and Director of Instruc-

ti on 2 2 
Superintendent, Director of Instruction, 

and Director of Personnel 1 1 
Superintendent and Board of Education 2 2 
Superintendent and Committee 1 1 
Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent, 

and Teachers 
' 

1 l 

Total 105 100 
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l percent of the respondents performed· the evaluation task 

with the director of instruction and director of personnel, 

2 percent coopeJ:a.tively performed the evaluation with the 

board of education, l percent cooperatively performed the 

evaluation task with a committee, and l percent of the re--

spondents employed the assistant superintendent and teachers 

to formally evaluate secondary principals. 

Table 14 shows that most, 82 percent, of the division 

superintendents and those persons who were delegated the 

responsibility by the superintendents to evaluate the per.:. 

f ormance of secondary principals evaluated them annually on 

a formal written basis. Eleven percent <:if the respon.dents 

evaluated sec.ondary P.rincipals semi•annually, and 4 percent 

evaluated them every three years· on a formal written basis. 

Two percent of the respondents never did a formal written 

evaluation of secondary principals, while 1 percent of the 

respondents indicated that a formal written evaluation was 

on-goinq. Most of the division superintendents held a con ... 

ference after they evaluated secondary principals. Ninety ... 

three percent of the respondents held a conference, while 

only 7 percent did not. 

SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER 

The results of division superinte~aents' responses were 

presented in this chapter, and the data were obtained through 

the administration of a questionnaire. The methods employed 
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TABLE 14 

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of How Often 
a Formal Written Evaluation Is Done in School Divi-
sions and Whether a Conference Is Held After Evalu-

ation Has Been Completed in Virginia 
(N=l05} 

ijow often is a formal written evaluation of second-
ary principals done? 

Annually 
semi-annually 
Quarterly 
Every three years 
Never 
On-going 

No. % 

86 
12 

0 
4 
2 
l 

82 
11 

0 
4 
2 
l 

Is a conference held after evaluation has been com--
pleted? 

Yes 
No 

No. % 

98 
7 

93 
7 
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to analyze these data obtained were distribµtions containing 

frequencies and percentages. 

The one-way analysis of variance, a statistical pro.-. 

cedure, was employed to determine if significant differences 

e~isted between groups, and the Scheffe test was· also used 

to determine which group means significantly differed. Divi-

~don superintendents ' write-in response.s were included as 

pertinent comments regarding principals' evaluations., and 

the analysis of demographic and evaluation data was also 

included. 

Two sets of evaluation criteria were presented in this 

chapter that were employed in Virginia to assess the perf or-

mance of secondary public school principals. The "Standards 

of Quality" evaluation criteria were those which were set 

forth by Virginia's General Assembly and implemented by. the 

State Department of Education and school divisions in Vir-

ginia. The non-SOQ evaluation 9riteria were those other 

criteria which division superintendents also employed to 

evaluate the performance _of secondary principals. 

Of the thirty-seven SOQ evaluation criteria, nine were 

rated very important by the division superintendents. They 

tended to rate highest the criteria which involved the prin-

cipal in a supervisory role. Of the fifteennon-SOQ evalu-

ation criteria, s.even were rated very important. However, 

the superintendents rated those criteria which related to 

business and finance highest. 
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Division superintendents rated the procedure employed 

fo.r gathering data to make principals' evaluations, 11making 

personal visits to the school (superintendent}," very im-

portant. Also, the procedures that w:ere employed to assess 

the work performance of secondary principals were very im-

portant for gathering data to make principals' evaluations. 

The most important and least important purposes for the 

evaluation of secondary principals were determined by em-

. ploying the highest and lowest mean ratings. The highest 

mean rating was used to determine the most important purpose, 

and the lowest mean rating was used to determine the least 

important purpose of evaluating the principals. Superin ... 

tendents rated the most important purpose of the evaluation 

of secondary principals as being, "to improve task perfor-

mance," and they rated the least important purpose as being, 

"to grant merit or performance pay." The most important 

purpose that the superintendents rated was substantiated in 

the review of literature. 

The importance of the overall evaluation process was.not 

determined to be essential. Superintendents did not regard 

the overall evaluation process as being very important. 

Fifty-four percent of the superintendents perceived the over-

all evaluation process to be very important. 

The sub-questions that sought to determine if differ-' 

ences existed between demographic variables and the criteria 
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and procedures variables were analyzed by employing the one-
I way analysis of variance and the Scheffe test. Significant 

differences were found between: (l} school division size 

(enrollment) and division superintendents' responses to the 

cooperative evaluation program evaluation criteria; (2) 
I 

school division size (enrollment) and division superin-

tendents' responses to the professional qualities and growth 

evaluation criteria; (3) school division size (enrollment) 

and assessing the principals' accomplishment of pre-deter-

mined administrative objectives evaluation procedure; and 

(4) school division size (enrollment) and assessing the 

principals' proficiency in supervising the school staff 

evaluation procedure. There was a less tha~ 5 percent chance 

that responses made on these items occurred simply by chance. 

Most of the superintendents who participated in this 

study were employed in county school divisions. They made 

up 71 percent of the total population, and the si2es of the 

school divisions ranged in the very small to very large 

categories. However, the small to medium sized school divi-

sions comprized the majority of the school divisions in the 

study. 

Division superintendents who have been employed the 

shortest period of time, 0-4 years, made up the largest per-

cent of superintendents in this study. They consisted of 

36 percent of the total population, while only 18 percent 

have been employed 13 or more years. 
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Of the various types of instruments that division 

supeJ;:intendents employed to evaluate secondary principals, 

the majority of them used both .a checklist and a narrative 

summary. Also, the checklist alone was used by 22 percent 

of the superintendents to.form?Llly evaluate secondary prin-

cipals, ,Most of the superintendents preferred to evaluate 

the principals annually.and hold a conference aftet' the 

evaluation was completed. 



Chapter V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Chapter five summarizes this study, which pertains to 

the importance of the evaluation criteria, procedures em-

ployed to gather data to make principals' evaluations, and 

purposes of evaluating secondary public school principals 

. in Virginia.. Contained in this chapter are the following 

sections: (1) the problem, (2) summary of procedures, (3) 

summary of findings, (4) conclusions, (5) discussion, (6) 

implications, and (7) recommendations. 

THE PROBLEM 

This study was designed to present the criteria and 

procedures employed in the formal evaluation of secondary 

publ.ic school principals in Virginia and to determine the · 

perceptions of the superintendents regarding the importance 

of each in assessing their performance. Further inquiries 

were made to determine the purposes of evaluating secondary 

public school principals and to answer the eight sub-ques-

tions relative to the evaluation process: 

1. What formal criteria are employed by division super-

intendents in Virginia to evaluate secondary public school 

principals, and how important are these criteria? 

2. What procedures are considered very important by di-

visi:on superintendents for gathering data to evaluate secondary 

103 
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public school principals? 

3. What is the most important purpose and what is the 

least important purpose :for the evaluation of secondary public 

school principals as identified by division superintendents? 

· 4. Ove.rall, :how important is ·the · evaluati9n process 

reqardinq . siacondary public school principals acc<.::>J:ding to per•. 

ce.ptions held by division superintendents? 

5. Are there differences between school division en-

rollment d.emographic variables and response.s to the degrees 

of importance of the evaluation criteria that are ei;nployed 

to ass .. ess the performance of secondary public school prin""" 

cipals? 

6. Are there differences between school division en-

rollment demographic variabl·es and respom;es to the degrees 

of importance>of the evaluation procedures employed to assess 

the performance of seconda;ry public school principals? 

7. Are there differences between demographic variables 

regarding years of service of the division superintendents 

and their responses to the degrees of importance of the evalu-

ation criteria employed to assess the performance of secondary· 

public school principals? 

8. Are there.differences between demographic variables 

regarding years of service of the division superintendents 

and their responses to the degrees of importance of the evalu-

ation procedures that are employed to gather data to assess 
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the performance of secondary public school principals? 

SU!ll.MARY OF PROCEDURES 

The Population. and Pro·cedu·res 

The population of this study consisted of one hundred 

and thirty ..... two division superintendents who were listed in 

the· Virginia Edu·c·ational Directory for the 1980-81 school 

year. Of the population surveyed, one hundred and fifteen 

division superintendents responded to the preliminary survey, 

and one hundred and five responded to the second (major) 

survey that was employed to gather data for the study. 

The completion of this study was accomplished in four 

stages which consisted of: (1) an intense review of litera-

ture- to serve as background information; (2) a preliminary 

survey of division superintendents in Virginia to determine. 

the evaluation process and basis for arriving at secondary 

principals' evaluations; (3) a major survey to gather data 

for the study was conducted to determine the importance of 

the evaluation criteria and procedures that were employed to 

assess the performance of secondary public school principals 

and to determine purposes of the evaluation of the principals;· 

and (4} the extraction of pertinent findings relative to the 

two surveys. 
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Development of the o·uestionnaire s 

Two questionnaires were employed to gather data for this 

study. The preliminary survey questionnaire (appendix A) was 

developed through a review of literature and counsel with the 

major and research advisors. The pux-pose of the preliminary 

survey was to determine the evaluation process which best 

described those employed in Virginia school divisions and the 

basis for arriving at the results of secondary principals' 

evaluations. Some of the evaluation procedures derived from 

the preliminary survey were employed to construct the pro-

cedures section of the major survey questionnaire. 

The major survey questionnaire (appendix C) was developed 

from: (1) a review of literature with emphasis on adminis-

trative evaluation; (2) the SOQ evaluation criteria; (3) 

evaluation data received from the preliminary survey; and 

(4) counsel with the major advisor and graduate committee. 

The questionnaire was submitted to a review panel for the 

purpose of refining and validating the instrument. All sug-

gestions, comments, and/or reconu""nendations were incorporated 

into the final draft, which contained four sections. The 

first section was concerned with collecting demographic data. 

Section two sought to determine pertinent data relative to 

the principals 1 evaluations and purposes of principals' 

evaluations. The third section sought to determine the im-

portance of the evaluation criteria that were employed to 
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assess the performance of secondary public school princ;::ipals .. 

The respondents were asked to rate the evaluation c+iteria 

by cnec:king on,e response· for each item on the four-point 

Likert Scale. The fourth and final section o.£ the question-

naire sought to determine the procedures that were important 

for gathering data to make principals' evaluations. A 

four-point Likert Scale was employed again so that l:,"espondents 

could rate the evaluation procedures according to tneir pe;'-

ceptions regarding the degrees of importance. 

· Data .:T::t"eatme·nt a·n<i s-tat·i:sti,qa:l Ana12:si~ 

A f,requency distri:Qution table was constructed for each 

section of responses afforded by division superintendents 

relative to.the importance of the evaluation criteria, the 

evaluation process, and procedures employed to gather data 

to make principals' evaluations. Sub-questions one, two, 

and f~ur were analyzed by employing very important respons,es 

which exceeded 60 percent. The most important and least 

important purposes of the evaluation.of secondary principals 

were determined by employing the highest and lowest. mean 

rati:ngs respectively. 

