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© ABSTRACT

lThe purpose of the study was to descr1be and ana]yze a d1str1ct school'
_evaluation model A questionnaire wgs used to gather the necessary
data The participants consisted of teachers, ass1stant pr1nc1pafs,
) pr1nc1pa1s and d1str1ct off1ce administrators Teachers were se]ected_
using a stratifled random techn1que while all- members of the rema1n1ngi’

three groups were surveyed o : -

-The questionnaire survey constructed for the study contained both closed
and open-response 1tems. Both parametric and non-parametric ana]yttca1
procedures were-used 1nc1uding ana1ys1s of variance and Ch1 Square
Tests. The f1nd1ngs from both the statistical analysis of data and the'
content ana1y31s of comments were organized to answer the four main '
research prob]ems. These problems focused on whether staff understood

. .and agreed Wwith'the purpose of the d1str1ct schoo] eva1uat1on program, X

;“thetr ref]ections on the process used for both program 1n1t'at1on and

_imp]ementatlon, and thetr perceptlons of the resulting outcom As‘t
‘.well,_staff fee11ngs and concerns perta1n1ng to the overa]l program were

noted

-

/The resu]ts of the study 1nd1cated that though the four stakeholder
groups de understand and agree wlth the purpose of the program, - they
var1ed s1gn1frcant1y in thelr perceived 1eve1 of 1nv61vement in the
planning process. The 1mp]ementat1on process was v1ewed in a pos1t1ve f

manner by. all groups, and recogn1t1on was g1ven to the efforts of the

iv



' district'anduschool administrators. " With_the exceptiond@§ the .

v =

‘?,pr1nc1pa1s, respondents stated that they experienced fee]ings of anxiety

before an evaluation The benefits resu]ting from the eva]uations

included . 1dent1f1cat1on of schoo] strengths; 1dent1f1cat10n of schoo]

needs; and, profeSS1ona1 development for schbo] based adm1nlstrators

( ) Y . -

Though the pr1ncipa1s and d1strict office adm1n1strators felt there were

teacher benef1ts due to the program, the teachers and ass1stan£

: .pr1nc1pa1s expﬁessed,on]y marg1na1 agreement w1th this view. Al1l four

groups indicated that the program would be more effective if follow- up '

act1v1t1es were carried forward more consustent]y 0n1y margina]

‘agreement was. g1ven by the- teachers that th]S was being done by schoo]
or-district adm1nlstrators Though respondents noted that the distrlct
‘model had been effecb1ve for the first cycle of eva]uations, future ‘use

demanded changes. In ach1ev1ng these changes it was suggested that .more

~

staff 1nvo1vement in the p]ann1ng process be sought

%
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LHAPTER 1

INTROBUCTION

@

In recent years public education in A1bert$ has underghne,intensiVe'
scrutiny by parents, government and the community in general
Curricular programm1ng, student ach1evement and school f1nanchsg have
been maJor areas of focusr A]berta Educat1on has responded by
‘1ncreas1ng expectations of 1oca1 school jurisdictions with respect to
eva]uat1on as a means to ensure accountab111ty and 1mprovement For
Jocal school Jurisdictions this has meant a»greater need'for effettive
: _seTf-appreisal. To this end, jurisdictions have‘deve1oped school
evaluation- po11c1es -and have. set in place spec1f1c d1str1ct schooT—
evaluation programs. By 1ntegrat1ng th1s process of school g§a1uat1on"
into the district’s total manager1a1 system, adm1n1strators are better
ab1e to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the d1str1ct and to Jjudge
: whether the maJor organ1zat1ona1 goa]s are be1ng met (Bo]ton, 1980)
' i@Estab1lsh1ng, ma1nta1n1ng and mon1tor1ng an. effect1ve school eva]uatlon
Jﬂ:pnogram become very 1mportant aspects of a schgo1 d1str1ct s‘operat]ons.
. .iThe_study on which this report is based involved the examination of one

“such district 'school evaluation program. _ oL



PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpoge of tHe study was to describe and ena1yze-a district school
evaluation program in use by an.urban, pub]ic school jurisdiction.

~ Perceptions of the evaluation program were sought from the district )
teachers, assistant principals, pr;nc1pa1s and district office
adm1n1strators The resu]t1ng information was analyzed relevant to each
group’sxunderstandjng of the stated purpose of the prpgram, how the
progra; was initiated, the implementation process used, and the
perceived outcomes of the eva]uation program. As well, expressed
feelings ehd reectfens to the evaluation progrem-by the members of the
four -groups, and suggestions as to possible changes to_it were
considered. The pr1mary conceptual areas selected tor'EXp1oratiod
ihc]uded' evaluation as a means of accOuntabi]ity; evaluations as a
process of change; organ1zat1ona1 structures, the role of efiect1ve

management and leadership; and the importance of the commj;}ﬁat1on

process.

!

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
' | ’ | ‘ -
In order to achieye the above. purpose, the study was organized to

e1icit‘inf0rmat10n pertaining_to the” following four main research

. -~ :

questions.
(]

AN

1. What s the stated purpose of theYdistrict school evaluatidn program -
and to what extent is the ‘purpose understood by teache?s, assistant

principa]s,.principa1s, and the'district office administrators?

.



2. were any problems identified by the four stakeholder groups wh1ch
re]ated to the planning and 1n1t1at1on stage of the d1str1ct schoo]
evaluation program? Did these problems affect how the program was

"penCeived by'the‘groups?

' 3. Were any prob]ems in the 1mp1ementat1on of the d1str1ct schoo]
‘ evaluatlon program related cons1stent1y to the understand1ng the
purpose; commitment to the concept; structure of-the_prograh itself; or

management andvleadenship activities.

4. How do the four stakeholder groups view the success of the d1str1ct
schoo] eva]uat1on program and what changes, if any, do they suggest to

it?

As‘é means of guiding the development .of the study, a number‘of.
sub-problems were delineated and‘focused on the following conceptual
dimensi6n§. |

L4

1. Understanding the prdgram" €§ S .
1.1 To what extent do the four stakeholder: groups agree with the
stated purpose of the d1str1ct schoo] evaluation program7

1 2 ‘What e]ements of the: district schoo] eva]uat1on program enhance

.~ the part1c1pant s under%tand1ng of it?



2. Initiation: N )

“2.1 MWere any problems jdent{fied during.the p1anninguand'initiation
stage of the districi school evaluation program which affectedvhdw the
program was perceived? ’ . | .
" 2.2 To what extent was 1nf0rmat1on ‘on the proposed d1str1 :t schoo]‘.

' eva]uat1on program shared with the maJor stakeho]ders’

3. Imp1ehentatioﬁ’Process--

3-1 To what extent do the teachers, ass1stant pr1nc1pa1s,
pr1nc1pals and district office administrators vary in their perceived
'1eve1 of read1ness for part1c1pat1on in the d1str1tt -school eva]uation .
program? . | | | |

3.2 MWhich activities‘undertaken.during imp]ementatioh”strehgthen' ' g
‘the process? B : ’d ' h C '; ‘/\LU), - f
: 3.3 What role do schoo] based adm1n1strators and district off1ce -

adm1n1strators have in the 1mp1ementat1on of the program7

4. Feelings and Concerns
- 4.1 What'are the fee1ings and concerns expressed by the four
stakeholder groups with regard to their part1c1pat1ng in a dlStFICt

schoo] evaluation program? -

5.' Outcomes:
~5;1 What are’the,perceived outcomes, both positive and negative, Qf
the district evaluation program as seen by thésteachers, assistant

principals, principals and district office administrators?

\\ s

1



' 5.2 How did these four groups judge the worth and merit of the
outcomes of the evaluation and to what extent did they see their needs

being-met by the program? "

- 6. EVa]uation of the program: Changes
6.1 What factors will affect the use of this program over a
protracted period df‘t1me? . _
6.2 What changesmor modifications should be madetto'the program to
ensdre continued educattonal value re1ative to the evaluation process?
| 6>3 ‘In the view of the*stakeholde“ groups, how is commitment to a

district 1n1t1at1ve such as a d1str1ct schoot evaluat1on program,

fostered7

3

SIGNIFICANCE"OF THE‘EIUDY

This study ts sien to‘have both practical and theoretica1 significance.
The resu1ts of the study will be of practica11§mportance to.schooT-based
administrators and d1str1ct office administrators charged with the
respons1b111ty for mon1tor1ng and evaluating schoo] serV1ces Though

’ the f1nd1ngs w111 be" of spec1a1 significance to the schoo1 d]StT1Ct
whose program has been se]ected for study, the empirical- 5escr1pt1ve
data will also serve as a source of practical 1nformat1on for other
districts concerned w1th the eva]uat1on of their own district school
-eva1uatjon process. As‘we11, the resu]ts should have a direct and
practical relevance to administrative practices'at both school and’

district 1eve1s s1nce the study dea]s heav11y with those concepts

v§urround1ng effect1ve d1str1ct and schaol management and leadership. -



In terms of theoret1ca1 s1gn1f1cance, this study builds upon existing
research and re]ated 11terature in the areas of educat1ona1

)

accountability, eva]uat1on as a means for change, organ1zat10na1
behaViors, and egucationa1'management.and leadershipi Primari]y it
provides a synthes1s of current research and thought having to do with
the evaluation process as 1t is applied 1g a public school setting.
‘S1nce there is a dear}h of research.stud1es which deal w1th the analysis
of d1str1ct school eva]uat1on programs, th1s study~attempts to prov1de
some information for app11cat1on in this area.

~

DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY : v

The study uas both descriptive}and analytical in nature. One district
- school evaLuation program was se]ected; examined ‘and analyzed asAto its
'-ortgin, purpose, method of-impTementation, the feelings and concerns

A expressed by the stakeho1ders, perceived outcomes of the. program .and
suggested changes and modifications. Specif1ca11y the parameters for

the study ‘were been set accord1ng to the fo]]oqggg precepts

Assumbtions oﬁ”the Study

1’;3

i

A

For the purposes of this.stuoy, it was assumed: (} N
0

17 That the data necessary for completing such a study dould be gained

by survey1ng the four major stakeholder groups within the schoo]
) d1str1ct whose program was to be ana]yzed These four groups were- the
'teachers,'the assistant pr1nC1pa1s, pr1nc1pals and d1str1ct offlce

adm1n1strators



'
L

2. That the perceptions held by these four groups of the district
school evaluation program\would vary in position and degree.
3. That the variation in perceptions between the four groups would be

affected by such factors as: a) their understanding of the purpose of

the program; b) their perceived level of involvement in the process; ¢) .

their level of anxiety during participation, d) the perceived validity-

of recommendations made after an evaluation was completed; e) the R

s

perceived effectiveness of the follow-up activities after an evd]uation

was - comp]eted f) the level of commitment to the program by the d1stﬁ1ct

and schoo] based administrators; g) the clarity and cons1stency of
communication within schools and between the schools and district
office. _ | . |

4, 'That!the procedures'used forbdata ana]jsis possessed a degree of .
validity and reliability suitab]e'fOr such .a study. o |
5.‘ That the’ four stakeho1der groups se]ected for the* study were the
,appropriate referent groups °

6. That the data- rece1ved from the quest1onna1re accurate]y reflected
the considered’ opinions and perceptions of these four groups.

7. It was Judged that since the number of both school-based and " ugl
d1str1ct off1ce adm1n1strators was sma11, survey1ng 1ntact groups wou]d

B

not bias the study ' o

W

®

7
< e
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Delimitations o
N S
The studyAWas de]imited_in the following manner:

1. The study was delimited-to the exam1nat1on of one district sshool

!

evaluation program PN : _
2. The study was: restr1cted to the professional staff of the d1str1ct
and only to those who had actua] exper1ence with the district schoo]

evaluation program ‘as eva]uators, eva]uate s or both.

v )

3. The pr1mary source of data was that rece1ved through a

>

quest1onna1re The data were.co11ected dur1ng the time period of April

&'

'8, 1988 to- May }1 1988. |
4, The study was de11m1ted to, se]ected problems areas. No~attempt was
made to-prov1de a tota]]y comprehens1ve survey on.al11 the possible

'aspectséof district school eva1uations

5. Only the three teacher sdb groups were - used for the purposes of data

' ana]ys1s They~were e]ementary, Junior h1gh and senior high. The.

e]ementary Jun1or h1gh category was’ e11m1nated

-~ The follawing Timitations affected the study:

'-; ‘ D e

&t
'fl V’On]y'one~di§trﬁct schooT eva1uation program was examined.
2. The validity and re11ab111ty of the 1nstrument were not comp]ete]y _

known and therefore def1n1te 11m1tat1ons were thereby p]aced on the
e study 'J‘_ i ’:v R o };_ : i ’.iy-. .



- [ ‘ i e

3. The f1nd1ngs were limited bo the popu]at1on 1nvo]ved, and any
genera]1zatnons to other populations must be done with caut1on

4. The qua]1ty and‘quant1ty of data collected were‘1am1ted by.the
degree‘of cooperation given by the respondents_in comp1etingﬁthe
 questionnaire. | o .

5 The possibility of respondents m1s1nterpret1ng the mean1ng of the
questions, or not be1ng able to ful]y express their v1ews ‘within a
questionna1re format, imposed 11m1tat1ons on the study

6. The respondents varied - as to when; dur1ng the four-year cyc]e, they
- pﬁiiicipated in a district school eva]uat1on _ ,

7.  The data for the study were based upon the percept1ons of the

‘respondents which were récognized as be1ng sub3ect1ve in nature.

. 8. The se]ect1on procedure for partlcipants was not 1dent1ca1 for a11

- four responding groups. While the teachers were se]ected on the basis -

of stratified-random samp11ng, intact adm1n1strator groups. . were. uigd

9. One quest1onna1re was used to obta1n both teacher and . adm1n1strator
v

responses Th1s meant that the wordlng of the statements and quest1ons

™

could not to be: as def1n1t1ve nor.tailored as m1ght have been the case

if separate queSt1onna1res had been emp1oyed

10. w1thin the teacher popu]at1on<the staff was oategoriaed'as to» '
teaching IeVeT only. | E]ementary, Junlor h1gh and senior h1gh teacher
groups were recogn1zed but no prov1s1on was made for recognlz1ng such

sub- groups as’ French Immers1on teachers or Spec1a1 Educat1on teachers

‘-

I ~10
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

-
iy

Z_The following terms have been def1ned for purposes of clarity and 1n
order to achieve consistent understanding of the1r app11catlon

throughout the study.

N

. Accountability - Action taken to demonstrate that cond1t1ons perta1n1ng
to prescr1bed resp6n51b111t1es have been met by ‘a person or

organjzation.
]

“Co11aborat1on = Two or more 1nd1v1dua1s working together where the focus

is on coord1nat1on and’ oooperat1on (Ho]t 1987).

| Competencies - "A]]‘the ski]]s, attitudes, understandings and knowledges °

that may be‘necessery to perform a certainirole function" (Campbell,

,1969, p. 4).

ACommun1cat1on - "The transfer of thought or fee11ng From one person to
another through gesture posture fac1a1 expre551on, vo1ce, as we]] as.

by speech™ (House,_1966, p. 7).

- Evaluation - A process followed whereby judgments are made on events,

behaviors and results according to specified objectives.

Educat1ona1 Eva1uat1on - "A process of mak1ng Judgments about the merit,

value or worth of educat10na1 programs, projects, materta]s and

techn1ques" (Borg & Ga11 1983 p 733)
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- Eva]uat1on Program -- Those procedures, guidelines and bas1c assumptions

that define how. an eva1uat1on process will be conducted.

Inf]uenc "The ability of one person ‘to or1g1nate act1on for another

person" (House, 1966, p. 7) ) _
s A4

Mggitoring - To observe, record check and keep watth over in order to

.,provide\jnformation for 1ntermed1ate dec1s1on mak1ng

Perceptions }‘"An individual’s organization of sensory input" (Mulford,

-~

1971, p. 14).

. 'Responsive Eva1uation - An evaluative process.Which focuses Upon'the

"concerns and issues of the stakeho]ders w1th1n ‘an organization (Borg &

Gall, 11983).

School-Based Administrators - Persons occupy1ng the position of.

:principal.anﬁ,assistant.pr1nc1pa1.

~

§tgﬂeho]ders - "A group of persons who are-involved 1n, or affected by,:; ;

-the ent1ty be1ng eva]uated" (Borg & Ga11 1983, p. 750). -

§gmmatjve §va1uatiog&- A form’of7eva1uation used to record cumulative or

_.summary 1nf6rmation upon which final judoments can be made.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK - -

In order to understand the d1mens1ons of a d1str1ct school eva]uat1on

“,program, 1t 1s 1mportant to understand some of the approaches to

- .
- ) .



12

“beducationai eva1hation‘es_presented by‘Variousvwriters and researchers.
iTnough there was a dearth of'writings on eva]uafion until the late .
1960’5, since then a number of theories the been presented and
researched. For examp]e Stuff]ebeam (1966) brought forward his CIPP
Model, Scriven (1974) his goa] free evaluation mode\ Stake (1975)

'; structured a respons1ve theory to eva]uat1on, and Guba and L1nco]n

. (1981)mdeve10ped the natura11st1c evaluation theory (Madaus, Scriven,

Stuff]ebeam, 1983). In writing about this evo1ut1on of theor1es, and in

reporting upon their app]ication'.Stuff1ebeam and Webster categorized

,them,into three main categories The categor1es were: a)

politically-oriented eva]uat1ons, which promote a posit1ve or negative"

view of the obJect evaluated; 5) quest1ons or1ented eva]uat1ons, whose
answers assess the ObJECt s worth, and cJ va]ues or1ented eva]uat1ons,
designed to assess. and/or 1mprove the worth of the obJect or program

being eva]uated (Madaus, Scr1ven, Stuff]ebeam, 1983)

To assist in descr1b1ng and. analyzing the district schoo] eva]uation
‘program under study, information der1ved from two of these categor1esv

" ‘has part1cu1ar re1evance and app11cab111ty First, the - |
.questlons-or1ented approach;to evaluation provides meaningful.guidance:
'since'sfudies withfnvthis eategory hfgh11ght'eva1dation as both a means
to accountabi1i£y andbé;netnod by which management fs able to gain -

»'va]ueb1e-information.for ongoingdprogram inprovement, Second, the
Values-oriented-approach is a1soidsefu1“becaUSe studies here focus upon
c11ent needs and emphas1ze the necess1ty for client 1nvo]vement during - -

the ent1re eva]uat1ve process More specifically, Stuff]ebeam»s Mode]
\ . .

s
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is cited because‘ititss"based upon*the idea that'eva1uationyshou1d help )
evaluators mahe and'defend decisions.that“are in the best interest of
meeting student.needs“ (Madaus et al., 1983; p- 33). Stufflebeam also
:opports the concept "that the most important purpOSe\of eVa1uatton‘is
notfto prove but to improve" (Madaus et a] g 1983: p. 1f8;"‘That is,
'eva]uation can be a means to accountab111ty but also a means to
1mprovement. As well, the four cOmponents of the CIPP Model (1966) --
cgntext, input, process and product -- are directly applicable to a
basic design for a district schoo1 eva]uation program.. Stake’s
Responsive Eva]uat1on Model (1975) is of 1nterest because it 1s based on
'the assumpt1on ‘that evaluation must respond to the needs of the clients.
Stake also h1gh11ghts the 1mportant ro1e of . the commun1cat1on process
-and emphas1zes the need for cons1der1ng the value perspect1ve of the
c]tents before and dur1ng the eva1uat1on (Madaus et al., 1983). 7
Therefope for the purposes of. th1s’study, the researcher adapted a
v.conceptua1 framework that 1ncorporates concepts from both the .
questions ortented approach and the values- or1ented focus of eva]uat1on
'_Recogn1t1on is given to the CIPP Model (1966) by Stuff]ebeam and the
Responsive Evaluation Mode]-(1985).by Stake. Frgure 1 111ustrates_how
*'these twovevaluation models have heen»COmhinedaby‘the researcher'to

"produce a;conceptua1’framework applicable to this study.
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ORGANIZATION OF THE-THESIS

,hThis chapter has'introduced_the study,mdea1EfWith its purpose'and h
signiffcance, and identdfied the research'probTems ~In add1t1on, the

Ny assumpt1ons have been presented &th% 11m1tat1ons and de11m1tat1ons wh1ch
'affect the research noted, and the def1n1t1ons of pert1nent terms

11sted Fina11y, the conCeptua1 framework upon wh1ch the study was

based is presented In subsequent_chaptersw ‘information is organized as

follows.

: Chapter II summarizes the re]ated 11terature both in terms of theory
and research data ' Chapter 111 presents the research des1gn for the :
‘"study, a descr1pt1on of the 1nstrument used for data co11ect1on, the

_popu]at1on studied and the treatment of the data

Chapter IV reports the research f1nd1ngs and d1scusses the ana]yt1ca1

- process applied. Chapter V concludes the thes1s by prov1d1ng a summary

of theAstudy as'ye11 as the conclusions, implications and
recommendatio?s;’~Suggestions for further research in tffs area re - -

offered for consideration at the end of the chapter,

. -



CHAPTER I~ =
" REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE -
A o

b o ~ INTRODUCTION

Until the mid41966's pub]ic school.education functioned ufthin a
'reTatively seéb%é '?atﬁer'insuTéted climate. The”ascumptidn or beliefss

bwas that the purpose of public school education and 1ts usefu1ness were
1qﬂeed se]f evident: Changes and modifications to pub11c schoo]

’ educat1on w1th1n th1s protected env1ronment, occurred per1od1ca11y but
were se]dom rad1ca1 in intent. nor with notjceable consequences
Trad1t1ona1 schoo]s produced trad1t1ona1 graduates who went on to
“acqu1re emp]oymentVTn a var1ety.of trad1t1ona1 profess1ona1 and
pon-profeseione1'jops However, 1n the late s1xt1es, th1s p]ac1d status

_ quo in educal1on was d1sturbed w1th the pub11cat10n of various reports
»wh1ch questioned whether trad1t1ona1 educat1ona1 serv1ces made a
s1gn1fjcantvd1fference to students. In the view of wr1ters such -as -
Austin (1979), The Co1emen Report,.released in 1966, was a‘prime example

* of this questioning. nJames CoTeman, a reseercher and long intereeted in
such issues as equality offeducational opportunities, was commissioned
by the American Department of Justice to survey pub]ic education and to
focus upon the issue pf equify. In hjs-report Coleman listed a number of

’/ﬂcohclusions but one in particular gave rise to much discussion. Within
this cochusion Coleman made reference to the fact‘that "Variations_in
scho01~faci1ifies; curriculum and staff seemed to heve 1itt1e effect on

16 . - ‘ ~
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the actua] ach1evement level of students" (Aust1n, 1979 p 10). _‘faken
.out of\context th1s statement was subsequent1y used by many to

‘ 111ustrate that trad1t1ona1 education was not fu1f1111ng its mandate.
This surge of- quest1on1ng signalled the beg1nn1ng of the f1rst h1gh
prof11e move to make public education accountable for its ex1stence _No
Tonger was 1t to be cons1dered an unquest1oned public good. Th1s trend

-of accountab111ty has cont1nued to the- present w1th per1od1c ebbs and

dramatic moves forward.

In 1987 A]berta Educatton mandated that all school districts have in
p]ace po11c1es wh1ch~wou1d govern the evaluation of staff -programs and .
‘overa11 school services. In its Program Po]icy Manua] (A1berta
Education, 1987 y a Jo1nt partnersh1p in accountab111ty is h1gh11ghted
It reads, "A1berta Educat1on and school boards are responsible for
-ensuring that the h1ghest possnbﬁe qua11ty of educat1on is provwded.for
. students in‘tne Province" ‘(A]berta Educat1on, 1987 p. -IV 1) However,
w1th1n these same guidelines, A1berta Educat1on spec1f1es very clearly
that the enus for estab11sh1ng accountab]e procedures lies w1th the
-schoo1 dlstr1cts alone. This is seen as appropr1ate since school. boards
- have been delegated the primary responsibility for the eva1uat1on of ?ﬁi
"all programs delivered by the school board, all schools under thexr
Jurisdiction, and the operation of their school system" (A]berta '
Education, 1987, p. IV-5). In response, school boards have undertaken
to set in p1ace-po1icies dealing with the_mon1tor1ng and evaluation of

their schools and view the maintenance of such policies as important.
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The purpose of th1s study was to describe and ana]yze one $uch d1str1ct
school evaluation program o In orde? to proper]y acn1evedth1s end, the
appropriate research and_11terature bagkground_1§@prov1ded first.
Therefore,_inc]uded in this chapter is a §ummdry'of the 1ifenatUrg and-
research on_edUCatfona1 eva]uation~as it relates td acdountabi]ity,

_ improvement of educatidnaT practiceé,.the_change process,. organizational

. , \
context, school and district leadership and effective communication.

EVALUATION

Evaluation_as a Means to Accountabi]iﬁy ) '_ﬁ?f?’»

