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ORIGIN AND BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

Introduction 

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 relationships 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 

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

has defined organizational behavior as: 

••• the effect of the organization on the perceptions, 
emotionss and behavior of its members and clients and 
how th-eir actions and attitudes affect the achievement 
of the organization's goals (p. 2). 

Etzioni has defined effectiveness as the ''degree 

to which an organization realizes its goals" (Hall, 1972 

p£ 96). Barnard (1938), in his classic work The Functions 

of the Executive, has written: 

1 



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

2 

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 Millerj 
1970 p. 65) . 

Organizations have utilized a variety of evaluation pro-

cedures for the purpose Of appraising employee performance 

or the extent to which organizational goals are achieved. 

Management by Objectives (MEO) is one system utilized by 

many profit organizations (Curnmings and Schwab, 1974), and 

its popularity and success in profit organizations has re-

S\llted in its increased use in non-profit organizations 

(D.McConkey, 1973). 

School systems share many commonalities with other 

organizations: they are formal organizations and social 

systems with specific fl..mctions and goals (Bidwell, 1965; 

Getzels and Guba, 1957). Many of the practices and theories 

introduced a.""1d substantiated in the private sector are im-

plemented in educational organizations such as universities 

and school systems (Knezevich, 1972; Bell, 1974). MBO is 

a management system that was popularized first in industry 

and then adapted by educational organizations.. It was 
I 

viewed as a management system that would help organize and 

orient school systems in a direction that would satisfy the 

demands of accountability. Impetus for its recent surge 

came from several of the state legislatures suggesting or 

mandating personal accountability for public school 
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educators. As a result Virginia and other states suggested 

or mandated new guidelines for the evaluation of teachers 

and other educational employees (Redfern, 197.3). The 

Virginia Department of Education suggested an Evaluation 

by- Objectives (EBO) model as a means for its school 

divisions to satisfy the legislative mandate. 

Eddings (1976) surveyed Virginia's teachers in 

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 procedures that were used a majority 

of the teachers perceived them to be effective (Eddings, 

1976). However, the evaluation process involves two 

participants--the evaluator and the evaluatee. Therefore, 

in order to assess true-participant perception, an analysis 

had to be made of the perceptions of the evaluators 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. 

Accountability--Private Enterpris~ 

Although the accountability movement is a relatively 

new phenomenon for educators, it has been a part of the 

private sector since man first began to barter. In general, 

demands of the business world dictate tr1e criteria for 
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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 job must be focused 
on the success of the whole. The performance that 
is expected of the manager must be directed toward 
the performance goals,of the business. His results 
are measured by the contribution they make to the 
success of the enterprise (p. 4JO). 

Product output is the measure of a manager's 

performance. A firm's survival in an open and competitive 

market dictates that an individual's performance be 

appraised in terms of his contribution to the organization's 

objectives. This is not a new concept, for many of 'today's 

complex corporations have evolved from smaller one-man 

business 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, staff's and 

consultants. "The demands for accountability on the part 

of managers has never been greater. Both the marketplace 

and ovr.ners are increasingly demanding more of business 

managers" (D.TiicConkey, 1974 p. 206). 

Modern business literature notes that today's 

managers should be given the proper amount of authority in 

order to successfully· carry out the predetermined objectives. 
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The complexity of a."'1 organization has necessitated that 

proper delegation of control and authority be studied, 

organized, and broken dowr1 into manageable and challenging 

tasks for all levels of management (D.McConkey, 1974). 
D.McConkey's definition of delegation is representative 

or this concept of accountability within business 

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 accomplish 
all or part of the specific results for which the 
manager has final accountability. The specific 
results for which the subordinates are accountable 
are clearly delineated in advance in terms of output 
required and time allowed and the subordinates' 
progress is monitored continuously during the time 
period (1974, p. 11). 

Management by Objectives--Private Enterprise 

Management by Objectives (ThTBO) is well established 

in industry as a tool to help direct and focus a manager's 

attention on organizational goals and objectives. Employee ,, 

evaluation, as such, .is an integral part of this management 

s;~,rstem. r/IBO 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 whereby the employee's contribution to the organi-

zation is assessed in terms of actual results as compared 

to expected results. ·George Ordiorne (1965) is credited 
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with popularizing and solidifying the MBO system into a 

generalized model: 

The system of management by objectives can be defined 
as a process whereby the superior and subordinate 
managers of an organization jointly identify its 
commQn goals, define each individual's major areas of 
responsibility 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 brief description of the MBO process is provided in the 

paragraphs that follow. 

Goals must be identified and defined in order to 

insure that an employee and a manager are jointly working 

in the interest of a.~ organization. These objectives 

should be jointly agreed to by the appraiser and evaluatee. 

Mea.~ingful subordinate participation is needed so that 

mutual understanding of direction and expectations. result 

in a common effort toWqrd the achievement of the organiza-

tion's goals. To that end, objectives should be written in 

quantitative, measurable and concrete terms which specify 

a time frame for the accomplishment of the desired results 

(Raia, 1974). 

Plans are outlined as to procedures or work plans 

that are necessary to follow in order to achieve the 

objective. This should be mutually agreed upon by the 

evaluator and evaluatee (Morrisey, 1976). 
The evaluatee's performance is compared with the 

goals initially established. This begins, many times, with 
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an employee's self-appraisal either orally or in written 

form to a superior. This serves as a vehicle for mutual 

discussion concerning the employee's performance (Cummings 

and Schwab, 1973-). The reasons for achieving or not 

achieving objectives are analyzed: and discussed. This 

evaluation conference serves as a springboard in 

establishing 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 ~IBO system 

has been clearly stated by Drucker (1954): 

Objectives are needed in every area 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-profit Organizations 

Historically, we have been sadly negligent and 
often outright reluctant in emphasizing managerial 
effectiveness in·the nonprofit sector. Effectiveness 
has been looked upon as being required almost 
exclusively of private sector managers. The purpose 
of many nonprofit organizations has been viewed as so 
laudable and high as to be above any consideration 
of effectiveness (D.McConkey, 1975 p. 1-2). 

Rising taxes, uncertain economic conditions and 

public concern about honesty in government has resulted in 

closer scrutiny in the allocation and expenditure· of public 
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funds. Managers of non-profit organizations are expected 

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 accountability for non-

profit organizations. Their clientele (owners, taxpayers, 

contributors, eiic.) 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). 

This accountability demand has forced managers of 

non-profit organizations to re-evaluate their management 

approach. D.McConkey (1973) has succinctly stated the need 

for a more accountable management systemi 

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 to 
evaluate new or revised approaches to management as 
these approaches 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 their funds and 
support (p. 10). 

Many non-profit organization officials 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 means being 
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used for meeting the dema1ids for more efficiency and 

accountability is IJIBO. M130 is looked upon as a managerial 

. tool that can improve the effectiveness of the organization 

and the performance of individuals in these entities. M130 

has been successfully applied to the following types of' 

non-profit organizations: gover:nment agencies, hospi ta.ls, 

church organizations, universities and public schools. 

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

fication of expenditures and a redirection of employee 

attitude and effort have resulted in I11130 becoming an in-

tegral part of many public institutions (D .IfoConkey, 1973 

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

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

zation. M.IvicConkie (1975) has stated this well in respect 

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 is 
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 correctiona·l programs experience (p. 2). 

Teacher Effectiveness 

Since 1900 educational researchers have been trying 

to define teacher competence (Popham, 1975). Biddle and 

Ellena (1964) began the preface to their 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 
a..11.d remove obstacles to its achievement ( p. v) • 

Researchers at one time :felt that teacher effective-

ness could be determined through identify:lng common charac-

teristics and traits found in successful teachers (Ryans, 

1960). Numerous studies have attempted to identify 

successful teacher personality traits and characteristics 

as a means to successfully def~ne the effective teacher. 

Biddle (1964) noted that 10,000 studies had been reported 

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 is no wide 

acceptance of any method that promotes teacher adequacy or 

measures teacher competency (Castetter, 1976). 

Two recent reviews of the literature have gbren 

rise to cautious optimism. Flanders and Simon (1969) 

noted, in their review of the literature dealing with 

teacher effectiveness, that progress has been made due to 

the improvement and sophistication of observational 

techniques for analyzing verbal behavior. They fou..'1.d a 

di~ect relation~hip between student attitudes toward their 
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teacher {measured on attitude scales 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 stud.ies hav·e_ 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 against causality inferences. The process-product 

studies were correlational. and not experimental. Therefore, 

no attempt should be made to i:rlfer causation since " .•. the 

teacher behaviors which are related to student achievement 

may only be minor indicators of a complex of behaviors 

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 

Education in its Tentative.Report: Evaluation of Persormel 

(1972) noted the shortcomings or rating devices as being 

too subjective and open to ambiguous interpretation. 

iVIcNeil and Popham (1973) have indicated that 

observation systems deal primarily with processes with the 
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intent cf predicting product outcomes. They feel that 

"observations are most beneficial for recording and 

analyzing the teaching,act--not judging it" (p. 233). 
Elsewhere Popham (1975) has suggested 

••• that even with the most highly structured obser-
vation system there are still many unroutinized 
judgments .. t1!-at must be mad:'. pa:ticu~arly 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 out, " •.• may be used 

to evaluate teacher effectiveness only u.."t'lder extensive 

controls and adjustments to recognize and compensate for 

factors other than the teacher's influence" (p. 4). This, 

however, is a very difficult assumption. Controlling the 

extraneous variables is at best a difficult if not an im..., 

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

problems inherent in norm-referenced tests have rendered 

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 never be used for purposes of teacher evalvation" 

( p. 291) • 

Evaluating a teacher's effecti ve:ness by method 01· 
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process of instruction hs.s been criticized because of its 

subjectivity and lack of universal a:pplicabili ty. There-

fore, since the 1960's, educators have favored that more 

objective criteria be used in teacher evaluation. Teacher 

effectiveness is defined in terms of student performance 

as compared to previously defined expected performance 

(McNeil and Popham, 1973). 

MBO in Education 

Castetter (1976) discussed and listed the 

"pressures 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 system. Theorists' reactions have 

been heavily influenced by the behavioral scientist. The 

position that a change in behavior is an indication of 

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). 

The movement toward writing curriculum with 

behavioral objectives received a great deal of attention 

during the 1960 1 s. Impetus for this movement began in 1962 

with Iftager' s book on behavioral objectives. RenoY1med 
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Plans for Appraisal System 
Utilizi~ Appraisal R~sults 
lnformst on System 
Controls 

Interacting Forces Impinging on the Traditional 
Personnel Performance Appraisal System 
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educators such as Kibler (1974) and Popham (1971) have 

popularized.the utility of behavioral 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 some type of performance-based evaluation models .. 

"Between 1963 and 19?2, 23 states enacted legislation 

that authorized or mandated some type of educational 

accou.i."1tability" (Ovard, 1975 p. 91). 

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

has stated: 

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 gaining more efficiency 
in educational management •... A very important practice 
that will certainly improve the quality of management 
in education is for educational institutions, 
particularly the.very large and complex ones, to 
become introspectively critical. They must become 
more introspective about performance if they are 
to survive and meet the demands of the future 
(p.22). . 

The failure of traditional teacher evaluation 

methods to meet the objectivity demanded by modern 

accountability efforts had given rise to the search for 

different approaches to teacher evaluations (Castetter, 
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1976). Ornstein and Talmag~ (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 
to agreed-upon terms (p. 11). 

In an educational setting students, at one time, 

were the only group to be 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 

Popham, 1973). 

Mattaliano (1972) has made the point that "the 

most popular mode of industrial planning is management by 

objectives, which is fast becoming one of the most popular 

methods for reporting educational progress" (p. 66). Else-

where D.McConkey (1975) has said, "Probably no other 

category of nonprofit organization is receiving more MBO 

attention than are schools" (p. 162). A brief summation 

of the NIBO teacher appraisal process as it appears in the 

literature follows: 

1. The principal and teacher assess the current 

situation and based 9n 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. 

4. Final performance appraisal is held at the end 

of the evaluative period--expected results are compared to 

aqtual results. 

5. The cycle begins once again as the process 

repeats itself. (Knezevich, 1972; Lewis, 1974; Hostrop, 

1973; Bell, 1974; Mattaliano, 1972). 

EBO--Virginia' s Appro.ach to Accountability 

"A general revision of the Constitution of Virginia 

was proposed and agreed to.by the General Assembly .••• " 

(Virginia School Laws, 1975 p. 9). The revised Constitu-

tion became effective. on July 1, 1971. Article VIII, 

Section 1 required the General Assembly to: " ••• seek 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 shall 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 

comprehensive 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, their principals 

and classroom teachers. 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. 

These 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 

responsibilities 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 his staff shall provide for the 
cooperative evaluation of the teachers and other 
employees in his. school. The evaluation of teachers 
shall be based on the standards for Classroom 
Planning and Management (p. 8). 

The Classroom Planning and I\Tanagement 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 resources 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 
students. 

