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ORIGIN AND BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

i

Organizations are social systems consisting of
individuals occupying roles or positions. The role which
the individual occupies governs, to some extent, the
activities of the individual and defines the relationship
of each individual to others in the organization,
Personality variables, unique to each individual, provide
for variation in the manner in which roles are interpreted
and ;elationships established.

Organizational behavior, therefore, is a result of
the interaction of institutional and personal variables as
they relate to the progress of the organization toward

stablished goals (Getzels and Guba, 1957). Kelly (1974

(¢

hag defined organizational behavior as:
»+2the effect of the organization on the perceptions,
emotions,; and behavior of its members and clients and
how thelr actions and attitudes affect the achievement
- a o~ /

of the organization's goals (p. 2),

Etzioni has defined effectiveness as the "degree
vhich an organization realizes its goals" (Hall, 1972

96
£ th

T
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. Barnard {1938), in his classic work The Funciions

3
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[

Executive, has written:

-
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The vitality of organizations lies in the willingness
of individuals to contribute forces to the cooperative
system, This willingness requires the belief that the
purpose can be carried out,... (Grusky and Miller,
1970 p. 65).

Organizations have utilized a variety of evaluation pro-
cedures for tThe purpose of appraising employee performarce
or the extent to which organizationalrgoals are achieved.
Management by Objectives (MBO) is one system utilized Dby
many profit organizations (Cummings and Schwab, 1974), and
its popularity and success in profit organizations has re-
sulted in its increased use in non-profit organizations
(D.McConkey, 1973).

School systems share maﬁy commonalities with other
organizations: they are formal organizations and social
systems with specific functions and goals (Bidwell, 1965;
Getzels and Guba, 1957). Many of the practices and theories
introduced and substantiated in the private sector are im-
plemented in educational organizations such as un1verswt1es
snd school systems (Knezevich, 1972; Bell, 1974). MBO is
a management system that was popularized first in industry

and then adapted by educational ovganlza+lops, It was

i

viewed as a management gystem that would help organize and

orient school sgsystems in a direction that would gatisfy the

demands of accountability. mpetus for its recent surge

-

came from sgeveral of the state legislatures suggesting or

{—2

mandating personal accountability for public schoo
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educators. Az a result Virginia and other states suggested
or mandated new guidelines for the evaluation of teachers
and other educational employees {(Redfern, 1973). The
Virginia Department of Educaticn su ggested an Evaluation
by Objectives (EBO) model as a meang for its school

divigions to satisfy the legiglative mandate.

[N

Eddings (1976) surveyed Virginia's teachers n
order to determine their perceptions concerning the use and
effectiveness of the suggested EBO procedures. The results
indicated that the EBO procedures were not uniformly
implemented. Of those procedureg that were used a majority
of the teachers perceived them to be effective (Eddings,
1976). However, the evalﬁation process involveg two
participants--the e%aluator and the evaluatee. Therefore,
in order to assess true participant perception, an analysis
had tc be made of the perceptiong of the evaluatorg of the
classroom process as it relates to the utility and
efficiency of the teacher model; i.e., the principal.

It was within this setting that this study was undertaken.

Accountabilitv~-Private Enterprise

Although the accountability movement is a relatively
new phenomenon for educators, it has been a part of the
orivate sector since man first began to barter. In general,

demands of the business werld dictate the criteria for



managerial accountability. Drucker {(1974) has stated

these requirements:

Performance requires that each job be directed
toward the objectives of the whole organization.
In particular, each manager's  must be focused

o’
o)

on the success of the whole. performance that
is expected of the manager mus be directed toward
the performance goals of the business. His resgults
are measured by the contrlb“+lon they make to the
success of the enterprise (p. 430).

ch Fie

Y

l

e

Product output is the measure of a manager's
rformance., A firm's survival in an open and competitive
market dictates that an individual's performance be
appraised in terms of his contribution Tto the organization's
objectives. This is not a new concept, for many of today's
~complex corporations have evolved from smaller one-man
buginesg operations where the entrepreneur's success was
measured in terms of end results (profit). With the
development and growth of modern corporations, the concept
of managerial responsibilities expanded and grew more
complex., This resulted in the decline of one-man
authority and the evolvement of more managers, staffs and

consultants. "The demands for accountability on the part

of

=

nagers hag never been greater., Both the marketplace
and owners are increasingly demanding more of business
managers"” (D,lc Joﬁkey, 1974 p. 206).

Mlodern business literature notes that today's
managers should be given the proper amount of authority in

P )

order to succegssfully carry out the predetermined o
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The complexity of an qrganization has necessgitated that
proper delegation of control and authority be studied,
organized, and broken down intoc manageable and challenging
tasks for all levels of management®t (D.McConkey, 1974).

.

D.McConkey's definition of delegation is representative

or this concept of accountability within business

’_l«

organization:

Delegation is the achievement by a manager of
definite, specified results, results previously
determined on the basis of a priority of needs by
empowering and motivating subordinates to accomplisgh
all or part of the specific results for which the
manager has final accountability. The sgpecific
regults for which the subordinates are accountable
are clearly delineated in advance in terms of output
required and time allowed and the subordinates'
progress 1s monitored continuously during the time
period (1974, p. 11).

Management by Objectives-~Private Enterprise

Management by Objectives (MBO) is well established
in industry as a tool to help direct and focus a menager's
attention on organizational goals and objectives. Employee
evaluation, as such, .is an integral part c¢f this management
system. MBO is a "results-oriented" system in which objec-
tives are jointly set by the subordinate and his superior.
Clearly stated, measurable objectives structure the pro-
cedures Whefeby the employee's contribution te the organi-
zation is assessed in terms of actual results as compared

5

to expected results. George Ordiocrne (1965) is creditec
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with popularizing and solidifying ti

e MBO system

-

generalized model:
The system of management by objectives can be defined
ag a process whereby the superior and subordinate
managers of an organization jointly identify its
common goals, define each individual's major areas of
regpongibility in terms of the results expected of
him, and use these measures for operating the unit
and assessing the contribution of each of its members
(p« 55-65).

A Dbrief description of the MBO process is provided in the

paragraphs that follow.

Geoals nmust be identified and defined in order to
insure that an employee and a manager are jointly working
in the interest of an organization. These objectives
should be Jointly agreed to by the appraiser and evaluates.
Meaningful subordinate participation is needed so that
mutual understanding of direction and expectations result
in a common effort toward the achievement of the organiza-
tion's goals. To that end, objectives should be written in
guantitative, measurable and concrete terms which specify
a time frame for the accomplishmant of the desired results
(Raia, 1974).

Plans are ocutlined asg te procedures or work plans
that are necessary to fcllow in order to achileve the

objective. This should be mutually agreed upon by the

evaluator and evaluatee (Morrisey, 1976).

o,
=
}.i .
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The evaluatee's performance is compare

tially established. This bveging, many times, with

lch

goals in
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an employee's self-appraisal eith

D]

r orally or in written

fute
B il

form to a superior. Thisg serves 2g a vehicle for mutual
discussion concerning the employee's performance (Cummings
and Schwab, 1973). The reasons for achieving or not
achieving objectives are 2nalyzed and discussed. This
evaluation conference serves asg a springboard in

stablishing new goals and objectives as the process
repeats itself (Cummings and Schwab, 1973).

The importance of objectives to a business
enterprise and the successful utilization of an MBO system
has been clearly stated by Drucker (1954):

Objectives are needed in every arez where
performance and results directly and vitally affect the
survival and prosperity of the business....They spell
out what results the business must aim at and what is
needed to work effectively toward these targets.

Objectives enable us...to predict behavior...improve
performance... {(p. 63).

Accountability and MBO in Non-nrofit Organizations

Historically, we have been sadly negligent and
often outright reluctant in emphasizing managerial
effectivenegs in the nonprofit sector. Effectiveness
has been looked upon as being reguired almost
exclusively of private sec tor managers. The purpose
of many nonprofit organ*zutions hag been viewed ag go
laudable and high as to be above any consideration
of effectiveness (D.McConkey, 1975 p. 1-2).

3

Riging taxes, uncertain economic conditio

ng and

|_.h

public concern about honesty in government hag resulted in

cloger scruti:

'.5

1w in the allocation and expenditure of public
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funds. Managers of non-profit organizations are expe

ed
to justify requests for funding. This change in expecta-
tion is the result of two major forces. One is the public's
increased demands for stricter acccocuntability for non-
profit organizations. Their clien eLe (owners, taxpayers,
contributors, etec.) are insisting that non-profit organi-
zation managers provide documentation that they are
accomplishing expected results. Secondly, non-profit
organizations are growing and increasing at a pace that
far exceeds business organization growth. Therefore,
their sheer weight in numbers demand improved managerial
practices (D.McConkey, 1975).

Thig accountability demand has forced managers of
non-profit organizations to re-evaluate their management
approach. .McConkey (1973) has succinctly stated the need
for a more accountable management system:

Management of non-profit organizations has no landed
right to be inefficient, to ignore managerial produc-
tivity, to ignore The profit motive, or to fail o
evaluate new or revised approaches to management ag
these approacheg develop. A manager is a manager
regardless of the product or service with which he
deals. Nor should these managers be immune from
strict accountability to those whom they serve and
from those upon whom they depend for thelr funds and
support (p. 10).
Many non-profit organization cofficialg have looked
to industry as a source for the more effective management

systems that can help redirect and orient the organization

toward a more efficient operation. One of the meansg being



ugsed for meeting the demands for more efficiency and

accountability is ¥BO., IMBO ig looked upon asg a managerial

~tool that can improve the effectiveness of the organization

and the performance of individuals in these entities. IR0
has been successfully applied to the following types of
non-profit organizations} goverhment agencies, hospitals
church organizations, universities and public gchools.

The need for a more definitive statement of purpose, Jjusti-

e

fication of expenditures and a redirection of employee

T

attitude and effort have resulted in MBO becoming 2n in-

tegral part of many public institutions (D.lcConkes

A
\.\_‘

1
and 1975). MBO is seen as a means to educate the public

ag to the purposes, goals and need for a particular organi-

o

zation. I.McConkie (1975) has stated this well in respsct
to penal institutions:

Dealing with the public is not only an awesome
challenge, but also a vitally important component of
successful MBO usage in public agencies....It 1is
imperative, then, for correctional personnel to make
conscious, deliberate attempts to inform the public
in terms that enhance the public's understanding and
ability to see--in measurable terms--the progress
that correctional programs experience (p. 2.

Teacher Effectiveness

Since 1900 educational researchers have besn trying
to define teacher competence (Popham, 1975). Biddle and

Ellena {1964) began the preface to thelr book with the
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following:
Probably no aspect of education has been discussed
with greater frequency, with as much deep concern, or
by more educators and citizens than has that of teacher
competence--how to define it, how to identify it, how
to measure it, how to evaluate it, and how to detect
and remove obstacles to its achlevement (pa V)
Researchers at one time felt that teacher effective-
ness could be determined through identifying common charac-
teristics and traits found in successful teachers (Ryans,
1960) . Numerous studies have attempted to identify
successful teacher persgsonality traits and characteristics
aé a means to successfully define the effective teacher.
Biddle (1964) noted that 10,000 studies had been reporied
dealing with teacher characteristics, behavior and their
relationship to effectiveness, These studies have provided
little illumination or facts concerning teacher effective-
ness. The measurement of teacher competency is still =a
controversial and an unresolved issue. There ig no wide
acceptance of any method that promoteg teacher adequacy or
measures teacher competency (Castetter, 1976).

Two recent reviews of the literature have given
rise to cautious optimism. Flanders and Simon (1969)
noted, in theilr review of the literature dealing with
teacher effectiveness, that progress has been made due to
the improvement and sophigtication of observational
techniques for analyzing verbal behavior. They found a

-

direct relationship between student attitudes toward their
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teacher (measured on attitude scalgs of teacher attrac-
tiveness) and achievement scores (adjusted for initial
ability).

Rosenshine and Furst (1971) in their literature
review dealing with teacher performance criteria have noted
that "process-product studies have produced some of the
best variables on the relationship between teacher behavior
and student achievement" (p. 42). They gave a description
of eleven traits where the literature indicated possible
associations with student performance. However, they
caution againgt causality inferences. The process-product
studies were correlational and not experimental. Therefore,
no attempt should be made to infer causation since "...the
teacher behaviors which are related to student achievement
may only be minor indicators of a complex of behavioré
that we have not yet identified” (p. 42).

Popham (1975) discussed the three dominant proce-
dures used in the traditional teacher-appraisal process.
They were ratings, systematic observation‘and pupil stan-

dardized test performance. The Virginia Department of

1=

ducation in its Tentative Report: Evaluation of Personnel
(1972) noted the shortcomings or rating devices as being
too subjective and open to ambiguous interpretation.
Mcleil and Popham (1973) have indicated that

observation systems deal primarily with processes with the



intent ¢f predicting product outcomes. They feel that

"obgservations are most beneficlal for recording and

o

analyzing the teaching sct--not judging it" (p. 233).

Elsewhere Popham (1975) has suggested

v+ . that even with the most hignly structured obser-
vation system there are still many unroutinized
judgments that must be made, particularly up front
(when deciding on observation dimensions) and at
the end (when deciding whether a teacher has per-
formed satisfactorily) (p. 289).

Student gain, as measured by standardized tests
was the third most widely used traditional index of

teaching skill (Popham, 1975). Performance tests, as the

Tentative Report (1972) has pointed oﬁt, ",..may be used
to evaluate teacher effectiveness only under extensive
controls and adjustments to recognize and compensate for
factors other than the teacher's influence” (p. 4). This,
however, 1s a very difficult assumption. Contrclling the

extraneous variables 1gs at begst a difficult if not an im-

@]

ssible task. Popham (1975) has noted that the several

problemg inherent in norm-referenced tests have rendered

o]

them unsuitable for teacher evaluation. "Nationally
normed they may be, sensitive to instruction they are not"
(p. 291). Popham goes on to conclude that "pupil perfor-
mance on standardized norm-referenced achievement tests
should hever be used for purpcses of teacher evaluation”
(p. 291).

Evaluating a teacher's effectiveness by method or
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process of instruction has been criticized because of i
subjectivity and lack of universal applicability. There-
fore, since the 1960's,védﬁcators have favored that more
objective criteria be used in teacher evaluation. Teacher
effectiveness i1s defined in termg of student performance
ag compared to previously defined eipeoted performance

(McNeil and Popham, 1973).

MBO in Education

Castetter (1976) discussed and listed the
"presgures currently bringing about modifications in the
traditional performance appraisal system for school per-
sonnel" (p. 235). Figure 1 outlines the various inter-
action forces that impinge upon the traditional personnel

performance appraisal gsystem., Theorists' reactions have

ct

been heavily influenced by the behavioral scientist. The
pogition that a change in behavior is an indication o
learning led to the emphasis on behavioral objectives as a
means to plan and evaluate learning outcomes. This
specificity and detailing of expected outcomes led to
management models such as MBO (Castetter, 1976).

J

The movement toward writing curriculum with

behavioral objectives received a great dezl of attention

-

during the 1960's. Impetus for this movement began in 1962

-

with HMager's book on behavioral objesctives. Renowned
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educators such as Kibler (1974) and Popham (1971) have
popularized the utility of behavicral objectives. The
stating of educational objectives in measurable terms
helped to popularize performance-based teacher evaluation
models (Popham, 1975). The general movement toward
instructional and personal accountability was forced upon
educational systems by their state legislatures.
Constituent pressures led to the enactment of statutes
that provided for new evaluation systems that provided
for come type of performance-based evaluation models..
"Between 1963 and 1972, 23 states enacted legislation
that authorized or mandated some type of educational
accountability" (Ovard, 1975 p. 91).

Bell (1974), former U.S. Commissioner of Education,

has gtated:

Although the problems of educational management
are obviously quite different from those of the
private sector, there is much to be learned from
industry's systems approach in gaﬂnlng more e1¢10¢ehcy
in educatlonal management,...A very important practice
that will ce%tallly improve the quality of management
in education is for educational institutions,
particularly the .very large and complex ones, to
become introspectively critical. They nust become
more introspective about performance if they are
to survive and meet the demands of the future |
(p. 22).

The failure of ftraditional teacher evaluation

methods to meet the objectivity demanded by modern

accountability efforts had given rise to the search for

oaches to teacher evaluations (Castebter,

|..$

different app
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1976). Ornstein and Talmage (1974) have defined the
concept of accountability as a system borrowed from
management.

When applied to education it means holding some
people (teachers or administrators), some agency
(board of education or state department of education),
or some organization (professional organization or
private company) responsible for performing according
tc agreed-upon terms {(p. 11).

: cation setting students, one time,

In an educational <t tudent at one tim

were the only group to e held accountable. Now under
this new concept, accountability has taken on some dif-
ferent meanings. The demand that teachers and admini-
strators be held accountable for specific objectives in
terms of student changes in achievement and behavior is
one such form (Ornstein and Talmage, 1974; McNeil and

Pophan, 1973).

Mattaliano (1972) has made the point that "the

f~te

most popular mode of industrial planning is management by

@]

objectives, which 1s fast becoming one of the mecst popular
methods for reporting educational progress” (p. 66). Else-
where D.McConkey (1975) has said, "Protably no other
category of nonprofit organization ig receiving more IMBO
attention than are schocls" (p. 162). A brief summation

of the MBO teacher appraisal process ag 1t appears in the
literature follows:

1. The principal and teacher aggess the current

L

situation and based on this needs assessment, agree To
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specifically stated, measurable performance objectives.

2. Criteria, time span and strategies for ob-
jective accomplishment are agreed to (work plan or plan
of action).

3. Periodic reviews are held to assess ongoing
progress and to make necessary revisions due to unforeseen
or new circumstances.

L, Final performance appraisal is held at the end
of the evaluative period--expected results are compared to
actual results.

5. The cycle pegins once again as the process
_repeats itself. (Knezevich, 1972; Lewis, 1974; Hostrop,
1973; Bell, 1974; Mattaliano, 1972).

EBO--Virginia's Approach to Accountability

"A general revision of the Constitution of Virginia
was proposed and agreed to by the General Assembly.e.."
(Virginia Schoél Laws, 1975 p. 9). The revised Constitu-
tion became effective on July 1, 1971. Article VIII, |
Section 1 requiréd the General Assembly to: ",..seék to
ensure that an educational program of high quality is
established and continually maintained" (Virginia School
" Laws, 1975 p. 12). Article VIII, Section 2 stated:
Standards of quality for the several school-

divisions chall be determined and prescribed by the
Board of Education, subject to revision only by the
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General Assembly (Virginia School Laws, 1975 p. 12-13).
Standards of Quality were'written by the State

Board of Education and adopted by the General Assembly on
April 10, 1972 (H 845). The Standards represented a
comprenensive effort that covered a wide range of
responsibilities in public education. Standards were
established for personnel, instructional materials and
system-wide planning and management. School divisions were
responsible for local assessment and implementation within
the time required by a particular standard. Recent and past
revisions have strengthened and widened the scope of the
original provisions. The Planning and Management Objectives
specifically address individual schools, tTheir principals
and classroomrteachers. The Virginia State Board of
Education first adopted the Planning/and Management
Objectives in 1972. These objectives were readopted in
1974 and again in 1976 for the 1976-78 biennium.

Thege objectives complement the Standards and provide

direction for individual schools and teachers in their

efforts to provide quality education for children and

young people in Virginia (Standards of Quality and

Objectives 1976-78 p. 7).

These objectives outline the major duties and

responsivilities for principals and teachers. Principals
are held responsible for duties appropriate to their

position as the manager of a public school. Section 1h.

of the Planning and Management Objectives specifically
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deals with teacher evaluation.

The principal and hisg gtaff shall provide for the
cooperative evaluation of the teachers and other
‘employees in his school. The evaluation of teachers
ghall be based on the standards for Classroom
Planning and Management (p. 8).

The Classroom Planning and Ianagement Objectives
(Section 2 of the Planning and Management Objectives)
states the responsibilities of teachers:

a. The teacher shall provide for the humanizing
of instruction....

b. The teacher shall provide for individual
differences in the classroom....

c. The teacher shall make use of available
instructional materials and other resourceg that are
appropriate to the needs of pupils....

d. The teacher shall organize learning activities
to achieve specific objectives....

e. The teacher shall provide a favorable
psychological environment for learning....

f. The teacher shall evaluate the progress of
gtudents.

In August, 1972 the Virginia Department of

Education published the Tentative Report: Evaluation of

Personnel. In this report an Evaluation by Objectives
(EBO) model was proposed ag a guide to assist school
divisions in establishing evaluation procedures. The

Tentative Report was prepared under the direction of the

Virginia Department of Education. The Report was written
by two committees; one was charged with writing the
procedures for the evaluation of administrative personnel
and the other with writing the procedures for the

evaluation of teachers and other school employees.
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The procedures proposed are oriented in the
direction of evaluation by objectives. They stress:
--cooperative effort between evaluatee and evaluator
—-meaningful communication between the parties
--commitment to the conhepu of planning, performing
and evaluating
--professional growth and development of the evaluatee
~--use of evaluation to stimulate desirable change in
student behavior and learning outcomes (Tentative

Report, p. 45).
The model (Figure 2) is a five-step performancé-directed
model in which iﬁstruotional efficiency is the key to
successful accountability. School principals and teachers
are to assess thelr current performance against the
criteria defined by Standards of Quality enacted by the
General Assembly and the Planning and Management Objectives
adopted by the State Board of Education. Administrative
pergsonnel and their evaluators are to assess their own
current performance against the criteria or job description
established by *the school division. The evaluation model
for administrafive personnel is given on page 69 of the

Tentative Report.