Accountab111ty has been defined as be1ng "concerned w1th respons1b111ty
and acknow1edg1ng that respons1b111ty in some pub11c form" (Lawton,
1983, p. 90). Accountab111ty implies action tgken, or to be taken,
through which otherS'are-ab1é to determine whether a person, or an
organization, hds‘carrieddout'prescribed'duties in a responsible. manner.
The concépt of accountabi]ity is not new but only in recent years has it
" become a driving force in public education. With dec]ining:gnfdilments;
increasing costs and a public that is openly questioning fheAquaiity of
educational services, school juriédictions are faced with having to
account for their actions in more public and overt ways than was
vexpecped in the past (Meek, 1979). .When‘embarking upon a study of
accduntaBi]ity, it mus; beﬂrgggnnered that although accountability and
evaluation are often dSed.ﬁynbnyﬁnusly{‘they are not identical. To be

accountable involves demonstrating success in some manner which is

2
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meaningful to one’s public. The process of evaluation is‘emp1oyed to
Judge whether such success has indeed been demonstrated. Lawton (1983,

p. 91), sums up the difference.between accountability and evaluation by
'tstating that "accountahi]tty always involves some-type of evaluation but -
eva]uation can resu]t in more than accountability". McLaugh11n and

| Pfiefer S (1986) work in teacher evaluation and accountab111ty seems to
support Lawton 34def1n1t1on They view accountab111ty as an educat1ona1
outcome and 11st accountab111ty, along W1th 1mprovement, as. the two
'1mportant resu]ts of an evaluation process. MclLaughlin and Pfiefer
(1986,-p. 115) suggest that "the two shou]d be - combined to ensure |

optimum use of results from the evaluation processf. Bolton (1980),

&

takes‘ttme‘to delineate the difference between accountabfT?ty'and
eVa]uationvae well. He def1nes accountab111ty as "the respon51b111ty
_for-taking action to see 1f certa1n conditions have been met" (}980 p.
9). Bo]ton goes on to point out that the increase in concern over
educat1ona1 accountab111ty occurred after‘the popularity of the
management by objectives’. movement in the 1950’s. However, ih his
view, the problem with management by obJect1ves is its preoccupat1on
with accountability, that is measur1ng on]y output or product, and that
it does little -in the wgy of monitoring the procedures used to attain
the output. It is Bo]ton s opinion that education must be concerned Y
with both process’ and product and that educators should ut111ze

eva]uation as a means by which to judge the effectiveness of procedures

utilized in atta1n1ng a goal as well as the degree to which the goal was

. met. In summary, evaluation is necessary for accountability but is also
' * .
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valuable for the information jt_provides the:organizationjon matters of

process. : g

Evaluation as Improvement

)

Evaluation 1s a process of "making Judgments regard1ng the set of
events, behav1ors and/or results of these act1on" (Bo]ton, 1980 p 8).
These act1ons, behaviors ‘and results must be Judged ‘according to
spec1f1ed organlzat1ona1 goals which have been pre-determined._ In other -
words, how close are the final-results to~thev1ntended:r;su1ts? It is
through this.judgmenta1 process and the suosequent decisions which are
made that eva]uat1on can be used to initiate 1mprovements Landau
(1973) supports th1s pos1t1on by stating that eva]uation must be seen as -
a control mechan1sm wh1ch allows a person or organization, to correct
errors and plan for appropr1ate changes. McLaugh]in and Pfiefer'(1986)
also emphas1ze that an effect1ve eva1uation process prov1des a focus For.
'improvement for teachers, administrators, the schoo] and the district as»
a whole. However, de51rab1e as evaluation may be,\wr1ters such as
Lawton (1983, p. 98) submit that "evaluation is a complex and difficult™
process requiring much expertise" and that educators too often do not |
have this expertise. "Pauls (1985), in. studying c11n1ca1 super%gf1on of
teachers, points out that the competency level of the supervisory staff
is a key factor in a successful eva]uat1on program. Too_often,
organ1zat1ons undertake to do their own eva]uations without the
necessary reiources or expertise with which to accomp1ish the task

properly. This Teads not only to much frustration, but also to a misuse

of acquired data. Since evaluation for improvement tends to centre upon



the questions of‘effectiveness end_efficiency, the gathering of )

‘ approprjatevdata during the evaluation must be properly done.
Traditionally: educat1ona1 eva]uatlon has focused upon such activities as
measuring pup11 progress, estimat1ng teacher competency, attempting to
Judge the genera] eff1c1ency of schoo1 management and co]]at1ng | |
1nformation about teaching resources and currﬁcular prOJects Lawton

(1983, p. 90) asserts that by us1ng thls-focus "what .we are rea11y~

Enffgp1ng is the success or failure of teach1ng 1earn1ng s1tuat1ons, and

in effect, this.is teacher eva]uat1on under the guise of school
evaluation”. Brookover (1980) cites the serious prob]ems encountered in
measuring goal attainment as we]] He elaborates that educat1ona1 goals

-

are often worded in such a manner that it becomes difficult to measure
whether in fact they have been attained.' Brookover also contende that
there are some goals in education which cannot be measured by |
.traditiona1 paper/penci] formats at all and thatbother goa]s,are Tong
Lterm in nature and defy standard eva]uat1ve procedures Therefore,
expected 1mprovements from a school eva1uat1on program may not be
\

forthcoming if the people being evaluated quest1on both the expertlse of

the eva]uat&rs, and the va11d1ty of the process’ employed.

Borg and Gall (1983), in writing about,eueluation, describe an

interesting dilemnavfaCed'by'eva1uators;,:The dilemma is that
‘evaluations do produce both beneficfaT andrharmfu1'outcomes. Though
Borg and Ge11 recognize.that tootoften evaluators do not take time to
»truly comprehend the jmoortance of this dilemma, they do feel that the

eva]uative'process, if. properly fo]]owed,_tan Tead to growth and
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'impr0vement; For example, Borg and Gall use the work of Q]ess (1975) to
i]]ustrate that people‘being evaluated do not~1jke,to be observéd and
yet it-haS'heeh shown thet as a result ef’just'this tyﬁe'of quaTity

' supervision, they do improve _ Berk (1981) conc]udes this discussion by 7\
;vstrong1y support1ng the concept of evaluation as a means to

'organ1zat1ona1 1mprovement He notes that evaluation can. serve, two .

.pUrposes. F1rst through the eva]uat1on process we are, ab]e to gauge

'whether or not project obJect1ves are being met, whieh answers the
~accountability fuﬁction of the eva]uetiqn,process. Second, evaluatfon

““gan also he a source of information upon which decisions are made to

improve existing practices, which is its grpwth and improvement

e .,' N

function.

o

Evaluation as a Process of»Chanqe

o RETE N o o
From his studies on edueetionaT change, Fullan (1982, p. 120) explains
that "change can be imposed upon us, er we.ean voluntarily participate
in it, or at times we ourselves might choose to initiate change";
Regard]ess-of its origin, change is not only disruptive, it is also very
_difficult to achieve. One of the main reasons for this is suggested by
‘McLaugh11n and Pfiefer (1983 p. 30) in the1r statement change.1s hot
-an easy feat to accomplish for change requ1res an unfreezxng of an.
1nst1tut1on s core va]ues, norms and-. expectat1ons ' Further the more
complex the structure of the institution is, the more d1ff1cu1t it is to ~
attain th1s *unfreezing’, ‘or read1ness for change. A]san1an (1981)

refers to schoo1 d1str1cts as comp]ex bureaucrat1c systems and
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1dentif1es a number of change 1nh1b1§org because d ;5§ kiﬁéxampie{ Jf'
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Alsan1an cites system, 1nent1a as ope:; 1mped1ment to 5f1'5"'
I Vl d :

the beha11ors of. the organ1zat1on s members

1on of e

‘additiona1 d1fficu1ty has to do w1thethe fact that change can be h; ] _

" ~‘~r . o ‘_d. ] e
if those who oppose it aleso "have cont,?og o%er 1ncent1ves which "‘_pgbe@ N
. ' ¢ 3» " ‘.

r‘y\;

- (Alsanian, 1981, p. 75). ' _a-:., ,
But according to some wr1ters 1n.thls area: thae strong sense of -‘E;‘
organizationa] conform1ty does not automatically block change ‘For; .
examp1e, Russell et-al. (1966, p. 11) in their study note that "a " : ‘“‘v'
c]imate conducive to the acceptance of change can be created’by;the |
~adroit manipulation of peop]e and resources through the carefully |
p1anned actions of leaders". As a resu]t of this study, Russell et al.
brought forward their own change mode] which 1ncorporated the critical
component of organ1zat1ona1 c11mate Creat1ng an open and pos1t1ve
climate w1th1n the organ1zat1on in order to enhance the stakeholder’s -
‘acceptance or ’buy-1n to new<programs, was addressed'con51stent1y
throughout the Model for Change (Russell et al, ibGG) Sackney (1986)
was interested in the 1nf1uence of organizational context as well. The
question, of how across the board improvements cou]d be implemented
while still exhtb1t1ng a high degree of sensitivity to the d1fference$
among the variouS'components of the organization, is addressedlby_

Sackney based upon thiS same ’buy-in’ concept. In Sackney’s'view; Tong
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1a5tfng.chahges aré:achieVed by first working Qith the people at the
'bottom of the organizational hierarchy and then, by s]ow]y mov1ng |
upward. Co]]aborat1on group pf%nn1ng and shared dec1s1on mak1ng ére
listed as essent1a1s for estab11sh1ng a c11mate for the ‘buy-in’ Many
'b-of these ideas are echoed by Fullan and Park (1981) who fee] strong]y o
that the stakeho1ders are the key, for 1t is whaE@they do, or decide mnot
to do, that will spell the success of a new program.
But where Sackney ]ists'evaluation.as one of the essential componentsvinl
" “change, writers such’as :91Tan refer'more consistently tofthe needhfor
estab1ishing a»monitoring process. Mohitorihg, ae defined by Bo]t;h
-A(1988),”invo1ves ohgoing observations and daiaac011ection.. Monitoring
a11ows for the correction-of problems on a day- to-day basis. The »
mqn1tor1ng process may assist in arriving at f1na1 dec1s16ns re]ated to
overa]] goal atta1nment ‘but its pr1me purpose is to he}p with .
intermediate decision-making regarding program ob3ect1v§§ rather that
final goa1s Th1s prem1se,<that mon1tor1ng rather than evaluation will
'1ead to 1mprovements in educational serV1ces, is supported by Ryan and -

Fraser (1984) They put forth the ar%ument that too often eva]uatlons

~in education are summative in nature, and summative eva]uat1ons tend to

‘>~be V1ewed by those being evaluated: as an unre11ab1e one shot’ approach

wh1ch produces huge upheavals in the organ1zation and leads ‘to the

perception that the organization is more interested 12_ 'quick fixes’

: LA
s N i
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rather than true improvements. Hewever, Stufflebeam (1966) joins
Sackney in emphasizing the need for. evaluation as oppose& to monitoring.

He explains that effective eva]uat{on allows for important goal

un
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deci§ions to be maoe at each stage of the change process Wh%;egs the
'monttoring process is-only capable of providing information perta1n1ng
;to obJect1ves He further explains that the need for evaluation is
especially critical between these major stages because it allows for
necessaryladjostments«apdichanges to be made to a p1an;vwh1ch in turn

wiT]’better'ensure its successful completion.
‘o

To conclude, evaluation is an important component within the change
process for it has the potential to provide.the type of information
necessary'for the organization to make considered decisions beFore,

during and after a change.v | ﬁ?g

“

Evaluation and the Orqanizational Context

%

Given that schools have been described as highly structured and
different1ated organ1zat1ons with set rules and attitudes, the
1mp1ementat1on of a new policy 1n\such a setting can prove to be _
difficu]t and frdstrating (Huberman, 1979). It is more 56 if the po]icy"
’perta1ns to eva]uat1on, wh1ch in itself 1mp11es action and subsequent
change. Therefore, it becomes 1mportant for those entrusted with
estab11sh1ng a program as encompassing as a district eva]uat1on program
, to understand and work W1th1n the contextua1 setting of the1r
organ1zat1on. In dea11ng w1th organ1zat1ona1 context Rosenb]um ‘and -
Louis (1981) present two maJor approaches which explain how new’ 1deas
are adopted or reJected ‘by members within an organization. One approach
espouses the concept ‘that all act1V1t1e§&w1th1n an organ1zat1on are a

~

result of act1ve,_rat1ona] choices being made by the members.™®The
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success of an implemented change under these circumstances depends upon
"the degree to which needs are appropr1ate1y assessed plans generated
consensus deve]oped among those who make the changes, and resources
accumu1ated-to support the p]an of action” (Rosenb]um & Lou1s, 1981; »p.
22). This rat1on§J v1ew ‘emphasizes the fact that change is a lagically
organized processvbut'pays 11tt1e attention to the context w1th1n which -
" the process takes p1ace. Therefore Rosenblum and Lou1$ offer a second;/ﬁd
approach to chaqﬂe ca]]ed the natura] systems approach’ ,Tﬁe;,;
“natural-systems view makes the assumpt1on that many nonrational e]ements
operate when we-trygto enact a change and thus'the outcome of'the_change-
| process can never be totally predicted. Rather, change is a "negotiated
process invkoing-mutua1-adoptions of the innbvative objectives"
(Rosenb]umt& Louis, 1981, p. 23). - Le- riving for this mutual adoption,
understand1ng the organ1zat1on s norms and climate and its formal and

- 1nforma1 structures, becomes v1ta11y 1mportant

To this end, there is much wr1tten on the ‘culture and social systems
| operating within the school set] 1ng Sarason (1971) writes about change l~
and the influence of the school culture and states that change must be
_approprtate to the context in which it is to apply and must mirror the
complexities of that particular social setting. As well, Sarason (1971,
p. 48) points to the intent of change as that of "reorganiztng the
re1ationshipswamong those who are affected by it".lsFu11an and,Rark
(1981) support this focus on the human element Within the organization
when they state that change agents too often overlook, or are not

concerned with the behaviors, beliefs and skills displayed by the

Pl
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:organiiation’s membership. fu]]an and Park (1981) also feel that these
agents seldom reflect upon the fact that any program changes they set in
p]ace br1ng about inevitable. changes in actual ro1e funct1ons and in
perceived role expectations: The thrust of such arguments is that since

“it 1s what people do and think that determ1nes the outcome of a p]anned
change, change agents mdst work more con51stent1y in trying to affect
people and peop]e behdvior. Gross, G1acqu1nta q&d Bernste1n (1971 p.

. 16) maintaln that "the extent to wh1ch organ1zat1ona1 members have

changed the1r.behav1or_so that it is congrueht’w1th the behavior

- patterns required by the innovation, i]]hStrates the level of success of

'the'Change" William (1966) concludes thfs discussion on the importance
of understand1ng the organ1zat1ona] context by stat1ng that it must be
:?fremembered that thetculture of an organ1zat1on works both for, and

,:'against, change. The desire for change, and comm1tment to the status
~ Quo, operate at the siTe time and therefore it becomes eV1dent that -
'1ntroduc1ng a new program involves a carefully and cons1dered assau]t’.
on the ent1re organ1zat1ona1 contextgﬁ This *assault’ is med1ated by

‘both ratmqg%] and nonrational factors and can only be accomp]iéhed

A’succészu]lyg§f it is wise]y'managed and allowed to déve]op over an

extended pericd of time.

Evaluation and Leadership .

. . O a .
The essence of leadership, and what ac%éunts'for effective leadership,

has been a focus of study by a host of writers and researchers. Often.
the success or faithire of an organization is attributed to the

leadership which has been provided. = Leaders are seen as having the

-

@v
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ab111ty to red1rect the organizational goals, and obgect1ves through
the1r selected actions (Campbell et al., 1983). Some wr1ters define the
main aspect of effective'1eadership as that of influence. Gunn,
Holdaway and Johnson (1988, p. 1) refer to this as Ttheiinterﬁéfsopa1
influence of one person over‘bthers,_exerciseﬂ in order to attain a
’Specifjed'goa1 of goals"”. Lnf]uenée can also be seen as a form of
: power,l§nd‘power is the most commoh]& recognized at;hibute of “
1eadér$hip. However, power is seen as a re1atjonship or interaction

among people and thus becomes a‘reciprbcaf process (Burbles, 1986).

Burbles (1986, p. 97) exp1a1ns that "power re]at1ons are two -way
relationships even if the power of oneéhptor or party 1;yplglwal

compared to another". Power is an 1nte9ay between pedple and fgto

do with negotiated levels of autonomy and dependence. . For exaip

leaders might choose to exercise their power in the form of doMinénce or .
coercion but'the reciproca] reaction of‘the followers might to .
.counter this power with res1stance or at the very 1east, acqi?EECence
As is stressed by Burb]es (1986 p 104), power is not s1mp1y a ma%tey
of getting people to do th1ngs or not to do th1ngs, ‘but ratpzr it is "an

intricate re]at19nsh1p of human attitudes and activities’ set against a

background of conflicting interests".

A third dimension of leadership is that of managementu To manage 1s to
direct and control both human and mater1a1 ‘resources toward
accomplishing a set purpose or goal. . Thoqgh-the terms leadership and
administration are seen ésvinterchangeabIe, management is viewed as a

separate concept. Foster (1986) hotes that the distinction is basically
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’-one of scope. Leaderihip is seeh as a broader eoncept and one that
_intorpofatee maﬁagement. Hersey and B]anchard‘(1977) believe that
1eeder§hie dhvo]ves.the attempt to impact the behavior of an individual
Qt Qroup regard]eée of the reason, yhi]e management is a special kind of
leadership where the EeaSon for action is to meet organizationa] goals.

" Where it m1ght be- sa1d that” good managers are not necessarily 1eaders,
it is accepted that 1eaders must be seen to have the skills of good

‘ managers Manager1a1 sk111s have been out11ned as be1ng those of
p]ann1ng, organ1z1ng, mot1vat1ng,.manag1n;\conf11ct and contr011bng
((Campbe11 et al., 1983) of these,éyé:of the 1mportant management ..
sk111s needed by Teaders is that of control for'it is within the T
exercis1ng of contrel that an’ effect1ve 1eader(sets in place a procese
'high]1ght1ng cruc1a1 ‘decision points. . In order to make such deciSions,-
-the eva1uat1on process must be ut111zed for it is through eva]uat1on
"that accomp]ishmeptgfare‘compared to or191na] goals andlthereby,_a;"
adjustments made when outcomes have deviated from expectattons"L(Her;eyA'
& Blanchard, 1951, p. 5). It can be'said then, that the utilization.of- -

an effective evalua¥ion process is a form of management control.

In.summary, effective leadership encompasses-the concepts of'tnflﬂence?
‘power and orgahizationa] management. Utilizing the evaluative ‘process
‘enables leaders to be more effective in their overall organizational

" management and control.

24
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LEADERSHIP | .

The Suggrintendent as District lLeader

Superintendents are designated as chief executive officers for their
Schbd] districts.‘ They are either 1oca11y se1ected, as has been most
common in Alberta since the amended‘Schoo1 Act of 1968, or they many be
appointed by the Provincial author1t1es upon request or under spec1a1
:';1rcumstances The super1ntendents are d1rect1y respons1b1e to thelr
school board for all school d1str1ct business. As well as be1ng
contrﬁT]ers, guiders and mon1tors of the accepted commun1ty will,
(super1ntendents are also expected to ensure that the implementation of
!n;§p1deas occyrs: in- ;rder.for the d1str1ctvto remain vital and
.Erogres;ivé. Maertz (1968) emphasizes'the:importance of the
superiﬁtendént’s role -and stéQp; that the supefintendent holds the most
crucial and yet most djfﬁiéu1t public position 3ﬁ‘édQcation. Ca@pbe1]
(1969), in his study, highlights a statement madeiabout'the role of.fhe
.super1ntendent by the. Amer1can Assoc1at1on of School Adm1n1strators It
. reads,'flf a school superintendent lacks vision and fa1{s short in his
comm1tment~tﬁ thé schoo]s, a géﬁeratlon of youth misses its oppbrtun1ty
to deve]op its full potential and every facet of community life suffers"
(Campbel1, 1969, p. 26). Studies on the superintendency. 1nd1cate that
this péfsoh‘mﬁst poésé§§"a:var1ety of competencies in order to fu1fi11

“the role of djstrftt leader. One such study.cohductéd by Campbell

©(1969), found that the following competencieé'Were selected cbnsistent]y
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by both superintendents and board trustees as being the most important
ones fer a'superintendent to possess. They are:
a) skill in.getting peob1e to work harmonlous1y as a
functioning and purposéful group; b) skill in Teading group
discussions without dominating; c) belief in the usefulness
of groups in the s§1v1ng of common problems; and d) skill in
, arousing interest 4nd stimulating staff to purposeful
. activity in improving instruction. (Campbell, 1969, p. 42)
A study on school superihtendents by Murphy and Ha]]enger (1986) is
also of interest for 1t exam1nes if the superintendent is an
instructional 1eader and 1f th1s Pperson does indeed influence the
1eve],of student ach1evement within a district. Spec1f1c
instructional management practices of superintendents were focused
‘-fueon. The results of this study suggest that "superintendents in
" instructional effective school districts are more active instruq&iena]
managers'than pravious descriptions of superintendents would have Ted
us fo expect, and in particu1ar; coordinatien aancontro1 of the
technical core aépears.more’systematic in these districts" (Murphy &
Hallenger, 1986, p.21%<:' The direct and indirect 1eadership skills
used by superintendents\to achieve thig coordinatfen'and control were
- found to be, "their influence in establishing prpeedures for staff
selection, their personal responsibility taken fbr the supervision and °
" evaluation of principals,~and their efforts in estab]ishing’reEu]ar

district instructional and curricular monitoring” (Mdrphy“&wHallenger,

1986, p. 220).

However, other researchers are not as unequivocal about the
superintendent’s d1rect 1nf1uence or. 1mpact as a district 1eader

These researchers do not question the ro]e_s potent1a1, but rather,
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’ .
they express the view that there is little evidence to show this

potential is met. For~e;amp1e, Ryan (1984)<in his research found that
super1ntendents are cons1stent1y d1stracted from their prime
'respons1b111t1es as district 1eaders because too frequent]y they.
become involved in ’mess management’. Ryan (1984, p. 6) defines this
as "the syndrome of ineffectiveness which is character1zed by the
so1v1ng of one prob]em and then running on to the next one" As well,
.the type of person who f111s the role of superlntendent has much to do
with the way a d1strjot operates since the superintendent’s
persoha]ity can create problems. McLaugh]jn and Pfiefer (1986), wHen
doing extensive studies into teacher evaluation, drew upon the
research by Argyris (1982) which shows that when an organizational
1eader is distant and c]osed the result is 1ncreased

~ bureaucratization and re]iaj%%bon ru]es throughout the entire
organization‘ Such an organizational climate is not conducive to the
type of cooperat1on, co]]aborat1on and joint dec1swon -making needed to
successfu11y 1ntroduce and 1mp]ement changes More spec1f1ca]1y,
McLaughT1n and Pfiefer (1986) exp1a1n that when a d1str1ct . dealing
with: afi evaluation program,- it is 1mportant that the superintendent
act1ve1y promote openness and trust by examp]e Go]dhammer {1971), 1n
his research on educat1ona1 leaders,  writes that th@”prob1em may be
that super1ntendents do not have the necessary khow]edge and
techn1ques needed to deal with today s emerglng changes and
comp1ex;t1es surround1ng human re]at1onsh1p§j1n the work place. This
is echoed by Campbell (1969, p. 27)'mhen he states that fthe demands

of the present and future tb be placed upon;the soperintendent will

-
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ultimately require the person to possess very sophisticated

understandings in a wide range of areas".

It is evident from the available research and literature that the role
of the superintendent is a very important one for it has within it the_
potentia1 to impact upon"the functioning of a school district in‘a |
significant manner. The suctess%%ﬁ‘district initiatimes, such as a
district school evaluation program, are heavily dependent upon the
1mportance p]aced,apOn them by the super1ntendent and the amount t1me

. and resources he_or she g1rects toward them.

The Principal as leader

-~

The role of the school principal has been of continual 1nterest to
wr1terslanderesearchers for the last severa]-decades.~ The role of
schoo]}baseh‘administratons and the type‘of skills they must possess
in order to fulfill this role, have been egtensive1y researched.
Goldhammer (1971), in his Stud} of the elementary school principal,
cdnt]uded that so many demands andJexpectations surround the
principalship that it becomes difficult to delineate the actual role
functions. For examp]e, are principals to be cons1dered managers or -
<educators, are they to serve as change agents or organ1zat1ona1
ma1nta1ners, are they expected to identify new organ1zat1ona1 needs; -
or are they to keep on the accepted community track? In explaining
the d1ff1cu1t1es within the pr1nc1palsh1p, Go]dhamme{ points out that

there are three levels to an organ1zatjon<such as a Sehool‘district.

These levels are: "the institutional, which deals with relationships
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of the organization to society; the managerial, which directs,
coordinates planning and evaluation; and the technical, which has to
do with production and the basic work or services offered by the
organizatiohﬁq(Go]dhammer, 1971, p.r25-6). Superintendents operate
.most‘consistent1y at the manageria1 and institutiona] 1eve15 since
wthey ar;~responsib1e FOr_the’re1ationship of the organization to
oociety, attending to appropriate legislative openations and for
overall direction, control and planning for the d1str&§t The - ‘

-

5“?} S r&%ﬁ over]aps at the managerial level and extends very

definitely to the techn1ca1 level. The overlap at the management
level is seen as important for ‘through it the principal ¢an. |
successfu]]y 11nk the schoo]'to the d1str1ct However, it is at the
technical 1eve1 of organ1zat10n that the principal’s role becomes

espec1a11y 1mportant for 1t 1s here that the actual goals of the

| “.organization are ach1eved‘ Go]dhammer (1971, p. 26) be]ieves that

"the true s1gn1f1cance of the role: of principal is in the fact that
this person is the prime 1nd1v1dua1 who manages the process through
which goa1s are affected, policies are implemented and satisfaction or

dissatisfaction with school programs is secured".

Leithwood (1986);‘ih a'study on the role of secondary.principa]s,
writes about the significance of the pr1nc1pa1 s role in very

pract1ca1 terms, .that is, the recogn1zab1e impact upon students and o
staff. Leithwood” foyhd.that pr1nc1pals did impact upon teacher and

student behaviors in a significant manner. Effective principals

achieved this by being problem so]vers,:program managers, being adept
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at interpersonal relations, aﬁd by‘showﬁng concern fer maihfaining a.
positive climate in the school (Leithwood,1986). This cencepf of the
principal as prime influencer is important. Achilles and High (1986)
did ‘a study on the amount anq type of influence principals were | ‘
perceived to exercise, and the results show‘thgt principals tend to
influence others by adopting a combination of~1eadershie¢pehaviors.
These behaviors are identified as referent, expeft, enabler, coercer,
1egﬁtimate‘authority, norm setterAandvinvdlver It was further found
'that pr1nc1pa1s “of high achieving schoo]s “prov1ded more extensive
leadership because they exhibited six of the ‘seven behav1ors to a
’significant1y higher degree than did principa]sfpf the other schools"

(Achilles & High, 1986, p. 117).