All data were coded, transferred to optical scanner 

sheets, key punched, and. processed by the computer through 

employment of 'I'he. Statistica'l Package· for ·the soci·a1 Sci·e·nces. 

(SPSS). Descriptive statistics (frequencies and percentages) 

were employed to analyze data relative to sub-questions one, 
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two, and four, and the one-way analysis of variance was em-

ployed to determine if significant differences existed at 

the .05 alpha level between demographic variables and re-

sponses of groups of division superintendents to the degrees 

of impo.rtance of the evaluation criteria and procedures (sub-

questions five through eight}. The Scheffe test was employed 

to determine which groups significantly differed at the .05 

alpha level. comments regarding the evaluation criteria, 

procedures, purposes, and process were reported. Also, a de-

scriptive analysis of demographic and evaluation data was 

done. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The Preliminary Survey 

Results were obtained from the preliminary survey of 

responses. from one hundred fifteen of the total one hundred 

thirty-two division superintendents in Virginia. The re-

spondent superintendents employed the evaluation process as 

follows: 

1. Forty-five percent employed formal evaluation 

determined by predetermined standards. 

2. Sixteen percent employed formal evaluation determined 

by tasks performed. 



3. Fourteen percent employed informal .evaluation. 

4. Fifteen percent employed formal evaluation deter- ... 

mined by px,-edetermined standards and tasks performed. 

5. Four percent employed formal evaluation determined 

by pred:e-t;ermined standards and informal evaluation. 

6. !'our percent employed formal evaluation determined 

by predetermined objectives. 

7. Three percent employed formal evaluation determined 

by predetermined standards, tasks performed, and informal 

ev·aluation. · · 

The 1'.:>asis used for arriving at the results of the. evalu.,.. 

a.tion of secondary principals as reported by division supe:i:..-

intendents was as follows; 

l. Seventy .... nine percent employed personal observations. 

2. Two percent employed principals' interaction with 

the·superintendent, central office staff, and the general 

public. 

3. Two percent employed accompl.ishm.ents of objectives 

performance based, student and staff input. 

4. Three percent employed accomplishments of predeteJ::-

mined objectives. 

5. Three percent employed personal observations by the 

superintendent and assistant superintendent. 

6. Nine percent emJ?loyed personal observations by the 

superintendent and a survey of teachers. 
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7. Three:.p~cent employed personal observations by the 

superintendent and c:entral office input. 

Results were obtainea from the major survey conducted 

by means of employing the questionnaire, and these findings 

pertained to the problem and sub-questions one through eight. 

Questionnaires were completed by one hundred five of one hun-

dred thirty-;-.two division superintendents surveyed in Virginia. 
' . l 

S'Qilllllary 'o·f· Sub"·•;Question one 

What formal criteria are employed by division superin-

tendents in V:i:r:ginia to eva.luate secondary public school . prin-

cipal.s, and how important are these c.riteria? 

In rating the importance o.£ the SOQ evaluation criteria 

that were employed to evaluate secondary public school prin.-

cipa.ls, division superintendents rated several very positive. 

Of the thirty-seven SOQ evaluation. criteria, nine received 

positive ratings. The evaluation criteria that were rated 

very important were as follows: 

1. Annual School Plan item "a": The secondary principal 

makes the annual school plan consistent with the school dis-

trict-wide plan. Item 11 b 11 : The secondary principal imp le-

ments the annual school plan. 

. 2. Handbook of Policies and Procedures item n c" : The 

secondq.ry principal uses the handbook after its completion. 
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3. Coordinating Services of Persons Working in the 

School item 11d 11 : The secondary principal inducts new em.,. 

ployees into the school. !tern "e": Th.e secondary principal 

resolves work problems. !tern "f": · The seconO.ary principal 

monitors work performance. 

4. Instructional Supervision and Assistance to 

. Teachers item "g": The secondary principal d_eve1ops a plan 

0£ supervision. Item "h": The secondary principal allo .... 

cates time for supervision~ 

5. Cooperative Evaluation Program item. "i": The second-

ary_·_· principal coordinates evaluation and supervision. 

Divisien superintendents rated several of the non-sOQ 

.evaluation criteria that were employed to evaluate secondary 

public school px;:incipal$ as.being essential. Of the fifteen 

non-soq evaluation criteria, seven received positive ratings. 

The evaluation criteria that were rated very important were 

as follows: 

l. ~usiness and Finance item 11 .a": The secondary prin-

cipal follows the school division's guidelines in the manage-

ment of school:monies. Item "b 11 : The secondary principal 

ensures that systematic and auditable records are kept of 

all funds over which the school has custody. Item 11 c 11 : The 

secondary principal allocates budget funds based on evalu-

ation of existing programs, expressed program needs, and 

budget limitations. 
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2. School Plant iten "d": The. secondary principal i:n-

terprets and enforces the school's policies and regulations 

regarding use of the building. 

3. School Community Relations item "e": "The secondary 

principal pr.ovides opportunities which strengthen the . lines 

of communication between home ana school. Item 11 £ 11 : The 

secondary principal interprets the school program and policies 

and regulations to the community. Item "g": The secondary 

principal is receptive to inquiries from parents regarding 

the s·choo1 program. 

The findin,gs relative· to the importance of the SOQ and 

non-SOQ evaluation criteria seemed to support the findings 

reported in MacQueen's (1969) doctora,1 dissertation, which 

dealt with establishing the importance of various criteria 

that were employed to assess the performance of a high school 
. . 

·principal.. ·He fqund in· his survey o:f a cross-section of 

school districts in the United States that superintendents .rated 

highly the importance of seventy criteria. Therefore, it 

appeared that superintendent:s in the tJ.s. pel:'ceived the cri-

teria that were employed to evaluate secondary principals to 

be important and superintendents in Virginia perceived certain 

evaluation criteria employed to evaluate secondary principals 

to be very important. 
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Sumxnarx of suti-Que~:t·io'n 'l'wo 

What procedures are considered very important by divi-

sion superintendents for gathering data to evaluate secondary 

public school principals? The computation of percentages 

regarding prQcedures that were col}.sidered important for 

gath.ering data to evaluate secondary principals revealed 

that four procedure's were rated very important. Data are 

gathered to make principals' evaluations by: 

"a": making personal school visits (superintendent). 

''b 11 : assessing. the principals' accomplishment of pre~ 

determined ao:rninistrative objectives. 

r•c 11 : assessing the principals' proficiency in super~ 

vising the school staff. 

"d": assessing the principals' performance in supe'r ..... 

vising business and fin•nce. 

The finding in. tbis study regarding i tern ''a", data are 

gathered to make.principals' evaluations by making personal 

school visits. (superintendent), was rated very important. 

How:ever, Deal (1977) suggested that visits to the school by 

the superintendent should not be the final stage.of an evalu-

ation of principals, but the visit should be followed with 

continuing discussions of' strengths and weaknesses. 

Sunu:nary. ·of s·ub-Q-µestion Three 

What is the mo$t important purpose and what is the 

least important purpose for the evalu.ation of secondary 
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public school principals as identif;ied by division superin-

tet'ldents? 

The following item was identified as the most important 

purpose for the evaluation,of secondary pub1J9 school prin-

cipa.1s as identif ;ied by division superintendents: 

l:tem "a": To im}?rove task performance. 

The following item was identified.as the least impor-. 

tant purpose for the evaluation of secondary public school 

principals: 

Item "j": To grant merit or performance pay. 

Improving task pe.rformance was found to be the most 

important purpose for evaluating secondary public school 

principals. Thi.s f.inding was relative to one purpose set 

forth in Virginia is Manu~l. for Im12Tementin9 Standard$ of 

Quality and Opjeqtives, 1·9 7 2 1 to improve performance. Also, . 

the finding was relative to studies completed by Gaslin 

(19741, J~cobson and others (1973), Armstrong (1973.), and 

Palucci (1978). 

To grant merit or performance pay was found to be the 

least important .purpose for evaluating secondary principals. 

However, studies completed by castetter and Haisler (1971), 

and Hunt and Buser (1977} did not reveal that this was the 

least important purpose for evaluating secondary principals, 

but evaluation might well be a purpose for establishing 

recommendations for salary compensation and increments. 
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summary o'f Sub--Questio'n: Fo·ur 

overall, how important is the evaluation process re-

garding secondary public school principals according to 

perceptions held by division superintendents? 

· The .overall. evaluation process of secondary public 

school principals was not rated as being very important by 

the division superintendents. 

· ·$'Ulmtra:ry o·f . Sub-«Juesti«::m ··Five 

Are there differences between school division enrollment 

demographic variables and responses to the degrees of impor-

tance of the evaluation criteria that are employed to assess 

the performance of secondary public school principals? 

Statistical significant differences were.found at the 

.OS alpha level between group means through the.employment 

of the one-way analysis of variance and the Scheff~ test. 

There were significant differences found between school 

division size (enrollment} demographic variables and responses 

to the degrees of importance of the ''cooperative evaluation 

program" evaluation criteria and the. "professional qualities 

and growtn" .evaluation criteria tnat were employed to assess 

the performance of secondary principals. 

1. Tnere was a statistical significant difference be-

tween· school division size (enrollment} and division superin-

·tendents' responses to tne degrees of importance of the 

"cooperative evaluation prograin11 evaluation criteria at the 
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.05 alpha level. An F-ratio of 2.68 was obtained (0.04} at 

the .05 alpha level. 

The Scheff~ test revealed that group means were signif i--

cantly different at the .05 alpha level. Group means of 

superintendents who were employed in school divisions that 

contained an enrollment of 1,000-3,499 students differed 

from those who were employed in school divisions that con-

tained enrollments of 0-999 students, 3,500-9,999 students, 

10,000-30,000 students, and 30,001 or more students re-

spectively. Those superintendents who were employed in 

school divisions that contained an enrollment of 1,000-3,499 

students rated the importance of the SOQ "cooperative evalu-

ation program" evaluation criteria higher than other groups 

of superintendents. Group means of superintendents who were 

employed in school divisions that contained enrollments of 

0-999 students, 3,500-9,999 students, 10,000-30,000 students, 

and 30,0001 or more students were essentially the same re-

garding their rating of the importance of the SOQ 11 coopera-

tive evaluation program" evaluation criteria. 