The teachers' evaluators, using the same criteria,
make a separate diagnosis of the teachers' current
performance. The appraisals are compared, discussed and
areas in need of improvement are identified. Based on this,
performance objectives are jointly set. A major
requirement is that the objectives are to be stated in
behavioral terms. The plan of action or Worﬁ plan for

accomplishing the objectives are largely determined by the
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Figure 2

Eggential Elements in Evaluation of
Teachers and Other School Employees
(Performance Objectives Model)
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nature of the objectives. The plans are to include thé
naming of the participants and their roles in the
evaluation process, as well as, the ground rules, time
tables and assessment procedures that are clearly
understood and agreed to by all par tles.

The method of =ssessment is agreed to in advance.
The prior understanding and clear enunciation of
performance indicators hopefully will lead to jointly
recognizable achievement or non-achievement of performance.
The previously agreed to objectives, plaﬁs of action and
assessment procedures serve asg the agenda for the
conference. Therefore, there should be no surprises. The
teacher's self-agsessment and the evaluator's asgessment
are compared and discussed. The evaluatee's performance
ig analyzed and serves ag the basis for initiating the next
evaluation cycle as the process repeats itself.

Two additional Virginia Department of Education
pﬁblications deal with the suggested evaa”atwon procedures.

They are the Manual for Implementing Standards of Quality

and Objectives for Public Scheools in Virginia, 1972-74

(September, 1972) and the Evaluation Procedures Handbook

(Tentative IModel) (January, 1974). The implementation

manual "containg suggestions and instructions designed to
elp local divisions implement the standards and
{

objectiveg” (p. i1). The section on teacher evaluation
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contained suggestions for planning and implementing the

EBO procefurés ags well ag paraphrasing the Tentative
Report's description of the EBO modsl. The later
publication presented a more detailed description of the
suggested procedures and egtablished clearer guidelines

for implementation. The Evaluation Procedures Handbock

also suggested:
.».that the procedureg for the evaluation of other
employees (secretaries and lunchroom, maintenance and
custodial workers, etc.) be the same as that suggested
for teachers, principals, and central office personnel
4
(p. 63).
The suggested EBO model was offered as a guide for
chool divisions to meet the evaluation requirements of
Standards of Quality and Objectives. The impetus for this
model and reasons for its inception are best desgcribed in

the following excerpt from the Tentative Report:

The watchword today is accountability. To be held
accountable is to understand what's expected. It
implies having access to ways and means of attaining
performance objectives and involves a relevant
assessnment of results. Thus, evaluation and
accountability go hand in hand. Improved performance
is the name of the game. Well-formulated objectives,
gelf-effort, sensitive supervision, stimulatin
working conditions, conditiong conducive to growth and
development are ingredients for improvement.
Evaluation's best contribution is to be a catalytic
agent to bring all this about. Therefore, its
conception, institution and cultivation are of the
highest order of importance in the administrative
process (p. 43-44).
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The Eddingg Study

Eddings (1976) assessed Virginia teachers' percep-

tions of the effectiveness and perceived use of the sug-

gested EBO procedures by surveying teachers to determine

their "perceilved effectiveness of the procedures and the

extent to which the spirit of the mandate was carried out"

(p. 8).

The results of the Eddings study (1976) indicated:

«»«that a majority (51% or over) of the teachers who
ugsed the procedures perceived them to effective while
a majority (51% or over) of the teachers who did not
use the procedures perceived them not toc be

effective (p. 130).

Eddings' (1976) findings were organized within the

framework of the five-step EBO model. His conclusions are

paraphrased and presented within that format:

I. Diagnose Current Performance

The following were perceived by most teachers
as being helpful in improving their clagsroom
performance:

A,

Duties and responsibilities were explained
to the teacher.

Checklist of expected performance was given
to the teacher.

Teacher diagnosed their own performance.
Teacher's performance was diagnosed by

an evaluator,

A copy of their self-diagnosis was sub-
mitted to their evaluator. '

A consensus of items to focus upon was
reached.

A copy of an evaluator's diagnosis was
received.,
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-

Iiv,

A,

D,
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The following categories of teachers perceilved

the preceding as not being helpful in improving

their classroom performance:

1. Half of the teachers who taught more than
one specific subject.

2., Half of the teachers who had collegiate
certificates.

Performance Cbjectives

The following were uged as a performance

objective for most teachers and were perceived

to have helped improve classroom performance:

1. Humanizing instruction

2. Using appropriate instructional materials
and other resources

3. Organizing learning activities to achieve
specific objectives

4, Evaluating the progress of students

5. Providing a favorable psychological
environment for learning

Criteria other than teaching were used in the

evaluation of most teachers and were percelved

to be necessary and important.

Six or less target objectives were chosen for

the teaching improvement and evaluation of most

teachers and were perceived to be sufficient

for focusing upon classroom improvement.

Mogst teachers' target objectives were stated

in teacher behavioral terms and this was per-

ceived to have helped improve their teaching.

Carry Out Plan of Acticn

A,

B.

A plan of action was implemented by most
teachers and was percelved as helpful in im-
prov1ﬂg classroom performance.

The following procedures were not accompllshed

but were perceived by most teachers as proce-

dures which would have been helpful in improv-
ing their classroom performance:

1. Evaluator and teacher agree on "ground
rules,” time-tableg and recordkeeping
procedures

2. Interim conferenceg, relating to target
objectives, held between teachers and
evaluators

3. Plans of action cooperatively altered
as needed

I, Provisions made for an appeal of the
evaluator's assessment.

Aszess Results
Student, parent and peer ratings were not used as
contributors to teacher assessment teams.
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V. Hold Conference and Plan for the Future
A. liost teachers indicated that the following
- were accomplished and were perceived by
most teachers as helpful:
1. Terminal conferences
2. Comparison of evaluator-evaluatee
agssessment
3. Discussion of the causes of or lack of
teacher performance -
B. Implications of the Assessment were discussed
in half of the teachers' evaluations.
1. Teachers on probvationary contracts wanted
to discuss assessment implications
2. Teachers on continuing contract seemed to
be indifferent about digcusgsing assessment

implications

C. TFollow-up actlon was not discussed in moot of
the ueache ' evaluations.

D. Clar1¢1catlon of the use of the final written
evaluation was not made to most teachers.

E. Plans were not made for the next evaluation
cycle.

F. Most teachers were evaluated and had a feeling

of accomplishment after the final evaluation
conference.

G. An evaluation process was used in most schools
and most teachers perceived it to be a success
in their school.

It wag evident that teachers had overall positive
feelings about EBO. Generally, they perceived it to be
effective. This was an important indicator of its possible
potential. However, administrative failures (as perceived
by teachers) to hold interim conferences, agree to "ground
rules” time-tables and recordkeeping procedures indicated
serious concerns about the procesgss as it was implemented
throughout the State. These particular concepts were
important to teachers. Outright failure to implement this

portion of the model negatively affected teacher

nerceptions and attitudes about the viability of this model.
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Support for the preceding contention was found in
an earlier study by Smith (1974) that dealt with Virginia
teaohérs' perceptions of the effectiveness of their |
supervisors' performance in selected activities. Teachers
perceived their supervisors to be most concerned with their
administrative and coordinating funétionse Supervisors
were least perceived in a helping funection. Certain
omissions noted in the Eddings study (III B, page 25) were
basically helping functions. The studies of Smith and
Eddings corroborate on this one vital point. Teachers
desired to have their administrators (evaluators in
Eddings) work with and help them meet expected and personal
goals. Supervision and evaluation is a give and take
process that calls for cooperation from all the parties
concerned. Thig interpretation is suppdrted by the fact
that Smith and Eddings dealt with the same population--

Virginia teachers.

The Statement of the Problem

The Standards of Quality and Objectives for Public
Schools were first enacted in 1972 by the Virginia General
Assembly. One of its provisions mandated that Vifginia’s
school divisions establish a more comprehensive appraisal
program for evaluating teacher performance. Responding to

a General Agsembly directive, the Virginia Departiment of
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Education suggested that Virginia's school divisions adopt
an Evaluation by Objectives (EBQ) aystem as a means to
satiéfy the legislatiVe‘mandate (Figure 2, page 21).

. The Eddings study (1976) =ssessed teachers' per-
ceptions of the effectiveness and‘perceived uge of the
Virginia Department of Education's suggested EBO model.
The study brought out some revealing and important find-
ings. Though important, the information was ‘incomplete.
Evaluation 1s a two participant process that involves an
evaluator and an evaluatee. The school's principal or
his/her designee is the evaluator of a teacher. It was,
therefore, important to know the perceptions of Virginia's
school principals concerning the effectiveness and per-
ceived use of thebEBO model. A meaningful andvcomplete
analysis of participant perceptions was not possible until
the other half of this information was available. Nore
specifically, it is the responsibility of the evaluators
of these instructional personnel, i.e., classroom fteachers
to implement the model presented in Figure 2. In an effort
to provide further information on the efficacy of the
performance-based model, the researcher attempted to
answer the following questions:

1. Are the evaluators of classrocom instruction in the

Virginia school divisionsg currently utilizing the

procedures suggested by the Virginia Department of
Education?
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2. If any or all the procedures are being utilized,

do the evaluators perceive them to be an
: effective method of evaluating teacher performance?
3. If the procedures are not being utilized, do the
evaluators perceive them to be an effective method
of evaluating teacher performance?
How do certain institutional variables and
identified personal variavles of the evaluator
affect perceptions of the effectiveness of the
model? o

-

The following hypothesis 1s derived from a study
of the literature concerning role theory; collective
bargaining and conflict in education; organizational size
and supervisory span of control; and the personal variables
of age and experience as they relate to principal's
perceptions of the suggested EBO procedures:

" Hg - A principal’'s perceptions of the effectiveness
of the suggested EBO procedures is not related to age,
administrative experience, hours of EBO training,
membership in a teacher organization, number of

teachers in the school and number of teachers to be
evaluated.

Definition of Terms

In order to provide a clarification of some of
the termg used in this study, the following definitions
are included:

Accountability: The expectations that individuals

and/or organizations are to meet pre-defined objectives.

Elementary Schools in Virginia: Schools in

Virginia containing pre-kindergarten through grade seven



inclusive, in any combination were designated elementary
gchools.

Number of Teachers Evaluated: This referred to

the number of teachers actually evaluated by the school
principal.

Perception: Public school principals' opinions

concerning the effectiveness of the suggested EBO
procedures.

Public Schoecls in Virginia: Only regular State

supported elementary and secondary schools were included
in the population for this study.

Regional Studv Group: School divisions within

the State have been clasgified into seven Regional Study
Groups (RSG).

Size of School Divigion: The gize of the school

division referred to the number of gtudents enrolled for

the school year 1976-77.

Summary

This chapter has reviewed and presented the ration-
ale and events that led to the popularization of Management
by Objectives asgs a performance-based teacher evaluation |
systen. The'first'secfion discussed the growth and in-
fluence of the accountability movement in the business

sector and in non-profit organizations. NMBO has emerged
Az <



ag a managément tool to aid organizations in identifying
and then stating objectives in measurable terms.
Evaluation of achieved results as compared to expected
results satisfies the accountability demand.

Teacher evaluation in the past has largely been

ritualistic. HMany studies attempted to define the
effective teacher. The process approach of measuring
teacher competency met with 1ittle succesg. Its lack of

bjectivity and its necessity for subjective judgment in

(e}

deciding what constitutes effective teaching behavior, has
led many educators and state officials to look to industry
for more effective evaluation methods.

The success of IBO in industry has resulted in
many state legislatures adopting or suggesting performance-
bagsed teacher evaluation models. The Virginia legislature,
through its Standards of Quality and Objectives, has
mandated that its school divisions revise their teacher

evaluation procedures. The Manual for Implementing

Standards of Quality and Objectives for Public Schools in

irginia, 1972-74 (1972) specifically states:

Quality teaching does not occur automatically....
Competence can be stimulated and enhanced through an
effective program of evaluation. Involved in this
procesgs ig a clearer definition of teaching
responsibilities; identification of performance
expectations and areas where improvement may be ‘
needed, performance objectives or work targets, a plan
of action to achieve the performance objectives in
which supervigion and evaluation are intertwined,
gself-agsessment by the teacher, assessment by the



32
evaluatbr, and an evaluation conference with
appropriate follow-up action (p. 112).
The Virginia Department of Education suggested an
Evaluation by Objectives model as a means for Virginia's

school divisions to satisfy the legislative mandate.
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REVIEW OF RELATED ILITERATURE

Introduction

The literature review preSented in this study
relates specifically to the quesﬁioﬁs and hypothesis
presented. The following categories were selected as being
pertinent to this studyz

1. The Getzels-Guba model and its description of
the school as a social system.

2. A literature review describing the nature of role
theory, collective bargaining and conflict as they
relate to principal-teacher relationships.

3. A review of the literature that deals with the
personal variables of age and years of experience
as they relate to principals' perception and
performance.

L, A review of the literature that deals with the
organizational variables of size and span of
control as they relate to individuals and their
interactions.

The sources reviewed included books, periodicals,
professional organization and government publications,
manuscripts, and unpublished dissertations. Although an
extensive review was conducted, the following represents
only that which was pertinent to the categories described

above.
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The Getzels-Guba Model--The School as a Social System

The social-system concept considers the activities
and interactions among the actors within a group. The
interaction of administrators, teachers, parents and
students primarily comprises the social structure that
defines the school as a social system (Havighurst and
Neugarten, 1967). Homans, as reported by Getzels and
associates (1968) has demonstrated that the size of an
interaction does not determine the usefulness of the
social-system concept. Citing Homans, the authors
elaborated on this point:

The activities, interactions, and sentiments of
the group members, together with the mutual relations
of these elements with one another during the time
the group is active, constitute what we shall call
the social system....Everything that is not part of

-the social system is part of the environment in which
the system exists. Note, that, as the definition of
the group is relative, gso must be that of the group's
environment (p. 55).

A social system, therefore, can be defined within
the specific interactions studied by the researcher. This
study was concerned with principalg' perceptions of their
interactions with teachers in a particular role relationship.
More specifically, it was concerned with the principals’
perceptions of the effectiveness of the suggested EEO

evaluative procedures as a tool to improve teacher

performance. ' ;
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Getzels and Guba (1957) developed a model
(Figure 3) for explaining social behavior which begins
with the assumption that the proCeéé of administration
deals with interactions that are taking place within a
hierarchial setting.

Getzels and Guba (1957) defined the social system
"ag involving two major classes of phenomena, which are
at once conceptually independent and phenomenally inter-
active" (p. 424). These phenomena consist of two
dimensions. The first is the nomothetic dimension in
which the organization defines certain roles and expec-
tations for individual role incumbents. The second is
the personal dimension (ideographic) in which the
individual adapts the position to his/her own unique
personality and needs disposition (Getzels and Guba, 1957).

The determination of a behavioral act is the re-
sult of the interaction of role and personality factors
which differ for each act, role or actor. The graphic
representation shown in Figure 4, page 37 provides a
meansg for explainingithe nature of the interaction. At
point A, the role factors are more dominaﬁt in influencing
the behavioral act., Point B depicts the opposite, the
dominance of personality factors as the determining in-
fluence in the behavioral act. The actor's behavior in

playing out his role is a resgult of both factors. The
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model demonstrates that the influence of role and
personalify factors do vary with each individual within the
same and in different settings (Getzels and Guba, 1957).
The school system has defined the superior-
subordinate roles and expectations of principals and tea-
chers. The suggested EBO procedures delineate and define
the roles of participants and their relationships within a
performance evaluation framework (nomothetic). The indivi-
dual role-incumbents adapt to the suggested procedures in
k terms of their own background and experience (ideographic)
as defined by their persbnality and need-disposition

(Getzels, 1958).

- Role Theory

Sarbin and Allen (1968) have defined role as an
"...organized set of behaviors that belongs to an identi-
fiable position, and these behaviors are activated when the
position is occupied” (p. 545). The role represents the
position or status noe matter who may be in that position.
Getzels and his associates (1968) quote Linton in describ-
ing their concept of role and status:

A status, as distinct from the individual who may

occupy it, is simply a collection of rights and duties.

A role represents the dynamic aspect of a status.

The individual is socially assigned to a status and
occupies it with relation to other statuses. When he

puts the rights and duties which constitute the status
into effect, he is performing a role (p. 61).
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A role has certain functicns or duties within the
formal organization. These duties are called role expec-
tations which are comprised of the occupants rights,
privileges and obligations in his interaction with other
members of the social system (Sarbin and Allen, 1968). In
making this voint Getzels and associates (1968) note that
the expectations define for the individual what he or she
"...should or should not do under various circumstances
while occupying the particular'role in the social systen”
(p. 61). Role expectations are institutionally determined.
Katz and Kahn (1966) have clearly made this point when
they state that "...the role in a social organization re-
pregsents prescribed or standardized forms of activity.

The network of standardized role behaviors constitutes
the formal structure of the organization" (p. 49).

Getzels and Guba (1957) have pointed out that
roles are complementary. Roles are defined in terms of
their relationship to cach other. Roles are inter-
dependent. They derive their function as a result of role
incumbents’ interactions with other members of the social
structure. Therefore, a role is defined not only for the
individual actor but also for other members within his
role set. The role expectations of one role, in an hier-
archial‘setting, can form the sanctions for a second

interlocking role (Getzels, 1958). Sarbin and Allen (1368)
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have said that,
...we hold that the occupant of one social position
interbehaves with the occupant of complementary social
positions. Thus a person's conduct takes into account
the role behavior of occupants of other positions, the
specific nature of the conduct varying with the
position held by the other interactant (p. 498).

Role behavior is therefore dependent upon a number
of factors. The nature of the position, the interactions
of the role incumbent to other members of his role set and
the personalities of the role incumbent and other members
of the role set are but few of the factors that determine
or influence role behavior (Getzels and Guba, 1957; Katz
and Kahn, 1966; Sarbin and Allen, 1968; Swenson, 1973).
Merton (1969) has used the terminology "role set" and he
has defined it as "...that complement of role-relationships
in which persons are involved by virtue to occupying a
particular social status" (p. 365). Swenson's (1973)
statement on the utility of a role in discussing social
interaction is germane to this discussion:

Although a role is a part played, it also serves
the function of placing a person in the social order,
and thus prescribes to a certain extent how a given
person will interact with another person occupying a
different place in the social order (p. 375).

The more formally structured the organization the

greater its influence on role definition. Formalization,
~or standardizaticn, clearly enunciates and codifies expec-

tations for the role incumbent. Deviation is tolerated

only within the rules which define the job (Hall, 1972).
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Séhool systems are formaiized organizations and as
such possess those characteristics common to formal
organizations. Bidwell (1965), in his study, has
elaborated on those characteristics:

1. a functional division of labor (e.g., allocation
of instructional and coordinative tasks to the roles
of teachers and administrators);:

2. definition of staff roles as offices, in terms of
recruitment according to merit, legally based tenure,
functional specificity of performance, and
universalistic, affectively neutral interaction with
clients;

3. a hierarchic ordering of offices, providing an
authority structure based on the legally defined power
of officers, a system of adjudication of staff disputes
by reference to superiors, and regularized lines of
communication;

L, operation according to rules of procedure, which
get limits to the discretionary performance of
officers, specifying both the aims and modes of
official action (p. 974).

The role relationships between the position of
principal and the position of teacher is structurally
defined in terms of superior-subordinate relationships
(Bidwell, 1965). This study deals specifically with this
relationship, within the social system concept, as a part
of the role set that defines the various inter-personal
~relationships in a séhool. Swenson (1973) discussed the
viability of role theory within a role set framework:

...role theory is structured on the observable fact that
there are certain kinds of transactions that are
prescribed for certain kinds of relationships....The
secretary in the secretary-vosg relationship is expected
to type the boss' letters. It ig this regularity--more
or less prescribed by any social system and observable

in relationships between people--that provides the
rationale for the application of the concept of role to



L2

the study of interaction between people (p. 374-75).

Role Expectation and Conflict

The focal person (teacher) and another member of
his role set, particularly if if is the superior
(principal), define the focal person's role in terms of
their expectations for that role. If their expectations
are not the same, conflict then tends to be the result.
Savage (1968) has reported the above in terms of role
cbngruence. To him congruence exists when a person in a
role behaves according to the way others expect him to act.
A lack of congruence occurs when a person does not behave
according to the way others expect.

Getzels and Guba (1955) in their study looked at
role conflicts as experienced by teachers. The conflict
problems were found to lie in three areas. They were
related to the teachers' socloeconomic role, their citizen
role and their role as the expert professional. In each
case role conflict was the result of differing
expectations (role incongruence). Later Getzels and Guba
(1957) pointed out that role conflict can exist in some
instances where role expectations do not fulfill an
individual need disposition for status. Role personality
conflicts can exist when particular role‘requirements call

for certain behaviors that do not coincide with the role
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incumbent's personality (Getzels and Guba, 1957).

The rise of teacher militancy and negotiations had
radically changed the traditional principal-teacher
relationships. "One result of the new militancy of

teachers is that it has brought an end to the myth that

teachers and principals are united in a common purpose”

(Culver and Hoban, 1973 p. 124). Corwin (1969a and 1969b)
: )

considered the militancy of teachers as a move toward

professionalization; the effort to gain more control and

authority over their work.,
The process of professionalizing of publicly-supported
vocations, then, is likely to be militant. It
represents a challenge to the traditional ideologies of
control by laymen and their administrative represen-
tatives. The professionalization of any vocation will
involve boundary disputes among laymen, the
professionals and public administrators (Corwin, 1969Db
p. 214).

