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ABSTRACT
This study was degigned tc determine the perceptions»of
‘.prinCipals and superintendents of ekisting and preferred
criteria, evaluators,-and purposes for.evaiuation. - B
To ‘collect the data, a questionnaire designed by the
researcher, was mailed to all superintendents and 100 full-'
time‘principals in Alberta. ihe instrument consisted of four

<

partsﬁ Part One requested eiéht demographic variables; Part -

- Two contalned 36 criteria representative of three crlterlon

cla551f1cations (presage, proqess,'and product);-Part Three
lisred nine pessible-evaluatore; and Part Four outfined four
possible purposes fer_evaluationa

Statistiéal‘procedures used teo analee the data
included'frequency.counte and t-scores. The trequency count
‘Was utlllzed to descrlbe the demographlc variables; ex1st1ng
and preferred crlterla. existing and preferred evaluators; -
and existing and preferred purFoees for evaluation. The t-l
.score’was usedito deterline/differences betveen existing and
preferred reSponses for the prlnC1pals and the
superlntendents, as well as the differences between the
.pr1nc1pals and superintendents regardlng erlstlng and
preferred crlterla, evaluators, and purposes for evaluatlon.

Analysis of the data revealed that there was a common |
bedy of criteria that was given importance and that shouid'
be given-inporpance in principal evaluation. When the

responses of the superintendents and the principals for each

-

iv



v

criteria classifiéatibn were ccmpared, théne was no
differen;e'in the.péfceptions of the steriq}endents-énd the
principals fof‘exiSting criteriaf b;t the superintendents
preferrgd‘nore importance béﬂgiven to prqgess criteria.

The results indicated fh;t the central office staff_
were pégceiQedvas thé existing evaluators of tbe'principals;
There was littie evidence that the othef évaluators vere or
'should be involved in principal evaluation. For bfeferred
evaluators, the results indicated that the superintendents -

0

vere in agreement that they should be the evaluators,
. . LN

whereas the principals gfreAin agreemént that fhey should-bé'
the evaluators. There was no ind%?ation tﬁat'Other personnel
were préferred as evaluatorsJof the principals. This finding’
was particularly trué for[aSsessn%nt teams conSisﬁing'pf l;y
persons from the community.

Both parties percéivéd thét fpe existin;'andrpreferred
'purpose for evaluation>uas for the improvement of ;~
édninistraiive performance.

Vit was concluded fronm thé‘results, bbth pafties
perCei;ed there were coammon criteria which ére and‘éhould be
used for prinéipal evaluation, a conlon-purposé for . |
evalgation which is and which shouldvbé to impcbve
Jadlinistrative pe:forpance, and either the §;%n¢ipaLgor”Fhe
~personnel froa the'cehtral office are and sﬁo&ldbpe,the

evaluators.

—
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Chapter 1
THE RESEARCH PROBLEM
INTRODUCTION

Howsam (1973) stated that'because-mgﬁ is a valuing
aniﬁal, continually making assessments, the'guestion is not
whether there will be evaluatibﬁ, but rather: wﬁat will be
evalu;ted; by whoﬁ; and for what purpose?

It vas noted by‘KrA§ﬁo (1972), that a strong interest
in the evaluation of educational peréOnhél wvas sparked by
the scientific management mo#epent insbired by Prederick
Winslow Taylor early in'the'190015. This movemeét, which
called for the best product at the lowest cost, met with
voppdSition fronm profeséibhal organizations on the basis that
the criteria used for evaluation did not necessari;y measure
what they intended to measure.':

| In support of Krasno (1972), Howsam (1973), Nickolson

(1972),'and Pharis (1973), noted that from the curtai;ment
‘bf scientific management, in the 1930's, until the 1960's,
evaluation in education tended to be informal and, for the
most part, superficial. The evaluation of the principal was
genérally cédducted in an informal manner by those who had
'an'interesf ;n 6: who had contact with the prinéipal.
G%ﬁerally.spegking,‘this evaluation vas'cogducted by
parents, students, teachers,‘custodians, schoolvbOard. 

members, superintendents, and members of other interested



" publics.

In the early 1970's, Gallup (1970) noted that more
concern began to be expressed by the public fegarding what
went on in the scho. s. In addition, a desire‘Vasvbeing 
expressed to hold teachers and administrators more ~
aécounfable for the progress of students. Gallup (1970)
concluded that this agitation for accountability to the
public has resultéd ih a rovement téward formal éialuation
ofladministrators.

| Poliakoff (1973) reported that by 1971 nine states in
the United States had passed legis}ation that calied for
formal evaluation of prihéipals. In~addition, tgree other
Stétes were in the process of preparing legislation té
establish formal evaluation‘programs. Schramm (1976)
determined thaﬁ the extent of utilizatign‘of formal
evaluation had more than doubled between the years of 1971
and 1975. . ' _ } .

In Canada, the results of an informal péfional survey o
conducted by Ratspy et. al. (1976) indiéétedlthat 25% of the
schoolrdistric£é responding had formal evaluation procedures'
and that 59% folibued informal evaluation procedﬁres, vithi
- the remainder reporting ﬁb assessmédt pfocedures. Qf those
feporting informalvprocedures, approximately half were
considering the imp;eientation of formal evaluation
procedure§.> 0

With thé continuing pressure for accountability, plus

t.despread financial constraints and voices of criticism



from interest groups, it appears reasonable to assume that
the demand for formal evaluation of principals will increase

in the future.

STATEMENT OF THE "PROBLEM

The purpose of‘this study was to determine the
perceptions of Alberta superintendents and principals
regarding the evaluation of principals.

" Specificalfy, tbe study was concgrned with the

following quest;ons: |

1. 'What were the principals' perception of- (a} the
importance given and the importance that should be glven to
selected crlterla- (b) the extent to which specific
evaluators are involved and should be involved in‘principal
evaluation; and (c) the pyrposes for which principals are
evaiuated and shbuld be evaluated?

2. What vere the superlntendents' perceptlon of: (a)
'the 1mportanc% glven and the importance that sbould be glveﬂ
to selected criteria; (b) the extent to vhlch spec1f1c
evaluators are involved and should be 1nvolved in pr1nc1pal
“evaluatlon' and (c) the purposes for which pr1nc1pals are
evaluated and\should be evaluated?

3. What is the dlfference betueen the prlnc1pals'
,perceptions of: (a) the importance given and the importance
that should-be‘given to criteria;»(b) the ex{ent to which
evaiuatorS‘ére inVoljedvand should be involved in. principal

evaluation;]and (c) the purposés for whichvprincipalsvare -



evaluated and should be evaluated?

4. What is the difference between the superintendenfs'
perceptions of: (a) the importance given and the importance
that should_be:gived to ciiteria; (b) the extent to which
evaluators are involved and should be involved in principal
evaluation; and (c) the purposes for which principals are
evaluated and should be evaluated? /

5. What is the difference betveeh the priﬁcipals'
‘perceptidns and the superihtendents' perceptions of: (a) the
importance given to criteria;_(b) the extent to which
evalhators are involved in principal evaluation; ané (c) the
‘purposes for which principals are evaluated?

6. What is the difference between the principals?
perceptions and the superintendents? percéptions of: (a) the
importance that should be given to criteria; (b) the extent
to which évaluators'should be involved in principal

evaluation; and (c) the purposes for which principals should

be evaluated?
SIGNIFICANCE OF STODY

This study has merit ;n that it includes identification
of: (a) aéceptable criteria that may be used tb evaluate
principals; (b) acceptable evaluators of principals; and (c)
acceptablebpurposes for évaluation that are considered
vimportantaby superintendents and a sample of'full—tine /
principals in the province of Alberta.. |

Finally, this study will make a contribution to the



scant but Jgrowing list of Canadian works Telated to the

formal evaluation of principals.

DELIMITATIONS

(Y

This study is delimited to the responses of
superintendents and a sample of full-time principals in the.
province of Alberta. Furthermore, the study is delimited to
tﬁe research design and instrumentation that will be

discussed later.
LIMITATIONS

One limitation of this study is the 36 itenms selected
as criteria for the eyéluation‘of ptincipals. Althopgh greét
care was exercised in the selection of criferia, it is
recognized that this list is.by no means inclusive of all
suitéble.criteria. |

Another llmltatlon of thls study is the problems
1nvolved Hlth perceptlons. As Enns (1966:23) - stated

Perceptlons are not simple accurate reproductlons o

of objective reality. Rather they are usually

distorted, colored, 1ncomplete and hlghly

subjectlve ver51ons of’ reallty.

In this study, ‘the perceptual llnltatlon applles to the
perceptlons of principals and cuperlntendents toward
criteria, evaluators, and purposes for evaluat;on.

- It is recognized ﬁhat the utilization of a panel of
experts to select apérop:iate criteria is a limitation. The

use of a queStionnairé for the coilect;on of the data is



acknowledged as-a final linifation.
DEFINITION OF TERMS

To add clarity to this étudy, the following terms must

be operationally defined.

Evaluation
The result of an appraisal or rating or measurement or

ranking of princ1pal effectiveness is defined as pr1n01pal

evaluation.

g_ggggg for Evaluation. .
| Evaiuation may be considéred to be conductéd for a
number of pufposes. Some of the possiblé purpdses that m;y
be considered would be to providé a measure of personal
suécess, to initiate disciplinary‘actidn, to encourage .

improvement of performance, or to provide information for

making decisions related to promotion.

o
Evaluators : h

For the purpose of this study, evaluators are defined

as tuose individuals Or assessment teams who nake’judgnents

of the princ1pals with respect to one of the purposes of

evaluat*
Principals

. The _.r._ -2l is the irdividual in the school who is
assigned to .a. "ise jersonnelrand-perform other.

administracive ¢ . .5 5 a full-time basis.
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The superintendent is defined as the individual who is

employed by the schoo&ﬂjurisdiction as the executive officer

‘of that jurisdiction.

Urban~refers to school'jurisdicticns located in Calgary

or Edmonton.

Rural
Rural refers to all Alberta school JUIlSdlCthDS not

located in Calgary or Edmonton.

Criteria

In this study, crlterla refers to any set of
observations. that may be used as standards for evaluative
purposes. Mitzel (1960) identified three types of criteria;

as listed below.

Presage Criteria

Mitzel (1960)/defided;presege eriteria as a
classification of criteria that relate to éersonality,
appearance, training, andiintelligence.'fhese are often
referred to aslpseudOvcriteria, for their relevance depends

upon assumed or cenjectured relationships to either process

or prodnét criteria.



‘E;ocess Criteria

| Mitzel (1960) definb@ process criteria as a
classification of criteria that relate to those aspec€s of
behavior considered to indicate competence. In school
administration, these ériteria,refer to administQative
methods, techniques andvstrétegiés, authority relationships,

and school situationms..

Product Criteria

The third classification defined by Mitzel (1960)
refers to criteria that relate to those aspects of growth or
change in attitude andlbehaﬁior that can be attributed to -

~the impact of the person under evaluation.
ORGANIZATION OF THESIS

Chaéter 1 has providéd A‘brief introdqction to the
research pfoblem andvé numbexr of subfptoblems, and has
identified the significance of ﬁhé study, delinifaﬁions,
limitatioﬂs, ahd thé defiﬁitioﬁs of the majog terms used in i
~this study. Chapter 2 provides a reviéw’of the literature
';elatéd to the study; this review includes the theoreticai
literature and_pgeviohs research in’ this ared..chapter 3
examines‘the research désigg} including instrumentation,’
description of thel;espondents, nétholodgylof data
icollection,vand finally, statistiéal techniques uiilized;
Chapter 4 is concerned with fhe analysis éf data with

4 . . . .
respect to criteria, purposes for evaluation, and



evaluators. In Chapter 5 a summary, cdhclusions;

implications, and recommendations for further research are

presented.



Chapter'2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH
INTRODUCTION

In this literature review, some of the complexities of
evaluation are 'presented. Cohtained in this presentation ;s
a brief discussion of the relationship betwéén the valueé of
man and human judgment. The discussiog includesrén
examination‘bf some evaluaticn models ‘and the purposes of
evéluation; The pressutés for evaldatigg, as well as a |
feeling of reluctahce to become involved in evaluation, are
also given consideratioq. - | : o -

The prinéibalship'is‘exgmined frdm‘thé foiloving
perspectives: functions, péocesées, tasks,\and skills. These
_pefspectivestpfqvide the bagis for»the discussion of the
Adevelopmént of criteriavfor;évaluation. Included in tﬂis
discussion are the three cﬁéssificationg of criterié‘
proposed by uitzel (1960).

, Following thgidiscussion of criteria; pdésib;e
.evaluators who may be suitable fbr‘princibal evaluation are
‘presented. Putposeé for evaluation and a brief consideration
of accepted methods of assessment are a;éo considered. fhe

chapter concludes with a“'review of research related to.

principal evaluatioh.

10
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EVALUATION

Kellogg.(1§65) stdﬁed that the essence of evaluation in
the human and social sciences is that one human being makes
a judglent about certain aspects of another human being
according'to some p;edeterlined standard for some particular
purbo%e. Since this evaluation is based‘od value judgments,
since eaoh-ipdividual tends to perceive things uniqueiy, and
since each individual’has‘different ialues,'it becomes ‘very
difficult fo neke an assessnent ;hap will be consisfent with

L A
other evaluations. Evaluation in the human and social

sciences tends to be subjective and based upon inconplete

information. As a'fesﬁlt, 'Kellogg (1965) concluded, absolute
evaluiation.in the ‘human and social sciences is not p0551ble.

Redfren (1976) p01nted out that the naln d1ff1culty -
with evaluatlon in the human and soc1al sc1ences is-that the
evaluation 1is based .on value judgments. Due to a
p:olifera%ion of conflicting expectations And_varying
values, the fask of evaluation becomes exoeedingly COIplex,
if not impossible to fulfill. |

According to Gephart (n.d.), diffe:ent writers in

attenpting to explain -the conplexities'bf evaluation,

developed various nodelsQ Gephart 71ewed the models
developed to date as belng located on a continuum. At one
end of the cont1nuun, evaluatlon equalS'neasurement. In this

case, evaluation- is viewed as an act of measurement that may

or may notYCOnﬁribute information helpful in arriving at a

o
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_specific'decision.>An example of this would be the
quantitative labelling of a student's work as "excellent,"
"good, " "pdor,“ror "bad." In such an evaluation, one.of the
labels is chosen as an appropriate description of the work
,accénplished by the student.

Gephart (n.d.) "oted that at the other end of the
coﬁtinuul, evaluation becomes an indistinguishable part of

o . :
 thé choice-making activity. In this case, the activities are
examined by someone who is not aware ofvthe'purposes that
the program were designed to acconbliSh.'The evaluator is
free to exaiine,what_he wishes to examine ahd cbmgs to
conclusions about the worth or value of the ﬂork that has
been accomplished. An‘exaﬁple of tqis épproach:is-the
vtechniﬁue of some acc;editatioﬁ agéncies which exaﬁine the
fiﬁal outcome of the educational process. The models of |
evaluation th&t follow this pattern have the evaluation
process and the decision or juigment process sé intervoven
th&t the two,appear'to be'thé Sime,

Between the two above mentioned ends of the continuua.
éephart (n.d.) :egardéd:eva;uation as a service to the
dééision-naking process. 1In this.instance, the purpose of
‘the evalﬁation is to serve a specificvdécision. It is in
thlis area that most of the models relating to evaluation in
education are found.

The ﬁossibilify‘that evaluaiion can be utilized for
neasureledt; decision-iéking, or judgnent'raises a concern.

As Gephart (n.d.:12) stated, "If the parties involved héve
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different perceptions of the evaluation process,

-

difficulties and disappointments can be expected." In short,’

if the evaluator believes and Jo:ks.uithin the framework
that evaluation is measurement, and thelclient believes in
the framework that evaluation is a judgment, then.there is
bound to be df:;greenent at sonme poiﬁt in the evaluation

(@]

process. _ ' }

Samm—— ==

Stufflebeam (1971) suggested that evaluation involves
fqur basic dctivities: decision-making, input evaluation,
process evalﬁation, and final decisiqn. Decision-making, ‘the
first activity, relates to the choice between goals. The"
second activity, input evalhatibn, judges the relative worth
of exiéting pLénsvor“strategies for accomplishing a chosen |
goal. The straﬁégy'for assisting with the operationai
decisions as the project is carried out, known as process
evéluation, is the third activity. The fourth aciivity, Of
the final'decis;on,vié‘addressed to the questiqg, "ﬁhat is:
to be done in the next operational cycle?”

The "Countenance Model", proposed by Stake (1967f,
.concenirates on antecedents, trahsactions, andloutcdles. In
thié.model; the antecedents, transactions, and outcomes are
éxanined frénlfbur vantage poiqts: intentions, observatibns,
'standards, and judgments. The resulting three by %fur matrix
gives a fraaevork”for the exanination of evaluation resqlts

to aid'further'decision-laking.
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A model suggested Dy Provus'(1971); sometiﬁes known as
a discrepancy model, tecognizes two basic entitiésil |
standards, or the things valued and expected, and the actg;l
performancé obtained. The discfepancy cofisidered is the
comparison of the actual performance'uifh the standards.
This comparison érovides information about three alternative’
actions: (a) a decision to-changé performance in some -
manner; (b) a decision to changé the sﬁandards; or (c) the
decisicnrtoitefminate the project. | |

Fof_each‘ofafhe p:eviously ouilined modéls, Gephart
(n.d.)~conclhded'that the evaluation process vas aimed
basicaily at providing information thaf can belﬁtilized as a

service to the decision-making process.