In sp1te of such research the true impact of the pr1nc1pa1 s
1eadersh1p is st111 questioned by some. Gunn et al. (1988, p. 1) make
reference in the1r study to a .quote by Allison (1983) who stated:
'...principals ere,e{n'effect; mqre'of a tool of their hierarchy and
political masters than agtbnomous heads of educa;ienai institutions:
pawns rather that princest' Rosenb1um'and Louis (1981) examined the
principal’s role in innovation and change and found thet principals
had only a Timited %mpact on the imp1ementation of district-wide
changes. Two possible reasons for this are given as role amb1gu1t1es
and the d1vergent expectations p]aced upon the principal by teachers,
parents and district office. This is consistent with the view of
Louks-Horsley ahd Hergert (1985) th say that though £§é principal may

be an important educational figure and impact upon the results of the



36

organ1zat1on the principal is not the ’key’ to school improvements.
They agree that "the pr1nc1pa1 alone 1s seldom able to ensure the
success of a schoo] improvement effort, for too often princ1pa1s can
be worked around“ (Louks -Horsley & Hergert 1985, p. XI). It should
be noted however, that though the realities of the princiba1ship are
qiscuésed, there is little doub§ expréssed that the potential within
this role, for both school and distr#bt leadership, does exist.
Goldhammer (1971, p. 173) emphaSizesLthat "it is essential for
school-based administfahors to take part in'dislrict-wide leadership,
but in order for th1s to occur 1t must be decided whether the _ .
principal is to be an expert in bringing about educational 1mprovement
or an expert in plan management and admini;thative detail". As well,
- Huberman (1973, b. 44) points to the pdtentia] wifhih the principal’s
role for fmpacting upon'educational change and improvement by saying
"The pr1nc1pa1 s influence on the adoption of changes 1ncreases with
the frequency with which he is seen engaged in offering construct1ve
suggestions to teachers, bringing educationa] 1jterature to their
attention, talking to'thgm about theih;pgrsbqa1 and professional
activities, or,.shOWihg that he knows whét was going on in a ‘
classroom”. vIt would seem then, that in spite of various féttdrs
which mediate to limit the stréngth'of the principalship, the
principaf is still in a key position to guide the process of change

' énd the imp]eméntation of the overall strategies that ultimaggjynyi]]
“influence the success orfféilurerof an educational program L

(Goldhammer, 1971).



. 37

To summarize, the superintendent of schools and the school principal

R

have the potential to pos1t1ve1y impact upon the manner and degree of
success a school district ach1eves The 1eadersh1p prov1ded by thqse
who fill these two positions is especially crucial to the ~
implementation and subsequent success of any proposed'chasgés v
undertaken in the district. WOrkingAét their various 1eve1s of
leadership, both the superintendent'and principal must combine their
efforts to attain system goals. Rosenblum and Luuis (1981) note that
real change in schools requires school-based 1eadership from the
principé], plus district leadership from its chiéF:executive

administrator, the superintendent.

EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION »

Effective Proqramsgg;ﬁﬁga1uation,

One very domjnanp thgme in théi]fterature pertaining to effective
edUcationa]féVa]uatipn hasrto do with methodology. Importénce is
placed upen the need for a rigorous planning process which must
precede the implementation of any program of eva]uat1on In support
researchers such as Ber\ (1981) observe that the cr1t1C1sm most )
cons1stent1y vo1ced aga1nst eva]uat1on programs has to do with the1r
faulty des1gn and/or improper ut11lzat1on of Toca]]y developed .
eua]uation models. Berk (1981, p. 1) comments that too often

évaluation is "viewed as a necessary evil, conducted to please someane

else, with Tittle apparent relevance to local programmatic concerns".

-

©
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- Bolton (1980, p. 7) expresses the same concern by stating that "the
trend to eva]uation has permgated our 1ife to such an extent that
everyone, in spite of expertise, or the lack of, is QQ&#;: evaluator".

But of even greater concern is the fact that those most affected by

the evaluation program often do not see how the process will servg a
usefu] purpose. What d1fference will it make at the schoo] and :1ass
levels? Bolton (1980, p. 7) warns, fun]ess it is perceived by the"
members of the_organizatioh that the evaluation program will
contribute directly-to accomplishing the goa1s of the organization, it

will be seen as a useless, time consuming ritﬁé]".

This concept of honesty or reality of design, is seen as vitally.
important. For examp]e, Borg and Gall (1983) write about responsive
eva]uat1on which is a process of evaluation that ensures the concerns
and issues of the stakeholders have been recognized and taken into
account as the evaluation is planned and implemented. They stress.
ehat evaTeatiOn must be seen to be of eirecg benefit to those most
affected by it if commitmeﬁf to the process is to be achieved. The
process muet serve a perceived need, mdst be well planned and.musthbe
guided and implemented by individuals with necognized expertise.
Stake’s Responsive Eva1uation Mode] (1975) is based upon this premise.
It stresses that an effectlve eva]uatlon process must focus on the
concerns and issues of the stakeho]ders (Madaus, Scriven &
Stuff1ebeam 1983). A barrier to this is cited by Sarason (1971 p

221) . when reference is made to "the tendency for proposa]s to emanate

from on high without tak1ng inté account the feelings and opinions of'4
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those who must implement the changes ie. the teachers". When this
occurs much is lost for it is witﬁin the ’bﬁy-in’ to a prdcess that
many long term benefits of a change are réa]ized. How does this

- 'buy-in’ occur? Fullan and Park (1981)Jcite Phe inc]usionrof the

" stakeholder groups'ét thé planning stage of the program as 6ne‘vita1
way by which this is aécémp]ished. This type of involvement a1]ows

~for members- of an organization to learn %Poﬁt the change, have 1nput ,
into its initiation and become meaﬁingfu11y_invo1ved in its
'imp1eméntation and evaluation. As Fullan and'Park (1981, p. 26)

|  revea], “the ultimate goal of implementation is hot to imp]ement X or
y but to develob"%h; capacity far systems, schools and individuals to
process all innovatfoné and revisions". "The}cbhcegt 6} building a.
strong foundation through cb]]aboration is brought forward by
Rosenblum and Louis (1981) as well. They write, "If the goal is to
attain a system-wide innovation progrﬁ%,_ft will first be nécéssary to
bui]d a tradition of cooperative activity-within schools and withip_

" the district as a whdle" (Rosenblum & Lou1s, . 102) In order to

hiiaccomp11sh th1s, leadership and effect1ve commun1cat1ons become

.‘critical factors

"
:

Leadership and the Communication Process

As has been pfeviods]y discussed, effective leadership is negéssafy at

- both the school and district levels if a program stch as a diSfrict

%

: schoo1 evaluation program is to be successfu11y implemented.

Super1ntendents are an 1mportant element in this process for theyucan Qif‘

9

use their pervasive influence to gu1de dec1s1ons, their sk1115-1nv-5' )
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negotiation to maintain group commitment and their ability to organlze
in order to ensure overall p]ann1ng and coordination (Rosenblum &
Louis, 1981). But reseerchers point out that though strong and
concentrated leadership is‘necessary et the‘superintendent’s level, it
is also essential to have a 1eve1 of leadership operat1ng which is
seen to be closer to the members of the organ1zat1on " In the
educational sett1ng th1s refers to the schoo1 principal. For,example,
the principal through both exp11c1t and 1mp11c1t actxgg has the power
to re]ate to the staff the 1mportance of the new program. However,
the key to successfu] 1eadersh1p on the part of both the
super1ntendent and the prlnc1pa1, relies heav11y on their ab111ty to
commun1cate effect1ve1y with people. This assumes that district
leaders:will ensure that they acqu1re and pract1ce the skills of
effective commun1cators and that they w111 see that channe]s of
commun1cat1on are established within, and between, all Tevels of the
organ1zat1on. It is on]y through such open communication links that
vimpor?éht messages such ;s the district’s goals dre shared, new ideas

- diffused, decisions made ‘and :input into these decisions assured. When

' Russell et al. (1973, p. 106) make the statement that "the role of
evaluation is to st1mu1ate thought and d1scu351on and become a basis
for mak1ng decisions", the under1y1ng assumption is once again,_that
effective communication 1inks have been established in order to make

- discussion and oecision-makiné between individuals and groups
possible. Fullan (1982) stresses the ‘importance of communication by

- writing that no innovation or change can be accepfed let a]oney

assimilated, un]ess its meaning is. shared and understood Similarly,
v R =

J ' L



E N

41
e 7~
Mansfield (1967, p. 26) concludes that "there is a definite
re]ationship between the effectiveness of a decision and the extent. to
which it is communicated to those who will be expected to taub gct1on

upon rece1v1ng it".

It must be understood however, that effective commun1cat1on does;not
refer on]y to the effect1ve use of spoken and written 1anguage ;
Rather, it refers to a wide array of skills required in understanding
how to work,‘re1ate and interact with peop1e. The cqncept of ' st
and belief in people, and the ability to communicate tnis trust and
belief, is central to good Teadekshib at‘the school and district
levels. It aTso¢must encompass the ability to understand how another-
person might feel about a certain situation and to recognize and give
credence to,these feelings. This js-especia]1y important when dealing
with sucn a potentia1ty’stress-1aden process as an evaluation program.

Bolton (1980, p‘ 19) explains, "S1nce there is this impact on the

1nterre1at1onsh1p between eva]uator and evaluatee, one should

~recognize it as a part of the reality being dealt with and not try to

ignore it". It mignt'bessaid that to ignore those fgelings which

"surround eva]uat1on, such as stress, 1nsecur1ty and the need for

trust, w111 lead to a host of people-based problems.  This issue is
clearly dealt with by Louks-Hors]ey and Hergert (1985) in their
Concerns-Based—Adoption Model (1979). At each stage of the mode] the

evaluator is directed to recogn1ze speC1f1c fee11ngs that the

- evaluatee will exhibit. These feelings range from se]f centered

: concern ‘in stage one, "What is it and how will it affect me?", to task
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concern at. stage two, "How do I do it?" and f1na1]y, 1mpact concern at
stage three, "Are the children learning and’ how m1ght I do this

better?". A leader who is people.oriented must be percept1ve enough

to recognize these feelings during the evaluation and must have the

skills ngeded to help teachers deal with such concerns. Wiens (1967,

p. 43) points out that "principals with innovative staffs were more in

tune with their teachers’ feelings and values about education and

 better informed about their informal relationship than other

principals". Therefore, if a leader wishes to create an atmosphere GF
trust ind respect, it behooves him or her to become well acquainted’

With staff members and to take into account staff needs, problems,

~fotivations and fears. Effective leaders realize that not only

information but attitudes are transmitted between 1nd1v1dua1s and

groups as communication occurs (Morgan, 1977) This means that both

the super1ntendent ‘and the principal must cu1t1vate the ski]]s of

human relations and effective communication in order to be the type of

erceptive, caring leaders today’s educational organizations are in
) g

nekd “of.

b

SUMMARY i
| R
In this chapter literature has been selected in order to high]ight
certain concepts and educational issues related to the>moni}oring and
evaluation of effective school services. ' Intluded has been
information on the r le of evaluation for thg purpose of

accountability and as a mezns to ensure organizational improvement.
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Toibetter ungehstand.the impact‘of an eva1dationrprogram reference
' has been made to the concept of change and the 1mportance of

Zunderstanq1ng the¢organ1zat10na1 context in wh1ch the eva]uat1on

occurs. As we]%, effect1ve 1eadersh1p and the 1mportance of the. ﬁ'

-

’ communlcatlon process have been dea]t with at some 1ength

.

Y »
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RESEARCH DESIGN

". The purpose of th1s chapter.is to prov1de 1nformat1on on the research

techn1ques app11ed in the study Included is a descr1pt1on of the data

coTTect1on 1nstrument deta11§ of the popu]atlon and the sampTes

; seTected for study, the p1Tot study and the methods empToyed in the
collection. of data. A summary of the anaTyt1ca1 techniques used 1n the

_ »data.anaTysis”compTetes'the description of the overall research destign.
INSTRUMENTATION

The 1nstrument used to gather data was a quest1onna1re sent to teachers,
"ass1stant pr1nc1paTs, pr1nc1paTs and d1str1ct office adm1nwstrators

" The quest1onna1re was constructed by the researchgr to~ehsure that the
'.data gatheréd would be spec1f10911y pert1nent to the research problems

hf’set out for 1nvest1gat1on The quest1onna1re was comprxsed of 2 short

'ndemog{aph1c sectxon in Part One, 63 cTosed response statements in Part)

Two, and- three open- response quest1ons 1n Part Three The: 63

',;_ cTosed response statements were further organlzed unde{ 6 categorles

)

The number of 1tems W1th1n each category var1ed from 8 to 18 1tems
Respondents were asked to 1nd1cated their level of agreement w1th each
istatement by us1ng a 5- p01nt L1kert type scaTe Part Three contained 3
_1open response quest1ons wh1ch served to g1ve respondents the opportunity

. > . «i)?;"
. ; . » . o, .

1 : oL . I
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to further explain their vteupoints and to allow for spég;idc

suggestions and viewpoints to be shared. A copy of the instrument can

“be found in Appendix B.

~

}f rocedure’ | |
pres | ; |
‘ Permission to pilot ‘the 1nstrument and to distribute the final
quest1onna1re was requested of the Superintendent of Schoo]s for the
district. A forma1 letter was d1rected to Super1ntendent spec1fy1ng the'
purpose of the study and the procedures to be followed for: data |
co]1ect1on Perm1551on was granted and the Superintendent notified- all
the schoo]-based administrators of the pending pilot testing and
eventua] survey A copy of the researcher & request 1etter was attached
to the super1ntendent s ‘memo. Both documents;have been included in

: Append1x A.
- ¢

Pilot StudY of the‘Instrument

A two-phased pilot study was conducted on the irstrument before the

actua] data>c01]ect1on commenced. In each phase those asked to cr1t1que

e -

the quest1onna1regwere selected on- the basis of their being

representat1ve of future part1c1paﬁts in the actual study. For example,

»

a se1ected number of teachers, schoo] based administrators and

d1str1ct office adm1nlstratdrs;were asked to critique the instrument.
Co]]eagues and staff membeﬂs in the Department of Education
Adm1n1strat1on at the ﬁn1ver51ty of A]berta were also asked tc evaluate
the 1nstrument in. grder to further ensure that potential d1ff1cu1t1es

¥ .
wou]d be 1dent1faedt%nd.rect1f1ed

uhi

et
Y

“lgar
e \‘.\-
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. f'.' .
The aim. of the f1rst phase of the pilot study was to test the basic
structure or format se]ected for the 1nstrument For examp]e,

‘categor1es to be covered, use of open- response statements and the
4 & d .
ut111ty of the selected rat1ng -scale, were fosused upon The second e

phase of the p1$bt 1nvo1ved a fully deve]oped 1nstrument and called for'

.a very deta11ed eva1uat1on to be completed by the F1fteen part1c1pants . iy

At this: stage of 1nstrument ref1nement, Jt was’ 1mperat1ve that the

researcher recemve feedback as to c1ar1ty of statements, the -

succinctness gt 1anguage and mhé suitable ordering of each'of the items.
- ' . A 5 ” S e
Perceived redundancy of statement intent and~the best categoriZation of .

Tw

items were spec1f1c concerns addressed at th1s stage of the pilot. Thé

»

aim was to ensure, as much as poss1b1e, that each statement and question

would convex:the same)1ntendédrmean1ngjto‘a1] participants.

-

Pi1ot Study. - Resu]ts". , S '“;» i,; - "

The fo]]oWing‘summary of comments have'been compiled to convey the
essence of ‘the feedbatk'received frdm partdcipants who pi]otedtthe

instrument. : . LR

1. The 5-point rating scale used fol the closed-response statements was
seen to be applicable to the study.

, | -/
2. Attention was drawn to a number of questionhaire items since the
pilot participants fe]tfthe wording of those particuTar"statements T .

tended to lead the respondent. ,‘ S . - " - "
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3. Redundancy of statements was annotated most often by reviewers in
"both phases of the pilot study. The problem centeredkon sFatéments that
conveyed simiiar intent but appeared under fwo different. sections of the
questionnaire. These stateﬁents were very carefully re-worded or

deleted.

4. The open-response qﬁestionsyin‘Part Three of the instrument drew
very few comments from the evaluators of the questionnaire. The
comments that were shared reflected the perception that the
open-response items were too similar to the close-response items in Part
Two. As a result, a complete re-working and re-testing of this section

took place.

5. The 1engfh of the questionnaire was a concern for most of the

reviewers and in response, many statements in Part Two were deleted. As
) .

well, the open-response questions in Part Three were delimited to three

in®number. .
Summary of the Pilot

The pilot study of the instrument was carried out in order to provide
ébme assurance as to the validity and-reliability of the selected
statements and questions as well as the suitability of the designated
rating scale. A two-phase pi]dt study was undertaken im order to . v
accomp]i;h this} The feedback received during both phases of the pilot
afforded the researcher much useful data which ensured that necessary ‘

changes and modifications to the instrument were made.
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FinaT'Questionnaire Format

1. Part One:’ Demograph1cs

The rg;podﬁEnts were asked to 1nd1cate their present major assignment in

'the schoﬁﬁ dastr1ct the1r ass1gned teach1ng level, their total years of i;?
expemence and the gar, or years in wh1ch"they participated in a

d1str1ct schoo1 eva]uat1on Anticipatiﬁg that there would be some

d1str1ct staff who were never involved in an evaluation, a space was

provided to have this noted and directions given to return the

‘inqqmp1ete questionnaire. The demographic section of the quest{onnaire

was not extensive since only basic demographic information was seen to

‘be necessary in order to do meaningful data comparisons during the data

.analysis phase of the research.
O
2. Part Two: Closed-Response Items
. e ' _
Part Two of the questionnaire consisted of clustered statements

organized under six category headings. The intent of the items
contained in the six categories was to e11c1t the following

information: pEﬂcept1ons on the purpose of the district school

.....

~ initiated and 1mp1emented, feelings and concerns about be1ng involved in

the evaluation process; perceived outcomes of the evaluation; and

&l

!

. .-reactions to possible changes to the present evaluation program. Each
statement was worded in a manner which would allow the respondents to

@ ) . '
rate their level of agreement with the item by using 'a Likert-type

~

réting scale. The scale consisted of four intervals from ’strongly

.8

&> . L ~,
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disagree’ to ’strong]y‘agree’ A fth interval of undec1ded’ was. also
included. After each category of statements, space was prov1ded for
comments. In total, Part Two of the questionnaire contagggd-63

0 w
statements. %.; B ?

I
S

' e % %»
3. Part Three: Open- Reyponse Questions
The 1ntent of the three open- -ended questions in Part Three was to.
encourage a freedom in response-and yet to elicit 1nformat1on that would
more fully explain or support responses given in Part Two. Questlon #1
prompted respondents‘to express thejr general impressions and feé]ings
with respect to the histrict schoB]levaluation program. Question #2
asked for specifine;amp1es as to how the district evaluation program
m1§ht Bg improved, and question #3 dealt with the respondent’s view on
what factors tend to enhance staff commitment to d1str1ct wide

’ 1n1t1atives such-as’'a distr1ct school eva]uat1on program

POPULATION AND SAMPLE

" This section has beén included in onder to supply fhe necessary amount

~and tyne of information which would be neéded forvfuaure replication of
the study. A suitable dEscriptaon of the population, intact groups and
the samplie drawn upon for tne study{’is given. Each element of the

sampling procédure has been briefly descrited, reasons given for the

-

selection of certain intact groups and an explanation provided as to the

use of the stratified-random tecnnique in the selection of prospective
. 1

teacher réspondents.
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Description of the Population

This study was conducted with the pro#ggtional staff of the St. Albert -
d . ,/

Protestant Separate School District #6. It iS'sn urban district with 12

schools §$rving 5,500 students, kindergarten to grade 12. The total

teaching and administrative staff at the time of the .study numbered 314.

L] : N \2

"This included 281 teachers, 14 assistant principals, 12 principals and 7
v . \ 2 .
district office administrators. ' . @

"

wb

Administrators’ Group )

S
For the purposes of this study it was necesséryAto have input from the
assistant principals, the principals and the district office

administratofﬁ. Since the numbers within each of these three groups

ranged from 7 to 14, and were consid@i"smaﬂ, the total membership of

each group was therefore surveyedf

The Teacher Grodg

The number of district teachers was‘sufficientTy large to allow for the
use of a representadjve sample. Random selection was followed using a
random numbers chart. To ensure that the sub-groups of e]ementary,
junior high and senior high staff’members were proportionately
repkesenféd, the stratified procedure was applied. A sample for the
teachers was set at 35 percent. No differentiation was made between

half-time and full-time teachers.
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-Table 1

 Frequencies _and Percéntage Distribution of Responde(fs by Group

. Broup 'l?"_ Thaal .- Percfllage
‘ Ju o “dhber . “Surpsacd’ Survedln

/3 , c N
' fea¢§§f5?-v , = ;5ﬂ2ini_ .
Ass't.Prin. A4 14 . fiod”i:bo;)g.;.v s
Principals 12 12 100.00% %
D.0.Admin. 7 S 7 100.00% .
Totals 314 thy a2.00% 0 0 .7
DATA COLLECTIONg

of Data Collection SR

In order to secure the cooperatibn of ai]‘persons involved in the study,
the purpose and procédures of the data collection were first presented
to the Superintendent of Schoo]§ for the district. After permission to
proceed was granted, a letter explaining the study was then sent to the
school-based administrators and indicated the Superintendent’s apprdvaT
and support. A further cové#jng ietfér was aftached to each

»

questionnaire which carefully oﬁt]ined thé,purpose of the study, who the

" participants were, the information sought, how»the'suﬁsequent data would -

be.uséd‘and the ethical provisions under which the researcher would -
operate. A time line of four weeks for_quest?onnaire return was.

specified. A reminder letter was sent Just brior to the four week due
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date and a further 10 days were allowed to elapse before formal data

E

analysis was started. - o ) e

Problems Encountered in Data Collection”

No significant problems in data collection were encountered, however,

. some mediatihg factors within ghe district might have influenced the

wi]]ﬁngnesé'and enthusiasm of participants to respond. The Tast two

£y : : y
weeks designated for questionnaire return coincided with the district’s
staff transfer périod. Staff relocation can be a somewhat disruptive
and emotional occurrence and might have had an effect on the number of

returns and on the subsequent quality of responses.
« SANALYSIS OF THE DATA ) :}
v'oo ] . ‘ ;

Data‘présented in this study are both desériptive and comparative in
natureland relate directly to the problems and.sub-prob1ems as stated in
Chapter I. Of interest to the researcher Qére the responses to each.
questionnaire ifem according to group and sub-group affi]iationil To
achieve these findings both barametric and nonparameteric analytical
.procedures were app1ied to the data. This was acceptable since the
research d;ﬁign did satisfy the parametric assumptioné of normal
distribution of'scorés, equal population variance and the use of scores

derived from a measure that had equal intervals.
) _ /
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1 THE RESPONSE - T ' X

>

.0f the 132 questionnaires distributéd, 85 usable questionnaires were -
received for a response rate of 64.39 percent. The profile in Table 2 -
indicates the distribution of responses _across the four responding o
g;oups. Although a ?etﬁfn of 100 perceﬁt was not rea1ized, the actual
return of 64.39 percent was considered sufficiently high to be

representative of the population. "Since no pressure of any kind was

brought to bear on potential parti“\w ts, the _number of people who
chose to return the questionnaire can be viewed as a confirmation of the

worthwhile nature of “he study.

~

Table 2

Frequencies and Percentage of Usable Returns by Group

-
Group _ Possible  Actual Usable .Percentaée
: Returns Returns  Returns of Usable
: . ~Returns
Teachers 99. 65 56 ey 56.57%
Ass’t.Prin. 14 11 IS 78.57%.
Principals 12 12~ 11 - 91.67
D.0.Admin. 7 7 7 - 100.00%

Total 132 95 . 85 _ 64.39%°
ANALYTICAL TECHNIQUES

The data realized from Part One and Two of the questionnaire were
analyzed using the University of A]berta cbmputer services. The
open-tesponsé questions’ in Part Three were conteﬁf*analyzed on a

kil
K8
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- personal computer. Ihe,fo]]owing information is annotated to indicate

“1n detail the. type of analytical procedures which were app11ed 1n both

1nstances

'Demographtc Information 2y

Frequency counte and frequency percentages were provﬁded with respect to
data 1nd1cat1ng present assignment, maJor ass1gnment years of
experience and number of years of involvement with the d1str1ct schoo]
evaluation program. Feedback on fhe years of involvement’ was Further
analyzed to determine whether there were any emergent patterns.
Chi-Square and an Ana]yéis of Variance (ANOVA) were a1so applied to the
data for purposeeiof group and sub-group comparisohs. It must be noteé
that three rather than four teacher sub-groups were used for analytical
purposes. Since only three respéndents indicated an e1ementaryjjpni0r
high majbr assigned 1eve1 this category was e]imtnated and'the'

rema1n1ng three sub-groups of elementary, junior high and senior high

t
‘teachers,nwere reta1ned R 7N

?