Collective bargaining assumes that the parties
involved are in an adversary relationship. Negotiated
agreements have defined and formalized many procedures that
deal with principal-teacher relationships; The grievance
procedure is an example of the formalized procedure that is
typical in many a negotiated contract. Principals, there-
fore, are forced to "carry out" the contract. The majority
of grievances filed by teachers are against their princi-
pals (XKimbrough, 1976). The resulting aftermath of nego-

tiations and formalized grievance procedures has drasti-

cally altered the role of the school principal. The word
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of the principal is no longer the law. He has to share
decigsions and follow-agreed upon procedures that formalize
his relationships with his teachers (Carlton, 1969). Nego-
tiations have resulted in a widening of the gap between
orincipals and their teachers. Formalized procedures and
the resultant air of impersonal management have led to
greater conflict between the principal and his teachers.

The essential point here is that collective

negotiations contribute to an increasing erosion of
human judgment that a principal must exercise in the
administration of a school....it makes sensitive and
more effective administration nearly impossible while
it makes bureaucratic administration more comfortable.
There are inevitable consequences to the organization
climate of the school (Smith, 1974 p. 68).

The impersonalization of the principals' and
teachers' roles have led to a redefining of the principal's
management role (Michels, 1976). XKnezevich (1969) has
said, "The principal is an administrator and does not be-
long with teachers' groups. He is an executive at the
building level, and the position is an extension of the
superintendency" (p. 376). . The principal is considered
part of the administrative team whereby he represents the
interest of the school board and superintendent. However,
this is not considered the typical management-labor
relationship. Studies have shown that professionals as
employees have demanded some autonomy in their performance.

Corwin (1969) has noted that the formally and hierarchally

organized school systems have not kept pace with the
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changing environment. Today's teachers are better trained
and more specialized than their counterparts of a few
decades ago. The specialist has demanded more autonomy
and less standardization with respect to his profession.
This is contrary to the bureaucratic and more formalized
demands of school procedures. The principal is the
front-line supervisor who enforces school policy (Carlton,
1969). Once again the seeds for conflict are present.
Etzioni (1971) stated that "the role of the institutional
head in professional organizations constitute a dilemma.
It is a typical case of institutionalized role conflict”
(p. 480).

The recent rise of teacher militancy has caused a
dilemma for many principals. Traditionally, they have
enjoyed a paternalistic relationship with their faculties.
In Virginia and other states, principals still may hold
membership in teacher organizations. Teacher organi-
zations, through their militant actions (collective
bargaining and otherwise) have greatly improved the working
conditions of teachefs, They have gained recognition for
and formalized as policy the length of the contract day,
class size, curriculum involvement, textbook selection,
promotional policies and evaluvation procedures. Herein
lies the dilemma. These changes conflict with the

traditional leadership role of a principal (Randles, 1975).
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Principals are, therefore, no longer joining teacher
organizations. The Virginia Education Association Research
Department stated to this researcher that 31.3 percent of
Virginia's principals are currently active members.
However, the organization was quick to point out that their
records do not necessarily reflect a member's current
position in a school system. In many cases, an individual
may héve retained his/her membership but failed to indicate
a change in position. No real attempt is made on the part
of the Virginia Education Association to authenticate or
up-date their members' current positions. The data
collected for this stﬁdy (a sample of 219 principals)
indicate that 56 percent of the State's principals do not
belong to the Virginia Education Association. Since
Virginia is an unified state, this also reflects local
education association membership.

The‘principai's dilemma, more spécifically, deals
with the question of loyalty. As members of a teachef
organization, principals feel a colleagial relationship
with teachers. Principals in some cases are in the leader-
ship positions in these organizations. The ever-widening
'gplit between militant teachers and top school ménagement
has pulled principals in opposite directions. Superin-
tendents consider them part of the management structure.

Principals have to implement and enforce the negotiated
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agreements at the local level. The decision to join the

management team appears to be inevitable. Lieberman (1973)

notes that principals are
.s.more and more...sSeen ag management, not as some
third party in the middle between teachers and
superintendents....There is a clear cut tendency for
principals and supervisors to pull out of teacher
organizations at all levels, and to become clearly
identified as part of management (p. 16).

The preceding demonstrates that past developments
have caused a realignment of the traditional principal-
teacher role. Sergiovanni and Carter (1973) have noted
‘th at:

As teachers intensify, formalize and consolidate their
interest and authority in matters which relate to the
instructional system of the school, they in turn move
farther away from the management system of the school

(p. 25).

Role Conflict and Teacher Evaluation

Herboldt (1975) and Fazio (1974) did comparative
studies on teacher and principal perceptions of performance-
based evaluatidn processes. These studies concluded that
principals and teacﬁers agree on the purposes and need for
teacher evaluation. However, substantial disagreement was
‘noted in the implementation, interpretation and range of
the evaluation process. In the Herboldt study (1975)
principals and teachers differed in their perceptions of

the degree of effectiveness for the improvement of
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instruction in the following areas:

Ul EW o

(1974),

Orientation of the teacher to the job
Staff development

Classroom observation

Curriculum development

Evaluation of the supervisory program

The prinoipals and teachers, surveyed by Fazio

agreed on those functions of the evaluation process

that were more objective and easier to determine and

measure.

1.
2.
3.

These included such matters aé:

There were a greater number of formal evaluations
Reading and math were the most observed subject
areas

The average amount of time a principal spent in a
formal observation

Substantial disagreement was found in the

following areas:

1.

Ninety percent of the principals felt that it was
important to evaluate the instructional program
while 36.5 percent of the teachers disagreed and
another 20 percent had no preference.

One hundred percent of the principals felt that
the number of informal observations should
increase, while 40 percent of the teachers
disagreed and 34 percent had no preference.
Ninety percent of the principals felt that the
ingstrument should be used for the next school year,
while 31 percent of the teachers disagreed and

36 percent had no preference.,

There were large disagreements on terminal and
final evaluation dates. Most of the principals
wanted late May or early June evaluation
termination dates, while 49 percent of the teachers
agreed with the current ending date of March 15.
Fifty-five percent of the teachers agreed that
principal expectations were made clear at the
beginning of the year, while 90 percent of the
principals agreed that they had made their
expectations clear.
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Thompson and associates (1975) substantiated the
findings of Herboldt and Fazio. A considerable amount of
disagreement existed between the teacher's and the
principai’s perceptions about the teacher's evaluation.
The authors concluded:

We found that evaluation by principals tended to
be too infrequent to provide helpful guidance %o
teachers. About half of the teachers reported that
they did not know the criteria they were being
evaluvated on or the information used to evaluate them.
By contrast, nearly all the principals believed that
teachers knew more about the criteria used and the
information collected than teachers reported knowing.

These differences in perception were again obvious
with respect to the communication of evaluations.
Principals thought they were communicating more
evaluations positive or negative, than teachers
reported receiving (p. 20).

Evaluation requirements cause anxiety. Roe and
Drake (1974) have noted:

There are many problems associated with the
evaluation of one human being by another human being.
Indeed, this may be the crux of the problem, namely,
that evaluation is perceived as deciding a person's
worth. His relative worthiness becomes a matter of
official record (p. 177).

McGrew and Hafeman (1974) added some credibility
to the preceding. They summarized administrator responses
to an IMBO questionnaire concerning their eight assumptions
and observations about evaluation., The data were collected
from MBO workshops for school administrators. Portions

germane to this discussion are summarized:

Qut of 542 respondents 527 agreed that most people did
not like to evaluate other people on a one-to-one basis.
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Out of 539 respondents 473 agreed that supervisory

practices that are

designed to find the "bad apples”

in a system were counter-productive.

Out of 540 respondents L4O4 agreed that unless you work
almost daily in direct contact with an individual there
was no way you could evaluate all the things that

individual does.

Out of 539 respond
perceptions of the
differed from the
perceptions.

ents 518 felt that peoples'
ir priority responsibilities often
supervisor's or the organization's

The preceding seemed to indicate that the

overwhelming majority of these particular administrators

found evaluation to be
absolutely necessary.
adminigtrators to belie
not positively change t
incongruency in Jjob (rg
these administrators pe
of evaluation.
Negotiated agre
grievance procedures an
procedures have been su
teachers. Philosophica
‘necessary and helpful.
pointed out that substa
difference was noted in

concerning variousg supe

once again one can see

J

4

a distasteful task that was
Evaluatees were perceived by these
ve that an evaluation process would
heir performance. They felt

le) expectations and indicated that

rceived that conflict was a part

ements concerning evaluation and

d the formalization of evaluation
pported by both principals and

11y, it is agreed that evaluation is
However, the preceding studies have
ntial disagreement does exist. This
principal and teacher'perceptions |
rvisory practices.

Therefore,

the possibilities for conflict
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within the evaluation framework.

MBO--A Source of Conflict

An accountability model like EBO usually is not
well received by teachers. They generally view IMBO as a
threat to teacher rights and security. The Tentative
Report has recognized this and strongly suggested that
teachers be included in the planning and implementation
process. The National Education Association has warned
teachers that the current trend toward the adoption of VBO
performance appraisal models could negatively affect a
teacher's position. Snider (1976), a NEA staff member,
hag written:

Like such other popular nostrums as individualized
education and career education, instructional IBO goes
beyond any single discipline. It has no strict
format, no limits, and certainly no agreed-upon
definition or description. A dangerous situation
eagsily develops when MBO becomes whatever a school
board or an adminigtrator wants it to be.

In this shifting climate of arbitrary and
capricious administrative behavior, MBO often becomesg
only a concerted effort to make teachers scapegoats
for all shortcomings of public schools (p. 46).

Earlier, Brown (1972), in a state education

journal, was more direct and stronger about MBO in
education. He stated:

Conceived in deceit and born in arrogance, as it
often is, the concept of MBO for administrators will
prove to be one of the most counterproductive forces

in the field of education today. As a concept lending
itself to so-called accountability it serves no master
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other than that individual whoe envisions it as pro-
viding him with those elements which facilitate empire
building. Asg a bludgeon, when fixed to a salary
schedule and most certainly it will be, it brings to
fruition the axiom that control follows money (p. 12).

The Tentative Revort (1972), in recognizing the

recent build up of conflict between administrators and
teachers,; has taken a somewhat different view of EBO:

The marked changes that have occurred in staff-
administrator relationships in recent years have
weakened communication links. EBO, if it can be
successfully accomplished, 1s a vehicle for narrowing
the communication gap--not widening it, as traditional
evaluations tend to do (p. 42).

The preceding highlight the differing points of view as
seen by teachers' organizations and the Virginia Department
of Education. The possibility for conflict is obvious.

The principal is the line administrator who must implement
and administer a teacher evaluation system that their

teachers may see as a threat to theilr security and the

status quo.

Age, Experience and the Principalsghip

Gross and Hérriott (1965) in their study examined
the relationship of age to proféssional leadership. The
authors defined Executive Professional Leadership (EPL) as
~"the aftempts of an executive (the principal) to influence
the behavior of subordinates with a claim to professional

status (teachers)” (p. 8). Age had an apparent relation-
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ship to EPL. Gross and Herriott state:
There are differences among the principals' EPL

scores when they are classified into five age groups.
The basic pattern is directional: on the average the
older the principal, the lower his EPL score....
Therefore, the assumption of a positive relationship
between age and EPL is not supported. The data do lend
support to the alternative troposition that older
principals provide less leadership than do the
younger (v». 76).

Gross and Herriott (1965) found that the more
experienced principal did not necessarily have the higher
EPL score. They examined this particular variable with
respect to both the number of years of teaching experience
and previous administrative experience. There was no clear
cut relationship between the years of teaching experience
and EPL score. "It appears that previous administrative
experience in public education has no apparent relationship
to professional leadership;..." (p. 69). The authors
concluded that the "...weight of evidence appears to favor
limited, not extensive experience in the principalship, as
a circumstance conducive to higher EPL" (p. 73).

Hemphill (1964) compared and studied the actions
of 242 principals in a simulated school where he created
like role situations. He was able to make some generalized
distinctione according to the age and experience of the
individual. lMore less experienced principals preferred to

discuss problems with others before they acted. Hemphill

noted that the less experienced principals tended
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..».50 be relatively mature, self-confident and
relaxed, and %o have interests suggesting needs to
conform....These principals tended not to be as well
regarded by either thelr superiors or teachers...
(p. 195).

The younger individual who had recently become a
principal is described by Hemphill as a person who tends
to comply with suggestions. Hemphill considered this to
be a realistic adjustment for the individual, "...if he is
to assume a role of authority and power in a group of
teachers who are senior to him both in age and experience"
(p. 195). The younger individuals tended to be aloof,
practical, independent and skeptical as well as being
anxious. However, they seemed to be able to reason and
learn quickly. "Such a style of administrative behavior
did not earn a high regard from either superiors or
teachers... (p. 195).

Hemphill (1964) found the more.eiperienced
principalsvwere in the majority of those who had the
"...ability to reason and to see relationships....” and
whose administrative behavior "...included an emphasis upon
analyzing the Situafion" (p. 195). Principals with more
experience also tended to handle their administrative
choreg "...by giving them to someone elsé asbtasks to be
done" {(p. 190). This particular category also tended %o

include those individuals with lower ability and less

professional knowledge. The author concluded that these



55

principalsg, in emphasizing this style of work (directing
others), "...have found, through long experience, assigning
tagsks to others to be a useful method of getting work done
which they themselves are not capable of doing well"

(p. 196).

Bridges (1964) found that experience and age were
related to teachers' perceptions of principals' attitudes
toward feacher participation in decision-making.

...the older experienced principals involved teachers
to a greater extent than did any other grouping of
principals (the modus operandi for the older, ex-
perienced principals was characterized by a heavy
reliance on soliciting behavior, i.e., seeking
suggested courses of action from teachers when faced
with problems). Younger principals, regardless of
experience, most often resolved problems by choosing

a course of action and announcing their decision to
the teacher. (p. 3).

Elsewhere Bridges (1965) has noted that his data
suggested that the older experienced principal's
"...behavior is affected, perhaps molded by his bureau-
cratic role" (p. 24). He found that the personality
diversities among principals new %o the position tended to
disappear as they acquired more experience in the position.
In discussing the Getzels~-Guba model Bridges (1965) noted:

If the bureaucratic role does mold the behavior

of individuals as suggested...,it shows a hitherto
unelucidated factor in the interaction of role and
personality in terms of the Getzels-Guba socio-
psychological theory of social behavior (p. 25).

Bridges contended that his study suggests that

"the portions of role and personality factors determining
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behavior also vary with the amount of experience which the
individual has in the bureaucratic role" (p. 26). Bridges
adapted the Getzels-Guba role-personality diagram

(Figure 4, page 37) in order to graphically picture the
nature of these interactions. Figure 5 depicts Bridges'
application of this diagram. The model indicates that the
less experienced principal’s behavior is more influenced
by his personality traits than the more experienced
principal. Bridges explained it this way:

Apparently personality and role exert different
degrees of pressure on the performance of the principal
depending upon the amount of experience which the
individual has had in the principal's role. Initially
the individual may stamp his particular role with
the unique style of his own characteristic pattern
of expressive behavior. However, with increased
exposure to expectations associated with the bureau-
cratic role, the personality of the principal becomes
submerged. Principals, it seems, tend to become more
alike with behavior differences attributable to
personality becoming less evident as the vprincipal
learns how he is exnected to behave in his role
(p. 26-27).

In related literature, Slagle (1959), as reported
in Getzels and associates (1968), surveyed educators' and
non-educators' attitudes toward a variety of educational
expectations. The respondents were divided by age into two
groups: those over forty-five years of age and those under
forty-five years. "Notable differences were found between
the groups: (p. 170). Getzels and associates concluded

that the important point is not in the topical areas of

disagreement, "...but in the fact that there are systematic
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differences in values by age" (p. 170).

Prince's (1957) earlier study, as reported in
Getzels and associates (1968),‘found a similar relationship
between age and values among older and younger teachers and
principals. The older principals (age forty-seven and
over) and teachers (age fifty and over) tended to be more

traditional than their younger colleagues.

Size and Organization

Institutionél size has been a confusing issue in
organizational analysis. Some investigators believe that
size 1s an important characteristic that helps one under-
stand and explain organizational behavior. Others have
taken the opposite position thét institutional size is an
irrelevant factor (Hall, 1972).

There has been'somezquestion as to what the concept
of gize means in relation to organizations. Does it in-
ciude members, resources or number of employees? Referring
to a study by Anderson and Wackov (1961), Hall reported
that they, "...in an examination of general and tubercu-
losis hospitals, found éorrelations of .966 and .977 bet-
ween average daily patient load and the total hospital
labor force" (p. 111). In a study of colleges and univer-
sities, Hawley and associates (1965), as reported in Hall,

"...found a correlation coefficient of .943 between student
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enrollment and the number of full- and part-time faculty"”
(p. 111). Pugh and associates (1964) "...found a
correlation of .78 between number of employees and net
agssets" (Hall, p. 111-12). Hall, based on the preceding
data, concluded "...that an organization's membership size
is also closely related to its financial size. ILarge
organizations are large in terms of both their membership
and their resources” (p. 112).
Talacchi (1960) found that "the larger the organi-
zation, the lower the employee level of satisfaction”
(p. 419). Talacchi associated the lower level of employee
satisfaction "...with dysfunctional behavior on the part
‘of employees, such as absenteeism and interpersonal
conflict” (p. 419). This study revealed that dissatis-
faction was greatest‘in the non-material rewards connected
with the Jjob. This was particularly true of non-
manufacturing firms. Thomas (1959), in his study of
different gized welfare assistance bureaus'throughout the
State of Michigan, fqund that
Workers' conceptions of their roles differed
according to the size of the welfare office. In the
smaller bureaus there was found to be greater role
consensus between the worker and his supervisor about
the importance of functions that workers perform...and
higher ethical commitment (p. 34).
Indik's (1973) investigation supported the

hypothesis that "...as the size of the organization unit

increases, the ratio of sgupervision will decrease” (p. 508).
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He further spéculated that
...the relationship of size to supervision ratio will
be curvilinear (logarithmic), since less interpersonal
supervision per member is necessary as members are
added, and since alternative forms of control (bureau-
cratic control and role prescriptions) may tend to
appear as organization size increases (p. 508).
Indik suggested that increased size will lead to increased
formalization. Role expectations and preécriptions will
be more tightly controled and fitted into a formal
organizational network. Hall (1972) has noted evidence %o
the contrary. He and his associates (1967), as stated in
Hall (1972), found that the size of the organization
"...may be rather irrelevant as a factor in determining
organizational structure" (p. 119).

Evans (1971) studied the relationship of conflict
to performance in Research and Development organization.
The employees in this case were highly skilled pro-
fessionals. As Evans noted:

Group size appears to effect the relationship
between conflict and performance in the industrial
laboratory. In smaller project groups, technical
conflict is more likely to arise and have a positive
effect on performance than in larger project groups
where interpersonal conflict is more apt To have a
negative effect of performance (p. L47).

Terrien and Mills (1973), in their study of the

effects of increased size on public schools, noted a re-
lationship between the size of a school district and the

percentage of personnel assigned to its administrative

component. Their findings indicate that the larger school
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districts tend to assign a highervpercentage of their
personnel to administrative tasks. Iarger school systems
tend to support a more complex division of labor by
bringing in a greater number of highly trained specialists.
Standardization gives way to more variability and thus
less formalization. Charters (1964), in discussing this
point, noted that "a division of labor, by definition means
specialization" (p. 259). Increased numbers of specialists
bring to the school different perspectives. As discussed
previously, conflicting views can be the result (Carlton,
1969). Coordination becomes a problem and can conflict
with autonomy desired by a specialist (Evans, 1971).
Burnham (1969) has discussed this problem:

The resolution of thié dilemma is one of the important

challenges confronting the educational administrator.

Role specialization or the outlining in detail of the

rights, privileges and responsibilities of each position,

and role-coordination, are major organizational tasks

(p. 76).

Gross and Herriott (1965) have noted that the

larger schools tend to have a negative relationship with
a principal EPL score, "There is a negative relationship
between the size of the student body and the EPL score: the
larger’the student body, the smaller the EPL score of the
principal” (p. 85). Bridges (1964) has found that teachers
of smaller schools (twelve to nineteen teachers) were

involved to a greater extent in the decision-making. The

preceding suggests that the larger the size of a school
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the less the possibility for effective school management

and positive principal-teacher relationships.