There was a statistical significant difference between 

school division size (enrollment) and division superintend-

ents' responses to the degrees of importance of the non-SOQ 

"professional qualities and growth" evaluation criteria at 

the .05 alpha level. An F-ratio of 3.52 was obtained (0.00) 

at the .05 alpha level. 
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./ 

The Schef f4 test revealed th.at group means were sig-
' 

nificant.ly different atthe .as alpha level. Group means of 

·superintendents who. w~e employed in school divisions that 

contained art enrollment of 10,000-30,000 students differed 

from those who were employed in school divisions that con-

tain$d 0-999 stµd·ents, l.,000-3,499 students, 3,500-9,999 

students, and30,00l or more students ;i:.-espectively. Those 

superintendents who were employed in school divisions that 

CQntained an enrollrnent of 10,000-30 1 000 students ratea the 

importance of the non-SOQ 11professional qualities and growth" 

evaluation criteria higher than other groups of superintend-

ents. Group means of superintendents 'Who were employed in 

school divisions th.;i.t contain7d enrollments of 0-999 stu ... 

dents, 1,000-3,499 students, 3,500-9,999 students and 30,001 

or more students were essentially the same regarding their 

rating of the importance of the "professional. qualities and 

growth 11 eval.uation criteria. Other findings that related to 

school di vision siz·e (enrollment) demographic variables and 

res.ponses of division superintendents to the evaluation cri-

terica, variables were not found to be significantly different. 

summary of Sub-Question Six 

Are there differ enc es between school divi.sion enrollment 

demographic variables and responses to the degrees of imper-

tance of ·the evaluation procedures employed to assess the 
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performance of secondary public school principals? 

There were statistical· significant differences found at 

the .OS.alpha level between group means through employment 

of·the one ... way analysis of variance and the Scheffe test 

regarding school division size (enrollment) and division 

superintendents' responses to the degrees of importance of 

two evaluation procedures: (l) "assessing th:e principals' 

accomplishment of predeterm_ined administrative objectives" 

and ( 2) "assessing the principals' proficiency . in supervi.sing 

the school staff." 

l. A statistical significant; difference was found at 

the .OS alpha level between school division size (enrollment) 

and di vision superintendents' response.a to the degrees .of 

importance 9f the procedure, "assessing the principals' ac-

complishment of predetermined administrative objectives," 

employed to gather data to make principals'· evaluations. 

An F~ratio of 3.21 was obtained (0.01) at the .05 alpha 

level. I The F was significant, but the Scheffe, a more 

stringent test revealed that there were no significant dif-

ferences between the groups of superintendents. 

2. There was a statistical significant difference found 

atthe ~05 alpha level between school division size (enroll .... 

mentl and division superintendents' responses to the degrees 

of importance of the procedure, "assessing the principals' 

proficiency in supervising the school staff," evaluation 
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procedure employed to gather data to make principals' evalu-

ations. An F-ratio of 2.54 was obtained (0.04} at the .05 

alpha level. The F was significant, hut- the Scheffe, a more 

stringent test, revealed that there were no significant dif-

ferences between the groups of superintendents. Other find-

ings that related to the school division size. (enrollment) 

and demographic variables and responses to the procedures 

employed to gather data to make principals' evaluations were 

found not to be significantly different. 

summary of Sub-Question Seven 

Are there differences between de.rnographic variables re ... 

g·arding years of service of the di vision superintendents and 

their responses to the degrees of importance of the evalu-

ation criteria employed to assess the performance of second-

ary public school principals? 

There were no statistical significant differences found 

at the .05 a~pha level between the variable regarding years 

of service of division superintendents and their responses 

to the degrees of importance of the evaluation criteria em-

ployed to assess the performance of secondary public school 

principals. Therefore, ye~rs of service do not affect the 

importance that superintendents place upon the evaluation 

criteria employed to assess secondary principals' perfor-

mance. 
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suni:mary. of ·:S-ub....fJU.e·e;;tion· .E.ight 

Are there differences between c;iernographic variables re;.. 

garding years c;>f service of the division superintendents and 

their re.sponses to the degrees of importance of the evalu-

ation procedures that are employed to gather data to assess 

the perfo:rmance of secondary public school principals? 

There wer¢ no statistical significant differences found 

at the .05 al,pha level between the variable regarding years 

of service and division superintendents' responses to the 

degrees of importance of the procedures that were employed 

to gather data to assess the peJ;formance of secondary public 

school principals. Therefore, years of service do not affect 

the importance that supeJ;:intendents place upon theevalu--

ation procedures employed to gather data to make principals' 

evaluations. 

This section of the chapter reports the concll,lsions 

based upon the findings and analysis of data relative to the 

problem. 

.CONCLUSIONS 

1. The SOQ evaluation criteria that pertained to the 

annual school plan, handbook of policies and procedures, co-

ordinating se.rvices of persons: working in the school, instruc-

tional supe.rvision and assis,tance to teachers, and the cooper-

ative .evaluation. program were very important to the formal 

i 
I 
i 
i 
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evaluation process of secondary public school principals. 

Also, the non-SOQ evaluation criteria that pertained to busi-

ness and fir.,_ance, school plant, and school community rela-

tions were very important to the formal evaluation process 

of secondary public school principals. 

2. The procedures that were employed to gather data to 

assess the principals' work performi•nce were very important .. 

Alsoi making personal visits to the :school by the superin-

tendent was a very important procedure to the formal evalu-

ation process of secondary public school principals. 

3. The most important purpose C•f the evaluation of 

secondary principals was to improve task.performance and the 

least important purpose was to grant merit or performance 

pay for secondary public school principals. 

DISCUSSION 

1. It can be concluded that of the thirty-seven "Stand-

ards of Quality" evaluation criteria that were employed in 

Virginia to assess the performance of secondary public school 

principals, only nine were very important to the division 

superintendents for making principals' evaluations. However, 

included in the nine positive rated evaluation criteria were 

those in which the superintendents rated highest. It was 

evident that those criteria which were relevant to the prin-

cipals' supervisory role were afforded the highest rating, 
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and they were very important for assessing principals' per-

formance. Those evaluation criteria were, the secondary prin-

c.ipal: (l} allocates time for supervision; (2) develops a 

plan of supervision; (31 monitors work performance; and (4) 

coordinates evaluation and supervision. 

2. It was evident from the findings that of those fif-

teen "non-Standards of Quality" evaluation criteria that were 

employed to evaluate the performance cf secondary public 

school principals, s.even criteria were essential for ass.es s-

ing the performance of secondary principals. Those evalu-

ation criteria that related to business and finance received 

the highest positive ratings, and they were the secondary 

principal: (11 insures that systematic and auditable records 

are kept; (2) follows the school division's guide.lines in 

the management of school monies; and (3} allocates budget 

funds based on evaluation of existing programs, expressed 

program needs, and budget limitations. 

3. It can be concluded from the findings that the pro-

cedure that was very important for gathering data to make 

principals' evaluations was the one that involved the super--

intendent in making personal visits to the school, and those 

procedures that were used to assess the work performance of 

secondary public school principals. They were: (1) assessing 

the principals' accomplishment of predetermined administra-

tive objectives; (2) assessing the principals' proficiency 
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in supervising· the school staff; and (3) assessing the prin-

cipals' performance in supervising business and finance. 

4. It can be concluded from the f~ndings that the over-

all evaluation process rega.rding secon<lary public school 

principals was not very imt)ortant. 

5. It can be concluded that a large number of superin-

tendents us·e established evaluation criteria and p:i;:-ocedures. 

6. It can be concluded that: the State evaluation pro-

cedures need to be looked at. 

IMPLICATIONS 

At the inception of this study, several questions were 

raised regarding principals' evaluations. This study has 

reported the answers relative to the evaluation criteria, 

procedures, purposes, and . process. The conclusions of t.his 

study have warranted the following implications; 

1. The various "Standards of Quality'' evaluation cri-

teria that were rated highly by division superintendents 

including the annual school plan, handbook of policies and 

procedures, coordinat.ing services of persons working in the 

school, instructional supervision and assistance to.teachers, 

and the cooperative evaluation program should continue to be 

employed to evaluate the performance of secondary public 

school principals since these criteria were very important 

to the formal evaluation process of secondary public school 

principals. 
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2.. The various 11 non-Standards of Qual.ity11 evaluation 

criteria that pertained to business and finance, school 

plant, and school community relations should continue to be 

etnployed to evaluate the performance of secondary public 

school principals since these cri t.eria were very important 

to tll~ formal evaluation process of the principals. How-

ever, the Legislature ought to consider incorporating into 

the ''Standards of Quality"·. evaluation criteria the.Se "non ... 

St~ndards of Quality" evaluation criteria in as much as 

they are used and ar·e important. 

3. The'very important evaluation procedures that were 

relative to personal school visits made by the superintend ... 

ents, and those procedures that were employed to assess the 

work performance of secondary principals should continue to 

be employed to gather data. to make principals' evaluations 

·since.they were important to the formal evaluation process 

of secondary principals. 

4. From the conclusions drawn from this study, the most 

important purpo.se of the evaluation of secondary public school 

principals was to improve. task performance and the least im-

portant purpose was to grant merit or performance pay. Divi-

sio.n superintendents should be cognizant of the overall 

opinions regarding these purposes of the evaluation of prin-

cipals and consider the feasibility of using or not using 

them as those purposes that they set forth in their evaluation 

. goals or guidelines. 

·r 
! 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

The analysis of findings and conclusions drawn from this 

study warrant certain.recommendations. 

· Re·conune·ndatioti:s· ·:f'ot". ?urthe·r Res:e·a·r·ch 

Based upon the f iridings and conclusions, the following 

recommendations relative to this study (ire offe:red for further 

research: 

l. Several questions have been an$,wered regarding this 

study, and several have been disclosed; for example: 

Why were only nine of the thirty-seven "Standards of 

Quality".evaluation criteria and seven of fifteen, almost 

.one-half, of the "non-.Standards of Quality" evaluation cri-

teria very important for as.sessing the performance of second• 

ary public school princi.pals? Also, why were the highest 

rated "Standards of Quality" and "non-Standards of Quality'; 

evaluation criteria .those which dealt with the supervisory 

role of .the principal and business and finance respectively 

for the evaluation of principals' performance? A study needs 

to be done now to investigate why certain SOQ and non--SOQ 

evaluation criteria are important for assessing secondary 

principals'. performance. 

2. Those SOQ,and non .... SOQ evaluation criteria to which 

superintendents gave positive ratings should be continuously 

employed to evaluate the performance of secondary principals, 
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and emphasis should be placed on the use of the criteria 

since they are important. Those criteria to which superin-

tendents did not give positive ratings should be investigated 

to determine why they are not important for evaluating 

secondary public school principals. 

3. The four evaluation procedures that are very.imper-

tant should be employed to gather data to make principals' 

evaluations; however, a study should be done to determine why 

several procedures were not very important to the formal 

evaluation process of secondary public school principals. 

The procedures are: (1) employing central office personnel 

input; (2) employing principals' input (self-evaluation); 

(3) assessing the annual appearance of the school; (4)·assess-

ing the principals' general personality; (5) assessing the 

principals' proficiency to communicate with parentsi and 

(6) using data collected through observations of the super-

intendent and assistant superintendent. 

4. A preliminary survey should be done to determine 

which school systems use the purpose, "to improve task per-

formance," in evaluation guidelines as the purpose for evalu-

ating secondary principals. A major study should then be 

done to determine if the employment of this purpose in evalu-

ation guidelines has made a difference in the improvement 

of task performance of secondary public school principals in 

the school system of Virginia. 