Purposes For Evaluation

Althoughuévaluation,in the human and social sciences
hds'its'difficulties, and there are different perceptions of
how the 9valuati;e process functions, Glassv(1975) felt that
this wigvnot sufficient excuse tovabandon.ali evaluation.
Evaluation, even_;ith ifs weaknesses and conflicts due to
varying perépectives,'doeSwserve a purpose. .

Carvel (1972) noted fhat evaluation functions to
provideva purpose for growth. Man tends'to evaluate his
surroundings so thaf hé may select, from alterhatives
available, a path that will best satisfy thé pursuit of his
objectives. By making judgments about one's position

relative to certain objectives, it is possible to improve



15

one's position. As one realizes his position in relation to
his surroundings, it is then possible to recognize personnel
success, or to use this information for the purpose of |
planning ways to correct'detected weaknesses,

.-Anoﬁher important consideration regarding evaluation,
suggested by Beall (1972), is that when one realizes his
successes, he experiences a stimulating effect. This
_stimul;tion alsd haé an effect on others by leaving them
inspired and, probably, better prepared to follou.

Beall (1972) suggested that evaluatioh tends to improve
the performance of the person who ié evaluated. He also
suggested that a man's morale is highest wvhen he .s working
for moré than survival. In other words, this leads to a
sense of personal growth which in turn leads to
productivity. Beall coﬁbluged that this growﬁh and
productivity should lead to improvement in the educational .
program.

The purposes for evaluation may be as numerous as. those
who propose to evaluate the principal.- Some of_the purposes
noted included: a measufe qf pefsonal succeSS’(Hickert,‘
1967) ; basis for disciplinary measures .(Dolan, 1973);
improveﬁént of performance (Carvel, 1972); and appraiéal for

promotion to amn open position (Pharis, 1973) .

Pressures to Evaluate
Howsam (1973) noted that evaluation is not mew to

teachers and principals. Both,tepd to view evaluation as an
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integral and natural part of the educational process. For

example, students are’continuvally being evaluated as to

their progress in their programs. Educators, too, tend to

desire knowledge of hou'well'they have progressed in their

work. From this Howsam (1973) suggested that educators

created

their - own pressures to be evaluated.

Originally,:according to Rentsch (1976),

-2

"agcountability" referred to fiscal responsibility. With the

passage

student

of time, the term has become éxpanded to .include

°

achievment, curricular programming, and teacher and

administrative performance. As tane costs of education rise,

economic conditions remain tight, student insistence upon

relevaﬁfﬁprograQ§pgrous, the total schoblvand its program is

under increased surveillance or is being asked to be more

accountable.

Rentsch {1976) shggested that the increased sensitivity

"to economic concerns, Tesulted in more demand for cost

effectiveness, greater student achievment, and increased

productivity. With the principal as a central figure,

considered by some to be the leader of the school, Rentsch

{1976)

fdr the
school,
pivotal
- a priné
others.

pointed

argued that the principal should be held accountable

quantity and quality of teaching énd learning in his
Rentsch (1976; further suggested that 6ne'in such a

position as the principal is in should be considered
target for the evaluatlon of ‘his performance by

In concurrence, Gaslln '(1974) and Landers (1974)

O
out that the position of the principal is in
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mo'vement away from one of power to one of leadefship. This

move makes the principal more visible, and hence he is

pinpointed as the person responsible for the success or
failure of the séhqol. Gaslin (1974) and Landers"(1974y

suggested that this visibility makes the evaluation of the

‘principal a necessary part of the education process.

Nicholson (1972) proposed a concluding pressure for .

principél evaluation as originating from the teachers. Since

the teachers have been shbjected to formal education, they
are, as part of their negotiations with their employers,

calling for formal évaluation of principals.

Reluctance to Evaluate

Glass (1975) proposed that when one evaluates oneself
or is evaluated by others, there is a real threat that areas
of weakness will be revealed. The nature of man.,being what

it is, he does not wish to reéeal his vweaknesses to himself,

‘let alone to others. Tﬁis fear of knowing ourselves'results'
s

in the b@ildiﬂg of.dgfence mechanisms iithin.ourselves.’One
of»tﬁese takes fhe form of fear. Fear can confound our
thoﬁghts dnd our aciions, and‘hénce can.distort'reélityf
Expanding on the‘fear of evainatiqn, Gléssuk3975)vdrew
an analogy between the neurotic coping with the threat of

reality and the organiiation coping with the threat of

evaluation. In the case of the organization, huge resources

of time and money are consumed by assuming defense posturipg

and by play-acting for the accreditation téam. As the
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néurotic's energies are expended in maintaining his defense
for his attificial‘world; so that there is iittle energy
‘left for living iﬁ the real wo;ld; so, too, 1s the
organization hampered in that it has little energy left fof
the real world when gripred with evaluation anxiety.

In addition to the fear of knowing odrselves’and the
threat of revealingkour uegknesses.to others, Howsan (1973)
felt that there are other reasoné fo; reluctance to become
involved in evaluatiqn; One of these is tﬁat there is a ’
tendeﬁcy to mixvdata uith‘judgment. Ofteh, this judgment
involved tends to be’pupitive; If the mind petceives(
\evaluation és punitive,,tﬁen the capacity to receive
feedback that can redirect béhavior is inhibited.

As previously nentionéa; the confli;ting expectations
held by citizens, pafenté, students, teéChers, central
of fice subervisors, and board members make principai
éva;uation exgeedingly,complex, if not impossible to
‘fulfill. According fo Redfern (1976), professional epucators
hold the conviciion thaf the educationél procéSS is’
_extremely.complex agd is affected by variabies that are
beyond'the coﬁtpol of the teaCher, administrator; or
supervisor. With the proliferatiOD of ﬁnéontrollabie
variablés; there is a fear that an.insuffiéignt;number of
variables iill‘be taken into acéount when performance is
evaluated, v , ) . | , .

Another concern, discussed by Carvel (1972), related to

the amount of time and energy required to establish an

N
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evaluation program within the context of the present
evaluation procedures. Examination of various proposals for
evaluation revealed that considerable time and enerqgy must
be expended. This consumption‘of time and energy, with
‘questionable results, tends to make ptincipals reluctant to
participate in an evaluation program.

In conclusion, concern was expressed that principal
evaluation sHbuld(not be allowed to succumb to the pitfalls
encountered during teacher evaluation. As Carvel (1972:32)
aptly stated:

.Teacher evaluation has been prostltuted until it

. neither improves instruction nor eliminates the
incoapetent, What it did with a high degree of

success was harass both the evaluator and

evaluatee into a mutual state of distrust. We can

no longer afford to allow administrative
evaluation to succumb to thls trap.

THE PRINCIPALSHIP

_In this éectioﬁ the érincipalship is examined from four
possible perspectives of aaministratioﬂ: functipns,
processes, tésks, and skills. |

:Thé principal, as perceived by Enns (1967), is in a
position with certain assigned respoﬁsibilities and is seen
as a facilitator. His duties are visualized as enabling
others_fo do their jobs. The resd;ting organizatioh,
coordination,.facilitétion, and control thai.allov others to
do their jobs is known as adninisfration. | |

| The vwork of this positibﬂ is seen by MiKIOS'(1955) as

an integral part of school activity, and not as something
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imposed as an unnecessary addition to this activity. In
short, the principalship'may also be stated as:
. . . that phenomenon which coordinates the

‘independent activities in’ achieving a common goal
-- the education of children (Hack, 1965:5) .

Fu thDS of the _;1nc1pal

Enns (1963), in examining the prificipal as an
administrator, pointed out that the principal has five basic
functions: staffing, motivating and stimulating,
consultation, program development, and evaluation.

In the stafflng functlon, the prlnc1pal directs his
concerns at "recrultment, selection, orlentatlon, and
placement ofvteachers as iell as. developing attractive
conditions for employment andlretention" (Enns,‘1963:28);

i

The function of motivation and stimulation is extremely

«

complex. Just what act1V1t1es notlvate or stlnulate are

[

uncertain. They may be the result of the removal of negative

factors from the ]Ob en71ronnent, or they may be the result

of the addition of p051t1ve factors to the jOb env1ronnent.
They may also be thelresultdof»any combination of 9051tlye
or negatiVe factors. , A“ | c . |
A third function of the’principal is consultation'uith
teachers in order that they may nalntaln their profe551onal
knowledge and coupetenCe. He may also aid them to reach a
level of acceptability, and then assist tpen ip maintaining

that level.

As the school's program is the key to 1nstruct10n and
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learning, the principal has a function in program
development. There appears to be a relationship between the

~adequacy of the program and the attainment of instructional

goals..

The final fﬁnction as prcposed by Enns (1963) isp
evaluation, and it may be used to achieve other funetions,
.or 1t may be an integrai part of the otherafunctions.

Although evaluation is complex, it is a function of

~‘ £\
administration. | ' B
g;gggsses of A_mlnlstrag;on "fZ%i%%fo/)
Another perspectlve to examine vhen.coqé&derlngithe‘

pfincipélship is the processes of adminisfre£1on. ?here have
been many attempts by variohs,scholafs to describe‘the
processesiof administrétion. ﬂikios (]975), after reviewing
the processes of administration as‘pfoposed,5§'severél

different writers,vselecfed Gregg‘s:(1957) proposal that the
p;ccesses ofqadm;nistcition consisc of seven.compcnents:
pianniﬁg, decisionimaking,‘organizing; coordinating,
.communicatiné, influencing, and- evaluatlng. |

According to ulklos (1975), who. placed the 1dent1f1ed
iprocesses of adn1nlstratlon in a/sequence, one of the flrst
con51derat10ns in any organlzatlon is. plannlng. Thls is the
process in vhlch the objectlves are 1dent1f1ed, alternatlves
are laid out, and procedures are planned so that ‘the
objectives may be attalned.

After the establishment of objectives and alternatives,

Nt

. ma
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there is the process of decision~making by the'principal. In
short, "He either makes decisions, creates structures and
conditions for naking decisions, or controls the decision-
making process in an orgénization":(hiklos, 1975:5).

With respect to the third,process, organizing,,there
are'two types: long-term organizing, in the form of nore or
less permanent de51gn, and day to- day organlzlng. In both
‘types, "organlzlng has to be an on- 901ng, a ccnilnuous
activity" (Mlkios,1975:6). , - . B

The fourth process is that.offcoordinatrmq r | R
naintaining‘a desired relationship'amongst the varicus
resbonsibilitres of the pripcipalship. This procecs a_so
makes,resources,ayailable.in the right place at the rigit
time. | |

Information and decisionS'uust be conveyed to ,
appropriate locations within-the organination.'what is going
:on uithintthe organization must be.kn0wn by various people
in sundry‘positions. This processAofbcomnunicationvis |
another inportant compdnent of administration.

Stlll another process- 1s 1nfluenc1ng. The pr1nc1pal
must be able to 1nfluence teachers and students if there ‘is
to be organlzatlon and coordlnation. Not only must the
pr1nc1pah be able to lnfluence teachers and students, he‘
must also be able tofexert influence at higher ieuels if the
school is to receive the resources and support it requlres.

The final component of the adnlnlstratlve process, as

examined by Miklos 41975), is- evaluatlon. Slnllar to the '
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description of -evaluation as a function,Aevaluation as a
process may be the final‘colponent or it may be actually

inter-related with other process components. -

Tasks of Adminjstratjon

There are many writers who_have_focusedaattention on
the tasks of administration and each vrite; tends to gife
‘dlfferent importance to different: tasks.iThls is due in part
to each wrlter viewing tasks dlfferently, depending upon hlS
objectlves or his past experlence. As ulklos (1975 9) aptly
stated: ‘

As is the case for deflnlng conponents of the

administrative: process, different writers find it

" useful to present different categorizaticns of the

task areas in educational administration and to

deflne them wlth varylng degrees of specificity.

The task areas suggested ‘kby Campbell (1971) tend to
summarize much of the urltlng in this’ area. Calpbell (1971)
considered the task areas of adlinistration to be: school
prograh, pupil personﬁel staff personnel schoolecommunity.
relatlons, phy51cal fac111t1es, and school nanagenent. For
each of these task areas, one can 1dent1fy several spec1f1c‘
tasks that may be- con51dered 1nportant in the pr1nc1palsh1p.

Further con51derat10n of the tasks of admlnlstratlon v1ll be

'presented when the criteria for evaluatlon are dlscussed

Skllls in the Principa ship

A final perspectlve to be‘consideted is the skills that

\

are a necessary part of the pr1nc1palsh1p. Douney (1961), in

con51der1ng the skills of an effective pr1nc1pa1, 1dent1f1ed



four groups of SklllS' the technical- managerlal, the human-
managerial, the technlcal educatlonal and the specd@%t1ve~
creative.

‘The technical-managerial skills are those skills
required for'tbe efficient operation of a schcol office
ryhich'do not involve the human aspects of management.

' ' similar to theeproceSSes ofdaduinistration discussed
'earlief, t he principal.must'ﬁave or acquire skills which
will 1nfluence and stlnulate others. Included in these are
the skllls that Hlll enable the pr1nc1pal to-draw as much as
p0551ble from his staff. These are knowvn as the human-
managerial skills. . -

/)&he skllls that relate to what one would con51der as a
measure of . competence in the field of education are knoun .as’
the technlcal educatlonal skills. In thls case,: the e
1nd1vidual possesses the skllls that vlll enable him to
apply educatlonal technologles to achleve the goals set in
his sphere of education.

vThe final group of skills con51dered by Downey are the’
speculativefcreative'skills. These skills are generally
connected_uith a man of“visiOn. According to Downey(1961),
some 0of the time and energy of the prlnc1pal should be
devoted to the serious contenplatlon of the future Hlth the
: objective of trying to env151on what the educational
institution is likely to pecoie;

This section reviewed some of.the'dimensions of the.

principalship, based onp the perceptions of ‘'various writers.
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The functions of the principal as an administrator were
A}

" considered first, follougd by an examination of the

processes, tasks, and skills of administration.

hd

 CRITERIA

A key component that must be consideréd vhen exdniﬁing
evaluation is the identificqfion of criteria. The sélec§ion
of criteria constitutesja probien in evaluatibn because of
'the'coiplexities assoéiated vith determining common ‘tasks
and skills in administration. AS'stated7earlier this prdblem
. is accentuated by a greaf number Ofvvafiables iﬁvdiyéd in
the conplex'field of hunan.pehavior. |

In addition to the number of variables that n?st be
‘ dealf‘&ith, Sause (1974) indicated that ériteria iust,be.
kept'flexible:éd that uheﬁ change takes place, the new
progfai can be néasured. There'isla,réal danger. of bécqming
locked into a éysten vherein the critefia becomerstatic and
appear:to be a standard of a program that éan easi{y be
measured. The;result §f ﬁnchanging criteria is that it
becbles,quéstionable vhether auything»is.neasugéd;’

In commenting on the problen'gf c:eaginé criteria,
ﬂitzel 11960:1482)'sta£édt /

- Criteria cénnot be trivial; otherwise évélﬁations
are made against trival standards. The problems of
defining a satisfactory criterion and of locating

" or developing adequate measures of it have not
been unique to teacher effectivnes; research.

Stufflebeam(1971) focused attention on the selection of

criteria as being invariably tied toa value systen.
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According to Stdfflebeam, there are three types-of criteria,

each with partlcular characterisitics. These are:

501ent1f1c,.pract1cal and prudentlal criteria. Sc1ent1f1c
crlteria possess internal validity, external validity,
reliability, and objectivity. For practical criteria,
relevance,,iaportanoe, scope, credibility, and tinelineSs
need to'be'included. Practlcal criteria are essential if the
evaluative inforlatioa is to be truly infoimative to the
receiver. The fioal type of criteria is prudential, which

involves such requirements as time,- cost, and personnel. For

, principal evaluation, as noted by Stufflebeam (1971), the

attention tends to be focused on practlcal criteria.

Mitzel (1960) felt ‘that cr1ter1a should possess four
basic attributes: relevance, rellablllty, freedom from blas;
and practlcallty. gelevance'as a-criterion attribute ls the
product of a ratlonal analy51s of the Job. The detectlon of
relevant criteria for the evaluatlon of the prlnC1pal, as
mentloned previously, has become an allost 1np0551ble task,
due to the prollferatlon of school goals vithout agreenent
on their priority. ‘ '
uitzel(1960) stated that‘an estimate of the reliability

of criteria is essential. It is more important to know the

level of reliability than for the level of rellability'to be
_high. Mitzel felt that low reliabilities do not distort

. relatiopships.

-~ Another attribaute, reedom from bias, is desirable

~according to Mitzel (1960) , even though total elimination qu’
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bias may lower reliability. Uncontrolled biasing factors
tend to le:d to false results, -hence the importance of a
continuous effort to minimize bias in criferia.

The final attribute, praéticality, is rél&ted to
convénience and econcay. Mi;zel felt that this is probably
.fhe least essential cf the four criterion att;ibutes.

As indicated earlier, for the development of criteria
suitable for evaluation of principals, ohé needs to examine
the tasks and skills required for the p?incipalship.
Attention is now focﬁsédvon these areas. .

The task of school program, as stated by Miklos (1975),
ié sometimes considered a responsibility of the school
principal: The question of how well the school is achieving
the goals of the prograa IUSF be considered. Iﬁ relation to
éubil personnél, the principal is considered to havé'méjor
-rééponsibility in'aécountiné for and organizing pﬁpils. The
degfeé to which thé principal knows the needs of‘his school
could forn_a source of other'specific criteri;.,§}so; the
principal®'s ability to coniunicqte these needs may be
measured. The way staff~are assigned could also constitute a
measurable dimension of the principalship.

Also, uiklos (1975) felt that the principal is
considered responsible for develofring school-co;lunity
contaet. How well the contacts are made and the degree to
wvhich the principal is ahlé-fO.COIIUDiQate the: school |
pfogral to the community may be considered to Se important.