Span of Control

The concept, span of control, has caused a great
deal of controversy in traditional management theory.
Span of control, as defined by Bobbitt and associates
(1974) "...states that manager can effectively control
only a limited number of subordinates at one time"
(p. 36-37). McFarland (1974) has stated that "the concept
holds that the larger the number reporting directly to an
executive, the more difficult it is for him to supervise
and coordinate them effectively" (p. 135). The céncept
was popularized by Gulick (1937) who said, "...the
executive can personally direct only a few persons" (p. 7).
The span of control suggested has varied from six to
eleven. Simon (1954) has criticized this concept as too
limiting. To him, "administrative efficiency i1s enhanced
by keeping at a minimum the number of organizational
levels through which a matter must pass before it is
acted upon" (p. 26). Limited span of control encourages
several management levels. Simon viewed this as a
disadvantage in large organizations. He said:

The dilemma is this: in a large organization with

interrelations between members, a restricted span of
control inevitably produces excessive red tape, for



63

each contact between organization members must be
carried upward until a common superior is found. If
the organization is at all large, this will involve
carrying all such matters upward through several
levels of officials for decision, and then downward
again in the form of orders and instructions--a
cumbersome and time-consuming process (p. 28).
D.McConkey (1974) favored a larger span of control for
executives. He felt that a larger span of control usually
indicated a responsible manager who was not amiss to
delegating authority. On this point he said:
...delegation permits a wider span of control.
Probably there is little question but that the limited
span of control theory has been perverted by those who
refuse to delegate and use it to Justify why only
three or four people report to them. In many instances
it is entirely possible and feasible to have eight or
ten people report to a single manager (p. 39).
Kimbrough (1976) and Faber and Shearron (1970)
discussed the concept "span of control" as it relates to
schools. They noted that typically the school superinten-
dent's span of control is limited through the use of
. assistant superintendents. Decentralization also limits
an individual supervisor's span of control. Faber and
Shearron noted that school systems typically prefer to
exceed "...the recommended span of control in order to
minimize the number of levels in the hierarchy" (p. 90).
Teachers have a great deal of autonomy and usually are not
closely supervised. Close supervision of actual teacher

performance by an administrator is seldom carried out.

IBO requires closer supervision than traditional
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evaluation procedures, The Tentative Report (1972)

recognized this reality and for that reason stated:

Given all the variables inherent in the evaluation
process, 1t seems reasonable to suggest that an

optimal ratio is 1 to 12-15--that is, one evaluator %o

twelve to fifteen evaluatees. The latter number can,

obviously, be increased but as this is done,

evaluation becomes more and more superficial (p. 63).
McGrew and Hafeman (1974) in making the same point have
said, "Experience indicates that a supervisor can work
reasonably well with 10 to 12 subordinates. The ideal

number would be 6 to 10, with 15 being an absolute limit"

(p. 61).

Training

The literature has little to say concerning a
specific training program for IMBO. It deals with
generalities that are applicable to any type of program
implemeﬁtation. For the most part, an operable IBO
evaluation system is assumed. The evaluatee's areas of

weakness are identified through the evaluation process.

Training programs are thus, planned in and around employee

developmental needs (Raia, 1974; Lewis, 1974).

The literature clearly recognizes that successful

implementation does require thorough and adequate training

programs. Knezevich (1973) briefly alluded to the need

and importance of training prior to the adoption of an MBO
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system. He stated that the need for training is based on

the assumption »
...that there will be less resistance to MBO/R and
greater probability of successful operation if people
are provided an opportunity to gain the concepts and
skills needed to operate in the new mode. MBO/R is not
likely to be successful unless staff members have the
entry-level competencies to make it work. What the
objectives and substance of a training program should
be, when it should be offered, and by whom all require
definition (p. 65-66).

Knezevich (1973) and McGrew and Hafeman (1974)
favored the training of a small cadre of adminigtrators in
MBO procedures to pilot the system prior to its
implementation. These individuals, then, serve as the
in-house experts and trainers for the entire school
district. McGrew and Hafeman (1974) pointed out that:

To be effective the MBO process must be built step by
step and selecting the initial target group is the

initial first step. Instant MBO for everyone is more
likely to be instant disaster for everyone (p. 22).

Summary

The Getzels-Guba model (Figure 3) examines school
organizations within‘a social system framework. Inter-
actions in a gocial system‘are comprised of role relation-
ships that influence individual behavior. NMore specifi-
cally, an individual's behavioral actions are influenced
by institutional (nomothetic) and personal (ideographic)

variables. Some combination of these two variables
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determine the actor's beha&iérvin his/her role (Getzels
and Guba, 1957).

Roles are the actions carried out by the individual
actor who occuples a particular position (status) in the
organization. Roles are interdependent; they are
dependent upon the actionsg of all role incumbents as they
relate to each other. Social systems, such as a school,
are made up of hierarchial settings which are~cleariy
defined by role, position and status. Each actor,
regardless of his/her position in the hierarchy, influences
and is influenced by the behavioral acts (role demands) of
the other actors in a social system (Sarbin and Allen,
1968; Getzels and Guba, 1957; Katz and Kahn, 1966).

Role conflict occurs when the role demands among
the interacting actors are not complementary. Differing
role expectations can and often do lead to conflict.
Negotiationg between teacher organizations and school
administrators typify this type of role conflict. Each
side has differing expectations aé they press for an agree-
ment that is favorabie to their respective position. This
hag caused a sgubstantial change in the traditional
principal-teacher role relationship. Principals, more and
more, are considered to be part of the management team.
There has been a marked decline in the number of principals

who belong and actively participate in teacher
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organizations (Lieberman, 1973; Carlton, 1969).

Performance-based evaluation systems, like MBO,
have not been well received by teacher organizations.
The NEA has taken the position that teachers should view
MBO with a great deal of skepticism and concern. The
1iteratureﬂsuggests that principals and teachers agree,
generally, on the need for evaluation But disagree on the
implementation, interpretation and range of the évaluation
process (Herboldt, 1975; Fazio, 1974).

An individual's age or experience can influence
his/her perception or job performance. Some studies
show that the principal who is younger and the principal
with less administrative experience are more successfui
in influencing a teacher's performance. Thé older and more
experienced the principal, the more he/she seems to
capitulate to organizational influences and expectations.
That is, the older and more experienced principals have
been subjected to more institutional role pressures.
Therefore, there generally tends to be some commonality
among older and more‘experienced principals. Personality
variables, as a result, play a less dominant role in their
behavioral actions (Gross and Herriott, 1965; Bridges,
196l and 1965). |

The institutional variable of gize sgeems to have

little influence on individual behavior (Thomas, 1959).
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Increased size does seem fo lead %o increased standardi-
zation and formalization. However, the size of an
organization does not tend to dictate its organizational
structure (Indik, 1973; Hall, 1972). The size of a
particular unit, department or school (number of teachers)
does have some bearing on performance, attitude and
control. The literature, generally, favors a smaller span
of control for supervisors. With regard to MBO, specific
suggestions were given as to the number of evaluatees that
a, particular evaluator can be expected to effectively
appraise. The suggested numbers ranged from ten to
fifteen evaluatees for each evaluator (McGrew and

Hafeman, 1974; Tentative Report, 1972).

Teacher negotiations, accountability demands andb
performance-based evaluation systems have altered the
relationships among the principle adult interactantsrin a
school--the principal and teacher. Opeh conflict, in many
cases, has been the result. This study attempted to
identify certain personal (age and experience) and
institutional (span of control, amount of training in EBO
procedures, teacher organization membership) variables
that would be valid predictors of principal attitudes
toward the Virginia Department of Education's suggested

teacher evaluation model.
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PROCEDURE

Introduction

This chapter describes in detail the methods and
procedures employed in analyzing the data generated by the
instrument used in this study. The chapter is divided into
three sections as follows: |

1. Population and Sample

2. Instrument

3. Analysis

Population and Sample

The population addressed in this study consisted of

all the public elementary and secondary school principals

in Virginia as listed in Virginia Educational Directory:

School Year 1976-77. Virginia's school divisions are

geographically subdivided into seven regional study groups
(Directory, p. 9-10). Table 10, page 171 (Appendix D)
illustrates the regional gtudy group organization. School
divisions and their respective numbers of elementary and
gecondary schools were listed according to their membership
in one of the seven Regional Study Groups. School

divisions are listed alphabetically (counties followed by
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cities fdllowed by towns) within the Regional Study Gfoup
framework . ’

In order to ensure proper representation across
the State, a stratified random sampling procedure was
‘utilized to éelect the representative group. The first
step was to stratify school divisions by Regional Study
Group. Schools were then stratified into elementary and
secondary levels.

A sample size of 18 percent of the principals was
gselected for use in this study. The sample size was
determined by referring to Krejcie and Morgan's (1970)
"Table for Determining Sample Size from a Given Population”
(p. 608). A population of 1700 requires a sample size of
313 (313 < 1700 = 18.4 percent) while a population of 1800
requires a sample size of 317 (317 < 1800 = 17.6 percent).
Therefore, 315 was considered to be representative of the
opiniong of the total popuiation of 1737 principals at the
.05 confidence level (Krejcie and Morgan, 1970). Each
classification (Regional Study Group) was sampled
separately. Separate‘sampling was alsc taken for

elementary and secondary schools. In other words, each

category had 18 percent of its elementary and 18 percent of

its secondary schools represented in the total population
sample.

The principal of each school wasg congidered to be
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a member of the sample group. Separate sampling procedures
were followed for each Regional Study Group cléssification
as well as the separate sampling procedures for elementary
and secondary schools. Provisions were made for the random
selection of alternates to replace one specific category
of respondents who did not participate. Alternates were
used to replace non-participants due to the fact that the
original selectee was not the principal during the
evaluation period or a teacher evaluator. One respondent
fell into this category and the alternate was a member of
the same strata as the principal who was replaced. The
Random Selection of one school from a given district in no
way reduced the chances of another school from that
district being randomly selected. |

The total population (number of schools) and the
sample by Regional Study Group are indicated in Table 1.
Within each category, an 18 percent figure was calculated.
Any fractional remainder was rounded off to the next whole
number (223 X .18 = 40.14 rounded off to 41). This
accounts for the slight excess of 18 percent in the total
sample (315 > 18 percent of 1737).

A cover letter and the questionnaire were mailed
to those principals selected as members of the sample group.
The letter explained the purpose of the gtudy and asked

for an immediate response. A self-addressed envelope was



Population and Sample (18%) of Schools
from Regional Study Groups (RSG)

POPULATION SAMPLE

Schools - Schoois ‘

RSG - Elem. Sec. Total Elem. Sec. Total

I 219 85 304‘ o 14 5l
1T 2Ly 97 34k L5 18 63
11T 50 28 78 9 5 14
IV 272 105 377 L9 19 68
v 147 59 206 27 11 38
VI 177 56 233 32 10 Lo
VII 138 57 195 25 11 36
Total 1,250 487 1,737 227 88 315
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was enclosed for returning the guestionnaire. The initial
mailing resulted in 145 (46 percent) responses with 139
(4L percent) of the respondents partiéipating in the study.
Follow-up questionnaires with a new cover letter were
mailed to the non-respondents. As a result, an additional
sixty-one principals (19 percent) responded and decided to
participate in the study. The researcher telephoned all
non-respondents asking them to participate in the study.
Twenty-five principals requested another copy of the
questionnaire. This activity resulted in an additional
twenty-four participants (8 percent), bringing the total
number of participants to 22l or 71 percent of the sample
group (224 é;315 = 71.1 percent). The American
Statistical Association has noted that the rate of
responses obtained by researchers has decreased from an
average of 80-85 percent in the early 1960's to the present
average of 60-65 percent (Chronicles of Higher Education,

1974),

Two responses were received too late fto be included
in the study. The initial and follow-up letters to the
sample group are contained as a part of Appendix C.

In any questionnaire, there ig the problem of
dealing with non-respondents to particular items or

sections of the instrument. The questionnaire used in

thig study did have a number of such selective non-responses.
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A minority of the respondents (23 or 7 percent),did not
answer one or all of the descriptive gquestions in Part I.
Therefore, it was not possible to include these twenty-three
participants in the regression analysis that is described
in the latter part of this chapter. A substantial number
of the participants (201 or 64 percent) were included in
the regression analysis.

A1l participants' (224) responses were considered
in the analysis to Questions 1-3. It was possible, on
Part IT of the questionnéire, to compute the average
response score of each participant. That average score
became the non-response score for that particular principal.
Therefore, a response was computed for every participant in
the Part II section of the questionnaire. For example, the
individual's "Used" replies (coded "1", "2" or "3") and the
non-response replies (coded "9") were separately totaled.
The non-response score was subtracted from the response
score. The result was then divided by the total number of
guestionnaire items (twenty-five) less the total number of
non-responses. The operation just described can be

demonstrated algebraically by the following formula:

Total response sum minus total non-response sum

Total questionnaire items minus total number of non-responses

Figure 6 graphically describes the sequential events from

the totzal population of principals (1737) to the actual
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Population Size
1737 Virginia Public School Principals

Saﬁgie
315 Virginia Public School Principals

Total Regﬁonses
230 (73%)

Total Participants
224 (71%)

Participants in Analysis
(1) Questions 1-3: 224 (71%)
(2) Question 4: 201 (64%)

Figure 6

Sequential Events: Population Size to Actual Number
of Respondents Who Participated in the Analysis
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number and percentages of participants' responses utilized
in the analysis of the four research questions.
In any mail survey, there are risks of bias on the
part of non-respondents. The assumption is made that the
non-respondents represent a different point of view with
regard to a given research activity. However, a substantial
amount of the research has contradicted this widely held
contention. McDonagh and Rosenblum (1965) in their study
concluded:
This study suggests that the mailed gquestionnaire may
reveal representative responses in spite of the partial
return from the sample universe selected. There was no
significant differences between the responses of the
mailed questionnaire and those of the interviewed
respondents who had not answered the questionnaire....
The findings of this study imply that researchers should
have greater confidence in the questionnaire method as
an initial tool of research (p. 132).

The preceding is supported by Bennet and Hill (1964) in

their earlier gtudy on respondent and non-respondent

characteristics. More recently, Lucco and Meekins (1977)

in their study, interviewed fifty of their non-respondents

“and found that there was no difference in how they responded

as compared to those who voluntarily returned the mail
survey.

Clauser and Ford (1947) noted that "if returns from
successive mailings are tabulated separately, trends in
returns will often aid in estimating the characteristics of

those still missing” (p. 506). Researchers feel that a
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statistical cémparison of earlyrand later responses is a
valid means of estimating and adjﬁsting for possible
non-respondent bias (Kish, 1965). The replies from the
initial mailing were compared with the responses received
from the second mailing and the telephone follow-up.
Responses to both variables ("Used"” and "Effective") were
cbmpared utilizing a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).
Table 2 depicts the ANOVA summary for "Used" and Table 3
depicts the ANOVA summary for "Effective”. The results
showed no significant differences for either variable at
the .01 level of significance. Thus the null hypothesis
(Hp: s1 = sz = s3) is accepted for both variables and,
therefore, the true subpopulation means are equal.
Deviations that do occur are the result of sampling error.
This researcher 1s thus confident at the .01 level of

significance that there is no appreciable bias among those

principals who did not respond and participate in the study.

ITnstrument

| The original instrument was constructed and used by
Eddings (1976) in his Study. It was a forty-nine item
queétionnaire with fourteen descriptive items "...that
sought general information about the school and personal
characteristics of the respondent"” (Eddings, 1976 p. 29).

The design of these items provided information concerning
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Table 2

Summary Tableﬁ Analysis of Variance Variable "Used"

of Sum of

Degrees Mean
Source Freedom Squares Squares F-Ratio
Between Groups 2 129.212 64.606 0.519
Within Groups 222 27503.368  12Lk.450
Total 224 27632.578
Degree of Freedom: 2/200 3.04 at .05 confidence level
k.71 at .01 confidence level
2/L00  3.02 at .05 confidence level
Lb,66 at .01 confidence level
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Table 3

Summary Table? Analysis of Variance Variable "Effective"

’ Degrees of Sum of Mean

Source Freedom Squares  Squares F-Ratio

Between Groups 2 217.338  108.669 0.328

Within Groups 222 73319.563 331,763

Total 220 73536.875

Degree of Freedom: 2/200 3.04 at .05 confidence level
L,71 at .01 confidence level

2/L00  3.02 at .05 confidence level

4,66 at .01 confidence level
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generalized personal and schoocl characteristics that served

as a bagis for comparison.

The remaining 35 items solicited responses to

procedures suggested in the Tentative Report: Evaluation

of Personnel (1972) and the Evaluation Procedures
Handbook (Tentative Model) (1974). Two measures of
perception were sought.

(1) Was the procedure used? (Objective;
non-judgmental)

32) Did the respondent feel the procedure was
effec§1ve (Subjective; judgmental) (Eddings, 1976
p. 29).

Appendix B of the Eddings study gives the source

for each questionnaire item and was reprinted as Appendix A

of this study.

The scoring for the measure of use and effectiveness

was divided into four categories (Eddings, 1976):
(1) Use

(a) A procedure definitely used in my evaluation.

(b) A procedure similar to one used in my
evaluation.

(c) A procedure not used in my evaluation.

(d) I don't know.

(2) Effectiveness

(a) Definitely helped me improve my teaching.
(b) Helped me improve my teaching.
(¢c) Did not help me improve my teaching,

(d) I don't understand the procedure. (p. 29-30).

The Eddings questionnaire is reprinted as Appendix B in

this study.
Eddings established the questionnaire's content
validity and réliability by establishing the instrument's

"clarity" and "accuracy" as perceived by a stratified
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random sample of Virginia's division superintendents. The
superintendents or their desgignees were considered to be
equivalent to a panel of experts since they or their
designees had to implement the evaluation requirements
mandated by the Standards of Quality. Initial and follow-up
responses to Eddings' pilot questionnaire resulted in
twenty-five out of twenty-eight returns. This represented
an 89.3 percent return. These questionnaire items were
bagically the same questions Eddings subsequently sent to
the teachers.

The differences were:

(1) No demographic or personal data were
requested; '

(2) Response categories were changed to measure
(a) Clarity and
(b) Accuracy (Eddings, 1976 p. 34).

The data indicated that the respondents did not
feel that items 23, 24 and 25 were sufficiently clear and
accurate. These items were included in Eddings’
gquestionnaire because he felt that:

(1) many of the division administrators who
responded to the guestionnaire items answered in terms
of procedures in use by their divisions, (2) the three
items in dispute could not be stated more clearly, and
(3) accuracy of the items was sufficiently documented
in Appendix B (p. 37).

Eddings considered content validity to be

established since the data indicated the the items were

clear enough to minimize multiple interpretations and the

procedures identified were perceived as correctly depicting
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suggested Virginia Department of Education procedures.
Reliability was considered established if the internal
consistency of the questionnaire items approached a
correlation bf .70 as measured by Hoyt's approximation of
the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20. Data were extracted to
test the internal consistency of both categories ("clear"
and "accurate"). Eddings found that "the reliability
coefficient for both categories was .94" (p. 37).

This reséarcher modified the Eddings instrument for
uge in this study. The revised questionnaire contained six
descriptive items and twenty-five procedural items. The
revised questionnaire is attached as Appendix C to this
study. Ten of the procedural items were deleted from the
original questionnaire. The events that led to this
decision are detailed in the information which follows.

This researcher, following Eddings' procedures,
verified the instrument's content validity by establishing
the instrument's "clarity" and "accuracy" as perceived by a
stratified random sample of Fairfax County, Virginia
school principals. Tﬁirty—eight principals were selected
to participate in the validation study. The principals
were gstratified into elementary and secondary levels
(ten secohdary and twenty-eight elementary). Responses
were recelved from thirty principals. Two of the

respondents declined to participate in the survey. The
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validation study and raw data summarization is attached as
Appendix D to this study. |

The data indicated that it was necessary to omit
ten items from the revised questionnaire. This decision
was based on the individual item's failure to meet a
65 percent criterion level which indicated that the item
was "clear" and "accurate" to the respondents. The 65
percent criterion was arrived at statistically by computing

the standard error of percentage, utilizing the following

formula: -
p-z’%-z,mxmo
where p = proportion (65)
qg=1-0p (35
z = Standard Score--95% confidence level (1.6449)

n = Number of Respondents (30)

The computed percentage was slightly in excess of 64,39
percent. The 65 percent criterion was thﬁs selected‘for
use in this study. ZEvery item selected for inclusion in
the revised questionnaire exceeded the 65 percent criterion.
Therefore, the researcher was confident (at the 95 percent
confidence level) that the respondents' favorable responses
were not likely to be a function of chance. Rather, there
wag a 95~percentvprobability that the responses truly

indicated that over 50 percent of Fairfax County principals

felt that the ingtrument was "clear" and "accurate".
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Again, following Eddings' procedures, the researcher
utilized Hoyt's approximation of Kuder-Richardson Formula
20 which measures the internal consistency of dichotomous
responses. The validation questionnaire sent to the
Fairfax County principals elicited dichotomous responses.
The reliability coefficients obtained were .95 for "clarity"
and .85 for "accuracy". Therefore, the coefficients
established the fact that Fairfax County prihcipals did
consistently interpret the "clarity" and "accuracy" of the
questionnaire items. However, the questionnaire used in the
statewide sample solicited multiple and different responses
than that used in the validation instrument. This, in the
researcher'é opinion, was not sufficient evidence for
establishing the instrument's reliability.

The responses to the Questionnaire used in the
statewide survey of Virginia's principals generated the
necessary data for calculating the instrument's reliability.
Reliability was established by utilizing Cronbach's -
"Coefficient Alpha" (1951), a derivation of the Kuder-
Richardson formula. .This procedure was selected because
of its capability to consider the multiple response
{three for "Used"; four for "Effective”) categories
elicited by the revised gquestionnaire. It was necessary
to consider both categories of responses in establishing
the instrument's reliability. The reliability coefficlents

obtained were .89 for "Used" and .89 for "Effective".
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"Most test makers and researchers are satiéfied if they
obtain reliability coefficients of .90 and above but
dissatisfied if they get coefficients below .70" (Ary and
associates, 1972 p. 209). Reliability for the instrument

was, therefore, established.