In August, 1972 the Virginia Department of 

Education published the Tentative Renart: Ev~luation of 

Personnel. In this report an Evaluation by Objectives 

(EBO) model was proposed as 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 concept 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 performance-directed 

model in which instructional efficiency is the key to 

successful accountability. School principals and teachers 

are to assess their 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 

personnel 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 administrative personnel is given on page 69 of the 

Tentative Report. 

The teachers' evaluators, using the' same criteria, 

make a separate diagl;lpsis 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 work plan for 

accomplishing the objectives are largely determined by the 
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Objectives: Increase accountability by: 
(a) developing better understanding of job 

expectancies 
(b) establishing short and long-term 

performance objectives 
(c) working for their accomplishment 
( d) assessing results of. job performance 

more accurately · 

1 2 

Diagnose current 
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Set performance 
·i-----+~ objectives (in 

behavioral terms) 

If\ 
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and plan for ( -
future 

Outcomes: 
Ca) Improved performance of evaluatee 
(b) More precise data to determine incidence 

- of inadequate performance 
(c) More competent administration and 

supervision 
(d) Improved student performance 

Figure 2 

Essential 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 the 

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 parties. 

The method of assessment 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, plans of action and 

assessment procedures serve as the agenda for the 

conference. Therefore, there should be no surprises. The 

teacher's self-assessment and the evaluator's assessment 

are compared and discussed. The evaluatee's performance 

is analyzed and serves as the basis for initiating the next 

evaluation cycle as the process repeats itself. 

Two additional Virginia Department of Educat.ion 

publications deal with the suggested evaluation procedures. 

They are the rJianual for Implementing Standards of Quality 

and Ob,jectives for Public Schools in Virginia, 1972-74 

(September, 1972) and the Evaluation Procedures Handbook 

(Tentative :Model)_ (January, 1974). The implementation 

manual "contains suggestions and instructions designed to 

help local divisions implement the standards and 
I 

objectives" (p. i). The section on teacher evaluation 
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contained suggestions for plan,.""1.ing and implementing the 

EBO procedures as well as paraphrasing the Tentative 

Report's description of the EBO model. The later 

publication presented a more detailed description of the 

suggested procedures and established clearer guidelines 

for implementation. The Evaluatiq_n Procedures Handbook 

also suggested: 

•.. that the procedures 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 
(p. 63). 

The suggested.EBO model was offered as a guide for 

school divisions to meet the evaluation requirements of 

Standards of Quality and Objectives. The impetus for this 

model and reasons for its inception are best described 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 
assessment of results. Thus, evaluation and 
accountability go hand in hand. Improved performance 
is the name of the game. Well-formulated objectives, 
self-effort, sensitive supervision, stimulating 
working conditions, conditions 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. 4J-44). 
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The Eddin~s Study 

Eddings (1976) assessed Virginia teachers' percep-

tions of the effectiveness and perceived use of the su.g-

gested EBO procedures by surveying teachers to determine 

their "perceived 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 
used the procedures perceived them to effective while 
a majority (51% or over) of the teachers who did not 
use the procedures perceived them not to 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 
A. The following were perceived by most teachers 

as being helpful in improving their classroom 
performance: 
1. Duties and responsibilities were explained 

to the teacher. 
2. Checklist of expected performance was given 

to the·teacher. 
3.. Teacher diagnosed their own performance. 
4. Teacher's performance was diagnosed by 

an evaluator. 
5. A copy of their self-diagnosis was sub-

mitted to their evaluator. 
6. A consensus of items to focus upon was 

reached. 
7. A copy of an evaluator's diagnosis was 

received. 
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B. The following categories of teachers perceived 
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. 
II. Set Performance Objectives 

A. The following were used 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 
B. Criteria other than teaching were used in the 

evaluation of most teachers and were perceived 
to be necessary and important. 

C. 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. 

D. Most teachers' target objectives were stated 
in teacher behavioral terms and this was per-
ceived to have helped improve their teachlng. 

III. Carry Out Plan of Action 
A. A plan of action was implemented by most 

teachers and was perceived as helpful in im-
proving classroom performance. 

B. The following procedures were not accomplished 
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-tables and recordkeeping 
procedures 

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

3. Plans of action cooperatively altered 
as needed 

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

IV. Assess Results 
Student, parent and peer ratings were not used as 
contributors to teacher assessment teams. 



26 

V. Hold Conference and Plan for the Future 
A. Most teachers indicated that the following 

were accomplished and were perceived by 
most teachers as helpful: 
1. Terminal conferences 
2. Comparison of evaluator-evaluatee 

assessment 
J. Discussion of the causes of or lack of 

teacher perf ormarice 
B. Implications of the Assessment .,were discussed 

in half of the teachers 1 evaluations. 
1. Teachers on pro-oationary contracts wanted 

to discuss assessment implications 
2. Teachers on continuing contract seemed to 

be indifferent about discussing assessment 
implications 

C. Follow-up action was not discussed in most of 
the teachers' evaluations. 

D. Clarification 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 was 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~process 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 

perceptions 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 

teachers' perceptions of the effectiveness of their 

supervisors' performance in selected activities. Teachers 

perceived their supervisors to be most concerned with their 

administrative and coordinating functions. Supervisors 

were least perceived in a helping function. Certain 

omissions noted in the Eddings study (III B, page 25) were 

basically helping functions. The studies of Smith and 

E~dings 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. This interpretation is supported 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 Virginia's 

school divisions establish a more comprehensive appraisal 

program for evaluating teacher performance. Responding to 

a General Assembly directive, the Virginia Department of 
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Education suggested. that·Virginia's school divisions adopt 

an Evaluation by Objectives (EBO) system as a means to 

satisfy thE! legislative mandate (Figure 2, page 21). 

The Eddings study (1976) assessed teachers' per-

ceptions of the effectiveness and perceived use 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 is 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 the EBO model. A meaningful and complete 

analysis of participant perceptions was not possible until 

the other half of this information was available. More 

specifically, it is the responsibility of the evaluators 

of these instructional personnel, i.e., classroom teachers, 

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 classroom instruction in the 
Virginia school divisions 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? 

4. How do certain institutional variables and 
identified personal variables of the evaluator 
affect perceptions of i;;he effectiveness of the 
model? 

The following hypothesis is 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: 

Ho - 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 o:f some of 

the terms 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 
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inclusive, in any combination were designated elementary 

schools. 

Number of Teachers Evaluat.ed: 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 Schools in Virginia: Only regular State 

supported elementary and secondary schools were included 

in the population for this study. 

Regional Study Group: School divisions within 

the State have been classified into seven Regional Study 

Groups ( RSG) • 

Size·of School Division: The size of the school 

division referred to the number of students enrolled for 

the school year 1976-77, 

Summary 

This chapter has revie·'l'red and presented the ration-

ale and events that led to the popularization of Management 

by Objectives as a performance-based teacher evaluation 

system. The first section discussed the growth and in-

fluence of the accountability movement in the business 

sector and in non-profit organizations. IvIBO has emerged 



31 

as a management 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. he.s largely been 

ritualistic. Hany studies attempted to define the· 

effective teacher. The process approach of measuring 

teacher competency met with little success. Its lack of 

objectivity and its necessity for subjective judgment in 

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 MBO in industry has resulted in 

many state legislatures adopting or suggesting performance-

based 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 I~Ianual for Implementing 

Standards of Quality and Objectives for Public Schools in 

Virginia, 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 
process is 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 supervision and evaluation are intertwined, 
self-assessment by the teacher, assessment by the 

r-----· 
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evaluator, 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 LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The literature review presented in this study 

relates specifically to the questions and hypothesis 

presented. The following categories were selected as being 

pertinent to this study: 

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. 

J. 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. 

4. 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 govern.11ent publications, 

manuscripts, and unpubiished dissertations. Although an 

extensive review was conducted, the following represents 

only that which was pertinent to the categories described 

above. 

33 
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The Getzels-Guba Mod~l--The Sdhool 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 

de.fines 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, so 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 principals' p.erceptions of their 

interactions with teachers in a particular role relationship. 

More specifically, it was concerned with the principals' 

~erceptions of the effectiveness of the suggested EBO 

evaluative procedures as a tool to improve teacher 

performance. 
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Getzels and Guba (1957) developed a model 

(Figure J) for explaining social behavior which begins 

with the assumption that the process of administration 

deals with interactions that are taking place within a 

hierarchial setting. 

Getzels and Guba (1957) defined the social system 

"as 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 dimer1sion 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 

means for explaining the nature of the interaction. At 

point A, the role factors are more dominant 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 result of both factors. The 

------ "! 
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NOMOTHETIC DIMENSION 

/
INSTITUTION-----f')ROLE-------) ROLE EXPECTATIONS, 

. ~ 
.SOCIAL OBSERVED 
SYSTEM BEHAVIOR 

~INDIVIDUAL-l>PERSONALITY__,NEED-DISPOSITION/ 
IDEOGRAPHIC DilViENSION 

Figure 3 

The Normative and Personal Dimensions 
of Social Behavior 
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PERSONALITY 

A 

Figure 4 
The Interaction of Role. and Personality 

in a Behavioral Act 

B 
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model demonstrates that the influence of role and 

personality 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 o.f participants and their relationships within a 

performance evaluation framework (nomothetic). The indivi-

dual 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). 

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 no 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 re.lation 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 functions·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 point 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 system" 

(n. 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-

presents 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 each 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 (1968) 
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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, 197}). 

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. J65). 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 standardization, 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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School systems are formalized 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 stafi' roles as offices, in terms of 
recruitment according to merit, legally based tenure, 
functional specificity of performance, and 
universalistic, affectively neutral interaction with 
clients; 
J. 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 
communicatiort; 
4. operation according to rules of procedure, which 
set 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 pf 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 school. 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-boss relationship~is expected 
to type the boss' letters. It is 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 
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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 it 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 

congruence. 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' socioeconomic role, their citizen 

role and their role as the expert professional. In each 

case role conflict w~s 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 

aµthority 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, 1969b 
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 (Kimbrough, 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 

decisions 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 

principals 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). Kne.zevich (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 teachers. They have gained recognition for 

and formalized as policy the length of the contract day, 

·class size, curriculum involvement, textbook selection, 

promotional policies and evaluation procedures. Herein 

lies the dilemma. These changes conflict with the 

traditional leadership role of a principal (Randles, 1975). 

I 
I 
i 
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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 have 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 study (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 principal's dilemma, more specifically, deals 

with the question of loyalty. As members of a teacher 

organization, principals feel a colleagial relationship 

with teachers. Principals in some cases are in the leader-

ship positions in these organizations. The ever-widening 

·split between militant teachers and top school management 

has pulled principals in opposite· directions. Superin-

tendents consider them part of the management structure. 

Principals have to implement and enforce the negotiated 



-------~---- ·------

47 

agreements at the local level. The decision to join the' 

management team appears to be inevitable. Lieberman (1973) 

notes that principals are 

••. more and more ..• seen as 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 

that: 

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-

~ased evaluation processes. These studies concluded that 

principals and teachers 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: 

1. Orientation of the teacher to the job 
2. Staff development 
J. Classroom observation 
4. Curriculum development 
5. Evaluation of the supervisory program 

The principals and teachers, surveyed by Fazio 

(1974), agreed on those functions of the evaluation process 

that were more objective and easier to determine and 

measure. These included such matters as: 

1. There were a greater number of formal evaluations 
2. Reading and math were the most observed subject 

areas 
3. 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 J6.5 percent of the teachers disagreed and 
another 20 percent had no preference. 

2. 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. 

3. Ninety percent of the principals felt that the 
instrument should be used for the next school year, 
while 31 percent of the teachers disagreed and 
36 percent had no preference. 

4. There were large disagreements on terminal and 
final evaluation dates. IV.lost .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. 

5. 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 

principal'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 to 
teachers. About half of the teachers reported that 
they did not know the criteria they were being 
evaluated 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 MBO 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 sum.rnarized: 

Out 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 respon'ents 404 agreed that unless you work 
almost daily in direct contact with an individual there 
was no way you co d evaluate all the things that 
individual does. 

Out of 539 respond nts 518 felt that peoples' 
perceptions of the"r priority responsibilities often 
differed from the upervisor's or the organization's 
perceptions. 

The preceding eemed to indicate that the 

overwhelming majority f these particular administrators 

fqund evaluation to be a distasteful task that was 

absolutely necessary. Evaluatees were perceived by these 

administrators to beli ve that _an evaluation process would 

not positively change heir performance. They felt 

incongruency in job (r le) expectations and indicated that 

these administrators p rceived that conflict was a part 

of evaluation. 