‘The . .ganization, coordinating, and scheduling of space and
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equipment are also measureable tasks of the principai. And
finally, according to Miklos (1975), the measurement‘of‘the
effectiveness of the principal in héndling the tasks related
to sﬁhool‘management could form an additional source of
criteria.

With respect to skills, Downey (1961) indicatea that
the examination of how well orders are made for supplies,
the adequacy or accuracy of the timetable-could be'a_measure
for scme of the technicai—manage;ial skills..The degree to
which the principal can influence his staff and students, onl
the human-managerial skills,‘cbuld be usea to generate more
criteria. The level to which the principal is'able to epply
. his technical skills could be.ufilized as a further source
of criteria. A final skill area, the speculative-creative

skills, could.consititute the final source-area or

criteriop itenms.
EVALUATORS

Formal evaluatlon does not appear to. be the
respon51b111ty of any one evaluator or team of evaluators.
According to Ratsoy et. al. (1976:14):

The literature reveals that to determine who is to
be involved in the assessment program, one must

take into consideration the type and purpose of
the desired program. . - :

Kellogg (1965) suggested‘that the superintendent and

his designate have a role in the evaluation of the

principal. In this sense, the superintendent has held the
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superordinate position, which suggesfs that it would be
natural for him to evaluate those in the subordinate
position. |

When the purpose of evaluation is for development,
Bolton (1973) ~ated that self-assessment andvteau
assessment would be appropriate. Bolton (1973) felt that fork
self-assessment it uould be appropriate to have the
principal be the-evaluator.

Poliakoff (1973) was of the opiuion that evaluation of
the prineipal by teachers and stuuents uas not ‘part of the
trend in evaluation of admiuistrators. Yet even though
teachers and students were not part‘of the frend; Poliakoff

y

felt that there was a role for them to play in the

evaluation of the principal. Safiacore (1976), working on the

assumption that since principals, eva uateiteachefs it would
be reasonable to have teachers evjldate principals, had
‘teachers evaluate principals. He found success in that the
evaluation helped the principals iuproue.

A p0551ble team of evaluators for the evaluatlouhof the
prlnc1pal was proposed by Gaslln (1974). He suggested that
the assessment be performed by a thlrd party who had no
-dlreet connection with elth\f the. adnlnlstratlve teamr or the
~ teaching staff of the school\%hat was to be evaluated.
Gaslin suggested that the assessment team cou51st of an'

administrator and an experienced teacher from another school

within the systen. '.' 'é

Rosenberg (1973)‘prop05ed‘that the‘assessnent team
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consist of professional edncators and lay members of the
schdol community, He felt'this type of assessment team would
be particularly useful as a follow-up to self-evaluation
performed by the principal.

hatsoy et. al. (197e¢), in their review of possible
evaluators, noted that pr1nc1pal evaluation could be
conducted by an assessment team con51st1ng of the
superintendent, the prrncipal, and a third person who would
be acceptable to hoth.
| The final assessment team to be con51dered for use in
principal evaluatlon could be an assessment team con51st1ng
- of professional educators not directly connected with the

'school system. In Alberta va logical source of such

evaluators could be the"Begional Offices_of Education.
EVALUATIUHN EFROCEDURES

-A review of the llterature would not be. complete
‘wlthout con51derat10n of the evaluatlon procedures.
‘Attention Hlll now be given to the ma jor approaches
‘presently utilized in attenpting tovassess the_quality of -
admlnlstratlve performance. Ratsoy et. al. (1976),vin his
review of evaluatlon procedures, noted that the major |
approaches 1ncluded management- by objectlves, job targets,
self- evaluatlon, checkllsts, and the descrlptlve essay. Each

of these methods is outllned below.
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Management-by-Obijectives

Redfern (1972) indicated tbat;the technique utilized in
the managemeﬁt-by-objectivesv§pproaéh to assessment has the
subordinate and the supgrordinate jointly idenﬁify-comnon’
goals. They also determine how the goals will be attained
and a means of meaSuring Or assessing thé contribution of
fhe members aptaining the goals. This approich ténds to be
conduciQe to growth.-and is usefu; in planhing futufe

activities,.

Job Targets'

Job_targets, a form of management-by-objectives, may be
thought 6f as.a process that is cyciicél (ArmStrbng, 1973) .
;ﬂ this approach, jobFperformahce’objectives are |
éStablished, and then pefformance data are monitored. In_due
course, assessments are made and.assessnént conferences
1‘held; The cycle resumes with follow-up and the re-

establishment of jobrperforqadce objectives.

'

'

Self-evaluation }
Rbsenberg_(1973) stated tgat in the use of this
procedure the principal assesses his own strengths and
weaknésses. The proceddfe‘this assessment follows is for the
'prinqipal.to asSesé hiﬁéelf using a predetermined rating
scale, Using this précedure, it is fhén posSible for the
principal to assess his strengths and weaknesses or‘tq/ f“‘

determine his progress towards predetermined goals.



Checkllsts

The system of checklists, outlined by Pharis (1973),.
basitally comprises a number»of statements related to the
principaiship. In using the checklist, the evaluator checks
- statements that would rate or indicate how well the
‘principalvis'perforning.'lt is possibie to use the checklist
systea in conjunction with othetr forms of assessment. Thene
is a weakness in depending.upon a ‘checklist system in that
thene is ‘a tendency fof the checklisf to reveal more about

.the evaluator than it does about the person being evaluated.

Descrlptlve ESS&X

In this assessment procedure, accordlng to Ratsoy et.
al. (1976), the evaluator writes a‘descriptive essay that
relates to the strengths, ieaknesses,'on potential.of the
person- belng evaluated This style of evaluation(has a
’weakness in that the assessnent tends to be very subjectlve.

It should, be noted that the method of assessment should
reflect the purposes of the assessment program. Whatever
" method is used, one must be auare.of bias of'the raterak
causing distortion, as vell as the'near inpossibility tﬁat
,it will be value—free. As Ratsoy-et. al.'(1956i16) staﬁedr,
"No assessment scheme will be totaily'reliabie and valid."
And further, a "need to'involvesnany people in designing'and
impienenting‘an.assessment,progran, particulariy those
difeotly affected.; . ." must be kept in mind when

attempting to establish a suitable method of assessment.

o



REVIEW OF RESEARCH

Research has been conducted on various aspects of the
'p:incipal.(Thls reviev of research will ‘cover studles
relatednto-percepticns of the role of the principal, studies
that investigaféd\gitzels (1960) classifications of
criterie, and anal;ses of current pfactice and management
1iteratune‘re;ated to-perfornance apnraisal. Also included
.are stuaies related to administratofsl and teachers!
percentions cf administrative responsibility. Attention.yill
be given to a stndy‘uhich investigated the feasibility of
:principallevaluation. finally, a review of a stndy,directed
at administrators' perceptions of emphasis on selected
administrative competencies will conclude this portion of.
the revieu; - |

Bosetti (1966) connucted a study on (a) the degree to
which the principalS' role expectations are congruent with
‘the teachers' end superintendents’ expectations for‘h;s
'roie,m(b) the degree of sensitivity the principals are
accurate‘to the perceptions ofvthe teachers and to the:
perCeptionsvef the superintendents of:the.principalsi:

"~ leadership behavior, and (c) the raten effectiveness that
the principal :eceived,fron the_teachers and fron tne
superintendents, Bosettit's (1966) findings indicated that
there were no 51gn1f1cant relatlonshlps betueen the |

prlnc1pals' sen51t1v1ty and congruence and betveen

congruence and rated effectlveness. He found a 51gn1f1cant
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relationship beﬁueen sensitivity dnd rated effeCtiﬁenese.
From these flndlngs, Bosetti (1966) concluded that the
principal ‘must be accurate in his perceptlons of. his own
behav1or_so that these are as congruent as possible with
those that he interacis with in his capacity as an.
administfator..ﬂe also concluded'that the three dimensions
or oongruence,'sensitivity, aod rated effectiveness vere
'functions.of variables other than the principals*
demographic characte;istics._ |
| In a study similar;to‘Bosetti‘s, Toewvs (1970)
investigated the dlfferences in expectatlons of the
elementary- junlor hlgh prlnc1pal as held by superlntendents,
prlnc;pals, and teachers. In this studz, ioews'examined.the
differences in the expectationsoin‘terme of the'principql's

attributes and the principal's behavior.

Tber (1970), found that the three groups differed
their;expecteiions on items which relafed to fhe princip 1's
school nanagement behav1or, stafforelatlonshlps behavior,
and conmunlty and profe551onal behavior. He found that there
.was less dlfference betueen the groups vhen con51der1ng the
prlnClpal'S attrxbutes.( : _ S

Cooper (1972) examined the perceptions of college
ins%ructors reoarding'fie nethods used to_eveluate
inStructors; purboses fof:evaluatiou; and oriteria of
evaluatlon used to measure competence and pronotlon ‘to -

admlnlstratlve p051tlons. Cooper found that the conmon

methods used uere:student_evaluatlon, classroon_observation,
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and tean'evaluation. The major purpose for evaluation found
in her study was to improve instruction. One conclusion
reached was that the criteria used for the study did
represent a conmonvhcdy of criteria that could be used for
the evaluatlon of instructors, The study shovwed that process
criteria were stressed when evaluatlng for competence, and
‘presage criteria when rating for adninistrative position.
There was an indication that there was a lach of emphasis on
" product criteria‘invstaff evaluation..

Volk(1972), in his examination of the perceptlons of
teachers in an urban Saskatcheuan School Dlstrlct
con51der1ng ex1st1ng and preferred evaluatlve personnel and
~existing and preferred 1mportance ‘given evaluatlon criteria,
found that there ¥as an. empha51s on process crlterla..He
also found that the superlntendentyfnd the principal were
used exten51vely as evaluators of teachers. His flndlngs
indicated that there vas no difference betveen existing.and
preferred evaluators. One conclus;on reached was that no one
person: should have the sole responslblllty for teacher
evaluatlon. He found that there should be several people
involved in evaluation, and that evaluations should be
, perforned,moré frequently.

. Fouks {1976) , in his analyses of current practice and
managehent literature for conducting perfornance appraisal
_and pay programs for school admlnlstrators, concluded that

the role of the adnlnlstrator has become extrelely complex

due to the demands for accountablllty, flnanczal
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constraints, the criticél attitude of £he éublic, the
militant attitude of the teacher;_and the changing attitudes
of the students. The auihor contended that education’énd’
'experience should be factors for job éntry, but ho# he
'perfoims and achieves objectives in the personal and
orgapizational spheres should ke detérnining factors in
performance appraisal. Fouks (1976) indicated that the najor
crite:iqn for peffcrmance éppraisal should be related to job.
performance. | | *

‘A study of the differences betyeeﬁ,adninistratd:s' and
teachers! perceptiéﬁs of,actual and ideal priorities-of |
reéﬁonsibilities conducted by Iféugott-(1976{efound that
there vere several areas of adiinisftatiie responsibi14ty.ih“
which there uas.significént ﬁisupdefstaﬁding or dis 'r- aent
betveén administrators and‘teachérs; ﬁe.found‘that'there
wére more frequent>and:cons§étent differgﬁces between B
superinteﬁdents-and teachers than betwéen principalsqand
teachers. |

In a study of formal evaluation df‘adninistrators,
condﬁcted in'thé six—cdﬁnty nétropoiitanﬂnetroit_area,
Schranm (1976) cbncluded that evalﬁatign of adlinistratofs
was workable fbr all levels of the administtative hierarchy.
The findings also revealed'thét formal evaluation, altkough
not wide sbread,'uas in effect in the étudy area. The nature
of the_efaluatioﬁ sjstems ueré evequ divided between pfe-
détetmined,rating forms and fhe job target)ianagenent-bji

objectives approach. There vwere noteable differences betveenﬁb
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ractual® practices and "ideal"™ practices related to the
principal evaluation process. Sohramn felt that a further
development of a general model of administrative eyaluation
was. possible. )

In the developﬁent of such a model, Schramm concluded
that consideration should be glven to purposes of the
systenm, processes and procedures should be consistent with
the purposes, prov151ons should be lade for the assessment
~of the actual results of the system. and provisions should be
made for the modificatiors‘oq the system.

‘Pitts (1976),-in his study of urban administrators!*
perceptioﬂs ofAemphesis placed on’selected edministrative‘
competencies, found there were no significantrdiffereoces in .
the perceptions of.erbah administrators placeg on certain
edmrnistratiée competeﬁcy-categories and rhe degree of
- emphasis they desiredwto plecé‘on these categories. The
oategories included: (a) instruction and curriculum

/ Yo

developheht,'(b) staff'personnel, (c) pupil personnel, (4)
finence and business ianagement, {e) school plant andi
seryices, and (f) school—oonﬁunity relations._Pitts
concludedithat:p(a) all urban adninistrators desired to
place greater emphasis‘on the categories of instruction and
curriculum development, pupil persoﬂ;el, finance ahd
busrness managerént, school plant and serpices, and school -
oo-nonity relations; (b) the greatest enphesis should be
plaoed on the insfruction aegycurriculﬁl development |

oategory and the school-ccniunity'relations.category; and
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(c) the general category of staff personnel vasHSpressed by
all administrators with little emphasis on the itenm

"maintaining records".
CHAPTER SUMMARY

‘This chapter has presentedva review of soﬁe of the
literature and resgarch'related to the principalship aﬁd thev
‘phenomenon of evaluation. Attention wvas given to models for
evaluation, purposes for evaluation, pressures to evaluate,
and reluctance to evaluate;s

Some 6f‘the dimensions of the principalship fouhd in
the literatﬁge wvere then discussed.'In_this discussioh; tbe
functions of the prihci al, the processes 6f administration,
the tasks of Aﬁmiﬁ{g:;;fion, and the skills qf;the
principalship ueﬁe outlined. | |

A review of ﬂitzel's (1960)‘attribute5‘of criteria for
evaiuation was included in this chapter. Possible evaluatbré'
'6f principalé_were identified, folléued_by an examination of
selected'purposes foi evalqafion. A brief outline of the
more pépulaf evalﬁation procéQQfes was provided..

" The chapter conéluded with a brief review 6f éoneibf
the related research. This review included idrk on the role
'6f the principal, Hitzells‘(1960) ciasSificatious of
criteria,'analysis of current practice and literature of
éerfornangé’apéfaiéal, and étudiesvrelated.to perceptions of
evaluation. Also included was a review of a study related fo .

administrators' and-teachers' perceptions of adninistrative
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responsibility plus a study which investigated the
possibility of principal evaluation. Concluding the review
was a study directed at.administrators® perceptions of

emphasis on selected administrative competencies.



Chapter 3

RESEARCH DESIGN
‘ o

Ihis chépter contains a descriptibn\of.the research
design used in this’study. Iﬁéludgd in this description is
an outline of the procedures followed in constructing the
instrument. Pollowing a discussion of instiuneptatién, the
charaéte;istics 6f‘the.res§ondents who participated in this
~study are presented.'The‘procedures uséd~in déta collection
are also 1001339d in this chapter. and finally, a brief |
,deéctiption of thé statistiéal techniqueS’used in-analyifﬂg
the data conclﬁdes the chapter.
INéTRUHENTAfION
’ Tﬁe’instrument used in thisﬂétudyvfor the colleetion of

data was a question?aire entitled "Principdl Evaluation
Questionn- *e",(Appeﬁdix B).‘This quéStionhaite, consisting
of four parts, was developed by the researcher for this

study.

Soggggg of Queétlonn__ge Itenms

Part One of the questionnaire waé de51gned for the
. purpose of- collectlng 1mportant denographlc 1nformat10n from
the_respondents. Items considered important for this study
weré age, séx, experience ‘as a full-time principal,
éxperience as a supérintendent, position} training,

i

location, school size, and school classification. With this

40

ol
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ihformation, it was then possible to draw a , ~ofile of the

respondents.

Part Two of the questionnaire‘vas desigﬁed to identify
P
criteria suitable for the evgluation of'principals. Previoﬁs
research work on eyaluation of instructors conducted by
Cooper (1972), Moore (1966), and Volk (1972), and research on
the role of the principal by Bosetti (1966) and Toews

v

(1970), were particularly helpful. Material written by
Raigoy et. al. (1976), Beall (1972), Carvell (1972), Landers
(1974),‘and Thomas (1974) supplemented the researéh findings
regardiné decision-making ébout suitable items for inclusion
as criteria. The‘éelécted itenms for criteria were classified
acco;d;ng to the three categories as proposed by Mitzel

(1960) . The development of specific ﬁriteria wvas discussed

in detail in Chapter 2 |

| In selecting appropriate evaluators for Part Three qf
thé'ipstrument, material qonpilgd by Ratsoy et. al. (1976)

and Carveli (i972) vere barticularly héléful. From these
iorks, it was co&%idered important to include individuals,
'gropps,land teams. The superintendent, the supetintendent'su‘
designate; and the principal are examples of “individuals who
are possible evaluators; The teaching s?éff and students of
the school constitute groups uﬁo'cohld act as evaluators.

