4

\THE EVALUATION CﬁITERIA AND PROCEDURES EMPLOYED
TO ASSESS THE PERFORMANCE OF SECONDARY PUBLIC
| SCHOOL PRINCIPALS IN VIRGINIA,
o by
Jémes EarlﬁRoﬁntreeﬁ
Dissertation submitted to the Graduate Faculty of
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION
in

Educational Administratidn

N

APPROVED:

///vé;.&f'ﬁéftﬁﬁan, Chairman

?ﬁrTlou , ~ W. M. Worner

E— e —

T L. NcCluskey P. K. Edwards

December, 1981

Blacksburg, Virginia



This dissertation is dedicated to my wife,

sons, and , for their sacrifice and support.

vand

With-

out their love, encouragement, understanding, and patience.

this study would not have been completed.

ii



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The writer is indebted and sincerely appreciative to
those who have contributed to the development of this study.
Deep gratitude is expressed to Dr. Gien I. Earthman, Graduate
Committee Chairman, for his sincere guidance, encouragement,
personal interest, and untiring counsel throughout this
kstudy. Much éppreciation and gratitude are also expressed
to , Dr. Lawrence McCluskey, Dr. Wayne M.
Worner, Dr. Patricia K. Edwards, and Dr. Josiah Tlou who also
provided counsel and guidance as members of the Graduate
Committee.

Appreciation is also due to the "Review Panel®--

' ’ '

’ ;, and who helped
validate the research instrument that was employed in thisv
study.

Special appreéiation is extended to the division super-
intendents in Virginia who employed their valuable time to
complete and return the questionnaires. Without their co-
operation, this study could not have been done.

Appreciation is expressed to who
employed her valuable time at the shortest possible notice

to read the rough draft of this study.

iii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
DEDICATION .« « « « o o e e e e e et e et e e e e a . i
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS . . . PP £ £
LIST OF TABLES . . . ; .‘; o e e . . e & e s & o s e @ @ ix

“Chapter |
I. INTRODUCTION . « + + o o e eoe e e e e .1
o Statement of ﬁhe Problem . . . . . . . ; . 3
Significance of the Problem . . . . . . . 5
Assumptions . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 5
Limitations . . ¢« &« ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ o« o o o o . 6
Definition of Terms . . « ¢« « o« « & « « & 6
Organizatioh‘of the'Study e
II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE . . + v ¢ & « « o « « « « « 8

- STUDIES RELATED TO ADMINISTRATIVE EVALU-
ATION & ¢ ¢ v o o ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o 8

Studies Related to Administrative Perfor- ‘
mance Evaluation . . . . . . . . . .. 9

-

Studies Related to Participation in
Evaluation . I

Studies Related to Administrative Evalu-
ation Criteria . . ¢« +v o @« « » « o« « o 13

STUDIES RELATED TO PURPOSES OF ADMINISTRATIVE
EVALUATION . . . ¢« &« &+ & o 2 o o o « » o « 16

STUDIES RELATED TO PROCEDURES/METHODOLOGY OF
ADMINISTRATIVE EVALUATION . . . . . . . . 24

SUMMARY - L] . L > L . o L > L L Ld . . » L] - - 4 5

iv



Chapter

III.

Iv.

METHODOLOGY e - » . . . . » . . . . - ® . . 3

DESIGN OF STUDY . . . . ) . 3 e . . . . . -
PRELIMINARY SURVEY .  e . - . . - . . L] .

Descriptive Analysis of the Preliminary
- Survey Results . . . . . . . . . . .

POPULATION . - . 3 o . e . 3 . - . . . ] .

DESCRIPTION OF THE INSTRUMENT - MAJOR :
SURVEY . - . . L L2 - . © . - . . . * »

Validation of the Instrument . . . . .

DATA COLLECTION . & v & o o o o « o o o

Nature Oof REtUTNS « « « o « o o o o o »

DATA ANALYSIS & v v v o o o v e e ee v

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA . . . ...

DATA TREATMENT . . « « v o v o « o o o « .
FINDINGS - « o o o o o e eme e e e e
Sub-Question One . . . . . . . . . ..
Sub-Question TWO . . . « « + « o & o« &
Sub-Question Three . . . . . . . . . .
Sub=-Question FOUT . + + « & o« o o o o &
Sub-Question Five . ; e e e e e e e e .
Sub-Question Six . . . . . ¢ 4 . e e .
Sub-Question Seven . . . .« v .+ o o . .
Sub=-Question Eight . . . . . . . . . .

PERSONAL WRITE-IN COMMENTS BY SUPER- '
IBITENDENTS . . . ./ L4 . . L L * Ld Ld i - -

Page
48
48
50

51
56

56
59
60
61
61
63
65
67
67
73
76
78
78
84
88
89

90



Chapter

DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF DEMOGRAPHIC DATA .
DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF EVALUATION DATA .
SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER,; ¢ e e e s e e e e
V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS . .
THE PROBLEM & ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o« o o =
SUMMARY OF PROCEDURES . . &+ &« o o o o o o«
The Pcpulation and Procedures . . . . .
Development of the Questionnaires . . .
Data Treatment ana Statistical Analysis
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS . & ¢ ¢ o o o o o o &
The Preliminary Survey . . . . . .”. .
Summary of Sub-Question One . . . . . .
Summary of Sub-Question Two . . . . . .
Summary of Sub-Question Three . . . . .
Summary of Sub-Question Four .7. o o
Summary of Sub-Question Five . . . . .
Summary Qf Sub-Question Six . . . . . .
Summary of Sub-Questicn Seven . . . . .
'Summary of Sub-Question Eight . . . . .
CONCLUSIONS &+ v v v & 4 v v e e e e e s
DISCUSSION . v v &+ o o o o o o o o o o o =
IMPLICATIONS . . & & 4 & o o o o o o o« o &
RECOMMENDATIONS . & & & o 4o o o & o o o &

Recommendations for Further Research .

vi

Page



Chapter

BIBLIOGRAPHY . . & « ¢ o o o o o s « = o o =

APPENDICES + v v v o v o oee e e ee e v

A.

cC.

D.

E.

(ol

LETTER TO DIVISION SUPERINTENDENTS RE-

GARDING THE PRELIMINARY SURVEY AND
. THE PRELIMINARY SURVEY QUESTION-
NAIRE & v v v e v o o v o o o o .

LETTER TO DIVISION SUPERINTENDENTS

REGARDING THE INSTRUMENT . . . . .

DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT . . . . .

LETTER TO REVIEW PANEL . « + « « « .

-ROSTER OF PANELMEMBERS . . . . . . .

FOLLOW-UP LETTER .« . « « « o o « « &

TABLES CONTAINING ALL FREQUENCIES AND -

PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES REGARDING
THE SOQ EVALUATION CRITERIA . . .

TABLES CONTAINING ALL FREQUENCIES AND
PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES REGARDING
THE NON-SOQ EVALUATION CRITERIA .

TABLE CONTAINING ALL FREQUENCIES AND

PERCENTAGES REGARDING THE IMPOR-.
TANCE OF THE PROCEDURES EMPLOYED
TO GATHER DATA TO MAKE PRINCIPALS'
EVALUATIONS &+ v v v v o o o o o

TABLE CONTAINING ALL FREQUENCIES AND
PERCENTAGES REGARDING THE PURPOSES
OF THE EVALUATION OF SECONDARY

PUBLIC SCHOCL PRINCIPALS . . . . .

TABLE CONTAINING ALL FREQUENCIES AND
PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES REGARDING
THE IMPORTANCE OF THE OVERALL
EVALUATION PROCESS . . . . ¢« .« .« .

TABLES CONTAINING ALL NON-SIGNIFICANT

FINDINGS RELATIVE TO SUB-QUESTION FIVE

vii

.

°

.

Page

127

134

135

157

171



Chapter Page
M. TABLES CONTAINING ALL NON-SIGNIFICANT
FINDINGS RELATIVE TO SUB-QUESTION
SIX . . . L] . * L d L4 - . . . » . . L . 18 4
N. TABLES CONTAINING ALL NON-SIGNIFICANT
FINDINGS RELATIVE TO SUB-QUESTION
SEVEN - > . . - * L] . L] - L] - L] - . Ll 18 9
O. TABLES CONTAINING ALL NON-SIGNIFICANT
FINDINGS RELATIVE TO SUB-QUESTION
EIGHT . * . . L . L] L] - . Ll L] . . . L] 19 3
P. TABLES CONTAINING SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS
RELATIVE TO SUB-QUESTION FIVE . . . . 198
Q. TABLES CONTAINING SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS
RELATIVE TO SUB-QUESTION SIX . . . . . 200
VITA £ d L] - o . Ll L] * L] L ] Ld . . 1 L] . L] . L] Ll Ll L 2 O 2
ABSTRACT

viii




Table

lOC

LIST OF TABLES

Page

Preliminary Survey - Evaluation Process Which
Best Describes Those Used in Virginia
School Divisions to Evaluate Secondary
Principals . . « v & &+ & + o « o o o o s « o « 53

Preliminary Survey - Basis for Arriving at the
Secondary Principals' Evaluation in Vir-
ginia School Divisions . . . . . . + « « . . . 55

Percentages of Responses Regarding the Im-
portance of the Standards of Quality Evalu-
ation Criteria as Reported by Division
Superintendents in Virginia . . . . . . . . . 68

Percentages of Responses Regarding the Im-
portance of the Non-Standards of Quality
Evaluation Criteria as Reported by Divi-~
sion Superintendents in Virginia . . . . . . . 71

Percentages of Responses Regarding the Im-
portance of Procedures Employed to Gather
Data to Make Principals' Evaluations in
Virginia « « « ¢ o & ¢ i v e e e e 4 e e e . 14

Importance Placed on Purposes of Evaluating
Secondary Public School Principals in
Virginia . . « ¢ ¢ ¢ o 4 e e 4 e e e e e e oeo. 7T

Percentages of Responses Regarding the Im-

portance of the Overall Evaluation Process of
Secondary Public School Principals in ‘
Virginia . ¢ ¢ v 4 4 e i 4 e e e e a e e e o . 19

School Division Size and the Importance
of Evaluation Criteria . . . . . . . . . . . . 81

School Division Size and the Importance of
BEvaluation Procedures . . . « « + « + « « . . 86

Summary of Types of Administrative School

Divisions aijchool Division Sizes (Enroll—
ment) in Virginia . . . . + . . ¢ & 40 e o . 92

ix




Table

11.