' 
' 
I 
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APPENDIX A 

LETTER TO DIVISION SUPERINTENDENTS 

REGARDING THE PRELIMINARY SURVEY 

AND 

THE PRELIMINARY SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

'Blacksburg, Virginia 24061 
DtViSIQN OF. ADMINIS'fRATIVI! AND EDUCATIONAL .SER.VICES 

February 11, 1981 

Dear Super.intendant: 

I am a graduate student in Educational Adtninist:i:ation 
at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State Univ~rsity in 
Blacksburg, Virginia. Presently, I am collecting prelimi.., 
nary data for a study of the.evaluation process of secondary 
public schoo]. p.rin<;:ipals in Virginia. The purpose of col- · 
lecting these .data is to determine i;he process that is used 
to evaluate public school p;rincJ,.pals. 

Please complete the enclosed que.stionnaire, and return 
it with a copy of the·in~trmnent that you use to evaluate 
secondary principals in the enclosed pre.;.addressed postage.,. 
paid envelope a.s soon as possible.. No attempt will be made 
to identify the respons,es of participants for publicity 
purposes. The full. right to personal privacy shall be re-
spected. · · 

Thank you.for your assistance, time, and cooperation. 

GIE/ls 

Enclosure 

Very sincerely, 

James E. Rountree 
Graduate Student 

Glen I .. Earthm<a.n 
Associate Professor 
Educational Administration 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please.check the categories that apply to your school 
division and return this questionnaire in the envelope pro-
vided as soon as possible. 

1. Which evaluation process best describes the one used in 
your school division? 

a. Formal evaluation based on predetermined 
standards. 

b. Formal evaluation based on tasks performed. 

c. Informal evaluation. 

d. Other; (specify) 

2. Evaluation of secondary principals is based on: 

a. Survey .of teachers. 

b. Personal observations by the superintendent. 

c. Survey of pupils. 

d. Other; (specify) 
~~--~~--..~ ....... .........,---.-.............. --....... ----
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Al?PENDIX B 

LETTER TO DIVISION SUPERINTENDENTS 

:REGARDING THE INSTRUMENT 



COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

'Blacksburg, Virginia 24061 
DIVllllON OF Al>MlNISTRATlVE AN·D EDUCATIONAL SEii.ViCES 

June 12, 1981 

Dear Superintendent; 

I am appreciative of your response to my preliminary 
survey that .pertained to the evaluation process of secondary 
public school principals that wa:a done in February, 1981. 
Presently, I am continuing to collect data for the same re-
search study, which is entitled "The Evaluation Criteria and 
!'rocedures E:mployed to Assess the .Performance of Secondary 
Public School Principals in Virginia". 

The enclosed questionnaire, which is being sent to all 
division supex:intendents is designed to generate data rela-
tive to the evaluation process of secondary public school 
principals in Virginia. The study is designed to determine 
the impo:rtanc.e of the evaluation criteria and procedures 
that a.re used to assess the performance' of secondary public 
school principals. 

Your cooperation, time, and assistance in completing 
this questionnaire are vital iri order for this study 'to be a 
success. I am cognizant of the many demands that are placed 
on your time,. and I am grateful to you for participating in 
this study. Time is a cJ;itical factor; therefore, please 
complete the questionnaire as soon as possible and forward 
it in the pre-addressed postage-paid return envelope. 

Thank you for your time, assistance, and cooperation. 

/pb 

Enclosures 

Very sincerely, 

James E. Rountree 
Graduate Student 

Glen I. Earthman 
Associate Professor 
Educational Administration 
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APPENDIX C 

DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT 
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EVALUATION CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES QUESTIONNAIRE 

Directions: Please try to answer all questions.. Those which 
may not correspond directly to your school division may be 
answered by selecting the alternative that comes closest. 

Results attained fr.om data in the study will be reported in 
summaries of responses and, in no case,, will identity of an 
·itldividual or school division be divulged. 

PART ! .... -Demographic Data 

Direc:tions: Please chec.k ( v ) the appro.pr.iate .item. 

1. In which type of administrative school division are you 
employed? 

....._.....,... ... a. County 

(If .s,, specify} 
--- b. City c. Other 

2. How many students are enrolled in your school division? 

a. 0 - 999 

b. 1,000 ... 3,499 

c. 3,500 - 9,999 

d. 10,000 - 30,000 

e. 30,001 and over 

3. How many years have you served as division superintendent 
of schools in Virginia? 

--- a. 

b. 

Q 

5 

4 

8 

c. 9 - 12 

d. 13 or more 
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PART II--Evaluation Data 

Directions: Please check ( v) the appropri.ate item. 

4. What type of instrument is employed to evaluate secondary 
principals? 

a. A checklist 

b. A narrative summary 

c. Both, a checklist and a narrative.summary 

d. ·Other (specify) 

5. Who formally: evaluates the secondary principals in your 
school division? 

a. Superintendent 

b. Assistant Superintendent 

__ .,.... c. Other (specify> ..... -----------------
6. How often is a formal written evaluation of secondary 

principals done? 

a. Annually 

b. semi-annually 

c • Quarterly 

d. Other (specify) 
--~- ---------------------------

7. Is a conference held after the evaluation has been com-
pleted? 

Yes No 

8. Please rank the purposes for the evaluation of secondary 
principals in your school division. Use numbers one 
through ten (l-10}. One (1) should represent the most 
important purpose and ten (10) should represent the least 
important purpose. 
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a. Improve task performance. 

b. ScJ;'.'een principals for promotion or demotion. 

c. Eliminate those who are incompetent. 

d. Differentiate administrative assignments. 

e. Grant merit or performance pay. 

f. Decide on tenure or permanent appointment. 

---- g. Increase productivity of the individual, the 
total management team, and the school division. 

___ h. tet the principal know exactly what is expected 
and how well the superintendent feels that ex-
pectations are met. 

i. Provide information related to the strengths 
and weaknesses of the pr.incipal in order to . 
develop in ... service and job upgrading programs. 

j. Provide informational input upon which wise 
management decisions can- .be made. 
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PART III--Questionnaire Regarding Criteria 

·Directions: The purpose of this part.of the questionnaire 
is to determine the importance of the criteria employed to 
evaluate second.ary public sc.hool principals. Please indi-
cate the degree of importance that you perceive these cri-.· 
teria to be by checking ( ../) one r~sponse for each item at 
tl;:'le right .of. e.ach statement o.n the rating s.cale~ 

Scale: VI = Very Important 
I = Important 

SI = Slightly :tmportant 
NI = Not Important 

9. Ann1,la1 School Plan.in the Ind.ividua,.l 
School· .. ~iiiJding 
The se¢on'Ciary principal: 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Assesses the current status of 
the annual school plan 

Determines the content of the 
a-nnual school plan. 

Makes t.he annual school plan 
consistent with the school 
Clistrict-wide plan 

Involves staff and community 
in the development of the an-
nual school plan 

Evaluates the annual school plan 

Implements the annual school plan 

10. Rancibook of.Policies~nd.P:tocedures 
· in the School 

The secondary principal: 

a. Determines the content of the 
handbook 

b. Develops a school handbook 

VI .I ... SI NI 
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10. (continued) 

c. 

d. 

Decides whom·to involve in pre-
paring the handbook 

uses the handbook after its com-
pletion 

l.l. C(J'qrdina,ting services .9'f :i;>ersons 
Working i!l the Scl:).ool · · 
The.· secondary ·priricipa,J,.; 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 
£. 

Inducts new employees into the 
school 

oevelops job descriptions for 
clarification 

Establishes work schedules 

Resolves work problems 

Develops an organizational chart 

Monitors work performance 

12. usase.of Instructional Materials and Equiptnen t · · · · · · · · ·· · · · 
The secondary principal: 

a. 

b. 

c •. 

d. 

Keeps abreast of trends in avail-
ability of materials and equip-
ment 

Secures materials and equipment 

Distributes materials and equip-
ment 

Monitors the use of materials 

13. Assigrunentof Pupils to Classes, 
Pro9rams,. and Activities 
The secondary principal: 

a. Assesses strengths and weaknesses 
of pupils 

VI SI NI 
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13. (continued) 

b.. Responds to wishes of pupils 
and parents 

c. Balances curricular and co-
curricular assignments 

d. Takes care of pupils with 
learning disabilities 

14. Evaluation o.f Pupil. Programs and 
Instructional Effectiveness 
The secondary principal: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Designs.realistic pupil evalu-
ation procedures 

Monitors teacher practices in 
pupil evaluation 

Analyzes causes of pupil f a.ilure 

d. Reduces incidence of pupil 
failure 

15. Instructional Supervision and Assis-
tance to Teachers 
The secondary principal: 

a. Develops a plan of supervision 

b. Allocates time for supervision 

c. Coordinates school level super-
vision with services from the 
central off ice 

d. Relates supervision to standards 
for classroom planning 

16. Cooperative Evaluation Program 

a. Determines rationale for an evalu-
ation program 

b. Develops evaluation procedures 

c. Applies evaluation procedures 

VI I SI NI 

.----. __........_ --. ,__....,_,_ 
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16 • (continued) 

d. Relates evaluation procedures to 
standards for classroom planning 
ana management 

e.. coordinates evaluation and-
supervisio.n 

17. :Susine.s$ a:rid F;i.11ance 
.The seCondary principal: 

a.. Follows the school division's 
guidelines in the management of 
school monies 

c. 

l!lnsures that systematic and 
auditable records are kept of all 
fund.s over which the school has 
c:ustody 

Allocates budget fun,ds based on 
evaluation of existing programs, 
exp.ressing program needs, and 
budget limitations 

18. School .P1a,.:nt 
The secondary principal: 

a. Interprets and enforces the 
school's policies and regulations 
regarding use of .buildings 

b. Works with appropriate.depart-
ments to ensure a neat and at-
tractive school plant 

c. 

d. 

Evaluates regular conditions of 
the school plant and submits re• 
quest for repairs, improvements, 
etc. · 

Plans with the custodial staff 

.. VI 

for the efficient operation .of the 
school plant 

I SI NI 
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19. School Community Relations 
The secondary principal: 

a. Provides opportunities which 
strengthen the lines of communi-
cation between home and school 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Interprets the school program and 
the policies and regulations to 
the community 

Develops systematic plans for in-
volving pupils, parents, staff, 
and others in curricular and in-
structional planning 

Is receptive to inquiries from 
parents regarding the school pro-
gram 

20. Professional Qualities and Growth 
The secondary principal: 

a. Seeks opportunities for prof es~ 
sional growth 

b. Accepts constructive criticism 

c. 

d. 

Is responsive to new ideas 

Demonstrates a sympathetic under-
standing of problems of others 

VI I SI NI 

--- ___.__. - -
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PART IV--Questionnaire Regarding Procedures 

Directions: The following are some procedures that are em-
ployed to gather data in order to determine if principals 
meet the evaluation criteria listed in the previous section 
of the questionnaire. Please indicate the degree of impor-
tance that you perceive these procedures to be by checking 
( } one response for each item at the right of each state-
ment .o.n the rating s.c.al.e ... 