Negotiated agr concerning evaluation and 

grievance procedures a d the formalization of evaluation 

procedures have been by both principals and 

teachers. Philosophic ly, it is agreed that evaluation is 

necessary and helpful. However, the preceding studies have 

pointed out that substa tial disagreement does exist. This 

difference was noted in principal and teacher perceptions 

concerning various supe visory practices. Therefore, 

once again one can see he possibilities for conflict 
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within the evaluation framework. 

rJIBO--A Source of Conflict 

An accountability model like EBO usually is not 

well received by teachers. They generally view MBO 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 JYIBO 

performance appraisal mode~s could negatively affect a 

teacher's position. Snider (1976), a NEA staff member, 

has written: 

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

In tl).is shifting climate of arbitrary and 
capricious administrative behavior, TfIBO often becomes 
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 TIIBO in 

education. He stated: 

Conceived in deceit and born in arrogance, as it 
often is, the concept of Iv'IBO 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 who envisions it as pro-
viding him with those elements which facilitate empire 
building. As 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 Report (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, is 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 their security and the 

status quo. 

Age, Experience and the Principalshi:g 

Gross and Herriott (1965) in their study examined 

the relationship of age to professional leadership. The 

authors defined Executive Professional Leadership (EPL) as 

"the attempts 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 assu,mption of a positive relationship 
between age and EPL is not supported. The data do lend 
support to the alternative proposition that older 
principals provide less leadership than do the 
younger (p. 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 

distinctions according to the age and experience of the 

individual. ·more less experienced principals preferred.to 

discuss problems with others before they acted. Hemphill 

noted that the less experienced principals tended 



54 

... to be relatively mature, self-confident and 
relaxed, and to have interests suggesting needs to 
conform ..•. These principals tended not to be as well 
re.garded by either their 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 experienced 

principals were 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 situation" (p. 195). Principals with more 

experience also tended to handle their administrative 

chores " •.. by giving them to someone else as tasks to be 

done" (p. 190). This particular category also tended to 

include those individuals with lower ability and less 

professional knowledge. The author concluded that these 
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principals, in emphasizing this style of work (directing 

others), " •.. have found, through long experience, assigning 

tasks 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 teacher 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, re.gardless of 
experience, most often resolved problems by choosing 
a course of action and announcing their decision to 
the teacherw (p. J). 

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 to the position tended to 

disappear as they ac·quired 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 principal 
learns how he is expected 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 fo1md between 

the groups: (p. 170). Getzels and associates concluded 

that the important paint is not in the topical areas of 

disagreement, " ••. but in the fact that there are systematic 
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Organizational Behavior of More and Less 

Experienced Elementary Principals 
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differences in values by age" (p. 170). 

Prince's (19.57) 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 a ... ~d over) tended to be more 

traditional than their younger colleagues. 

Size and Organization 

Institutional size has been a confusing issue in 

organizational analysis. Some investigators believe that 

size is an important characteristic that helps one under-

stand and explain.organizational behavior. Others have 

taken the opposite position that institutional size is an 

irrelevant factor (Hall, 1972). 

There has b.een some question as to what the concept 

of size means in relation to organizations. Does it in-

clude 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 correlations of .966 and .977 bet-

ween average daily patient load and the total hospital 

labor force" (p. 111). In a study of col~eges 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 

assets" (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. Large 

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). Talacichi 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 job. This was particularly true of non-

manufacturing firms. Thomas (1959), in his study of 

different sized welfare assistance bureaus throughout the 

State of Michigan, found 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) inves~igation supported the 

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

increases, the ratio of supervision will decrease" (p. 508). 
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He further speculated 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 prescriptions will 

be more tightly controled and fitted into a formal 

organizational network. Hall (1972) has noted evidence to 

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 a:pt to have a 
negative effect of performance (p. 447). 

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 administrativ'e 

component. Their findings indicate that the larger school 
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districts tend to assign a higher percentage of their 

personnel to administrative tasks. Larger 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 O.ivision of labor, by definition means 

specialization" (p. 259). Increased numbers of specialists 

bring to the school different perspectives. As discussed 

pr~viously, 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 this 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 concept 

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 is 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 
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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 dovvnward 
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 o:f 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. 

MBO 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, it seems reasonable to suggest that an 
optimal ratio is 1 to 12-15--that i_s, one evaluator to 
twelve to fifteen evaluatees •. The latter number can, 
obviously, be increased but as this is done, 
evaluation becomes more and more superficial (p. 65). 

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 MBO. It deals with 

generalities that are applicable to any type of program 

implementation. For the most part, an operable IvIBO 

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 administrators in 

!·/IBO 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 effecti v:e 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.Getze1s-Guba model (Figure JJ examines school 

organizations within a social system framework. Inter-

actions in a social system are comprised of role relation-

ships that influence individual behavior. More specifi..., 

cally, an individual's behavioral actions are influenced 

by institutional (nomotnetic) and personal (ideographic) 

variables. Some combination of these two variables 
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determine the actor's behavior in his/her role (Getzels 

and Guoa, 1957). 

Roles are the actions carried out by the individual 

actor who occupies a particular position (status) in the 

organization. Roles are interdependent; they are 

dependent upon the actions of all role incumbents as they 

relate to each other. Social systems, such as a school, 

are made up of hierarchial settings which are clearly 

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. 

Negotiations between teacher organizations and school 

administrators typify this type of role conflict. Each 

side has differing expectations as they press for an agree-

ment that is favorable to their respective position. This 

has caused a substantial 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 re,ceived by teacher organizations. 

The NEA has taken the position that teachers should view 

T1/lBO with a great deal of skepticism and concern. The 

literature suggests that principals and teachers agree, 

generally, on the need for evaluation but disagree on the 

implementation, interpretation and range of the evaluation 

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 successful 

in influencing a teacher's performance. The 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 comi11onality 

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, 

1964 and 1965). 

The institutional variable of size seems to have 

little influence on individual behavior (Thomas, 1959). 
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Increased size does seem to lead to 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 lVJBO, 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 (lVIcGrew and 

Hafeman, 1974; Tentative Report, 1972). 
Teacher negotiations, accountability demands and 

performance-based evaluation systems have altered the 

relationships among the principle adult interactants in a 

school--the principal and teacher. Open 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 

J. Analysis 

Population and Sample 

The population addressed in this stud~ consisted of 

all the public elementary and secondary school principals 

in Virginia as listed in Virginia Educational Directory: 

School Year 1976-?7. 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 study group organization. School 

divisions and their respective numbers of elementary and 

secondary schools were listed according to their membership 

in one of the seven Regional Study Groups. School 

divisi_ons are listed alphabetically (counties followed by 

69 
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cities followed by towns) within the Regional Study Group 

framework. 

In order to ensure proper representation across 

the State, a stratified random sampling procedure was 

utilized to select 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 

se.lected 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 

opinions of the total population of 1737 principals at the 

.05 confidence level (Krejcie and Morgan, 1970). Each 

classification (Regional Study Group) was sampled 

separately. Separate sampling was also 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 was considered to be 
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a member of the sample group. Separate sampling procedures 

were followed for each Regional Study Group classification 

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 r.emainder 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 study and asked 

for an immediate response. A self-addressed envelope was 



RSG 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

v 
VI 

VII 

Total 

72 

Table 1 

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

POPULATION SAMPLE 

Schools Schools 
Elem. Sec. · Total Elem. Sec. 

219 85 304 40 14 

247 97 344 45 18 

50 28 78 9 5 
272 105 377 49 19 
147 59 206 27 11 

177 56 233 32 10 

138 57 195 25 11 

1,250 487 1,737 227 88 

Total 

54 

63 
14 

68 

38 
42 

36 

315 



73 

was enclosed for returning the questionnaire. The initial 

mailing resulted in 145 (46 percent) responses with 139 

(44 percent) of the respondents participating 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 224.or 71 percent ~f the sample 

group ( 224 ..;- 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 to 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 is the problem of 

dealing with non-respondents to particular items or 

sections of the instrument. The questionnaire used in 

this 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 questions 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. 

All participants' (224) responses were considered 

in the analysis to Questions 1-J. It was possible, on 

Part II of the questionnaire, 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 

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

l Sample 
315 Virginia Public School Principals 

l Total Responses 
230 (73%) 

l 
Total Participants 

224 (71%) 

Participantslin 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. lVIcDonagh and Rosenblum (1965) in their study 

concluded: 

This study suggests that the mailed questionnaire 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 th~t researchers should 
have greater confidence in the questionnaire method as 
an initial tool of research (p. 132). 

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

their earlier study 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. 

Glauser 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 comparison of early and later responses is a 

valid means of estimating and adjusting 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 

compared 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 

s~owed no significant differences for either variable at 

the .01 level of significance. Thus the null hypothesis 

(Ho: s1 = s2 = 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 is 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. 

Instrument 

The original instrument was constructed and used by 

Eddings (1976) in his study. It was a forty-nine item 

questionnaire 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 Table: Analysis of Variance Variable "Used" 

Degrees 
Source Freedom 

Between Groups 2 

Within Groups 222 

Total 224 

Degree of Freedom: 2/200 

2/400 

of Sum of Mean 
Squares Squares F-Ratio 

129.212 64.606 0.519 

27503.368 124.450 

27632.578 

J.04 at .05 confidence level 
4.71 at .01 confidence level 

3.02 at .05 confidence level 
4.66 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 

Wi~hin Groups 222 73319.563 331. 763 

Total 224 73536.875 

Degree of Freedom: 2/200 3.04 at .05 confidence level 
4.71 at .01 confidence level 

2/400 3.02 at .05 confidence level 
4.66 at .01 confidence level 

I 
I 
i 
I . I 

I 
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generalized personal and school characteristics that served 

as a basis 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) 

(2) Did the respondent feel the procedure was 
effective: (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 reliability 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 designees were considered to be 

equivalent to a panel of experts since they or their 

design.ees 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 

basically 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' 

questionnaire because he felt that: 

(1) many of the division administrators who 
responded to the questionnaire 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 

Glear 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 of .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 researcher modified the Eddings instrument for 

us·e 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 Cou.i~ty, Virginia 

school principals. Thirty-eight principals were selected 

to participate in the validation study. The principals 

were stratified into elementary and secondary levels 

(ten secondary and twenty-eight elementary). Responses 

were received from thirty principals. Two of the 

respondents declined to participate in the survey. The 



83 

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 J ~ ?::. • 50 x 100 

where p = proportion (65) 

q = 1 - p (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 thus selected for 

use in this study. Every 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 

was a 95 percent probability that the responses truly 

indicated that over 50 percent of Fairfax County principals 

felt that the instrument 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 principals 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's 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 questionnaire. It was necessary 

to consider both categories of responses in establishing 

the instrument's reliability. The reliability coefficients 

obtained were .89 for "Used" and .89 for "Effective''. 
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"Most test makers and researchers are satisfied if they 

obtain reliability coefficients of .90 and above but 

dissatisfied if they get coefficients below .70 11 (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: "As Stated", "Modified" and 

"Not At All". The response categories for "Effective" 

w~re: "Very", "Some", "Little" and "Not At All';• The 

categories for "Effective" were revised for two reasons: 

(1) to make it more feasible to scale the responses so as 

to evoke interval data rather than nominal data and 

·(2) to clarify the response categories. 

The revised questionnaire contained seven 

descriptive items (age, size of teaching staff, years 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 hypothesis. 

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 

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

Tentative Report: Evaluation of Personnel (1972), page 67 

and the Evaluation Pr-ocedures Handbook (Tentative Model) 

(1974), page 13. The latter defined "partial evaluation" 

as: 

•.• 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 leve.l. The nUt11bers of and the percentage 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 

questions. Analysis of Question 1 determined to ·what 

extent principals were using the EBO procedures. Analysis 

of Question 2 specified the efi'ectiveness of the EBO · 

procedures as perceived by those principals who used the 

procedures. Analysis of Question 3 specified the 

effectiveness of the EBO procedures as perceived by those 

principals who did not use the procedures. 
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It was necessary to reorganize the "Effective" 

responses into dichotomous 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 

numerically 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 

appropriate cells. Tl"j.e 3 X 2 table is presented as 

Table 5 on page 97, 

Research Question 4 necessitated the statement of 

a formal hypothesis (page 29). The question was answered 

by using multiple regression analysis (WIRA). 

The multiple regression model used in answering 

Question 4 is in the following form: 

y = a + B1X1 + B2X2 + B3X3 + B4X4 + B5X5 + B6X6 + B7X7 

where 
y = dependent variable 

X1, X2, ·~·x? =independent variables 

a = constant 

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

and 

y = principals• perceptions of the effectiveness of 
the suggested EBO procedures 

X2 = number of teachers evaluated 

X.3 = years of administrative experience 

X4 = membership in teacher organizations 

X5 = number of teachers in the school 

X6 = 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 
X1 when X2 and X3, X4, X5 is held constant or otherwise 
controlled for (p. JJO). 

It is, therefore, possible to partial out the effects of 

the other independent variables. This results in the 

isolation of the effects of one independent variable on 

the dependent variable. Using the preceding stated 

formula and variables 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.· 
4. 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 

~ssociates, 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 equation. 
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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 stratified random sample of 

315 principals were selected to participate in the study. 