12.

13,

14,

Page

Frequency and Percéntage Distribution of Years
- Respondents Served as Division Superintend-
ents in Virginia . . . « ¢« ¢+ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ oie . 93

Frequency and Percentage Distribution ofvapes
of Instruments Employed to Evaluate Secondary
Principals in Virginia . . . ¢ ¢ o« o« ¢ « o 95

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Who
Formally Evaluates Secondary Principals in
School Divisions in Virginia . . . . . . . . 96

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of How
Often a Formal Written Evaluation Is Done in
School Divisions and Whether a Conference Is
Held After Evaluation Has Been Completed in
Virginia . ¢ ¢ v v v 4 e e e e e e e e e e e 98




Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

The demand for educational accountability has increased
the need for the formal evaluation of public school princi-
pals in Virginia. The public in demanding edueational ac-
countability has become very articulate with regard to
holding all school personnel accountable for educational out-
comes .

As a result of the "Standards of Quality for Public
Schools," it is now incumbent upon all divisicn 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 believe 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 Constituticn required the
State Legislature aﬁd State Board of Education tc prcmulgate
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 of central office per-
sonnel and principals and shall provide assistance



to principals in the cooperative evaluation of

teachers and other school employees. (Manual for

Implementing Standards of Quality and Objectives

for Public Schools, 1972:74).

The SOQ mandated standard specifically requires that
principals shall be evaluated in terms of eight performance
criteria. The principal shall: (1) develop an annual school
plan; (2) develop a handbook of policies and procedures; (3)
coordinate services of persons working in the school; (4)
assign pupils to classes, programs, and activities; (5) pro-
vide instructional materials and equipment; (6) evaluate
pupils' progress and instructional effectiveness; (7) super-
vise instruction and assist teachers; and (8) provide for a
cooperative evaluation program {(Evaluation of Personnel,
1972:119-121). These performance criteria are employed for
the purpose of asseséing the performance of secondary public
school principals, and they are also‘used to aid evaluators
in determining levelsbof effeétiveness and acceptable per-
formance.

Evaluation by objectives is the method that the State
Department of Education recommends for evaluating secondarf
public schodl principals. The purpose of this approach is
tc determine administrative weaknesses and then to develop
measurable objectives in which improvement can be achieved.
This administrative evaluation approach is based updn the

assumptions that performance criteria are employed to

assess administrative performance, that administrative



performance can be measured in terms of the criteria, and
that improvement of performancé'can be attained.

There has been no research done that pertains to the
assessment of the evaluation process of secondaty public
school principals in regard to the "Standards of Quality"

- mandate, which requires that all principals shall be evalu-
ated for the purpose of iﬁproving performance. As a reéult,
‘the degree to which the stated criteria and procedures of
the "Standards of Quality" are utilized by division superin-
tendents to evaluate secondary school principals is not
documented. Therefére, this seems like a profitable area

of research.
Statement of the Problem

Formal evaluation criteria and procedures are set forth
in the "Standards of Quality for Public Schools in Virginia"
to evaluate secondary public school principals. What aré the
criteria and procedures used in the formal evaluation of
secondary public 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 scﬁool 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



principals, and how important are these criteria?

2. What procedures are considered very important by
division superintendents for gathering data.to evaluate
secondary public school principals?

3. What is the most important purpose and what is the
léaStvimportant purpose of the evaluation of secondary
public school piincipals as identified by division superin-
tendents?

4., Overall, how important is the evaluation process
regarding secondary public school prihcipals according to
perceptioﬁs held by division superintendents?

5. Are there differences between school division en-
rollment dempgraphic variables and responses to the degrees
of importance of the evaluation criteria that are employed
to assess the perfcrmance of secondary public school prin-
cipals?

6. Are there differences between school division en-
roliment 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 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?



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
evaluation procedures that are employed to gather data to
assess the performance of secondary public school princi-

pals?
Significance of the Problem

Since the establishment in 1972 of the formal system— :
atic procedures for evaluating secondary public school prin-
cipals, there has beenvno evaluation of this mandate. This
study will provide some findinés that may be useful to the
State Department of Education in its effort to improve the
"Standards of Quality" 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 wiﬁh the "Standards
of Quality" mandate to evaluate secondary public school

principals.

Assumptions

The following assumptions were made in regard toc this
study:
1. The superintendents participating in this study were

in the position to judge the importance of the evaluation



criteria and procedures employed to gather data that are em-
pldyed to evaluate secondary public school principals.

2. Evaluation criteria and procedures are used to for-
maily assess the performance of secondary public school

principals.
Limitations

The study included the following limitations:
1. This study was limited to division‘superintendents

in school divisions that were listed in the Virginia'Educa—

“tional Directory 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 Terms

The terms that were used in this study are defined to

provide clarity for general agreement of usage.

Evaluation -- The process in ascertaining or judging accom-

plishments and performance.

determined evaluation standards that were enacted by
the General Assémbly of Virginia in 1972; they are used
for the purpose of evaluating the performance of public

school principals.



Organization of the Study

The study is organized in five chapters. The intro-
duction, statement of the problem, assumptions, limitations,
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, measufing instrument, data
collection procedures, and the data analysis procedures are
presented in chapter 3. The analysis of the data is pre-
sented in chapter 4, and a summary of the research, con-
clusions, and recommendations for future 'research are

presented in chapter 5.



Chapter IT

b

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The review of literature has revealed that a great deal
of interest has emergéd 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 sections. It deals with studies that relate to
administrative;evaluation,.purposes of adminisﬁrative evalu-
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 thev
principal's performance is very important. Rosenberg (1571)
posited that the evaluation program should be a sound one, a

balanced, wvalid, and reliable one. It should be based upon

¢

8



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"” action program,

tailored to the needs of the principal. (pp. 212-
213)

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 respondents and
many requests for the results of the study.

A practical research-based program forlthe compétency
evaluation of administrative performance was devised by
Demeke (1971). His'"Performance Evaluation of Educational
Leaders' Roles" revealed several functions that leaders
should perform. As a director of the educational program,
the educaticnal leader employs leadership skills to enhance
learning opportunities and promotes the growth of students.
In coordinating the program of guidance and special ser-
vices, the principal facilitates the addition of a wvariety
of rich dimensions to enhance the opportunities for normal
and exceptional students. As a member of the'district and
séhool staff, the principal expoﬁﬁds pfoductive 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 labdrs to secure understanding, acceptance, and
support, internally and externally, for the total school
program, while encouragigg commﬁnity 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 prcfession by
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carefully providing for personal professional growth while
contributing to the profession through its organizations
‘and by his or 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-
tion of human beings. Therefore, an effort is made to get
on with the business of improving instruction, delegating
many responsibilities to other qualified individuals.
Demeke's research indicates that these seven areas are those
in which principals must demonstrate competence and superin-
tendents should evaluate principals in accordance tﬁ the

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

Studies Related 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 conducted a year-long comprehensive and

scientific testing of the best of their programs. The test

included evaluétion based on job responsibilities rather than

on personal characteristics of individuzls.

Tests were designed to evaluate the effects of partici-
pation in the evaluative process. One group of managers
was instructed to use high participation and another to use
low participation. The latter group operated in much the

same way as in traditional evaluation programs. They



12

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 participation

groups reacted more defensively than those in the

high participation level and achieved fewer goals.
The high participatioh group was associated with
beﬁter 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. |

study also found that:

' Criticism has a negative effect on good achievement.

Praise has little effect one way or the other.

Appreciable improvement is realized only when

" specific goals and deadlines are mutually estab-

lished and agreed upon.

Defensiveness resulting from critical evaluation
produces inferior performance. |

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

Participation by the employee in goal-setting
fosters favorable'evaluation results. (Green,

1972: 7-8)
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Studies Related to Administrative Evaluation Criteria

Mac Queen's (1969) doctoral dissertation dealt with
formulating and establishing the importance of various cri-
teria for evaluating the job performance of a high school
principal. The survey covered a cross—section of school
distric£s~in the United States.

| Superintendents rated highly the importance of seventy
criteria for evaluating the job performance of a high school
principal, while principals rated the criteria only slightly
lower and teachers afforded the lowest rating. However, uni-
formity of opinion waé 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 those 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,
Illinois were resourcefulness/creativity/innovativeness,
along with decision-making effectiveness. Personal traits
(i.e. enthusiasm, initiative, etc() and leadership'ability,
were the second most frequently employed criteria. The cri-
terion of policy implementation and the criterion of barti-
cipation in community affairs/activities/organizations were
the least frequent in terms of use by Superintendents.