Scale: VI = Very Important 
I = Important 

SI = Slightly Important 
NI = Not Important 

21. Data are gathered to make principals' evaluation by: 

a. 

b. 

Making personal school visits 
(superintendent) 

Employing central of.f ice person-
nel input 

c. ·Employing the principals' input 
(self evaluation) 

d. Assessing the annual appearance 
of the school 

e. Assessing the principals' gen-
eral personality 

f. Assessing the principals' ac-
complishment of predetermined 
administrative objectives 

g. Assessing the principalsl profi-
ciency to communicate with par-
ents 

h. Assessing the principals' per-
formance in supervising business 
and finance 

VI I SI NI 

--~·-·-·-~ 

--·- ---- ----- -·-.·-·-

-------~ 

----· ----. --- -----
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VI. I SI nI· 

21. {continued) 

i. Using data collected through ob-
servations of the superintendent 
and assistant superintendent - ------- -.-· - ----

j. Assessing the principals' profi-
ciency in supervising the school 
staff 

22. Overall, how important is the evaluation process of 
secondary principals in your school division? 

___ Very Important Important 

Slightly Important Not Important 

23. If there are comments that you wish to make regarding 
the evaluation criteria and procedures employed to 
assess the performance of secondary public school prin-
cipals, please indicate below. 

24. If you are interested in receiving a summary of this 
study, please check below. 

Yes No 

Reminder: Please return the Questionnaire in the pre-
addressed postage-paid envelope as soon as possible. 
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Al?PENOIX 0 

LETTER ':L'O REVIEW PANEL 



Dear 
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Martinsville, Virginia 
May, 1981 

I am a doctoral student in Educational Administration 
at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University in 
Blacksburg, Virginia. Presently, I am· engaged in a re-
search study that pertains to evaluation criteria and pro-
cedures employed to assess the performance of secondary 
public school principals in Virginia. The school division 
superintendent population has been selected to participate 
in this research study. 

Your assistance as a member of the "Review Panel" is 
needed to refine and validate these criteria that are em-
ployed as items on the questionnaire. The 11Panel 11 consists 
of three university professors, one division superintendent, 
and two high school principals. 

Enclosed please find the questionnaire. You are en-
couraged to make suggestions, comments, and/or recommenda-
tions on any part of the questionnaire, as your responses 
will be reflected in the final version. Please return the 
questionnaire to me as soon as possible in the pre-addressed 
postage~paid envelope. 

Thank you for your assistance, time, and cooperation. 

Enclosure 

Very sincerely, 

James E. Rountree 
Graduate Student 
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Al?PENI)IX E 

ROSTER. OF l?ANEL MEMBERS 

. ! 
I 

I 
. I 



ROSTER OF PANEL MEMBERS 

, Superintendent 
Salem City Schools 

Salem, VA 24153 

, Assistant Professor· 

Virgini.a Tech 
Blacksburg, VA 24060 

, Assistant Professor 

Virginia Tech 
Blacksburg, VA 24060 

, 
Bassett High School 

Principal 

Bassett, VA 24055 

, Associate Professor 

Virginia Tech 
Blacksburg, VA 24060 

, Principal 
Laurel Park High School 

Martinsville, VA 24112 
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APPENDIX F 

FOLLOW•Ol? LETTE'.R 



156 COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

'Blacksburg, Virginia 24061 
DIVISION Ol' 1\J>MlNISTRATIVE AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 

June 19; 1981 

Dear Superintendent: 

!f you have not completed and·returned the.questionnaire 
that I sent to you June 4, 1981, which pertains to the "Eval• 
uation Criteria and Procedures Employed to Assess the Perform'!"" 
ance of Secondary Public Sch.col Principals in Virginia," 
please do so now. I need your assistance and cooperation 
very much to make the·study a success. 

Another questionnaire and a p.re-addres·sed . postage•paid 
return envelope are enclosed for your consideration. You:i:; 
assist.ance in completing and returning it will be sincerely 
appreciated, and your responses will contribute to determin-
ing the importance of the evaluat.ion process of secondary 
public .school principals in Virginia. · 

Thank you for your time, assistanc:e, and cooperation. 

Enclost1re · 

Very sinc:::erely, 

James E. ;Rountree 
Graduate Student 

·I 
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APPENDIX G 

TABLES CONTAINING ALL FREQUENCIES 
AND P!RCENTAGES OF RESPONSES 
REGARDING TE'.E SOQ EVA;LUATION 

CRITERIA 



TABLE 1'5 

Frequencies and Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance 
of the Annual School Plan in the Individual School-' Building Evaluation Criteria 

as Reported by Division Sup~rintendents in Virginia 
(N = 105) 

Annual School Plan Type of .Response 
The secondary principal: very c I -- ---1·· Slightly .,. Not 

ImpoYt.5:t!ltf Impo~_tant .· .. I1nportan"t; Important 

a. Assesses the current status of the 
annual school plan 

.b. Determines the content of the annual -
school plan 

c. Makes the annual school plan consis-
tent with the school district-wide 
plan 

d. Involves staff and community in the 
development of the annual school plan 

e. Evaluates the annual school plan 

f. Implements the annual school plan 

49 
47% 

41 
39% 

65 
62% 

59 
56% 

56 
53% 

71 
68% 

:Pirst entry in column represents frequency. 
Second entry in column represents percentage. 

51 
49% 

55 
52% 

35 
33% 

40 
38% 

44 
42% 

31 
30% 

5 
5% 

9 
9% 

5 
5% 

4 
4% 

5 
5% 

3 
3% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

2 
2% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest whole number and may not equal 
100%. 

---- ---------------- -- -- - ----------

.. ·.;• 

t-' 
Ul 
00 



TABLE 16 

Frequencies and Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance 
of the Handbook of Policies and Procedures in the School Evaluation Criteria 

as Reported by Division Superintendents in Virginia 
(N = 105) 

Handbook of Policies and Procedures Type of Response 
.The secondary principal: Very Slightly Not 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Important 

Determines the content of the hand- 48 
book 46% 

Develops a school handbook 52 
50% 

Decides whom to involve in preparing 42 
the handbook 40% 

Uses the handbook after its comple- 72 
ti on 69% 

First entry in column represents frequency. 
Second entry in column represents percentage. 

Important 

48 
46% 

47 
45% 

52 
50% 

31 
30% 

Important Important 

9 0 
9% 0% 

6 0 
6% ' 0% 

10 1 
10% 1% 

2 0 
2% 0% 

Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest whole number and may not equal 
100%. 

I-' 
(JI 

"° 



TABLE 17 

Frequencies and Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of Coordinating 
Services of Persons Working in the School Evaluation Criteria as .Reported by Division 

· Superintendents. in Virginia 
(N = 105) 

. ' ... - .... ' ' 

Coordinating .services of Persons Working ' ' 

:in the School Very 
The secondary prin:c::ipal: ' . ' · · .Important 

.. 

a. Inducts new employees into the school 64 
61% 

b. Develops job deacriptions for clari~ 43 
f ication 4.1% 

c. Establishes work schedules .57 
54% 

d. Resolves work problems 70 
67% 

e. Develops an organizational chart 33 
31% .. 

' f. Monitors work performance 77 
73% 

First entry in column represents frequency. 
Second entry in column represents percentage. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' . 

· Type of· Response· 
·Slightly. Not 

:Imp-Ortant 'ImP.ortant · Importat1t 

39 2 0 
37% 2% 0% 

50 11 1 
48% 10% 1% 

44 4 0 
42% 4% 0% 

34 l 0 
32% 1% 0% 

49 22 1 
47% 21% 1% 

26 2 0 
25% 2% 0% 

Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest whole number and may :not equal 
100%. 

I-" 
()'\ 
0 



TABLE 18 

Frequencies and Percentages of RespQnses Regarding the Importance of 
Ensuring the Effective Usage of Instructional Materials and Equipment 

Evaluation Criteria as Reported by Division Superintendents in Virginia 
(N = 105) 

Ensuring the Effective Usage of Instruc~ Type of Response 
tional Materials and Equipment Very Slightly Not 
•rhe secondary principal: Important Important Important Important 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Keeps abreast of trends in availabil- 34 
ity of materials and equipment 32% 

Secures materials and equipment 25 
24%" 

Distributes materials and equipment 25 
24% 

Monitors the use of materials 29 
28% 

First entry in column represents frequency. 
Second entry in column represents percentage. 

-

61 9 1 
58% 9% 1% 

61 18 1 
58% 17% 1% 

49 25 6 
47% 24% 6% 

50 23 3 
48% 22% 3% 

Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest whole number and may not equal 
100%. 

I-' 
(j\ 

I-' 



'rABLE 19: 

Frequencies and Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of 
Assigning Pupils to Classes, Programs, and Activities Evaluation Criteria 

as Reported by Division Superintendents in Virginia 
(N = 105) 

. ' 

Assigning Pupils to Classes, Programs, Type of Response 
·and Activities .. very ·.Slightly Not 
The secondarv Principal: ·· TmPortant Impo·rtan·t Important 'Important 

·a. 

b. 

:C • 

-a. 

Assesses strengths and wect.knesses 49 
of pupils 47% 

Responds to wishes of pupils and 30 
parents 29% 

Balances curricular and .co-curri- 49 
cular assignments 47% 

Takes care of pupils w,i th learning 39 
disabilities 37% 

First entry in column represents frequency. 
Second entry in column represents percentage. 

42 13 1 
40% 12% 1% 

55 18 2 
52% 17% 2% 

54 2 0 
51% 2% 0% 

59 5 2 
56% 5% 2% 

Percentages have been roun.ded off to the nearest whole number and may not equal 
100%. 

---------- -- ----------· 

I-' 
CTI 
N 



TABLE 20 

Frequencies and Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of 
the Evaluation· of Pupil Progress and Instructional Effectiveness Evaluation Criteria 

as Reported by Division Superintendents in Virginia 
(N ~ 105) . 

Evaluation of Pupil Progress and Instruc-
~ional Effectiveness I Very 
The seconda,ry principal: 'Important 

a. Designs realistic pupil evaluation 53 
procedures 50% 

b. Monitors teacher practices in pupil 53 
evaluation 50% 

·C • Analyzes causes of pupil failure 56 
53% 

d. Reduces incidence of pupil failure 45 
43% 

First entry in column represents frequency. 
Second entry in column represents percentage. 

Type of Response 
Slightly Not 

· In,tportant :tnmortant Important 

44 8 0 
42% 8% 0% 

50 2 0 
48% 2% 0% 

44 5 0 
42% 5% 0% 

49 9 2 
47% 9% 2% 

' 

Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest whole number and may not equal 
100%. 

I-' 
O"'I 
w 
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TABLE 21 

Frequencies and Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of 
Instructional Supervision and Assistance to Teachers Evaluation Criteria 

as Reported by Division Superintendents in Virginia 
(l\l = 1G5) 

.. 
.. 

.rnstructional Supervision and Assistance Type of Resoon.se 
to Teachers Very 
·The secondary prinicipal: 'Important. 