The strata were subdivided by Regional Study Groups and by 

elementary and secondary 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 J necessitated the 

collapsing of the "Effective" responses into a dichotomous 

category. The categories were "Effective" and "Not 

Effective". The ilUsed" responses remained as listed in the 

questionnaire. This made it possible to more easily 
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organize and interpret the data and provided appropriate 

numbers and percentages needed to answer the first three 

questions. 

Question 4 necessitated the stating of a formal 

hypothesis. The question was answered by using multiple 

regression analysis. 



IV 

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 discussed 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? 

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? 

4. 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 

OJ:'. some 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 to 

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 4 

Summary by Item: Principalsi Perceptions of 
Use and Effectiveness of Each EBO Procedure 

(Recorded in Percentages) 

Questionnaire 
Item/EBO Used/ Modified/ Not Used/ Used/Not Modified/ Not Used/ 
Procedure Effective Effective Effective Effective Not Effective Not Effective 

1 75.3 19.7 .4 1.8 2.2 .4 

2 70.0 20.6 .4 4.5 4.o .4 

3 72.6 21.1 .4 4.o 1.8 .o 

4 65.9 23.8 .9 5.4 2.7 1.3 '° +:-
5 65.9 26.8 .5 2.3 1.8 2.7 
6 58.1 24.3 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 .9 1.4 3.2 1.4 

9 85.5 5.5 .9 5.5 1.4 1.4 
10 68.9 26.1 .9 2.3 1.8 .o 
11 63.9 21.8 1.9 5.1 4.6 2.8 
12 49.5 31.8 .5 3.2 9.1 5,9 



Table 4 (continued) 

Questionnaire 
Itein/EBO Used/ Modified/ Not Used/ Used/Not Modified/ Not Used/ 
Procedure Effective Effective Effective Effective Not Effective Not Effective 

13 42.3 30.9 4.5 5.5 5.0 11.8 

14 61.7 2L~ I 8 1.8 5.4 4.1 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 .o 1.4 '° \..Ji. 
19 72.3 21.8 1.4 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 .o 
22 66.1 23.1 .9 5.0 3.2 1.8 

23 58.3 14.4 1.4 16.2 L~. 6 5.1 
24 46.7 26.2 1.4 6.2 7.1 12 .L~ 
25.;~ 58.2 31.0 .9 4.7 3.3 1.9 

~!-Not an EBO procedure: represents principals' feelings of accomplishment as a 
result of their use of the EBO procedures. 



Effective columns indicate that a majority of the 

principals did feel that these procedures or some 

modification of the procedures were effective. The -

percentages of effectiveness for the two columns ranged 

from 72.5 percent for Item 7 to 95.5 percent for Item 18. 

Item 25 is not an EBO procedural i tern. Rathe'r, 

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 

fi.nal conference." It is interesting to note that the 

combined percentage of principals in the Used/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 sect.ion, -_because the questions are related. 

The questions are as follows: 

1. Are the evaluators of classroom instruction 

in_ the Virginia school di visions __ currently 

utilizing the procedures sue;gested 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 -· 224 % of Actual ·% of Actual % of Actual 

Total Number Total Number Total Number 

Used 61.6 138 4.5 10 66.1 148 

Modified 25.4 57 4.o 9 29.4 66 

Not Used 1.4 3 3.1 7 4.5 10 

Total 88.4 198 11.6 26 100.0 224 
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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? 

The findings that related to the first two 

questions 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 

pr.ocedures 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 process 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 Modified/Not Effective) 

accounted for 66 or 29.4 percent of the total sample. A 

majority of these principals (57 or 25.4 percent of the 

total sample) felt that the procedures (modified) were 

effective in their 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 

represented 1J.6 percent of those principals who modified 

the procedures. By combining the "Used" and "Modified" 

columns, it is clear that a large majority of Virginia's 

public scho.ol 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 used or 

·modified the EBO procedures. 
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Question 3 

Question J was stated as follows: 

If the procedures are not being utilized, do the 

evaluators perceive them to he an effective 

method of.evaluating teacher performance? 

Table 5, page 97 summarizes the information 

relevant to the findings that relate to this question. A 

few of the principals (10 or 4.5 percent) indicated that 

they did not use the EBO procedures. A minority of these 

principals (J or 1.4 percent of the total sample) felt 

that the EBO procedures would be effective in improving 

teacher performance. This represented JO percent of the 

principals who indicated that they did not use the EBO 

procedures. The majority of these principals (7 or J.1 

percent of the total sample) felt that these procedures 

were not an effective process for evaluating teachers. 

This represented 70 percent of those principals who did 

not use the EBO procedures. 

Question 4 

The analysis of Question 4 centered around the 

effort to determine if certain institutional (number of 

teachers in 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 as 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 institutional 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 is not related 

to age, ad~inistrative 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 (IVIRA) was the 

statistical tool used to analyze the data. MRA was 

selected because it tests the significa::nce of all the 

independent variables in a regression model. It is 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 variables increases, the unique 

contribution possible from either variable decreases. 

Table 6 illustrates 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 evaluated 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 of administrative experience (.182). One pair 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. 



Age 
Number of 
Teachers 
Evaluated 
EBO Training 
Member of 
Teacher 
Organization 
Years of 
Administrative 
Experience 
Number of 
Teachers 
in School 
Hours of EBO 
Training 

Table 6 

Intercorrelations Among the Independent Variables 

Number of Member of Years of Number of Hours 
Teachers EBO Teacher Administrative Teachers of EBO 

Age Evaluated Training Organization Experience in School Training 

. 075 .098 .132 6 b . 25 .103 .026 

.015 .091 .182b .666b .078 

.o46 .048 .468b 

.058 -.136 .051 

.236b -.0_58 

.020 

1.000 

a - significant at .05 level 
b - significant at .01 level 

~ 
0 

\.,.) 
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Table 7 illustrates the full regression model. 

Prior to an examination of the data presented in the table, 

it is important and useful to point out the unique 

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 IVIRA 

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 sta..~dard 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 

Standard 
Partial Partial 

Independent Regression Regression Standard 
Variables Coefficients Coefficients Error F-Ratio 

Hours of EBO .0100545 .00884 .08990 .013 Training 
Age - .2174282 ~.22354b .08672 6.287b 
Number of 
Teachers - .0734923 ...,,14452a • OL~812 2.333a 
in School 
Number of 
Teachers .0983976 .16075a .05710 2.97ob 
Evaluated 
Years of 
Administrative .1085670 .08092 .12198 .792 
Experience 
Member of 
Teacher -2.2143020 -.10973 1. 43227 2.39oa 
Organization 
EBO Training 2.2112350 -.10933 1.61081 1.886 

a - significant at .05 level Constant 53.13273 Adjusted 
b - significant at .01 level Multiple R .29531 R Square 

R Square .08721 Standard 
Overall Error 
F-Ratio 2.63421 

Student "t" 

.114 

2.51oa 

1.530 
....... 
0 

1.720 \J\ 

.890 

1.550 

1.370 

.05410 

9.761.41 
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full regression model. The total multiple correlation 

(multiple R) was .295. The unadjusted coefficient of 

determination (R2) 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 

in,dependent 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 significant 

at the .05 level. The remaining 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 R2 accounts for only 5.4 percent of the 

variance in the dependent variable .. 

In order to determine which of the independent 

variables possessed the best combination for prediction, 

the forward (stepwise) inclusion of the SPSS program was 

ut.ilized. 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. J45). 

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 8. 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 



Table 8 

Regression Analysis between the Five Independent Variables 

Independent 
Variables 

Age 

EBO Training 

Member of 
Teacher 
Organization 

Number of 
Teachers 
Evaluated 

Number of 
Teachers 
in School 

in the Stepwise Model 

Partial 
Regression 
Coefficients 

- .1697662 

-2.1609700 

-2, 2088JL~ 

.1010191 

- .06775195 

a-- significant at .0.5 level 
b - significant at .01 level 

and the Dependent Variable Effective 

Standard 
Partial 
Regression 
Coefficients 

-.17457 

- .10679 

- .10946 

-~:.,~ .16504 

-.13323 

Constant 
Multiple R 
R Square 

Standard 
Error 

.06796 

1.41305 

1. 427 50 

.05634 

.04732 

52.04810 
.28890 
.08346 
.05996 

F-Ratio 

6.241b 

2.339a 

2.394a 

3.214b 

2.05oa 

Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 
Overall F-Ratio 

9.73114 
3.55137b 

Student II t tt 

2.5oa 

1.53 

1.55 

I~ 

0 
co 

1.79 

1.43 
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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 Organization Membership", 

"Number of Teachers Evaluated" and "Number of Teachers in 

the School" represented the best possible set of predictors 

of the independent variable "Effectiveness". These 

variables accounted for nearly 6 percent of the variance 

in the criterion variable "Effectiveness". 

1 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 hypothesis stated in Chapter I is rejected. A 

statistically significant relationship does exist between 

the independent variables and the criterion variable. 

Summary 

This 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. 

>; 

i 
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Multiple regression analysis (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, usi:ng the SPSS stepwise procedure, 

as the best combination of independent variables that 

yielded the highest adjusted R2 coefficient of determination 

as well as the lowest standard error of estimation. 
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SUWIMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOlY.DYIENDATIONS 

This chapter provides a summary of this study, 

conclusions based on the findings, implications for 

teacher evaluation and recommendations for further study. 

Summary 

Introduction 

The Virginia revised constitution, as adopted.by 

the General Assembly, became effective on July 1, 1971. 

Article VIII, Section 2 of that constitution directed the 

Virginia Department of Education to establish standards of 

quality for its school divisions subject to revision only 

by the General Assembly. Per that directive, the Virginia 

Dep8;rtment of Education suggested an Evaluation by 

Objectives (EBO) teacher evaluation system as a means for 

its school divisions to satisfy the pers.onnel evaluation 

portion of the legislative mandate. 

This study surveyed Virginia 1 s principals as to 

their use of and perceptions of the efficacy of the 

suggested EBO procedures. More specifically, the researcher 

conducted the stud;y in order to determine if certain 

personal and certain institutional variables could serve 

as accurate predictors of Virginia public school principals' 

111 
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perceptions of the suggested EBO procedures. 

Statement of the Problem 

Eddings (1976) assessed teachers' perceptions 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 Department 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? 

4. 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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Ho - 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. 

Procedures 

This study's population consisted of Virginia's 

public school principals. A stratified random sample 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 developed by Eddings 

(1976) and revised for use in this study. Content 

validity was established by surveying a sample of Fairfax 

County Public Sch()Ol principals' opinions as to how 

'·'clear" and "accurate" the i terns 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 75 

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 



114 

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 sections 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 Used". 

Question 4 necessitated the stating of a formal 

hypothesis. The question was answered by using multiple 

regression analysis (MR.A). 

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 sample) 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 modified the EBO 

procedures and, thus, deviated from the suggested 

guidelines. A majority of the principals (57 or 25.4 
.,,_, 

. percent of the total sample) felt the procedures (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 their evaluation 

of teachers. The combined total of the "Used" and 

"Modified" columns indicates that a total of 214 or, 95.5 
percent· of the 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--users 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 

intercorrelations. Five correlated pairs were statistically 



116 

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. Further 

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 it 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 contribution. The remaining 

variables were entered one at a time based on their unique 

contributions in conjunction with those variables that 

were first entered. Five variables were selected as the 

best possible combination of predictors of those 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 lovver 

ti1ul tiple 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 yielded the highest 

adjusted R2 and the lowest standard error of estimate. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected, since there 

was a statistically 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 (J) 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 

questionnaire, it became apparent that the suggested EBO 

procedures were widely used by Virginia's public school 

principals in their evaluation of teachers. Eff'ectiveness 

was 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. It was, therefore, quite evident that a 

principal's positive perceptions concerning the 
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effectiveness of EBO was closely 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 their 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 

s~nse 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 procedur~s were used in a 

modified form by a sizeable minority 

(29.4 percent) 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. 

4. An overwhelming percentage of Virginia's 
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principals who used or modified the EBO 

process perceived the procedures to be 

effective. Of those principals who used EBO 

as suggested, 93,2 percent perceived the 

procedures to be effective; and of those 

principals who used EEO in a modified form, 

86.4 percent perceived the procedures to be 

effective. Therefore, 91.1 percent 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 satisfaction and 

accomplishment. 

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 was undertaken, with all of the seven independent 
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variables, the multiple correlation obtained was .295. 
The adjusted R2 coefficient of determination was .054. 

In order to determine the best possible combination of 

predictors, each variable was entered into the equation 

one at a time. The stepwise model did improve the 

adjusted R2 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" 

an.d "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 is, as seen in the analysis and conclusions to 

Questions 1, 2 and J, there was little variance among the 

population. The great ma,jori ty 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 

significant 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. All 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. 

2. The stepwise procedures of the SPSS computer 

program improved the adjusted R2 score to 

5.99 or nearly 6 percent of the variance 

associated with a principal's·perceived 

effectiveness of the EBO procedures. 

J. A principal's perceptions of EBO's 

effectiveness is not easily predicted based 

on the variables identified and tested in 

this study. 

4. 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 

process. 