Finally, various combinations of professional educators,

'superintendents, principals, and lay persons'constitute the
* o

~

last of the possible evaluators\

\

Part Four of the instrument contains four possible

7~
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'purposes for evaluation, The works of Carvel (1972), Dolan
(1973), Pharis (1973); and Wickert (1967) were used to |
select the purposes used in this study; namely: providing a
measure for personal suceess,rinitiating disciplinary

4
.action, encouraging improvement, or prov1dlng information

for making dec151ons for promotlon.

pevelopment'gi Criteria

TO‘ensure that statementc used in.this study did
represent cr1ter1a for evaluation of Pprincipals, and that
theé statements were properly cla551f1ed accordlng to
Mltzel's categories, a panel of five experts from the
Department ef EducationalrAdninistration,/the University of
Alperta,_was asked to determine the appropriateness of each
item; A majority opinion expressed by this panel was
"considered sufficient for the inclusion of an item in the
'instrument, Following the classificatioa of the items, Part
~ Two of  the instrument vas piloted for clarity and relevance
in a. graduate seminar in the Haster's degree program in
educatlonal adnlnlstratlon. ! |

Inltlally, 49 statelents Here developed as p0551ble
criteria for the evaluation of prlnc1pals. The first
submissipn of these statements to the panel of experts
identified ambiguities in many of the items. The feedbac&
received from the panel on the first list of criteria vas¥

" used to develop a revised list of 48 ltens con51dered

approprlate for use as crlterla for prlnc1pal evaluatlon.‘
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The new lisiﬁuas submitted to the same panel for their
consideration and reaction.

The second submission to the panel genetated feedback
that w;s used to clarify and to classify the iteass

considered appropriate to the study. By accepting the

\

"majority opinion of the panel, 42 items were retained for
submission to the graduate seminar for consideration of
clarity and relevance.

The members of the seminar were asked to react to the
items and indicate the clarity and relevance of each on.a
- five~point scale? Itens-th&t receivéd a rating of 3.0 or
greater were considered to be sufficiently relevant. and
clear for retention in the study. In addifion to the rating-
// procedute, iiems were discussed in the seminar.
) | Using the resulté from the piloting and the feedback
from the panel, a final list of 36 items ¢onside:ed Su;table
as criteria for the evaluation of principals was éelected.
Foliowing the fiqal revision, the insttulent vas prepafed

for mailing to the selected sample.
"o ‘

Questionnaire Format

In designing the questionnaire, a number of factors'

wefe taken into account. The first major concern was to

ensure that tﬁe respohdents either agreed or disagreed with
the inpo;Eance given to criteria, evaluatdré; and * loses
for evaluation; This was éCconplished byvutilizing a foﬁt-'

'I print Likert-type scale for the responses in Part Two, Part
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Three, and part” Four cf the questionnaire.
The second concern was that the criteria selected for
use in the inst:ument,be representative of Mitzel's tﬁtee
classifications of criteria: presage, process, and product.
A third concern was to reduce bias in the classifiéetions
wvhen the respondents indicated the impcrtance'of the
criteria. This concern was taken into account by arrangieg
the criterion itens}in random order. A fourth concern was to
be able to transfeg easily the data collected from the
instrunent to data cards for,comphter processing. The final N

concern was to create an instrument that was attractive, .
~N .

short, and simple to complete.

THE SAMPLE )

Supe;intenggnts

Using a list of Alberta School Jurisdictions prepared
by the Field Adninistrative Office, Field Services Branch, ' .
Alberta Educatlon, in September of 1976, 93 superintendents

were identified as being enployed by school jurlsdlctlons in -

’

thevprov1nce of Alberta.

1

Accotding to the liSt,‘four superintendents were
¢

employed in urban centers, three were employed for
Departnent of Natiomal Defense Schoolggistrlcts, and 15
‘provided services to more than one school dlstrlct. The

questionnaire wvas mailed to all identified superintendents.
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Erinsineié

A listing of principals supplied by Alberta Education,
September 1976, indicated that there were 257 prinCipals in
the province who were aSSigned full-time to supervising
personnel and performing other adlinisrrative duties. From -
this list,‘a'sample\of 100 principals was selected.. To
ensure that ail principals who indieated they vere full-time
administrators had an equal’ opportunity to partiCipate in
the project, a randonm sampling procedure using a table of
random numbers was utilized. No att~mpt was made to stratify
the sample in terms of locarion,'type of school, or size of
school.f Following the seiection, it was nored that
’approx1mately the ‘same number.of Principals wvas selected
- from the rural and urban areas, whereas the original list
indicated that 164 of the 257, or 63.8%, had Calgary or

.Edmonton addresses.
DATA COLLECTION

' The data were Collected from the members of the sample
by use of a questionnaire. In.order‘thatvreminders could be
sent, the questionnaires were numbered according to the
names on the'lists.rTo facilitate returns a self-addressed
return envelope vas enclosed with eack questionnaire.

One hundred ninety-three guestionnaires were mailed to
.the members of the sample at the end of February. By mid-
March, tuo-thirds of the sample had returned the

questionnaires.vIn order to improve the rate of refurns, a
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réminder letter was mailed to those who héd an responded.
On March 11, 1977, 65 relindérs vere mailed. The use of the
réminder increased the rate of return to 88.2% for
suéerintendents aﬁd 85% for principals; This information is

presented in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1

Questionnaire Returas

Item description

f , % £ %
Number in sample ' " 93 100 100. 100
.Number of returns 82 ‘88.2 85 85.0

Number of useable returns 77 .- 82.8 « 80 80.0

— : —— ——

Qf‘the returned questibnnéires, 10 could not be uéed in
this study. The réasons for rejéction included: a newly'
appointed principal d4id not feel competent to reply; oné.

' superintehdeﬁt attempted to revise the questionnaire, hence
his responseé vere not considered appropriate; one respdnse
:f:on.é principal was received téo late to be in;luded,in the
.data; and seven»réplies”were‘coﬂsidered too incomplete to be-

of any value.
TREATMENT OF THE DATA

The information from the useable questionnaires was *’
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transfe;red to data cards for processing. The data were
‘Processed by conéuter usinngPSS prograas.

‘ A progfan was selected to provide percentage responses
which facilitated the examination of the demographic data of
the principals and,thé superintendents as well as the
perceptions-of the two §roups of ﬁhe importance given and
the importance that should bevgivén‘to selected criteria,
the exténtlto which. evaluators are involved and should be
involved in principal evaluation and, finally, the purpose
for which principals are evalqéted and should be evaluated.

To examine the differences between principals' and
superintendenté' perceptions; prinCipalé' existing and
preferred perceptlons, and superintendents' exlsting and
wpreferred perceptions of criteria, evaluators and purposes
for evaluation, a program that generatea t-scoreé was
employed. The-résulting scqre$ were used fo identify
significant differences. Differences were regatrded as'being
sfatistically significant vhen a probability of 0.65 or less

was reached.

. CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter includgd descriptions of instrumentation,
persons included in fhe sdlple,.data cdlleétion, andvdata
analysis. The portion of-the5chaptei dealing uitﬁ
instrumentation detailed the source of the iteams, the
guestionnaire'forlat,'and the steps useq to revise ihe

questionnaire. The the members of the sample and their
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location were outlined r the reader. The procedures

utilized to ensure igh rate of return were also
discussed. Final an outline of the programs selected to

analyse the data was included.



. Chapter 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA
INTRODUCTION

This chapter contains a description of the demographic
variables of the sample, followed by a detailed presentation :
of the'gerception of Alberta superintendents(and prinoipals
regarding»the evaluation of érincipals.1Specifically, the
chapter contains tﬁe details of the principals' and the
superintendents'bperceptiohs regarding the importance that
is givep and the inportance that should be given to. |
criteria, the extent to which evaluators are involved and
should be involved in'principal'eveluetion, and'the
responses indicating the purposes for which principals arei
evaluated aod should be evaluated. \ -

The comparisons of the principals* responses to
: exiSting'and preferred-crireria; existing and preferred,
evaluators'and existidg and preferred purposes for
‘evaluation are included in this chapter. Also inclﬁded are
the'cohparisons of the su vrintendents; respogses‘to
existing and preferred‘evdluators-aﬁd existing'and preferred
purposes for evaluatlon. The ccnparlson of the : N
superlntendents' and the principals® responses to exlstlng
crlterla, existing evaluators and existing purposes for

evaluation and the comparlson of the superlntendents' and

the pr1nc1pals' responses to preferred crlterla, preferred

49
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evaluators and preferred purposes for evaluation concluded

- this chapter.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE

An examination of Table 4-1 reveals that'slightly over
i/ve per cent of the superintendents and slightly over one

alf of the principals who reéponded were employed in urban

centres.
CTable u-1
Distribution of Respondents by Location
Superintendent ¥§ Principal
Location . :
b % £ %

‘Urban A ' 4 5.2 43 53.8
Rural 73 94.8 37 46,2

‘Total , 77 100 80 100

All of the superintendents and 90%-of the principals,
as reported in Table 4-2!,yére"male;_fableAarB shovg'that
slighﬁly over 30%.ofufhe.superintendghts wvere under 41Ijears “
of age, whereas slightly'updef 40% of-the principals vwere in
.the same age g;oup;‘ | | | '

Table 4-3 also describes the levels of experience -

,‘> . . N '
hfﬁithin the tvo'groups:*slightly'over 60% of the

~
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Ry Table 4-2
Distribution of Respondents by Sex
Superintendent Principal
Sex
f % f x
‘male o - 77 100 72 ©90.0
Female : 0 0 8 10.0
Total 71 100 80 100

——— o —— — o o O S g " O et

superintendenfs had five years or less than five yeafs of
experience as a full-time principél, and a little over one
third of the‘superintendents hadﬂfiVe years pr‘less than
five years experience as-a supérintendent. More than one
third of the principals had_five'years or less than ﬁivg.
years experience as a full-tinme principal, and none of the
principais had previous‘experiencefas a éuperinféndent..
Table 4-4, which displays the formal education of the
superintehdents_and the principals, shows that slightly over
one half of the principals had at least a bachelor's degree - $%\v
but less than.a master's degree,"and th&fvoné third of the
pfincipalé’possessed a nastér's degree. The results
indicated-that superintendents tendwtq be better edﬁcated
éhan'the principais.'Althoqgh(slightlytleSS than 20% of the
superintendents hdd a bachelggis'degree bﬁt less than a’

master's degree, over 33% of the superintendents held a

master's degree'and the balénce;@ad more than a master's

) . . -
)
.
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Table 4-3

Distribution of Respondents by Age and Experience

Superintendent  Principal
Itenm -
: ‘ £ % £ %
Age .
~ Onder 36 ol 9 11.7 9 - 10.3
(36 - -up i SR & 15 19.5 = 23 28.8
41T - 4S5 T 16 . 20.8 14 17.5 .
46 - 50 ' ) 19 24.7 20 25.0
Over 50 . 18- 23.4 14 17.6
Total = 77 1100.1 80  100.2
Experience as a full-time principal ' f _ T
Less than 1 year 17 22,1 4 - 5.0
1- 5 , 30 39.0 24 30,3
6 - 10 . 13 16.9 22 27.5
over 10 | 17 22.1 30 37.6
Total 77 100.1 80 100.4
- Experilence as a full-time superintendent
less than 1 year o 1 1.3 80 1100
1 - 5 28 36.4 0 0
6 - 10 ' 31 40.3 0 0
Over 10 . v ' A7 22.1 0 0
Total - 77 100.1 .. 80 100
| ;
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Table 4-4 .

Distribution of Respondents by Education

.._._-____.__.____.__..___._.__.___.___._._..4.________._.___,_._________..__________
e et el bt S S T T+ T L T

. Supergntendent . Principal

Education : '
£ % ‘ f %

Bachelor's degree(s) : "'
but less than ,
Master's degree . 15 19.5 46 57.5
Master's ‘degree .29 - 37.7 27 33.8
Hore than Master's o | .
degree = 23 29.9 5 6.3
Doctorate . 10 13 .2 2.5
Total I 77 100. 1 80 100. 1

—— -— — -— ——— e s e e e e

-

.deéree;

‘An éxanination of'the>dis§ributiéh'of thé/p:incipals,
’according‘to‘siie of staff énd classificatién of's¢hool
revealed that one h&If’of the principals vere inAschOOls
with a'staff of 11 ﬁb 30'teache;s, and just over 40% of.thei«
prinéipals yerévin schools.thaf‘yere classified'és
elenent&ry or eienéhtaty-junior high (Table 4-5),

PRINCIPALS' PERCEPTICNS OF CRITERIA, EVALUATORS,‘

'AND PURPOSES FOR EVALUATION

One of the major purpoées'bf this study was o reveal

j£he bringipalS' percéptiéns o e;isting and preferred

‘criteria, existing and preferreé| .evaluatgrs, and existing

&
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Table 4-5

Distribution of Principals by Size of Staff
And Type of School :
. ’ 4

O R T S N T T o T T T T o o T T o oy 0 e = o o e = e o e e v e ke e o

. ' ‘ Distribution'
Staff and School . '

. _ b %
Size gﬁ Staff

10 or Fewer 4 5.0
11 - 20 . ' 16 20.0
21 - 30 - . - 24 30.0°
31 -.40 . . g15 - 18.8
41 - 50 10 12.5
51 - 60 4 5.0
61 - 70 - . o1 1.3
71 - 80 v _ 3 3.8
Over 80 L o » 93 3.8
Total S 0 " 100.2
Classification of School

Elémentary School S 26 32.5
Elementary-junior ' ' . ‘

High School 10 12.5
Elementary-junior- ‘

Senior High School 7 8.8
Junior High School 7 8.8
Junior-senior

High School - ' 11 13.8

. Senior High School , 16 20.0
Other S 3 3.8
Total o | 80 - 100.2
- ‘*CL“\;{?
22



55.

an& preferred pur poses for’evaldation. The responses
%ndicating'agreement uith'the qriteria as élassified
according to Mitzel (1960), évaluators, and purposes for
evaluation will be presented im this section.

Each item of the questicnnaire was scored on a foﬁr-
point scale ranging fron stropgly disagree td strongly
agree. For thevpuréqse of reporting the,perceptions oé the
principals, the percentage responses for "agree" and
“strongiy agree" were combined to form a single percentage.
This score was used tovindicate the agreement of‘the v
principals witp proposed criteria, evaluators,\anq purposes
for eva%géiion.

principals' Perceptions of Existing
And pPreferred Criteria

. -

First to be examined are the principals responses to
each criterion classification.* The responses indicating
,agreéiént uith‘the-importance-given and the importance that

should be given .are presented in the fol;ouing paSSages.'

Presage Criteria. An exalination of Table 4-6 reveals

that each presage criterion was given 1nportance ip
pr1nc1pal evaluation by at least 50% of theyprlnc1pals.
"uastery of educational ad11n1<trat10n studles," with 53. 8!

of the principals indicating agﬂpenent, was the crlterlgn

with the lowest percentage agreeaent. The highest rate of ///

agreement (93.8%) with the importance given,to presage
criteria in principal evaluation was for."Eipeftise in
. : ¥ ' '

Ve T

{ LA



-6

Percentage of the Principal Respodses Agreeing

With the Importance of Existing and Preferred
Presage Criteria

.
W%

~ Percentage
Criteria . '
Existing Preferred
Capacity for contemp- " e
plation of the future 56.3 - 91.3
-«
Acceptability of . ‘ .
‘personality- : 87.1 _ 97.5
Expertise in s€hool
management 93.8 97.5
Courdge to take risks 54.4 - 92.4
. , -
Ability to .stimulate . 83.5 98 +8
Exactness in ’ .
communication . .6 : 97.6
Suitability of & T
appearance 73.1 , ’J 82.0
Capability for' : )
influenhcing 81.0 92.4
Mastery of educational ) : fo
-administration studies 53.8 : 66.7
skill for organizing 1 95.0 - . 98.8
Training in decision : _ .
making R 66.7 - -81.8
Sensitive to when change c s
is necessary- .78.8 . | o 97.5
St ’ i
) 3 s 4 . y N
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s®hool management." "Skill for organizing®" and "The a ility
to stimulate" were the critetia with the greatest nuamber of
principals (93.8%) agréeing that these shonld be given
imnortance in principal evaluation. The criterion with the
lowest percentagé of the principals indicating it‘should be
given importance in prinqipal evaluation was "Mastery of
educational administration studies,"™ at o56.7". With the
exceptlon of thlS criterlon, all the other presage crlten;a
recelved over 80% of agreement thatathey should be given
1mportance 1g.pnlnc1pal evaluatlon:

Thfse results.indicate that principals -perceived that

‘_a;I“Cniteriafyere important and should be given importance

in"ekaiuation. There was an indication that the criteria
;elated to studies in educatlonal adnlnlstratlon vere not
percelved by a large magortty of pr1nc1pals as belng given
or deserving 1mportance in prlnc1pal evaluatlon. Expertise .
in schoél management vas percei&ed by most of the prfﬁcipals
as being inportant in principal evaluation. Fnrt?er, the
results sugges- +hat the gteatest percentage bf.the
.principals indicated that presage items related to success

o

in organizing and stimulating should be used.

Process cr1ter1a. Table 4 -7 shows that the responses of

the pr1nc1gals to process crxferla recelved over 60%

agreelent that they are given 1nportance in pr1nc1pal

~

evaluatlon. qu exceptlons to this wvere "Developlng budget

~control systems," vhlch.had 58.8% agreelng, and "Regularly
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‘ .« Table 4-7
\
Percentage of the Principal Responses Agreeing
With the Importance of Existing and Preferred
: Process Criteria :
N = 80
Percentage
- Criteria -
Existing Preferred
e
Interprets school prorranm , : , “.ﬁ&hﬁ
190 "%

to the comnunity 91.3 - - é o P
. B ' . . v ,M‘

Organizes human and/ ‘ '

material resources/ 97.6 ' ’ © 100 0
- 1 .
Reviews proéfeﬁs*of ‘ ' o D
students , 78.8 89.8 *«Q
! —vJ -’f‘

Sets an example-for staff Lo - .
to follow S 86.1 93.6. . A
Establishes communication :
channels deliberately - 82.3 95.0 .
MaintéinS’;iaison-Hith | e 7 -
other prinipals. 62.5 95.0 R

a : : W
Establishes -order of 1 ;. ' 9
priority in problenm _ ' S .
solving ‘ : 65.9 92.4
Regularly evaluates staff -
performance formally 57.6 59.5
Develops budget control ;’@
Systems- ' ‘!8.8 81.3 - _

Fray

‘vInvolvés'staff in policy ,
formation : ) 87.50 : 98.8

Devélops efficient
methods for handling
school routine : 87.5 - 95.0

—— - - - -—
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evaluates staff performance formally," which had 57.6% of

.the principals agreeing. The criterion with the highest
percentage of the principals reporting agreement with its

importance was "Organizing human and mdterial resources," at’

<

97%6%.