.a. Develops a plan of supervision 80 
76% 

.b. Allocates time for supervision 82 
78% 

.c. Coordinates school level supervision 57 
with services fro:m the central office 54% 

' ; 

d. Relates supervision to standards for 57 
classroom planning 54% 

. . , . · ... , , . 
,. 

First entry in column represents frequency. 
Second entry in column represents percentage. 

Slightly . Not 
. Imp·ortant · Important • ·important 

24 0 0 
23% 0% 0% 

23 0 0 
22% 0% 0% 

44 4 0 
42% 4% (}:% 

46 2 0 
44% 2% 0% 

' . . . . . .. . . . . 

Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest whole number and may not equal 
100%. . 

r' 
O'i 
~ 



TABLE 22 

E'reguencies and Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of 
a Cooperative Evaluation Program Evaluation Criteria as Reported by 

Division Superintendents in Virginia 
(N = 105) 

Cooperative Evaluation Program Type of Response 
The secondary principal: Very 

·a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Important 

Determines the rationale for an 35 
evaluation program 33% 

Develops evaluation procedures 40 
38% 

Applies evaluation procedures 56 
53% 

Relates evaluation procedures to 50 
standards for classroom planning 48% 
and management 

Coordinates evaluation and super- 66 
vision 63% 

First entry in column represents frequency. 
Second entry in column represents percentage. 

Slightly 
Important Important 

61 9 
58% 9% 

55 10 
52% 10% 

46 3 
44% 3% 

-
52 3 
50% 3% 

37 2 
35% 2% 

Not 
Important 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest whole number and may not equal 
100%. 

I-' 
O"I 
U1 
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APPENDIX H 

.TAl3LES CONTAINING ALL FREQUENCIES 
.ANO PERCENTAGES OF Rl~:SPONSES REGARDING 

THE NON-SOQ EVALUATION CR!TEJUA 

I 
I : 



TABLE 23 

Frequencies and Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of 
Business and Finance Evaluation <::riteria as Reported by Division 

Superintendents in Virginia · 

:Business and Finance 
The secondary principal: 

{N = 105) 

T~Ee· of ResEonse 
very · ·. ts lightly Not 

Itnoo·rtant · Im ortant· -:tm·. ortant Im·prtant 

a. Follows the· school division's guide-
lines in the management of school 
monies 

b. Ensures that systematic and audit-
able records are kept of .all funds 
over which the school has custody 

c. Allocates budget funds based on 
evaluation of existing programs, ex ... 
pressed program needs, and budget 
limitations 

,First entry in column represents frequency. 

81 
77% 

83 
79% . 

76 
72% 

Second entry in column represents percentage. 

22 
21% 

l 21 
20% 

l 29' 
28% 

2 0 
2% 0% 

t I l . 0 
1% 0% 

l . 0 1. 0 
" . 0% 0% 

Percentages have been rounded. off to the nearest whole nu.mber and may not equ.al 
100%. 

- --------------- -- ------ - -- ------------------------

t ...... 
I °' -...J 



TABLE 24 

Frequencies and Percentages of Respons.es Regarding the Importance of 
School Plant Evaluation Criteria as Reported by 

Division Superintendents in Virginia 
(N = 105) 

:school Plant Type of Respons~ 
The secondary principal: Very ·slightly Not 

·a. 

b. 

.c. 

d. 

Important :J;mportant ·rmportant Important 

Interprets and enforces the school's 63 40 2 0 
policies and regulations regarding 61% 38% 15!, 0 0% 
use of the building 

Works with appropriate departments 59 45 1 0 
to ensure a neat and attractive 56% 43% 1% 0% 
school plant 

' 
Evaluates regul.ar conditions of the 55 47 3 0 
school plant and submits requests 52% 45% 3% 0% 
for repairs, improvements, etc. 

Plans with the custodial staff for 54 48 3 0 
the.efficient operation of the 51% 46% 3% 0% 
school plant - .. 

First entry in column represents frequency. 
Second entry in column represents percentage. . 
Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest whole number and may not equal 

100%. 

I-' 
;::r, 
00 



'!'ABLE 25 

Frequencies and Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of 
School Community Relations Evaluation Criteria as Reported by 

Division Superintendents in Virginia 
. (N = 105) 

:school Community Relations Type of Response 
:The secondary principal: . Very 

:a. 

b. 

.c. 

a. 

Important 

Provides opportunities which 78 
strengthen the lines of communi- ~14% 

cation between home and school 

Interprets the school program and 71 
the policies and regulations to 68% 
the community 

/ 

Develops systematic plans for in- 56 
valving pupilst parents, staff, and 53% 
others in curricular and instruc-
tional planning· .· 

Is receptive to inquiries from 67 
parents regarding the school program 64% 

.. 

First entry in column represents frequency. 
Second entry in column represents percentage. 

Slightly 
Important Important 

27 0 
26% 0% 

34 0 
32% 0% 

46 3 
44% 3% 

37 1 
35% 1% 

Not 
Important 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

Percentages have been rounded C>f f to the nearest whole number and may not equal 
100%. 

f-' 
O'I 
l.O 



TABLE 26 

Frequencies and Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of 
Professional Growth Evaluation Criteria as Reported by 

Division Superintendents in Virginia 
(N = 105) 

Professional Qualities and Growth Type of Response 
The secondary principal: Very 

.a. 

b. 

.c. 

a. 

Important 

Seeks opportunities for professional 51 
growth 49% 

Accepts constructive criticism 58 
55% 

Is respons~ve to new ideas 53 
50% 

Demonstrates a sympathetic under- 59 
standing of problems of others 56% 

First entry in column represents frequency. 
Second entry in column represents percentage. 

Slightly 
Important Important 

52 - 2 
50% 2% 

47 0 
45% 0% 

51 1 
49% 1% 

42 4 
40% 4% 

Not 
Important 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

Percentages hav~ been rounded off to the nearest whole number and may not equal 
100%. 

I-' 
-....) 

0 
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APPENDIX I 

TABLE CONTAINING ALL FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES 
REGARDING THE IMPORTANCE OF THE PROCEDURES EMPLOYED 

TO GATHER DATA TO MAKE PRINCIPALS' EVALUATIONS 



TABLE 27 

Frequencies and Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of 
Procedures Employed to Gather Data to Make Secondary 

Principals' Evaluations in Virginia 
(N = 105) 

21. · Data Are Gathered to Make Principals' 
Evaluations by: Type of Response 

Very ·1 J Slfghtly l Not 
Tm:portant·rmportan:tTm:portant ·Important 

a. Making personal schciol visits 
(superintendent) 

b. Employing central office per-
sonnel input 

c. Employing the principals' input 
(self-evaluation) · 

d. Assessing the annual appearance 
of the school 

e. Assessing the principals' gen-
eral personality' 

f. Assessing the principals; accom-
plishment of predetermined admin..,. 
istrative objectives 

67 
64% 

37 
35% 

55 
52% 

24 
23% 

20 
19% 

67 
64% 

31 
30% 

63 
60% 

41 
39% 

75 
71% 

56 
53% 

34 
32% 

6 
6% 

4 
4% 

5 
5% 

6 
6% 

28 
27% 

4 
4% 

1 
1% 

1 
1% 

4 
4% 

0 
0% 

l 
1% 

0 
0% 

""" -...J 
t:V 



21. 

·. 

TABLE 27 - Continued 

Data Are Gathered to Make Principals' 
Evaluations by: · Very 

g. 

h. 

i. 

j. 

. . ... · :-rmportant 

Assessing the principals' prof i..,. 61 
ciency to coR\Rlunicate with 58% 
parents 

Assessing the principals' per- 68 
formance in supervising busi- 65% 
ness and finance 

Using data collected through 57 
observations of the superintend- 54% 
ent and assistant superintendent 

Assessing the principals' profi- 83 
ciency in supervising the school 79% 
staff 

First entry :ln column represents frequency. 
Second entry in column r~preseQts percentage. 

Type of Response 
Slightly Not 

Important . Important Important 

43 1 0 
41%. 1% 0% 

36 l 0 
34% 1% 0% 

45 3 0 
43% 3% 0% 

22 0 0 
21% 0% 0% 

Percentages have been rounded off to- the nearest whole number and may not 
equal 100%. 

I-' 
-...) 

w 
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APPENDIX J 

TABLE CONTAINING ALL FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES 
REGARDING THE PURPOSES OF THE EVALUATION 

OF SECONDARY PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 



TABLE 28 

Frequencies and Percentages of Responses of Division Superintendents' 
Ranking of Purposes for the Evaluation of Secondary Public 

School Principals in Virginia 
(N = 105) 

Ranks of Responses 
Purposes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

* Improve task performance 53 18 19 4 8 0 0 1 
50% 17% 18% 4% 8% 0% 0% 1% 

Screen principals for promotion 0 0 ·2 1 .4 12 34 29 
or demotion 0% 0% 2% 1% 4% 12% 32% 28% 

Eliminate those who are incom- 1 2 1 5 11 21 20 14 
petent 1% 2% . 1% 5% 10% 20% 19% 13% 

Differentiate administrative 0 1 ·o 2 7 28 18 16 
assignments 0% 1% . 0% 2% 7% 27% 17% 15% 

** Grant merit or performance pay 0 1 .l 2 2 3 3 8 
0% 1% 1% 2% 2% 3% 3% 8% 

Decide on tenure or permanent 0 3 1 1 6 17 22 24 
appointment 0% 3% 1% 1% 6% 16% 21% 23% 

Increase productivity of the 34 34 14 13 6 1 2 1 
individual, the total manage- 32% 32% 13% 12% 6% 1% 2% 1% 
ment team, and the school 
division 

9 

2 
2% 

18 
17% 

18 
17% 

27 
26% 

15 
14% 

22 
21% 

0 
0% 

10 

0 
0% 

4 
4% 

12 
11% 

6 
6% 

70 
67% 

9 
9% 

0 
0% 

I-' 
--J 
U1 



TABLE 28 - Continued 

•'•. ' ... Ranks· ·o·f Refs·p·o:ns:es: · · ·· · · 
. P:µrposes . 1 .· . 2 . ~ 3: : 4 .. • 5 · . ' . fr :·7 8. 9 10 

I . 

· Let the principal know exactly. tl :20 28 :i 7 t7. 7 2 1 I 
. what is expected and how well 10% :19% 27% .16% 16% . ·1% : 2% . 1% 1% 
. · the superintendent feels that 

expectations are met 

Provide information related to ·4 ·16 :27 36 14 2 i+ 2 3 0 
the strengths and weaknesses of 4% :15% ·26% .34% 13% 2% 2% 3% 0% 
the principal in order to de-
velop in-service and job up-
grading programs 

Provide information input upon 2 ·10 . 12 24 30 16 3 6 1 
which wise management decisions 2% 10% 11% :23% 29% t5% ·3% 6% :1% 
can be inade 

... . . . . . . . . . . . . ' . . . . . . : 

First entry in column represents frequency. 
Second entry in column represents percenta9es. 
Percentages have been rounded off to the nea:rest whole number and may not equal 

100%. 