Corwin (1965) stated that:

Basically, 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 rocles 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 performance 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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attention being given to the conflicts that exist regarding
those expectations. |

There are many groups that hold eipectations for the
performénce of the principal, including parents, professional
peers, legal agencies, and community interest groups, all
of which are secondary reference groups. The primary in-
terest groups, subordinates and superordinates, are members
of the organization and are those whose expectations provide
the major source of evaluative criteria. In developing prin-
cipals' evaluation criteria, i£ is essential to pay attgntion
to the need for both facilitative and controlling behavior.
This 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 performance
is being evaluated. (pp. 52-64)

Campbell and Gregg (1957) have cited an important step
in the evaluation process, and they emphasized that develop-
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 Qho must
be evaluated, bqt the accepted criteria 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 believes

should be accomplished. It is important that the persons
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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 purpcses of evaluating principals and they stated:

Three of the most important purposes are: (1) o

formative evaluation--to assist in making evalu- -

ation more effective as it goes along; (2) sum-

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 purposés exist for evaluating principals.
Nygaard (1974) has emphasized that the purposeé of evalu-
ating principals are: (1) to point out continuing eduéation
neeas; (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
séhoolwbased‘administrators' improvement; and_(G) to motivate
self-improvement. (pp. 3-4) |

Virginia's Manual for Implementing Standards of Quality

and 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 principals for promotion, and to enhance profes-
sional development. Although these and other purposes may
be served simultaneously by the evaluation process, the cen-
tral thrust is directed toward improvement of performance.
(p. 74)

Marcotte (l978i stated that the purpose of evaluation is
communication. It is a two-way communication process between
the person beiﬁg 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 raiées, the more
it moves away from improvement of performance, and the less
valid are the arguments for'keeping the process 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 accountability 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 bocards. 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 also 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 was to improve performance in the variety
df roles they play in instructional leadership and building
management. (pp. 77-81)

Acceording 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; (3) to establish evidence to dismiss personnel; and
(4) to enable the individual to formulate appropriate per-
formance objéctives.\ He further stated that the performance
of principals should be evaluated pericdically for the pur-

pose of improving leadership performance, which requires:

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

ment of a clearcut program 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 ré3ponsibility of 'supexr-
vising principals. These evaluations should be considered
with the principals as a means of helping them discover needs
for improvement and to appraise the nature of the progress
being made. They further stated:

Among the’items‘on which a principal might be rated

are supervision, attitude toward teachers and stu-

dents, balance between administration and super-

vision, organization, assignment of extra-curricular

duties, and relations with parents. (p. 137)

Andersen (1972), and Mosher and Purpel (1972) have pro-
posed that if evaluation is to result in improved adminis-

. / N
trative performance, it should be supportative and profes-

sional growth of the admin;strator should be the paramount
»pﬁrpose of evaluation.b They refer to a "client-centered
counseling approach" of evaluation through which: (1) the
supervisor of the administrator is a heiper; (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
reviséd 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 recommendatioﬁs‘for
salary increments. Closely related to this purpose is the
need to determine tenure recommendations. Interwoven with
these are recommendations for retention or dismissal. 1In
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 evéluating prin-
cipals have emerged. These are to assist the principal in
his professional development and to identify job targets
or professional competencies to be‘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 effec-
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-
clusidns 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'Pélucci's (1978) doctoral dissertation, the purpose
of eValuatiﬁg 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 thé school was ranked first. The pur-
pose to assess present performance in accordance with
preséribed standards was the least frequently'stated pufpose
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 beéen determined, the evaluation pro-
cess should be desighed 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
evaluatioh, 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 tc reduce staff, a judgment must
'be made about the comparative 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 importaht because superintendents need reasons
to redUee-staff. (pp. 36-38)

McCleary (1979) theorized that the primary purpose of
evaluation is to establish a baéis for change of individual
behavior such that both personal satisfaction and organiza-
tional effectiveness are improved. Factual information isA
collected through written procedures regarding the per-
formance of the principal in relation to specified objectives.
Expectations for performance resulting from evaluation aré
determined both by the individual Whose’performance is being
evaluated and by the superior(s). Performance streﬁéths 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 .
influénce 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) has concluded that the purpose of per-
formance evaluation is to improve performance through im-
proved supervision, planning for‘individual_growth and
development, providing information to assist in improving
marginal performance, identification of special talents and
skills, and a means of protecting both individual and dis-
trict rights in determination of dismissal due to substand-
~ard performance. (p. 53)

Lipham (1975) has identifiéd four considerations that
are essential in planning for the evaluation of principals:
(1) the purposes of the evaluation; (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: (1) to chaﬁgé goals or dbjectives; (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 thaﬁ:

An administrative e?aluation system may be de-

signed to serve any or all of these purpcses.

In any event, in implementing an administrative
evaluation system, 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 essential to think in terms
of effects. There is little peint 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 positéd 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
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postulated that férmative assessment is: (1) supervisory in
nature; (2) neutral in Value orientatiqn; (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 prbduct 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
’ié to be developed. (p. 78)

The principal's evaluation should be a cooperative pro-
cegs 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 gquite 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 currént 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)

performance, appropriate performance objectives can be formu-
lated to help guide'ih stfengthening'peﬁformance areas where
weaknesses are apparent. The process of evaluating the prih—
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 asseésed,Aareas 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 per-
formance targets are being or have been accom-
plished.

4., Make Evaluativé Assessments: The fourth step is
the involvement of the superintendent and princi-

~pal in assessing the degree to which performance
targets‘have been met. Data collection as done
in step 3 is used at this point.

5. Cénduct Evaluation Conference: As a final step, a
conference should be held to feview the evaluation,
to assess accomplishments, and to identify further
steps to be taken. (pp. 75=77)

McDonald (1979) made a survey about the extenf 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 selffevaluation and the follow-up

evaluation should center around "areas of administrator
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performance," including school organization; instructional
program; schedules; accounts and other management matters;
relationship with studenfs, staff, community, and superiors;

facilities; and school climate.

After these criteria are outlined, evidence of the prin-

cipal's performance within these areas must be ccllected.
Finally, the‘evaluators should summarize the principal's
performahce in each of the areas and should provide coun-
seling action that is tailored to the specific‘needs of the
principal. (pp. 32-33)

A doctoral dissertation that was completed by Metzger
(1976) dealt with the identification and analysis of proce-
dures of e&éluating public schodl 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' evaluations. Self-evaluation by principals is based
on performance criteria and performance obiectives.

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 apprecach 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 thé evaluator and the person being evaluated on ail
“aspects of the evaluation procedure. That is, they first
agree oﬁ the design and operations of the evaluation process;
subseguently, they work together to set goals for the person
beingvevaluated, develop a plan by which the goals can be
achieved, and monitor progress. This procedure not only
helps to relieve the defensive feeling the pérson 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 perfor-
mance standards, ratings béing 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 smaller school

systems used the performance objectives procedure.d Assis--
tance was provided the indi#idual who:receiVed‘an unsatis-
factory evaluation.'.This was usually a form of counseling
with concrete suggestions for improvement. | :
RedfernvadVOCates the performance objective procedure

approach for evaluating principals‘rather than the'prede-
termined performance standards procedure approach because
great stress is placed upon the use of rating‘scaies ahd
checklists whenithekpredetermined standard procedure is em-
ployed,'and there is doubt about the validity of the approach,
However, the performance objectives procedure approach of o
evaluating prindipalsvallQWS the principals to set goals
to be attained cooperatively with the evaluator‘ This ap-
?roach allows more flexibility in the evaiuation 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 ahnual basis in
iake Couhty, Illinois the probability of their evaluation |
being formal in nature was only slightly better than fifty
percent. Eighteen out of thirty-three, or fiftnyive 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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Evalﬁation 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. |

Aecording to MeCarty (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 ﬁandate 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 degfee 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)

Deal (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 freqﬁency of evaluation is related to
greater prinéipal satisfaction with both criteria and sam-
-pling. Visits to the school are not the final stage in
evaiuation, but should be followed with a continuing dis-
cussion of strengths and weaknesses.

"Second, specific evaluation criteria, which shouid 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 prihcipals suggest that teachers, parents, students,
and central office 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 develqped. |

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 superiors. Some‘principals
suggest that a team including other principals and central
office staff observe the principal in action. Other prin-
»cipals 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 relationships among
principals as a vehicle for self-improvement. In this col-
legial process, principals could jointly develop criteria,
observe each other in action, gather information from self-
appraisals, and rely on periodic conferences to mutually
appraise performance and to consolidate appraisals and
information into concrete plans for improvement. (pp. 273-
- 274) | | |

Rosenberg (1973) has recommended seven 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. Step 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-evaluaticen and

the follow-up evaluation should be set up. Step Four:
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' Evidence is collected to support the evaluation. The evalu-
ation should be made during usual, custamary,beveryday schbol
actiVities. Just about anything‘could'be included such'aé
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 aﬁd current
profeésional activifies; number ofvsﬁudents and staff ﬁémbers

.Vin the schobl; etc. Step Six: A single-page summary'to
indicate thé over-all achievement'of'the pfincipéi's perQ
formance should be written covering the areas in step three.
It is important to remember that: The whole idea of thév
evaluation prdéess is to guide and counsel the principal=--
nbt'to check up on him or her. ‘For the self—evaluaﬁion and
the follow-up, thé same appfaisal insﬁrument 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‘meetsvwith thevsuperintendént to de-
terminé.the coming year's short and long-range goals. After
this first meeting, a periodical check is made by the super-
intendentAWith thé principal to diséuss.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 proéeduré, principals like
it. "It gives the principals a chance to get invoived in
establishing goals for the school."” (pp. 24-25)

Hersey advocated that principals should be evaluated

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

revealed that the greater frequency of evaluating principals,

the greater satisfaction they have with both criteria and
sampling. Therefore, a forﬁal on-going evaluation process
may help promote greater satisfaction among principals re--
garding eValuation and evaluation criteria. |

Phaiis (1973) stated that secondary results
evabluation are predic':ated on the notion that the assessment
of an administrator's performance can be determined by meas-
uring the achievements of those under the administrator's
—supervision. 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: (1) they are one-sided
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and subjective; (2) they do not provide for participation;

' (3) they provide no help in improving performance; (4) they

~assess the person rather than the act; and (5) they have no

value as documentation. (p. 38)

McCleary (1979) postulated that informal rating includes
a number of forms. Perhaps the most valid form Stems from
an annual school plan 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 reactions to it are prepared and shared with the
principal. It was further stated that:

The gquality 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 the focus is upon results

obtained rather than upon specified 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 that will im-

prove performance and makes a commitment to accomplish them.