When considering the process criteria th;t sﬂgﬁldvbe
given importance, all of the principals agreed that
"Interprets school prograh to the community" and "Organizes
human and material resources" shgﬁld be given impértance in
principal evaluatidn. The critérion with the smallest

percentage of principals agreeing‘that it should be given
importance was "ﬁegularly evaluates;sgaff performance J;k

B ‘ v - v‘. ’ B ‘"," ' .‘. 4
formally," with slightly under 60% in agreement. W{§tl.the

exée tion" of "Develo_ping b.udg"et control systems," with Ce
cep y'v” [
» R

slightly over 80%, and "Reviews progress of students,"® wifﬁﬁﬂ'
Slighfly under 90%, the remainder of the criteria received

over 90% agreement that each Item should bg?giveh importance

Y

in principal evaluation. 4 -
The principals perceived that‘qll_brocess criteria were

and should be given'importance in principdl evaluation. The

r

responses to proces# criteria indicated that principals dp
not perceive that for_al évalué#ion of st;ff and developmént
of/budget‘conttois are given great iﬁpqrtahce in evaluation.
As with the responses to presage criteria, the greatest
number of principéls'perceived that importance is giéen to

criterion that relate to organizing.

'

" Regarding the preferred process critéria, the responses

-~
A"

-
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suggest that the iargest number of principals agreed that
standgrds related to organization and communication would
form appropriate criteria fqr principal eviluation. There
was an indication that regzer, formal cvaluation of staff

was not supported by a large number of principals as a

preferred evaluative criterion.
' o ‘ N A
Product criteria. The information presented in Table 4~

a

8 discloses the percentage of pr1nc1pals agreeing as to
T Uy

uhlch product criteria sngglven and should be given .
importance in principal evsluatiop. "T?chniques to overcome
organizational resistance to change," with just under 55%
agreement, yas the criterion with the lowest percentage
agreement in this classification. The‘remainder of the
product criteria haﬁ over 65% of thé principals agreeing
that each vas impcrtant in pr1nc1pal evaluation. The
crlzzrlon; "School operated successfully," had qut over‘93$
of' the principals iﬁvagrcenent that ispottancelu;s.qﬁven to
this standard in the evaluation cf principals.

In ex;mining the percegtage responses of the principals
régarding the importance that shouldsbé given to product

criteria, one learns that all the principals supported the

‘criferion} nstaff inspired to achieve goals." The regdinder

-
'1

*of. the product cflterla, with the exception of the'
LY

i‘crlterloni "School b01ld1ngs and grounds malntained " at

;

W jusq over 65$q had over 80% of ‘the principals agreeing that

in evaluating the pripclpal,jeach should be given

"»1'3;/‘.- ~
M
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' Table 4-8
Percentage of the Principal Responses Agreeing
With the Importance of Existing and Preferred
Product Criteria

N = 80
S S ESSEs=mS === === e - -t - T
Percentage
Criteria
Existing Preferred.
Staff ﬁnspired to achieve .
goals ‘ 92.6 100
Decisions respected by . : . o
staff . : o : 87.4 94.9
Personnei’located in
proper place at o ’
predetermined time 66.3. . 82.5
Delegated duties
dischared by .
suwpordinates 74.3 30.0.
bevelops techniques to
overcome organizational o
resistance to change 92.5
Staff knowledgeable'of L
school policy : '93.8
Budget funds expendeyq- , : S ‘
according to plan 75.1 = - 88.8
School dperated o ‘ -
successfully ‘ 93.6 . +96.1
Students' perfcrmance _ , .
recognized 83.8 7 - .90.0
School buildings and | ,
grounds maintained ‘ - 67.5 65. 1

prey
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Table 4-8 (continued)"

__.---.__.________._—_-_——_.—___.._—__.___.__—__--—._—___

Percentage .
Criteria - _ . ‘

: ' Existing - - Preferred. ('
_____ -_— —_— e e e e e ————————— {
Balance attained between
innovative and proven _ ‘ =y
prograums . . 78.5 89.9
Community well informed
of school prograas - 78.8 an) . 93.8
Routine matters dispo;ed
of effectively - 82.5 . ' 95.1‘

;3;: : . ' o

: . 3 ) L4 8
importance.

3

. The results'suggest that a small'majopity'of the

‘principals agreed gﬁé@dbeihévable to bring about change was

4 .

a criterion used in principal evaidation. There ¥as @ larger
nunbef of principals who felt that this criférion shouid be
diven importance in princiéal'evalqation. There yas an
indication in the responses that the.prihcipals wvould prefer
critefia based oh the ébility to bring about ‘change should
be utilizeq; The results indicated that Criterié'related to

inspiration of staff had the 1afgest number of principals in

‘support. o "
Ay ) . 4 s -
Principal Perceptions of Evaluators ' N

A second component of this aspect of the studj was to

-

discdver the Principals? perceptions of the extent to which

. evaluators were involved and the extent to which evaluators
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should be involved in principal evaluation. -

Examination of Table 4-9 reveals that the evaluator
perceived as being involyed in principal evaluation by the 
greatest number of principals was the superintendent's
~designate (74R%). The evaluator perceived as having the next
greétest involvement (72.1R%) was the superintendent. Sixty-
two pervcent-of the principals indicated that teachers were
invoivedain principal evaluatjion. The ndmber of priﬁcipals
who pérceived thdt‘assessment teams were ihvolied in
evaluation was small. The assessment tean consisting of
ﬁrofessional‘educators outside the school éygten had the
highest percentage respog§e of éssessment.teams, at 25.3%.,
An assesément team of professional ;ducators and lay members
_of the'cohmupity had under eight per cent of the principals
in agreement that this'teanv;as involved in principal

evaluation.,

Considering the exte£2>to which evaluator
invélved in principal eQaluation,ﬁqut over Bdﬁ‘
pgihcipais indicated that the superintendent should bé
involved in priﬁcipal evaluétion. Almost three quarters of
. the p;igcipéls indicated agreement ghat the‘superintendent's
des;gnate sﬁould be involved in thekevaluétion of
pfincipals. With respect to groups acting as evalua£ors,
'sliéhtly under three quarters of the principals perceived
thét tse teachers should be ingdlved. |

An assessment teaﬁ~vhich ipclu ed the.sﬁperintendent,'

the principal, and a third party acceptable to both had the
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able 4-9

Percentage of Principal Responses Agreeing to-

Existing and Preferred Evaluators

N = 80

64

[ Evaluator

Percentage

- Existing

Préferred

" ottt s s e, st —— ——

|

1

~ Superintendent

|

Superintendent's designate
| A

The principal alone

ihe teaching staff of the
school : o

The students of the’
school

An assessment tean
consisting of an adminis-
trator and an experienced
teacher from another
school within the System

An. assessment teanm
consisting of the
superintendent, principal
and a third person
acceptable to both

An assessment team of
professional educators
and lay members of the
school community

B
An assessment team of
professional educators
outside the school systen
(e.g9. Regional Office
staff) - T

72.1
4.0

35.9
62.0
1 25.7

10.1

21.8

P ~——

82.0

74,0

42,3

73.4

33.3

35.5

65 sy

22.8

o oy o
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highest percentage (65.4%) of the principals in agreeﬁent
that this team should be involved in principal evaluation.
The assessment team with the lowest bercentage of principals
" in agreement was a team of professional edueators and lay
mehbers of the school’community. In this case, only 22.8% of
the principals agreed tbat the teem should be‘invoived in
principal evaluation,

'The findings of this sectjon indicate that the
pr1nc1pals percelved that the central office staff were and
should be 1nvolved in prlnc1pa1 evaluatlon. There vas a
sugéestlon.that the,teachers“could be lnstrunental in the
evaluation of the prihcipel. There was aiso an indication
that the principals did ﬁot perceive assessment teams as -
presently being involved, nor did they perceive that such
teams should be 1nvolved in prlnc1pal ‘evaluation. There was:
strong ev1dence that the prthclpals felt that lay members of
the communlty were not presently,nor should they be,
involved in principaf;evaluation.

Principals! Perceptions 72f purposes
For'Evaluation

The third and final composentrof,this’portion of the
stddy.wés to determine the petcentage respenses of the
‘principals agreeing with Ahe purposes for which princiéals
’pre evaluated and the purposes for which principals should
be evaluated. The results of these perceptions are now

presente%\

Table 4-10 reports the percenta%e responses of the

“i%

[



Table 4-10

Percentage of Principal Responses Agreeing to Existing
And Preferred Purposes for Evaluation

- N = 80

66

B N L T I L O o o T I o o o o o T o o o o o o o e mo ot mv o e it ot "o e ol o i it v e o o e e s A o — s

Purposes

Percentage

Preferred

X .
N

Evaluation should be an
‘instrument. for measuring
persohal success

‘Evaluationgshould form
the basis Of disciplinary

© measures. (e.g. Reduction -

of salary, removal from
., service, etc.)

All evaluation data
should. be used for :
improvement of adminis-

.- .trative performance

« b
Principals should be
evaluated for appraisal
for promotion to an open
position

Existing

53,4

36.3
75.1

70.5

o

L4

46.3

©96.3




67

principals to the purposes for evaluation. Three quarters of
the principals agreed Qith all evaluation data being used

-for the improvément of administrative performance. Slightly

Qger one third of the principals perceived that evaluation

-

was used for disciplinary measuyres. Over 95% of the

: L " ) : ¢
“ principals felt that gxpluatlon shoudd be used for the

| . ’ . D . R
purpose of improving the admlqistratlv

‘perfornance of the
prinqipai. The ?&Epose that was least pre@brrpd by
principals Qanévaluation for disciplin-.y meéasures (46.3%).

The resulfs suggest that nost'éf "~ princ pals felt |
that‘assessmént for‘imp:ovement'of performance was now and
should be a purpose of eValﬁation: The findings indicate
that a majority of the principéls felt that.evaluation for

.disciplinary measures was notvcurrently a,purpose; nor
should it‘be coﬁSidereh a purpose; for'éva%qétion. T

This conclqdes the discussion of the firsg-najor
’purpose of this study,,namély, an exanination‘of principals’

. perceptions of existing and preferred critgfia;'existing and
preferred evaluators,; and'exisfing and preferfed_pufposeS'
for evaluétion.

7 Y SUPERINTENDENTS' PERCEPTICNS OF CRITERIA, EVALUATORS,
: \ AND PURPOSES FOR EVALUATION ‘

-

A second mqjér_purpose of this study was to discover
the superintendents' perceptions of the existing and_. .
preferred criteria, existing%pnd preferred evaluators, and
~,ex:'L‘sn.:inyg and preferred purpos;s_for evaluatibn.'This éection
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parallels the previous discussion which was related to the

perceptions of the prinéipals.

The responses of the superintendents were treated in
the same manner as.vere the responses of the principals. In
short the percentage responses to "agree®” and "strongly |
agree" were combined to form a single percentage score. Thlsﬁ\

score was used to indicate the strength of‘agreément of the

superinten@ents'uith criteria, evaluators, and purposes for

~evaluation. ~

Suge;lntendent§‘ Perceptlons of Existing
And Preferred Criteria

Présagg criteria. AD examination of Table 4-11 shows

the percentage‘of the superintendents' responses to existing

and preferred presage criterié.‘This table shovs all but two
‘criteria with over half of the superintendents in agreement

~that the criteria were important in principal evaluation.

"Training in decision+making"™ had under 50% bf,the

'superiptendents in agreénent, and "Mastery of educational

administrative studies" had under 40% of thé superintendents

in agreenent. Over 90% of the superlntendents were - in

'»agreenent that the criterion "skill for organizing" was

given i}portance invprincipal evaluation.

'With‘respect to the preferréd presage'criteria, just
over 75% of the superintendents éupported ;;astery of
educational administration studies" as a criterion. The

remainder of the presage criteria had over 80% of the
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Table 4-11

Percentage of the Superintendent Responses Agree.
With the Importance of Existing and Preferred
Presage Criteria :

N =77
Percentage -~
Criteria ‘ ,
. Existing Preferre \
Capacity for'contemp--
plation of the future 74.4 _ 97.3
Acceptability of -
persohality 86.6 - 98.6
Eipertise in school
management . . 85.7 98.7
. ' , N ‘
Courage to take riské 61.38 o 93.4
Ability to stimulate 83.1 © 100
Exactness in : ,
communication- ' - 70.1 e 96. 1. v
Suitability of : S
appearance , 82.9 90.8
Capability for : S -
"influencing . . 83,1 - ... 94.9
Mastery of éddcational AN Loy T -
administration studies ‘ 39.%0. , 76.6
Skill for organizing ’ 92.2 100 s o
Training in decision :
making v . 46,1 - Y 8648
Sensitive to when change | : : .
is necessary e 66.2 _ 100 Eg
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e,

‘showed the staff and students belng stimul- ted, as. well

ofvthe pr1nq1pal;on fﬂé&j@b.«;‘, Lo e

4

superlntendents in agreenent that 1nportance should be given “ ' ﬂ

y
'

.to these cr1ter1a in pr1nc1pal evaluatlon.'All of the

superintendents:were in agreement that "Skill for

organizing"_and‘"hbility'to stimulate" should be given ' ..

-

~importance. ' . . |

225 superintendents! responses to the presage criteria

e . K

suggest that criteria on training uere not as popular as % .. Tk
Y ' -

other crlterla for pr1nc1pal evaluatlon. Organlzatlonal e

abllltles vere. supported by the superlntendents as present v

evaluatlon crlterla, suggesting that the supe:intendents
felt that organlzatlon by pr1nc1pals was important.

Regarding criteria that should‘beggiven importance, all the .

vsuperintendents tended'to be looking for indicators that I

o

all act1v1t1es being organlzed Although ATE quarte . of “
° ’
the superlntendents supported tralnlng 1n cationa

EI

2

admlnlstratlon, it Stlll was not as popular as t other

u‘ o ] s s .
crlﬁwrla. Thls could suggest that post- graduate dies vere ~f;j"
DDt con51dered very 1npor%ant 1n asse551hg the perfornamce,ﬂ “et T fﬁi

. & - v ' . I}

\ © e |

ggoceg_ Crlterlaé@Table u 12 shows the superlntendents'

\

/’ V‘
responses to exlstlng and preferred process crlﬁerla. The -

criterion vith the lovest percentage agreement (37.7!) was.
"Begularly evaluates staff?perfornance ﬁornally." The
remaining process criteria had over 50% of the-.

superlntendents in agreenent that they were given 1nportance
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B \ T
’ , Table 4-12 i & | e

.Percentage of the Supérintendent Responsés Agreeing

- o T With the Importance of Existing and Preferred
: : Process Criteria '
. . ‘ N =77
E 8 Percentage
” e _Criteria " ‘ -
R . "Bk " Existing , Preferred
S i A S S S uiniu it A -

e

,hih‘rintéppfét Echbol program
‘. - to the comm8nity 89.6 . 100
A S : RE S
OLgandges human and o :
Ra eh;ga resources v 93,5 ) 98.7
. ? LS : ’
Reviews progress of o L
students - o Lo 8770 .

, o4 :
-sSets an example .for staff
«. to follqy S

~

. _— SR P
Establishes communidation

channels deliberatelyfg'

- o ¥ ;
© % %+, Maintains liaison with
L other principals
3 Establishes order gf
.o priority in problem
: : P 4
»-ﬂJp;’ solving a -
S Regula:lyﬁevaluate§_staff ?,
-2 > - sperformance fotpally CE '88. 3
Develops budget cantror’ = == - Y
: systems ' _ - 67.5 ' 90.8
O e . |
P Involves staff in policy - o
,q; .. +formation. N . 81.8 T .98,7
O ; . , L e , . T )
51 . Develops efficient T N e L a
2 - methods for handling-- o S .
school routine ' A 89.6 : 94.7
. ‘ f L x . o _—{f . ,A
‘ 9 e ’

et

B
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in prin¢ipal evaluation.'"Organizes human and material
A .

resourcesﬂ{had the largest percentage (93.5%) of the
y o

supeginten!ents in agreement,that_it was important in

S

. . . r
pr1nc1pal evaluatlon. , -

&%

Each process crlterlon had over 80% of the

. SN

A superlntendents in agneenent that it should be given

1mportance in pr1n01pal evaluation. The crlterloy “

"Regularly evalu&;es staff performance formally," recelved

the lovest percentagg of thf-superlntendents' support, at
- N

' 88. 35..All df the superlntsgdents agreed that "Interprets . .

[N

4 P

school program ‘%o the co ‘“ﬁﬁev1evs progress of -

& Tk o,
students," and "Establls as . connuﬂhcat;on channels o
W ;::V':‘_. !
dellberately" §Bould be glveu 1mp0rtandb in prlnrlpal z
A «a,:} RN . . -
T ,evalﬁatzon. Ry g ! Lo /

- "y ‘ : "

"‘4% These results suggest that Eie superlntendgnts did not

percelve thatﬂg@gular, formal evaluatﬁ%n of teachers was - a e

”%rlterlon éhaﬁ?should be glven less emphas1s than othe§ . J,, ;
.&J ,‘d;_ crlterla for Prxmc1pal evaluatrouo The resuits }or this d.‘ {‘M
’ category of crlterla suggesgﬁ*fzt nost of the.’”° . ’ ‘u'A o
_ g.i" .superégﬁendents“felt that orga atlou was .an 1mportant ' ) &’
. . -

quterion. The ‘criterid that the\group‘felt should he used

suggest that the superlntendents would prefer to judge the

by : A
pr1nc1pals oR thelr success in comnunlcatlng. They also .