“C1osed Response Items o o

-

[31

The data ga1ned from Part Two of the quest1onna1re were analyzed and
',proHUCed bas1c descr1pt1ve ptatist1cs in the form of mean scores,

14standard dev1at10ns, erQUenc1es and percentages tabu]ated on the basis

of each var1ab1e. In order to determine whether group frequenc1es
differed s1gn1f1cant1y one from another, cross tabulation of the data

was accomp11shed by the application of the Chi-Square procedure.
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The one way Ana]ysts of Variation was also completed to_ascertain
whether any significant'djfferences existed between the means of the
four groups (teachers, assistant principa]s, principa1s, district
office) and the three'sub-groups‘(elementary, junior high and senior
high teachers).. The F R§tio was seen to be relevant at the 0.05 Tevel
of probability, and where this significance occurred the Scheffe
procedure was app11ed ?Matr1ces resulting from the Scheffe mulfiple
comparison of means indicated the nature of differences in the resbohse
-patterns of the three teacher sub-groups and which groupi were

significantly different from each other.
_ Open-Response Questions

: Responses to the three open-ended quest1ons in Part ‘Three of-the

que;tionna1re were ana1yzed using content ana1y51s procedures. Borg and

p. 5 I) descr1be content ana]ys1s as "a techn1que which
:systemat1c and quant1tat1ve description of the content of
a certain comhunication" They further state, "It considers content
frequenc1es, but a]so 1nterre1at1onsh1ps among severa] content

2{1

r ;?ﬂes, or. the re]at1onsh1p between content var1ab1es and other
’nesearch varnabies“*(1983 .p. 513). The 1mportance of formal content
' 'anaxys1s; and that whﬁch was recogn1zed in Ih1s study, is that content
;obana]ys1s not only produces descriptive information, it also cross
;{validates research findinos; 5

Spec1f1ca11y, content ana]ys1s for this study was accomp11shed ut111z1ng

a computer master data base Ih@sresponses given for the three
<
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————

open-ended questions were4%ntered into the data base in-a verbatim
format; The data were: subsequently. sorﬁed by quest1on number and
further sorted as to group affiliation,. The computer print out was then
carefully stddjed, commonalties high]ighted and categories designated.
Words and pd;ases conveying similar meaningslwere then grouped and zheir
frequency of response recorded and tabulation in accordande-fo each df'
the four stakeholder groups. Theﬁinformatdon gained through this
tabulation was than added to the data in the corresponding categories of
Part'Two in the questionnaire. For examp]e,“hggn-response data from
question #1 substantiated the c1osed-résponse items in category 4, . .
open-response data from question #2 were-combided with closed-response

items in category 6, and data from quesfion,#B enhanced the

c]osed—response data of categories 2 and 3.

. r
2 e

Comments - Part Tw#s .

Content analysis procedures wé%p also applied to the comments which
appeared at the end of each category in the c]osad—re§ponse section,
Part Two. Commonalties dere noted and frequencies tabu]ated.
Basica]]y,'the same procedure was followed for this analysis as was the
case for the open-response questions annotated in the'previous
/,/’paragraph. The resulting data were then added to the” poo] of

information for each corresponding category.

e

Detailed results of these analyses can be found in Appendix D as well as

in their composite formats contained in Chapter Four.
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The f1nd1ngs as reported in th1s‘!hapter are based upon the statlst1ca1_
9)ana]ysis of the ciosed response 1tems, content ana1y51s of the commentsbf

Qand'open ended response 1tems, and the background 1nformat1on ga1ned

i fthrough the document seardh These f1nd1ngs have been. organ1zed to

answer the four ma1n research prob]ems and re]ated sub prob1ems

i Spec1f1cal1y, the results are reported accord1ng to .the responses g1ven_5 '

tf'for each sect1on of the quest1onna1re by the four stakeho]der groups,

g ana]ys1s 1s prov1ded

"”The order of this'chaptér-wi1ﬁ:be‘as'fo]]oms The demograph1c ana]ys1s_

B expressed about the program

‘that 1s the teachers, ass?stant pr1nc1pa1s, prtnc1pa1s and district

office admin1strators Where app11cab]e teacher sub- group response‘

"~1s presented f1rst fo]1owed by 1nformat1on on the stated purpose of the
";,d‘st”‘Ct schoo] eva1uat1on program : F1nd1ngs on how we11 the d1str1ct
?]‘fschoo] evaluat1on program 1s understood by. the four groups Chow it was~

‘jn1t1ated the 1mp1ementat1o?/process used fee11ngs and concerns
P

- 8

program and suggested changes to 1t make up the seven main. -sectidns: of

this chapter A f1na1 summary conc1udes the ent:re chapter

A

erce]ved outcomes, the eva]uat1on of the
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'QfOf the popu]at1on surveyed teachers comprised the 1arge§t percentage ofe

'fadm1n1strator responses made up 25.8 percent of rece1ved respgaiﬁﬁr,h’We

‘d1str1ct office adm1n1strator responses were a238 .3 percent of the tota],

‘“;recetved. Elementary teachers had the highest percentage of response
‘rate at 47.2 percgnt as compared to .junjor hjgh and senior high

teacﬁérs. This information is contained in Table 3.

‘Total years of experience ‘ ' ,

Qf the 85 respondents, 82 indicated {feir years OF'experience‘on the.
questionnaire. The range of this experience was fégm 3 to 34 years.
The Targest percentage of the respondents were in the category of 11 to

20 years of exper1ence \Jhﬁs 1nforpat1on is conta1ned in Table 4.

Number ot Involvements With tHe District Schoo]-Eva]uation

Of the 85 respondents,.71.7 percent indfcated only one involvement in
the evaluation program and 28.3 percent were involved two orimorettinés.
Further analysis showed that .ef those respondents who pArticipated in
the district schoo] eva]uatlon program two or more times, school-based

adm1n1strators were'found to ‘have the highest -
v- ST .
1eveT of,1nvo1vement. Wh1s information is contained in Tables 5 and 6.
R ') | . R * Y ’ )
h /

. T .
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"y



Frequencies of Returns and Percentage of Response Rate by Groupf"

Membership

Grow

Teachers i
Ass’t.Prin.
Principals
D.0.Admin.

Total

Frequencies and Mean Scores by’Group Membership Pertaining to Teachihg

Experience

thup“,

Teaéhers_
Ass’t.Prin.
Principals

D.0.Admin,

Count
56
11

85

Count

54

11
11

, : 59
Table 3
% of Total g
Responses
65.9 ‘
b
12.9
12.9
8.3 .
100.0 (
Table 4 .
o

Mean St.Dev.

(Yrs)

13.09 . 6.33

17.00 " 5.58

21.90 5.87 .

19.83  3.43
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Table § ‘

The Number of Tlmes Each Respordent Part1c1pated in a District Schoo]
Evaluation

. .
A 3

‘No. of Tifes ~ Fretuency Percentage
Took Part Bl LR
1 C el ™ E
. - u . .
2 10 11.9
3 9 o 10.5
4 5 5.9
Totals . 85 . 100.0
Table 6

Number of Times Involved in: the District Schoo] Evaluation by Group
Membership

- Group ‘ Count ' Frequency-' Percentage
Teachers 56 3 tz.é )
Ass’t Prin. 11 9 st
Principals 11 7 . ‘f;A_jéé.é ; .j;‘?‘ .
D.0.Admin. 7o 5_".ﬂ?7'goer ;, *
Totals . 85 o ;1ef'«4q 100° 0. |
: PURPOSE OF }HE EVﬁ*UA$ION \
~ L : i L& v,”~;

F N

%

PROBLEM 1: What is the stated Durpose of the d1str1ct schooT evaluation

program and te. what extent “is the purpose understood bv the teachers,,

»

f
assistant pr1nc1pa1s, pr1nc1pa1s,and d1str1ct offxce adm1n1strators7

Loa
. . ~ . . N o
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Stated Purpose

)

The stated purpose of the district school evaluation program can be

-

found in a number of district documents. The most important of these
being the school board’s Education Policies Manual. Within it, Po11cy
AFAA-R deals with t®e purpose of the district school eva1uat1on program.
This policy statement reads as follows:

The major purposes for school evaluations>are:
Identification of the strengths of district schools, and the
practic of these schools, which contribute to their
effect’ gﬁn@ -Professional development of district
adm1nisttdt - supervisors and teachers through- involvement
as mimbetg &choo] -evaluation teams. Identification of
ways that schools zﬁa school staffs can increase their
effectiveness. Improvement-of communication between, and »
among, district office afid school based personnel.
Provision for students and community to provide the Board of
Education and the school staff with feedback related to. the
effectiveness of the school. (St. Albert PSSD#6, 19%§§rp.
AFAA) ' v

Along with these major purposes of the program, thz pelicy also. has

listed within it eleven standards of school effectiveness which are used

in evaluating each school. The complete policy document can e found

Appendix E. Each sthoo] is evaluated by a selected team for a period of

(
[

one week If. the schoo1 has a large staff, two weeks are set aside far
%the evaluation.y Theﬁ&@aluatwon team 1s cha1red by the Superintendent of -
Schoo]s w1th thela;s;;tance of the Associate Superintendent of Personnel
and‘Adm1n1strat1ve Ser;1ces. The team is comprised of the

- Superintendent, the Associate Superintendent of Personnel and
Administrative Services, the Associate’Superintendent of Curriculum and
Instruction, the Supervisor(s)_of Education,, theASJpervisor of Student

0 -9 » .
Services, district principal(s), district assistant principal(s), a
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d1strfct teacher and spec1a11y se]ected out of d1str1ct educators The
out-of-district educators may be drawn from other schoo] Jurisdictions,
Alberta Education or the University of Alberta. -The size of the team

o ’

and the selection of team members is established according to the

particular needs of the school being evaluated.

The Superintendént aﬁa the two Associ. Superintendents meet with the
staff of thebschoo1 to be evaluated prior'to the eva1uation to discuss
procedures and to‘respond to any stafF coecerns' The entire eva]uat1on
team is 1ntroduced to the school staff at the beginning of the
eva]uation week. Upon completion of the evaluation, a preliminary

report is shared with the school adm1n1strat1on and suggestions for any

PR
. 6‘

vcorrect1ons, add1t1ons and deletions can be made by the school or the
evaluation team members. When‘the revised report is ready for re]ease\\
to the Board of Education, the Superihtendent and the two Aséoc1ate
Super1ntendents meet w1th the school staff and discuss the outcomes and
1mp11cat1ons which have been highlighted for the school. A final,
proofed report is issued to the school and the Board of Education. A

condensed report is made available to the public.

Extent of Agreement With the Stated Purpose

The mean scores of the four stakeholder groups indicete&&that each group
"did understand the stated purpose of the.district schbq] evaluation ;
-program (variable 5) and did agree that'such'eya1uetibns were a useful.’
method by wh1ch school. serv%ges could be monitored (variable 10).

Exp]anat1ons of the program which were provided by both district off1ce
9
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M

. and school-based administrators were cited as factorsvwhich enhanced
understanding of the program (variables 6, 12(13) However the

~teachers had a significantly lower level of agreement w1th the stated
-purpose of the evaluation program as compared to d1str1ct off1ce |

administrators (var1ab1e 7). In the teacher sub group ana1y51s 1t wasf-f'
found that the senior h1gh teachers expressed the 1owest 1eveT of B :
% ‘o

agreement with this var1ab]e As we]] though a1T thesgroupg agreed

iy % 4 N

that the district eva]uat1on program ref]ected current educatﬁona1 ”F“,ﬁjﬁ,
thought, the senior high teachers dlsagreed with the: statemeﬁt (va@1au¥e Q ”' i

9). Tables 7 and 8 list the stat1st1ca] 1nformat1on on these van1ab}es o «Xf o

L L Table 7

One-Way Analysis of Variance Between Groups and the Var1a§ﬂes Perta1n1ng
to Understand1ng the Purpose of the D1str1ct Schoo] Eva]uat1on PrOgrmn ﬁ-';

Variables

5 06 7 9 10 12 43
Groups | }
Teachers  3.98 3.73 3.36% 3.80 3.25 3.28 3.86
Ass’t Prin. 4.00 3.73 3.73 4.18 3.45 3.91 3.81
Prin. 4.45 4.18 4.27 .4.27 3.91 4.27 4.36 .
D.0. Admin. 4.70 4.13 4.86 4.43 4.43 4.29 4.43

* Significant at p 0.05

4
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Tahle 8

One-Way Analysis of" Var1ance'§étween Teacher Sub- Groups and the
Variables Pertaining to Understanding the Purpose of the District School
Evaluation .Program

Vériables‘w_
79
Sub-Group "‘ A
Elementary | - 4,00 4.00
‘Junior High 4.21 4.07
Senior High 3366 . 3.21%

* Significant at p 0.05

E e;TWenty-four respondents chose to make comments with reference to their

: understand1ng of the stated purpose of the district school eva]uat1on
"'program Only those comments expressed by five or more respondent aréﬁ
»summar1zed below. A comp]ete summary of comments and their frequency
counts are’ 1nc1uded in Append1x C.
:i;_ E1ght respondents suggested that there was a need for more clarity
of purpose.and/or'exp1anat1on as to the value of the program.

;2 S1x respondents 1nd1cated that they understood the stated purpose of
;:the program buf had doubts whether the stated purpose was the real
b purpose . *‘ o ; R

' d;- F1ve respondents commented on the need for new staff members to be
~-better 1nformed of the purpose of the program.

:4 F1ve respondents suggested that there was a need for continual

i'promot1on to- ensure everyone d1d§hn fact understand the purpose of the

f d1str1ct schoo] eva1u§t1on program. - o e

-~
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 INITIATION OF THE‘PROGRAM

Sub-ProbTem 2. 1' Were any orob]ems 1dent1fted dur1nq,the p]ann1né and
S

1gitjgtjon staqe of ‘the d1str1ct schoo] eva]uat1on _program which

affegkéd how the program was perce1ved7 - . . o

A .
S

Sub-Problem 2.2: Tofwhat extent.was information_on the proposed

district school evaluation program shared with thetmajor stakeholder?

The four responding groups agreed that thefdfstrict school evafuation

program had been ta11ored to meet d1str1ct needs (var1ab1e 11) and that

l

adjustments to it had occurred durlng its 1mp1ementat1on (var1ab1e 19).
i

As well, the responses from the four’ groups 1nd1cated that the staffs

felt prepared/for the eva]uat1on (var1ab1e 17) and that the written

\ y /
communicat1on from district office contrwbuted to th1s -feeling of N
readiness (variable 18). However, teachers"and assistant pr1nc1pa1s did
not agree that the program was a resu1t of'coTﬁaborative“b]anning

(variab1e 8). For examp]e, the teachers 1nd1cated a s1gn1f1cant1y 1ower

7 Tevel of agreement w1th statements perta1n1ng to perce1ved level of

input. (var1ab1e 14), d1str1ct off1ce w1111ngness to 11sten (variable 15) °
and-having access to 1nformat1on on. the program prior to its
implementation (variab]e 16)' w1th1n the teache;asub groups, the senior

!

high teachers d1d not agree “that the ‘evaluation prqgram was tailored to
meet d1str1ct needs (var1ab1e 11) and 1nd1cated on]y marg:hal agreement
with ‘the statement that the program had been adjusted dur1ng
-1mp1ementat1on (var1ab1e 19) Tab1es 9 and 10 conta1n stat1stica1

“information on these var1ab1es.



Table 9
One-Way Anagge
to the Initid

Variables
14 15 16
Gfoups |
‘Teachers 2.11% 2.80% 3,16
.'Ass’t Prin. 2;18* 3.82 3.18  2.91 3.55%
Pfin. 3.82 4.27 3.64 3.90 4.55
D.0. Admin. 3.67 4.43 3.43 4.56 3.57

* Significant at p 0.05

/"\\ Table 10

One-Way Analysis of Variance Between Teacher Sub-Groups and the :
Variables Pertaining to the ImMitiation of the District School Eyaluation

Program - -
Variables
11 19
Sub-Group -
Elementary : 3:8§ 3.84
_Jufiior High 3.3 4.00
Senior High - 2.93* 3.21*

* Significant at p 0.05

IMPLEMENTATION

fé}of Variance Between Groups and the
8708 of the District School Evaluation

17

3.67

4.00 .
- 4.64

4.14

Variables Peftainjhg

3.70

Program
18. 19
3.61
3.91 4.09
4.09, 4.27
4.29 4.57

+

Sub-Problem 3.1: To what extent do the teachers, assistant prﬁncioa]s.*‘j

principals and district office administrators vary in their perceived

-
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v

]eve] of readiness for part1c1pat1on in the d1str1ct schoo] eva1uat1on

[N

Qrogram? ( ~

Syb-Prob]em 3.2: Which activities strengthened the impTementation
éﬁgcess? ) . ;
An ana1y51s of the ctosed response quest1onna1re items jaiicated that
members of aH four grgups felt that they were adequate!prepared for
part1c1pat10n in the d1str1ct schoo] eva]uat1on program (var1ab1e 21).
The four groups agreed to strong]y aéreed that c]assroom observatlons
(var1aﬁ?e 25), including a teacher on the eva]uat1on team (var1ab1e 28)
and us1ng out of - d1str1ct team members (var1ab1e 29) strengthen the %@
implementation process Strong endorsement was g1ven for the .use of".
parent questionnaires (var1ab1e 32) and the Super1ntendent s )
recommendat1on and commendat1on report format (vi?iab]e 33). The
assistant princ1pa1s disagreed that the number of evaluation team
members a teacher had to see.was reasonab]e (var1ab1e 30). Th1s ‘ |

statist1ca1 data is conta1ned in. Tab1e 11.

The .elementary teachers had some reservat1ons as to the use of student _
1nterV1ew feedback with a mean score “For th15 1tem that was ¢ L.
significant]y 1ower than the score of the senior h1gh teachers (var1adﬂe

31).' As we]] - the sen1or h1gh teachers disagreed that the evaluation
e
team members were know]edgeab]e 1n curr1cu1um and 1nstruct1on (var1ab1e

26) and dlsagreed that the se]ect1on of team members was appropipatg “for

the task (variab]e 27) The mean scbres for the sen1or high teachens

.-, - °
:." N " ; . N i .0 ’ . ‘~ b ) o
..':fr‘.'.-v o el ! EOVE - B e . e
3 Y o3 e T e Lo T ) . “Te . * ~2. '
A . L o o K . N ., 3 N .
B . o . - K . . N . . . . ©

Ly

L ?
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for these items weretsignificant1y lower as compared to the othér two.

teacher sub-groups. This information is cortained in Table 12.

Table 11

One-Way Analysis of Variance Between Groups and the Variables Pertaining
to the Implementation of the District School Evaluation Program

Variables
21 25 26 27 28" 29 30 3 33
‘Groups | ,
~ Teachers 4.00 4.21 3.29 3.6l 4.64 4.16 3.98 4.00 4.1
Ass’t Prin. 3.64 3.82 3.27 3.82 4.09 4.09 2.91* 3.55 4.55
Prin. 4.18 4.36 3.55 4.27 4.82 4.00 3.36 4.36 4.64
D.0. Admin. 4.14 4.43 4.29 4.57 5.00 4.86 4.14 4.86 4.71
R *'sfgnificaht at p 6.05

-Table 12

One-Way .Analysis of Variance Between Teacher SubQGfOups and the

- Variables Pertaining to the Implementation of the District School
Evaluation Program : B

-

Variables N

| 26 . 27 31
;Eizmentary 372 3.8 - 3.40%

© Jumior High  3.14 . 3.6 407
:Sén{or.Higﬁ 2.64%  3.00% 4.36

Sk Sighificanf at p 0.05°
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Sub-Problem 3.3: What role did scheol-based administrators and district

////—o4iﬁce admi{?;;;;:;;:-have iﬁ the implementation of the program?

Responses the four groups indicated that district office °
adﬁinistrators did assist in the effectiveﬂjmp]ementation of jhe
evaluation program by meeting with sthool Staffs prjor to.an evaluation
(variéb1e 20), by providing written informatioﬁ on‘thé program (variable
22), and, by taking part in interviews with stéff members (variable 24).
0f the four groups;- the teachers had the lowest level of agreement with
the staiement thét school-based administrators helped prepare the staff
for the eyd]uétidn'and‘variéd significantly with tﬁé responses given by
the principals fd;'this item (variable 23).' Stgti%}ical detai1s are

~

contained in Table 13.
1]

Table 13

One-Way Analysis of Variance Between Groups on Variables Pertaiﬁing to
the Role of Administrators in the Implementation Process

Variables
20 22 23 7. 24
Groups : ' | p
Teachers 4.32 3.77 3.98* 3.98
Ass’t Prin. 427 3.82 4.09 . 3.9
Prin. 4.66 - 4.18 4.82 4.55
D.0. Admin. *  4.86 443 7 457 . 4.86

* Significant at p 0.05

i
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The ?o11owing opinions on the imp]ementafiqp process of the disprfct
schdo1 evaluation program were noted by five or more respondents, A
complete summary of this information is provided in the Appendix C.

1. §even respondents voiced their concern with regard to the
reliability and va]idity of the student interview questions:

2. Seven respondents quest1oned the 1mpact of the recommendatian
statements in the Super1ntendent S report since, in their view, aln the
reports were overly positive.

3. Five respondents expressed the view that the eVé]uafig; team members
needed to have more expertise in the curricu]um area. |

4. Five respondents hati isalgerns with regard to the professional and

ethical implications the discussions held with the

Superintendent or As§

LI

®rintendent.

N

V?EELINGS AND CONCERNS PERTAINING TO THE EVALUATION PROGRAM

]

Sub-Prob1em 4.1: What are the feelings and concerns expressed by the

four stakeholder groups with respect to their part1c1oat1on in a

RS
d1str1ct school evaluation Droqram7

With the except10n of the principals, all the groups agreed that they
felt apprehensive before the evaluation (variable 34). All fdﬁr groups
agreed that once the evaluation wes underwey they were 1ess'apprehensive\
(variable 35). The communication from district office (variable 36) andx
the efforts of the-school administrators (variable 38) were cited as

factors which lessened this apprehension. A1l four groups strongly
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A

_agreed that the"evaﬁuaﬁioniteam worked atoreducing staff ‘anxidty by
creating a cotlegia1 atmosphere during the:eva1"*tion (variables 37,
- 40);' Though tnere was agreement on: the part of a11 four groups that
' 'there Were open and honest commun1cat1ons dur1ng the eva]uat1on, the
_ teachers had 2 sign1f1cant1y lower Tevel of agreement with the statement
;5'as.compared to the d1str1ct.off1ce adm1n1strators_(var1ab1e 39). . Though
'a11-foor groups agreed that they had positive feeiings about the’ . .
‘evaluat1on, the senior high teachers d1sagreed s1gn1f1cant1y w1th both

e]ementary and Jun1or high teachers responses on this item (var1ab1e

41). Tab]é 14 conta1ns this statist#cal dnformation.
. ; PR .

1

~ Table 14"
r g
One- -Way Analysis of ﬁar1ance Between Groups and. the Var bles Perta1n1ng :
to the Perceptions Held of the District School Evaluatidn Program=- :

| Variables . - - ' ”
3 35 3 37 38 39 40 4]

Groups . : ;
Teachers . 3.39° 3.60 "3.02 4.13 3.34 3.46% 3.43 3.30%

Ass’t‘Prjn."B 18 4.50 %36 4.27 3.80 3.64 .4.00. 4.09

. Prin. 1.82* 3.44 ’2'82"4.b9’ 4.18 "4.18 4.09 ~4.27

©D.0. Admin. 3.14 4.71 4.29 4.57 4.43. 4.57 4.43 4.30

'“ * Significant at p 0.05 . % _
N

\ Y . ] PR
Y

The.foL]owing afatementS'summarize the COmments sharedibissurVeyed

- .respondents regard1ng their feeﬁ1ngs and conqerns With the d1str1ct

schoo] eva1uat1on program L Ohly comments eXpressed by f1Ve or more

f:( ‘ LI .'“,' R - L ’. . } . [ 3 4 - A N B ; ) ' { LS T3 €
FEN e ) R & -] T c, Lo . S L
l‘ . C . a‘» - .o - . ” ) - N R
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_-summary of cOmments'for this category. -

f 4. Six individuals noted concerns,oVer'the cost of the evaluations.

72

' - . : [ ) -“' |
-respondents are li$ted below. The Appendix C includes the complete

i, :

I. A total of seventeen respondents, representing all four groups,
expressed a positive feeling toward the district school evalmation

program.

v

2. Fifteen respondents, representing teachers, assistant princ1pals and

pr1nc1pa15, felt that more Fo]]ow up activities were needed after a

school evatuation was comp]eted
11

3. Of the fourteen participants who indicated that the‘evaiuation'Was'
stressful, intimidating or threatening, thirteen zﬂfe teachers and one .

A *

an assistant pr1nc1pa1

T

5. Six-individuals, represenﬁjng all four groups, felt that the school.

evaluation was a learnjng experience

'll_6. Six respondents used such words as artific1a1’ phony , 'set- -up’,

("Al/

~.communication in the process.

and pre determined’ when expre531ng concerns about the district schoo]

eva]uation program

o »

7. Six respondents felt that there was a need fo¥ more two-way

4. ) . *. &>

: i o N .

B . . . .

I . S . , .

. . . H

o
! .
{ M .
hd a

3

->
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OUTCOMES OF THE EVALUATION PROGRAM , ‘

P

- Sub-Problem 5.1: What are the perceived outcomes, both positivé and

neqative. of the district school evaluation program as seen by the

teachérs. assistant principals, principals and district office

administrators? ' ’ ' . | ,

. _ o ‘ .
Thefpgsitivg outcomes of the district school evaluatign program cited by
all four groups were: .its identification of schoo1 strengths;

. ‘ .
identification of school needs; the clarity of the Superintendent’s

report§ and the potentia1 for both long and. short-term benefits \
(variabies 51, 52, 53, 54, 44). 'Howeuer the teachers and assistant
principa]s d1sagreed that there were fo]]ow up act1v1t1es 1n1t1af\d by v
district office (var1ab]e 58) and the teachers on]y marg1na11y agreeﬂ
that similar act1v1t1es had been initiated by SChoo1 based
.:adm1n1strators (var1ab1e 59) Though there was agreement from a]]
Ebgroups that the eva]uat1on team gained a true p1cture of 2 school dur*ng
an eva]uat1on, the teachers” mean score var1ed s1gn1f1cant1y from that ‘;
- of the.district: dfflce adm1n1strators nscore (var1ab1e 42) As we]]
'the‘;en1or)high teacher sub group var1ed s1gn1focant1y in its response
- on this item ‘as compared to the two other sub -groups. | Statistical

- informat1on on these: 1tems 1s conta1ned in Tab]e 15
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Table 15
i
One-Way Analysis of Variance Between Groups and the Variables Pertaining
to the Perceived Outcomes of the D1str1ct School Evaluation Program

L&
L]

Variables
422 44 51 52 53 54 58 59
Groups J _
Teachers - 3.15*% 3.58*/4.07* 3.75 3.11 '3.11A'2.60* 3.06*-
Ass’t Prin. 3.72 3.55 4.45 4.09 3.91 3.27 2.82* 3.78
| Prin. | 3.91 4.64 4.75 4.55 3.91 3.55 "3.36 4.27 ‘
D.0. Admin. 4.43 4.57 5.00 4.71 .4.14 4.29 4.43 4.43

* Significant at p 0.05

Sub-Problem 5.2: How didvthe four stakeholder groups judge the worth

and meri Of the outcomes and to what ®xtend did_they see their ‘needs

A]] four groups"agreed that the Superlntendent s report (variable 45),
Athe accuracy of the commendat1on and recommendat1on statements
(var1ab1es 46, 47), and the- comprehens1ve nature of spee1a] area reports
,(var1ab1e 48) werefnotab1e outcomes of the d1str1ct schoo] eva1uation
program, of. part1cu1ar worth was the benef1t of the prograM’to ;
schoo] based adm1n1strators and the opportun1ty for schools to show :
»the1r strength§ to others (var1ab1es 49, 55 56). However the teacher
- group expressed a s1gn1f1ca‘¥1y lower 1eve1 of agreement wvth the .