5. 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 2erceived effectiveness 

of EBO as a teacher evaluation process. 

ImHlications 

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 system 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 predictors of principals' 

perceptions concerning the suggested EBO teacher 

evaluation process. Utilizing the MRA stepwise sub-

p:i;ogram, five of the seven variables identified in this 

study were selected as the best combination for prediction. 

The variables·' predictive power (adjusted R2 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 principals 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 

af.firm nor deny the validity of the Getzels-Guba model 

as a valid predictor of principals' 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 information needed to compare principals' and 

teachers' assessments concerning the effectiveness of 

EBO in improving teacher performance. 

Prior to beginning the discussion, a few words 

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 as 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 associates, 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 of 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 

"Ground Rules" regarding classroom 
visitation were cooperatively 
determined. 
A time-table for the accomplishment 
of objectives was established. 
lVIy 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. 
Provisions were made for teachers 
to appeal my assessments. 
Plans were made for the next 
evaluation cycle. 

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

83.7 

96.0 

95.0 

97.7 

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 

procedures. 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 

MEO 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 

their 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 is 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 their 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 modified 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 teac_hing 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 
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preceding was in part due to the fact that the population 

(Virginia's principals) varied little in terms of their 

perceived effectiveness of the EBO procedures. Therefore, 

it does imply that it is not feasible to draw any valid 

assumptions, based on the independent 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 

pr.eviously in Chapter IV, these coefficients represent 

a particular independent·. variable's 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 (197J) 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 .1 O, .• 20, and • JO. With r's of .1 O 
or less this point is well taken, but with r's 
of about .JO, it is not (p. 201}. 

Ary and associates (1972) have pointed out that larger 

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 ?, 12, 13, 16 and 24 

Five of the procedures listed in Table 4, pages 

94-9.5 did fall below the fifty percent level in the 

Used/Effective column. These particular procedures were 

modified by a sizeable minority of the State's principals. 

The procedures and the percentages of principals who 

modified them were Item?: use of performance criteria 

other than teaching duties (41.J percent), Item 12: 

objectives stated in behavioral terms (40.9 percent), 

Item 13: establishing ground rules regarding classroom 

visitations (35.~ percent), Item 16: relating teacher 

evaluation conferences to target objectives (44 . .5 percent) 

and Item 24: making plans for the next evaluation cycle 

(33.3 percent). 

These items were not used as suggested by a 

sizeable 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?: 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 to 

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 continuous 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 judgments as to its worth or 

effectiveness as a teacher evaluation process. 
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J. The differences in principal and teacher 

perceptions concerning the perceived use of 

certain EBO procedures is a cause for concern. 

The Virginia Department of Education should 

assume the leadership role in narrowing the 

differences in perception by involving 

principal and teacher representatives in the 

clarification process. 

4. An exter1sion 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 job performance and 

relationships between principals and teachers, 

and (c) if the modifications violate the 

Standards of Quality mandate concerning 

teacher evaluation. 

5. 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 

districts, 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 detailed research project · 

be undertaken to determine the effects 0£ 

the new mandate as it relates to the EBO 

participants. 
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APPENDIX A 

Source of Questionnaire Items 



Sources of Questionnaire Items 1 - 35 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM SOURCE 

DIAGNOSE CURRENT PERFORMANCE 

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

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

10. I 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 
assignment." Tentative Repor~ 
(page 49). 

"Each school system 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." '11entative Report 
(page 49) 



APPENDIX A (continued) 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM SOURCE 

SET PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES 

J. Humanizing of Instruction was one of 
the_ performance criteria used in my 
evaluation. · 

4. Providing for Individual Differences 
was one of the performance criteria 
used in my eval~ation. 

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

6. Organizing Learning Activities to 
Achieve Specific Purposes was _one of 
the perfonnance criteria used in my 
evaluation. 

"Classroom 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 provide for 
individual differences in the 
classroom •..• 

c. 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 •••• 

-- --------- - . ----- ---- - -- - - -- - -------- -----'-- ------ - -- - - - - --------- --· - -- -- - --------------- -- ---- -



APPENDIX A (continued) 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM 

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. 

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

SOURCE 

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 Schools in Virginia, 
1972-74; Virginia School Laws (1972) 
(pages 8-9) Tentative Report (pages 
51-56) . 

"Any school system has given local 
conditfons which dictate differing needs 
as to the design and use of evaluation 
programs~" Tentative Report (page 110) 

"Some school divisions may wish to 
develop additional criteria to supplement 
the six provided •••• " Evaluation 
Procedures Handbook (page 5) 



APPENDIX A (continued) 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM 

11. My evaluator evaluated my teaching 
on the performance criteria. 

12. I submitted my self-evaluation to 
my evaluator. 

13. My evaluator gave me a copy of 
his evaluation. 

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

SOURCE 

"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 th.e focus of in-depth 
effort to (sic) improvement and 
subsequent evaluation." Tentative 
Report (page 49) 



APPENDIX A (continued) 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM 

15. The number of targets chosen for my 
improvement was six or less. 

16. I stated my performance objectives 
in behavioral terms. 

SOURCE 

"The number of targets agreed to will 
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) 

"The performance objectives model set 
forth requires that objectives be stated 
in behavioral terms." Tentative Report 
(page 47) 

CARRY-OUT PLAN OF ACTION 

17. "Ground rules" regarding classroom 
visitations by my evaluator were 
cooperatively determined. 

18. A time-table for the accomplishment 
of my targets was established. 

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

I e e e • I I e e e e 8 • I I I I I I I I I I I II t I I I I I I I • I I I I I I I 

2. "Ground rules" regarding classroom 
visitations by evaluator(s)." 

I a I I I II I I I t I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 8 I I I I I I I I I I I 

6. Timetables of accomplishment of the 
targets. 

I I • II! I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I e I I t I I I I I I I I I I I I I 



APPENDIX A (continued) 

19. 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM 

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

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

21. Conf'erence with my evaluator 
during the year were related to 
my target objectives. 

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

32. Provision was made for an appeal 
of my evaluator's assessment. 

SOURCE 

Agreement on recor.dkeeping 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: 

• I • I • I I • I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I f I 

6. Understandings regarding periodic 
assessments and subsequent target 
modification. 

• I I Iii I I 1· I I I I I I I I .. I I • I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

12. Provision for appeal of evaluator 
assessments." Tentative Report 
(page 56) 



APPENDIX A (continued) 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM SOURCE 

ASSESS RESULTS 

23. Student ratings ·were used in my 
evaluation. 

24. Parent ratings were used in my 
evaluation, 

"Among the components of the plan of 
action are these determinations: 
............. , ••••••••• 1!•••••••11••0••••••1111 
8. Understandings regarding 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) 

" ••• it (s.v., consumer evaluation) makes 
assessment by ••• parents a contributing 
input." Tentative Report (page 59) 



APPENDIX A (continued) 

QUEST!ONNAIRE ITEM 

25. Ratings by fellow teachers were 
used in my evaluation. 

SOURCE 

"Collegial Approach - The performance 
objectives approach in evaluation makes 
assessments 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) 

HOLD CONFERENCE AND PLAN FOR FUTURE 

26. A terminal conference between my 
evaluator and me was held. 

Step five in Performance Objectives Model 
(Figure 1, page 4) Tentative Report 
(page 46) 

"Among the components of the plan of 
action are these determinations: 
•· f •• I e e I ••• I I ••••• I I e I I I I I I I I I I • I I I I I I I I I 

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) 



27. 

29. 

28. 

APPENDIX A (continued) 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM SOURCE 

"The purpose of the conference is to: 

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

Implications of the assessment were b. 
discussed during my final 
evaluation. 

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

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

Discuss the implications of the 
assessment. 

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

33. Plans were made for the next 
evaluation cycle. 

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

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

"Among the components of the plan of 
action are these determinations: 
•.•• I • • ••• I • I e • • I • I • I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

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



APPENDIX A (continued) 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM 

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

34, I had a feeling.for accomplishment 
after the final conference. 

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

Source: 

SOURCE 

"All evaluations are completed; forms are 
sent 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) 

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). · 
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APPENDIX B 

The Eddings' Questionnaire 



INSTRUCTIONS 

SECTION 1 
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ITEMS "A" .tlvr.ow1h "N" a.tc. .i11.~omna.t,.i.on ;i.tem6 .that w.ii1 he1..p me. ca.tcgo.lti.zc 
IJOu.11. ll.t'~p<in4 l'A .ui.to gi,.oup4 o 6 .te.a.clteN,. w.i..t.h 4.iJnil.lllt c.fuvutctvr.U.ti.c.6 • 

SECTIPN 2 

ITEMS 1 .thltou. h 35 ltepll.Ueni:. 4.ta.ten•~ a~.cia~e.d. 6~ .the. Te.n:ta4.11h!rjlt.t: 
v · t n o eMon.nel (19721, .the. st1ZJtdaJr.ri.6 06 Qw1fi!1.J, a.nii hie. Ev . . on 
11.oce. uJi.u.. an oo Ten.t.a.ti.ve. Mode.!1(19141 a.6 4u:ggeAte.d e.vai.ua.t.lon p11.0ce.ifuilu. 

Yau a.11.e. f!J maJrll 11110 d.i.f.f.e.11.eni:. 11.e:6pOl't.6eA to e.ac.h numbe1te.d quu.Uonruz.iJl.e .i..tem. 

Rc.&po~ e. ~ego11.11 a"!e. .i..6 . l!Dnce/U\e.d w.i.th USE. On .th~ le.6.t hand oide. o 6 .the. 
quut.<,annewte yau wi.U h-Utd f.oUll.. numbl!lt6 :--Ple.aoe CULc..t'..e. .the 11.ebpanoe. qou 
6e.el ~ appli.cablc to qou at .the. e.nd 06 tjoUJL e.va.lua.t.lon la.6.t IJWt (1974-151. 
The. c.a.te.g OJLlc.4 411.C : 

1. A pll.Oc.e.dwte. de.6.ihi.te.ly Ube.d .in my f!_Vai.ua.ti.Dn 

2. A pll.Oce,dµJr.e. .1:..irnil..llll. to one. Ube.d .in my e.valua..tian 

.3. A pll.Oce.dwr.e. no.t U4e.cl .in my e.11alua..tian 

4. I don '.e IUtow 

Re..6po1t4e. CA.te.goll.lj .COO ,U. concetr.ne.d wi..tft EFFECTIVENESS, On .the. ~ hand 
o.i.de ci6 .the. queAtionnailte. you will aga.i.n 6.uid 6oWt numbell.4. P~e. c:.iltc.le. 
.the. Jte.4ponu .IJ()U 6e.e.l 11.ep11.e4e.w .the. e.66e.clivene.u 06 .the piUJcedwte. a.t .the. 
end 06 IJOUll. e.vatua..tiott i.a.h.t IJeall. I 6 .the. pltOceduJi.e. utl.6. no.t u.6e.d, c:.iltc.le 
.the. o.ta.temeni:. .that: beA.t de.4CJt.<.be.o how you. mi.gh.t have. 6e.lt~ .the. pll.Oce.du.Jte. 
be.en u.6e.d. The. ca.tego.11.i.e.o c11te.: 

1 • Ve.6.i.n.i..te1..y he.t.pe.d me i.mpJtO ve. my .te.achhtg 

% • Hdpe.d me. imp11.avrz. my :t:.rz.ach.i.ng 

.3. Did no.t he.t.p me. implwve. mq .te.a.c.hhtg 

4. I don '.t wr.dflll.6tand .the pltDce.dwte. 

Vou a.11.e. abo a.Ak.e..d ·~ make. aJtfJ comn~n.t6 yoa ca.11.e. to make. ®ou..t .the. .(.;ttJf!, 
IJ~WI. ·'te.Apon.62..6, OJr. yoi.vr. e..valua.ti.on .in geneJLC.t. VoUA. .input .i..6 we.lcome. and 
w.i1.1. be. ~e.d. You wlU no.t be. ide.n:ti.6i.e.d. 