37

1) Management Objective. For each objective, there is

a precise statement of the specific results that are to be
accomplished by some designated future date.

2) Standards of Performance. Explanations are made in

regard to how goals are to be accomplished.

3) Measurements To Be Applied. The superintendent and

principal decide what is to be accepted as evidence that a
desired result has occurred.
4) Results. The principal compares what was done with

what was intended.

5) Performance_Rating. Thé principal makes judgments
regarding his or her performance, and th; superintendent makes
final judgments about the principal's pgrformance. (p. 21)

Armstrong (1973) reported that performance evaluation
procedures are disarmingly simple. At the start of the evalu;
ation period, the superintendent and principal examine the
job that the principal performs in accordance with rules
that have been a&optéd. The two select a few specific areas
of thé job where a séecial effort needs to be made to improve
the performance level. Near the end of the evaluation period,
they jointly review what has been accomplished. 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 alternatives, if any, that

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



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 upcn
and are worthwhile. These goals are pertinent to the speci-
fic position which is held within the organizaton. The
specific task of goal-setting for each principal should be

a joint project involving, at a minimum, the principal and

at least one administrative superior. (p. 72)

Appraisal by results is an evaluation procedure that is
similar to management by objectives. It is similar in the
respect that evaluation is based upon objectives that are
agreed upon by the superintendent and principal. 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 may discuss tentative ap-
proaches 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

/



superintendent 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 compreheﬁsive 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 anaiyzing the total manage-
ment functions performed in the school district for the pur-
pose of determining the duties needed ih 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 ihtegral pait of
the evaluation methodology--comprising approximately fifty
percent of the standard for evaluation.

Yearly performancé 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 appropriafe for the subse-
quent year's performance objectives. (pp. 34-42)

The goals of the performance evaluation procedure have
implications for both the organization and the principals.
The Qrganization needs information about principals' per-
formance so that decisions can be made about improving their
position behavibr, as well as to enable it to deal more ef-
fectively with\bther 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 (Céstetter and
Haisler, 1971:37).

To help the school organization determine performance
of administratofs, 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)
ah 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 "evalﬁation“ since this type

of assessment is seen as the kind that is only employed to
hire or dismiss them. The prodedure provides for more than
a unilaterial evaluation of principals by the superintend-
~ent..  Teachers and parenﬁs have a close and direct rela-
tionship with principals and their perceptions are important
in terms of a fair assessment. Self evaluation has also
proven to be a reliable proéedure and prinéipals contribute
their own percepticns regarding the assessment of their per-
formance.' As a result, data were collected from persons
familiar with or involved in the role of the principals. The
approach took into consideration the input coming from the
"educational community" (patrons, superordinates, incumbents,
andbsubordinatesi. (pp. 3-16)

Contemporafy principals' success shouid be evaluated on
the basis of how well they perform activities and discharge
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 defiﬁeuand 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) establish performance criteria; (4) get the job
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done; and (5) get ready for the final evaluation. The prin-
cipal and the superinténdent measure ihe 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 principal, 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 often represented a purely
subjective judgment on the part of the individuals making

the evaluation. (pp. 55-59)
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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 regular basie, and
evalﬁatibne are done in written form. There was substan-
tlal dlsagreement reported by the superlntendents and prln—
cipals as to whether or not regular conferences for evalu-
ative purposes are held w;th pr1nc1pals. A majorlty of the
administrators suggested_that two, three, or four yearly.
visitations for evaluative pﬁrposes be conducted, and that
two, three, or four evaluations be conducted before tenure,
with one of two after tenure.

Saif (1976) develcoped a model for the principal's jqb‘
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 shouid be
assessed. They are: (1) management; (2) personnel (in-
cluding students and staff); (3) curriculum% and (4) human

relations. (pp. 100-102)



44

Those persons who are affected by deciéions 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 degree 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 evaluéting
principals by emﬁloying group participation in the process.
The efforts were synthesized into the following steps; (1)
determine the purpose of the effort; (2) translate the pur-
pose into appropriate 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 summative
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 realit&; (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 providé input into
their evaluation process, and they prefer to help design the
evaluation system that is employed to measure their perfor-
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 perfor-
mance held by the‘principal's éroféssional 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 Qurposes for eValuating secondary prin-
cipalsbwhich include formative and summative evaluation,‘
validation of the selection pfocess, determining whether to
transfer, promote, demote, or dismiss fhe principal, deter-
mining if decisions are sound, timely, and effectively carried
out to improve performance and professional development, and
fo determine areas needing improvement. Regardless of £he
intended purpose of the secondary principal's evaluation, it
shouid be supportative, if evaluation is to foster growth
and attain the paramount purpose(s).

The most prevalent'procedurés of évaluating secondary
prinéipals focus upon'summative and formative evaluation, em-
ploying predetermined standards, the Jjob-target evaluation
approach, and evaluation by objectives. The formative evalu-
ation procedure ié 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 fherefore, improving job pérformance.

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 formal 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 and 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.

43
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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
constrﬁcting the questionnaire for the major survey. |

2. From the results of the preliminary surﬁey 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 ﬁajor 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 émploying descriptive statis-
tics (fréquencies and percentages). The one-way analysis of
variance and the Scheffé test were employed to determine if

differences existed between variables.
PRELIMINARY SURVEY

In the initial planning of this research stﬁdy, it was
decided that in order to describe the evaluation procéss
and basis for arriving at secondary principals' evaluation
in Qirginia, 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 was 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) persdnal observations by the superintendent; (3) a sur-
vey of pupils; or (4) other procedures. Also, evaluation
instruments were soughf to gather information for constructing

the questionnaire for the major survey.

As stated previously, it was necessary to determine the
evaluation process whichbbest 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 hundred and thirty-two questionnaires were forwarded
to 5ivision superintendents in Virginia. Of this number, oné
hundred and fifteen division superintendents responded. The
results obtained from the preliminary survey are reported in
this chapter.

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 - Counties Cities Total*
Formal evaluation determined by predetermined _
standards 38.3% 61.8% 45.0%
Formal evaluation determined by tasks per-
formed 17.3% 11.8% 16.0%
Informal evaluation 17.3% 5.9% 14.0%
Formal evaluation determined by predetermined
standards and tasks performed 16.0% 11.8% 15.0%
 Formal evaluation determined by predetermined
standards and informal evaluation 3.7% 2.9% 4.0%
Formal evaluation determined by predetermined
- obijectives 4.9% 2.9% 4.0%
Formal evaluation determined by predetermined
standards, tasks performed, and informal
evaluation 2.5% 2.9% 3.0%

*Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest whole number and

100%.

may not equal

s
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secondary principals is formal evaluation framed by predeter-
mined standards. Sixteen percent of the respondents reported
that formal evaluation based upon tasks performed is the
evaluation process employed in their school divisions, and

14 percent of the respondents indicated that the informal
evaluation process is employed in their school divisions.
Fifteen percent of the respondents employ formal evaluation
determined by predetermined standards and tasks performed

as the evaluation process used in their school divisions.

A minimal number of school 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 employ
formal evaluation determined by predetermined objectives,
and only 3 percent employ formal evaluation determined by
predetermined standards, taéks performed, and informal
evaluation as processes for evaluating secondary public
school principals.

The data contained in table 1 reveals that all of the
division 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 predetermined 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 basis for arriving at secondary
principals’' evaluations. The_tabie 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
persenal 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-
rive at the results of secondary principals' evaluations by
determining the accomplishments of performance based objec-
tives; staff and student input are also 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' cbservations. WNine percent of the
respondents survey teachers and use personal observations to
arrive at the results of secondary principals' evaluaticns,
and 3 percent of the respondents employ personal observations

and use central office 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

(N = 115)

Factors for Evaluation
of Secondary Principals Counties Cities . - Total*
Surveying teachers 0% 0% 03
Personal observations of the superintendent 75.3% 88.2% 79.0%
Surveying pupils % 0% 0%
Principals' interaction with superintendent,‘

central office staff, and general public 2.5% 0% 2.0%
Accomplishmehts of objectives performance :

based--students and staff input 1.2% 2.9% 2.0%

| Accomplishments of predetermined objectives 2.5% 2.9% 3.0%

Personal observations by the superintendent

and the assistant superintendent 3.7% 0% 3.0%
Personal observations by the superintendent

and a survey of teachers I1.1% 2.9% 9.0%
Personal observations by the superintendent :

and central office input - 3.7% 2.9% 3.0%

*Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest whole

100%.

number and may not equal

Gs
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- Table 2 clearly reveals that division superintendents
in Virginia prefer to employ their personal observations to
gather data for evaluating éecondary principals. Seventy-
nine percent of the one hundred fifteen divisions surveyed
prefer to employ this methqd. Other responses to the gues-
tions rega:ding the basis of gathering data to make prin-

cipalS' evaluations were minimal.
POPULATION

Data were sought for the major survey from division
sﬁperintendents‘in one hundred and thirty~tWo school divi-

sions in Virginia. The division superintendent population

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.
DESCRIPTICN OF THE INSTRUMENT - MAJOR SURVEY

A review of related literature and the existiﬁg 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 measqré the perceptions held by divisién superintendents
ih Vi:ginia regarding the importan¢e of criteria and proce-
dutes thatbare employed to assess the performance of second-
ary public school principals.