. M‘statement that~the program was - of benef1t ‘ta them as compared w1th the

, response g1ven by the d1str1ct off1ce adm1n1strators (var1ab1e 50) w As’

LN U



*well

sigﬁificant1y with the response giveh by thé principals (variable 57).

75

‘sharthg.of ideag across the district and this responSe varied

. ‘ \
Statistical information on these variables is provided in Table 16.

; teachers only marginally agreed that the eva]uetions.a11owed for

’The senior high teachers disagréed that the special area reports were

comprehensive (variab]e 48) and that the district school evaluation

program was of benefit to schoo] administrators (variable 49).

he

elementary and senior high teachers disagreed w1th the statement that

the evaluation program was of benefit to teachers and both var1ed

“this 1

these jtems.

" Table 16

[

signifi;ant]y from the response given by the junior- high -teachers on

t anVariable 50). Table 17 contains statistica1.informatfqe on

One-Way Analysis of Variance Between Groups and .the Variables Perta1n1ﬂ§)

'.“'1

GroUpS*‘

Assft Prin.

Prin.

". Teachers

' gto the Outcomes and Benef1t>

S e

D.0. Admin.

o L 2B "
. *_.(. o

Ty,

Var1ab1es

45 46 47 48

3.38° 3.63% 3.45 3.54

3 55 4.27 3. 36* 3. 91
G 36 4.36 4 00 4. 27
4. 43 4 86 4.86, 4. 43

L * S1gn1f1cant at P 0. 05
.;A'h_‘ .' <vr._ . .

o R

3

as

4
4

49'

.88

.36
71

50 55 .

3.05% 3.83
3.35 4.27
4.00 4.27
4.71 4.71

v

56

4.07"
> 4.00

4.18
4.86

of the D1str1ct School” Eva]uat1on Program

. -

57

3.15*

3.91
4.18°

3.86
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Tabte 17 |

One-Way Analysis of Variance Between Sub-Groups and the Variables N\
Pertaining to Outcomes and Benefits of the District School Evaluation
Program
. Variableg,
“ 48 49 s
Sub-Group v
Elementary 3.76 3.80 - 2.88 . \\
Junior High 3.79 4.36 . 3.93 - _ |
R ehior njgh L 2.92% T3.5Tx 2;43;“'Mf

* Significant at p 0.05

. '
- . . \

““-s of the d1str}ct school *

eva]uat1on program A comp]ete summ

. the Appendix C. , . _

’ 1. The respondents representing a{l-four groups, expressed these common

N ae- o
op1n1ons‘ Yot
“ ’ ' ’ o
@
, a) -$ix respondents fe]t that the evaluation led to opportun1t1es

-

for 1nserv1ce and- profes51ona1 deve1opment for staffs‘

’, ’ \\4 F1ve respondents noted that the eva]uat1on encouraged a greater

“ sensg"of unity- and ownersh1p in d1str1ct in1t1at1ves

T ~

c) five respondents saw the eva]uat1on as an opportun1ty to have
d1rect contact with d1str1ct off1ce administrators

B 2. The fo]]ow1ng respondents, represent1ng the teacher -and a551stant

3
Ao

~pr1nc1pa1 groups, stated these negat1ve 0utcomes - ) .n' , é
L . . !
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‘ “ |
g? . a) nine respondents felt that the evaluations resulted in
’biaged’, 'artificial’ and 'pre-set’ oltcomes
b) six respondents indicated that the evaluation did not 1ead to a
co;iection of prob]ems ' : : .
c) five respondents felt that their expressed concerns had not
been addressed L ' ; s
3. Nine respondents, from the teacher and principal groups, expressed

the fee11ng that the d1str1ct schoo1 evaluation program was expens1ve,

time consuming and d1srupt1ve

EVALUATING THE PROGRAM

o}

Sub-Problem 6-1' What factors will affect the use of th1s praqram over

a protracted period of time?

The fo110w1ng comments were most cons1stent1y made w1th reference to

vfactors which wou1d affect the use of the d1str1ct schoo] eva1uat1on
¥ . _‘ .
program for a second round. of eva1uat10n5'

1. Twe]ve respondents saw the time: needed to do the school eva]uat1ons‘
e S - '

as a maJor factor to be cons1dered

-

2. Nine respondents 1ndicated cost as a factor to be cons1dered
'. 3. Five respondents fe]t that the number of personneL needed to fulfill

-

the present program would be-a factor for future eva]uat1ons

. Sub- Problem 6. 2 what changes othod1f1catxons sm%%]d be made to ‘the -

-'proqram to ensure cent1nued educational value re1at1ve ta the evaluatwon
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.L A11 four groups d1sagreed that tHe eva]uatlon program shou]d continue in
‘1ts present form (var1ab1e 60) and agreed that it shou]d be mod1f1ed 1F

‘;Jt was to be used for al second cyc1e of eva]uat1ons (var1ab1e 61)

- i

:*There was- agreement on reta1n1ng the present 1ength of each schoo] 'S

eva]uat1on (var1ab1e 62), using the same reporting format (var1ab1e 63)
~.and ma1nta1n1ng the same evaluation team structure (variable 66) Thered
was’ on1y marg1na1 agreement with the statement that the team members -

= needed more prEparat1on for serving on an evaluation team (varlab]e 67)

E.f}iA]] groups agreed that there needed to be more follow-up prov1ded by .

kS ftdlstr1ct off1ce follow-up (variable 64).

h‘gboth the schoo1 and district off1ce administrators (var1ab1es 64, 65)
-w1th the except1on of the principals who did not see the need for more

This. information is contained

T Table 18

Table 18’

One-Way Analysis of Variance Bﬁyweeg*Groups and the Var1ab1es Pertaining
. to Suggested Changes to the D1 tr1ct Schoo] Evaluation Program

s>

Y .

~ * Significant at p 0.05

&

Var1ab1es
' v 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 675
Grolps | : . _ | ’

Teachers  2.63 4.05 3.50 3.54 3.93 4.05 3724, 3.05
ASs™t Prin. 2.18 4.55 2.91 2.91 4.55 4.40 3.64 3.00, '
Pric. . 2.00 4.91.3.73 3.90 3.09% 3.73 2.91 3,64,

0.07 Admin: 2043 4.57 3.93 3.00 3.57 3.86 3.29 2.3F ,
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The fo]]owing suggestions were offerEd by fivevor more respondents. A
"_éomp1etefsummary of comments for this section is located in the Appendix

K%

C. o
. . ,

1. Sixteen réspondents representing all four groups suggested: <
a) that a sma11er éVé]uat?on teamnbe used
b) that the evaluat1on be of shorter duration

'Z.l F1fteen respondents representing ?“1 four groups suggested

a)lthat~the second round_of distr school eva]uat1ons should

focus on the recommendations made duriﬁg@khe first round of evaluations
‘3. Twelve respondents represent1ng a11 four groups suggested that the
eva]uation shou]d focus on one area in a school’ s‘prggram and not be as -

all 1nc]us1ve as present .

’4. Eight respondents from the teachers; assistan . oipals and
district office.groups suggested that more staffff,
through collaborative planning of the next distri%f §Chool evaluation
program - , | |
5. Seven respondepts Fromkthe teachers, assistant pr1nc1pa1s and
,pr1ncipals groups suggested that, a new format to the eva]uat1on be used .
6. Seven respondents from(§pe teachers and assistant pr1nc1pa]s groups'- ‘
| suggested that more consistent fo]]ow up be carried forward after an

eva]uat1on of a schoo] has been comp]eted
v

”lﬁub ﬁroblem §SB - In the v1ew of the stakeho1der qrq_ps, how is

T

;ommitment to a d1str1ct 1n1tlat1ve, such as 2 d1str1ct school

v

-'e_glugtvon program, fostered? e T ST 4.” .
‘ ) 4 - P .
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The fo]]ow1ng statements are a summary of comments g1ven by surveyed

'part1c1pants. A comp]ete summary of ail responses is prov1ded in. the

Appendix C. 4 K ._”' _> : o “'4

. B 3 -~ E 3 9 !,‘\h

1. Fourteen respondents 11sted recogn1t1on of resu]ts, potent1a1 for N
PN

profess1ona1 growth and, proper fo]1ow -up. att1V1t1es as’ 1mportant

.'e1ements of a program which W111 help enhance comm1tment to 1t

2. Thirteen respondents not§% the’ need for ownersh1p,~nnvo1vement, and

a feeling of partnersh1p as important aSpects of comm1tment ‘T"."=ef

3. Nine respondents listed cons1stent feedback and effect1ve overa]] o
communications as necessary for ma1nta1n1ng comm*tment g :*." ot

4. Nine respondents stated that recogn1t1on ahd a fee11ng of pr1de for“‘l
self and the d1str1ct were 1mportant components of. commltment R N
5. Eight respondents fe]t that honesty and trust were cruc1a1 for the ’_;ei7 -
maintenance of staff commitment. f» - o I'I,V" - '

6. Five'respondentsbjndjcatedrthat posdtive'feedback,buj1ds:commitment:iafﬁ'5‘75

o™
!
s
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was based. They also agreed that us1ng a dTStPICt schoo1 eva]uatwon

program was one way to mon)tor effect1ve schoo1 services En the areas lés;;tﬂfw
vof program pJannlng and 1n1t1atlon, ‘the Find1ngs indwcat that there was “'5%?§§
an adequate flow- of 1nfernat\on {rom the d‘str\co off;ce to the scroois .“L-?
: though the teachers zand assmstant princi pais questzaned thp eaten N of - '.“ﬁ

two way conmunicatzons which took ,!act at thesa~stage,-

¢
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~The . imp1ementat10n process of the program was noted as be1ng very ”‘ﬂhwg&“
. ,“"_‘ -:t'..:;’(
successfu] due to the sk111fu1 management and ieadershxp of the R b

. scth1 based and d1str1ct off1ce adm1n1strators “Fhé structure of the ;'

N

"mode1 upon wh1ch the program was based was v1ewed pos1t1ve1y by a11 o

i',[;four stakeholder gr0ups though some: respondents d1d note concerns w1th

Vregard to the 1ength of the" eva]uat1ons, the number of personne] needed
:on the eva]uat1on teams and the cost 1ncurred The notab1e outcomes of

‘the eva]uations were seen as the 1dent1f1cat1on of schoo1 strengths and

ﬁ

g rareas of need the short term ‘and 1ong term benef1ts of the process to._'

"the staff,. the comprehens1ve Super1ntendent s report, and the: benef1ts
;realized by the: schoo] based adm1ntstrators In the comments and "':— s
.open responses add1t1ona1 benef1ﬁs were noted as those .of prov1d1ng
‘opportunities for staff 1nserv1ce and growth 2 means of br1ng1ng the h s
a,iffdistr1ct closer together and enab]wng schoo1 staffs to have greater

contact w1th d1str1ct off1ce personne]

VT‘iThough a]] four stakeho]der groUps Saw many pos1t1ve features of the
;_present d1str1ct schoo1 eva]uat1on program, all groups strong1y agreed
i;that it shou]d be mod1f1ed for the second round of eva1uat1ons

. Suggest1ons for changes had to do- w1th us1ng fewer eva1uatxon team. _
imembers, hav1ng the eva]uat1ons of” shbrter durat1on, us1ng the flrst o
> round retommendatlons as- a startlng po1nt, and focuss1ng on fewer are&s
»withln a schoo] dur1ng an eva]uataon' Teachers'éﬁnslstently expressed

: :the need for more fo]]ow up dct1v1tres after a: schog1 evaiuatlon was

: {comp!eted

-
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;Factofs”geen as enhancing staff commitment to a district initiative such
Tas a district school evaluation program were: evidence.of useful

resu]ts, comm1tment to fo110w up; ensuring a sense of ownership and

: 1nvo1vement by all stakeho]der groups, ma1nta1n1ng consistent

LN

’ npmmun1cat1on 11nks, and foster1ng -a feeling of pride, ‘honesty and

trust w1th1n the district.




CHAPTER V .

~ ”

'\ . g
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS . @#

. SUMMARY

The Purpose .

“The purpose of the study was to describe and analyze a district school
evaluation program 1n use by an urban school jurisdiction. Four main
problems were def1hed for gu1d1ng the study and were supported by a

number of sub-problems. The four main research problems were:

1. What is the stated purpose of the district school evaluation programb

and to what extent is the purpose understood by teachers, assistant

Qv.pr1nc1pals, pr1nc1pa1s and d1str1ct office adm1n1strators?

(.uz’

i, wwere any prob]ems 1dent1f1ed by the four stakeholder groups which
related to the p]ann1ng and initiation stage of the d1str1ct school -
~. evaluation program? Did these problems affect hpw the program was

perceiVed by the groups? |

3. MWere any'prpbtemsrin the imp]emeptation of the district school
evaluation prog}am.telated conststent1y to:.understahding the pucpose;
commitment‘to the concept; structure of the program itself; or
management and leadership actitities?‘ |

4. How do the four s:iakeholder groups view the success of the district

~ school evaluation program and what changes, if any, dd they suggest?
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Methddo]ogx

To acquire the neceSsary data, a questionnaire was constructed by the

researcher and pilot tested tolggtab1ish some measure of reliability and

validity. The questionnaire had both open and closed - respdnse*items.

Thé parficipants selected for the final study wefe a stratified-random

selection of teachers, all school-based administrators and all diétricf
g)office administrators involved in school eva]u%tiohs. The resulting .

data wére analyzed by app1icat5gn of the parametric tests of ANOVA and.u
 the Scheffe hoSt hoc comparison, and the non-parametric testbof

Chi-Square. A{ well, open-response items were conteht énaTyzed, and the

resuTting information kas combined with the findings from the )

- stgtistica] analyses of questionnaire items. A shorf;ﬁon-sité document
‘fépérch was carried out to establish the original stated purpose of the

.Sfjici.sthoo] evaluation program.

g e . ' . .
The topic of evaluation in education encompasses a wide variety of
- A :

% pelated areas of study. For -the purposes of this research, .certain of
these areas were selected for emphasis. Evaiuation was examined as to
.~ its role in accountability and jts effect on educational:change and

improvement. The importance of understanding brganizationa1 context was
. &
M # ¥

discussed a]bhg with thé crucial element o lea ership at.both the
district and school levels. Finally, the éomponents which comprise
seffective programs of evaluation were delineated with the communication

process receiving special consideration. In bringing foarward theze

>t
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perspect1ves, an attempt was made to ensure that a balance between
generaT re]ated T1terature reviews and reports of empirical research was

" maintained. ‘ - ‘“

\f“

Conceptua] Framework
. - , .

In estabTishing the parameters for the research, a\number’of basic
‘rassumpt1ons were made . These were: that the level of understand1ng of
‘. the part1c1pants w1th regard to the evaluation program woqu be

important; that the pTann1ng process ut1T1zed woqu have 1mp11cation for -

the sUccessfuT 1mp1ementat1on of the program, that the effectiveness of
the program s design would be an 1mportant factor, and, that the
effect1ve adm1n1strat1ve pract1c\s would be a cruc1aT point of stugy.

Through consideration of these related areas, the conceptual framework

| wh1ch was adopted focused upon evaluation as it relates to the three
. main process areas of -planning, 1mp1ementat1on and outcomes
‘Encompassing these three areas,.the admini tratiYe elemerits of‘_»
. Teadershjp,gmanagementAand.communication Jire.spec$£iea11y\high11ghted.
Findjngs" 4

£~ [

. . .
The following statements summaries the findings of the study:

1. - Understanding the District SchooT'EvaTuation—program
" . 1 \ ‘ . ‘ , .
- The four stakeholder _groups of teachers, ass1stant pr1nc1paTs, |
pr1nc1paTs and- d1str1ct off1ce adm1nistrators aTT 1nd1cated that they
understood the stated purpose of the d1str1ct school evaTuation program

and that they dﬁreed with the purpose ‘However, the. teacher group had a;}
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sign1f1cant1y 1ower 1eve1 of_ agreement as to the stated purpose than
-distr1ct offlce adm1n1strators Mithin the teacher sub -groups,. the .

senfor high teachers“had the 1owest 1eve1 of agreement w1th the stated
_jpurpose. It was - sign1f1cant1y lower as compared to both the e1ementary

.-and junior high teachers The factors 1nd1cated by the four responding

. groups which he]ped to enhance their understand1ng of the eva]uat1on '

program were: suff1c1ent exp]anat1ons prlor to 1mp1ementat1on, hav1ng <
the program based upon current educat1ona1 research on schoo] -
: effectiveness, the sharing of useful 1nformat1on by d1str1ct off1ce,

N
;Land the assistance prOV1ded by both sch001 based and d1str1ct office’

administrators ¥ f/;A\,

2. Initiation of_the'Program

v . i .
L g . . ’ . 3

“The four:groUps varted signifiéant]y in.their.leve1 of ayreement with

" the. statements that the d1str1ct schoo1 eva]uat1on program was a resu]t

| of .the. co11aborative efforts of a11 the stakeholders, that ‘there were
Jopportunities for 1nput, and that d1str1ct off1ce was W1111ng to 11sten o
'to suggest1ons. The' ana]ysis of f1nd1ngs indicated - that the teachers

and assistant pr1ncipals he1d a s1gn1f1cant1y 1ower 1eve1 of agreement :
ontthese items than-did the pr1nc1pa1s or d1str1ct off1ce

“admtnistrators However, a]] four groups d1d agree that they had access

to information on the program beforeé. it was adopted and that they ;

‘Junderstood this information..
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3. ImpTementation of the Programs-'~ Co T .t}*uww

11 four groups agreed that they were ready for part1c1pation in theﬁr
d1str1ct sch001 eva]uat1on program. The activities which the groups saw
. as strengthen1ng the implementation process were a know]edgeab]e ".
eva]uat1on team; the appropr1ate se1ect1on of team members, the
L utilization of student and parent 1nput, and the quality of the
-guper1ntendent s report A1l four groups a]so agreed that the schoo]
‘and district off1ce adm1n1strators prepared staffs. fOﬁ}1nvo1vement

through ora] and wr1tten commun1cat1ons., As we]], adm1nistrators were -

'recogn1zed for their: efforts in reduc1ng staff anx1et1es dur1ng the .

evaluations.

" . v U

4. Perceptionsiv Fee]ings~and Concerns ' i L \

. - N
AN . . Pl rP

With the exception of the pr1nc1pals \group, all groups agreed that they
;fe1t apprehensive before a d1str1ct school eva]uat1on commenced The
four groups noted that such factors as the commun1cat10ns from d1str1ct
off1ce the efforts of-schoo]-based adm1n1strators, and' the cooperatfve
:att1tude of the eva]uation team, he]ped to a]]eviate staff anxiety In
the content ana]ys1s of comments and open- response items™t was found
" that a notab]e number of pos1t1ve references were madéfas to the
Tearning opportun1t1es resu1t1ng from the evaluation program as - we]] as -
~statements show1ng support for the oWera]] intent of the program
,7Negat1ve referenc%jxwere made c1tfng the process as ’stressful’,
1nt1m1dat1ng_andu threatening’, as well as ’ar ]ficiaé? and N ' ]

'pre-determined’.



5.- Outcomes®  — . - /

'shared between staff and eva}uat1on team mEmbers, that the /

by

"]The fo]lowing outcomes were agreedﬁupon by the four groups that the

e

T
s

superintendent s report was c1ear and easily understoqd that strengths

| of the schoo]s were 1dent1f1ed and that both short- term and ]ong -term

.results could be produced by the eya1uations A s1gn1f1cant var1at1on

in the Tevel of agreement was. found w1th*the fo]10w1ng outcomes: that~ld

“i-the reports on, specif1c areas eva]uated were comprehens1ve that the

' _program is of benef1t to teachers, _hat'fhe eva]uat1ons allow for
fsharing of ideas across the district; and, awareness of fo]]ow up .
’activities of both schoo] based and district office adm1n1strators The

mer1ts of the eva]uation program were acknowledged as the accuracy. of ‘

")
both the commendations and reoommendations in the Super1ntendent s

report, the’ benefits” of the program to school(based adm1n1strators, and,

tthe opportun1t1es to highlight the strengths of -each schoo1

6. Suggested Changes . - ‘ \5
.~ . . "‘;

.

The four groups agreed that such factors as trme cost and;number of

”personne] needed to do the present form of the d1str1ct school -

eva]uation program ‘would affect 1ts use in: subsequent eva]uat1ons The

\

- statistical ana1ysis of the. quest1onna1re items inditated that all four

"groups felt that//p@'present structure of the program should be changed

or modified and that much more follow- up Had to occur after a. schoo] was

&
evaluated if the process was to be v1ewed as totally successful. - The

)

!evaluation team did get a true plcture of the schoo] that expert1se was ,'

O
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'content analysis’ of comments and open response items supported these
opinions and provided a number of addit10na1 1deas for change They
were: seeing that the recommendations mad”/during the first cycle of

(I Y

evaluations would Be foiiowed upwin the second cycle; making the )
' eva]uation 1ess ai] encompassing by focu51ng upon one area in a schooi

’ and, u51ng a collaborative structure in the pianning of the next ’

‘ .district school evaiuation program. with regard to enhanc1ng commitment
-to a district 1n1tiative such as a district schooi evaTuation program,
the respondents fe]t that the resuits of the program must be made more
evident to a]i stakehoiders, that there needs to be a fee]ing of
ownership and involvement 1n the program, that effective communications
and feedback mechanisms: must be in place; and “that a sense of trust

ﬂ?
honesty and pride | be nurtured W1th1n the district

,CONCLUSIONS

‘The“foiioWing statements refiect.inferences and conciusions reached\
‘through consideration{of the research findings. A]though the se]ected
.(part1c1pants might be Jjudged as being representative of their w1der
'-'popuiations, the 11m1tation of the 1nvest1gat10n to only one school
;hJurisdiction means that the condQU51ons are valid only to this
particular setting.' However, selected aspects of thewconciu51ons might
‘be appiicabie to other schooi jurisdictions if done'so with caution._, N
1. ‘A"recognized role of‘educationaifevaluation'is to both monitor and
judge the effectiveness ot services being offered. The extent o which'_‘

standards have been met is. examined along withy the identification'of
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areas'whereAimprouements'Should take place. ‘The districtjs hoo1‘

eva]uation program under study has this ro1e as one of 1tsvst ted

obJectives . The reSponses givesby the four stakeho]de ps 1nd1cate
they agree that the d1str1ct program does recogn1ze the strengths of a
school; that it does 1dent1fy areas of need; and that 1t is a necessary
means by which schoo] ‘services can be mon1tored The f1nd1ngs also note
"‘that the four groups cite these factors as pos1t1ve features of the '

present program Therefore there is ev1dence to conclude that the four

¥

-

stakeholder groups do agree that a dlstr1ct school eva]uat1on program is .

one method of estab11sh1ng the effectiveness of schoo] serv1ces and they;

see this purpose reflected in the present district schoo1 eva]uat1on

program

and product are emphas1zed It has been found that where the process

-,utiliZed is one of co]]aboratlve 1nput on the part of all- stakeho]der |
B

groups, the resu1t1ng product is deemed to be more read11y accepted and

._acc1a1med From the responses given by the four groups in the study, 1t

wou]d seem that there is on]y moderate agreement with the statement that

. ! co11aborat1ve procedure'was fo]]owed when the district school

: dea]ing with co11aboratlon,b1nput and district office w1111ngness to

11sten, show that teachers and ass1stant pr1nc1pals indicated a

‘significant]y Tower level of agreement for each of the statements'as

-

.compared to the pr1nc1pa1s and district office adm1n1strators It m1ght

"be conc]uded that the resulting d1str1ct school evaluation program is

2. An effect1ve eva1uat10n program is des1gned such that ‘both- process o t

_eva]uation program was p]anned and 1n1t1ated Those quest1onna1re 1tems ‘
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perceived as ref]ect1ng more upper adminnstrat1ve 1nput than ‘that of

teach1ng staff !