1nd1cated that it was 1pportant for the pr1uc1pal to keep in

&

touch with the prngESS of the students.

Product crite [ia. Table 4-13 reports the



e

mai  ined," had 62.3% ‘6f f4is

superlntendents' response to exlstlng and preferred product

criteria. According to this table, over 60% of tﬂe

8,
'superlntendents agreed that each product criteria was given

-~

importa—ce in pr1nc1pal evaluation. The criterion wlth the

lowest amount of support, ho 1 buildingﬁand grounds

ns

pperintendents Th agReenment.
The riterion with the‘highest“percentage of superintendents

S ' @ ; -
in agreement,'at just under 95%, was "School operated

successfully."

-ﬂlth respect ‘to preferred product criteria, all

' superlntendents vere in agreement that "School operated

successfully," "Staff knowledgeable of school pollcy," and e

"Balance attained between 1nn¢vat<%e and proven programs"

. g

should be given 1mportance $n: prin ipal- evaluation. ightly“’

over’three quarters of the superlntendents supported
L &

“"Personneh located in the proper place at the predetermlned

~

J

3

v time" ‘as a”preferred product criterion. . »

ol . o

.gy. o The results <n the product crlterla suggest that the

3@
Jss
o Ly 3

superlntendents felt that a'successfully operated 'school was

1%portant and should be 1mportant in evaluatlng the ‘ ?

N pr1nc1pax3\Fhls flndzng suggests that the superlntendents
-

looked to the pr1nc1pals for the successful 4peratlon of the

'J‘

- R @ - . ' L :
gSChOO%S. There *‘was an indiqatlon‘the superlntendents wanted

A the pr1n01pals to enphasxze pollcy and nalntéan a balance

. . | N g
bexween 1nnovat1ve ahd proven programs.

. . S ¥

. . : . . '.ew'..t’.-,'
- ) .. . : L Ao
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Tu
o g, Table 4-13
Peréentage of the Superintendent Responses Agreeing
With the Importance of Existing and Preferred
Product cCriteria
N =77
i
Percentage '
Criteria . ‘ ,
Existing Preferred
' Staff inspired to achjeve ,
goals o 76.6 7 98.6
Def¢sions respected by | ‘
.staftf | , v 90.9 98.7
£ Personnel located in v
' Proper. place at : :
predetermined’ time 65.7 76,7
. Delegéted duties
L dlscha;ed by ‘ $e v -
J?nﬁrﬂy subordinates . L 80.3
Tl cpieo . :
: ~,,~~f’.;f§ ~Develops techn-iq*s to ﬂ Dyt o
v. overcomesorganizational®* - - Ty
resistarnce to. change Y % 59.7
i .,\ev g 4,“-"
Staff 'kpowledgeable o T : .
-school policy ’ o 712.4 100
. Budget funds expended T
- according to plan 80.5 98.7
S w) ’ '
School operated - , _ - ’ :
. ¢ successfully 4 . 94.6 - 100 -
'~ Students' perfcrmance S, ' = ) :
recognized N T S I ) 96.1
: , . ; L . .
- : \¥ r .
.. School buildings and '
' —~grounds maintained ' 6243 83.1
(\
Dol . .l, - B
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Table 4-13 (contihued)

e p—— ' N I R e e o e e et e o e o
e e e R - P R e

Preferred

Balance attained S‘tween
innovative and proven

‘programs

of school programs

of effedtlvely

.«&"" \»*.

72,3 100

Community well informed . . & @
71,1 YT 97.4
Routine matters disposed : e
87.0 98.7 ¥ &
—_——— e ——— - - .;J-—;-_;.—_.a_ 3t

5t

<
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Superlntegdents' Perceptlons of Eva;uato;s

o

O

uas to examine

AR

The Second conponent of this maJor portlon of .the study

espohses of the superlntendents to-

./
selecteq evaluators. Attent1€E§%ti; now be'focuSed on these

- responses;

s

%

- LWL ) 9

Examlnatlon of Table 4-14 dlSClOSES that 97.4% of the

superlntendents percelved themselves as belug 1mgolved in

o

pr1nc1pal evaluatlon. Sllghtly over 40% “of the

' Vi

superlntendents percelved the” teachers as present

evaluators. Over 40% of the superintendents qercelved the

-

‘assessment teams 1nvolv1ng professmonal educators as belng '

¢

involved in. prlnc;pal ebaluatlon.ﬂéess than six Per cent

&

percelved an assesswent teanm that 1nvolved lay nembers of

‘o

the school comnunlty as: beiég anvolyed in pr1n01pal

9(3 B N

4eva 1 ﬁ’aiﬂlnn .

‘v - L
. Ll
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Table 4-14

Percentage of Superintendent Responses Agreeing to
Existing and, Preferred Evaluators
' N =77 '

g : . Percentage

. | o I , Ekisting ‘Preferred -

- — e — —— -— .
e LT e
SE T ey W
L , "

,q@Superintendent - ; - 9.4 _ 97.4
%‘ Superintendent's designate 81.7 f'jf o 90.3
: y , 5 S o . Yy -

T§§ p;iﬁcipaL alone :gﬁ? Jﬁq,7_ _3vf: 25.0

The teaching &taff of the - SR T : ‘vnf
school - . N - . 43,30 % 707646 :

PR PR .
c . - N v . e

P S
Jﬁ'ﬁ‘p{”studentsﬂof;:heg&» S L : - o
sghool = 7 "y lg.. T - - 16.0 37.7

R SRR YU, T SR
An assessment team , " - 7 o P T o
consisting of an adminis- . - . % g -
trator ang;.an experienced ‘ '

teacher frgm amother . 3 _ ‘ :
School within the systen, . 6.8 . 37.9

PR v
oy ]

o

An dssessment team L — s ,
consisting of the _ o —
. ;Superintendent, prinéipal = = M _,;
. o and a third person : ) , o
M acceptable to both ‘ - .23.0 . . 62.2

. AD assessment tean of % j : : \
o professional educatorgs/ ,

+and/ lay members of the :

school community ' 5.6 7 23.

An assessment team of
- professional educators -
- outside vhe schpol system
(e.g. Regivnal Office T o
/staff) - : , - 43,9 - © 64.0
R . , ;




" For Evaluatlon

.,

N B . ey
When the superintendenty considered which evaluaters

x\

should be 1nvo‘ved in pr1nc1pa1 evaluation, thHeir hlghest

percentage resfpnse (97.4%) was that the superintendent

‘ himself should be involved. Over 90% of the superintendents

agreed that their designates shou%ﬁ;be involved. -Over three

quarters of the superlntendents gave support to the teacher
as a preferred evaluator. The evaluator vith the lovest
percentage support, at 23% Of the superintendents in

agreement that they. should evaluate pr1n01pals, was an

"

assessment team of professional educators and lay members of

the school ccamunity.

R

From these results, one aan drawv -a suggestlon that the

central office va59ind should be 1nvolved in pr1nc1pal ~”¢* ’

evaluatlon. ThlS‘L Hsuggest that although other. ‘ f

evaluators would be con51dered the superintendents vished’

to . Qalntaln a strong hand in evaluatlng their staff It"is

Al

1nterest1ng to note that over three quarters of the
SUperlntendents agneed to 1nclude the teaching staff as
evaluators, suggestlng that the superlntendents agreed that

the teachers may have much to nffer in evaluating the
CiMa
principal. S | , :,f«r.yj‘ . As:_"} o o ' S\
: : C _ PO _
. : e
Superi m@t&ﬁent§' Perc pt §»gi’Purpose§

—.
. L -

The third and flnal component for thls major sectlon

Was to examlne the superlntendents' perceptlons .of exlstlng'

and preferred purposes for evaluatlonh In thls section, the

percentages of the superlntendents agreelng with the

d ) .

g



Q

purposes. ' : .

‘evaluate ror iﬁprovements. Thié'suggests‘that the ’

preferred purposes for evalqatlon.r ,{L

78

purposés for which principals were‘eyaluated and the

puréoses for which t hey shoﬁld be evaluated are considered.
It was found that orer 87%vof the superintendents . .

agreed that prihcip;fé were evaiuated for the improvesment of

administrative performance. Qiiy 27% of the superlntendents

agreed'thét principals vere e aluated for dlsc1p11nary

i

When considering the preferred purpose for prindiggi

~ evaluation, sliéhtly over 98% agreed that evaluation data

should be used for the 1mprovement of administrative
L

performance. Forty perxcent of the superlntendents supported

the purpose that.evaluatlon.should form a basis for
disciblinary measures. This infornétion'is presented in
. . C P . ) .

Table 4-15.

As with the princ;pals"percgptionggpreSented in a

;previous section, the supérintendents also desired to

.

‘superintendents:félt that the purpbse of evaluation was not

for '‘punitive reasons but rather for developmental reasons.
This concludes the discussion of the second . jor °

pdrpose of the study which was to examine the perc%ptiéns of

the superlntendefts of ex1styng and preferred crlterla,

»

qexlstlng and preferred evaluators, and ex1st1ng and-

\_
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Table 4-15

. Percentage of Shperintendent Responses Agreeing to Existihg‘
And Preferred Purposes for Evaluation

N = 77
o -
. _ . Percentage
Criteria o - - ‘ R
Existing: Preferred
Evaluation should be an
instrument for measuring
personal success . : 44,7 61.8
.Evaluation should fornm o 7
the basis of disciplinagy %
mea sures. (e.g. Reduct - ‘ .
of salary, removal frd o T
_service, etc.) ) A 2??3 - "40039
P - ry ‘ S SN
All evaluation data’ S . L
should be used for , : N ’ : -
improvement of adminisr , '
trative performance : 85.7 : 7 98.7
Principals‘shohid be )
evaluated for appraisal : o
for promotion to an open N a : (
position S \ " 74,6 : 81.3 - °
} . e Ay \chgg . .
T - - --~‘~,\ b TTELTTTTT
. { N ,
: . ) L i
Y . . '
> . 3
. . f .
N 4

LT
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significant for the criterion, "uastery‘of educational

’should be glyen to presage crlterla In this tabie, the

vsignificant at the 0.05 leiel, and "Capacity for

. ow 80

T - St
“‘kt{ . ’ R * 3

”’j"u \“‘ﬁ . N ‘

£ COMPARISON OF PRINCIPALS? PERCEPTIONS OF EXISTING
AND PREFERRED CRITERIA, EVALUATORS, AND
"~ PURPOSES FOR.EVALUATION

Attention will now be focused on the third m&jor
purpose of the study uhich‘was to compare responses of the

principals to existing -and, preferred criteria, evaluators,

and purposes for evaluat@on.
When analyzing the :?sponses, a mean score of 2.50;br

larger was interpeted as indicating the tespondents vere in-

4

o

agreement with the specific criperion,ueéélﬁator, or
purposes for evaluation.(:ﬁﬁfthe gréggéifthe mean score, the .

stronger the level of agreement.

s . .
AR

ompagrison. of*Princital Pe;ceptlons
isting and P;eferred gxlter;a

co
Ex

The first conponent of thlS segnent wlll be a-
presentatlon of the comparlson of the pr1nc1pals' responses
?

to existing and.preferred presage crlter;a, ﬁgﬁyess'
cafd- PL =0 ‘ R ;g A
, . %,

criteria, and product criteria. , 4 o

P:esage crltggﬁa. Exan1nat10n of Table 4- 16 shows a

coqparlson of the difference betwedszxie means of tne

responses to the importance given and the 1mportan¢e that -

14

’

dlfference betiben the. means vas ‘not sxatlstlcally

administration studies." The difference betwveen the meéns

for "Suitability of appearance" was statistically e

Y
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. Table 4-16
Comparison of Principals®' Perceptions of Existing
‘ And Preferred Presage Criteria
_—==== ::::::::::::===:&==:==‘========:==~==============: =======
_ ~ Existing Preferred
Criteria | . _ _ .
' X - sd - X - ., sd t

7

Cépacity for contemp-

plation of the future . 2.59 . 0.62 6.961
Acceptability of , ‘ - .
personaility . 3.12 0,556 4.471
Expeftise in school - A .
management : 3.1] 0.55 4.071
Courage to take risks 2,57 0.61 7. 641
. el # : : . -

ability to stimulate © 2.96 0.59  3.56 9.53 7.121

v

Exactdﬁss in o o L F 2
communication ©2.98  0.62 3.44  0.55 6.511
Suitdbility of B o v '

. appearance o 2.81 0..65 2.99 0.71 2.273
. - . ) : y . . [}
Capability for _ ‘ - - :
influencing ' 2.95°  0.62 3.22 0.61 " 3.032
Mastery of educational’ * o o o R
administrnation studies , 2.54 - 0.64 2.71 0.71 1.89
Skill for organjzing 3.25 0.5 3.52  0.53 3.991

. . ¢ - ) ® i "

Training in deci§}on LR T a .
making, "\ 2,71 0760  3.05  0.69 4.121

Sensitive t§ iheg.change- R , S . ‘
is necessary © 3413 0.55 3.50 0.54 5.99t .

e e e ¢
- -

1 significant at 0.001 level
2 Sigpificant at 0.01 level :
3 Significant at 0.05 level ° _ ) ' ' 0
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. v
>

influencing" yielded a difference between the means that was

statistically significant.atlthe 0.01 level. For the

»

remainder of the presage criteria, the difference between

the means was statistically significant at the 0.001 level.
" 4

For each criterion in this seCtlon, the mean of - the

53]

responses as to the g"ortance that should be glven was

-’

pgreagﬁg than the mean of the responses for -the: 1nportance>

x - v . »

-For both the. exlstlng and the preferred responses to .
s

<0

;:.educatlonal admlnlstratlon studles, althou.h the dlfference

wWas not statistlcally 51gnrf1cant' there Has some gndlcatlon

e
&

the pr1nc1pals did not glve,.nor do they ulsh to give,

~tance to thls 1tem as a criterion for 'valuatlon.

;Statlsﬁéfally 51gn1f1Cah¢ dlfferences suggest that the

3

‘pr1nc1pals vouldaglve the crlterla more 1mportance in

Q
pr1nc1paL evaluatlon than,xhey presently recelved
T ' S '*

P;oCessHCriteria. The second cla551f1cat10n of cr1ter1a“

b4

vherein the dirference between the means of t!e responses of"

the pr1nc1pals to ex1st1ng and’ preferred cr1ter1a is process

crlterla.

The 1nformatlon presented in Table 4- 17 reveals that

the dlfference betveen ‘the means of the 1mportance glven and

2 ~

b

' the 1mportance that should be glven process criteria- was

statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant at the 0. 001 level, exceptlng

"Regularly evaluates staff performanqe formally," wherein

the dlfference uas reported as not belng statlstlcally

~
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uaiﬂtains liaison with
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hable 4-17
Comparison of Principals!? Perceptions of Existing
And Preferred Process Criteria '

Criteria —_ — :

: £ sd X sd ot
Interprets school program ; v
to the community 305  0.53 3.45 . 0.50 - 5,691
Organizes human and o ; oo '
materi@l ﬁesoh@peS' > 3. 34 0.53 3.#1 0.46  6.881

| : LR : : _ o
Reviews prgﬁféésloﬁ fooL Ty o
" students NI ‘ " 2.9 0.66 3.28 0.68 4,141,

‘Sets_andrexample\ﬁor staff-

to follow" S

Establishes communication . . . S

channe%§ deliberately L 2499 0463 3.44 0.59 6.001
. | N . . ‘ v B . . . "' )

other principals

s

2.68 © 0.79 . 3.28 0.550 7.2et

Establishes order of : 3 - R
priority in problen R 4 : '
solving -« 2,8}- 0.72 3.34  0.62 /191
: . ) ' R - ' ' iﬂ
Regularly evaluates staff . o . . 8 )
- performance formally. + 2.73 0.81 2.72 0.93  0.13
: o , ‘ N 3 o
Develops bydget control , - S - ;-
systeams gb .. 2.63. 0.75 3,00 . 0.62 4,031
Involves staff in policy U S NI e
+ .formation. =~ . . " 3.13 ©0.60. 3.50 0.53 - 5:991
SR : o ) T A
Develops efficient . =~ D Tl
methods for handling > o ‘ R
school routine .. 3.0 0.58 3.30 "0.56 ' “4.311
t.Significant at 0.001 fevel .0, ?
- \ L : R o . ’ _y ' a
- o k .
< -

3.13 0.67 3.51 0.62 4.47‘)}
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significaht. As With presage criteria, the mean for the
preferred responses was larger than the existing respohses.'
The lack of a statistical difference beéveen the means
for regular formal évaluation of staff as a criterion for
principW%l evaluation suggests that the principals perceived
that the importance given - to this criterion was as it should
be. The remaining process criteria were perceived not to
have received as much importahce in principal evaluation as

they shpuld have.
~

[J

Product ggiteria. The third classification of criteria |

to be considered is prdduct criteria. The following passage.
examines the differences between how the principals
perceived the importance given and the importance that
should. be given to product critéria;

Examination of Table 4-18 feveals that the difference
between the means for the criteriom "School building and
grounds maintained" was not statistically significant. The
differehces beﬁween the means for the criteria "Students'

performance recognized,™ and "Budget funds expended

laccording to plan" were statistically significant at the

0.05 level. "School opérated successfully” and "Routine

matters disposed on effectively"® revealed di“ferences

between their means that were statistically significant at

the 0.01 level. All the other differences between the means
were recorded arc being statistically significant at the

0.001 level.