The designicf the questioﬁnaire-and the selection of
demographic data, evaluation,data, criteria data, and pro-
cedures.daté were included in the majot‘survey questionnaire
after the preliminary survey'data were récéived‘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
inciuded in the major survey questionnaire.

The major survey questionnaire was divided into four .
séctions. The first section containeditemswhich‘soughtvto
determiné: (1) the number of county and city school divi-
'sions; (2) enrollment in school divisidns; and (3) the num-
ber of years that division superinﬁendents have served in
their positions in Viréinia.

The second secticn of the guestionnaire contained items
that relate to evaluation of secondary principals. The pur-
pose of this secticn of the guestionnaire was to determine:
(l) the type of instrument 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 the 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 pufpose of this section was to
determine the degrees of importance of evaluation criteria
employed by division superintendents to evaluate secondary
principals.

The fourth and final section of the questionnaire dealt
with procedures that were employed to gather data to make
principals' evaluations. This section sought to determine
the degree of impocrtance that division superintendents per-
ceive various procedureslto be for collecting data to assess
the performance of secondary principals.

Brief general directions appeared at the beginning of
the gquestionnaire 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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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 Salém, 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 guestionnaire validation and construc-
tion.

3] Two high school principals were chosen to serve on
the panel because they were familiar with the S0Q
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(fhe 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 £hirty~two school division superin-
tendents in Virginia on June 4, 1981, whose names and ad-

dresses appeared in the Virginia Educational Directory for

the 1980-81 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 completed. A letter requesting division superin-
tendents to consider completing the guestionnaire and a pre-
addressed postage-paid envelope.were mailed emphasizing the
need of a response in order to make the study a success. On
June 26, 1981, a telephone 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 was made to a random selection of ten percent of the non-
respondents who did not respond to the follow-up survey to

ensure representativeness of the population of respondents.
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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 four=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 respcndents 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 (1963), the Likert Scale

'technique is usually the easiest method of develbping scales

to measure.attitudes or opinions.
After all data were collected,‘they were coded, trans-
ferred to optical scanner sheets, key punched; and verified

for computer processing. The Statistical Package for the

- Social Sciences (SPSS), a systém 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—queétion.three, aﬁd 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 Scheffé 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 secondéry 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 impocrtance of each
in assessing their performance. Further inquiries were made
toldetermine 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 seccnd-
ary public scheool 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 schoecl principals as identified by division superin-
tendents?

4, Overall, ho& important is the evaluation process
regarding secondary public school principals according to
perceptions held by division superintendehts?

5. Are there differences between school division en-
rollment demographic variables and responses to the degrees
of importance of the evaluation criteria that are employed
to assess the performance of secondary 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 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?

\ 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
evaluation prpcedures 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, aﬁd
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 érincipals 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 seemed redundant to report all

favorable responses. Instead, only those items rated very
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important by more than 60 percent 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-
poses for the evaluation of seqondary principals in order to
determine the most important and least important éurposes.
The most important and least important purposes éﬁe dis-
cussed in this chapter.

To analyze sub-questions five through eight, the one-
way analysis of variance was employed to determine if there
were significant differences between demographic variables
and division superintendents' responses regarding the impor-
tance of the evaluation criteria and procedures at the .05
alpha level. The Scheffé test was employed to determine if
there were significant differences in group means at the .05
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 sub;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

Sub-Question One

What formal criteria are employed by division superin-
tendents in Virginia to evaluate secondary public school
principals, and how important are those criteria? Division

superintendents' very important responses which exceeded

60 percent are reported in tables 3 and 4 regarding the impor-

tance of the "Standards 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 these criteria were

more important to the superintendents for evaluating the prin-

cipals. With reference to the criterion, "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
25 percent rated the criterion important, and only 2 percent

rated it slightly important. The lowest rated criterion



TABLE 3

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

(N=105)
o - Type of Response

SOQ Evaluation Criteria ' Very  Slightly Not
The secondary principal: = _  l|Important | Important| Important | Important
a. Makes the annual school plan consis- , .

tent with the school district-wide plan 62% 33¢% ’ 5% - 0%
b. Implements the annual school plan. 68% - 30% | 3% 0%
b. Uses the handbook after its completion. 69% 30% 2% 0%
d. 1Inducts new employees into the school. 61% ‘ 37% { 2% 0%
e. Resolves work problems. 67% 32% ' _ 1% o 0%
f. Monitors work performance. , ’ 73% ‘ 25% . 2% | - 0%
g. Develops a plan of supervision. 76% 23% 0% 1 0%
h. Allocates time for supervision. - 78% o228 |- 0% 0%
i. Coordinates evaluation and supervision. | 63% 35% : | 2% 0%

89
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that dealt with supervision was, "The secondary principal
coordinates evaluation and supervisiocn," 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 impfovement 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 school plan consistent with the school district-wide
plan." 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 superinteﬁdents afforded only
one a positive rating. More respondents rated the cri-
tericn, "The secondary principal uses the handbook after

its completion” very important than they did that the
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secondary principal: (1) determiﬁes the conteht of the hand-
book; (2) develops a school handbock; and (3) decides whom

to involve in preparing the handbook., Sixty-nine percent

of the respondents rated the criteriOn, "The secondary prin-
cipal, uses the handbook after its completion," very important,
while 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. Only 1 per-
cent of the respondents rated the criterion slightly impor-
tant.

The superintendents also afforded a positive rating of
the criterion, "The secondary principal inducts new em-
ployees into the school." Sixty—-one percent of the respon-
dents rated the criterion very important, which suggests
that the respon&ents regarded the criterion for making prin-
cipals' 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.



TABLE 4

Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of the Non-Standards of
Quality Evaluation Criteria as Reported by Division Superintendents in Virginia
(N=105)

NON-S00 Evaluation Criteria

The secondary principal:

B Type‘of'Response

Very

Slightly
Important

Not

Important

a.

Follows the school division's guide-
lines in the management of school
monies.

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

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

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

Provides opportunities which strengthen
the lines of communication between home
and school.

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

Is receptive to inquiries from parents
regarding the school program.

- Important

79%

61%
74%

68%

64%

Important

21%

28%
38%
26%

32%

35%

0%

e
.o

0%

o
oe

TL
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However, the respondénts tended to rate the criteria that
involved the seconda;& principal in business and financial
matters highesi, which suggest that these criteria were
more important to the respondents for evaluating the prin-
cipals.

| With reference to the criterion, "The secondary'prin-
cipal insurés that systematic and auditable records are kept
of all fundé over which the school has custody,/ 79 percént
of the respondents rated it very importént, 20 percent rated
it important, while only 1 percent of thé respondénts rated
the criterion slightly important. Similarly, the réspon-
dents regarded highly the cf;terion, "The secondary principal
follows the school division's quidelines in the management
of school monieé." Seventy-seven percent of the respondenﬁs
rated the criterion very important, 21 percent rated it im-
portant, and only 2 percéht of the respondents rated the cri-
terion slightly important. "The secondary principal allocates
budget funds based on evaluation of existing’programs, ex—
pressed program needs and budget limitations," was rated very
impertant by 72 percent of the respondents, and 28 percent
rated the criteridn important.

The public relations evaluation criteria were afforded
positive ratings by division supetintendents, which suggest
that they regarded these criteria for evaluating secondary
principals highly; "The secondary principal provides oppor-

tunities which strengthens the lines of communication between
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home and school," was afforded a "very important" rating byv
74 percent of the'réspondents, and 26 percent rated the cri-
terion important. "The secondary principal intérprets the
school program énd policies and regulations to the communi-
ty," wasvrated very important by 68 pétcent 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 peréent of the respondents réted this criterion very
important, 35 percent rated it important, and oﬁly 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 eanrces 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, andvl 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 5

Percentages of Responses Regarding the Importance of Procedures
Employed to Gather Data to Make Secondary Principals'
Evaluations in Virginia
(N = 105)

o Type of Response A
.- Very | Slightly | . Not

Data Are Gathered to Make Principals'
Evaluations by:

Important Imbortant TImportant| Important
a. Making personal school visits _ . ,? —
: (superintendent) . 64% - 30% 6% 1%

L

b. Assessing the principals' accom-
: plishment of predetermined ad- _ ‘ | _
ministrative objectives . 64% - 32% - 4% - 0%

c. Assessing the principals' profi-
: ciency in supervising the school : : : j
staff - 79% . 21% - 0% - 0%

d. Assessing the principals' perfor-
‘ mance in supervising business and . :
finance | 65% | 34% 1% -0

oo
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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 administrativé objectives," very
important, 32 percent rated the procédure'important, 4 per-
cent rated it slightly important, and none of the respondents
rated the procedure not importanf. The procedure, "assess-
ing the principals' proficiency in supervising the school
staff," was rated very important by 79 percent of the respon-
dents, whiie 2]l percent rated the procedure important, and
none of_the'respbndents rated the procedure slightly impor-
tant or not important. Sixty-five percent of the respondenﬁs
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 theisuperintendents 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 only 1 percent of

the respondents rated the procedure not important.

What is the most important purpose and what is thé least
important purpose for the evaluation of secondary public
school principals as identified by division superintendents?
According to the data contained in table 6, the most impor-
tant purpose of the evaluation of secondary principéls was
to “imp;ove task performance" and the least important purpose
was to "grant merit or performance pay."

Division superintendents were requested to rank the pur-
poses for the evaluation of secondary public school princi-
pals in their school divisions. Numbers one through ten
(1-10) were employed; one (1) represented the most important
purpose, and 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 secondary public school principals.