L2

Y

3.v One of the outcomes of an effect1ve eva]uation program shou]d be
Astaff growth and profess1ona1 deve]opment The eva1uat10n program under
‘ ’*study states profe551ona15deve1opment through participation on the
eva]uat1on team as one of its goa]s: Using the resu?ts from the |
: demograph1cssect1on of the study, it was noted that only 28.3 percent of
~'respondents 11sted haV1ng more than one encounter with the district
‘ schoo] evaluation program over. the four year per1od This would mean *
that 28.3 percent or 1ess of the respondents wou]d have served on ‘an
-eva]uat1on team‘ Of the 28. 3 percent only 3. 5 percent ‘were teachers
In sp1te of this 1ow rate of teacher invo1vement as eva1uators, the
fmaJor1ty of the respondents st111—saw the d1str1ct eva]uation program as
| a:source of inservice and profess1ona1 growth for all district staff
'vTherefore, it m1ght be conc]uded that the present goa1 statement
p1nd1cat1ng profess1ona1 deve]opment as a resu]t of participation on an -
evaluation team, mxght be too narrow in intent and not ref]ecting the’

potent1a1 of the program

4, For an organ1zat1on to funct1on effect1ve1y, appropr1ate Tines of
commun1cat1on must be estab11shed and maintained between the @arious
lorgan1zat1qna1 Tevels. )Th1s task tends to be the pr1me responsibility
" of the central administration of the organization. For a school
Jur1sd1ct1on the - 1mportant commun1cat1on Tinks are those between
d1str1ct office and the schools and between the schools The findings

of the study show that all four stakeho]der groups agree that effective

»
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~ one-way, written communicatiaon from district office to schools existed - -

1n the!form of proCedure book1ets and. clearly written school evaluation *"
reports As we]T, a number;of pos1t1ve twd'way, verbaT 11nes of |
communication between the dxstr1ct office and* s\hoo1s are. recogn1zed by ii'

all four responding groups Examples of these are the meet1ngs between

fdistr1ct office and the school staffs and the 1nd1v1dua1 1nterv1ews with

the Supertntendent or Associate Super1ntendent.- However, the findings

of the study also show thatvthere is a significant variation in

| agreement between "the four groups as to whether any noticeab1e sharing

“of ideas between schools resulted from the schoo1 evaluations This

would seem to imply that the commun1cat1on links between d1str1ct office
and the schools are effective, but that more attent1on needs to be pa1d

to estab]ish1ng.meantngfu1 1nter school commun1cat1on.
5. Accountabi]ity is the result of an action whereby the Judgments

reached through evaluation are offered as reassurance to show that

stated goals and objectives are be1ng met. One of the stated goa]s'of .'?.—

“the district schoo1 evaluation program under study, 1s to prov1de

appropriate 1nformat1on to the Board of Education for the purpose of

vaccountab111ty The find1ngs show that the four stakeho]der grOUps

understand this stated purpose and agree w1th 1t The use of student

and parent 1nput as part of the eva]uat1on process is agreed upon. by the

O

four groups However, it is of lnterest to note that there are no

.'results to 1nd1cate that the accountab111ty aspect of the eva]uatlon -

caused diff1cu1t1es for adm1n1strators or staff In the content

'anaIysis of comments and open response items - on]y three respondents'; |
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expressed concern that'the.present district school evaluation program‘s
main or overriding objective was accountabi]tty It therefore might be
concluded that the 1mp1ementat1on of the d1str1ct schoo] evaluation
program has- been accomp11shed in % manner wh1ch has successfully avoided
‘the negat1ve aspects of evaluation when it is seen .only as a means of

accountab1]1ty p

g

é. When judging the effect1veness of. an. eva]uation program; it is
mlmportant to estab11sh 1f the. stakeho]der groups invo]ved perce1ve’
‘d1rect benefits accru1ng fiom the process and 1ts outcomes Thee

) f1nd1ngs of those items perta1n1ng to process show that the four groups.

did view the utilized process in a positive manner. The responses - to

'r-those quest1onna1re 1tems wh1ch dea]t w1th perce1ued benefits due to

| outcomes of the program, show the four groups agreed that the program

- does benef1t both adm1nistrators and teachers However, the teacher

- sub- groups of e]ementary and sen1or h1gh teachers disagreed with the
item dea11ng with. benef1ts for teachers, and the teachers group as‘a -

who]e had a h1gh percentage of undec1ded rat1ngs for th1s same item. As-i
;’well the teachers ‘and a551stant pr1nc1pa1s disagreed that there were . -

: ‘d1str1ct off]ce 1n1t1ated fo]]ow up act1v1t1es The teachers a]so had a
 Jow level of agreement w1th the statement that there was school
1n1t1ated fo]]ow up. It m1ght be suggested that the -teachers, and to .
some measure the ass1stant pr1nc1pa1s, have a not1ceab1e degree of
amb1va]ence as to actual beneftts rea11zed from the district schoo]

eva]uat1ons
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7. The attributes of an effective principa1 are numerous but of

significant importance is the principal’s ability to QUide and infiuence
» \

the staff with regard to both SChOO]¢1n1tiatEd and district initiated

proJects Effective prinCipais know their staffs weii have seme

i understanding of staff opinions and concerns and make .an effort to .

set these opinions and concerns The findings of this study show

‘i-that op~e~number of important questionnaire items, the level of
' agreement of the teachers varied Significantiy from that of the 2 -
Jf} | 'prinCipais For exampie, the teachers indicated a Significantiy lower
o level of agreement on such items as the perceived opportunities for ‘ﬁfi é',
input; access to information prior to the program’s initiation, ‘ d_ -
| preparation of the staff for the eva]uation the 1eve1 of fe]t anx1ety,
the need: for more district office fo]]ow up, ‘and, that there were.
follow-up activities initiated by the school based administrators | Atf;_
the -same time, the findings show that princibals and district office B
'.administrators had the same level of opinion on aimost aik questionnaire~ }
items - This wouid seem to: indicate that more meaningfu1 interaction and k
exchanges of ideas and information on the district schoo] eva]uation M

"program had taken p]ace between district’ office and the prinCipais than v

had occurred between the prinCipais and their staffs

8} Improving teaching practices is a complicated process but isvi
'hachieved more readiiy when teachers are placed in Situations where those~
.designated to guide them are perceived by the teachers as’ haVing some '

degree of expertise and credibi]ity Tn° statisticai anainis of the’

questionnaire items which referred to the seiection and actiVities of
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the eva]uation team, 1nd1cate that a11 four groups agreed that - the
seiection of the team was appropriate, that the team members had
'expertise, that team members shared their expertise that team members
worked and: reduc1ng staff anxieties; and7 that the team was prepared for
~ the evaluation. However, the senior high teachers_as a sub-group,
| disagreed that the évaluators had expertise ahd&disagreed;that the
structure of. the evaluation team should remain the same. -Their
responses were found to be significantly Tower as compared to theA

eiementary and junior high teacher. Such ev1dence would suggest that

the criteria used for the selection of the district schoo] evaiuation -

team 1s perceived as- vaiid and credibie by most but ‘not- a]] district

staff v

‘e

? Q@In order to function effectwe]y, administrators of an organization

» must recognize that -an organization is comprised of various infiuentiai

:vsub groups as we]] as main groups Administrators must a]so be
cognizant of. how these variou\s sub -groups- diff'er in he]d norm@ behefs
and vaiues The f]ﬂd]ﬂgS of this study 1ndicate that the senior high
teachers recorded 51gn1f1cant1y divergent opinions on a number of

" important questionnaire 1tems/as compared to the’ two other teacher

Asub group% These 1tems pertained to the purpose of the eva]uation

' program, the agreement With the purp‘!e, the feelings and concerns' )

' expressed about the eva]uation program; and perqutions held of the

1eva1uators As we]], aSSistant pr1nc1pais expressed differing 1evels of
-

opinion on 1mportant questionnaire items as compared to prinCipals

These questionnaire 1tems\Hea1t w1th the degree of staff 1nvo]vement <in
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.fthe initiation.of the program, ‘the willingness of district- office to’-
listen; the number of evaluators teachers must deal w1th, and the amount
of district office follow- up upon comp]etion of an eva]uation It might
_be suggested that the senior high teachers and. the a551stant principais.
ﬁare operating within a .sub-group context that may be markedly different.
from that of their peers and could result in a grass- -roots 1mpact upon

the district that shou1d be anticipated by both the school and district |

office administrators

. : : N S
10. Achiev1ng and maintaining a sense of commitment to an eva]uation

:program by the participants is a cruc1a1 goa] for administration
*ABui]ding this sense of commitment is an 1nvo]ved process. fnsuring that
participants understand and agree with the program, have 1nput 1nto dits
p]anniﬁg and ‘can see that direct benefits w111 be<rea112ed because of -

it, ‘are some ‘of the<ways commitment'can be built The findings of

o questionnaire 1tems dea11ng with these particu]ar factors 1ndicate that

“the four stakeho]der groups did understand and agree with the purpose of
the district schoo] eva]uation program However, alr four groups did -
'inot have the same 1eve] of agreement with regard to perceived
: opportunity for -input into the p]anning process or perceived benefits of
program outcomes A conclus10n that might be stated is that there is

™~

potentia] for some groups not to have as high a commitment to, or

ownership in, the_program as other groups.

11 Eva]uating the effectiveness of the district sch001 evaluation
' program itse]f is an 1mportant e]ement in the overa]] eva]uation'

| process Input from those most directly affected by the process shou]d
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be sought and utiiized when changes to the program are contemp]ated ln
\rev1ew1ng the findings of ‘the study in thiS ared," ‘there 1s suffic1ent
ev1dence to suggest that not w1thstand1ng the many positive features of
' the present program, a11 four groups fee] that it should be changed if,

1t is to be used for a second round of evaiuations It might be

conciuded that given this consensus, the district now has an ideal
oy

opportunity for utiiizing the collaborative mode of p]anning in

- establishing a revis- 1 program

s . RECOMMENDATIONS . .°

L3

T

District School Evaluation Programs - Purpose and‘Bengftts

N

The effective impiementation of a new pnogram is‘dependent.upon many
factors. Someégf these are referred to by Rosenb1um and Louis (J981
'22) when they state that “the success of a program of change depends on
‘. the degree to which needs are appropriateiy assessed‘p]ans generated
resources accumu]ated and most important, consensus developed among
those affected by it". . Bolton (1980, p. 115) aiso emphasizes the neez
'for stakeho]ders to know the purpose of a new district initiative as he
questions, "Is the new program based on the reaiity of the situation and
is everyone 1nvoived we]] 1nformed regarding this reality? .'. Iu]ian and .
Park (1981), when’ speaking of educational change stress that it is the
'teachers who ‘must know the purpose of a change and not Just the
.administrators who are charged with 1mp1ementation McLaughiin and
'Pfiefer (1986) and Ross (1982), also speak to the issue of an informed
S teachers group by noting that the educational benefits for students and

v
R . &

®
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'1earning possi ilities for teachers must be made very v1s1b1e when a

program is put forward Therefore, it becomes clear that adm1nlstrators
must never assime that either the purpose or the benefits of a new
program are self.evident to the stakeholderggroups Rather,_ j}
adm1nistrat1ve actions must be .Planned and carr1ed forward to ensure
that those affected by a new program have ‘as clear an understand1ng as

possib]e of its purpose, process and expected outcomes. A §>

Recommendations:
1. That the purpose of a district school evaTuation program be clear1y
stated, circulated and discussed with all stakeho1der groups on an

ongoing basis. By S0 do1ng, new staff will be systemat1ca11y 1nformed

_of the program and estab11shed staff will continue to have opportun1thes

for cross- checking goa]s and offering further input. _ {7

'v2._ That the4purpose'of a district*schoo] evaluation program and its

results be stated in terms wh1ch refer to expected benef1ts as they

© B
“

re]ate to each stakeho]der group
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District School Evaluation Programs - Process Input

. : o . ' \

The successful imp]emehtation of a program has a great deal to do with

~ the manner in which it was initially planned and presented. In the
‘literature on organizational planning and decision-making, much is
written on the benefits-ot utilizing the co]]aborative.sty1e of
management when planning for change. Hall and Hord (1987) indicate that
the focus in educational change must“bé on coordination and cooperation
with and bgtween.a11 stakeholder groups. Lypham (1982) supports this
view by noting that today’s teachers want an increased measure of ¢ |
involvement at both the school. and distriqt_]eve]s,beeause of the many
administrative decisions being made whigh have eurrieu1ar 1mp11cat1ons
and thus direct impact upon teachers. But researchers such ‘as Clarke
(1970) and Duke (1980), caution~that'admdnistration must not over react.
o to cries for teacher involvement since teachers do not wish to be
involved at all times, nor at all levels of p]ann1ng and /
decision- mak1ng Rather, teachers seek opportun1tnes for meani gfully
1nvo]vement only in those areas which affect fthem directly and only if
the1r 1nv01vement will ref]ect some measure of influence upon, subsequent
adm1n1strat1ve dec1s1ons However, this does ‘net prec]ude that in a
genera] sense, teache:; still wish to be kept informed.of a]] 1mportagt.
- decisions be1ng made w1th regard to schoo] and district activ1ties
Bo]ton (1980) takes both effect1ve invoTVement and effective
’-communlcat1on one step further and*notes that ma1nta1n1ng this 11nk |
between the*teachers and tbe broader ordanization has benef1eia1 growth'

potent;a]s forvteachers. He states_: IR e
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"When 1nd1u1dua1s are able to identify with the success of the
organization they are better able to see that- the1r own success is

_1nterre1ated with that of the schoo] d1str1ct" (Bolton, 1980, p. 22).

_RecommendationS' ‘

1. That both the distr1ct and schoo] based adm1nlstrators consxstent]y
1nvo]ve the appropr1ate stakeho1der groups and sub- groups in the
p]anning and initiation of district 1n1t1at1ves in ways which afford
participants‘opportunities for invojvement and inf]uence,'

2..'That the level and type of_thisvinvo]vement.be recorded and that
‘this information be shared throughout. the district as a means. of |
notifying a]] stakeho]der groups that co]]aborat1ve planning is tak1ng

p]ace

d Qistrict School Evaluation Proqrams - .The Role of Perceotions

The 1mportance of commun1cation and the ro]e perceptxons p1ay in the
process of commun1cat1on is an 1nterest1ng area of study but one that is
often’ not presented in pract1ca] terms Our background experiences, the
peop1e around us, the p]ace normsefnd the overall norms of. the o R
organization, ‘influence our perception of 1nformat1on we receive and
process (Enns, 1965). As Mu]ford (1971 p. 6) states, "commun1cat1on

~ “tends to be perceived and Lnterpreted by rec1p1ents in terms of the1r
‘own stereotyped percépt1ons, needs and des1res“ In- the planning,
1n1t1ation and’ 1mp1ementat1on of an eva]uat1on program, the need to -
-effective]y exchange information as, well as ant1c1pate and deal with

Q

: misconceptions arising from these exchanges, is v1ta1 to the success of

~
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a neu program‘ Probert (1971) notes that the first step to attaining
universal understand1ng of d1str1ct goals is to rea11ze that ‘
m1sconcept10ns in commun1cat1ng goals will always occur, and second
that these m1sconcept1ons can only be corrected through effective X
“ two- -way communication. Hrincu (1982) speaks on flows of commun1cation
and stresses that an organ1zat1on must. encourage not only a’ iwo-way
" 1atera1 flow of commun1cat1on, but must encourage an upward f1dw of
1nformat1on as well. It is only through such mu1t1p1e exchanges of
1deas and concerns that -some measure of equa11ty in the level of
understand1ng between the var1ous members of the organization will
occur.>
Recommendations:
1.. That district communication efforts must- exhibit an_enphgsis

two-way lines of communication'and that'thisfflow of communication occur
| both laterally and vert1ca11y 1n the organization _ '_- -
2. That the adm1n1strators of an organ1zat1on become more cogn1zant of
the role percepttons play in effective commun1cat1ons and how

‘percept1ons ‘can be a]tered

District Schoo]lEvaluation Programs - The Principalship .

Effective 1eadership at-the_school Téye1 ié required when district
‘finitiatives are attempted; ‘Ross (i982,yp. 62), tn‘wrtting,about

t principaJs, states that it is "the behaviorfof7the orinc{pals)which is
the/yost important factor account1ng for variance in teacher '

reéept1veness to 1ntervent10ns . As an example& he points out that when -
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\\pr1nc1pa1s exhibit a JaeQQOf enthusiasm about a program, this.signa1s to
the staff that the"progham is in fact peripheral and of no great~-
cenaequence Principals can a]so influence others by the adro1t '
manipu]ation of 1nformat1on Hr1ncu (1982) notes that this -type pf

B influence can be an effective way of managing and eirecting staff‘
members toward.the district’s goals and ‘objective. An important
‘add1tiona1 benef1t galned from using this type of 1nf1uence, 1s that
staff attltudes and percept1ons come to light more read11y and the
principal can then attempt to 1nf1uence these attitudes through an
exchange of appropriate informat1on at the most appropr1ate time. o
Mulford (1971) puts forward the prem1se that the more often pr1nc1pals
interact with their teachers in mean1ngfu], influential ways, the more
a11ke both groups wili become in ! cognit10e structure’. This type of
' commonality is positive and enhances the 1eve1,of understanding and. :

trust within the district.

_Recommendations-' ‘
"‘I.. That principa]s recogn1ze the 1mportance of the1r rdle as both

~ school and district 1eaders, and rea11ze the 1mpact that the1r 1nf1uence
can have on staff beliefs and norms. | xtg
2. That principals should be afforded many oppdrtuhities thr

professional development and 1nserv1c1ng in the areas of 1nterpersona1

'+’re1at10ns and skil1ful communication:

P
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- District School Evaluation Programs - An Inteqration of the School

t

District-level - Initiatives

Evaluations of school services,'both -at the school and district levels,

A 4

are most effectlve when they are incorporated 1nto an overa]] manager1a1
plan for the d1str1ct By S0 do1ng, the eva]uations are not perceived
as occasional and 1so1at§§ occurrences which are disruptnve and have
'11tt1e long- 1ast1ng}effect (Bolton, 1980) Eva]uat1ons are more
credible if they are cyclical and continuous in: nature,_a110w1ng for
gradua] change and the h1gh1ight1ng of growth and 1earn1ng (Borg & Gall,
1983). Eva]uat1on have an impact upon the re]ationships between the |
“evaluators and evaluatees. Effective eva]uat1ons increase the 1eve1 of
trust, cooperation’and security of part1c1pants by creating a sense of
ownership (Bolton, 1980). Though all these attr1butes of effective
evaluations must be found 'in d1str1ct level eva]uations, they first of
a]] must be seen at ‘the school level! For examp]e certain studies show
that when teachers are eva1uated~by their pr1nc1pa14hn a- regu]ar and
forma] basis, the qua11ty of communicat1ons between staff and
adm1n1strat1on 1ncreases as does the 1eve1 ofﬁftust (Bolton, 1980) As
“well, more benef1c1a] -outcomes were perce1ved and the staff fe]t 1ess
apprehen51ve about being evaluated. S1nce trust and a sense of security
,.can on1y be bu11t over a period of time, pr1nc1pa1s are)the key for they
'are in contact with teachers most cons1stent1y Therefore, effective‘
d1str1ct level eva]uat1ons must 1n ‘fact depend to a 1arge degree upon an

effect1ve process of schoo] TeveJ eva]uat1ons

Recohmendatiohs:- |
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\1ts various stakeholder groups Rosenblum and Louis (1981) draw E
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1. "That the district have in place an overall evaluation program which
outlines both the school-based evaluation format as well as the
district-level format |

2. That school-based adm1n1strators conduct formal, regu]ar eva]uat1ons
of their own school services. . ‘

3. That both school and district admtnistrators become"fami1iar with .
those aspects of 1nterpersona1 relations which bu11d and enhance mutua]

feelings of trust and respect between the admlnlstrat1on and the staff.

Djstrict SChoo1 Evaluation Progqrams - Organizational Cu1tpre and Groups

Dynamics

Too often references'are made to organizations jn a manner which imply
that the organtzation is an entity onto itse]t and that its members are :
Separate from it. But writers such as Argyr1s and Schon (1983) . //.fif
emphasize that the organ1zat1on 1s comprtsed of peoﬁ?e and that over a .
period of time the structure and context of-an organ1zat1on is shaped by
attention to th1s “human. aspect of organtiations and conclude that school
districts are in fact comp]ex, open social systems mediated by both

rattona1 bureaucratlc dinfluences and irrational social 1nf1uences As

we]], since school districts tend’to have complex systems for governing'

the d1v1s1on of 1abour, overa]] organ1zat1ona1 contro] may be d1ff1cu1t

Rosenb]um and Lou1s (1981 p. 46) state "since d1str1cts'
may varyatn capacity to influence at the schoo] 1evel, it is essent1a1
to look at school factors which affect program outcomes“ This means

that leaders at -the district level must be very conscious of how the

i,
nof
> .
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" various sub-groups thmoughout the district can impinge upon the

1mp1ementat1on process and final outcome of even a district program ‘To

'avo1d prob1ems, both.the district and schoo] based adm1nistrators musty

ensure that the: co]]aborat1ve mode of planning and decision- making is
indeed be1ng'fo11owed and that the stakeho]der sub groups are being
enfrapch1sed 1nto d1str1ct initiatives. Principals must take some
measure of 1eadersh1p and 1dent1fy staff leaders and opinion setters

within the schools and try to influence and affect the opinions and

attitudes of ghese 1nd1v1dua1s As Q\EHS”(1967 pP. 21) writes, "those .

people at the centre of the communicat1on networks become leaders and
influence their’ co11eagues" and this influence, if it is husbanded with

care, can be utilized in achieving district‘goa]s.;

Recommendations~ '

1. That d1str1ct 1eve1 and school- based adm1n1strators become

pro- actiVe 1n recogn1z1ng and dea]ing with sub group needs

2. That effect1ve and consistent Tines of commun1cat10n are. estab]ished

‘with the members of the yar1ous sub-groups. This commun1cation shou]d

be both oral -and written,'formal'and-informa] and above all, must flow -

, Ain'botb5direcfions, that is up and down in the district’s hierarchy.

’

~r
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. ,\\~IMPLI'CATIONS PERCITRR. :
: A N i

Though this study was 11m1ted to data co]]ected through the exam1nat1on
of one district s schoo1 eva]uat1on program, a number of findings
emerged wh1ch have: re]evance for the study and pract1ce of educat1ona1

.0

administration. , I s"

Imp]ications for Practice | * o4
The following practica1 app1ications of the tindings may be of*interest,
' *," those in the- fie]d of educational adm1n1strat1on They’are
-vl. That effective management and 1eadersh1p, at both the sthool and
district level, must be available if new d1str1ct programs are, to be
successfully planned and 1mp1emented | :
‘2.' That the se]ection of adm1n1strators for school or d1str1ct ro]es,‘
must be done on the bas1s of the cand1date S prof1ciency 1eve1 ‘%r '
potential for prof1c1ency, in the areas of 1nterpersona1 and ‘
“.communicat1on sL111s as well as ev1dence of having the bas1c skills of
an effect1ve manager and leader.
3. That school- based and d1str1ct off1ce adm1nistrators be encouraged
to avail themse]ves of educationa1 adm1n1strat1on courses wh1ch wou]d |
give them the, necessary background know]edge and sk111s in the areas of:_
a) co11aborat1ve planning and dec1s1on mak1ng
".b) organizationa] structures and sub structures

.c){the_mu]ttp]e functjonsvofvthe evaluation process
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Implications for Research

.
-

It would seem beneficial to the study of educationai eva]uation if
further empirical research were conducted as foiiows :

1. That the research work a]ready accompiished in the . areas of— .
perception and attribution theory be analyzed and synthesized in a .
manner suited for use in educational administration, espec1aiiy as ‘this
1nformatiqn reiates to effective 1eadership

2. “That more studies be. completed pertaining to dictrict school. -
eva]uation programs. As a'resuit,,a bank of.data.wouid be qolieCted

* which in turn, might be'enaiyied for the purposes of de]ineeting those
"faﬁtors‘which erfectiv district school evaluation programs have in
cdmmon ‘ | Cr

3. That more work be done in deve]oping a questionnaire in order to
increase its va]idity and reiiabiiity when used 1n eva]uating a district

"schooi evaluation program \

8 -
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3315 136A Ave. L . |
'E onton, Alberta o : , . T

CoTsL 488

"Mapch 7, 1?88

Mn. L A. Beaudry . .
Superintendent of Schools . - ~
St. Albert Protestant Board of Educatlon '
60 SirF Winston Churchil) Ave.
. St. Albert, Alberta

T8N 064 -

i

Dbar Mr. Beaudry;' .
"For my thesns tdplc 1 have chosen to study how school effectiveness- js
monitored at the dlstrlct level and have decided to examine our own
district school evaluation model. 1 am therefore wrltlng to ask your
permission to conduct a survey within the district in order to acquire
- the. nece: y data. To accomplish this I must send a questionnaire to
a strati .as sample of teachers, all the school administrators and all
the district office administrators, The .questionnaire would be sent
out the second week of April. However, pr:or to this, I must first
pilot the questionnaire in.order to establish its validity. Therefore
1 also need your permission to contact a number of teachers and
several school admnntstratorQ this month for such assistance. -
Participation in both the pllotlng of the questitnnaire and the actual
‘survey itself will be on a voluntary basis and confidentiality will be’
assured.

- Your support for my efforts wlll be greatly appxecuated. 1 will be

pleased to share‘with the district a summary of findings upon the
completion of my study. Thank you for your consnderatlon.

Yours sincerely,

Parnel Pierce
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.St Albert Protestant Board of Education
| © 1988 03 21 S ‘ d
| e

Ms Parnel Pierce
13315 -136A Ave
Edmonton, Alberta
TSL 4BS .

Dear Parnel,

Thank you for your March 7 letter;-
You certaiﬁly have my permission to pilot the questionnaire and conduct
your school evaluation survey in the district. I have sent a copy of
your March 7 letter to the principals. X -

st
£

We look forward to receiving a copy of the summary of your findings when
your project is completed. :

Sincerely,

Lawrence Beaudry _
Superintendent of Schools R
/s
’ c.c. Principals i
.

BOARD OF TRUSTEES
Loz Hole | Chares Schronsr -Suéan Naldie

He Sf‘lifiﬁ‘y [\A(;Caffery Don Witwicky



13315 - 136A Ave. Coe T - 116
"Edmonton’ Alberta =~ . .
TSL 488 , :

April 11, 1§ée -

-Dtar COTleaguej" ' L B

1 am prosently at the Univer51ty of Alberta working on my Master ‘
Program-in the area of Educational Administration. For.my thesis I
have chosen to examine the process used by a district toc monitor
school effectiveness. Since our district has such a process in. place,
‘and has completed a full cycle of school evaluations, I have decided
to centre my study on our own district school evaluation program. Mr.
Beaudry, Superintendent of Schools has.given me permission to do so.