1 
. 1% 

1 
. 1% 

·I 
: 1% 

* Denotes the most important purpose for the evaluation of secondary public school 
principals. 

** Denotes the least important purpose for the evaluation of s·econdary public;: school 
principals. 

-' 

.... 
·'J 
O'i 
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APPENDIX K 

TABLE CONTAINlNG ALL FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES 
OF RESPONSES REGARDING THE IMPORTANCE OF 

THE OVERALL·· EVALUA'J'.'ION PROCESS 



TABLE 29 

Frequencies and Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of the 
Overall Evaluation Process of Secondary Public School Principals in Virginia 

(N = 105) 

Type o·f, Respons·e: 
Question Very 1· · ( Slightly t:-:Not. 

Impor-t'at1t Important. ·Important ( .. J.mportant 

Overall, how important is the evaluation 
process of secondary public schbol prin-
~ipals? · 

57 
54% 

47 
45% 

----------

1 
1% 

0 
0% 

..... 
-.J 
00 
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APPENDIX L 

TABLES CONTAINING ALL NON""".SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 
RELATIVE TO SUB-QUESTION FIVE 



18-0 

TABLE 30 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size._ .(Enrollment) and Division Superintendents 1 

Responses to the Importance of the Annual School Plan in the 
Individual School Evaluation Criteria 

Source of Var.i.ance. DF. SS MS F p 

Between Groups 4 50.48 12.62 1.90 0.11 
Within Groups 100 661.74 6.61 
Total 104 712.22 

Alpha Level = .05 

TABLE 31 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size (Enrollment) and Division Superintendents' 
Responses to the Importance of the Handbook of Policies and 

Procedures in the School Evaluation Criteria 

Source of. Var.ianc.e. 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

Alpha ·Level 

DF 

4 
100 
104 

= .05 

SS MS F 

7.13 1.78 0.51 
345.91 3.45 
353.04 

TABLE 32 

p 

0.72 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size. (Enrollment) and Division Superintendents 1 

Responses to the Importance of the Coordinating Services of 
Persons Working in the School Evaluation Criteria 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between G:roups 4 41.92 10.48 1.76 0.14 
Within G:roups 100 593.64 5.93 
'l'otal 10.4 635. 56 

Alpha Level = .05 
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TABLE 33 

One-way Allalysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size_ {Enrollment) and Division Superintendents' 
Respon~es to the Importance of Ensuring Effective Usage of 
Instructional Materials and Equipment Evaluation Criteria 

. . . . . : , . . .. ·, ': . ~ . . . . '. . . . : . . . . . . . . . . : . . . . . . . . . 

. S.o.ur.ce .o.f. :V:ar.i.anc:e . . DF ..... .SS. 

Between Groups 4 
With.in Groups 100 

. To.tal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 1.0.4. 

23. 20. 
550.36 

. :57.3.56. 
Alpha Level = .05 

TABLE 34 

MS ... 

s.so 
5.50 

.. F. 

l.05 

p 

0.38 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
:Oivi.sion Size .. {Enrollment)· and Division Superintendents' 
Responses to the Importance :to the Assignment of Pupils to 
Classes, Programs, and Activities Evaluation Criteria 

. S.o.ur.c.e .o.f. Var.iance .. DF .. SS 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

.. T.otal ... 
Alpha Level 

4 
100 

. . 104 

= .0$ 

9.15 
292.98 
.30.2.13 

TABLE 35 

2.28 
2.92 

0.78 

p 

0.54 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Di vision Size (Enrollment} and Pi vision Superintendents'·. 
Responses to the Importance of Evaluati9I1 of Pupil Progress 

and Instructional Effectiveness Evaluatio.n Criteria 

source of Vari.anc.e DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 4 20.25 5.06 1.45 0.22 
Within Groups 100 347.59 3.47 
T.otal. 104 367 •. 84 

Alpha Level = .05 

., 

i 
I 
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TABLE 36 

One'""'Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size (Enrollment) and Division Superintendents' 
Responses to the Business and Finq.nce Evaluation Criteria 

Source of Var.ian.c.e DF .. SS 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total. 

4 
100 

. . 104 
Alpha Level = .05 

1.96 
152. 09 

.. 15.4. 05 . 

TABLE 37 

MS 

0.49 
1.52 

F 

0.32 

p 

0.86 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size (Enrollment} and Division Superintendep.ts' 

Responses to the School Plant Evaluation Criteria 

.Source o.f Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 4 9.06 2.26 0.62 0.64 
Within Groups 100 365.56 3.65 
T.otal. 104 374.62 

Alpha Level = .05 

TABLE 38 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size (Enrollment) and Division Superintendents' 
Responses to the Importance of Instructional Supervision 

and Assistance to Teachers Evaluation Criteria 

Source of Variance. DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 4 9.30 2.32 0.91 0.45 
Within Groups 100 254.54 2.54 
T.otal 104 263. 84 

Alpha Level = .05 
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TABLE 39 

One-way Analysis of Variance of Dif:f;erences :aetween School 
Division Size_ {Enrollment) and Division Supe)::"intendents' 
Responses to the School community Relations Evaluation Cri-

. S.o.ur.ce o.f. Var.i.anc.e. 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
11'.otal ... 

·DF .. 

4 
100 
104 

Alpha Level = · • O 5 

teria 

. SS 

16.75 
219.21 
23.5. •. 9 6 

. MS 

4.19 
2.19 

1.91 

p 

O.ll 
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APPENDIX M 

TABLES CONTAINING ALL NON-SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 
RELATIVE TO SUB-QUESTION SIX 



.1$5 

TABLE 40 

One-Way Analysi$ of Variance of Differences Between School 
DJ.vision Size.: (Enrollment) and Making Persona;J. school Vis-
its (Superintendent) EvaluationProcedure Employed to Gather 

Data to Make Principals' Evaluations 

source of. va.r:iance . 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
T.otal, · 

. DF., SS 

4 0.41 
100 43.43 

. . l-0 4 . . . 4.3 •. 84: 
Alpha Level = .os 

TABLE 41 

MS . 

0.10 
0.43 

F. 

0.23 

p 

0.91 

One .... way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size · {Enrollment)·· and Employing the central Office 
Personnel Input Evaluation Procedure Used to Gather Data to 

Make Principals' Evaluations · 

Source of va.riahce 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
T.otal 

·Alpha Level 

DF 

4 
l.00 
104 

= .05 

SS 

0 .61 
35.23 
35.84 

'l'.ABLE 42 

MS 

··0.152 
0.352 

F 

0.43 

p 

0.78 

one-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size (Enrollment) and Employing Principals' Input 
(Self-Evaluation} Evaluation Procedure Used to Gather Data 

to Make Principals' Evaluations 

S.ourc.e of variance 

Between G:toups 
Within Groups 

.. T.o.tal 

DF 

4 
100 

. 104 
· Alpha Level ..... 05 · 

SS 

4.73 
54.46 

. 59 •. 19 . 

MS 

1.18 
0.54 

F p 

2.17 0.07 

i 

I 
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TABLE 43 

One-Way .Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size: (Enrollment} and Assessing the Annual Appear-
ance of the School Evaluation Procedure Employed to Gather 

Data to Make Principals' Evaluations 

Source of Var.ianee DF. SS 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

4 
100 
104 

Alpha Level = .05 

0.25 
26.()6 
26.91 

TABLE 44 

MS 

0.06 
0.26 

.. F 

0.23 

p. 

0.91 

One•Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size .. {Enrollment} and Assessing the Principals' 
General Personality Evaluation Procedure Em.ployed to Gather 

Data to Make Principals' Evaluations 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 4 1.51 0.377 0.76 0.55 
Within Groups 100 49.53 0.495 
Total l-04 51.04 

Alpha Level .05 

TABLE 4.5 
; 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size {Enrollment) and Assessing the Principals' 
Proficiency to Communicate with Parents Evaluation Procedure 

Employeq to Gather Data to Make Principals' Evaluations 

. Source of Variance . . . DF .S.S. .. MS. F p 

Between Groups 4 0.74 0.18 0.69 0.60 
Within Groups 100 26.97 0.26 
Total 10.4 .27. 71 

Alpha Level = .05 · 
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TABLE 46 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size (Enrollment} and Assessing the Principals' 
Performance in Supervising the Business and Finance Evalu-

ation :Procedure Employed to Make Principals' Evaluations 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 4 1.42 0.356 1.43 0.22 
Within. Groups 100 24.82 0 .248 
Total 104 26.24 

Alpha Level = .05 

TABLE 47 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size (Enrollment) and Using Data Collected Through 
Observations of the Superintendent and Assistant Superintend-

ent Procedure Employed to Make Principals' Evaluations 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 4 0.94 0.236 0.75 0.55 
Within Groups 100 31.28 0.312 
Total 104 32.22 

Alpha Level = .05 
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TABLE 48 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years of Ser--
vice and Responses to the Degrees of Importance of the Annual 
Plan Evaluation Criteria Employed to Evaluate Secondary Prin-

Source of Vari.ance. 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
T.otal 

Alpha Level 

DF 

3 
101 
104 

= .05 

cipals 

SS 

1.51 
710.71 
712.22 

TABLE 49 

MS F. p 

a.so 0. 72 0.97 
7.03 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years of Ser-
vice and Responses to the Degrees of Importance of the Hand-
book of Policies and Procedures Evaluation Criteria Employed 

to Evaluate Secondary Principals 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 14.50 4.83 1.44 0. 23 
Within Groups 101 338.54 3.35 
Total 104 353. 04 

Alpha Level = .05 

TABLE 50 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years of Ser-
vice and Responses to the Degrees of Importance of the Coor-
dinating Services of Persons Working in the School Evaluation 

Criteria Employed to Evaluate Secondary Principals 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 18.05 6.01 0.98 0.40 
Within Groups 101 617.51 6.11 
Total 104 635.56 

Alpha Level = .05 
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APPENDIX N 

TABLES CONTAINING ALL NON-SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 
RELATIVE TO SUB-QUESTION SEVEN 
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TABLE 51 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years of Ser ... 
vice and Responses to the Degrees of Importance of the Usage 
of Instructional Materials and Equipment Evaluation Criteria 

Employed to Evaluate Secondary Principals 

Source o.f variance. 

Between Gr011ps 
Within Groups 

.. T.otal 
Alpha Level= 

. D.F 

3 
101 
104 

.05 

SS MS F . 