As mentioned previously, the questionnaire used in

this study solicited different responses. The response
categories for "Use" were: "Ag Stated", "Modified" and
"Not At All". The response categories for "Effective"
were: "Very", "Some", "Little" and "Not At All"., The
categories for "Effective" were revised for two reasons:
(1) to make it more feasible to gscale the responses so as
to evoke interval data rather than nominal data and

(2) to clarify the response categories.

The revised guestionnaire contained seven
descriptive items (age, size of teaching staff, yeafs of
administrative experience, number of teachers evaluated,
membership in teacher organization, EBO training, and
hours of training in the use of EBO procedures). These
items provided the data necessary to test the hypo%hesis.

One procedural item was added to the validation survey

but omitted in the survey mailed to the population sample.

The item is as follows: The concept of partial evaluation
teacher self-evaluation with the evaluator acting as an

advigor) was utilized to evaluate some teachers. The
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source for this particular procedure was found in both the

Tentative Renort} Evaluation of Personnel (1972), page 67

and the Evaluation Procedures Handbook (Tentative Ilodel)
(1974), page 13. The latter defined "partial evaluation"”
asv:
...an abbreviated process which, while involving all
of the components of full evaluation, is essentially
self-evaluation. The principal or other evaluator
functions primarily in an advisory capacity.
This category was deleted from the revised questionnaire
because it failed to meet the necessary 65 percent
criterion level. The numbers of and the rercentage of
Fairfax County principals' responses to the "clarity" and
"accuracy" of each procedural item is depicted in

Tables 11, 12, 13 on pages 173, 174, 175 respectively
of Appendix D.

Analysis

Research Questions 1, 2 and 3 were information
gquestions. Analysis of Question 1 determined to what
extent principals were using the EBO procedures. Analysis
of Question 2 specified the effectiveness of the ERBO -
procedures as perceived by those principals who used the
procedures. Analysis of Question 3 specified the
effectiveness of the EBO procedures as perceived by thqée

principals who did not use the procedures.




It was necessary to reorganize the "Effective”
responses into dichotomcus categories. This provided for
a more meaningful interpretation of the data in analyzing
- the first three questions. The "How Effective in Improving
Teacher Performance" responses were collapsed into
"Effective" ("Very" and "Some") and "Not Effective"‘
("Some" and "Little") categories.

The preceding allowed for the presentation of the
data in a 3 X 2 table format. The data was recorded
nuherically and as a percentage of the total responses.
The columns were labeled "Effective" and "Not Effective".
The rows were labeled "Used", "Modified" and "Not Used".
The proper numbers and percentages were placed in the
apprdpriate cells. The 3 X 2 table 1s presented as
Table 5 on page 97.

Research Question 4 necessitated the sfatement of
a formal hypothesis (page 29). The question was answered
by using multiple regression analysis (MRA).

The multiple regression model used in answering

Question 4 is in the following form:

y = a + B1Xy + B2Xz + B3X3 + BLXY + BsXg + BEXE + BpXy
where

vy = dependent variable

X1, X2,...X7 = independent variables

a = congtant

B1, B2,...B7 partial regression coefficients
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where

vy = principals' perceptions of the effectiveness of
the suggested EBO procedures

'and

X1 = age

X2 = number of teachers evaluated

X3 = years of administrative experience

Xy = memberéhip in teacher organizations

Xg = number of teachers in the school

Xg = EBO training

X7 = hours of EBO training

In discussing the meaning of regression

coefficients, Nie and associates (1975) state

A partial regression coefficient, say B,...stands for

the expected change in y with a change of one unit in

X4 when X2 and X3, X4, X5 is held constant or otherw1se

controlled for (p. 330).
It is, therefore, possible to partial ocut the effects of
the other independent variables. This results in the
igsolation of the effects of one independent variable on
the dependent vafiable. Using the preceding stated
formula and Variableé as an example, age can be isolated
in order to determine its unique contribution to the
dependent variable, while the effects of the remaining
independent variables (number of teachers evaluated, etc.)

are held constant. It must be noted that the preceding

characteristic of a partial regression coefficient holds
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true only for the exact set of variables listed in the
equation. The addition or elimination of a variable
would result in a redistribution of the variance among
the new set of independent variables.

The significance tests for multiple regression
analysis are based on the following assumptions (Nie and
associates, 1975)}

1. The sample is drawn at random.

2. Each array of y for a given combination of X's

follows the normal distribution. ' ’

3. The regression of y and X's is linear.

L, All the y arrays have the same variance

(p. 341).

The significance»of the multiple R was tested
using the F distribution with K (the number of independent
variables) and N - K - 1 degrees of freedom. The overall
F test "uses statistical inference procedures to test the
null hypothesis that the multiple correlation is zero in
the population from which the same was drawn" (Nie and
agssoclates, p. 336). |

The computer program selected for this analysis
was written by Nie and associates (1975) and is available
under the title SPSS at the Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and State University's computer center. This program
provides for a test of the statistical significance of
each partial regression coefficients as well as the overall

F test. The program also provides the overall standard

error for the regression egquation.
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Summary

This chapter has presented and detailed the
procedures followed in answering the questions raised in
Chapter I. |

This study's population consisted of Virginia's
public school principals. A strafified random sample of
315 principals were selected to participate in the study.
The strata were subdivided by Regional Study Groups and by
elementary and secoﬁdary principals.

The original instrument was developed by Eddings
(1976) and revised for use in this study. It contains
seven descriptive items and twenty-five procedural
statements. Response categories were organized so as to
elicit interval data. Content validity was established by
surveying a sample of Fairfax County Public School
principals’' opinions as to how "clear" and "accurate" the
items represented the procedures suggested by the Virginia
Department of Education. Reliability was established by
calculating Cronbach's "Coefficient Alpha" (1951) from the
data generated by the study questionnaire.

Analysis of Questions 1, 2 and 3 necessitated the
collapsing of the "Effective" responses into a dichotomous
category. The categories were "Effective"” and "Not
Effective”. The "Used" responses remained as lisfed in the

questionnaire. This made it possible to more easgily
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organizé and interpret the data and provided appropriate
numbers and percentages needed %o answer the first three
questions.

Question L4 necessitated the stating of a formal
hypothesis. The question was answered by using multiple

regression analysis.,
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FINDINGS

Introduction

The findings of this study are reported as they

pertain to the four questions stated in Chapter I. The

statistical data are presented in table format and

inferences are disgcussed only to the extent necessary to

answer the questions raised in this study. Summary,

conclusions, implications and recommendations are presented

in Chapter V.

The questions asked in this study were:

1.

Are the evaluators of classroom instruction
in the Virginia school divisions currently
utilizing the procedures suggested by the
Virginia Department of Education?

If any or all the procedures are being
utilized, do the evaluators'perceive them
to be an effective method of evaluating
téacher performance?

If the procedures are not being utilized, do
the evaluators perceive them to be an
effective method of evaluating teacher
performance?

How do certain institutional variables and

92
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identified personal variables of the evaluator
affect perceptions of the effectiveness of the
model? ,

The data presented in Table 4 provide background
information relevant to the questions asked in this study.
Table 4 illustrates principals' perceptions of each EBO
procedure. It is obvious that the majority of principals
used or modified each one of the procedures. Furthermore,
a majority of the principals considered each EBO procedure
or gsome modification of a procedure to be effective. The
combined Used/Effective and Modified/Effective columns for
Item 7 represent the lowest "Effective" percentage
(72.5 percent). Three other procedures (Items 13, 23 and
24) received similar percentages. The remaining procedures
received higher Used/Effective and Modified/Effective
percentages which ranged from 81.3 percent for Item 12 %o
95.5 percent for Item 18. The preceding demonstrates the
wide usage and perceived effectiveness of each of the
procedures surveyed in the questionnaire.

It is interesting to note that five of the
- procedures (Items 7, 12, 13, 16 and 24) fell below the
fifty percent level in the Used/Effective column. Stated
in another way, these five items were not used as
suggested by a majority of Virginia's principals. However,

the combined totals of the Used/Effective and Modified/



Table L

Summary by Item: Principals' Perceptions of
Use and Effectiveness of Each EBO Procedure
(Recorded in Percentages)

%ggiﬁéggnaire Used/ Modified/ Not Used/ Used/Not Modified/ Not Used/
Procedure Effective Effective Effective Effective Not Effective Not Effective
1 75.3 19.7 L 1.8 2.2 b
2 70.0‘ 20.6 Ny L,5 L.,o A
3 72.6 21.1 Y 4.0 1.8 .0
I 65.9 23.8 .9 5.0 2.7 1.3
5 65.9 26.8 .5 2.3 1.8 2.7
6 58.1 2L, 3 1.4 7.2 5.4 3.6
7 40.8 31.7 .9 6.9 9.6 10.1
| 8 56.2 36.9 ) 1.4 3.2 1.h
9 85.5 5.5 .9 5.5 1.4 1.4
10 68.9 26.1 .9 2.3 1.8 .0
11 63.9 21.8 1.9 5.1 bh.6 2.8
12 49.5 31.8 .5 3.2 9.1 5.9

76



Table 4 (continued)

%Egijéggnaire Used/ Modified/ Not Used/ Used/Not Modified/ Not Used/

Procedure Effective Effective Effective Effective Not Effective Not Effective
13 h2.3 30.9 h.5 5.5 5.0 11.8
14 61.7 21,8 1.8 5.4 b1 2.3
15 58.6 29.7 1.4 3.6 5.0 1.8
16 48.2 40.9 2.3 2.3 3.6 2.7
17 57.8 32.1 .9' 2.8 5.0 1.4
18 81.1 14,4 .5 2.7 .0 1.4
19 72.3 21.8 1.k 1.8 1.8 .9
20 56.7 34.6 .9 2.3 3.2 2.3
21 61.0 31.2 9 3.2 3.7 .0
22 66.1 23.1 .9 5.0 3.2 1.8
23 58.3 144 1.4 16.2 L.6 5.1
2l L6.7 26.2 1.k 6.2 7.1 12,4
25% 58.2 31.0 .9 .7 3.3 : 1.9

G

*¥Not an EBO procedure: represents principals' feelings of accomplishment as a
result of their use of the EBO procedures.
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Effective columns indicate that a majérity of the
principals did feel that these procedures or somer
modification of the procedures were effective. The
percentages of effectiveness for the two columné ranged
from 72.5 percent for Item 7 to 95;5 percent for Item 18.
Item 25 is not an EBO procedural item. Rather,
it represents the principals' general feelings about‘their
accomplishment at the conclusion of the EBO cycle. The
item read, "I had a feeling of accomplishment after the
final conference." It is interesting to note that the
combined percentage of principals in the Uséd/Effective
and Modified/Effective cells of Table 5 is 87 percent
and the percentage of principals in the Used/Effective
and Modified/Effective columns of Table 4 pages 94-95

for Item 25 is 89.2 percent.

Questions 1 and 2

The findings for Questions 1 and 2 are presented
together in this section, because the questions are related.
The questions are as follows:

1. Are the evaluators of classroom instruction

in the Virginia gchool divisions currently

utilizing the procedures suggested by the

Virginia Department of Education?
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Table 5

Summary: Principals' Perceptions of Use
and Effectiveness of the EBO Procedures

Effective Not Effective Total

N = 22k % of Actual % of Actual % of Actual
Total Number Total Number Total Number
Used 61.6 138 L.s5 10 66.1 148
Modified 25.4 57 L,o 9 29.4 66
Not Used 1.4 3 3.1 7 L,s5 10

- Total 88,4 198 11.6 26 100.0 224
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2. 1If any or all the procedﬁfes are being

utilized, do the evaluators perceive them

to be an effective method of evaluating

teacher performance?

The findings thaf related to the first two
guestions are presented in the information summarized in
Table 5, page 97. There were 224 principals who
participated in the study. A substantial majority of the
respondents who participated indicated that they used the
procedures as suggested by the Virginia Department of
Education. This represented 148 or 66.1 percent of the
total number of principals who participated in the study.
A majority of these principals (138 or 61.6 percent of
the total sample) felt that the procedures were effective
in improving teacher performance. This represented 93.2
percent of the principals who indicated that they used
the EBO procedures. A minority of these principals
(10 or 4.5 percent of the total sample) indicated that
the procedures were not effective. This represented
6 percent of those principals who used the EBO procedures.
A substantial percentage of the principals indicated that
they utilized an EBO procesgs to evaluate their teachers.
However, these principals indicated that they modified
the procedures and, therefore, deviated somewhat from the

suggested guidelines. Those principals who fell into this
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grouping (Modified/Effective and Mddified/Not Effective)
accounted for 66 or 29.4 percent of the tdtal sample. A
majority of these principals (57 or 25.4 percent of the
total sample) felt that the procedures (modified) were
effective in thelr evaluation of teachers. This
represented 86.4 percent of the principals who indicated
that they modified the procedures. A minority of these
principals (9 or 4 percent of the total sample) indicated
that the procedures (modified) were not effective. This
rgpresented 13.6 percent of those principals who modified
the procedures. By combining the "Used" and "Modified"
cclumns, it is clear that a large majority of Virginia's
public school principals (214 or 95.5 percent of the
total sample) are using or are modifying the EBO
procedures in their evaluation of teachers. A majority
of those principals who used or modified the EBO procedures
(195 or 87 percent of the total sample) indicated that
they felt that procedures (as suggested or modified) were
effective in improving teacher performance. This |
represented 91.1 percent of those principals who usged or

modified the EBO procedures.
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Question 3

Question 3 was stated as follows:

If the procedures are not being utilized, do the

evaluators perceive them to be an effective

method of evaluating teacher performance?

Table 5, page 97 summarizes the information
relevant to the finqings that relate to this question. A
few of the principals (10 or L.5 percent) indicated that
they did not use the EBO procedures. A minority of these
principals (3 or 1.4 percent of the total sample) felt
that the EBO procedures would be effective in improving
teacher performance. This represented 30 percent of the
principals who indicated that they did not use the EBO
procedures. The majority of these principals (7 or 3.1
percent of the total sample) felt that tﬁese procedures
were not an effective process for evaluating teachers.
This represented 70 percent of those principals who did

not use the EBO procedures.

Question UL

The analysis of Question 4 centered around the
effort to determine if certain institutional (number of
teachers 1n the school, number of teachers and hours of

EBO training) and personal (age, teacher organization
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membership and years of administrative experience)
variables could serve asg valid predictors of Virginia
principals' perceptions of the effectiveness of the
suggested EBO teacher evaluation procedures. The question

was stated as follows:

How do certain ingtitutional variables and

identified personal variables of the evaluator

affect perceptions of the effectiveness of the

model?
This question necessitated the stating of a formal
hypothesis: \

Ho - A principal's perceptions of the effectiveness
of the suggested EBO procedures 1is not related
to age, administrative experience, hours of
EBO training, membership in a teacher
organization, number of teachers in the school
and number of teachers to be evaluated.

Multiple regression analysis (MRA) was the
statisticai tool used to analyze the data. MRA was
gselected because it fests the significance of all the
independent variables in a regression model. It 1s also
possible to determine the unique contribution of each
independent variable to the total variance of the dependent

variable. MRA makes it possible to select the best

possible combination of the independent variables which
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predict the largest variance in the criterion variable.
| The independent variables must be considered in
terms of their correlation with one another. As the
correlation between two wvariables increases, the unique
contribution possible from either variable decreases.

Table 6 illusfrates the correlation matrix among
the independent variables as calculated by the regression
sub-program of the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (Nie and Associates, 1975). The intercorrelations
among the independent variables ranged from .666 (number
of teachers evaluated and number of teachers in the school)
to a -.136 (teacher organization membership and number of
teachers in the school). The five correlational pairs
significant at the .01 level were as follows: number of
teachers evalﬁated and number of teachers in the school
(.666); age and years of administrative experience (.625);
EBO training and hours of EBO training (.468); years of
administrative experience and number of teachers in the
school (.236); and the number of teachers evaluated and
years éf administrative experience (.182). One péir of
independent variables (EBO training and teacher
organization membership) was significantly correlated at
.05 level (.149). The correlations among the statistically
significant pairs indicated shared variances that ranged

from 44.4 percent to 2.2 percent.



Table 6

Intercorrelations Among the Independent Variables

Number of Vember of Years of Number of Hours

Teachers EBO Teacher Administrative Teachers of EBO

Age Evaluated Training Organization Experience in School Training
Age 075 .098 .132 .625P .103 .026
Number of . b b
Teachers _ 015 .091 .182 666 .078
Evaluated ‘ ’ .-
EBO Training 1492 LOU6 048 . L68P
Member of
Teacher : ' .058 -.136 .051
Organization _
Years of
Administrative ‘ 2367 .05
Experience

Number of
Teachers ' v .020
in School

Hours of EBO

Training 1.000

€0t

a - gignificant at .05 level
b - significant at .01 level
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Table 7 illustrates the full regression model.
Pfior to an examination of the data presented in the table,
it is important and useful to point out the uniqué
contribution of each independent variable to the dependent
variable. The standard partial regression coefficients
(Beta coefficients) listed for each independent variable
provide this data. Guilford and Fruchter (1973) discussed
the usefulness of the Beta coefficients:

Beta coefficients are called standard partial
regression coefficients--"standard" because they would
apply if standard measures were used in all variables
and "partial" because, as in the case of the
coefficient of partial correlation, the effects of
other variables are held constant (p. 362).
The independent variable "Age" made.an unique contribution
that is significant at the .01 level. Two other
independent variables (number of teachers in the school and
number of teachers evaluated) uniquely contributed (at the
.05 level of significance) to the total variance of the
criterion variable.

Given the data presented in Tables 6 and 7, an MRA
was initiated in order to determine the independent
variables' validity as predictors of the dependent variable
"Effectiveness”. MRA was utilized to select the most
appropriate combination of these independent variables
which resulted in the highest R square (R2) with the

lowest standard error estimate.

As previously mentioned, Table 7 represents the



Table 7

Regression Analysis between the Independent Variables in
the Full Model and the Dependent Variable Effective

G0T

Standard
Partial Partial

Independent Regression Regression Standard
Variables Coefficients Coefficients Error F-Ratio Student "t"
Hours of EBO
Teaining ~,0100545 00884 .08990 013 11k
Age - 2174282 ~.22354Db ,08672 6.287b 2.5108
Number of :
Teachers - 0734923 - 1hl52a .0L812 2.3334 1.530
in School
Number of v
Teachers .0983976 .160752 .05710 2.970Db 1.720
Evaluated .
Years of _
Administrative .1085670 .08092 .12198 792 .890
Experience
Member of
Teacher ~-2.2143020 ~-.109773 1.43227 2.3904 1.550
Organization
EBO Training 2.2112350 ~-.109373 1.61081 1.886 1.370
a - significant at .05 level Constant 53.13273 Adjusted
b - significant at .01 level Multiple R 29531 R Square 05410

R Square .08721 Standard

Overall Error 9.76141

F-Ratio 2.63421
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full regféssion model. The total multiple correlation
(multiple R) was .295. The unadjusted coefficient of
determination (RZ2) was equal to .087. The coefficient of
determination adjusted for degrees of freedom (adjusted R2)
was equal to .054. The overall F-Ratio for this equation
was 2.63421 and was significant at the .05 level. |

The partial regression coefficient represented the
amount of each independent variable's unique association
with the criterion with the effects of the other
independent variables partialed out. The standard error of
the partial regression coefficient was divided into the
partial regression coefficient to obtain a student "t"
value. The square root of each independent variable will
calculate the same results (Williams, 1974). The student
"t" tests the partial regression coefficient for its
probable departure from a zero relationship with the
dependent variable. The student "t" value was compared to
a tabled value of "t" with 2/200 degrees of freedom. The
calculated value of the student "t" must equal or exceed
2.601 for a .01 significance and a 1.972 for a .05
significance (Guilford and Fruchter, 1973).

Following this procedure only the independent
variable "Age" (student "t" value of 2.51) was sigﬁificant
at the .05 level. The remaiging variables in themselves

did not possess enough of a unique contribution to be
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statistically significant. This was not surprising since
the adjusted RZ2 accounts for only 5.4 percent of the
variance in the dependent variatle..

In order to determine which of the independent
variables possessed the best combination for prediction,
the forward (stepwise) inclusion of the SPSS program was

utilized. The computer entered the variables one at a time

into the equation. Nie and associates (1975), in explaining

this procedure stated:
The variable that explains the greatest amount of
variance in the dependent variable will enter first;
the variable that explains the greatest amount of
variance in conjunction with the first will enter
second, and so on (p. 345).
Table 8 represents the completed stepwise model. The
variables are listed in the order they were entered into
the equation.‘ The variables "Years of Administrative
Experience" and "Hours of EBO Training" were entered last
and not included in Table 3. An analysis of these two
variables' contribution as predictors showed that they did
not significantly contribute to the adjusted R2 coefficient
of determination. In fact, the adjusted R2 coefficient
was somewhat reduced when these variables were entered
into the equation. Similarly, the standard error of
estimate increased somewhat as these variables were

entered into the equation. The variables, as listed in

Table 8; represent the best possible combination of the



Regression Analysis between the Five Independent Variables
in the Stepwise Model and the Dependent Variable Effective

Table 8

80T

Overall F-Ratio

3.55137Db

Standard
Partial Partial

Independent Regression Regression Standard
Variables Coefficients Coefficients Error F-Ratio Student "t"
Age - .1697662 - 17L57 .06796 6.2410b 2.502
EBO Training ~2.1609700 -,10679 1.41305 2.339a 1.53
Member of
Teacher -2,208834 ~-.10946 1.42750 2.3942 1.55
Organization
Number of o
Teachers .1010191 © ,16504 .05634 3.214Db 1.79
Evaluated '
Number of
Teachers - .06775195 -.13323 04732 2.050a 1.43
in School 5
a-- significant at .05 level Constant 52.04810
b - gignificant at .01 level Multiple R .28890

R Square . 08346

Adjusted R Square .05996

Standard Error 9.73114
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independent variables which produced the largest adjusted
R2 coefficient of determination as well as the lowest
standard error of estimate. Therefore, of the independent
variables presented in this study, the variables of "Age",
"EBO Training", "Teacher Organizatibn Membership",
"Number of Teachers Evaluated" and "Number of Teachers in
the School" represented the best possgible set of predictors
of the independent variable "Effectiveness". These
variables accounted for nearly 6 percent of the variance
in the criterion variable "Effectiveness".