Table 6 shows that according to the respondents, the
most important purpose for the evaluation of secondary public
school principals was, "to improve task performance." 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

. Purpose of Evaluation .. . ... .. .. . .. Mean Rank***

*a. Improve task performance ‘ 8.83 1

b.- Increase productivity of the individual,
the total management team, and the school
division ‘ 8.58 2

c. Let the principal know exactly what is
expected and how well the superintendent
feels that expectations are met 7.47 3

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

programs 7.28 4

e. Provide informational input upon which
wise management decisions can be made 6.35 5
f. Eliminate those who are incompetent M 3.92 6
g. Differentiate administrative assignments 3.66 7
h. Decide on tenure or permanent appointment 3.58 8
i. Screen principals for promotion or demotion 3.56 9
**j,  Grant merit or performance pay 1.85 10

*Denotes most important purpose

**Denotes least important purpose

***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 " Weight " Rate - Weight " Rate Weight
1 10 5 6 8 3
2 9 6 5 9 2
3 8 7 4 10 1
4

7
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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.

Overall, how important is the evaluation process re-
‘garding secondary public school principals according to per=
ceptions held by divisioh superintendents? |
The purpose of this question was to determine‘the im-
portance of the overall evaiuation process employed to assess
the performance of secondary public Schooi principals in
~Virginia. Table 7 shows that the superintendents‘did not
perceive the overall evaluation process to be very‘important
for aSsessing the performance of secondary public school
principals. Fifty-four Qércent of the respondents rated
the évaluation processvvéry importanﬁ, 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 differénces between school division enrollment
demograﬁhic 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 the Overall Evaluation
Process of Secondary Public School Principals in Virginia

(N = 105)
Type of Response
Question © Very Slightly , Not
Important‘flmportant ‘Important | Important
- Overall, how important is the evalu-
. ation process of secondary public
school principals? 54% 45% 1% 0%

6L
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The objective of this question was to determine if
school division size (enroilment) was a factor that related
to how division superintendents responded to the degrees of
importapce of the evaluation criteria that were employed to
assess the performance 6f secondary public school princi-
pals. Each relationship was tested by employing the one-way
analysis of variance, and the Scheffé test was employed to
determine which group means differed significantly at the
.05 alpha level.

Table 8 shows that thére was a statistical significant
difference (p <.05) in school division size (enrollment) and

division superlntendents' responses to the degrees of impor-

o

tance of the "cooperative evaluation program" evaluation cri-

teria. An F-ratio of 2.68 was obtained (0.04) at the .05
alpha level.

The Scheffé 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 mofe 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-

‘| - 8School Division Size and Means

Criteria , 1,000-1}3,500-1] 10,000-1] .
: 1 0-999 13,499 19,999 30,000 | 30,001+ F
a. Annual School Plan in the ﬁ . '
’ Individual School Building '11.80 9.33 8.71 - 8.73 8.29 |1.91
R = 6-24 RN PRt B ot R ISR
b. Handbook of Policies and : -
Procedures in the School 7.20 6.20 6.17 |- 6.40 5.71 | .51
R = 4-16 o L S L (.72)
¢. Coordinating Services of
Persons Working in the : : :
School 2.60 | 9.72 | 8.29 - 9.27 9.43 |1.77
R = 6-24 I N B ' ’ (.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 i 7.00 7.07 16.80 6.87 5.86 | ..78
f. Evaluation of Pupil Pro-
: grams and Instructional ;
Effectiveness 5.40 6.60 6.00 6.80 5.42 |1.46
R = 4-16 : ' (.22)

18



TABLE 8 - Continued

, School Division Size ‘and Means

Criteria j 1,000-} 3,500- {10,000~ | j

O T 0—99 9 3,4 99 . 9 ; 99 9 P 3 0'000 . . 30,001+ ) F

g. Instructional Supervision : ' ' f
and Assistance to Teachers 5.20 5.74 5.17 5.53 . 4.86 .91

h. Cooperative Evaluation Pro- . S .
gram 8.00 8.65 7.05 8.00 7.29 |2.68
R = 5-20 RS IR SR TP A 1.04)

i. Business and Finance 3.80 3.86 3.74 3.53 3.43 .32
R = 3-12  pensen e mnT R S -~ (.86)

j. School Plant 5.40| 5.86 | 5.66 6.40 6.43 | .62
R = 4-16 R RS R (. 64)

k. School Community Relations 5.40 5.60 5.14 6.13 4.57 [1.91
R = 4-16 S S e .11

1. Professional Qualities and -~ j *
Growth 5.40 6.23 5.31 7.13 5.43 |3.52
R=4-16 |\ .1 |@.00)'

R = Range of Means

* Denotes significant F ,

** Denotes significant Scheffe

Z8
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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 sﬁudents, 3,500~
9,999 students, 10,000-30,000 students, and 30,001 or more
students group means were essentialiy the same regarding
their rating of the importance of the "cooperative evaluation
program" evaluation criteria.

Table 8 aléo 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. The Scheffé test revealed
that group means were significantly different at the .05
alpha level. Superintendents who were empibyed in school
divisions that contained an enrollment of 10,000-30,000
students group means differed from those who were employed
in school divisions that contained enrollments of 0-999
students, 1,000-3,499 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-
rollment 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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enroilments of 0-999 students, 1,000-3,499 students, 3,500-
9,999 students énd 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 reéponses of di#ision éuperintendents 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 éo 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 procédures 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 reéponded to the degrees of
impoirtance of procedures that were employed to gather data
to make principals' evaluations. Each relationship was tested
by employing the one-way analysis of variance, and the Scheffé
test was employed to determine yhich group means differed

significantly at the .05 alpha level.



85

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 i
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 signifiéant differences
between the groups of superintendents.

Table 9 also reveals that there was a statistiéal signif-
icant difference in school division size (enrollment) and
division superintendents' responses to the degrees of impor-
tance of the procedure, "assessing the principals' profi-
ciency in supervising the school staff," evaluation procedure
employed to gather data to make ?rincipals‘ evaluations.
An F-ratio of 2.54 was obtained (0.04) at the .05 alpha level.
The F was significant, but the Scheffé, a more stringent
test, revealed that there were no.significant differences
between the groups of superintendents. |

io statistical significant differences existed at the
.05 alpha level between school division size {enrollment) énd
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 1,000-| 3,500~} 10,000~
' 0-999 | 3,499 | 9,999 30,000 30,001+ F
a. Making personal school visits 1.60 1.37 1.49 . 1.47 o 1.43 | .23
. (Superintendent) . P e R o | . ( ‘91)
b. Employing central office per- 1.80 1.77 1.60 - 1.73 S1.71 | .43

sonnel input B I Tt A I (78
c. Employing the principals’ 1.20 1.60 1.49 2.07 1.42 [2.17
' input (self-evaluation) B D D D (.07)
d. Assessing the annual appear- 1.80 1.84 1.80 1.80 2.00 .23

ance of the school ' o : (.91)
e. Assessing the principals' 1.60 2.16 2.05 2.13 2.14 | .76
- general personality - (.55)
f. MAssessing the principals'

accomplishment of predeter-

mined administrative objec- 1.60 1.60 1.26 1.20 1.14 }3.21*

tives S : (.01)
Eg. Assessing the principals' _ A

proficiency to communicate 1.40 1.49 1.43 1.40 - 1.14 .69

. with parents ' ' (.60)

98



TABLE 9 - Continugd

- School Division Size and Means
Procedures Z 1,000-}{ 3,500-110,000- ,
: L 0-999 | 3,499 | 9,999 30,000 30,001+ ) F
h. Assessing the principals'’ .
' performance in supervising 1.40 1.49 - 1.26 - 1.33 - 1.14 1.43
business and finance | o f o D . B (.22)
i. Using data collected through
« observations of the superin- |
tendent and assistant super- 1.60| 1.58 - 1.43 1.33 1.43 .75
intendent B I B ' (.55)
j. Assessing the principals' : , f
‘ proficiency in supervising 1.20] 1.35 1.14 1.06 1.00 2.54%
the school staff - (.04)

* Denotes significant F
Mean ranges for all procedures are

L8
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findings that pertain to sub-question six are listed in

appendix M.

Sub-guestion‘seVen

Are there differenées 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 assesé 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' school principals. Each relationship
was tested by employing the one-way analysis of variance,
and the Scheffe 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
reéarding years of service of the division superintendents
and their responsesvto 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
one-way analysis of variance, and the Scheffé test was em-
ployed to determine which group means differed significantly
at the ,05 alpha level.

There were no statistical significant differences found
atrthe .05 alpha level between the variable regardingvyears
of service and division superintendents' responses tc 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 régarding

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'divisioné and also in Virginia. The comments are as
foilows:

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 fo;mal.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 perhaés 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 needé to fofmalize the evalu-
étion 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 (2) the num-
ber of years respondents have served as division superintend-
ents - in Virginia.

Table 10 reveals that most cf the division superintend-
ents were employed in county school divisions. Seventy-one
percent of the respondents were‘employed in countj school
divisions, while 29 percent were employed in city school
divisions. Most of the school divisions could be considered
small to medium size cohtaining 74 percent of the total en-
rollment population in Virginia, while the very small, large,
and very larée séhool divisions made up 26 percent of the
enrollment.

Table 11 shows thét 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=105)

Types of Administrative School Divisions

No. 3
County 75 71
City 30 29

School Division Sizes (Enrollment)

No. 2

0 - 999 Very Small 5 5
1,000 - 3,499 Small 43 41
3,500 - 9,999 Medium 35 33
106,000 - 30,000 Large 15 14
30,001 - and over Very Large 7 7
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TABLE 11

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Years
Respondents Served as Division Superintendents
in Virginia

' . County and
Xears Served ":City Responses
.................... ... . .| No. . LB
0 - 4 - 38 Z 36
5 - 8 27 26
9 - 12 - 21 20
13 - or more ‘ 19 ' 18
Total . ... o . . . flOS . ~..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 formally evaluates secondary principals in school divi-
sions; (3) how often a formal written evaluation was done;
and (4) whether a conference is held after an evaluation
has been completed.