PLEASE REMEMBER - YOU SllOULU HAVE ONE RESPONSE FOR USE ANV ONE ·RESPONSE 
FOR EFFECTIVENESS FOR EVERY NUMBEREV QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM 



RETtlm TO: 

RJ.duiJr.d 'L. Ed:d..i.n.g4 
FctLtv.i.e.w Sdr.aol. 
Route. 2 Sax 1Z9 
GObu, V.iluj.i.n.i.a. 
243.33 

Male 

Female 

25 or under 

26 - 30 

31 - 35 

36 - 45 

46 - SS 

56 or over 
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Con.tlr.ol No -----
QUESTIONNAIRE 

To M4e.44 the. Pe11.cuve.d U4ii!. a.11.d. E66e.c.tlve.nu4 
0 6 the. s.ta..ce. 0 6 v .lil:g.in.ia , .s 

Te.a.c:.he.11. Eva.tua.tlon P1tacc.dU1te.4 

SECTION 

8. IJJh¢,t IAtr.4 IJOUlt g e.ne/l.a.l . 
.tuz.dWtg aJte.a.(41 !AA:t. 
IJe.aJt'! 

Elementary (all 
major subjects) 

Language Arts 

Social Studies 

Reading 

Mathematics 

Science 

Physical Education 

· Fine Arts 

Industrial Arts 

Vocational/Business 

Other 

C. Wha.t g11.a.de. level (4 J di.d 
IJOIL .tClLCh W..C IJealt'! 

_ Pre-kindergarten 

___ Kindergarten 

First Grade 

Second Grade 

Thi.rd Gr.ad.e 

Fourth Grade 

Fifth Grade 

_.__ Sixth Grade 

Seventh Grade 

.__ Eighth Grade 

Ninth Grade 

Tenth Grade 

Eleventh. Grade 

Twelfth. Grade 

E. Wha.t ·icw the. kiglte;.s.t . F. 'Jlha.t le.vel 06 ce/Lti.6i.c.a.ti.on G, fllful..t·W44 ':JOUll con.tlt4c:t. 
de.gJte.e. IJOU. h.eld lAA;t ljeJJJr.1 - . di.d. IJOIL ltold !Ji.t...C tjeaJt.'! - 4.(a.tu4 !AA:t. lje.alt'! 

aacheio.r's 

Master's• 

CAGS or Ed.S. 

Doctor's 

Other 

Collegiate 

Collegiate 
Professional 

Postgraduate 
Professional 

Other 

_ Probationary 

_ Continuing 
Contract 

Other 



If. How r1wu1 fJeJl/1.6 had IJCU. 
.ta.ug h.t a..6 a 6 ta.4.t: tjetJJt'! 

3 or under 

4 - s 
6 - 10 

Over 10 

K. Vi.d IJOUlt 4 c.hool. d.i.vi..6.ion 
have. a. 6oi'Ullal e.va.i.LuLGi.on 
appeal p.ltOC.e.64 ta.4.t: lje..aJt'! 

Yes 

No 

L. Wh.i.ch. 06 th.e..60.uaw.ing 
- be.6.t de.6Clt.i.bu thJa. 

01tgan.iza.t;(.onal. patteJtn (4 ) 
i.n IJOUlt 4citool. ta.4.t: fJeJJ.lr.1 

Self-ccmtaiced 

Departmentalized. 

Non9graded 

Team teaching 

Other 
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.!..· We.Jte. IJOIL a. membM 06 the. 
NEA, VEA, a.nd 1.JOUll. local 
a.44 o eia.ei.an la.4.t. qeJlll'! 

Yes 

No 

~· How rrmr.IJ 6u.U-.t.i.me. 
teac.heJtA Welte .tlte1t.e. 
i.n rJOUlt 4cltool .fa.4.t: 
ljULlf.1 

10 or under 

li - 15 

16 - 25 

26 - so 

-· 51 or awer 

] • Who t4.t1.4 de.Ai.gna.te.d IJOU/t 
ma.in e.va.lua.toJt ( 4 I 
{cite.ck moJt.e. tlUlll: one. 
whe.1te. a.pp.Uc.a.ble.I 

Self 

Principal 

Supervisor 

Asa't. Principal 

Superintendent 

Department head 

Team leader 

Other 

~· Wh.a.:t imA· .the. appltO:Wra.te. · 
pup.i.i. enll.oUmeJLt 0 Q IJOUlt 
4c.haol. b:ut yea.tt.r 

250 or under 

251 - 500 

501 750 

751 - l,000 

1,001 - 1,500 

l,SOi or over 
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Contltol No -----
SECTION Z 

1 A plUJce.dulte. dt.6i.Ai..td.1J u.u.d 
.in mrJ e.vdWLt.i.o1t 

1 Oe.6.i.ni.Ce.l.y he.l.pe.d -itnpltDve. 
my_te.ac.h.ing 

Z A pNJet.dulte.. 4.iJttU.alt t.o Ollt; 
.in mrJ e.vat.ua:tion 

Z He.l.pe.d me; -impltave. 
my tea.c.h.ing 

3 Oi..d not kelp me; ..imp.tove. 3 A p!Wc.edulte. no~ ru. e.d 
.in 1'l'IJ e.va.lJ.JJlJ;i.on. mlJ teaching · 

4 I don't lutow 

USE 

z 3 4 

z 3 4 

z 3 4 

t 3 4 

t 3 4 

1 z 3 4 

z 3 4 

l z 3 4 

z 3 4-

z 3 4 

z. ·3 4 

'l 3 4 

J t 3 4 

z 3 4 

4 I ®n 1 t un.de.JW.tan.d the. 
· p1toce.dulte 

EFFECTIVENESS 

1. The. du.ti..eA and. lteApotl.4.i..bi.li.tlu 1te.qu.Ute.d by my z 3 4 
t~g a.64.ignmv&.t WeJte. e.xpliWte.d. t.o me., 

z. A Che..cfd.i.6.t 06 expe.et;e.d pe1t6ol!nWtc.e. WR4 g.i.ven t.o me... z 3 4 

3. ffr.arwr.i.z..ing 06 ln4.tltuc.Gion wa.6 one. 06 the. pt.1t60111n:rnce. z 3 4 
c/lil.elt.i.a. u..\e.d .in ""! e.va.luat.i.on. 

4. PltOv.i.di.Jtg 601t. Indi.vi.dual. Vi..66e1te.tlCe.4 Wt.t4 one. 06 the. z 3 4 
pe1t6aJU1W1c.e. c/lil.etr.Ut. U4e.d. .in mrJ e.valua.tlon. 

S. <Ue. a6 App.o'tOpJti..ate. In.6.tlluctional Ma.i:.WP.LA and O.theJr. . 1 z 3 4 
Re.6oUACe.6 utU ·.one. a6 the. peJ1.6011Jn11nc.e. C'l.U.vri.o. u.oe.d. 
.in nrJ evalut:t:i.on. 

6. 01tgaltiz.ing L4QJUli.ng. Ae:ti..vi.J:i.t.4 t.o Ac.h.i.e.ve. Spe.d&<.c. 1 t .3 4. 
PWtpo4e6 WZ4 one. 06 tlte. pt1t601Unanc.e. CAlivri.o. cue.d 
.in mrJ e.valWLt.lon. · · 

1. Evalu.a.tlng .the. PltOglte.64 a 6 S.tude.na "44. one. a 6 .the. 
peJ1.601U1Wtc.e. CJfi..t.M,i.a. u.6e.d ~ rmf e.valu.a.tian. 

&. Plt.Dvi..di.ng a. Fa.volt4.ble. i'l.1Jcitologi.c.4.l Env.htanmw.t Wt.t4 
one. 06 .the. ptJt6ommnC:e CJfi..t.vri.o. u.6e.d. .in mq e.valu.a.t.i.on. 

9. l'e.1t601Un.Vtce; CIU.t.WA UA e.d. .in mlJ e.va.t.1.1.ati.on htclude.d 
· Ch.(.tvW;z. a.th(lt. .Chim teach.i.ng dUi:i.u. {ex. c.aopeM.ti.on 

with aiimi.¥t.iA~JU., pe.0t. //Jl.la.ti.DifA , tee. I 

10. I e.vai.u4.t.e.d mrJ of.QI .tw.c.h.ing an tlte. pe.1t601UrW1ce. cJU.J;eJUA..1 

11. My e.valw:Lt.o-t e.vah.Ill:t:e.d mrJ teJtc.h.ing on the. pe1t6olll!lance. 
CJli.J:.tJLia. 

1 

1'l. ·I 4utmitt:vt my 4/ll.6-e.vatua.tlort t.o mlJ e.vahuit.olt. 1 

u. My e.va./JJJJ.t.olt gave. me. a. CDPI/ a 6 hM e.va.lw:z.ti.cn. 1 

14. f.l.q e.va.i.JJaJ:.o-t and I 11.e.o.che.d C0"4Vt6U6 on Uem4 t.o QOCU4 
upon aoit an -Ut-.de.p.th e.fi6oltt 601t mrJ te.a.c.h.Ulg .impltovemw.t 
and. Aubde.qu,W e.valuat.i.crt. . 

1 

z 3 4 

z 3 4 

z 3 4 

z 3 4 

z 3 4 

z 3 4 

z 3 4 

z 3 4 
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USE EFFECTIVENESS 

% 3 4, 15. The. 11umbeJL 06 tallgW cho4tn oOJt' flltJ ~vflflUli: wru 
4..4 Oh; W4. 

:z 3 4 

z 3 4- 16. I 4.ta.ced flltJ pe.1t6aN1111Jtct. obj eeti..vu. .in beluz.vi.aJtal. ~. I z· 3 4 

% 3 .4 11~ "Gltound. .wtu." Jtt.gtvuLi.ng cta.441taonr viA.ittJ;t:,iotU by mtJ 2 3 4 
e.va/.uattJlt WeJte. coo pVUJJ:i.ve.ly de;t;etrmi.n.e.d. 

2 3 4 11. A ~-.G:tble. 6~ :the. a.cc.ompli41untn.t o 6 flltJ ..tAlfBe..t& :z 3 4 
W44 e.4.ta.b.li.4 he.d. 

% 3 4 19. Ag.te.emen.t Illa.A ..tea.c.he.d be..tlAlee.n f11tJ e.vai.uJJJ;oJt and me. 2 3 4 
..te.gtWii.ng Jte.CDJr.dk.e.e.p.{.ltg pJr.Oce.duJr.u. 

1 :z 3 4 zo. I JmplenteJLtt.d a. plan a 6 a.ct.i.on 601t a.ch..i.evi.n.g my 2 3 4 
.t.aJtg e.t obj e.c.ti.vu • 

z 3 4. Z1. Co1t6e.1tencu ·wi..th flltJ e.vai.U/LtJJ1t dwt.in.g :the. yeJJJt We.Ile. 
11.d.ab.d to 1lllJ taltge.t obje.W.vu. 

% 3 4 

z 3 4· %2. Mlj e.va.tU/LtJJJt and r coopeJUJJ:i..ve,i.y a.U.e.1te.d mq p4zn. 2 3 4 
06 action a.6 nu.de.d. · 

%" 3 4 %3. UuduLt /!4t.Ulg4 WeJte. u.u.d · .Ut my e.va.lml.ti.a1t. 1 :z 3 4 

% 3 4. 24. PaJttn.t Jr.tli:i.ng4 wen.e. U.6e.d .Ut· flltJ. e.vaiua.ti..on. 1 2 3 4 

:z 3 4· ZS. Ra.Wlg4 by. 6 e.U.ow tvu:heJt4 We.Ile. 1.16 ed .Ut f11tJ e.va/J.Jati.on. 2 3 4 

2 3 4 26. A t~ con6e1ttnc.e. be.twe.m mq e.va..l.uai:olt and ~ l z 3 4· 
W44 It.de/.. ' 

2 3 .4 27. My u.l6-a.s4 eumen.t !AW campaJte.d w:U:h f11tJ e.vai.uJJ.tD1r . .' /; t 3 4 
a.$4e.44ft!Vl.t. 

z 3 4 %8. The. C411.6U OQ mtJ peJt60llJnUlCe. tU!C.DmplhJune.n.t Olt 2 3 4 
ta.dz. 06 Lt. lllt/te. cL!ACU¥e.d. 

z 3 4 29. Impll ca.ti.an.I; 0 6 the. tt.44 e.64men.i: WeJlt. cL!Ac.u.44 e.d dwr.i.ng 
· flltJ ~ e.val1iali.o1t·. . 

1 z .3 4 

I % 3 ' 30'. FoUD$o-u:p acd.a1t 111cZ6 di.4cu.64t.d bq "'IJ e.vaLua:l:JJ1t and me.. 1 z 3 4. 

% 3 4. 31~ Cl.a.Jr.,f.6.i.ca.U.an 06 the. l.16e. ·06 my 6.i.na.t. ~e.n· 1 z· 3 4 
e.va.lua.tlo11 !.lla4 nude. t.t.J me by· mtJ e.va.lua.to1t. 

:z 3 4 3%~ PJtovi.4i.an. i.w ma.de.· 60.1t an appe.a.l 06 f11tJ e.vai.luz.t.01t '.\ 
a.64e.44mtn.l. 

z 3 4 

% 3 4 53. P!an.6 wtJr.e. ITfllie. 60..t the. nut e.vdu.a.;ti.on. cycl.e.. :? 3 4 

z 3 4 34. r had a. 6u.Uns 06 accompwhmmt a.6.tM the. tui.at. % 3 4 con oe.1te.nce.. 
% 3 4 35. I 6e.e.l. the. e.vo..t.ua.ti.an. pltOCe.64 wru a. aacce.&A .Ut "'IJ 

ach:aol. · 
1 :z 3 4 
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~SION omSION' 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

Resto11, Yirginia 22090 
G&ADl1Aft PKccuac - Ellw.\TIOS Tu.iP&oNJU (703) +71.4'QS 

April. 19, 1977 
Dear Fel.low Administrator, 

I am writing a. dissertation tha.t shoUld be of interest to 
you and to principals throughout the State of Virginia. 
'rhe lengthy title is An Assessment of the Pri."'lci-oals' 
Perceived J1se and Effectiveness of the State of· Virginia.' s 
Sus:gested Teacher EV'aluation.Procedures. 