"It is important to note that as in Table 7 (page
105), only the calculated student "t" of the independent
variable "Age" was significant at the .05 level. Again,
this was not unexpected. The adjusted R2 is in itself
not that far numerically from zero. The F-Ratio of
3.55137 was significant beyond the .01 level. Therefore,
the null hypothesgis stated in Chapter I is rejected. A
statistically significant relationship does exist between

the independent variables and the criterion variable.

Summary

Thig chapter presents the findings to the questions
stated in Chapter I. Questions 1, 2 and 3 were answered
utilizing a 3 X 2 tabular format. Principals overwhelmingly

used and perceived the EBO procedures to be effective.
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Multiple regression ahalysis (MRA) was utilized in
order to test and reject the null hypothesis stated in
Chapter I (page 29). The independent variables of "Age",
"EBO Training", "Teacher Organization Membership", "Number
of Teachers Evaluated", and "Number of Teachers in the
School" were selected, using the SPSS stepwise procedure,
ag the best combination of independent variables that
yielded the highest adjusted R2 coefficient of determination

ag well ag the lowest standard error of estimation.




SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter provides a summary of this study,
conclusionsg based on the findings, implications for

teacher evaluation and recommendations for further study.

Summary

Introduction

The Virginia revised constitution, as adopted by
the General Agsembly, became effective on July 1, 1971.
Article VIII, Section 2 of that constitution directed the
Virginia Department of Education to establish standards of
gquality forrits school divisions subject to revision only
by the General Assembly. Per that directive, the Virginia
Department of Education suggested an Evaluation by
Objectives (EBO) teacher evaluation system as a means for
its school divisions to satisfy the personnel evaluation
portion of the legislative mandate.

This study sﬁrveyed Virginia's principals as %o

their use of and perceptions of the efficacy of the

suggested EBO procedures. More specifically, the researcher

conducted thebstudy in order to determine if certain

personal and certain institutional variables could serve

as accurate predictors of Virginia public school principals'
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perceptions of the suggested EBO procedures.

Statement of the Problem

Eddings (1976) assessed teachers' peréeptions of
the effectiveness and perceived use of the Virginia
Department of Education's suggested EBO model. The study's
findings are revealing and important. However, personal
evaluation necessitates a particular type of interaction.
Evaluation is a two participant process that involves an
evaluator and an evaluatee. The school principal or his/
her designee is the evaluator of a teacher. It was,
therefore, important to know the perceptions of Virginia's
principals, since they were responsible for implementing
the model as suggested by the Virginia Debartment of
Education. In order to obtain this information, the
researcher attempted to answer the following questions:

1. Are the evaluators of classroom instruction in the

Virginia school divisions currently utilizing the

procedures suggested by the Virginia Department
of Education? ,

2. If any or all the procedures are being utilized,
do the evaluators perceive them to be an effective
method of evaluating teacher performance?

3. If the procedures are not being utilized, do the
evaluators perceive them to be an effective
method of evaluating teacher performance?

L, How do certain institutional variables and
identified personal variables of the evaluator
affect perceptions of the effectiveness of the
model?

The following hypothesis was derived as a result of a

study of the literature:
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Hp - A principal's perceptions of the effectiveness
of the suggested EBO procedures is not related to age,
administrative experience, hours of EBO training,
membership in a teacher organization, number of
teachers in the school and number of teachers to be
evaluated.

Proceduresg

This study's population consisted of Virginia‘s
public school principals. A stratified random sampie»of
315 principals was selected to participate in the study.
The strata were subdivided by Regional Study Groups and
by elementary and secondary principals. |

| The original instrument was devéloped by Eddings
(1976) and revised for use in this study. Content |
validity was established by surveying a sample of Fairfax
County Public School principals' opinions as to how
"clear” and "accurate" the items represented the procedures
suggested by the Virginia Department of Education.
Reliability was established by calculating Cronback's
"Coefficient Alpha" (1951) from the data generated by the
study questionnaire. |

An initial mailing and appropriate follow-up
procedures resulted in a total response of 230 participants
or 73 percent of the principals. Seven or 2 percent
declined to participate in the study. Figure 6, page.?E
outlines the sequence of events that led to the total
number of respondents who participated in the study. A

total of 224 or 71.1 percent were able to participate in
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the analysis of Questions 1, 2 and 3. A lesser number
(201 or 64 percent) participated in the analysis of
Question 4. Some of the participants did not answer one
or more gections of Part I and, therefore, could not be
included in the analysis.

An analysis of Question 1, 2 and 3 necessitated
the collapsing of the "Effective" responses into a
dichotomous category. The "Used" responses remained in
the three category selections listed on the questionnaire.
The responses were-tabulated and organized in a 3 X 2 table
format. The columns were labeled "Effective" and "Not
Effective“. The rows were labeled "Used", "Modified" and
"Not Uged". |

Question 4 necessitated the stating of a formal
hypothesis. The question was answered by using multiple

regression analysis (MRA).

Findings

An analysis of Questions 1, 2 and 3 was tabulated
and presented in a 3 X 2 table (Table 5, page 97). A
substantial majority of the respondents who participated
in the study (148 or 66.1 percent) indicated that they
used the procedures as suggested by the Virginia Department
of Education. A majority of these principals (138 or 61.6
percent of the total éample) felt that the procedures were

effective., The remaining 10 or 4.5 percent of the total
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sample indicated that the procedures were not perceived to
be effective. A substantial number (66 or 29.4 percent)
of the total sample) indicated that they modifiedkthe EBO
procedures and, thus, deﬁiated from the.suggested
guidelines. A majority of the principals (57 or 25.4
percent of the total sample) felt the pégcedures (modified)
were effective in improving a teacher's performance. The
remaining principals (9 or 4 percent of the total sample)
indicated that the procedures (modified) were not effective.
It is obvious that EBO was widely used and/or modified by
Virginia's public school principals in thelr evaluation
of teachers. The combined total of the "Used" and
"Modified" columns indicates that a total of 214 or 95.5
percent"ofrthe total sample used or modified the EBO
procedures. It is equally important to note that 86.8
percent of the sample felt that the procedures were
effective in improving a teacher's performance. A small
percentage of the State's principals (10 or 4.5 percent
of the total sample) did not use the procedures. The
majority of non-useré felt that the procedures would not
be an effective process for evaluating teachers.

Multiple regression analysis (MRA) was the
statistic used to analyze Question 4. First, the
independent variables were considered in terms of their

intercorrelaticons. Five correlated pairs were statistically
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significant at the .01 level and one at the .05 level,
Two of the independent variables' Beta coefficients were
statistically significant at the .05 level and one at
the .01 level. |

Using MRA, the independent variables in the full
model yielded a multiple R of nearly .30. The adjusted
R2 coefficient of determination was equal to .05 and the
overall F-Ratio was significant at the .05 level. TFurther
MRA analysis was conducted utilizing the SPSS stepwise
procedures. Each independent variable was entered into
the equation one at a time. The first to be entered was
"Age", since 1t had the largest unique contribution to the
dependent variable}s variance. The second variable to be
entered was "EBO Training", since it, in conjunction with
"Age", had the next greatest cdntribution. The remaining
variables were entered one at a time based on thelr unique
contributions in conjunction with those variables that
were Tirst entered. Five variables were selected as the
best possible combination of predictors ofrthose variables
considered in this study. They were (in addition to those
just mentioned) "Teacher Organization Membership", "Number
of Teachers Evaluated” and "Number of Teachers in the
School". This equation resulted in a slightly lower
nultiple R of nearly .29 and an adjusted R2 of nearly .06,

The F-Ratio for the stepwise model was significant beyond
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the .01 level. These variables yieldéd the highest
adjusted R2 and the lowestvstandard.error of estimate.
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected, since there
was a étatistically significant relationship between the

independent variables and the dependent variable.

Conclusions

Questions 1, 2 and 3

These questions were concerned with (1) to what
extent did the principals use the EBO procedures, (2) to
what extent did these principals perceive the EBO
procedures to be effective and (3) to what extent did
those principals who did not use EBO perceive that it
would be effective in improving teacher performance.

In examining the responses to the study
questibnnaire, it became apparent that the suggested EBO
procedures were widely used by Virginia's public school
principals in their evaluation of teachers. Effectiveness
wag defined as whether or not the principals felt that
the EBO process did in fact improve teacher performance.

| A few of the principals did not use the
procedures. Most of these principals felt that the
procedures would not be effective as a teacher evaluation
process. 1t wag, therefore, quite evident that a

principal's positive perceptions concerning the
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effectiveness of EBO was closély related to whether or
not the procedures were used by the principal.
The principals' responses to Item 25 are pertinent
to this discussion. Of the 224 responses, 199 or 89
percent of the principals felt that the procedures gave
them a feeling of accomplishment as a result of théir use
of the EBO procedures. Therefore, an overwhelming
majority of the State's principals felt that the procedures
were effective (86.8 percent) and provided them with a
sense of satisfaction as a result of using the procedures
(89.2 percent).
Conclusions concerning Virginia principals' use
and perceived effectiveness of the suggested EBO
procedures are as follows:
1. A substantial majority of Virginia's principals
(66.1 percent) used the procedures as suggested
by the Virginia Department of Education.
2. The suggested EBO procedures were used in a
modified form by a siéeable minority
(29.4 pefcent) of Virginia's public school
principals.
3. EBO was used as suggested or modified by
| 95.5 percent of the principals in the State
of Virginia.

L. An overwhelming percentage of Virginia's
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principals who used orbmodified the EBO
process perceived the procedures to be
effective. Of those principals who used EBO
as suggested, 93.2 percenﬁ perceived the
procedures to be effective; and of those
principals who used EBO in a modified form,
86.4 percent perceived the procedures to be
effective. Therefore, 91.1 pefcent of the
principals who used or modified the EBO
process stated that the procedures were
effective in improving teacher performance.

5. A majority of those principals who did not
use the procedures (7 of 10 or 70 percent)
perceived that the EBO procedures would not
be effective in improving teacher performance.

6. A large majority of Virginia's principals felt
that the procedures were effective and felt
that their use of the EBO process provided
them with a sense of satigfaction and

accompliéhment.

Question 4

In Question 4 the relationships between the
independent variables and the dependent variables were
examined by using multiple regression analysis (MRA).

When MRA wag undertaken, with all of the seven independent
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variables, the multiple cofrelation obtained was .295.
The adjusted R? coefficient of determination was .05k4.
In order to determine the best possible combination of
predictors, each variable was entered into the equation
one a2t a time. The stepwise model did improve the
adjusted R by .005 to .059. The variables identified
as uniquely contributing 5.9 percent of the dependent
variables' variance were "Age", "EBO Training", "Teacher
Organization Membership", "Number of Teachers Evaluated"
and "Number of Teachers in the School".

It is apparent and not surprising to see that the
independent variables in the stepwise model, while
significant at the .01 level, do not serve as useful
predictors of a principal’'s perceptions as to the
effectiveness of EBO as a teacher evaluation process.

The fact 1s, asg seen in the analysis and conclusions to
Questions 1, 2 and 3, there was little variance among the
population. The great majority of Virginia's principals
did use and did feel that EBO was effective as a teacher
evaluation process. ‘Therefore, it is extremely difficult
to identify a useful set of variables as predictors of

a dependent variable that has.little variance. The
results of an investigation can be statistically
significanf and at the same time not be meaningful or

important (Ary and associates, 1972). This appears to
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be the case with the independent variables tested in this

study.

Conclusions concerning the relationships between

the seven personal and institutional variables identified

in this study are as follows:

1.

A1l of the variables taken together accounted
for only 5.4 percent of the variance
associated with a principal's perceived
effectiveness of the EBO procedures.

The stepwise procedﬁres of the SPSS computer
program improved the adjusted RZ2 score to
5.99 or nearly 6 percent of the variance
associated with a principal's perceived
effectiveness of the EBO procedures.

A principal's perceptions of EBO's
effectiveness is not easil& predicted based
on the variables identified and tested in
this study.

The independent variable "Number of Teachers
Evaluated" was not useful as a meaningful
predictor, even though it was uniquely and
positively related to a principal's perceived
effectiveness of EBO as a teacher evaluation
pProcess.

The independent variables of "Age", "EBO
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Training", "Teacher Organization Membership"
and "Number of Teachers in the School" were
not useful as meaningful predictors, even

though they were uniquely and negatively

related to a principal's perceived effectiveness

of EBO as a teacher evaluation process.

Implications

Getzels-Guba Model

The Getzels-Guba model (Figures 3 and 4, pages
36 and 37) and their description of the school as a social
system was the theoretical framework under which this
study was undertaken. The models demonstrate that the
influence of role and personality factors vary with each
individual within the same and in different settings. The
school gsystem has defined the superior-subordinate roles
and expectations of principals and teachers. The
suggested EBO procedures delineate and define the roles
of participants and their relationships within a
performance evaluation framework (nomothetic). The
individual role-incumbents adapt to the suggested
procedures in terms of their own background and experience
(ideographic) as defined by their personality and
need-disposition (Getzels, 1958).

| Specific institutional (nomothetic) independent
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variables (number of teachers to be evaluated, number of
teachers in the school, EBO training and hours of EBO
training) and personal (ideographic) independent variables
(age, teacher organization membership and years of
administrative experience) were tested utilizing multiple
regression analysis. MRA afforded the opportunity to
determine the variables' use as predictofs of principals'
perceptions concerning the'suggested EBO teacher
evaluation process. Utilizing the MRA stepwise sub-
program, five of the seven variables identified in this
study were selected as the best combination for prediction.
The variables' predictive power (adjusted RZ2 of .059),
although statistically significant beyond the .01 level,
was not adequate enough to serve as a reliable predictor
of principals' perceptions about EBO's effectiveness.

The analysis and conclusions have shown that
there was little variance among the population concerning
the dependent variable, Most principalsg used EBO and
most felt it to be effective. Therefore, it would be
extremely difficult to identify a group of specific
variables (personal or institutional) that could serve as
meaningful predictors of this particular dependent
variable. The results of this study, therefore, neither
affirm norAdeny the validity of the Getzels-Guba model

as a valid predictor of principalg’ perceptions concerning
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EBO's effectiveness as a teacher evaluation process. Gibbs
(1968), in his study, examined the validity of the
Getzels-Guba model in terms of its ability to predict
administrative behavior. The findings of this study
support his conclusion that:
Even though both of the reported probabilities were
statistically significant, it was concluded that the
findings were not strong enough to permit any
conclusions about the validity of the Getzels' and

Guba model (Dissertation Abstracts, Vol. 29:9
p. 2923).

The Eddings Study

The Eddings study (1976) assessed teachers'
perceptions of the effectiveness and perceived use of
the Virginia Department of Education's suggested EBO
model. The study's findings provided needed and relevant
information. Though important, the information was
incomplete. Teacher evaluation is a two-participant
interaction that involves an evaluator as well as an
evaluatee. The principal or his/her designee is the
evaluator of the teacher. This study provided the
necessary informatioﬁ needed to compare principals' and
teachers' assessments concerning the effectiveness of
EBO in improving teacher performance.

Prior to beginning the discussion, a few wofds
about the mechanics of the Eddings study are in order.

Eddings organized his conclusions around each EBO
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procedure, He indicated whether or not a majority of the
teachers perceived the procedure ag being used in their
evaluation; and whether or not they perceived it to be

effective. It is important to point out that Eddings

defined majority as 51 percent or more of the participants

in his study. It was not possible, from the data
presented in his study, to determine the size of the
majority.

The information presented in Table 9 provides the

data necessary for comparisons, conclusions and implications

regarding principals' and teachers' perceptions about
the suggested EBO procedures. A comparison of this
study's findings with the Eddings study's findings
provides information that generally supports the
conclusion reached in other studies that principals and
teachers agree on the purpose and need for teacher
evaluation. There is, however, substantial disagreement
on the implementation, interpretation and scope of the
evaluation process (Fazio, 1974; Herboldt, 1975; Smith,
1974; Thompson and aseociates, 1975).

A procedural item by procedural item analysis
points out the areas of disagreement. More specifically,
Table 9 lists the procedures that the majority of
teachers perceived to have not been implemented. The

last column indicates the percentage cf those principals
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Table 9

Areas of Principal and Teacher Disagreement
‘on Perceived Use of EBO Procedures

Procedures a Majority

(51% or more) of Teachers
in Eddings Study Perceived
Were Not Used in Evaluation

% Principals in
Renzi Study who
Perceived Procedures
Were Used/Modified

"Ground Rules" regarding classroom
visitation were cooperatively
determined.

A time-table for the accomplishment
of objectives was established.

My teacher evaluation conferences
during the year were related to
target objectives

The teacher and I cooperatively
altered plans of action as needed.

Assessment implications were
discussed during the final
evaluation.

Follow-up actions were discussed
by the teacher and me.

Clarification of the use of the
teacher's final written evaluation
was made clear to the teacher by
me.

Provigions were made for teachers
to appeal my assessments.

Plans were made for the next
evaluation cycle.

83.7

96.0

$5.0

977

96.7

99.1

97 .4

93.5

86.2
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who perceived that they used or modified each of the
procedures. The percentages ranged from 83.7 percent for
Item 13 to 99.1 percent for Item 21. It is'very‘obvious
that there is a wide range of disagreement between
teachers and principals concerning these particular EBO
procedﬁres. These procedures are similar to those
“identified by Herboldt (1975), Fazio (1974) and Thompson
and associates (1975). It has already been pointed out
in Chapter II that role incongruence can and often does
lead to conflict (Getzels and associates, 1968); Savage,
1968). The preceding could well represent differences

in the perceptions of a principal's role as a teacher
evaluator. The National Education Association (NEA) views
MBO with a great deal of mistrust and performance-based
evaluation models, such as EBO, are themselves a source

of conflict (Brown, 1972; Snider, 1976). It is, therefore,
important to point out that disagreements over the use

of the procedures listed in Table 9 can be a source of
continued conflict between the State's principals and
teachers. -

A majority of the principals and teachers
indicated that they had a feeling of accomplishment after
thelr final evaluation conference. Most of the teachers
in the Eddings study "perceived the evaluation process

to be a success in their school" (p. 137). It isg also
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appropriate to note that most of the teachers felt that
the procedures listed in Table 9 could be of help in
improving thelr classroom performance. Principals
perceived the procedures to be effective in improving
teacher performance. Herein, lies the potential for the
Virginia Department of Education to promote and widen the
areas of.agreement between the State's principals and

teachers.

The Four Research Questions

The analysis and conclusions to Questions 1, 2
and 3 clearly indicate that the suggested EBO procedures
were used or mddified by the large majority (95.5 percent)
of Virginia's public school principals. The majority of
these principals (87 percent) felt that the procedures
were effective in improving teacher performance. Therefore,
it is evident that the Standards of Quality mandate
concerning teacher evaluation was not only satisfied but
was perceived by principals and teachers (Eddings, 1976)
to have improved teaching performance.

The analysis to Question 4 was conducted using
multiple regression analysis. The computed overall
F-Ratio was large enough to reject the null hypothesis
on page 29. Although significant beyond the .01 level,
the independent variables were not considered to be

meaningful predictors of the dependent variable. The

i
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preceding was in part due tb the fact that the population
(Virginia's principals) varied little in terms of their
perceived effectiveness of the EBC procedures. Therefore,
it does imply that it isvnot feagible to draw any valid
assumptions, based on the independeht variables tested

in this study, concerning a principal's perceptions of
the effectiveness of the suggested'EBO procedures.

The Beta coefficient for each independent variable
is contained in Table 7, page 105. As mentioned
previously in Chapter IV, these coefficients represent
a particulaf independent variablefs unique contribution
to the variance of the dependent variable. The size of
the coefficients ranged from -.22 for "Age" to .008 for
"Hours of EBO Training". These coefficients are too
small to suggest any meaningful relationships or further
implications. Kerlinger (1973) has made the following
point concerning the size of a correlation coefficient:

...a case of a type that occurs frequently in the
literature where r's are low and borderline., It
has been said that it is inappropriate to bother
with r's of .10, ..20, and .30. With r's of .10
or less this point is well taken, but with r's
of about .30, it is not (p. 201).
ry and associates (1972) have pdinted out that lafger
size samples may produce a number of correlation
coefficients that "...may be low in value and yet be
statistically significant” (p. 301). However, as these

authors pointed out, a low correlation coefficient
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indicates a weak relationship even though it may be

statistically significant.