Bpecifically 1 am Ihterested in gathering data on how the district’s
school evaluation program was initiated, how well its purpose Is

_understood, the implementation process used, perceived outcomes of the\
district school evaluations, and possible improvements to the program. o

To acquire the necessary data, I have constructed a survey which 1 am
sending :to a stratified sample of teachers, all school administrators
and all district office administrators. The survey will take
approilmltely one half hour to complete, Participation in the suruey
is voluntary and the respondents do not identify themselves nor are
_the surveys numbered op: coded for individual identification. As well,
any quotations which may be subsequently used in the final summary of
information will not be identified as to source. Completed, surveys
will not be made available to any third party and wlll be destroyed
upon. completion of my thesus.,

I would apprecnate it uery much if you would complete the enclosed
survey and return it in the enuelope provided. Your input will be of
~value tome in my academic studies and I trust the results, as

reported in my thesis, will prove to be of value to our district as
woll. : s :

Ploase feel free td’contact me at 455 3420 |+ you have any questions.
I would like to have the surveys returned by May 11,1988. Thank you
for your assistance. . ‘

g
o
S

Yours sincerely, .

Parne! Pierce
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13315 1344 Ave.
Edmon ton, Alberta
T3L 4B8

May, 1988 . !

'fbear Colleague;

This is Just a reminder asklng you to return the "Teacher -
Administrator Survey® which was sent to you lTast month., ‘It deals with
our district school evaluation program.” If you are having problems in
completing it and would like to speak with me , please contact me at
435-3620. 1f you have already returned it, my sincere thank you for
all ‘your help. .

e

/Yours sincerely, o .

Parnel Pierce E ' L



APPENDIX B

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

-

© 118



TEACHER AN D ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY

MONITORING EFFECTIVE SCHOOI.ING AT THE DISTRICT I.E.VEL

" A DISTRICT SCHOOL EVAI.UA‘TION PROGRAM .

PART ONE: -
Please supply the following information.

Note: If you were not involved with the district school
evaluation program, indicate this with a check and
- return the uncompleted survey.

1. Your present major assignment with the dlstrlct is:
(1) Teacher '
{2) Assistant Principal
{3) Principal
(4) District Office
(5) Other (specify)
N

t——

2. Your major assigned level is: ¢
{1) Elementary
{2) Elementary-Junior H1gh
(3) Junior High - .
{4) Senior High . _"
{5) District Office
(6) Other (specify)

3. Your iotal yearé: of experience are:

o . 4. Indicate the year(s). you took part in the dlstrlct

school evaluation program.
1984-85
. 1985-86
. -1986-87
1987-88

T

119
1 orrice use

1234
5.
6. '
7-8
Q.
10
11,
12.



PART TWO: ' Tt e
o . e “'“" : K &r - L%
’ Deterrnine to wbat extent you agree ormsagree mth
~ each statement. "Circle the number, at'the Tight of )
statement whlch best cor‘responds to yoh:‘ an%wer e

EVAI.UATION PROGRAM

@

, . o PR }}"f, ) T
, STRONGLY .  STRONRY U‘NDEG-
7 DISAGREE - /" ., : AGREE "
e 2 '»"3 M
| e T
A. UNDERSTANDING 'rmz mépr

S. 1 understand the purpose of th gt
evaluation program: e ey

6. There was sufficient explanatmn s ix‘e d'“ 1ct .1 %aq _4- 1P
school evaluation program prlor to its 1 ) S - o T
implementation. e N TR , 2

7. 1agres with thc goals of the dlstnct school 19234 g1 5 . -

svaluauon prugram - T s

8. The district school evaluation program evolvedout | 234 g 16."
of the collaborative efforts of teachers, schaol o
administrators and district office administrators.

9. - The district school evaiuahon program reflects 1234 9 ﬁ :
current educational thought on momtormg school . B
- effectiveness. - ‘ ‘ o : 1

10. District school evaluatmn progrnrns ‘are a 1 234 9] 1g
' fiecessary way of monitoring educational services L R
at the school level. - ‘

11. The dlstmct school evaluatlon program has b%n 1 234 'g 19
- tailored to meet district needs. . ’

" “12. District office has provided school staffs with 1234 9]oq -
~ information on the purpose of the district school : o
evaluatwn programt. :

13. School-based admxmstrators have helped explam 1 234 9)og
the purpase of the chstmct school evaluation ) T
- DPORNHL Lo

COMMENTS:




= B. INITIATING THE DISTRICT SCHOOL

EVALUATION PROGRAM SD - SA UD

14, Thcre were opportunities for my: mput into the 1 234

planning of the district sr@ool evaluatxon program

15, D1str1ct office showed a wnlmgness tolistento- 1 2 34
~ suggestions when establishmg the school evaluation
program. :

16. I had access to information on the district school 1 2 3 4 B

eval'uation program when it 'was first adopted @

17. T understood the purpose of the district school 1 234
evaluation program beforc 1 was part o{ an - :
. evaluation.

18. The written commumc'atmn'pronded by district 1 234

office pertaining to the procedures of the district
-evaluation was tlear to me,

19. Adjustments have been made to the district school 1 234 .

evaluation program since its inception.

20 Having the district office administrators and the 1 234
‘school staff meet prior to a school's evaluation, ER
assists the staff in better understanding the
district school evaluation program.

COMMENTS:

s

9

g'ﬁh&

OJY%& use ‘

22.

b

2.
24,
25.

26.

27,

28.

C. THE PROCESS OF THE DISTRICT SCHOOL - 8D SA UD|

EVAI.UATION PROGRAM .

" 21.Iwas adequately prepared for what- occurred during 1 2 34
the district school evaluation .

22. District office administrators helped to prepare 1 234
the staff for the district school evaluation. '

' 23. The school-based administratnrs helped toprepare 1 2 3 4
thelr ataff for the district school cvaluatlon

9

9.

9

29.

30.

3L

AR 2



‘_24

2

-29.
~ evaluation team should be contified. ..

31
32.

3

The mchndual interview with the Supenntendent
{or Assistant Superintendent of Personnel)
facilitates staff input during the district school
evaluatzon. S

. Classroom observations are a necessary cOmpOnentf
of the district school evaluation process.

. The evalua’ucm team members asagned to

classroom observations have been knowledgeable in
the area ot curriculum and mstructmn

. The selectmn of the eval @wn team members has

been appropnate

Including a classroom teacher as part of the

-evaluation team should be continued.

Including out-of-district educators as part of the '

-

. The number of evaluatlon team members a teacher

must deal with during a school evaluation is
reasonable 9

Utilizing information gained from student
mternews should be contmued

Utilizing mformatmn gained from parent
questionnaires should be continued.

The ‘commendations and recommendations* format

of the Supermtend t's report should be continued.

COMMENTS:

~ DL PERCEPTIONS FEEI.INGS AND CONCERNS SD SA UD

34,

38.

SD  SA UD

12 %4}

1234 9
1234 9
1234 9
1234 9
1234 9

1234 9
1234 9
1234 9

Iwas apprehenmve about taking p?§$ in the dlstnct 123 e 9

school evaluatmn.

Once the evaluatxon was underway, I felt less
anxious. . v

1234 9

| 3B.

40.

oﬂ!%gusn
32 __

35.

36.

3.
39,

41

42.

43.

3



-

..

-39, There was open and honest cornmumcatmhs between

" 36. Communication from district office helped in

al_owering staff anxiety over the school svaluation.'

37. The district evaluation team worked at making the
. staff feel comfortable during the school evaluatmn

38. The school-based administrators helped in
lowermg the level of staff anxiety over the district
school*ﬁaluatlorx .

the staff and the evaluation team durmg the school. -

evaluation.
-
40. There was a- collegml atmosphcrc between the staff
and the evaluation team durmg the school -
‘evaluatmrL '

41. I have posmve feelings toward the district school
evaluation program :

COMIVIENTS

po]

—

\ .

E. PERCEIVED OUTCOMES OF THE SCHOOL
EVALUATION PROGRAM ,

42 The evaluation team ob jned a true p1cture of the
school during the evaluation.

43. The evaluation team members shared their
expertise in a way that was helpful to teachers.

44.'T found the information contained in the

Superintendent's report to be clear and easﬂy
understood

45. The Superintendent's report on each school-

evaluated is a useful document.

‘46. The commendation statements in the

Superintendent's report were accurate. ”

47. The recommendatisn statements in the
Superintendent's report were accurate.

'SD “SA UD

1234 9
1234 9
1234 9
1234 9
12349
1234 9
SD SA UD
1234 9
1234 9
1234 9
1234 9
1234 9
1234

45,

123
OFFICE USE
4. _

%6.
a7,

48.

49

S0.:
Sl

S2.
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SD SA UD| orrice uste.

48. The reports on each specmc area evaluated w1thm 1234 01656

the school were comprehensnre _ o ]
49. The d1str1ct school evaluation program isof , 1234 9|57
~ benefit to school- based administrators. -
.-50. The district school evaluatmn programisof . 1234 9188 ___
' benefit to teachers. ., g

S1. 'I’he distrlct school evaluation identifies important 1234 958
atrcngths irr a school. _ @’* :

S2. ’I‘he district school evaluation ide tities important 1 2 34 960
areas»of need in a school. \ o

93. The district school evaluatmn produces short- term 1234 9])61

- results in a school. R : :

- 54. The district school evaluation will producelong- 1 2.3 4 9|62

N term results in the schools. _

55, The dxstr\{ct school evaluation is an opportumty to 1234 9|63
' show others the strengths of each school. '

6. The district school evaluation is an opportumty 1234 9]lga .
for the schocg s administration to obtain valuable , e
suggestmns nd assistance. .

57. The adistrict school evaluatio;;@brogram allows tor 234 9 | 65.
the sharing of ideas across the district. : :

%3‘% am aware of follow-up activities mmated by | 123 ‘4 9 | 66. :
xtnct office after the campletion of the school L :
luatlon _ _

59. I am aware of follow—up activities initiated by the 1234 g 67.
~ school administration after the completion of the
school euluatlon.

COMMENTS: _
' ﬁv{%\“’




'F. SUGGESTED CHANGES TO THE Pny.smrr . SD SA UD
" SCHOOL EVALUATION PROGRAM

60. The district school evaluation programshould - 1234 9
continue in 1ts present form

61. The district school evaluation program w111 nccd to 1 2 34 9
be modified if it is to be used for a second round
of school evaluations.

62. The length of each school's evaluation is 1234 9
appropriate. ' -

'.63 The format of the Superintendentsreport should 1234 9
‘remain the same. .

64. There should be more follow-up by district omce 1234 .9
administrators after.a district schonl.evaluation -

has been completed. - v éf,?: -

65. There should be more follow-up by ‘ school-bésed’ 12 34
administrators after a dlstrict sch aluation
has been completed

?

66. The structure of the evaluation team should fernain 1234 9
the~same .

67. Evaluatlon team members need more preparation 1 2 34  9-f

for their dutles

68,

orhose

69.

70.
7.

72.

74.

75.



‘PART THREE: | S 126

Please respond to the following questions. Your r-ctmns ideas and
suggestwns are a very impartant part of this survey.

>

1 Share some of your perceptions on the dlStI‘lCt school evaluation program

»

&

2. In what ways might the present district school evaluatwn program be altered 1n
order to be effective in efvaluatmn of schools a second time?

N

3 In ymir view, what enhances staff or admmlstrator comnntment to a d1str1ct
- school evamation program?

PLEASE RETURN BY WEDNESDAY MAY 11, 1988.

TBANK YOU
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DETAILED INFORMATION ON CONTENT ANABYSIS OF COMMENTS AND QPEN- RESPONSE B
QUESTIONNAIRE. ITEMS:

"T - teachers

AP - assistant principals
P - principals
DQ d1str1ct office adm1n1strators

.1.' The Purpose of the Pnggram and Léve] of Undersfanding

~

Comments Count Frequency of Responses

’ ' T AP P~ BO

Clearer stated purpose; 8 . 5 1 2

value highlighted _ R .

Is stated purpose real 6 - 3 3

purpose; hidden agenda -

Inform new staff; more 5 2 2 1

.explanation needed , : '

More promotion of 5 | 2 3

program is needed ‘

Ne choice since it is 3 1 11 -
mandated . ' , =
. .“ . “’ .

A way to clean-up acts; 2 . 1 1

shape people up

2. Imp]ementat1on of the D1str1ct School Eva]uat1on Program

" Comments . : Count Frequency of,Responses :
' - ! T AP P DO
Concern over student st 1 1.,
_selection, capabilities .
" and se1ection o
Usefulness of recommend- 7 5 1 ”1 -
ations; all reports are o ' .
positive _ ‘ o
Team lacks expertise; 5 5 =
more preparation needed . .. ’
Concern over profession- 5 ' - - 5

alism, ethics, ATA code



3. teelings and Concerns
. Comments | Count

Process excellent, good 17

24

Frequency of Responses'

T AP P 00
8 1 4 4

in intent, enjoyable SR

More follow-up necessary 15 v 8 4 3
Stressful, intimidating, 14 + 13 1
difficult, "

Too cost]y 6 5 s 1
Provide inservice, an 6 1, 1 2 2

opportunity to learn,
professional -development

Artificial,
set-up

phony, 6

More two-way commun- 6"
ication, feedback, 1nput¢/

Concerns ovéer ethics, &
off record remarks,

. prying §%§

- More integrity, honesty, 4

i trust

‘Long, tiring process - 3

" 4. Perceived Outcomes of the Program

“Comments' - Count
B1ased, art1f1c1a1 _ 9
self- ev1dent '
Expens1ve,7timet’<-‘ L9 .
consuming . -’ SR .

. ﬁ?ovides'jnservice, . 6

growth

No cerrection of 6
problems

Concerns not addressed 5
NPT

2 3 1

4 1 1
4

4

3

. -Frequen-y of Responses

‘T AP P DO
7 2
7 2

129
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4. Perceived Outcomes of the Program (continued)

Coﬁments- iV .4 Count - Frequency of Responses
Provide more contact -5 : ':.1 1 1 2
with district office '
Sense of district 5 2 2 |1
unity, working together, ’
ZWQpportunity'to share 3 %%@ , 1 1 1 ; v
Tdeas -
Useful to school 2 - : 1 1
administrators ST ' o
' A .

5. Factors Which Foster Commitment

) Comments Count Frequency of Responses -
- T AP. P DO /‘
Results, growth, - 14 : K 5 3 1 5
Tearning, follow-up. : "
Ownership, 16Vq1vement, 13- 3 4 4 2
partnership; working to- -
. gether ) :
Communication, feedback 9 7 8 1,
Pride in staff and » 9; ’ 8 1
district - %
Honesty, trust, fair- = .8 7 1
_ .ness ' ’ ‘
Stress positive, not 5 | 2 3 ‘ o
punitive o . S *
Use se]f—eva]uéfidﬁA 3 - 3
Evaluate at all 1éVe1s 1 B |

of the district
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SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL DATA CF QUEST{ONNAIRE VARIABLES
SECTION ONE - DEMOGRAPHIC RESULTS

‘"Var1ab1e'1: Present major assignment

. % of Total

-Group - Count ' Responses v

Teachers 56 . 65.9 _ ,

Ass’t.Prin. 11 - 12.9 7
Principals =~ 11 12.9

D.0.Admin. 7 8.3

Total. 85 PR 100.0

Variable 2: Majow assigned level

e ’ - % of Total
Sub-Group Count Responses
Elementary 25 47.2
Junior High 14 26.4
Senior High 14 26.4 ' _
Total v 53 100.0 ’

Variable 3: Total years of experience

Total Years of Expertence

- Group Count Mean St.Dev.
' . L (Yrs) '
Teachers 54 13.09 - 6.33
Ass’t.Prigp. 1. 17.00 5.58
Principal§ S 21.90 - 5.87
D.0.Admin< 6 . . . 19.83 3.43
Experience Categories : _
Intervals Frequericy Percentage
3 to 10 yrs. 20 _ 24.4
11 to 20 48 58.5
21 to 34 14 - 17.1 -
"~ Total - 82 : - 100.0

Variable 4: The year or years the respondent took part in a d1str1ct
school evaluation. , v

“Percentage of Staff Involvement on a Yearly Bas1s

‘Percentage
Year ,Frequency Took Part
. 1984-85 - 21 24.7
1985-86 30 . 35.3 -
1986-87 47 - '55.3

. 1987-88 30 35.3
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e

Variable 4a: The number of times you were involved in a district school
evaluation :

Frequency of Involvement ; o

No.of Times' : SRR :

Took Part Frequency ‘Percentage

1 _ 61 ‘ 71.1

2 10 11.9

3 9 . 10.5

4 5 . © 5.9

Total | 85 /100.0

Involvement of Respondents By Group Membership

Group « Count Frequency i Percentage
Teachers 56 K 12.5
Ass’t.Prin. 11 9 37.5
Principals 11 ‘ 7 29.2
D.0.Admin. 7 5 20.8
Totals 85 24 100.0

SECTION TWO - UNDERSTANDING THE MODEL

PROBLEM 1: _What is the stated purpose of the district school evaluation
program and to what extent is the purpose understood by the teachers,
assistant principals, principals and district office adminjstrators?

‘Variable 5: "1 understand the purpose of the district school eyaluation
program. : o '

- Group Count Mean St.Dev.

“Teachers 56 _ 3.98 c 0 .9044
~Ass’t Prin. 11 . 4.00 . . 1.1832
Prin. - 11 - 4.45 " 1.2136
D.0.Admin. 7 ' 4.71 .4880

Sub-Problem 1.1 - Extent of Agreement With the Stated Purpose i

Variable'7: I agree with the goéis of the district school evaluation
program. ~

Group , Count Mean St.Dev. o
Teachers =~ 56 3.86 .86 s N e
Ass*t.Prin. 11 3,73 1.42 -
Principals . 11 427 1.19

D.0.Admin. 7 4.86 37



Teacher Sub-Group Results for Variable 7

Sub-Group
Elem.
Jr.High

- Sr.High

Count
25
14
14

Mean
4.00
4.21
3.36

134

Variable 10: District school evaluation programs are a neceggary way of
. monitoring educational services at the school level. Rl :

Group
Teachers
Ass’t.Prin.
Principals
D.0. Admin.

Count
56
11
11
7

St.Dev.
1.30
1.21
1.30.
.53

Sub-Problem 1.2: What elements of the district school evaluation

program enhance the participant’s understanding of it?

Variable 6: There was sufficient explanation of the.district school
evaluation program prior to its initial implementation.

Group
Teachers
Ass/t.Prin.
Principals
D.0.Admin.

Count
56
11
11
7

Mean
3.73
3.73
4.18
4.43

St.Dev.
1.24
1.01
1217
.53

Variable 9: The district ;Choo] evaluation program reflects current

educational thought o

Groups Count
Teachers 56
(XAss/t.Prin. 11
Principals ‘11
, D.0.Admin. . 7
Teacher Sub-Group Results for
Sub-Group ~Count
~ Elementary .25
Junior High ' - 14.

Senior High

Variable 12:
information on the purpose of

Group
Teachers
Ass’t.Prin.
Principals
D.0.Admin.

District office

Count
56
11
11
7

Mean .
3.80
4.18
4.27
4.43

Variable 9
Mean
4.00
4.07
3.21

has provided
the district

Mean
3.82
3.91
4.27
4.29

itoring school effectjveness.

St.Dev.
.98

1.17
.90
.53

St.Dev. .
.91
1.00
.80 o =

schools staffs with .
school evaluation program.

St.Dev.
1.06
1.04

o 1.19
.76
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TeacheriSubfGrbup Results for Variable 12

Sub-Group Count Mean St.Dev.
Elementary 25 4.28 -~ .68 .
Junior High 14 3.36 1.15 e
Senior High 14 3.50 1.22 \\\“_

Variable 13: School-based administrators have helped explain the
purpose of the district school evaluation program. ‘ ‘

Count’ Mean St.Dev.
56" 3.86 1.12
n 3.81 | 1.25
11 4.36 ’ 1.21
7 4,43 .79

SECTION- THREE: -INITIATION OF THE PROGRAM

Sub-Problem 2.1: Were any problems identified during_the planning and
initiation stage of the district school evaluation proqram which
affected how the program was perceived?

Variable 8: The district school evaluation progrdm‘evo1ved out of the
collaborative efforts of teachers, school administrators and district
~office administrators.

Groups. , .

-Group Count Mean St.Dev. v
Teachers 56 2.95 1.22 | *
Ass/t.Prin. 11 2.18" 1.25 s
Principals 11 3.82 . 1.25 '
D.0.Admin." 7 - =3.67 O 1.75

¥

Chi-Square Cross Tabulation Results for Variable 8
Row Percentage -

Group ) D u - A SA
Teachers 12.7 v 29,1 18.2 .30.9 9.1
Ass’t.Prin. 3674 36.4 27.3
Principals 9.1 - 9.1- 54.5 27.3
D.0.Admin. 16.7 16.7 s 16.7 50.0
Chi-Square 22.892 . Significance 0.0287

Variable 11: The district school evaluation program has been tailored
_to'meet district needs. T

!

- ‘Group Count ~ Mean St.Dev.

~Teachers - 56 3.50 .97
Ass’t.Prin. 11 . 3.82 1.25
Principals 11 - 4.27 - 1.19 ¢

D.0.Admin. 7 4.43 .53



136

'Teacher Sub-Group Results for Variable 11

Sub-Group Count Mean St.Dev.
Elementary 25 .3.88 .78
Junior High 14 3.43 .85
Senior High 14 2.91 1.14

Variable 14: There Qere 6pportunities for:my inbut into the planning of
the district school evaluation program. -

Group - Count - Mean St.Dev.

Teachers 56 2.11 1.30
“Ass’t.Prin. -11 - | 3.18 1.6Q

Principals 11 3.64 . 1.75 Y
D.0.Admin. 7 3.43 1.72° .

Chi-Square Cross Tabulation Results for Varjable 14.
Percentages '

Group SD - D ub A SA
Teachers 42.9., 32.1 3.6 14.3 7.1
Ass’t.Prin. 27.3 9.1 - 45.5 18.2
Principals 27.3 o 27.3 455
D.0.Admin. 14.3 - 28.6. 14.3 42.9

Chi-Square 24.646 Significance 0.0166

Variable 15: District office éhowéd-a willingness to listen to
suggestions when establishing the district schoo] evaluation program.

Group Count Mean - St.Dev,
Teachers 56 2.80 - ‘1.21
Ass’t.Prin. 11 2.91 1.45
Principals 10 . 3.90 . 1.45
D.0.Admin. 7 4.56 Yo - .53

R A% ad

ChfFSquare Cross Tabulation Results for Variable 15

Percentages .

Group S ) I . D . uD A SA
Teachers .- 14.3 = 30.4 26.8 17.9 10.7

Ass’t.Prin. 18.2 . + 27.3 - 18.2 18.2 18.2

Principals 10.0 -10.0 . 10.0 20.0 ¢ 50.0
- D.0.Admin. ) - 42.9 57.1

: Chi-Square 21.067 Significance 0.0494

Var1ab1é 19: Adjustments have been made to the district school -
evaluation program since its inception. .

Group . Count Mean St.Dev.
Teachers: . 56 3.70 .87
Ass’t.Prin. 11 4.09 1.22"
Principals 11 4.27° .90 -

D.0.Admin. 7 4.57 .79
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* Teacher Sub-Group Results for Variable 19

Sub-Group Count - Mean St.Dev.
Elementary 25 ‘ 3.84 .85
Junior High 14 - 4.00 . .78

Senior High 14 ~3.21 .80

-Sub-Problem 2.2: To what extent was information on the proposed -
district school evaluatjon program shared with the major'stakeholders?

.Variable 16: I had access to information on the district school
evaluation program when it was first adopted. )

Group Gount Mean . St.Dev. i
- Teachers 56 . 3.16 " 1.30
Ass’t.Prin. 11 L 3.55 . 1.44
Principals 11 . 4.55 : .52
D.0.Admin. 1 357 1.51

Variable 17: I understood the purpose of the district school evaluation
program before I was,part of an evaluation.

Group . Count’ - " Mean St.Dev.:
Teachers 54 | - 3.67 oo 117
Ass’t.Prin. 11 . . 4,00 - 1.18
Principals I3 " - 4.64 .92
D.0.Admin. - 7 . 4,14 . 1.07

Variable 18: -The'written communication provided by district office
-pertaining to the procedures of the district evaluation was clear.

Group .- Count Mean St.Dev.

Teachers - 56 - 3,61 . . 1.26

“Ass’t.Prin. 11 . 3.91 T 1.30
Principals 11 . 4.09 1.14
*D.0.Admin. . 7 4.29 .49

SECTION FOUR - IMPLEMENTATION

Sub-Problem 3.1 To what extent do the teachers, assistant principals,
principals and district office administrators vary in their perceived
level of readiness for participation in the district school evaluation
program? . ' o
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Variable 21: I was adequately prepared for what occurred during the
district school evaluation. ' : :

Group Count Mean St.Dev. - ‘Q @
Teachers ’ 56 4.00 : 1.14

Ass’t.Prin, 11 : *3.64 : 1.12

Principals 11 4.18 1.40

D.0.Admin. 7 . 4.14 , 1.07

Sub-Problem 3.2: What are thé activities undertaken during
implementation which tend to strengthen the process.

Variable 25: Classroom observations are a necessary component of the
district schaol evaluation. ' .

Group . Count "~ Mean St.Dev.
Teachers 56 4.21 LI
Ass’t.Prin. 11 3.82 . 1.54
Principals 11 4.36 1.21
D.0.Admin. 7 4.43 1.51

. c . ’ N . . .
Variable 26: The evaluation team members assigned to classroom
observations have been knowledgeable in the area of curriculum and
instruction. . :

Group ” ”Count - Mean St.Dev.