The purpose of the study is to determine whether or not the 
procedures suggested by the State Department of Education 
are being used and whether or not -orincinals feel they are 
effective. Effectiveness in this case refers to whether or 
not you feel the procedures have improved teacher 
performance or if the procedures were not used, whether or 
not you feel the procedures might in1prov-e teacher 
performance. 

You are among the J1.5 randomly selected principals asked to 
participate in this study. Your participation involves 
taking a few moments of your time t.o complete and return the 
enclosed questionnaire. No attempt will be made. to identif"J 
a respondent by name or school division and data wil.l be· 
reported in aggregated form. · · 

A stamped, self-addressed envelope is enclosed for your 
convenience, and a return date of April 26, 1977 is 
requested. 

Should you have any questions relating to either the intent 
of the study or the manner in which the findings will be 
utilized, please do not hesitate to contact me at the 
address given above or at (703) 860-2557, I invite and 
solicit ~Y comments you feel may be pertinent to this 
study. · 

I deeply appreciate you:r help with this study. 

Exnirs10M .<111> Co111nlmMG EllCCAnox 

Yours truly, 
~ • .:-?>/-~ 
Cosimo M. Renzi 
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~NSION DMSION-

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AJ.'TD STATE UNIVERSITY 

Rmon, Yirginic 22090 

Dear Fellow Adlninistrator: 

On April 19, 1977 I sent you a letter and question."laire 
requesting your help with a_ dissertation that I am writing. 
The title of the dissertation is An Assessment of the 
Princinals' Perceived Use and Effectiveness of the.State of 
Virginia's Suggested Teacher Evaluation Procedures. 

I believe that the State's lawmakers and education 
department officials do need input from Virginia's 
principals concerning the EBO evaluation model. A recent 
study has provided them with Virginia teachers' opinions 
concerning the effectiveness of the evaluation model. If 
any revisions are being considered, it is imperative that 
we adlninistrators 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 questionnaire and self-addressed, 
stamped envelop a.re enclosed. 

Should you have any questions relating to either the intent 
of the study or the manner in which the findings will be 
utilized, please do not hesitate to contact me at the 
address given above or at {?OJ) 860-2557, I invite and 
solicit any cominents you feel ma.y be pertinent to this 
study. 

Your cooperation and help is deeply appreciated. 
Yours truly,_ 

~~-
Cosimo M. Renzi 

Noitnrnir V1am111A Orncz 114-40 !MAC N!WTON Sat7AU -Nor:m 
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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 was 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 ALL. 

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 "EFF'ECTTVENESS" FOR EVERY QUESTIONNAIRE 
ITEM. 



Return to: 

Cosimo M. Renzi 
c/o V.P.I. & S.U. 
Reston, Virginia 22090 
Ph one : , · - · ' 

SECTION I 

A. What is your age: 

C. How many teachers did 
you evaluate this year? 

E. Are you a member of the 
NEA, VEA and your local 
education association? 

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

D. How many years of 
administrative experience 
do you have? 

F. Did you receive any EBO 
training prior to your 
implementation of the 
procedures? 

No 

If yes, how many hours? 
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SECTIOl'I .II 

How Procedures Were Used Ho~ Effective in Improving Teacher Performance 
1. Ae Stated 1. Very Effective 
2. Modified 
J, Not At All 

2. Some 
J. Little 
4. Mot At AU 

AS STATED MODIFIED MOT AT ALL 1. The duties and responsibilities VERY SOME LITTLE NOT AT ALL 
required of teachers were 
explained to them. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT All 2. HwnBrlizing'of instruction was one VERY SOME LITTLE NOT AT ALL 
of the performance crit~ria used 
in teacher· evaluation. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL J. Providing for lndividuai dif- VERY SOME LITTIZ NOT AT ALL 
ferences was one of the perfor-
mance criteria used iri teacher 
evaluation. 

AS S'l'ATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL 4. Use of appropriate instructional. VERY SOME LITTLE NOT AT ALL 
materials and other resources was 
ona of the performance criteria 
used in teacher evaluation. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL 5. Organi:ting learn\ng activities to VERY SOME LITTLE NOT AT ALL 
achieve specific purposes was one 

AS .STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL 

of the performance criteria used 
in teacher evaluation. 

6, Evaluating the progress of 
students was one of the perf or-
mance criteria used in teacher 
evaluation. 

AS STATED MODIFIED HOT AT ALL 7. Performance criteria used 1n 
teacher evaluation included 
criteria.other than teaching 
duties (i.e., cooperhtion with 
administrators, peer relations, 
etc.) 

.AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL B. I evaluated teachers on their 
performance criteria. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL 9. The teacher received a copy of 
hie/her evaluation. 

VERY .SOME LITTLE NOT AT ALL 

VERY SOME LITTLE NOT AT ALL 

VERY SOJl!E LITTLE NOT AT ALL 

VERY SOME LITTU! NOT AT ."1.f. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL 10. The teacher a..,d I reach<!d VERY SOME IJTTLE !fOT A'l' ALL 
consensus. of items to focus upon 
for an in-depth e:ffort to ilnprove 
teaching and eubs@quent evaluation. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL 11. The number of targets chosen for VERY SOM!: LITTLE NOT AT ALL 
teacher improvement was· six or lees. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL 12. Teachers atated their .Performance VERY SOME LITTIE NOT AT AI.l. 
objectives in .behavioral terms. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL iJ. "Ground Rules" regarding classrcom VERY SOME Ll'l''.l'LE NOT AT ALL 
visitations were cooperatively 
detennined. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL 14. A time-table for ·the accomplish- VERY SOME LITTLE HOT AT ALL 
ment o! objectives was 
established. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL 15. Teachers implemented plans of VERY SOME LITTLE NOT AT ALL 
action· for achieving target 
objectives. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL i6. My teacher evaluation conferences VERY SOME LITTLE NOT AT ALL 
during the yeer were related to 
target objectives •• 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT .ALL 17. The teacher and I cooperatively VERY SOME LITTLE NOT AT ALL 
altered plane of action as needed. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL 18. I held .final conferences with VERY. SOME LITTLE NOT AT ALL 
teachers. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL 19. I discussed causes of or lack of 
performance accomplishment with 
the teachers. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL 20. Assessment implications wer·e 
discussed during the final 
evaluation. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT AIJ.. 21. Follow-up actions wen discussed 
by the teachers and. me. 

VERY SOME LITTlZ NOT AT ALL 

'll':RY SOME LITTLE NOT AT ALL 

'TERY SOME LITTIE NOT AT ALL 

J\S STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL 22. Clar:l.fication 01· the use of the VERY SOME LlTJ'Ll!; NOT AT ALL 
teach.ers • final written evaluation 
wae made clear to the teacher by 

AS STATED MODIFIED l'IOT AT ALL 2J. Provlsiona were made for. :l:eachen. YERY SOME lJ'l"l'LE NOT AT ALL 
to appeal my assessments. 

AS STATED MODIFIED NOT AT ALL 24. Plans were made for the next VERY SOME LITTU: 1101' AT ALL 
evaluation cycle. 

AS STATED MOD:il'IED NOT AT ALL 25. I had a feeling of accomplishl!l<!nt VERY SOME LITTL!!: NOT AT ALL 
efter the final conference. 



APPENDIX D 
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EXTENSION DlVISIO?of 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE ~'{D STATE UNIVERSITY 

Februar1 28, 1977 
De.ar Colleague: 

I am e~olled in the doctoral program at Virginia Polytechnic 
Institute and State University. For my dissertation, I plan to 
survey the perceptions. Of Virginia's principals regarding the 
use and ef.t'ectiveness of the evaluation nrocedures for teachers 
contained 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 pz-incipals a.re respon-
sible for implementing and following through on ~he EBO 
procedures. Their perceptions as to its effecti·.,eness is, there-
fore, important. 

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

, Division Superintendent, has given me pennis-
sion to request your support in this endeavor. Your response 
will be known only to me, and no means of identification will. be 
made to link you or your s.chool with your response. A control 
number, designed to tacili.tate the follow•up of non-respondents, 
has been assigned to each questionnaire. 

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

Enc.: 1) Validation Questionnaire 
2} Return Envelop 

'!ours truly, 

Cosimo .M. Re!lZi 
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Control ffo, 

Va11dation Stud:y 

BelO'ir are listed the thirty-th:• quest.ions wl\ich will be uaed to survey the perceptions ot 
'firginia's scnool principals. The purpose of the survey 1s to establish the principals' use and 
perceived e1'feotiveness of the Evaluation by Objectives (E!O) model, 

Two responses are required tor each ite111 listed, one for clarity, the second for accuracy. Piease 
write anyco111119nts or suggestions or constructive hints on the reverse of this sheet, Identify the 
items by number. 

CJ;RC.LE.OHE NUMmm.AND ONE IZriBR FOR EACH ITEM 

1 Clear E. !fot Clear A Accurate li·Not Accurate 

1 2 1. the duties and responsibilities required of A B 
teachers were explained to them• 

1 2 2. Teachers were given a check list ot eX11ected A B 
performance. 

1 2 3. Humanizing ot Instruction wa8 one ot 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 
evaluatipn, 

1 2 S• Use of appi-qpriate Instructional Materials and A B 
Other Resources was one of the performance 
criteria used in teacher evaluation. 

1 2 6. Organi:l:ing Leaming Activities to Achieve A B 
Specific Purposes was one of the performance 
criteria used in teacher evaluation. 

i 2 ?. ,.Evaluating the Progress of Students was one of the 
·perfonnance eriteria used in teacher evaluation. 

A B 

i 2 a. Pr0viding a Favorable Psychological Environment 
was one of the performance criteria used in 

A B 

teacher evaluation. 
1 2 9. Performance criteria used in teacher evaluation A B 

included criteria other than teaching duties 
(i.e., cooperation with administrators, peer 
relations, etc.) 

1 2 10. Teachers evaluated their own teaching on the 
per:f'11rmance criteria, 

A B 

1 2 H. I evaluated teachers on the per:f'ormance c.ri teria. A B 
1 2 12. Teachers submitted self-evaluations to me. A B 

1 2 13; The teacher received a copy o:f' his/her evaluation. A B 
1 2 14. The teacher IUld I reached conseneus on .items to A B 

focus upon tor an in-depth effort to improve 
teaching and subsequent evaluation .• 

1 2 15. The number of. tarf:ta chcsen for teacher A li 
ill!prov•ment ••. 11 or less. 
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1 2 i6. TeJ!chera statecl .their performance ol:tjectives in A B 
behavioral ter111s. 

1 2 11. "Ground Rules~ regarding classroom visitations A B 
were eooperat1.,ely determined. 

1 .2 18. A time-table· !or the acc0111plishment of targets A B 
were established. 

1 2 19; Agreement was reached between the teacher and me A B 
re~ing recordkeeping procedures• 

1 2 20. Teachers implemented plans or actiort for 
achieVing target objectives. 

A B 

1 2 21. My teacher evaluation conferences·during 
were related to target objectives. 

the year A B 

1 2 22. The teacher and I cooperatively altered plans.of 
action as needed. 

A B 

i 2 23. S.tudent ratings were used in teacher evaluation. A B 

i 2 211.. Parent ratinge were used in teacher evaluation. A B 

i 2 2s. Ratings cy fellow teachers were used in teacher A B 
·evaluation. 

1 2 26. I held final conferences with teachers. A B 
1 2 21. My assesS111ent and teachers' self-assessments A B were compared. 
1. 2 28. I dtscussed causes Of or lack of performance 

accomplishment witll the teachers. 
A B 

1 2 29. Assessment implications were discuss.ad during 
the final evaluation. A B 

1 2 )0. Follow-up actions were discussed cy the teachers A B and me. .. 

1 2 :31. Clarification of the use of the teachers' 
written e1r&luation was made clear to the 
teachers by .ifte. 

final A B 

1 2 .J2. Provisiona were made for teachers to app<eal A B llll' assessment. 
i 2 JJ. Plans were made for the next e...iuation cycl.e. A B 
1 2 JI!., I hild a feeling of accomplishment after the A D final conference, 
1 2 JS. Tlle c·oncept o.f paT"tial evaluation (teacher A B sel.f·eve.l.uation with the evaluator acting as an 

advisor) was utilized to evaluate eome· teachers. 