31.25 10.41 1.94 
542.31 5.36 
.573 • .5.6 

TABLE 52 

p 

0.12 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years of Ser ... 
vice and Responses to·the Degrees of Importance of the As ... 
signment of Pupils to Classes, Programs, and Activities 
Evaluation Criteria Employed to Evaluate Secondary Principals 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 6.97 2.32 0.79 0.49 
Within Groups 101 295.16 2.92 
Total 104 302.13 

Alpha Level = .05 

TABLE 53 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years of Ser ... 
vice and Responses to the Degrees of Importance of the Evalu-
ation of Pupils 1 Progress and Instructional Effectiveness 
Evaluation Criteria Employed to Evaluate Secondary Principals 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 11.47 3.82 1.08 0.35 
Within Groups 101 356.37 3.52 
Total 104 367.84 

Alpha Level = .05 
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TABLE 54 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
and Responses to the Degrees of Importance of the Instruc-
tional Supervision and Assistance to Teachers Evaluation Cri.,. 

teria Employed to Evaluate Secondary Principals 

Source of. Varianc.e DF .. . SS 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
.T.otal 

3 
101 

.. 1.04 

Alpha Level = .05 

3.80 
260.04 
263 .84 

TABLE 55 

MS 

1.26 
2.57 

0.49 

p 

0.68 

One-Way Analysis.of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
and Responses to the Degrees of J;mportance of the Coopera-
tive Evaluation Program Evaluation Criteria Employed to 

Evaluate Secondary Principals 

Sourc.e of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 10.09 3.36 0.64 0.58 
Within Groups 101 524.95 5.19 
Total 104 535.04 

Alpha Level = .05 

TABLE 56 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
and Responses to the Degrees of Importance of the Business 
and Finance Evaluation Criteria Employed to Evaluate Second-

ary Principals 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 4.73 1.57 1.06 0.36 
Within Groups 101 149.31 1.47 
T.otal 104 154.05 

Alpha Level = .05 
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TABLE 57 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
and Responses to the Degrees of Importance of the School 
Plant Evaluation Criteria Employed to Evaluate Secondary 

S<:>urce .of. Vari.ance 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

Alpha Level = 

Principals 

DF. 

3 
101 
104 

.OS 

SS 

16.70 
357.92 
374.62 

TABLE 58 

MS F p 

5.56 1.57 0.20 
3.54 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
and Responses to the Degrees of Importance of the School com-
munity Relations Evaluation C.riteria Employed .. to Evaluate 

Secondary Principals 

Source Of. variance. DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 5.74 1.91 0.84 0.47 
Within Groups 101 230.22 2.27 
.T.otal 104 235. 96 

Alpha Level = .05 

TABLE 59 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
and Responses to th&begrees of Importance of the Profes-
sional Qualities and Growth Evaluation Criteria Employed to 

Evaluate Secondary Principals 

Source of variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 11.22 3.74 1.15 0.33 
Within Groups 101 328.62 3.25 
Total 104 339. 8 4 

Alpha Level = .05 
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APPENDIX 0 

TABLES CONTAINING ALL NON-SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 
RELATIVE TO SUB-QUESTION EIGHT 
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TABLE 60 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
and Responses to Making Personal School Visits (Superintend-
ent) Evaluation Procedure Employed to Gather Data to Make 

Principals' Evaluations 

Source of Vari.ance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 1.44 0.48 1.14 0.33 
Within Groups 101 42.40 0.42 
Total 104 43.84 

Alpha Level = .05 

TABLE 61 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
and Responses to Employing the Central Off ice Personnel Input 
Evaluation Procedure to Gather Data to Make Principals' Evalu-

ations 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 0.76 0 .25 0.73 0.53 
Within Groups 101 35.08 0.34 
Total 104 35.84 

Alpha Level = .05 

TABLE 62 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
and Responses to Employing Principals' Input (Self-Evaluation) 
Evaluation Procedure Used to Gather Data to Make Principals' 

Evaluations 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 1.11 0.37 0.64 0.58 
Within Groups 101 58.08 0.57 
Total .104 59.19 

Alpha L<Z:V<:21 = .05 
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TABLE 63 

One--Way Analysis of variance of Differences in Years Served 
and Responses to Assessing the Annual Appearance of the 
School Evaluation Procedure Employed to Gather Data to Make 

Principals' Evaluations 

Source of Var.i.anc.e. DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 1.69 0.565 2.26 0.08 
Within Groups 101 25.22 0.249 
Total 104 2.6.91 

Alpha Level = .05 

TABLE 64 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
and Responses to Assessing the Principals' Accomplishment of 
Predetermined Administrative Objectives Procedure Employed 

to Gather Data to Make Principals' Evaluations 

Source of Vari.a.nee DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 2.23 0.74 2.41 0.07 
Within Groups 101 30.97 0.30 
Total 104 33. 20 

Alpha Level = .05 

TABLE 65 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
and Responses to Assessing the Principals' General Personal-
ity Evaluation Procedure Employed .to Gather Data to Make 

Principals' Evaluations 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 1.53 0.51 1.04 0.37 
Within Groups 101 49.51 0.49 
Total 104 51.04 

Alpha Level = .05 
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TABLE 66 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
.and Responses to Assessing the Principals' Proficiency to 
Communicate with Parents Procedure Employed to Gather Data 

to Make Principals' Evaluations 

Source of Var.iance . 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
T.otal 

Alpha Level = 

DF. 

3 
101 
104. 

.05 

SS 

0.14 
27.57 
27.71 

TABLE 67 

MS 

0.047 
0.273 

F p 

0.17 0.91 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
and Responses to Assess the Principals' Proficiency in Su-
pervising the School Staff Procedure Employed to Gather Data 

to Make Principals' Evaluations 

Source of Variance DF. SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 1.17 0.39 2.43 0.06 
Within Groups 101 16.21 0 .16 
T.otal 104 17 • .39 

Alpha Level = .05 

TABLE 68 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
and Responses to Assessing the Principals' Performance in 
Supervising Business and Finance Procedures Employed to 

Gather Data to Make Principals' Evaluations 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 3 0.14 0.048 0.18 0.90 
Within Groups 101 26.10 0.258 
Total 104 26.24 

Alpha Level = .05 
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TABLE 69. 

One-way Analysis of Variance of Differences in Years Served 
anCi Responses to Using Data Collected Through Observations 
of the Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent Employed 

to Gather Data to Make Principals' Evaluations· 

.. S.o:urc.e. o.f. Var.i.anc.e 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

.. T,o.tal:. . ..... 

DF 

3 
101 

. . 104.; 
Alpha Level = .05 

SS. . MS. .F 

0.52 0.17 o.ss 
31.70 0.31 
.3.2. • .22 

0.64 
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APPENDIX P 

'l'ABL.ES CONTAINING SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 
RELATIVE TO SUB-QUESTION FIVE 
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TABLE 70 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School 
Division Size (Enrollment) and Division Superintendents' 
Responses to the Cooperative Evaluation Program Evaluation 

Criteria 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 4 51.96 12.99 2.68* 0.04 
Within Groups 100 483.08 4.83 
Total 104 535.04 

*Significant at the .05 alpha level 

TABLE 71 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School Di-
vision Size (Enrollment) and Division Superintendents'Respon-
ses to the Professional Qualities and Growth Evaluation'Cri-

Source of Variance 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

DF 

4 
100 
104 

teria 

SS 

41.98 
297.86 
339.84 

*Significant at the .05 alpha level 

MS 

10.49 
2.97 

F 

3.52* 

p 

0.00 
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APPENDIX Q 

TAl3LES CONTAINING SI(iNIFICANT FINDINGS 
RELATIVE,TO SOB-QUESTION SIX 
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TABLE 72 

One•Way Analysis of Variance of Differences ~etween School Di-
vision Size (Enrollment) and Assessing the Principals' Accom-
plishment of Predetermined Administrative Objectives Evalu ... 

ation Procedure Employed to Make Principals' Evaluations 

source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 4 3.77 0.944 3.21* 0.01 
Within Groups 100 29.42 0.294 
Total 104 33.19 

*Significant at the .05 alpha level 

TABLE 73 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Between School Di-
vision Size (Enrollment) and Assessing the Principals' Profi-
ciency in Supervising the School Staff Evaluation Procedure 

Employed to Make Principals' Evaluations 

Source of Variance DF SS MS F p 

Between Groups 4 1.60 0.40 2.54* 0.04 
Within Groups 100 15.79 0.15 
Total 104 17.39 

*Significant at the .05 alpha level 
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Problem 

THE EV~~LUATION CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES EMPLOYED 
TO ASSESS THE PERFORMANCE OF SECONDARY PUBLIC 

SCHOOL PRINCIPALS IN VIRGINIA 

by 

James Earl Rountree 

(ABSTRACT) 

Advisor: Dr. Glen I. Earthman 

The problem of this study was to ascertain the answer 

to the following question: What are the criteria and pro ... 

cedures used in the formal evaluation of secondary public 

school principals' performance in Virginia, and how imper--

tant are these to the process? Further inquiries were made 

to determine the purposes of evaluating secondary public 

school principals. 

Procedures 

A four-point scale was employed in the questionnaire to 

assess the opinions of division superintendents regarding the 

importance of the evaluation criteria and procedures employed 

to evaluate the performance of secondary pt1blic school prin-

cipals. The Likert four..,.point scale was used to allow re-

spondents to indicate for each statement relative to the 

evaluation criteria and procedures a choice of one of four 



degrees of respc::mses: very important, important,_ slightly 

important, or not important. 

Descriptive statistics (frequencies and percentages)-_ were 

employed to analyze data relative to the problem, and the one .... 

way analysis o:f variance was employed to determine if dif .. 

-f-erences existed between demographic variables and responses 

of groups of division superintendents to the degrees of im...,. 

portance of the evaluation criteria and proceduJ;es. The 
- - - ' Scheff e test was employ~d to determine which groups differed 

significantly at the .05 alpha level. 

Po1zµla tion 

Data were so:q.ght for the major survey from the popu•· 

lation of division superintendents in 132 school divisions 

in Virginia. One hundred and five division superintendents 

c.o:mpleted and returned the major suJ::vey questio·nnaire. Di-

vision superintendents were chosen as the population to 

supply data for this study bec21:use they were the ones who 

legally were responsible for the evaluation of principals. 

-Conclus·ions 

1. The '.'Standards of Quality" evaluation criteria that 

pertained to the annual school plan, handbook of pr::>licies and 

procedures, coordinating services of persons working in the 

school, instructional supervision and assistance to teachers, 

and the cooperative evaluation pro9ram were very important 

' i 
! 



to the formal evaluation process of secondary public school 

principals. Also, the "non-Standards of Quality" evaluation 

criteria that pertained to business and finance, school plant, 

and school community relations were. very important to the 

formal evaluation process of secondary public school princi-

pals. · 

2. The procedures that were employed to gather data'to 

assess the principals' work performance were very important. 

Also, making personal visi'ts to the school by the superintend-

ent was a very important procedure to the formal evaluation 

process of secondary public school principals. 

3. The most important purpose of the evaluation of. 

secondary principals was to improve task performance and the 

least important purpose was to·grant merit or performance pay. 

Reconunendation 

The "Standards of Quality" and "non-Standards of Quality" 

evaluation criteria and procedures that division superintend-

ents rated very important to the formal evaluation process 

of se.conda:ty public school principals should be continuously 

empJ..oyed to evaluate the princfpals in Virginia. Specific 

findings, implications, ·and recommendations were offered. 
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