Procedures 7, 12, 13, 16 and 24

Eive of the procedures listed in Table 4, pages
94-95 did fall below the fifty percent level in the
Used/Effective column. These particular procedures were
modified by a sizeable minority of the State'é principals.
The procedures and the percentages of principals who
modified them were Item 7: use of performance criteria
other than teaching duties (41.3 percent), Item 12:
objectives stated in behavioral terms (40.9 percent),
Item 13: establishing ground rules regarding classroom
visitations (35.9 percent), Item 16: relating teacher
evaluation conferences. to target objectives (L44.5 percent)
and Item 24: making plans for the next evaluation cycle
(33.3 percent). |

These items were not used as suggested by a
gsizeable minority of Virginia's principals. These
principals indicated -that they did modify the suggested
EBO procedure. However, it is important to note that
an overwhelming majority of the principals who modified
the procedures (Item 7$ 76 percent; Item 12: 77 percent;
Item 13: 86 percent; Item 16} 92 percent; Item 24: 79
percent) indicated that the procedures (modified) were

effective in improving teacher performance.
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The data generated by the instrument used in this
study does not provide the information that pertains to
the degree or type of modification implemented by these
principals. It is clear that there is a need to analyze
the nature of the modifications. It will, then, be
possible to make a determination by procedural item of
the impact of the modification as it relates to EBO,

participant perception and Standards of Quality.

Recommendations

This study has provided some specific answers %o
questions concerning Virginia principals' perceived use
and effectiveness of EBO, in addition to suggesting
possible implications of EBO, in general, as an evaluation
model. The findings of this research suggest topics for
further study. Specific recommendations follow:

1. Evaluation is a continuocus process. EBO's
viability and effectiveness should be
periodically assessed by the Virginia
Department of Education.

2. Principals should first evaluate teachers
by utilizing the EBO procedures prior to
making Jjudgments as to its worth or

effectiveness as a teacher evaluation process.
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The differenoes‘in principal and teacher
perceptions concerning the perceived use of
certain EBO procedures is a cause for concern.
The Virginia Department of Education should
agssume the leadership role in narrowing the
differences in perception by involving
principal and teacher representatives in the
clarification process.

An extension of this study should be conducted
in order to determine (a) the degree that
principals modified or deviated from the
suggested procedures, (b) the effects of the
modifications on the Jjob performance and
relationships between principals and teachers,
and (c) if the modifications violate the
Standards of Quality mandate concerning
teacher evalﬁation.

The Virginia Legislature has recently revised
its Standards of Quality (HB 256, 1976). New
provisions in that bill have instructed the
State Board of Education to develop by
September, 1978, in cooperation with local
diétricts, specific statewide minimum
educational objectives. A uniform statewide

test in reading, communication and mathematics
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will measure annual student growth. This
mandate will certainly affect the school and
the supervisory relationships between the
principal and teacher. It is, therefore,
suggested that a detalled research project
be undertaken to determine the effects of

the new mandate as it relates to the EBO

participants.
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- APPENDIX A

Sources of Questionnaire Items 1 - 35

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM

SOURCE

DIAGNOSE CURRENT PERFORMANCE

1. The duties and responsibilities
required by my teaching assignment
were explained to me.

2. A checklist of expected performance
was given to me.

10. T evaluated my own teaching on the
performance criteria.

"...the dimensions of job expectancy
must be clear. This means defining
the duties and responsibilities
required in the performance of the
agsignment." Tentative Report

(page 49).

"Each school gystem usually has a list
of performance criteria which it
expects the individual to fulfill.
Often these are the items found on
check lists which are used to rate
performance. Sometimes, performance
criteria are stated in handbooks or
other publications of the school
system....It is imperative to have
these benchmarks of desirable
performance." Tentative Report

(page 49)

"Given a list of criteria, the
evaluatee makes a diagnosis of current
performance." Tentative Report
(page 49)

ST

I



APPENDIX A (continued)

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM

SOURCE

SET PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

Humanizing of Instruction was one of
the performance criteria used in my
evaluation.

Providing for Individual Differences
was one of the performance criteria
used in my evaluation.

Use of Appropriate Instructional
Materials and Other Resources was
one of the performance criteria used
in my evaluation.

Organizing Learning Activities to
Achieve Specific Purposes was one of
the performance criteria used in my
evaluation.

"Clagssroom Planning and Management
(Teacher). In accordance with local
policies and regulations, the teacher
shall be responsible for discharging the
following duties:

a. The teacher shall provide for the
humanizing of instruction in the
classroom....

b. The teacher shall prov1de for
individual differences in the
classSrooms .«

Cc. The teacher shall make use of

available materials and other
- resources that are appropriate to. the
needs of pupilS....’

d. The teacher shall organize learning
activities to achieve specific
objectives.vse

ont




APPENDIX A (continued)

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM

SOURCE

7. Evaluating the Progress of Students
was one of the performance criteria
used in my evaluation.

8. Providing a Favorable Psychological
Environment was one of the
performance criteria used in my
evaluation.

9. Performance criteria used in my
evaluation included criteria other
than teaching duties (ex. cooperation
with)administration, peer relations,
etc.

f. The teacher shall evaluate the
progress of students....

e. The teachers shall provide a
favorable psychological environment
for learning...."

(Standards of Quality and Objectives
for Public Schoolg in Virginia,
1972-74; Virginia School Laws (1972)
§pa§2§ 8-9) Tentative Report (pages
1=

"Any school system hasg given local
conditions which dictate differing needs
ag to the design and use of evaluation
programs." Tentative Report (page 110)

~"Some gchool divisions may wish to

develop additional criteria to supplement
the gix provided...." Evaluation
Procedures Handbook (page 5)

T




APPENDIX A (continued)

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM

SOURCE

11.

1z,

13.

14,

My evaluator evaluated my teaching
on the performance criteria.

I gubmitted my self-evaluation to
my evaluator.

My evaluator gave me a copy of
his evaluation.

My evaluator and I reached
congensus on items to focus upon
for an in-depth effort of my
teaching improvement and
subsequent evaluation.

"The evaluator likewise makes a diagnosis
of the status of the evaluatee's current
performance.”" Tentative Report (page 49)

"Provide for multiple copies so that all
those involved may have a copy."
Tentative Report (page 103)

"Evaluatee completes self-assessment and
sends copy of completed form to
evaluator." Evaluation Procedures
Handbook (page 14)

"Provide for multiple copies so that all
those involved may have a copy."
Tentative Report (page 103)

"Evaluator completes assessment for
evaluatee." Evaluation Procedures
Handbook (page 14)

"They hopefully reach consensus as to
items which may be the focus of in-depth
effort to (sic) improvement and
subsequent evaluation." Tentative

Report (page L49)

8t




APPENDIX A (continued)

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM

SOURCE

15 The number of targets chosen for my "The number of targets agreed to will

improvement was six or less. depend on a given situation. There is no
magic number. Six or eight well-chosen,
relevant targets are preferable to
fifteen or twenty." Tentative Report
(page 50)

16. I stated my performance objectives "The performance objectives model set

in behavioral terms. forth requires that objectives be stated
in behavioral terms." Tentative Report
(page 47)
CARRY-OUT PLAN OF ACTION
'"Ambng the components of the plan of
action are these determinations:

17. "Ground rules" regarding classroom 2. "Ground rules" regarding classroom
vigitations by my evaluator were visitations by evaluator(s)."
cooperatively determined. et e e .

18. A time-table for the accomplishment 6. Timetables of accomplishment of the

of my targets was established.

targets. :




APPENDIX A (continued)

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM

'SOURCE

21.

22,

32.

Agreement was reached between my
evaluator and me regarding record-
keeping procedures.

I implemented a plan of action for
achieving my target objectives.

Conference with my evaluator
during the year were related to
my target objectives.

My evaluator and I cooperatively
altered my plan of action as
needed.

Provision wag made for an appeal

~of my evaluator's assessment.

9. Agreement on recordkeep1n§ procedures
Tentative Report (page 50

Step three in Performance Objectives
Model (Figure 1, page 4) Tentative

Report (page 46)

"The plan of action should be closely

related to the program of supervision
especially if the performance targets are
closely related to classroom instruction.
In fact, supervision and evaluation
should be closely coordinated."

Tentative Report (page 55)

"Among the components of the plan of

action are these determinations:

6. Understandlngs regarding periodic
agsessments and subsequent target
modification.

* & 85 5 8 & L L O O I O I O I O L I T R T R S R R B N B B N N ) .

12. Provigion for appeal of evaluator
agsessments." Tentative Report

(page 56)

05T



APPENDIX A (continued)

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM

SOURCE

ASSESS RESULTS

23. Student ratings were used in my
evaluation.

2Lk, Parent ratings were used in my
evaluation.

"Among the components of the plan of
action are these determinations:

8. Understandlnvs regardlng the use of
student evaluations." Tentative
Report (page 56)

"Evaluation by 'clients' - Those who are
recipients of service provided by the
evaluatee...can contribute valuable
evaluation input. Not to use it is to
overlook a useful source of information
and performance data." Tentative Report

(pages 82-83)

",usit (8.v., consumer evaluation) makes
assessment by...parents a contributing
input." Tentative Report (page 59)

16T



APPENDIX A (continued)

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM

SOURCE

25.

Ratings by fellow teachers were
used in my evaluation.

"Collegial Approach - The performance
objectives approach in evaluation makes
agsegsments possible and feasible....
This enables the principal to delegate
much of the evaluative responsibility to
those who are engaged in cooperative

~activities." Tentative Report (page 63)

HOILD CONFERENCE AND

PIAN FOR FUTURE

26,

A terminal confererice between my
evaluator and me was held.

Step five in Performance Objectives Model é%
(Figure 1, page 4) Tentative Report

(page 46)

"Among the components of the plan of

action are these determinations:

11. Nature of the terminal conference
and follow-up." Tentative Report
(page 56) |

"The conference, terminating the -
evaluation sequence, generally is a two-
way conversation between the evaluatee
and evaluator.” Tentative Report

(page 60)




APPENDIX A (continued)

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM

SOURCE

28,

33.

30,

My self-assessment was compared with
my evaluator's assessment.

Implications of the assessment were

discussed during my final
evaluation.

The causes of my performance
accomplishment or lack of it were
discussed.

Plans were made for the next
evaluation cycle.

Follow-up action was discussed by
my evaluator and me.

- "The purpose of the conference is td:

a. Compare self-assessment of the
evaluatee with that of the evaluator.

b. Discuss the implications of the
assessment.

c. Analyze the causes of performance
and (sic) lack of it.

€61

d. Make plans for the next evaluation
cycle." Tentative Report (page 60)

"Among the components of the plan of
action are these determinations:

Nature of the terminal conference
and follow-up actions." Tentative

Report (page 56)

11.



APPENDIX A (continued)

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM

SOURCE

31. Clarification of the use of my
final written evaluation wasg made
to me by evaluator.

34. I had a feeling for accomplishment

after the final conference.

35. I feel ﬁhe evaluation process was
a success in my school.

"All evaluations are completed; forms are
gsent proper central office department or
division with copies retained by
evaluatee and evaluator." Evaluation
Procedures Handbook (page 14)

"Assuming that the overwhelming
percentage of all evaluatees will have
had successful performance, the evaluatee
and evaluator can anticipate a pleasant,
productive interchange." Tentative

Report (page 60)

"The most that the organization (school
system) asks is that evaluation take
place in relation to cooperatively
developed, predetermined performance
objectives that are designed to achieve
the overall goals of the school system.
Principals and teachers have the freedom
to construct the objectives, to implement
actions for their attainment, and to
report the extent of accomplishment."
Tentative Report (page 42)

- Source:

Richard L., Eddings. "An Assessment by Teachers of the Perceived Use and
Effectiveness of the State of Virginia's Suggested Teacher Evaluation Procedures
(unpublished Doctoral dissertation, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State

University, 1976).

ST
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APPENDIX B

The Eddings' Questionnaire
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INSTRUCTIONS
SECTION 1

ITEMS "A" through "N" anc infommation items that wifl help me categorize
youn ncsponses into groups of teacheas with similan characteristics.

SECTION 7

ITEMS | thaough 35 hepresent statements abstracted from the Tentative Repont:
Evalualion of Pensonnel (1972}, the Siandands of Quality, and Lhe tvalualion
Procedunes Handbook (Tentative Modelf] (1974] as suggesied evaluation procedunes.

You are fo mank TWO different aesponses Lo each numbered quesiionnaine iiem.
Response categony one is concened with USE. On Zhe feft hand side of the
questionnaire you will find four numbers. Please cincle the nesponse you
fectl was applicable to you at the end of your evaluation fLast yearn {1974-75],
The categornics anc: ‘

I. A proceduwre definitely used in my evaluation

2. A procedure sdimilan Lo one used in my evaluation

3. A procedune not used in my evaluaiion

4. I don't know ‘
Response categoay fwo is concenned with EFFECTIVENESS, On Zthe night hand
sdde of the questionnaine you will again find goun numbers. PLZase circle
Lthe nesponse you feel nepresents the effectivencss of the paocedure at the
end of youn evaluation Last yean. 1§ the procedure was not used, cincle
the aiatement that beat describes how you might have §eff had the procedure
been used. The categonies ane: .

1. Definitely helped me improve my Leaching

2. Helped me improve my teaching

3. Did not help me improve my leaching

4. 1 don’t undernstand the procedune
You are afso asked Zo make any comments you care Lo make about the item,
your responses, on your evaluation in genenal. VYour input is welcome and
will be used. VYou wilf not be identified.

PLEASE REMEMBER - YOU SHOULD HAVE UNE RESPONSE FUR USE AND ONE RESPONSE
FOR EFFECTIVENESS FOR EVERY NUMBERED QUESTTONNAIRE ITEM




RETURN TO:

Richand L. Eddings
Fairview School
Route 2 Bax 129
Galax, Yirgdirnia
24333

A. What is your sex?

Male

Female

|o

, What 48 yourn age?
25 or under
26 - 30

31 - 35

36 - 45

46 - 55

56 or over:

_E. What was the highest
degree you held fLasi yean?

Sachelér’s
Magter’s.
CAGS or Ed.S.
Docetor's

Qther
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QUESTTONNAIRE

To Assess the Percelved Use and Effectivenzss
of the State of Virgina's
Teachen Evaluation Procedunes

SECTION 1

B. What was your general
" teaching area(s) fas
yean? .

Elementary (all
major subjects)

Language A;ts
Social Studies
Reading
Mathematics
Science

Physical Education

* Fine Arts

Industrial Arts
Vocational/Business

Other

Collegiate

Collegiate
Professional

Pestgraduate
Professional

‘Othey

Control No

C. What grade Level(s] did
T you teach fast year?

__ Pre~kindergarten
___ Kindergarten
_ Firsc Grade
— Second Grade
—. Third Grade
. Fourth Grade
__ Fifth Grade
—. Sixth Grade
‘___ Seventh Grade
- Eighth Grade
— N1n£h Grade
— Tenth Grade
—_ Eleventh Grade

Twelfth Grade

_F. What fevel of c.e/wt'.éica.téon G, What" was your contract
“did ou hofd Laal yean? sdntus lasl yean?
____ Probationary

Continuing

Contract

Other




=

Fa

.

How mahy yeans had you
taught as of {asl yean?
3 or under
4~ 5
6 - 10

- Qver 10

Did your dchool divisdon
have a foumal evaluation
appeal process Last yean?

Yes

No

Which of the §foflowing
best descnibes the
organizationael patienni{s)
in yowr school fasd yean?
Self-contaiped
Departmentalized
Non-graded

Team teaching

Qther
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1. Were you a member of the

NEA, VEA, and your focal
association 2aat yean?

Tes

No

M. How many {ufl-time

Lteachers were there
in youn school fas
year? .
10 or under

11 - 15

16 - 25

26 - 50

51 or ower

-J-Q

<

Who was designated your
main evaluaton(s)
(check more than one
whene applicable)

Self

Principal
Supervisor

Ass't. Principal
Superintendent
Department head

Team leader

Other

What was the approximate
pupil ennollment 0f your
school Last year?

250 or under

251 - 500
0L - 750
751 = 1,000

1,001 - 1,500

——

1,501 or over
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Control No
SECTION 2
1A p-mceduﬂ.e. definitely used 1 Definitely helped dmprove
my evaluation my Zeaching
2A p/coczdwze similan to one 2 Helped me inprove
in my evaluation my ZTeaching
3A procedure nok used 3 Did not help me improve
it my evaluatlion my Leaching

4 1 don’t know 4 I don't understand the
- phocedune
USE EFFECTIVENESS

12 3 4 1, The duties and responsibilities required by my 1 2 3 4
teaching assignment werne explained Lo me,

12 3 4 2. A Chechlist of expected performance was given ioc me, 1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4 3. Humanizing of Instruction was one of the performance 12 3 4
cnilenia used <in my evaluation.

12 3 4 4. Providing for Individual Differences was one of the 12 3 4
performance crilenda used in my evaluation. .

1 2 3 4 5. Use of Appropriate Tnsiructional Materials and Othen 1 2 3 4
Resounces was one of the puéonmanca cuzm used .
inmy ava.’.:.m:wn.

1 2 3 4 6. Onganizing Leaning Activities o Achleve Specific i 2 3 4
Purposes was one of the perfommance c/u,te/wz used :
in my eveluction.

12 3 4 7. Evaluating the Progress of Students was one of the 12 3 4
penformance crilenia uded in my evalualion.

1 2 3 4 8, Providing a Favorable Psycholfogical Environment was 12 3 4

’ one 0f the performance critenia used in my evaluation.
iz 3 4 9. Performance critenia used in my evaluation incfuded 12 3 4
- ealteria othen than feachding dutizs {ex. cooperation
with adninistratons, peern aeglations, ete.]
I 2 3 4 38, 1 evaluated my cun feaching on the performance criteria.] 2 3 &
I 23 4 11, My eveluator evaluated my Leaching on the peafoamance 1 2 3 4
' © ealtenda.

1 2 3 & 12,1 submittor my self-evaluation J:a my evaluaion., 7 3 4

12 3 4 13. My evaluaton gave me & copy of his avaluation. 12 3 4

12 3 4 14, My evaluaton and 1 reached comsemsus on items £o focus 1 2 3 4

ugon for an in-depth effort fon my Leachding Amprovement

and subsequent evaluation.
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sehgod.,

use EFFECTIVENESS
3 15. The number of tongels chosen fon my improvement was i1 35 4
adx on L2ss, :
3 16, T stated my perfommancy objectives in behavioral tenms. 1 2 3 &
3 17, "Ground ruled" regarding classroom visitations bymy 1 2 3 4
evafuaton were cooperatively detewmined.
3 13. A Ltime~table forn the accompilishment of my «tMgw 1 2 3 4
was esiablfished.
2 3 19. Agreement was reached between my evaluaton and me 12 3 4
negarding recordreeping procedunes.
3 20, 1 implemented a plan of action §or achieving my 12 3 4
Langet obfectives.
3 21, Conferences with my evaluator during the year wmé 1 2 3 4
related 2o my Xangel obfectives.
z 3 22, My evaluator and I cooperatively aliened my plan 1 2 3 4
_ 0§ action as needed.
T 3 13. Student ratings were used in my evaluation, 12 3 4
2 3 24, Parent ratings were used in my evafuation, 1 2 3 4
3 75. Ratings by fellow teachers were used in my evaluation. 1 2 3 4
3 25. A terminaf conference between my evaluator and me 123 &
was held.
3 27, My self-assessment was compored with my evaluaton's 12 3 4
assessment.
2 3 28. The causes of my pugaammce accomplishment on 1 2 3 4
lach of it were discussed
2.3 29. Tmplications aﬁ z:hz assessment were discussed dl.m.mg 12 3 4
my ginal ev .
z 3 30, Follow-up action was discussed by my evaluaton and me, 1 2 3 ¢
2 3 37, Clanificaiion of the use of my final wiitten 1 73 4
evalualion was made L0 me by my evaluatox.
2 3 32, Provdsdon was made fox an appeal 06 my evaluaton’s B B
assessment,
2 3 33, Plans wene mude for the next evafuation cyele. 123 4
23 34, T had a feeling of accompfishment aften the final 723 ¢4
conderznce,
2 3 35. Iaedﬁmevazmaonp/wcuamawccmmmy 1 2 3 4
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APPENDIX C

Initial and Follow-up Letters to Principals
and Study Questionnaire
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E_X‘I’ENSION DIVISION®

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNI.C INSTITUTE' AND STATE UNIVERSITY

Reston, Virginia 22090

GRADTGATE Proczam -— EDUCATION T2LzPHONY:

April 19, 1977
Dear Fellow Administrator,

I am writing 2 dissertation that should be of intersst to
you and to principals throughout the State of Virginia.
The lengthy title is An Assessment of the Principals’
Perceived Use and Effectivensss of the State of Virainia's
Suggested Teacher Evaluation Procedures.

The purpose of the study is to determine whether or not the
procedures suggested bty the State Department of EZducation
are being used and whether or not principals feel they are
effective. Effectiveness in this case refers to whether or
nct you feel the procedures have improved teacher
performance or if the procedures were not used, whether or
not you feel the procedures might improve teacher
performance.

You are among the 3135 randomly selected principals asked %o
participate in this study. Your participation involves
taking a2 few moments of your time to complete and return the
enclosed questionnaire. No attempt will be made to identify
a respondent by name or school division and data will be
reported in aggrsgated form.

your

s

A stamped, seif-addressed envelope is enclosed for
convenience, and 2 return date of April 26, 1977 i
requested.