Table 10 

Number of Elementary (E) and Secondary ( s) Schools in Virginia 
Classified by Regional Study Group (RSG) 

RSG I E s RSG II E s RSG III E s RSG IV E s 

Amelia 1·. 1 Accomack 4 7 Caroline 4 J Arlington 25 10. 
.Brunswick 5 2 Isle of Wight 2 Essex 2 1 Clarke J 2 
Buckingham 5 2 c James City 0 0 Gloucester 4 2 Culpeper 5 2 
Charles City 3 1 d Northampton 6 2 King and Queen 2 1 f Fairfax County 123 4·1 
Charlotte 7 2 Southampton 11 2 King George 2 1 F'auquier 8 5 
Chesterfleld 22 1J Yorlc 9 6 e King W llliam 1 1 Frederick 9 3 
Cumberland 1 1 Chesapeake 21 11 Lancaster 2 1 Loudoun 21 6 
Dinwlddle 8 2 Franklin City 2 2 Mathews 3 1 Madison J 1 
Goochland ~ 2 Hampton 26 11 Middlesex J 1 Ora.nge lj. 2 

a Greensville 2 Newport News 29 8 Northumberland 5 2 Page 5 2 
b Halifax 1J 2 Norfolk 48 15 Richmond 2 2 Prince William JO 14 

Hanover 14 l~ Portsmouth 22 8 Spotsylvania ~ 2 g Rappahannoclc 9 J 
Henrico 32 11 Suffolk 16 5 Stafford 4 Shenandoah 9 3 
Lunenburg 5 2 Virginia Beach LW 13 Westmoreland 4 2 g Warren ·J 2 ,_.. 
Mecklenburg 13 4 c Williamsburg 5 2 Fredericksburg 2 2 Alexandria 13 6 --.,J 
New Kent 2 1 d Cape Charles 0 1 e West Point 1 1 f Fairfax City 0 0 ,_.. 
Nottoway 4 J Poquoson 1 2 Colonial Beach 0 1 .Falls Church J 1 
Powhatan 2 1 Manassas Park J 1 
Prlnce Edward 1 1 Winchester 4 1 
Prince George 7 2 
Surry J 1 
Sussex 7 3 
Colonial Hei.ghts 4 2 

a Emporia 0 0 
Hopewell .5 2 
Petersburg 10 2 
Richmond J4 16 

b South Boston 2 0 

Total 219 85 Total 21i7 97 Total 50 28 Total 274 1Q5 



Table 10 (continued) 

RGS V E s RSG VI E s RSG VII E s 

Aloermarle 15 5 Alleghany 5 1 Bland J 2 
Amherst 9 2 Botetourt 6 J Buchannan 12 6 

.Appolnattox J 2 Craig 2 1 Carroll 14 2 
Augusta 15 5 Floyd 4 1 Dickenson .5 J 
Bath 2 1 Franklin County 12 2 j Grayson 7 2 
Bedford County 1J l~ Giles 8 2 Lee a 6 
Campbell 10 6 Henry 19 l Russell 12 J 
Fluvana 5 2 Montgomery 11 Scott 11 J 
Greene 2 1 Patrick 7 1 k Smyth 7 5 
Highland 2 1 .· Pittsylvania 20 .5 Tazewell 18 4 Louisa .5 2 Pulaski 10 J Washington 14 
Nelson 5 2 i Roanoke County 26 10 Wise 11 6 
Rockbridge 8 J Clifton Forge 2 1 Wythe 8 J 
Rockingham 11~ 7 Covington J 1 Bristol 6 2 
Bedford Cl ty 0 0 Danville 1J J Galax 1 1 
Buena. Vista 2 2 Martinsville 5 2 Norton 1 1 
Charlottesville 6 J Radford J 1 k Saltville 0 0 14 Harrisonburg J 2 - R·oanoke City 21 8 j Fries 0 1 -'1 
I.exington 2 1 i Salem 0 0 I\) 

Lynchburg 14 4 
Staunton 5 J 
Waynesboro 7 2 

Total 1'~·7 .59 Total 177 56 Total 1)8 57 

a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h,i,j and k identify divislons served by the same 
superintendent. 

Sources 
Vlrg!pia Educational Directory_!.2_'Z.§.=ZZ. 
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Table 11 

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

CLARITY ACCURACY 
Item 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 
4 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 64 8 28 40 
13 28 28 100 28 28 100 
14 24 28 86 24 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 24 28 86 24 28 86 
22 24 28 86 23 28 82 
23 14 28 50 1 28 4 
24 14 28 50 0 28 0 
25 14 28 50 0 28 0 
26 25 28 89 22 28 79 
27 18 28 64 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 28 93 
33 22 28 79 20 28 71 
34 21 28 75 18 27 70 
35 16 28 57 8 27 30 
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Table 12 

Responses by Fairfax County Principals. to "Accuracy" 
of the Procedure Items in the QueE:itionnaire 

1 2 J 4 s ·6 1 8 9 10 11 12 1J 14 1s 16 11 10 19 20 ·21 22 2J 24 :is 26 27 20 29 30 + T1>ta1 

1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 0 1 - 0 1 . i 1 1 1 .o 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 2) 28 
2 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 - 0 0 0 1 - 0 0 . 0 0 i 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 11 28 
J 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 0 0 1 - 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 21 2~ 
4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 1 1 1· 1 1 i 0 1 1 1 0 1 26 28 
s ,1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 1 1 , 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 27 28 
6 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - i 1 1 1 - 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 2) 28 
7 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 0 1 0 1 - 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 20 28 
8 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 - 1 0 1 1 - 0 1 i 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 17 28 
9 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 - 0 1 1 1 - 0 1 . 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 21 28 

10 o o .o 1 o ·o 1 1 1 o - o o o 1 - o 1 o o o o o o o o o o o 1 7 28 
11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 - 0 1 1 1 - 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 .o 0 ·1 1 1 1 1 22 28 
12 o o o o o 1 1 1 1 o o o o i - o o o o 1 a· 1 .o o o o ~ 1 o 8 20 
~J i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 28 28 
14 1 0 0 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 - 1 1 0. 1 - 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 24 28 
1s o· 1 · o 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 o 1 - 1 o 1 1 1 1 t 1 1 1 1 1 1 t 24 20 
16 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 1 1 - 0 o. 0 1 ·1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1· 24 28 
11 1 l 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 - 1 1 0 1 - 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1. 0 1 1 1 1 1 2S 28 
18 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 0 1 - 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1. 1 1 1 1 24 28 
19 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 - 1 1 0 1 - 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 11" 28 
20 1 0 0 1 1 ·1 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 0 1 - 0 1 1 1 i 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 2J 28 
21 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 0 1 - 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 24 28 
22 1 o 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 o 1 - o 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 o· o 1 1 1 1 2J 2~ 
2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 1 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 28 
24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 
25 o o ·o o o o o o o o - o o o o - o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 28 
26 1 0 i 0 1 1 1 i 1 1 - 1 0 1 1 - 1 i 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 i 0 1 22 28 
27. 0 0 0 0 i 1 1 1 1 i - 1 0 i i - 1 1 0 0 i 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 . 14' 28 
28 i 0 i 1 1 1 i i 1 1 - 1 i 1 i - 1 1 0 1 1 1 t 1 1 1 1 i 1 0 25 28 
29 1 0 i 1 1 1 i 1 1 i - 1 0 1 i - 0 i 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 i 1 1 21 28 
JO i 0 i i 1 i 1 1 1 i - 1 1 0 1 - i i 0 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 i 1 2S 28 
Ji - 0 i t 0 i 1 1 1 i· - i 1 i i - 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i i 1 2S 27 
J2 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 f 1 i - 1 1 0 t - 1 ·i 1 i' 1 i 1 0 1 1 1 :i. 1 1 26 28 
JJ 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 0 t - 0 1 0 f. i 1 1 0 . 0 :I. 1 1 1 1 2.\) 28 
J4 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 - i 0 i 1 ... 0 1 0 :i.. 1 i 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 18 27 
JS - 1 o o o 1 1 1 1 1 - o o o o ,- o o 1 o 1 o o o o o o o o o 8 27 

Total 21 17 14 26 24 Ji J2 29 JO 27 0 2S 22 i4 J2 0 1S 27 i9 26 JO 24 2S 16 17 21 2S 28 24 26 667 977 
J2 JS JS JS JS JS JS JS JS JS o JS JS JS JS o JS JS JS.JS JS JS JS JS JS JS JS JS JS JS 

1 = •accurate" o = "not accurate• - = no response 
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Table 13 

Responses by Fairfax County Principals to "Clarity" 
of the Procedure Items in the Questionnaire 

1 2 J 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 .1J 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 2J 24 2S 26 27 38 29 JO + Total 

1 1 i 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 - 1 1 0 1 - 0 1 i 1 1 1 0 :i. 0 1 1 1 1 1 22 28 
2 i 1 i 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 0 0 .1 £ 0 1 0 i 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 i i 0 19 28 
J i 1 0 0 0 t 1 :i. 1 1 - i 0 1 t - 0 t :i. 1 1 0 0 t 1 0 i 1 1 1 20 28 
4 1 1 1 t 1 i 1 1 1 1 - :i. 0 i 1 - 1 i i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 26 28 
s . 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 - i i 1 1 - i 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 27 28 
6 i 1 0 1 0 :i. 1 1 1 1 - i 1 i i - 1 1 0 1 .1 i 1 i 1 0 1 1 0 1 2J 28 
7 l 1 1 1 0 i 1 0 1 1 - 1 0 i i - 1 i 0 i i 1 1 0 1 0 1 ·1 t 0 21 28 
a 1 1 o o o 1 1 1 1 o - 1 o 1 1 - a· 1 i 1 o o 1 i o o 1 1 o 1 17 20 
9 1 1 1 0 0 t 1 1 1 1 - i 1 1 1 - 0 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 i 1 24 28 

10 . 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 :i. 0 - 0 0 i 1 - 0 1 0 1 1 i 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1S 28 
11 t ' i i i ~ 1 ·1 1 0 i 1 1 1 0 1 i 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 2S 28 
12 1 0 0 i 0 1 i 1 1 0 1 i i i 0 i 0 1 t 1 1 0 i 0 0 i i 0 18 28 
tJ 1 1 1 i 1 :i. 1 1 1 1 - t 1 i i - i i i 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1. i i 1 28 28 
14 1 0 1 1 0 1 i 1 1 i - 1 i 0 1 - 1 i i i 1 i i 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 24 28 
1S 1 i i 1 i 1 1 i 1 :i. - 1 1 0 1 - i i i i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 27 28 
16 1 0 :i. 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 - 1 :i. 1 0 - i 0 i 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 t i i 1 2J 28 
17 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 - 1 1 0 i - i i 1 i 1 i 1 1 0 1 1 i 1 1 26 28. 
:i.0 1 o o i 1 i 1 1 1 i - 1 t i i - f 1 1 1 1 1 1 t o i 1 1 1 1 2s 28 
19 1 0 0 0 0 i 1 1· :i. i - i 0 0 1 - 0 i i 1 1 1 t 0 1 o. 0 t 0 1 17 28 
20 1 Oc 1 i 0 1 1 i i 1 - i 1 i 1 - 0 i i 1 1 i 1 0 0 i 1 i 1 1 2J 28 
21 1 0 1 i 0 1 i 1 1 1 - 1 1 1 i - 0 1 i i i 1 :i. 1 0 1 1 i i i 24 28 
22 1 0 1 i 0 i 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 i 1 - 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 24 28 
2J 1 o o i o 1 1 o i o - 1 o 1 i - o i o l o 1 1 o 1 o· o 1 o o 14 28 
24 1 0 0 t 0 1 1 0 i 0 - 1 0 1 1 - 0 i 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 14 28 
2S 1 ~ 0 i 0 1 1 0 1 0 - 1 0 1 1 - 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 i 0 0 14 28 
26 1 1 1 l 1 1 i 1 :i. i - l 1 1 1 - 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 l 2S 28 
27 . 1 0 0 i 0 1 1 1 1 1 ~ 1 0 1 1 - 1 1 0 1 i 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 18 28 
28 1· 0 1 1 0 i 1 1 1 1 - i 1 1 1 - 1 1 0 1 .1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1. 1 1 2S 28 
29 1 0 1 1 0 i .1 1 1 1 - 1 0 1 1 - 0 i 0 i 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 i 20 28 
JO 1 0 i 1 0 1 1 i i i - i 1 1 i - i i 0 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 i 25 28 
31 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 t - 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i i 1 26 28 
J2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 - i 1 1 i - 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 27 28 
JJ i 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 - i 1 1 1 - 0 1 0 i 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 22 28 
J4 . 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 - i 0 1 1 - 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 i 21 28 
JS o 1 o 1 o 1 i 1 1 i - 1 o o 1 - - o i 1 1 1 1 1 o o o o 1 o O 16 28 

1'ota1 J4 18 20 29 11 J'.J J4 Jt JS 26 o J4 21 28 JS o 1S JS i9 JS Jt J1 JJ 22 2J 22 24 JS 24 27 765 980 
JS JS JS JS JS JS JS JS JS JS o J5 JS JS JS • o J5 J5 JS JS JS 35 JS JS JS J5 JS J5 JS JS 

i =. "clear" - = no response 
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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 

(EBO) teacher evaluation system as a means for its school 

divisions to satisfy the personnel evaluation 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 possible 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. 
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