Table 4-18

85

Compariéon of Principals' Perceptions of Existing,
And Preferred Product Criteria '

staff inspired to achieve

goals

Decisionslrespected by
staff

Personnel located in
proper place at
predetermined time

Delegated duties
dischared by
subordinates

Develops techniques to
overcome organizational
resistance to change

Staff knowledgeable of
school policy

Budget funds expended
accor-ding to plan

School operated
successfully

Students' performance
recognized

School buildings and

grounds maintained .

(Existing
X sd
3.10 .54
3.01 ¢.
2. €4 C.59
2.95  0.71,
2.52 0.75
3.00 0.62
2.91 0.72
3.37 0.69
2,99  0.61
2.75 0.67

.47

3.941

4,931

7.301

5.851

2.773

3.332

2.583
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Table 4-18 (continued)

Existing Preferred
Criteria _ _

' X sd X sd t
Balancée gttained betweep
innovative and proven
programs L2.84 0.63 3.16 .59 4.611
Community well informed
of school programs 2.95 0.65 3.40 0.61 5.291
Routine matters dispose ‘ _
of effectively e 3.00 0.60, 3.24, 0.53 3.312

. .t e s . o e e . P e e e o R . . ke e o . i o o o S ) i . e e S . e oo b i e o e o e o e = o

1 significant at 0.001 level
2 significant at 0.01 level
3 Significant at 0.05 level

The findings presented in thié table suggest that
.principals perceived the sténdards foi building and gr. .nds
maintenance as beipg giyen and requiring importance in
principai evaluatibn to the same extent. Regarding the 4
significant difference§ for the remaining criteria, it )
appears that the principals felt that greafer inportance
should be given to the criteria for principal.evaluation

than had actually been given.

+

Avetaéed criteria. A?erages of the existing and = -
preferfed responses fdr eaeh criterion classifiéation vere
cogpared. A comparison of'the average of the means for each
cla;éification showed that the differepce betveen the means

vas statistically significant at the 0.001 level



(Table 4-19).
“w

il

Table 4-19

Comparision of Prinmcipals' Perceptions of

Averaged Criteria

87

Pressage
Product-
Process. )

Existing/

X sd -
Lo BU ve3b
2.89 0.37
2.94 . 0.36

Preferred
X sd
3.52 "D, 42
3.23 0.40
3.39 0.33

o o ot o e — . . o . — i . . e, A el A D e T T e e . . it i e ———— e ———— e ——

1 significant at 0.001 level

e

As with the iddividual criteria, the averaged means for

the preferred criteria‘were?larger than the averaged means

for existing criteria. The differences between the means

2

being statistically sigﬂificant suggests that the principals

perceived that greafer importance should be given to each

-riteria classification when used for principal evaluation.

7/
Comparison of Principals' Perceptions of Existifg

And Preferred Evaluators

The comparison bet ween existing.and preferred responses

of the principals to selected evaluators constitutes the

~

second compoheﬁt of this major portion of the study.

An examinatior of Table 4-20 discloses that the means

for the extent to wbiéh evaluators should be involved were

larger than the means for the extent to which evaluatdrs

9



Table 4-20

Comparison of Principals'

T

Perceptions of Existing
And Preferred Evaluators :

88

Superintendent ' 2.95

Superintendent's designate

The principal alone 2,22

The teaching staff of the

school 2.61

The students of the
school . 1.92

An assessment teanm
consisting of an adminis-
trator and an experienced
teacher from another

i
3

school within the system{ 1.63 .

An assessment teanm

consisting of the
superintendeit, principal
and a third person

acceptable to both 1.92

An assessment team of

. professional educators '

and lay members of the .
school community 1.61

An assessment teaam of
professional educators

outside the school systen
(e.9. ‘Regional Office

staff) 1,97

Preferred
Fe sd
3.18 0.82
2.78  0.75
2.27 0.91
2.72 0.73
2.04 0.80
2.11 0.89
2.74 0.83
1.89 0.78
' S
2.33 0.92

1 significant at 0.001 level

2 significant at 0.01 level

i

5.251

- 8.241

4. 140t

4,631
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were involved in principél evéluation. There was no
statistically significant difference between the means for
the superintendents' designates, the'principal, the teaching
stéff, and the students as evaluators. The diffefence‘ gﬁﬂ\
between the means for the superintendent as an evaluator was |
statistically significant at the 0.01 level. For the other
'evaluatoré, the,difference between the means was
statistically significant at tﬁe_0.001 level.
" The results reported sugges¥ that there was &
" preference that the superin?endent be involved in principal
evaluation. Although.there uaé_a difference between the
.means'for assessment teams, the size of'the’legns indicated
that aésessnent teams should not be involved in principal
evaluation. If there was anf preference, it would appear
that'the‘p:incipals préferred to have an assessment tean
consisting of the sqperintenden£, princ;pal, and a third,

person acceptable to both. _ ' ! (ﬂﬁb
’ - . o ‘ E P
Comparison of Principals' gercebtions of m
Existing and Preferred Purposes ’

For Evaluation

It wvas found that the differences between the means

«
regarding the purposes for which principals were evaluated

and should be evaluated, were not statistiéally’significant
' Lo=4

for evaluation as an instrument for pérsonal success oOr

‘evaluatidn as a basis for disciplinary ieasureSé The

6//;;;;Ebences between the seans for evaluation for promotion

///. to an open position and evaluation for improvement of
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’ “ ' ' L‘

” .

administrative performance were statigtically significant a£ r ‘(j
the 0.01 and 0.001 level, respectively. Tﬂis information is, | J
presented in Table 4-21. The results suggest that the
principals preferred fhat evaluation be undertagen fqu i
promotion tolén open posi;ion and for imptovenent of‘
perf&rmancé. This further-suggesés that the principals
preferred thét evaluaﬁibns be méde for{deveLopnen;al reasons
rather thaﬁ fér punitive reasons; \\

’ The previous séction drew attentioen 'te a, ponparison of
pringipallresponses to existing aﬂdiprefefﬁed érite;ia;
ex1,tin§ and pgeferredvevaluators, and existing and
'pr ferrea purposes for evalu@kion. - - s

COMPARISON OF SUPERINTENDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF EXISTING
AND PREPERRED CRITERIA, EVALUATORS, AND
PURPOSES FOR EVALUATION :
B <
The following passage will present the results of a

cbmparisod‘of;the nes?onseé of sqperintendents to exisxingv
andvpreﬁerrgd criteria, évéluators, and purposes for
eyaluation. Thisvsectidu éeals with the fourfh ma jor purpose
of the study. ’

gggga;isén of Superintendents’ Perceptions of
Existing and Preferred Criteria

A. comparison of the sugperintendents® responseé to
.existing and preferred -criteria will be the firsg component

of this section.

Presaqe criteria. The first classification of criteria
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Table 4-21

Comparison of Principals* Perceptions of Existing an
Preferred Purposes for Evaluation

___._....-____-_.—.____—__.____._-_—.._________...._—_..._—.._.____—_-__-_.._

Evaluation should be an

instrument for meéasuring

personal

success

Eéaluation should form.
the basis of disciplinary

measures.

(e.g. Reduction .

of salary, removal from -*

service,

etc.) S

3

All evaluation data }
should be used for

improvement of adminis-
trative performance -

[}

Principals should be
evaluated for appraisal

for pro

position/

e D p—

! Significant at 0.001 level .

N . —
;?tlon to an open

e

2.74.

i e s et . . . o . s e . . e > ot e o

2 significant at 0.01 level

’

»
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to be conéiﬁeréﬁ for dir:erences between the means of

superintendents? indications of the existing and preferred

criteria is the presage classification: An exasination of

Table 4-22 shows that the differences between thz means for

the superintendents' responses were statistically
significant for all criteria. "Suitability of appearance"
had a difference significant at the 0.05 level, and the

remainder of the means revealed differences 1t the 0.001

——

level.

The means of the imporfance given to the criteria,
"Courage to t&ke risks," and "Exactness in coamuniation,”
‘weré larger than the means for the importance that the
superintendents feit shouid be given. The renaining criteria
yielded ﬁeans tor the preferred criteria larger tqénﬁthe4
means for theiexisfing criterié. |

‘The regﬁlts presented in this section suggest that the
supétintendents perceived that the criteria relgted to risk-
taking and comlunicationhuere éiven‘;ore inportance‘than
they préferréd fo.be given in‘principal evaluafion. All the

remaining criteria in this classification were preferred by

the superintendents for principal evaluation.

Process criteria. The comparisons between the means of
existing and preferred responses to process criteria will

now be presented. For this classification, tle means for the
a0

importance that should be given criteria wvere larger than

the means for the importance that was given. The différences
. J/ ) , B
, ,

*
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Table 4-22

@ Comparison of - Superlntendents"Perceptlons of Existing and
Preferred Presage Criteria

Capacity for contemp- . %
plation of the future  2.80 .0.57 3.32 0.53  6.601
. <. 4

Acceptability ot :

personality 3.07 0.62 3.u44 0.53 4,801

Expertise in school o .

management 3.04 0.62 3.58 0.52 6.671
_ Courage to take risks 2.66  0.68 2.26  0.62 6.731

Ability to stimulate  2.99  0.58  3.62 © 0.49 8,751

Exactness in .

communication 2.81 0.65  2.49 £.58 7.891

Suitability of ' '

appearance 2.83 0.50 3.05 0.54 3.273

Capability for o

influencing . 2.94 0.52 3.40  0.63 5,571

Mastery of educational- : )

administration studies 2. 36 0.63 2. 91 0.69 .6.081

Skill for organizing 3.10 0.55 3.57 0.50 6.621

Training in decision i

making , 2.49 0.72 3.24 0.67 7.991

Sensitive to when change , :

is necessary : . 2.73 0.66 3.45 0.50 8.091

—_—— —— —— — s —_——

t Significant at 0.001 level
2 Significant at 0.01 level
3 Significant at 0.05 level
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between the means for>all process criteria vere
statisticaliy significant at tﬁe 0.001 level. The
information is present id Table 4-23.

The findings in this section suggest that the
superintendents would give more importance to process

criteria in the future than they do now.

- ppoduct cpiteria. The comparison of fesponses of
superintendents to the iamportance of existing and preferred
product criteria is the third classification to be
considered. A comparison of means for this classification 1s
now presented. |

Tablena -2u4 reveals the conparlson between existlng and
preferrad inportance glven to product Crlterla by t he
superintendents. The criterion, "Delegated dutles discharged
by subordinates,” had a larger mean for existing importance
than the leen for preferred importance. For the remainder of
the criteria, tbe‘reverse was true. "Personnei’located in
propervplace at predeferlined tile"vhad a difference that
wvas statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant at the 0.05 level, uh;le the
renéininc _r,;+eria revealed dlfferences that were
statistic- 11y 51gn1f1cant at the O. 001 level.

i} The results suggest, as with previous results, that
there wvwas agreement that the suggested criteria'should be
used dore extensively in principal evaluation, with the
exception that superinteedents agreed that the discharge of

delegated duties was given more importance nov than it



Table 4-23

Comparison ot Superintendents' Perceptions of Existing
Preferred Process Criteria

. Existing Preferred
Criteria .
X sd X sd

Interprets school fprogram
to the community 3.04 0.50 J.62 0.49
Organizes human and
material resources . 3.19 0.54 3.68 0.50
Reviews progress of ,
students ' 3.00 0.57 3.47 6.50
Sets an example for staff
to follow 3.08 0.02 3.61 0.52
Establishes ccamunication
channels deliberately 2.87 0.60 3.56 0.50
Maintains liaison with
other principals 2.179 0.61 3.26 0.59
Establishes order of
priority in problen : = .
solving '’ 2,73 0.69 3.38 0.54
Regularly evaluates staff
performance formally 2.32 0.73 3.39 0.80 1
Pbevelops budget control
systeas 2.72 0.56 3.09 0.57
Involves staff in policy
formation 2.94 0.64 3.42 0.57
Develops efficient
methods for handling )

' 2.97 0.43 3.29 0.51

school routine

95

8.3412

vb.801

6.231

7.301

8.381

6. 411

— - — -—— —— -—

1 Signlficant at 0.001 level

-



Table d4-.4

Comparison ot Superiutendert: ' Per.eptions ot fx1sting ahd
Lllteria

Preferred

Stafft i1nspired to achieve

goals

lecisions respected by
statf ’

Personnél located 1n
proper place at

predetermined tinél\\

Delegated duties
dischared by
subordxnates

Develops techniques to
overcome organizational
resistance to change

Staff knouledgeable-of
school policy

Budget funds expended
according to plan

School operated
successfully

Students' perfcrmance
recognized ,
school buildings and
grounds maintained

Product
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Table 4-2d4 (continued)

Percentage
Criteria . .
X sd X sd t

Balance attained between
innovative and proven :
programs 2. M 0.59 3.18 0.39 6.431
Community well informed .
of school prograas 2.76 0,517 3.47 0.55 7.981
Routine matters disposed )
of effectively K 3.01 - 0.57 3.27 . 0.48 3.841

1 Significant-at 0.001 level

2 significant at 0.01 level

3 significant at 0.05 level

Y

should be.

L}

Averaged Criteria. The responses of the superintendents

for each ‘triterion classification were averaged and the
means were then compared for differences. An examination of

Table 4-25 reveals that the preferred means were larger than

the existing means for each classification. Also, the.
differences betueén the means uwere found to be sfatisticall
signifi «u. at the 0.001 level. L o
Fese results suggest that the suver:ntendents would
prefer . give greater emphasis to each ciassification of

criteria as a standard for pTrincipal evaluation.
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Table 4-25 o

Comparision of Superintendents' Perceptiéns of \jy%
— Averageyd Criteria *

R s T - - S L S S L R T S K S X ¥

: ' , Existing ~ ferred S
Criteria — __ %
' X sd X '~ sd t
Pressage E ~2.79  0.35  3.63  0.34  16.121
Product 2.82.  0.31 3.0 0.28 11.681.
Process 2.86 0.31 3.40 0.30 12.671
-

! Significant at 0;001 level

Comparison of Superintendents' Perceptions of
Existing and Preferred Evaluators

A second ¢omponent of this major portion of this study
was to compare the superintendents"perceétions of existing
and preferred evaluators. The data for this comparison are
bresented in” Table 4-26. The exaﬁination of the table
reveals that all the means were larger for the evaluators
who should-be involved than the means for the e{aluators who
vere involved. It vas found that the difference‘between the
means for the princibal as aﬂ evaluator uas'qot
’statistically significénf. The differences between the means
for the remaining evaluétors weré statistically significant
at the 0.001 level. - o : - -

The findings show that all évaldators except the
'~pfincipal were preferred more strongly fhén at present by
the superinted&ents. This shggests that the suﬁgrinteﬁdents

vere least comfortable with the principal acting as his own



Table 4-26

\

99

Comparison of Superintendents* Peféeptions of Existing and

Preferred Evaluators

Superintendent

Supérintendent's designate

The principal alone

The teaching staff of the
'school ~

The students of the
school

An assessment team .
consisting of an adminis-

trator and an experienced .-

teacher from another
“wgchool within the system

An assessment tean
consisting of the
superintendent, principal
and a third person
acceptable to both

An assessment team of
professional<educators
and lay members of the
school community

An assessment team of
professional educators
outside the school system
(e.g. Regiodnal Office
staff)

Existing Preferred

}_ sd 3? Sd

3.58 0.59 3.78  0.53
2.97  0.76  3.25  0.69
1.89  0.80 1.93  0.95
2.38  0.71  2.83  0.70
1.81  0.69 2.25 0.66
1.58  0.62 2.16  0.87
1.86 0.76° 2.61 0.80
1.60 0.60 -2.03 0.7
2.25 0.89 2.66 0.85

‘5,941

7.20t

5.651

u. 851

‘t' significant at 0.001 level
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e
e’

evaluator, and that they preferred any other evaluator to

o

judge the‘principal.

Comparison of Superintendents' Perceptions of
Existing and Preferred Purposes
For Evaluation 5

The third component of this major portion of the study“‘
is the superintendents' responses indicating their
perceptions of existing and preferred purposes for
evaluation. The information presented in Table 4-27 is a
comparison of the heans for the purposes for evaluation. In
this section, the means for preferred phrposes for
evalua{ion vere largef than the means for existieg purposes
for evaluation. / ‘ P
The diffe;encee between the means for all pufposee were
statisticaily significant. Evaluation forming the basis for
disciplinary measures had a difference that was
’statistically significant at the 0.05 level. The differences’
betvween the meane for evaluation'es an instruneﬁ& for
‘personﬁl success and evaluation for promction were
statistically significant et the 0.01 level.AEvaluation for
the imbrovement of performdnce had e difference between the:
means thet was statistically significant at the 0.601 level.
The findinge suggest thaﬁ all purposee'for e;;luation
were‘preferred more strongly than at present for the
,evaluation of the principal. Although the differences-xere

statistically sighificant, the relatively low mean for .

evaluation for disciplinary measures indicated that this
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J

Table 4-27

Comparison of Superintendents' Perceptions of Existing and
Preferred Purposes for Evaluation .

X sd Fe sd t.

Evaluation should be an

instrument for measuring

personal success 2.38  0.69 - 2.61 - 0.890 2.852
Evaluation should form

"the basis of disciplinary

neasures. (€.9. Reduction

. of salary, removal from .

service, etc.) T 2.03 0.73 2.19 0.83 2.413

-All evaluation data

should be used for

improvement of adminis-

trative performance 3. 14 0.68 3.70 0.49 7.671

Principals should be
evaluated for appraisal

for promotion to an open ,
position 2.77 0.58 3.00 0.66 3.242

t Significant at 0.001 level
2 Significant at 0.01 level
3 Significant at 0.05 level




102

purpose was not'populap with the superiﬁtendénts.