Table 12 shows that most of the superintendents employed
both a checklist and narrative summary types of instruments
to evaluate secondary principals. Sixty-six percent of the
respondents employed these types of inétruments. A checklist
type instrument was used by 22 percent of the réspondents to
assess the performance of secondary principals. Ten percent
of the respondents employed & narrative summary, while 2
percent used no instrument, and only 1 percent of the re-
spondents employed a conference to evéluate secondary prin-
cipals.

Table 13 reveals that most of the superintendents, 53
percent, formally evaluated secondary principals in their
school divisions. Eighteen percent of the respondents
delegated the evaiuation process to assistaht superintend-
ents, 16 percent cobperatively 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,



Instruments Employed to Evaluate Secondary Principals

25

TABLE ‘12 .

Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Types of

in Virginia

County and
Instrument __City Responses
............................... . No. 2
A checklist . 23 22

A narrative summary 10 10

Both, a checklist and ;

a narrative summary - 69 66

No instrument 2 2
,,,,,,, Conference 1 1
....... Total .. 105 101

Percentages have been rounded off to the

whole number and may not equal 100%.

nearest
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TABLE 13

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

in Virginia

County and

Evaluator | City Responses
.................................... |  No. . . %
Superintendent . 56 53
Assistant Superintendent -~ 19 18
Superintendent and Assistant Superinten-

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

tion . 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 === o o _ 1 1

- Total = ... . . o 105 100
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1 percent of the respondents performed the evaluation task
with the director of ihstruction and director ef personnel,
2 percent cooperatively performed the evaluation with the
board of education,bl percent cooperatively performed the
evaluation task with a committee, and 1 percent of the re-
spondehts_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-
formance of secondary principelsbevaluated them annually on
a formal written basis. Eleven perceht of the respondents
evaluated secondary principals 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 secondar§ principals; while 1 percent of the
respondents indicated that a formal written evaluation was
on-going. 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 superintendents' 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=105)

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

No. &
Annually 86 82
Semi-annually 12 11
Quarterly 0 0
Every three years 4 4
Never 2 2
On-going 1 1

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

Yes 98 93
No 7 7
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to analyze these data obtained were distributions containing
frequencies and percentages.

The one-way analysis of variance, a statistical pro-
cedure, was employed to determine if significant differences

existed between groups, and the Scheffé test was also used

to determine which group means significantly differed. Divi-

sion superintendents' write-in responses 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 perfor-
mance of secondary public school principals. The "Standaxds
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-S0Q evaluation criteria were those other
criteria which division superintendents also employed to
evaluate the performance of secondary principals.

Of the thirty-seven SO0Q 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 fifteen non-S0Q evalu-
ation criteria, seven 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
for gathering data to make principals' evaluations, "making
personal visits to the school (superihtendent),“ very im-
portant. Also, the procedures that were employed to assess
the work performance of secondary principals were very im-
éortant 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 purpcse 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 imporﬁant
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 6ver-
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-
way analysis of variance and the Scheffé test. Significant
‘differences were found between: = (1) school division size
" (enrollment) and division superintendents' responses to the
cooperative evaluation program evaluation criteria; (2)
schogl division size (enrollment) and division superin-
tendents' responses to the professional gualities and gfthh
evaluation criteria; (3) schoql division size (enrollment)
and assessing the principals' accomplishment of pre-deter-
miﬁed administrative objectives evaluation procedure; and
(4) school division size (enrollment) and assessing the
principals' proficiency in super#ising the school staff
evaluation procedure. There was a léSs than 5 percent chance
that responses made on these items occurred simply by'chance.
Most 6f,the superintendents who participated in this
study were employed in céunty school divisions. They made
IUp 71 percent of the total population, and the sizes of the
school divisions rangea 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 divisicn
superintendents 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 formally evaluate secondary prin-
cipals. Most of the superintendents preferred to evaluate
the principals annually and hold a conference after the

evaluation was completed.



Chapter V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Chaptér five summarizes this stﬁdy; which pertains to
the importance of the evaluation criteria, procedures em-
ployed to gather data to make pfiﬁcipais' evaluations, and
purposes of evaluating secondary public scﬁcbl principals
in Virginia. Contaihed‘in this chapter are the following
'sections: (1) the problem, (2) summaiy of pfocedures, (3)
summary of findings, (4) conclusions, {5) discussion; (6)

implications, and (7) recommendations.
THE PROBLEM

~ This study was designed to presént the ciiteria and
procedures employed in the formal evaluation of secondary
public school principals in Virginia and tovdetermine'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
publié 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,Virginiaktb evaluate secondary public school
principals, and how important are these criteria?

2. What procedutes are considered very important by di-

- vision 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, Overall, how important is the evaluation process

regarding secondary public school principals according to per-.

ceptions held by division superintendents?

5. Are there differences between school division en-
rollment demographic variables and responses to the degrees
~of importance of the evaluation criteria that are employed
to assess the performanée of secondary public school prin-
cipals?

6. Are there differences between school division en-
rollment deﬁographic variables and responses to the degrees
of importance of the evaluation prdcedures employed to assess
thevperformance of secondary 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 imbortance of the evalu-

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

SUMMARY OF PRCCEDURES

The population of this study consisted of one hundred
and thirty-two division superintendents who were listed in

the Virginia Educational 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: (l) an intense review of litera-
ture to serve as background information; (2) a preliminary
survey of division superintendents in Virginia to determine
the évaluation process and basis for arriving étbsecondary
- 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 td

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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Two questionnaires were employed to gather data for this
stﬁdy. The preliminary survey questionnaire (appendix A) was
developed through a review of literature and counsel with the
major ahd research advisors. The purpose 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 reéeived from the preliminary survey; and
(4) éounsel 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 recommendations were incorporated
into the final draft, which contained four sections. The
first section was concerned with collecting demographic data.
Secﬁion two sought to determine pertinent data relatﬁve to
the principals' 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 secondafy public school principals.
The respondents were asked to rate the evaluation criteria

by checking one response fof each item on the féur-point
Likert Scale. The fourth and final section of 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 respondents
could rate the evaluation procedures‘according to their per-

ceptions regarding the degrees of importance.

A frequency distribution 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 emplofed to gather data
to make principals' evaluations. Sub-questions one, two,
and four were analyzed by employing very important responses
which exceeded 60 percent. The most important and least
~important purposes of the e&aluation‘of secondary principals
were determinéd by employing the highest and lowest mean
ratings respectively.

All data were coded, transferred to optical scanner
sheets, key punched, and processed by the computer through

emplovment of The Stat

(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 importance of the evaluation criteria and procedures (sub-

questions five through eight). The‘Scheffé test was employed
: to‘determine which gtoups sighificantly differedvat the .05
alpha level. Comments regarding the evaluation criteria,
prOCedures; purposes, and process were reported. Also, a de-
sctiptive analysis of dembgraphic and evaluation data was

done.
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The Preliminary Survey

Results were obtained from the p:eliminary survey of
- responses. from one hundred fifteen of the total one hundred
thirtYQtwo division superintendents in Virginia. The re-
spondent superintendents employed the evaluation pchéss as
follows:

1. Forty-ﬁive percent employed formal evaluation

determined by predetermined standards.

2. Sixteen percent émployed formal evaluation determined

. by tasks performed.
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3. Fourteen percent employed informal’evaluation.

4., PFifteen percent employed formal evalqation deter—-
mined by predetermined standards and tasks performed.

5. Four pereeht emplcoyed formal evaluation determined
by predetermined standards and informal evaluation.

6. Four percent employed formal evaluation determined
by predetermined objectives.

7. Three percent employed formal evaluation determined
by predetermined standards, tasks performed, and informal
evaluation.

The basis used for arriving at the results of the evalu-
ation of secondary principals as reported by division super-
intendents was  as follows:

1. 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 aecomplishments of objectives
performance based, student-and staff input.

‘4, Three percent employed accomplishments of predeter-
mined objectives.

5. Three percent employed personal observations by the
superintendent and assistant superintendent.

6. Nine percent employed personal observations by the

superintendent and a survey of teachers.
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7. Three percent employed personal observations by the
superintendent'and central office input.
Results were obtained 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.

What formal criteria are émployed by division superin-
téndents in Virginia to evaluate Secondary public school prin-
cipals, and how_important are thesé criteria?

In rating the importance of the SOQ evaluation criteria
that were empldyed to evaluate secondary publié school prin-
cipals, 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:

l.. Annual School Plan item "a": The secondary principal
makes the annual school plan consistent with the school dis-
trict-wide plan. Item "b": The secondary principal iméleé
ments the annual school pian.
| . 2. Handbook of Policies and Procedures item "c": The

secondary principal uses the handbook after its completion.
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3. Coordinating Sefvices of Persons Working in the
School item ﬁd“; The sécondary-principal inducts new em-
ployees into the séhqol. Item "e"i The secqndary‘principal
resolves work problems;' Item "f": The‘secondary‘principal,
monitors work'performance.‘r

4. vInStructional Supervision and Assistancé to
. Teachers item "g": The secondary principal develops a plan
of supervision. Item "h": The seCondary'principal allo-
-‘cates.time‘for Supeﬁvision.