Should you have any questions reslating to either the intent
of the study or the manner in which the findings will be
utilized, plsase do not hesitate fo contact me at the
azddrsss given above or at . I invite and
solicit any comments you feel may be pertinent to this
gtudy., ‘

I deeply appreciate your help with this study.
Yours truly,

Cosimo M. Renzi

ExTENsion AND CoNTNUING EDUCATION Nosrgzay Veecixia Orrmice 11440 Isaac Nzwron Squars Noard
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EXTENSION DIVISION'

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY

Reston, Virginie 22090
GRAPUATE PROCRAM -~ EDUCATION TELIPHONE:

Dear Fellow Administratori

On April 19, 1977 I sent you a letter and questionnairs
requesting your help with 2 dissertation that I am writing.
The title of the dissertation is An Agsessment of the
Princivals' Perceived Use and Effectiveness of the 3tats of
Yirzginia's Sugzested Teacher Zvaluation Procedurses.

I believe that the State's lawmakers and education
department officials do need input from Virginia's
prinecipals concerning the EBO evaluation model. A recent
study has provided them with Virginia teachers’ opinions
concerning the effactiveness of the evaluation medel. If
any revisions are being considered, it is imperative that
we administrators provide input on our feelings about the
effectiveness of this model.

Therefore, I solicit your help and ask that you complete
the questionnaire and return it to me as soon as possible.
For your convenience, the questionnairse and self-addressed,
stamped envelop are enclosed.

Should you have any questions relating to either the intent
of the study or the mamnner in which the findings will be
utilized, rlease do not hesitate to contact me at the
address given above or at .. _. . I invite and
solicit any comments you feel may be pertinent to this
study. :

Your cooperation and help is deeply appreciated,

Yours truly,

Cosimo M. Renzi

ExTznsion avo CoxmNuwiNe EbucaTion Noaruery Virsimia Orricz 11445 Isaac Newron Squarz NoxTm




- INSTRUCTIONS

Section I

Items "A" through "F" are information items that will help
me categorize your responses into groups of principals with
similar characteristics. ‘

Section II

Items 1 through 25 represent statements abstracted from the
Tentative Report: Evaluation of Personnel (1972), the
Standards of Quality, and the Evaluation Procedures
Handbook (Tentative Model) (1974) as suggested evaluation
procedures.

You are to mark TWO different responses to each numbered
questionnaire item.

Response category one is concerned with USE. On the left
hand side of the questionnaire, you will respond by
circling one of the three possible responses. The response
categories are: AS STATED, MODIFIED, NOT AT ALL,

Response category two is concerned with EFFECTIVENESS. On
the right hand side of the questionnaire, you will again
respond by circling one of four possible responses. If the
procedure wag not used, circle the statement that best
described how you feel if the procedure had been used. The
response categories are: VERY, SOME, LITTLE, NOT AT ALIL.

You are also asked to make any comments you care to make
about the item, your responses, or your evaluation in
general. Your input is welcome and will be used. You will
not be identified.

PLEASE REMEMBER - YOU SHOULD HAVE ONE RESPONSE FOR "USE"
AND ONE RESPONSE FOR "EFFECTIVENESS" FOR EVERY QUESTIONNAIRE
ITEM.
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Return to:

Cosimo M. Renzi

c/o V.P.I. & S.U.
Reston, Virginia 22090
Phone: . ST R

C. How many teachers did D. How many years of
you evaluate this year? administrative experience
do you have?
E. Are you a member of the F. Did you receive any EBO

SECTION I

What is your agé:

NEA, VEA and your local
education association?

B.

How many full-time
teachers are there in
your school?

training prior to your
implementation of the
procedures?

Yesg

No

If yves, how many hours?




How

Procedures Wers Used
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SECTION II

i.
2,
3.

As Stated
Modified
Not At All

1. Very Effective
2. Some

3. Little

4, XNot At All.

How Effective in Improving Teacher Performance

7

AS

AS

AS

AS

AS

STATED
STATED

STATED

STATED

STATED

STATED

STATED

STATED
STATED

STATED

STATED
STATED

STATED
STATED
STATED
STATED

STATED
STATED

STATED
STATED
STATED

STATED

STATED
STATED

STATED

MODIFIED
WODIPIED

MODIFIED

MODIFIED

MODIFIED

MCDIFIED

MODIFIED

MODIFIED
MODIFIED

MODIFIED

MCDIFIED
MODIFIED

MODIFIED
MODIFIED
MODIFIED
MODIFIED

MODIFIED
MODIFIED

MODIFIED
MODIFIED
MODIFTED

MODITIED

MODIFIED
MODIFIED

MODIFIED

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT
NOT

NOT

NOT
NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT
NOT

nNeT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT
NOT

HCT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT A

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

ALL
ALL

ALL
ALL

ALL

ALL

ALL

ALL

ALL

ALL

ALL

ALL
ALL

ALL
ALL
ALL

ALL

ALL
ALL

ALL

i.

2.

6.

7.

9.

i0.

11,
12.

13,
ib,
15.
16.

17.
i8.

i9.
20.

21.

The dutiea and responsibilities VERY
required of teachers were
explained to them.

Humanizing of instruction was one VERY
of the performance critsria used
in teacher evaluation.

Providing for individual dif- VERY
ferences wag one of the perfor-

mance criteris used in teacher
evaluation.

Use of appropriate instructional  VERY
materialzs and other resources was

one of the performance criteria

used in teacher evaluation.

Prganizing learngng activities to VERY
achlieve specific purposes was one

of the performance criteria used

in teacher evaluation.

Evaluating the progress of VERY
students was one of the perfor-

mance criterie used in teacher
evaluation.

Performance criteria used in VERY
teacher evaluatlion included

criteria other than teaching

duties {i.e., cooperétion with
administrators, peer relations,

ete.)

I evaluated teachers on their VERY
performance criteria.

The teacher received & copy of VERY
his/her evaluation.

The teacher and I reached VERY
congensug of items to focus upon -

for an in-depth effort to improve
teaching and subsequent evaluation.

The number of targets chosen for  VERY
teacher improvement was six or lees.

Teachers stated their performance VERY
objectives in behavioral terms.

"Ground Rules" regarding classrecom VERY
vigitations were cocperatlivaly
determined.

A time-tadle for the accomplish-  VERY
ment of objectives was
established.

Teachers implemented plans of VERY
action for achleving target
objectives.

My teacher evaluation conferences VERY
during the year were related to
target objectives.,

The teacher and I cooperatively VERY
altered plans of action aa needed.

I held firal conferences with VERY
teachers.

I discussed causes of or lack of  VERY
performance accomplishment with
the teachers.

Agsessment implications were VERY
discussed during the final
evaluation.

Follow-up actions were discussed YERY
by the teachers and me,

“larification of the use of the VERY
teschers’ final wzritten evaluation

wag made clear to the teacher by

we. ‘

Provigionas wers made for teachers VERY
to appeal my asesssments.

Plans were made for the next VERY
evaluation cycle.

I had & feeling of accomplishment VERY
after the final conference.

SOME

SoME

SOME

SOME

SOME

SOME

SOME

SOME
SOME

SOME

SOME
SOME

SCME

SOME

SOME

SoME

SOME
SOME

SOME

S0

SOME

SOME

SOME
SOME

SOME

LITTLE

LITTLE

LITTIE

LITTLE

LITTLE

LITTLE

LITTLE

LITTIE

LITTLE

LITTLE

LITTLE

LITTIE

LITTLE

LITTIE

LITTLE

LITTLE

LITTLE

LITTIE

LITTLE

LITTLE

LITTLE

NOT

NOT

NOT

NGT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

HOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

HOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

NOT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT
AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

AT

ALL

ALL

ALL

ALL

ALL

ALL
ALL

ALY

ALL

ALL
ALL
ALL
ALL

ALL

ALL

ALL

ALL

ALL
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APPENDIX D

The Validation Study Questionnaire
and Raw Data Summarization
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VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY

Restor, Virginia 22090

GRADUATZ PROGRAM ~~ EDUCATION TILEPHONZ:

» Februarylés, 1977
Dear Colleague: '

I am enrolled in the doctorzl program at Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University. For my dissertation, I »lan to
survey the perceptions of Virginia's principals regarding the
use and effectiveness of the evaluation procedures for teachers
containsd in the Standards of Quality. These procedures are
utilized in many school systems in Virginia, including Fairfax
County.

School administrators have long recognized the need to examine
teacher effectiveness as it relates to improved performance.

The Evaluation by Objectives (EBO) model developed by the
Virginia Department of Education has, as its primary goal, the
improvement of teacher performance. School principals are respon-
sible for implementing and following through on -the EBO
procedures. Their perceptions as to its effectiveness is, there-
fore, important.

It is necessary for me to establish the validity of the question-
naire I will be using in the larger state-wide survey. I am
asking the principals of Fairfax County Public Schools to com-
plete the enclosed wvalidation instrument by reviewing each item
on the basis of its clarity (1, 2) and its accuracy (4, B). A
stamped, self-addressed envelope 1s enclosed for your cohnvenience,
and a return date of March 9, 1977 is requested.

, Division Superintendent, has given me permis-
sion to request your support in this éndeavor. Your response
will be known only to me, and no means of identification will be
made to link you or your school with your response. A control
number, designed to facilitate the follcw-up of non-rsspondents,
has been assigned to esach gquestionnaire.

Should you have any questions relating %to either the intent of
the study or the mamner in which the findings will be utilized,
please do not hesitate to contact me. I am available at

3

Yours truly,

Cosimo M. Renzi
nc.: 1) Validation Questionnaire
2) Return EnveloDd

EXTENSION AND CONTINUING EDUCATION NortHzaN Vircnia Orvics

EXTENSION DIVISION’



Cbntrol No.

Yalidation Study

Below are listed the thirty-five questions which will be uged o gurvey the perceptions of
Virginia's school principals. The purpose of the aurvey iy to sstablish the principals' use and
perceived effectiveness of the Evaluation by Cbjectives (220} model.

Directiong:s Please respond to the following ltems. In the laft hand column, circle whether or not
{in your opinion) the item repregents a conclse, clear thcught that can be accurately perceived by
a principal in Fairfax County. In the right hand columm, circle whether or not you feel the item
accurately depicts 2 procedure contained in the EBO procedureg used in Pairfax County or in the
procedures suggeatsd by the Virginia Department of Education (Tentative Report: Evaluation of
Pzrsonmel, 15723 Evaluative Procedurss Handbosk {(Tentative Model), 197%; Manual for Implementi
Standards of Quali and Objectives for Public Schooig in V nia, 1972-7%, 1972.) :

Two responges are required for each itsm listed, one for clarity, the second for accuracy. Please

write any comments or suggestions or constructive hints on the reverse of this sheet., Identify the
items by number.

CIRCIE ONE NUMBER AND ONE IETTER FOR EACH ITEM

1 Clear 2 MNot Clear A Accurate B Not Accurate
i 2 1. The duties and responsibilities required of A B
, " tsachers were explained to them.

1 2 2, Teachers wers given 2 check list of expected A B
performance.

4 2 3. Humanizing of Instruction was one of the perfor- A B
mance criteria used in teacher evaluation.

1 2 4, Providing for Individual Differences was one of A B
the performance criteria used in teacher
evaluation. .

1 2 5. Use of appiopriate Instructional Materials and A - B

Other Resources wea one of the performance
criteria uged in teacher evaluation.

i 2 6. Organizing Learning Activities to Achieve A B
. Specifie Purposes was one of the performance
ecriteria used in teacher evaluation.

i 2 7+  Evalvating the Progresa of Studenta wag one of the A B
performance criteria used in teacher evaluation.
1 2 3. Providing a Pavorable Paychological Environment A 3

waz one of the performance criteria used in
teacher svaluation.

1 2 9. Performance criteria used in teacher evaluation A B
ineluded criteria other than teaching duties
(i.,2., cooperation with administrators, peer
reiations, etc.)

1 2 10, Teacherm evaluated their own teaching on the A B
performance criteria,

i 2 {14, 1 evaluated teachers on the performance criteria. A B

1 2 12. Teachers submitted self-evaluations to me, A B

1 2 13. The teacher received a copy of his/her evaluation. A B

i 2 ilt. The %teacher and I reached consensus on items to A B

focug upon for an in-depth effort to improve
teaching and subsequent evaluation. .

1 2 15, The number of targeta ch r for teacher A 3
improvement was g or less.
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Teachers gtated thelr performance objectives in
behavioral terms.

"Ground Rules” regarding classroom visitations
were cooperatively determined.

A time-table for the accomplishment of targets
were established.

Agreement was reached between the teacher and me
regarding recordkeeping procedures.

Teachers implemented plans of action for
achieving target objectives,

My teacher evaluation conferencea during the year
were related to target objectives.

The teacher and I cooperatively altered plans of
action ag needed.

Student ratings were used in teacher evaluation.
Parent ratings were uged in teacher evaluation.

Ratings by fellow teachers were used in teacher
evaluation.

I held final conferences with teachers.

My asgessment and teachers’ gelf-assessments
were compared.

I discussed causes of or lack of parformance
accomplishment with the teachers.

Agsegsment implications were discussed during
the final evaluation.

Follow-up actions were discussed by the teachers
and me. -

Clarification of the use of the teachers' final
written evaluation was made clear %o the
teachers by me.

Provigions wers made for teachers to appeal
my asgessment.

Plans were made for the next evaluation cycle.

I had 2 feeling of accomplishment after the
final conference.

The concept of partial evaluation (teacher
gelf-evaluation with the evaluator acting as an
advisor) was utilized to evaluate some teachers.



Number of Elementary (E)
Clagsified by

Table 10

and Secondary (S) Schools in Virginia
Regional Study Group (RSG)

RSG I E S R5G I B S RSG III E S RSG IV E S
Amelia 1.1 Accomack Z 7 Caroline L 3 Arlington 25 10
Brunswick 5 2 Isle of Wight 2 Essex 2 1 Clarke 3 2
Buckingham 5 2 ¢ Jamee City 0 0 Gloucester L 2 Culpeper 5 2
Charles City 3 1 d Northampton 6 2 King and Queen "2 1 f Fairfax County 123 41
Charlotte 7 2 Southampton ii 2 King George 2 1 Fauquier 8 5
Chesterfield 22 13 York 9 6 King William 1 1 Frederick 9 3
Cumberland 1 1 Chesapeake 21 11 " Lancaster 2 1 Loudoun 21 6
Dinwiddie 8 2 Franklin City 2 2 Mathews 3 1 Madison 3 1
Goochland 5 2 Hampton 26 11 Middlesex 3 1 Orange L 2
a Greensville L 2 Newport News 29 8 Northumberland 5 2 Page 5 2
b Halifax 13 2 Norfolk k8 15 Richmond 2 2 Prince William 30 1k
Hanover i b Portsmouth 22 8 Spotsylvania 7 2 g Rappahannock 9 3
Henrico 32 11 Suffolk 16 5 . Stafford 6 h Shenandoah 9 3
Lunenburg 5 2 Virginia Beach 40 13 Westmoreland 4 2 g Warren 3 2
Mecklenburg 13 L ¢ Williamsburg 5 2 Fredericksburg 2 2 Alexandria 13 6
New Kent 2 1 d Cape Charles o 1 West Point 1 1 f Fairfax City 0 0
Nottoway 4 3 - Poquoson 1 2 Colonial Beach 0o 1 .Falls Church 3 1
Powhatan 2 1 Managsas Park 3 1
Prince Edward 1 1 Winchester |
Prince George 7 2
Surry 3 1
Sussex 7 3
Colonial Heights 4 2
a Emporia 06 o
Hopewell 5 2
Petersburg 10 2
Richmond I 16
b South Boston 2 0
Total 219 85 Total 27 97 Total 50 28 Total 272 105

TL4T




Table 10 (continued)

RGS V E S RSG VI E S RSG VII E S
Albermarle 15 5 Alleghany 5 1 Bland 3 2
Amherst 9 2 Botetourt 6 3 Buchannan 12 6
Appomattox 3 2 Craig 2 1 Carroll i 2
Augusta 15 5 Floyd 1 Dickenson 5 3
Bath 2 1 Franklin County 12 2 j Grayson 7 2
Bedford County 13 &4 Giles ) 8 2 Lee 8 6
Campbell 10 6 Henry i9 5 Russell 12 3
Fluvana 5 2 Montgomery 11 6 Scott i1 3
Greene 2 1 Patrick 7 1 k Smyth 7 5
Highland 2 1 .- Pittsylvania 20 5 Tazewell 18 Z
Louisa .5 2 Pulaslki 10 3 Washington 14
Nelson 5 2 i Roanoke County 26 10 Wise 11 6
Rockbridge 8 3 Clifton Forge 2 1 Wythe 8 3
Rockinghanm i 7 Covington 3 1 Bristol 6 2
Bedford City 0 0 Danville 13 3 Galax 1 1
Buena Vista 2 2 Martinsville 5 2 Norton 1 1
Charlottesville 6 3 Radford 3 1 k Saltville 0 O
Harrisonburg 3 2 Roanoke City 21 8 j Fries 0o 1
Lexington 2 1 Salem 0 0

Lynchburg i 4

Staunton 5 3

Waynesboro 7 2

Total 17 59 Total 177 56 Total 138 57

a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h,i,j and k

superintendent.

Source:

Virginia Educational Directory 1976-77.

identify divisions served by the same

2Lt
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Table 11

Percentage of Responses to "Clarity” and "Accuracy" by
Fairfax County Principals to Questionnaire Items

CLARITY ‘ ACCURACY

Iten Score Total Percentage Score Total Percentage
1 22 28 79 23 28 82
2 19 28 68 11 28 39
3 20 28 71 21 28 75
L 26 28 93 26 28 93
5 27 28 96 27 28 96
6 23 28 82 23 28 82
7 21 28 75 20 28 71
8 17 28 61 , 17 28 61
9 24 28 86 21 28 75

10 15 28 54 7 28 25
11 25 28 89 22 28 79
12 18 28 6L 8 28 Lo
13 28 28 100 28 28 100
14 2L 28 86 2L 28 86
15 27 28 96 24 28 86
16 23 28 82 24 28 86
17 26 28 93 25 28 89
18 25 28 89 24 28 86
19 17 28 61 : 17 28 61
20 23 28 82 23 28 82
21 2L 28 86 24 28 86
22 24 28 86 23 28 82
23 14 28 50 1 28 4
24 14 28 50 o 28 0
25 1L 28 50 0 28 0
26 25 28 89 22 28 79
27 18 28 6L 14 28 50
28 25 28 89 25 28 89
29 20 28 71 21 28 75
30 25 28 89 25 28 89
31 26 28 93 25 27 96
32 27 28 96 26 2 93
33 22 28 79 20 28 71
34 21 28 75 18 27 70




174
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Responses by Fairfax County Princ
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE PRINCIPALS' PERCEIVED USE AND
EFFECTIVENESS OF THE STATE OF VIRGINIA'S
SUGGESTED TEACHER EVALUATION PROCEDURES

by

Cosimo Michael Renzi
(ABSTRACT)

The Virginia Department of Education suggested
that its school divisions adopt an Evaluation by Objectives
(EBQO) teacher evaluation'system as a means for its school
divisions to satisfy the personnel evaiuation section of
the Standards of Quality mandate.

This study surveyed Virginia's principals as to
their use of and perceptions of the efficacy of the
suggested EBO model. In addition, the study examined
specific personal (age, years of administrative experience,
membership in a teacher organization) variables and
institutional (number of teachers in the school, number of
teachers evaluated, EBO training, hours of EBO training)
variables as possiblé predictors of the dependent variable,
principal's perceived effectiveness of the suggested EBO
procedures.

The survey results indicated that 95.5 percent of
the principals used or modified the procedures. The

majority of these principals (86.8 percent) perceived the



procedures to be effective in improving teacher
performance.

Multiple regression analysis (MRA) was used to
test the predictive strength of the independent variables
identified in this study. The variables, although
significant at the .01 level, were not meaningful as
predictors of principals' perceived effectiveness of EBO.
The adjusted R2 coefficient of determination was only

5.9 percent.



	0001
	0002
	0003
	0004
	0005
	0006
	0007
	0008
	0009
	0010
	0011
	0012
	0013
	0014
	0015
	0016
	0017
	0018
	0019
	0020
	0021
	0022
	0023
	0024
	0025
	0026
	0027
	0028
	0029
	0030
	0031
	0032
	0033
	0034
	0035
	0036
	0037
	0038
	0039
	0040
	0041
	0042
	0043
	0044
	0045
	0046
	0047
	0048
	0049
	0050
	0051
	0052
	0053
	0054
	0055
	0056
	0057
	0058
	0059
	0060
	0061
	0062
	0063
	0064
	0065
	0066
	0067
	0068
	0069
	0070
	0071
	0072
	0073
	0074
	0075
	0076
	0077
	0078
	0079
	0080
	0081
	0082
	0083
	0084
	0085
	0086
	0087
	0088
	0089
	0090
	0091
	0092
	0093
	0094
	0095
	0096
	0097
	0098
	0099
	0100
	0101
	0102
	0103
	0104
	0105
	0106
	0107
	0108
	0109
	0110
	0111
	0112
	0113
	0114
	0115
	0116
	0117
	0118
	0119
	0120
	0121
	0122
	0123
	0124
	0125
	0126
	0127
	0128
	0129
	0130
	0131
	0132
	0133
	0134
	0135
	0136
	0137
	0138
	0139
	0140
	0141
	0142
	0143
	0144
	0145
	0146
	0147
	0148
	0149
	0150
	0151
	0152
	0153
	0154
	0155
	0156
	0157
	0158
	0159
	0160
	0161
	0162
	0163
	0164
	0165
	0166
	0167
	0168
	0169
	0170
	0171
	0172
	0173
	0174
	0175
	0176
	0177
	0178
	0179
	0180
	0181
	0182
	0183
	0184
	0185
	0186
	0187
	0188