Teachers 56. 3.29 . 1.18
Ass’t.Prin. 11~ 3.27 . : 1.49 -
Principals = | 11 3.5 .. 1.51
D.0.Admin. ~ - 7 S 4.29 - .49
Teacher Sub-Groups Results for Variable 26
Sub-Group Count ~~  Mean , St.Dev.
Elementary 25 e . 3.72 1.06
Junior High 14 - 7 3,14 ' 1.35.
Senior High 14 2.64 1.39

Variable 27: The selection of team members has been appropriate;"'

Group . Count - Mean "St.Dev.
Teachers 56 . 3.61 1.02
Ass’t.Prin. 11, T 3.82 1.47
Principals 11 4.27 .90
D.0.Admin. 7 - 4.57 .53
Teacher Sub-Groups Results for Variable 27 .
Sub-Group Count Mean St.Dev. |
Elementary . 25 3.84 » ..85

. Jdunior High 14 - 3.86 .86

Senior High 14 3.00 . 1.04
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Variable 28: fIhc]uding:a“élassroom teacher ﬁs-pagt of the evaluation
- team should continué.‘ a :

- Group - Count Mean ' St.Dev.
Teachers 56 4.64 .82
Ass’t.Prin. 11 4.09 1.58
Principals | 11 4.82 .40

- D.0.Admin. 7 - 5.00 .00

Variable 29: Including out-of-district educators as part of the
-evaluation team should be continued.

- Group Count Mean t.Dev.
. 'Teachers 56 4.16 .19
' Ass’t.Prin. 11 4.09 - 4.45
Principals 1 ~4.00 . 1.55
D.0.Admir 7 - 4.86 .38

Variable 30: The number of evaluation team members a teacher must dea)
with during a school evaluation is reasonable. : '

Group . Count Mean St.Dev.
,Teachers 56 3.98 1.04
Ass’t.Prin. 11 2.91 1.38
- Principals 11 3.36 1.17
.. D.0.Admin. 7 4.14 - .38

" Variable 31: Uti]iziné‘informafion gained from-student interviews
- should be continued. g

- Group Count Mean ' St.Dev.
. Teachers . 56 w 3.80 - 1.24
‘{d§ Ass’t.Prin. 11 3.55 1.51

i s 11 4.36 .92
N, 7 4.86 .38 7
Count Mean St.Dev. &a
25 _ 3.40 : 1.38
14 , 4.07 .92
Senior High 14 - = 4.36 1.08

Variable 32: Utilizing information gained from parenf questionnaires
should be continue. : 4 : :

<

Group Count Mean St.Dev.

Teachers 56 4.00 .97
Ass’t.Prin. 11 4.27 . .95
Principals 11 4.36 1.21

D.0.Admin. 7 4.71 .49

.
=S
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Variable 33: The commendat1ons and recommendat1ons format of the
Superintendent’s report should continue.

- Group 7 . Count Mean St.Dev.
‘Teachers 55 4.11 - 1.01
~ Ass’t.Prin. 11 - 4.55. 1.21
‘_Principals - 11 4.64 1.21
D.0.Admin. -7 : 4.71 - .49

. Sub-Problem 3. %' What ro]e do schoo] based adm1n1strators and d1str1ct
- office gdm1n1s .rators have in the implementation of the model?

Variable .20: Hav*ng the district off1ce administrators and staff meet
prior to 'a school’s ova]uat1on assists the staff in better understand1ng
the evaluation program

'Group , Count ’ Mean St.Dev.

Teachers 56 4,32 . .94
Ass’t.Prin. 11 4.27 ' 1.42
Principals - 11 : 4.64 : .51
D.0.Admin. 7 . 4.86 .38

Variab]e 22: D1str1ct office administrators he]ped to prepare the staff,
for the distr1ct school evaluation. . _

Group Count " Mean ' St.Dev.

Teachers =~ 756 3.77 1.06 .
Ass’t.Prin. - 11 . -.3.82 .98 o
Principals 11 . 4.18 1.17 * 4
D.0.Admin. 7 . 4.43 ' T .53 :

" Variable 23: The school-based: adm1n1strators he]ped to prepare their -
. staff for the district school evaluation: X

Group Count . Mean.. ~  St.Dev.
Teachers 56 3.98 N 1.04

Ass’t.Prin. 11 4.09 1.14-

Principals Il : 4.82 .40

D.0.Admin. 7 - 4. 57 : .. .53 -

Variable 24: -The individual 1nterv1ew with the Super1ntendent (dr
Assistant Superintendent) facilitates. staff input during the district
school evaluation. .

<+’

- Groups. Count " “Mean st.Dev.

Teachers 56 i . 398 - - 1.23
Ass’t.Prin. 11 3.91 1.51 L
Principals 11 - 4.55 1.2 <%

D.0.Admin. . 7 : . 4.86 ' .38
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SECTION FIVE: hERCEPTIONS, FEELINGS AND CONCERNS

Sub-Probiem 4.1: What are the feelings and concerns expressed by the
four stakeholding groups with respect to their participation in a
district school-evaluation program? -

Variab]e 34: I .was apprehensive about taking part in the;distfict
school evaluation. . . '

Group Count Mean . St.Dev.
Teachers 56 ) 3.39 1.47

~ Ass’t.Prin. 11 ‘ 3.18 1.60
_Principals 11 .1.82 1.40
D.0.Admin. 7 3.14 1.77

1

Variable 35: Once the evaluation was underway, I felt less anxious.

Group - ‘Count . -Mean St.Dev.
Teachers 52 3.60 : 1.36°
Ass’t.Prin.. 10 : 4.50 .53
Principals’ 9 : 3.44 1.42 ‘
D.0.Admin. 7 o 4.71 .49

" Variable 36: Communication from district office helped in lowering
- staff anxiety over the school evaluation.

Group Count Mean . St.Dev.
Teachers 56 3.02 1.34 .
Ass’t.Prin. 11 . . - 3.36 1.43 .
Principals .+ 11 2.82 1.40
. D.0.Admin. 7 ) 4.29 o 49
g w0

Variable 37: The district evaluation team worked at making the staff
feel comfortable during th& ‘school evaluation. v

Group _ Count Mean ~ St.Dev.
Teachers 55 4.13 .94
é;s’t.Prin. 11 o 4.27 - 1.19
rincipals 11 - 4.09 “1.14.
D.0.Admin. 7 4.57 .53

Variable 38: The school-based administrators helged in Towering the
level of staff anxiety over the district school eva]uatipn.

. Group Count Mean St.Dev.,
Teachers 56 - 3.34 : 1.39
Ass’t.Prin.. ‘10~ 3.80 1.14" ¢

. Principals 11 . - 4,18 1.17

DTO.Admin., 7 _ 4.43 ‘ .53
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Variable 39: There was open and honest communication between the staff
‘and the eva]uat1on team dur1ng the district school eva&iifion.

: Group - Count - Mean St.Dev.
Teachers 56 3.46 . 1.03 °
Ass't.Prin. 11 . 3.64 1.43
Principals 11 ’ 4.18 1.17
D.0.Admin., 7 4.57 .53

/Variab1e 40: There was a collegial atmosphere between the staff and the

eva]uat1on team during the school evaluatijon.

§

¥

Group . Count - Mean . St.Dev.
Teachers © 56 : 3.43 1.26 :
Ass’t.Prin. 11 ‘ 4.00 . 1.10 -
Principals 11 - 4.09 = 1.588
D.0.Admin. 7 - 4.43 .53

'vVariable 41: 1. have positive fee]ﬁhd; towahd the district school

evaluation program

Group.” .- Count Mean St.Dev.
Teathers 56 ' -'f3;30 1.29
. Ass’t.Prin. 11 : 4.09 . 1.22
Principa]s 11 ' 4.27 .+ 1.19
' D 0 Adm1n 7 4.43 - :f; .53 - .
Teacher Sub Group. Resu]ts for Variable' 41 '
Sub-Group Count - ' Mean " "St.Dev.
Elementary 25 . .- 3.16 - 1.28
Junior High - 14 4,07 : .83
-Sanior- High ¢ 14 2.86 - 1.41

4

SECTION SIX: QUTCOMES

3ub-Problem 5.1: What are the perceived Sutcomes, both positive and
f the district school evaluation program as seen by the
;ggchers.’assistant pr1nc1oals, orxnc1pals and district off1ce

Var1abTe 42; The evaluation team obta1ned a true picture of the school

~ during the evaluation. A
Group . Count - ;Mean St.Dev.
Teachers . 54 et e ? 308 0 1.22
<Ass’t.Prin. 11 R VI -2 - 1.42
Principals 11 e 3,91 1.30
D.0.Admin. 7% as .53
4 e
SR =
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g Teacher Sub Group Results for Var1ab1e 42 - . ;
Sub-Group Count Mean St.Dev.
E]ementary 237 f 3.78 ., .10
Junidr High 14 3.14 - 1,03 4L
“Senior H1gh 14 0 2.14 f .03 - %

=Var1ab1e 43: The ,evaluation team members shaned the1r expert1se in a

way that was helffu1 to teachers T .,
Group , Count Mean “ " 5t.Dev. '
Teachers 86 . 3.30 o119
Ass’t.Prin. 5 0 U 3.45 ‘1.21

Principals. 11 ; 3.18 1.60

*D.0.Admin. 7 ~ 4.43 .53

*,
¥

VariabTe 44 } found the 1nformat1on contained in ‘the Superintendent s
repért to- be clear and easily understood. : :

Group ‘Count - 'ﬂean : St .Dev.
Teachers =~ ¢ 55 | ‘ ¥'3%58 - 1.21
Ass’t.Prin. * 11 s '35 170
Principals..” 11 4.64 .50 -
D.0.Admin. 7 . 4 57 . E .53

“Var1eb1e‘51 The district schoo] eva]uat1on program 1dent1f1es
important strengths in-a schoo]

¢

o

Group £ Count . " Mean .- . St.Dev.

Teachers 55 . 4,07 .94 : oL
Ass’t.Prin. 11 o 445 . . 121, o -
Principals =~ 11 | 473 g 47 &0 -
D.0.Admin. 7 - Ts.00 | o000  +F

7
'

Variable 52: The d1str1ct school eva]uat1on identifies important &rees

of need in a school. . \

-

Group  count ' Mean St.Dev.

Teachers 55 ' - 3.75. ©1.06
Ass’t.Prin. 11 _ . 4.09 - 1.45
Principals 11 © . 4.5 * : .52 -
D.0.Admin. . 7 . 4.71. 49

Variable 53: The district school eva]uation prodhces short-term results
in a school. - Lo : :

- Group Count “ Mean - St.Dev.
Teachers 55 . 2 3.11 1.18
Ass’t.Prin, . 11 : 3.91 1.30. o

- Principals 11 - 3.91 1.38 - :

-~ D.0.Admin. 7 ‘4.4 107

oW o
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Percentages

Group SD D
Teachers 7.3 30.
Ass’t.Prin. 9.1 9
Principals 9.1 9.
D.0.Admin. 14.

Chi-square 16.266
Variable 54:

in a school.
Group Count
Teachers 55

Ass’t.Prin. 11
Principals 11
D.0.Admin. 7

Variable 58:

office after the completion
Group Count
Teachers 54

Ass’t.Prin. 11
Principals. 11

D.0.Admin. 7
Chi-Square Cross Tabulation
Percentages
Group SD D
Teachers 27.8 24.
Ass’t.Prin. 9.1 .45,
_ Principals 27.3
D.0.Admin.

Chi-square 32.784

Variable 59: I am aware of
school-based administration
evaluation. o

Group
Teachers 54

- Count

~Ass’t.Prin. 9

Principals 11

D.0.Admin. 7

9
.1
1
3

Significante 0.

for Variable 58

ub

16.4
9.1

The district school eVa]uation

uD
14.8

14.3

144

~Chi -Square Cross Tabu]ation Resu1ts for Variable 53

AN
A ' SA -
34.5 10.9
45.5 36:4
27.3 45.5
42.9 42.9
1793

produces long-term results

St.Dev.

Mean

3.11- 1.10

3.27 1,197 7~

3.55 1(50 AN

4.29 .49 \.\

I am aware of follow-up activities initiated by district

of the school eva]uatlon J

Mean St.Dev.

2.60 1.31

2.82 1.17

3.36 1.57

4.43 .79

SA
7.8 5.6
5.5
4.5 18.2
28.6 57.1

S1gn1f1cance 0. 0010

follow- up act1v1t1es 1n1t1ated by the
after the comp]et1on of the school

1.01 . e
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Chi-Square Cross Tabulation Results for Variable 59"

Percentages

Group SD D . ub A SA

Teachers . 20.4 18.5 11.1 35.2 14.8
" Ass’t.Prin. 11.1 11.1 44.4 33.3
" Principals 9.1 9.1 27.3 54.5

D.0.Admin. 14.3 28.6 57.1

Chi453§3rq 16.2258 Significance 0.1811
v ? .

@

.jSub-P}obTéﬁuSQZ:v How did the four stakeholding groups judge the worth
and merit of the outcomes and to what extend did they see their needs
being met? .. : % ‘ : ‘

Varjable 45: The Superintendent’s report on each school evaluated is a
useful document.

Group. Count Mean St.Dev.

+ Teachers 56 3.38 1.15
Ass’t Prin. 11 ‘ 3.55 1.57
Principals 11 4.36 1.21
D.0.Admin. 7 4.43 : .53

Vafiab]e 46: The commendations statements in the Superintendent’s
report were accurate.

Group Count Mean St.Dev.
Teachers 56 3.63. 1.00
Ass’t.Prin. 11 4.27 1.19
Principals 11 4.36 , 1.21 -
D.0.Admin. « 7 1 4.86 .38

Variable 47: The recomﬁendation’statements 1h the Superintendent’s
report were accurate. _

Group Count Mean St.Dev.
Teachers - 56 3.45 1.04
Ass’t.Prin. 1l 3.36 1.57
Principals  ,.41%, 4.00 1.10
D.0.Admiff. RAYE. 4.86 - .38

Variab]e 48: The reports on each specific area evaluated within the
-school were comprehensive.

2

Group Count Mean . ’ St.Dev.
Teachers 56 = . 3.54 1.09
-hyf Ass’t.Prin. 11 3.91 : 1.04
““Principals 11 4.27 . 1.19

D.0.Admin. 7 4.43 .53
e _
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\) Teacher Sub- Group Resu]ts for Vargghle 48

Sub-Group Count = ~Mean 7. StQDev.
Elementary 25 : 3.76 .93
Junior High 14 3.79 1.05
‘Senior High 14 B 2.93 1.27 _
Variable 49: The district schoo]”evanat1on program is of benefit to
schoo] based administrators. L
oy ! ‘g % i
///""G‘bup Count . 4~ Mq - St.Dev. A
Teachers\i 388 4292
Ass’t.Prin . 4.18 B 1\.\17
Principals 11 " 4.36 1Rl
D.0.Admin. 7 .47 4~
Chi-Square Cross Tabulation for VWariable 49
Percentages
Group sb D U A SA .
Teachers . 1.8 - 5.4 1.4 - 46.4 ~25.0
‘Ass’t.Prin. 9.1 ° o/ 45.5 45.5
Principals. 9.1 : . 27.3 63.3
-D.0.Admin. N J £ 28.6 71.4
Chi-Square. 18.409 Sigpificance 0.1038

Variable 50: The district school evaluation is of benefit to teachers.

Group - Count Ge Means St.Devp$
Teachers 56 - 3.05 ' 1.31 ~
Ass’t.Prin.- 11 *© 3.55 . 1.13
Principals = .11 4.00 - 1.34
D.0.Admin. 7 4.71 i .49
Teacher Sub-Group Results for Variable 50 '
Sub-Group Count : Mean St.Dev.
. Elementary 25 - 2.88 1.33 °
‘Junior High 14 : 3.93 .10 '
Senior High 14 : 2.43 1.02 S .
Variable 55: The district school eva1uat1on is an opportun1ty to sh
others the strendths of each school.
Group - Count Mean o ' St.Dev.
Teachers 54 - 3.83 1.09 -
~ Ass’t.Prin. 11 - 4.27 : .90
Principals 1I 4.27 .90
D.0.Admin. 7 - 4.71 .49

Variable 56: The district schoo] evaluation program is an opportunit
for the school’s adm1n1strat10n to obtain va1uab1e suggestions and
assistance.

'
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3 -"]
Group ~ Count Mean St.Dev.
Teachers - 54 A 4.07 : .89
Ass’t.Prin. 11 | 4.00 % 1.8
Principals 11° - 4,18 ' 117
D.0.Admin. 7 4.86 . - .38

. o)
Chi-Square Cross Tabulation Results for Variablé. 56
Percentages . C

Sub-Group SD D uD A SA
Elementary 12.5 4.2 45.8 . 37.5 _
Junior High . . f 64.3 357 . ¢

> Senior High ’ 7.7 “23.1 46.2 23.1 '
= Chi-Square 8.349 Significance 0.213 ,

VariabTe 57: The di'strict school evaluadtion grogram aﬂﬁ for the
sharing of. ideas across the district. . . ‘

. [ ]
Group * Count Mean St.Dev.
Teachers - 54 3.15 .1.09
Ass’t.Prin. 11 3.9) 1.45
Principals. . 11 - 4.18 .87
D.0.Admin.: 7 3.86 ' 1.46 °
Teacher Sub-Group Results for Variable 57 '
-Sub-Group Count Mean - St.Dev.
Elementary 24 . © 3.54 % .98
Junior High 14 3.14 ™. 1.17
Senior High 13 " 2.54 .97
Chi-Square Cross Tabulation for Variable 57
Percentages
- Group SD - D ub A SA
Teachers 3.7 31.5 20.4 35.2 9.3
Ass’t.Prin. 9.1 9.1 18.2 - 9.1 54.5
Principals 9.1 54.5 36.4
D.0.Admin. . =y 28.6 14.3 57.1
Chi-Square 26.718 Significance 0.0085

SECTION SEVEN: EVALUATION OF THE-MODEL

Sub-Prob]eh 6.1: What factors will affect the use of this model over a
protracted period of time? I :

Sub-ProbJem 6.2: What changes or.modifications should be made to the
model to ensure continued educational value relative ko the evaluation
- process? - - ' , A : -

Variable 60: The district school eJa]uation program should continue in
- its present form. T : '

Y
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NG
S |
@ G?oup Count Mean ‘ St.Dev.
Teachers 56 2.63 1.21
Ass’t.Prin. 11 2.18° 1.08 .
: Principa1su, 11 ‘ .2.00 - 1.10
D.0. Admin 7 S 2,43 ' 1 27

- Ch1&§quare Cross Tabulat

Resuﬂﬁs for Var1ab1
Per ntages e el

Group . . .SD D ) *&
Teachers €p29 3 . 25.0 i
~ Ass’t.Prin. - 27.3 %5.5 "
Principals .- 36.4° = ™85 . 18. 2, .
D.0,Admin., = 28.6° 28.6 * 14.3 28.67 . A
J ! Chi-Square 7.4059 Significance 0.8297

'8

Variable 61: The district school gwa]uat1on program will need to be
) modified if it is to be used for quecond round of school evaluations.

B

Groups a Count - Mean St.Dev.

Teachers 56 : 4.05 - .1.03

"Ass’t.Prin. 11 4.55 $.21

Principals 11 4.91 - .30

D.0.Admin. 7 4.57 ' .53 '

Variable 62: The length of eachtscﬁoo]’s evaluation is appropriate.

Groups Count ‘Mean : St.Dev.
Teachers 56 3.50 1.10
Ass’t.Prin. 11 - - 2.91 1.38
Principals 11 3.73 _ 1.10
D.0.Admin. 7 3.29 1.38

Variable 63: The format of the Superintendent’s report should remain
the same. o

Groups Count Mean St.Dev.

Teachers. 54 ~ 3.54 .97
- Ass’t.Prin. 11 : .2 2.91 : 1.58
Principals 11 3.90 - -1.20

D.0.Admin. 7 3.00 - 1.29
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“ Variable 64: There should be more fo]]ow—uB by district 6ff1cg gg@ .
administrators gfter a district school evaluation has been completed. =™ <
' ‘ ) . T . / :
. Groups - Count - .Mean ~ St.Dev.
Teachérs 55 ©3.93 1.21.
Ass’t.Prin. . 11 4.55 - .52 ¥
Principals 11 _ - 3.09 1.22.
D.0.Admin. 7 3.57 1.13

Variable 65:, There should be more follow-up by the School—based )
administrators after a-district'sghool evaluation has been completed.

Groups . Count - Mean St.Dev.
Teache ' 55 4,05 - .1.06 : o
Ass’t.Prin. 10 o 4.40 .52

Principals . 11 . 3.73 1.27

D.0.Admin. 7 3.86 .90

Variable 66: The structure of the evaluation team should remain the
same. - :

Groups Count Mean ' St.Dev.
Teachers - 55 3.24 - 1.19
Ass’t.Prin. 11 3.64 1.29 ?
Principala\___ll/, ;  2.91 1.30
D.0.Admin. 7 e 3.29 ~ 1.11
Chi-Square Cross Tabulation Results for Variable 66
Percentages . - .
Group SD - D ub A SA
Teachers 9.1 18.2 27.3 ;30.9 14.5
Ass’t.Prin. 9.1 9.1 18.2 1 36.4 27.3
Principals 9.1 45.5 36.4 9.1
D.0.Admin. 28.6 28.6 - 28.6 14.3
Chi-Square 9.530 ~ Significance 0.6571

VarTable 67: Evaluation teah members need more preparation for their
duties. . '

Groups > Count - Mean | St.Dev.

Teachets 55 3.05 1.06
Ass’t.Prin. 11 3.00 . 1.61
Principals 11 -3.64 1.36

D.0.Admin. 7 : 2.43 1.51

/
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l. The Superintendent is responsible for establishing an annual school

evaluation plan for the district.

2. The major purposes ésr school evaluations are:

Identification of the strengths of district schools, and

2.1
the practices of thesg.schools, which contgibute to their
effectivenesg_

2.2 Professional development of district administrators, -
supervisors and teachers through involvement.as memdbers of -
school evaluation teams. 8

2.3 Identification of ways that schools and school staffs can
increase their effectiveness.

2.4 Improvement of communication between, and among, district
office and school based personnel. N *

2.5 Provision for students and community to provide the Board of .

Education and the school staff with feed

effectiveness of the schooli~
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e as follows:

A. » COMMON . FOCUS

INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP -
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back related to the
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ﬁﬁgfof-schodl effectiveness to be %Eed in eValuating the
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research on &ffective schools
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-, highlights the significant role the pfinc;palvplays in

S #stablishing the effectiveness of his/her school for
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- .- Student learning. ; &
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. ?gtd. 2 ' PURPOSE &%the focus on .learning-serves as the pasis for
Sde 5 day-to-daf activities and for decision making. -’
) SENSE .OF COMMUNITY - a cohesive social environment exists i
. N . e in the gchool --sspecially the extent of support and
LY - the feelings of belonging that. individuals have for one
A another. oo : :
‘ . . - PO . 2
: - 2 ,._, -
) Page 1 of 3 - |
. - ‘ o . . . .
a e B o
/"' - = » . . '.‘ ’ .",.‘ .‘,‘\.“-.“
. . L N i 0"
/ iy . -
o -
-




Control C’Qde: -

St. Aibert PSSD #6

- . 153
Education Policies Manual Cateror AFAA=R -

%
SCHOOL EVALUATION

a

B. < "CLIMATE CONDUCIVE TO ' LEARNING

° L]

Std. 4  HIGH'EXPECTATIONS - administrators believe in the potential
of staff and students in the school. .

Std. S SBECIFIC FEEDBACK -  immediate feedback is given to students
- and. teachers in recognition of their performance.

std. 6 APPEARANCE AND COMFORT - an atmosphere that is orderly,
‘ inviting,. &dd attractive, and‘i&at is conducive to learning.
Std. 7  CONSISTENT DISCIPLINE POLICY - a set of guidelines and basic
" philosophy is utilized daily by.the staff in their
"interaction with students. - .

S

c. . EMPHASIS ON LEARNING

std. 8 STUDENTS ACTIVELY ENGAGED IN LEARNING - ogportunities for |
' students to be constantly involved and pérticipating in
the learning process are.clearly evident within the scficol.
i . 1
.8td. 9 CHALLENGE AND GROWTH FOR ALL STUDENTS - learning activities
are .provided that allow for personal feelings of
achiévement for-all students in their learning experience.
%) : N
“ Std.- 10 INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES - VARIED AND RES%ONSIVE - varied )
learning énvironments are present for students and are s
responsive to the charagteristics of particular learners
and intended curriciilum outcomes.

Std. 11 PRACTICAL MONITORING - gathering of information on student
progress, the interprét;ng of the information and the
o continued application of the information in daily
vt planning is an attribute’of the school.

A .

- *

4. School evaluations may involve the entire school. operation or
components of the school operation. e

.+ Opportunities for school Staff input into the evaluation process

5
will be provided. .
6. A detaifed.report delineating the results; commendations and o

recommendations will be provided to the school staff, the Board of
« Education and other relevant groups®,

«
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‘Before final. printing ef the report,

~affected party (or Eartles) -

. _ . . »
vThe Superlntendent or. de51gnate w111 be respon51bke for -ensuring. . , . ;
.major. recommendatlons emanatlng from the school evaluatlons

‘The A551stant Supérlntendent Operatlons “and Personnel shall malntaln

>fe<;g1986502_ T .
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an oppOrtunlty will be -~
provided. to the school staff to review and comment upon the
perceptlons of the evaluat%pn team. o ‘ . -

Final appeals related to. théhSChool evaluation will be made to

the _Superintendent by the party (or parties).involved. This should -
be made in wrltlng and- delivered to the Superintendent within seven .
(7) days of~ recexpt<3fthe.f1nal draft copy of .the report by the _ ‘ R

that an action plan is developed by the 'school to operatlonallze R !

on flle, coples of all- school evaluation reports
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