5. Cboperative Evaluation Program item "i": The second-
ary principal coordinates evaluation and supervision.

Division superintendents rated several of the non-S0Q
evaluation criteria that were employed to evalﬁate secondaryv
public school principals as being essential. Of the fifteen
non-S0Q evaluation criteria, seven received positive'ratings.
The evaluation criteria that were rated very important were
as follows:

1. Business and Finance item "a": The secondary prin-
cipal follows the school division's guidelines in the manage-
ment of school monies. Item "b": The secondary principal
ensures that systematic and auditable records are kept of
all fﬁnds over which the schocl has custody. Item "c¢": The
secondary princiéal allocates budget funds based on evalu-
ation‘of existing programs, expressed program needs, and

budget limitations.
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2. sSchool Plant item "d": The secondary principal in-
terprets and enforces the school's policies and regulations
regarding use of the building.

3. School Community Relations item "e": The secondary
principal provides opportunities which strengthén the lines
of communication between home and school. Item "f": 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 school program. |

The findings relative to the importance of the S0Q ahd
non-S0Q evaluation criteria seemed to support the findings
reported in MacQueen's (1969) doctoral dissertation, which
dealt with establishiné the importance of various criteria
that were employed to assess the performance of a high school
principal. He found in his survey of a cross-section of
school distficts in the United States that superintendents rated
highly the importance of seventy criteria. Therefore, it
appeared that superintendents in the U.S. perceived 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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Summary of Sub-Question Two

What procedures are considered very important by divi=-
sion superintendents for gathering data no evaluate secondary
public school principals? The computation of percentages
regarding procedures that were considered important for

~gathering data to evaluate secondary principals revealed
that four procedures were rated very important. Data are
gathered to make principals' evaluations by:

"a": making personal school visits (superintendent).

"b": assessing the principals' accomplishment of pre-

'determined administrative objectives.

"c": assessing the principals' proficiency in super-

vising the school staff.

"d": assessing the principals' performance in super-—.

- vising business and finance.

The finding in this study regarding item "a", data are
gathered to make principals' evaluations by making personal
school visits (superintendent), was rated very important.
However, Deal (1977) suggested tnat 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.

What is the most important purpose and what is the

least important purpose for the evaluaticn of secondary
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public school principals as identified by division superin-
tendents? |

The following item was identified as the most important
purpose for the evaluation of secondary public'school prin-
cipals as identified by division superintendents:

Item "a": To imprgve 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 perforﬁance was found to be the most
important purpose for evaluating secondary public schéol

principals. This finding was relative to one purpose set

forth in Virginia's Manual for Implementing Standards of

Quality and Objectives, 1972, to improve performance. Also,

the finding was relétive to stuaies completed by Gaslin
(1974), Jacobson and others (1973), Armstrong (1973), and
Palucci (1978).

To gfant 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.




115

sSummary of‘Subfgpestion Four

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.

" Summary of Sub-Question 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
.05 alpha level between group means through the employment
of the one-way analysis of variance and the Scheffé 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 growth" evaluation criteria that were employed to assess
the performance of secondary principals.

1. There was a statistical significant difference be-
tween school division size (enrollment) and division superin-
tendents' responses to the degrees of importance of the

"cooperative evaluation program" 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 Scheffé test revealed that group means were signifi-

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
studénts 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 S0Q "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-5S0Q
"professional gualities 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 Scheffé test revealed that group meansﬁwere sig-
nificantly different at the .05 alpha level. Group means of
superintendents who were employed in school divisions that
contained an enrocllment of 10,000-30,000 students differed
from those who were employed in school divisions that con-
tained 0-999 students, 1,000-3,499 students, 3,500-9,999
students, and 30,001 or more students respectively. Those
superintendents who were eﬁployed in school di&isions that
contained an enrollment of 10,000—30,000 students rated the
importance of the non-SOQ "professional qualities and growth"
evaluation criteria higher than other groups of supérintend-
ents. Group means of superintendents who were employed in
school divisions that contained enrollments of 0-999 stu-
dents, 1,000-3,499 students, 3,500-9,999 sﬁudents and 30,001
or more students were essentially thé same regarding their
rating of the importance of the "professionai qualities énd
growth" evaluation criteria. Other findings that related to
school division size (enrollment) demographic variables and
responses of division superintendents to the evaluation cri-

teria variables were not found to be significantly different.

Summary of 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
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performance of secondary public school principals?

There were statistical significant differences found at
the ;05 alpha levellbetween group means through'employment
of thé one-way analysis of variance and the Scheffé test
regarding school division size (enrollment) and division
superintendents’ responses'to the degrees of importance of
two evaluation procedures: (1) "assessing the principals'
accomplishment of predetermined administrative objectives"”
and (2) "assessing the principals' proficiency‘in supervising
the school staff."

1. A statistical significant difference was found at
the .05 alpha level between échool division size (enrollment)
and division superintendents' responses to the degrees of
impertance of 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. The F was sighificant, but: the Scheffé, 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
at the .05 alpha level between schoocl divisipn size (enroll-
ment) and division superintendents®' responses to the degrées
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,bmt‘the=Scheffe, a more
stringent test, revealed that there were no significant dif-
ferences between the groups of superintendehts. 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 pfincipals‘ evaluations were

found not to be significantly different.

Are there differences between demographic variables re=-
garding 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 ofvsecondf
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, years of service do not affect the
importance that superintendents place upon the evaluétion
criteria employed to assess secondary principals' perfor-

mance.
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Summar?‘of‘Subeuestion‘Eight

Are there differences between demographic variables re-
- garding 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
the performance of secondary public school principals?

There weie 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. Therefore, yearé of service do not affect
the importance that superintendents place upon the evalu-
ation_proceduresfémployed to gatherkdata to make principals'
evaluations.

This section of the chapter reporﬁs the conclusions
based upon the findings and analysis of data relative to the

problem.
' CONCLUSIONS

1. The S0OQ evaluation criteria that pertainéd to the
annual school plan, handboék of policies and procedures, co-
ordinating services of persons working in the school, instruc-
tional supervision and assistahce to teachers, and the cooper-

ativé.evaluationiprqgram were very important to the formal
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evaluation process of secondary public school principals.
Also, the non-SOQ‘evaluation criteria that pertained to busi-
‘ness and firance, school plant, and school community rela-
tions were very important to the formal evaluation process

of secéndary public school principals.

2.1 The procedures that were employed to gather data to
assess the principals' work performance were very important.v
Also, making personal visits to the :school by the superin-
tendent was a very important proce&ure to the formal evalu-
ation process of secondary public school principals.

3. The most important purpose cof 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'importantvto 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-
cipal: (1) allocates time for supervision; (2) develops a
plan of supervision; (3) monitors work performance; and (4)
coordinates evaluation and supervisioﬁ.

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 secondarylpublic
school principals, seven criteria weré essential for assess-
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: (1) insures that systematic and auditable records
are kept; (2) follows the school division'’s guidelines in
the management of school moniesi 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 perscnal 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 findings that the over-

all evaluation process regarding secondary public school
principals was not very important.
5. It can be concluded that a large number of superin—
tendents use established evaluation criteria and procedures.
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’ eﬁaluations. This study has
reported the'answers relative toythe evaluation criteria,
procedures, purposes, and process. The conclusions of this
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, coordinating 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 "non-Standards of Quality" evaluation
criteria that pertained to business and finance; school
plant, and school community relatiéns should continue to be
employed to evaluate the performance of secondary public
schoél principals since these criteria were very important
to the formal evaluation pfocess of the principals. How-
éver,fﬁhe Legislature ought to consider incorporating into
the "Standards of Quality" evaluation criteria these "non-
Standérds of Quality" evaluation criteria in as much as
they are used and are important.

3.  The very impottant evaluation procedures that were
relative to personal school visits made by the superintendé
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
importént purpose of the evaluation of secondary public school
principals was to improve task performance and the least im-
portant purpose was to grant merit or performancé pay. Divi-
sion 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.



RECOMMENDATIONS

The analysis of findings and conclusions drawn from this

study warrant certain recommendations.

Based upon the findings and conclusions, the following
recommendations relativé to this study are offered for further
research: |

1. Several questions have been answered regarding this
study, and seyeral have been disclosed; fbr 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 assessing the performance of second-
ary public school principals? 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 ihvestigate why certain SOQ and non-S0Q
evaluation c:iteria are important for assessing secondary
principals' performance.

2. Those S0Q.-and non-=S0Q evaluation criteria to which
superintendents gave positive ratings should be continuously

employed tc 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-
tendénts did not give positive ratings should be investigated
to determine why they are not important for evaluating
secondafy public school principals.

3. The four evaluation proCe&ures that are very impor-
tant should be employed to gather data to make principals'’
’evaluatidns; 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 perscnality; (5) assessing the
principals' proficiency to communicate with parents; 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 impfove task per-
formance," in evaluation guidelines as the purpose for evalu-
~ating secondary>principals. A major study should then bé
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.
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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, V fryinia 24061

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

February 11, 1981

Dear Superintendent:

I am a graduate student in Educational Administration
at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University in
Blacksburg, Virginia. Presently, I am collecting prelimi-
nary data for a study of the evaluation process of secondary
public school principals in Virginia. The purpose of col-
lecting these data is to determine the process that is used
to evaluate public school principals.

Please complete the enclosed questionnaire, and return
it with a copy of the instrument that you use to evaluate
secondary principals in the enclosed pre-addressed postage-
paid envelope as soon as pcssible. No attempt will be made
to identify the responses of participants for publicity
purposes. The full right to personal privacy shall be re-
spected. ' ‘

Thank you.for your assistance, time, and cooperation.

Very sincerely,

James E. Rountree
Graduate Student

Glen I. Earthman‘

Associate Professor

Educational Administration
GIE/1ls

Enclosure
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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.

N

d. Othér;’(specify)

2.v,Evaluatioh of secondary principals is_baséd oh:

a. Survey of teachers.

b. Personal observations by the éuperintendent.
c. Survey of pupils.

d. Other; (specify)
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APPENDIX B

LETTER TO DIVISION SUPERINTENDENTS

REGARDING THE INSTRUMENT
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