This concludes the discussion dethe fogrth of six
major purposes of the study. In this por£ion the comparison
of the superintendents' responses to exi;fing and preferred
critéria, existing and preferred evaluafors, and existing
and prefefred purposes for evaluation has been bresented.
COMPARISON OF SUPERINTENDENTS! AND PRINCIPALS?® PERCEPTIONS'

OF EXISTING CRITERIA, EVALUATORS, .
_AND PURPOSES FOR EVALUATION
‘The fifth major portion of the study will now be
presented.JComparison'of the the superintendents® and
principals' responses will be made for the components of

~criteria, evaluators, and purposes for evaluation.
P : - Sl :

Comparison of Sugerintendents' and Principals"
Perceptions of Existing Criteria :

The first component of this portidn was the comparison
of thé'superintendents' and principals' responses to
existing criteria. The comparisons are presented according

to the criterion classifications.

Presade criteria. Table 4-28 reports the differences of

" the néans for the - -superintendents' and the ‘principals’
perceptlons of actual 1nportance of presage criteria. The"

dlfferences between the means for "Capac1ty for

a

contenplatlon of the future" and "Tralnlng in dec1510n-

5
~

" making"™ vere statistically 51gn1f1cant at the 0 05 level.

All the‘differences for the other criteria were not
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Tabléfa—zs

Comparison of Superintendents' and Principals®
Perceptions of Existing Presage Criteria

R N S S s ST ST S R S S S S S I S S S S S I S R S S ST I T T S ST o ST o oSS oSS === =====

Superintendent Principal
Criteria ‘ — — :
X sd X . sd t

Capacity for contemp-

plation of the future 2.80  0.57 2.59 0.67 2.083
Acceptability of _ :
personality : 3.07 0.62 - 3.13 0.61 0.62
Expertise in scthlA - |
management ~3.04 0.62 3.1 0.57 0.77
Courage to take risks 2.66 0.68 2.55 0.78. 0.75
Ability to stimulate 2.99 0.57 2.96 0.59 0.27
"Exactness in . - \ .
communication 2. 81 0.65 2.98 0.62 1.68
Suitability of : . '
appearance : : 2.83 0.50 2.81 0.65 0.23
- Capability for ‘ _ :
.influencing ' 2.94 0.52 2.95 0.62 0.16
Mastery of educational ' :
administration studies 2.36 0.63 2.54° 0:§a 1.72
skill for orgamizing = 3.10 0.55 3.25 0.54. 1.70

Training in decision _ : :
making ' 2.49 0.72 2.72 0.60 2.163

Sensitive to when change . )
is n. :7sary _ 2.73 - 0.66 2.85 0.55 1. 26

ificant at 0.001 1evei
3 "ficant at 0.01 level
~ 5. _ficant at 0.75 level -
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statistically significant.

These findings suggest that the superintendehts felt
that future orientation is a more important criterion than
do the principals. More principals vieyed training in
decision-making as being important now thanvdo the |
superintendents.\The findings further suggest that for the
balance of the criteria, the superihtendents‘and the
principals tended to view the presage criteria the same way
in that they were agreed on the level of importance each

should have for principal evaluation.

Process criteria. Por the second claSsification of
criteria, it was found'that:the Aifference betveen'the'heahs
~ for the superintehdents and principals was statistrcaliy
significant”for the criterion,"™ Reqularly evaluates staff
performance formally." invthis case the difference was
sta.tisticvaily sicjhi’ficant at the 0.001 level. For this
comparison, the mean for the principals was larger than that
of the superintendents. The dlfferences betvween the means
for the remaining criteria vere not statistically
significantt This infornation is presented in Table 4-29.

There is a suggest1on in these flndlngs that more
prlnC1pals presently percelved that evaluation of staff. was
glven 1lportance in thelr evaluatlon. feuer superlntendents?
agreed that this wvas the case. The flndlngs 1nd1cate that

the superlntendeﬂ{s and the pr1nc1pals‘perce1ved the

*

~

remaining process criteria as having the,sanerllportance in
_ 'S y
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. . N
A 1 ) ) . '
Table. 4-29 ¢ o
S}, : -
Coap rlson of Superlntendents' and Pr1nc1pals'
' Perceptlons of Exlstlng Pnocess Crlterxa
‘ ' .- Superintendent - ,Prinqipdl
. Criteria - = —_ % C—m G ‘
) . - X sd |, X _. sd St
B L
,'Interprets school program : “ - o
to the community "3.04 0.50  3.05 0.53 - 0.13
Organizes human and . : é} S
material resources - 3.19 54 3.34 0.53 1.68
Reviews prbgress of : : ‘ -
students ' 3.00 0.56" 2.96 0.6% 0.38

Sets a mple for staff . . o ,
to follow . '3.08 0.62 -3.14 0.67 0.5.

Establishes communication R . .
channely deliberately 2.817 0.60 ~2.99 0.e67 1.18

Maintains liaison with

other principals. 2079 0.61 2.68 §.79
3 . ' * .

Establishes order of ') o o

priority in problem ~ Q:L .

solv1ng 2 73 0.69 2.81 . 0.72
-Rggularly evaluates, stafé R -

performance formally : 2.32 0.73 2.73 . 0.81 - 3,241t
Develops budget control’ — , ‘ o

systems . _2.734 0.55 2.63 ,0.75 0.97

. . T i v .

Involves staff in policy * : ‘ S -
-formation . 2.94 0.64 j2cj3v_ 0.60' 1.92
. Develops efficient | .

methods for handling S t . .

school routine - 2.97  0.43 3,04 0.58 0.78

- ' - - ' I

! significaat at 0.001 level



principal evaluation.

product criteria. The~difference between theZneans‘of

the responses of the superintendents and the prin ipals to

t o

existing prodnct criteria 1s the third comparison to be
-made. Table“u—BO reports the differences in the means of the
responses byisuperintendents and principals to'product
‘criteria. In this table, the differences between the means
for "Staff’knowledgeabie of school policy" and "Comnunity:

well informed of school programs" were reported as

statistically significant at the 0.05 levelt Por both of the
ibove-mentioned criteria, the prinoipals indicated strOnger
agreelent to thelr importance than did the superlntendents.
The remalnder of the product crlterla did not have
statistically‘significant differences in the means between
.the superlntendents' and pr1nc1pals' responses. The results
presented 1nd1cate that the pr1nc1pals and superintendents
differed on their'@erceptions of the importance given tc the
 knouledge'of school policy and the community's knowing fhat‘
was going on. In both oases there vere indications that
pr1nc1pals felt more strongly‘that these factors vere |

1nportant than did the superintendents.

Averaged criteria. The final comparison between

superinterdeuts' and principals' responses was for the
average means of presage, process, ané product. It was found
that theudifferences between the means when averaged vere

not'statistically significant. This information is presented



_Table 4-30

Comparison of Superintendents' and Principals'
Perceptions of Existing Product Criteria

Superintendent Principal
. i

Criteria — .
' sd X . -sd

Staff inspired to achieve
goals

Decisions respected by
staff

Personnel located in
proper place at

predetermined time 0.62 . 2.64 0.59

Delegated duties
~dischared by , . .
subordinates 2.89 0.53 2.9¢ - 0.7

‘Develops techniques'to
overcome organizational , :
resistance to change 2.60 0.67 2.52 0.75

Staff knowledgeable of

'school policy 2.78 0.62 3.00 0.62

Budget funds expended ‘
according to plan 2.88 0.61 2.91 0.72

School operated. ' .
successfully ' 3.24 0.54 3.37 0.69

Students' performance ' ’
‘recognized : : 2,88 0.54 2.99 0.61

School buildings and
grounds maintained - 2.61 0.61 2.75 0.67

—— e e . . e e e ot e e o . . e . i —— —

107
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Table 4-30 (continued)

___________-__...._...-__________-_-___—__—_____-__=__—-_:=_..-=_.-==__

Pércentage
Criteria - _
X sd X sd t
Balance attained between
innovative and proven :
prograas 2. N 0.59 2:84 0.63 1,28
Coamunity well informed 7 , ,
of school programs ' . 2.175 0.517 2.95 0.65 2.033
Routine-~matters disposed
of effectively 3.01 0.57 3.00 0.60 0.14

e e o e s e e Al i o et i ol e, o

1t Significant at 0.001 level
2 significant at 0.01 level
3 significant at 0.05 level

in Table 4-31.

The results, when the average means were compared,
indicate that the principals and superintendents tend to

_treat the existing criteria in the same way.-

>

Comparison of Superintendents’ and Princjipals'
Perceptions of Existing Evaluators ’ S

A third conpoﬁent of this major portion of the study
Was to compare the responsés of the.superintendents‘and
principals to certain evaluafors. A discussion of this
comparison yill now be presented.

The ihfo;lation preSentedvin Table 4—32“reveais that
differences between thé,perceptions of superinténdents and
the principals were statistically sighificant for only two

~Q
" evaluators. For the superintendent as an evaluator, the mean
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Table{u4-31

Comparison of Superintenidents' and Principals’
Perceptions of Averaggd Existing Criteria

Criteria

- ——— — — — ——— ———— ————————

score for the superintendents was significantly greater

(0.001 level) than the mean score for the principals. The

mean for the principal as an evaluator was significantly

larger (0.05 level) for the principals than for the

L 4

superintendents. None of the remaining percenﬁions of
evaluators had differences that were statistically
significantly. |

~The results coniainea in this table euggest that the
superintendents and *he principals differed es to how they
sav themselves as evaluators. The superintendents perceived
tnemselves presently inwalved in evaluation to a greater
extent.thnn did the principals. In contrast, the principals

perceived themselves as being involved more in evaluation

than did the superintendents. %he principals and the

-

A - .
superintendents agreed on the éxtent of involvemeént ‘of the

.

remaining evaluators.

[



Table 4-32

Comparison of Superintendents' and Principals’
Perceptions of Existing Evaluators '

:::Z::::::::::::::::::::::2::::=:=::=:::::;:‘,:::::::::::::::.‘Z'
Superintendent Principal o
Evaluators _ —
X sd X sd t
Superintendent 3.59 0.59 2.9 0.97 5.141

Superintendent's designate . N

The principal alone 1.89 0.80 2.22 0.85 2.443

The teaching staff of the .
school 2.38 0.7 2.61 0.82 1.83

4
The students of the
school 1. 81 0.69 1.92 0.80 0.90

An assessment team
consisting of am adminis-

trator and an experienced

teacher from another

school within the.-system 1,58 0.62 1.63 0.66 0.55

An assessment teanm
consisting of the

superintendent, principal

and a third person

acceptable to both 1.86 0.76 1.92 0.79 0.4d6

An assessment team of
professional educators
and lay members of the C
school coamunity 1.60 0.60 1.61 0.63 0.10

An assessment teas of
professional educators
outside the school systea
(e.g. Regional oOffice

" . e e e e . . . L e e . b e e e 2 T —— 2 . - . e et . e o Bl sl vt e o s . ot il e

! Significant at 0.001 level
2 significant at 0.01 level
3 Significant at 0.05 level

53
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rison of Superintendents' and Principals'! Perceptions

Comparison
Of Existing Purposes for Evaluatjon

The final component of this major portioﬂ of the study
is to make a comparison between the perception of the
superintendents and the princ%pals concerning the existing
purposes for evaluation. Tablé\@—BB‘examines tﬁese
differences. According to this(table, the only statistically
significant difference in the responses was fegardiné the
use of evaluation dafa for the improvement of administrative
performance. This difference was statistically significant
at the 0.05 level. The superintendents indicated a stronger
agreement than the principals did with this item. The
renaining.purposeé did not elicit responses that differed
significantly. | ‘ |

The results indicate that the superintendents vieved
their evaluation more for the improvement of performancé
than did the principals. For the remaining pur poses,
superintendents and principals viewed the purposes in the
same light.

The.previous sections considered‘the différencesb
between the"reséonses of thé superintendents and the
principals to selected criteria, evaluators, and purposes
for evaluation. Comparisons were made beiueen the means of
the responses of superintendents aﬂdAprincipals as‘théy

perceived the existing evaluation practices.

~
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Table 4-33

Comparison of Superintendents' and Principals' Perceptions
Of Existing Purposes for Evaluation

T T T o T o o T o o T T T o o= A e e e . r e e e o o = = o i —® o . — ——— ——— ————— —

X sd X sd t -

Evaluation should be an
instrument for measuring
personal success , 2.38 0.69. 2.44 0.73 0.52

Evaluation should form

the basis of disciplinary

measures. (e.g. Reduction

of salary, removal from ,

service, etc.) 2.03 0.73° 2.19 0.84 1.28

All evaluation data

should be used for

improvement of adminis- : .
trative performance ' 3. 14 0.68 2.90 0.81 2.033

Principals should be
evaluated for appraisal

for promotion to an open , ‘ '
position . 2477 0.58 2.74 0.80 0.26

— —

1 significant at 0.001 level
.2 Significant at 0.01 level
3 .Significant at 0.05 level
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COMPARISON OF SUPERiNTENDENTS' AND PRINCIPALS® PERCEPTIONS
OF PREFERRED CRITERIA, EVALUATORS,
AND PURPOSES FOR EVALUATION

The final problem of this study will nd@ be cbnsideréd.
Attention will be drawn in‘fhe follouiﬁg paragraphs to the
differences in tﬁe superintendents' perceptioans and the
principals' perceptions of preferred cfiteria, preferred
evaludtors, and preferred pufposes for evaluation. First to
be presented will be the comparison for the three N

o

classification of criteria; presage, process, and product.

Comparison of Superintendents' ond Principals'
_ Perceptions of Preﬁerrgg Criteria

ar oy
[
Gyr'»

Presage criteria. For the first classification of

criteria, it was found that the differencéslbetween the
meané for the superintendents' responses and the priﬁcipals'
‘responses were not statistically sSignificant. This
information is presented in Table 4-34.

The findings presented shggest that the sﬁperiﬁtepded&s

and the principals'pétceiied that the presage criteria

should have the same importance in principal evaluation. The’

size of the means indicated that these criteria should all

be given importance in- principal evaluation.

Process criteria. Table 4-35 reports on the differences
betveen the means of the superintendents' responses and the
1 principals' responses to preferred process criteria. The

difference between the means for "Regularly evaluates staff

o (

s



Comparison of Superintendents' and Principals!

Table QF34

Perceptions of Preferred Presage Criteria

T4

Sensitive to when change
- is necessary :

. Superintendent
Criteria — B
X sd

Capacity for contémp-
plation of the future 3.32 0.53
Acceptability of
personality 3.44" 0.53
Expertise in school ™
management 3.58 0.52
.Courage to take risks 3.26 0.62
Ability to stimulate 3.62 0.50
Exactness in
communication . 3.49 0.58
Suitability of 4
appearance ' , 3.05 0.54

. . .
Capability for
‘influencing 3.47 0.64
Mastery of edlcational
administration studies 2.91 0.69
Skill for organizing 3.57-  0.50
Training in decision
making 3.24 0.67

Principal
Y- sd
3.20  0.62
3.42  0.55
3.43 0.55
3.32 0.61
3.56 0.53
3.44  0.55
2.99  0.71
3.22  0.61
2.71  0.71
3.52 0.53
3.05 0.67
3.38 (.54

o. 19

- 1.87
0.54

0.75.
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Table 4-35

- . h- . ’
Comparison of Superintendents' and Principals'
Perceptions of Preferred Process Criteria

P S R A T T T T T P 4

Superintendént Principal
Criteria '

}- ‘ sd X sd .t

—— e e — e —— -

Interprets school program
to the community 3.62 0.49 3.45 0.50 2.203

Organizes human and
material resources 3.68° 0.50 3.71. 0.46 0.49

Reviews progress of ; , :
students . ’ . 3.47 ¢ 0.50 3.28 0.68 2.043

Sets an example for staff , _
to follow : 3.61 0.52 | 3.51 0.62 1.06

Estéblishes communitation ' , .
channels deliberately 3.56 0.50 3.44 0.59 1.32

Maintains liaison with : : ; .
“other primncipals 3.26 0.59 3,28 0.55 . 0.17

Establishes order of
priority in problem : _ o
solving 3.38 0.54 3.34 0.62 0.39

Régularly evaluates: staff : .
perforrance formally 3.39 0.80 2.72 -0.93 4.801

Develops budget control , : ‘

Involves staff in policy S ’ :
formation . 3.42 0.57 3.50 0.53 0.96

Develops efficient
methods for handling
school routine : -3.29 0.51 3.30 0.56 0.17

1. Significant at 0.001 level
2 significant at 0.01 level
3 significant at 0.05 level



perforamance formally" was statistically‘significant at the
-0.001.1level. For this criterion, the'iean of the
supetintendegts' responses vas higher than the mean of the
prigéipals‘ Eesponseg. The criteria "Interprets school
prodram to the community" and‘"Revievs progress of students"”
had reported differences that were statistically significant
at the 0.05 levél. For both of these criteria, the means of
the responses of the superintendenté,vere larger than the.
means of thé responses qf‘the principals. The remainihg
process criter}a did not shpu'differences that were
 statistica1ly significant. o

It isAsuggested by the findings that ‘the
superihtendents vere in‘strcnger agreement that formal staff .
‘evaluation, interpretafion'of program; &nd the progress of
students shouldvbe giien importance than were the
principals. The remainder of the comparisons yielded
differences thaf indicated that the principals and the

supefintendents gave these criteria the_sanevimportance.

Product criteria. A com;arisoh between superintendents'

and principals® responsés to the third clgésification of
criteria, p:oduct criteria, will now be made.

The information.presented.in“Table 4-36 reveals that in
the conpafisoh of .the means of'the‘reSponséS of
supenintendenté and p:indipals to breferred product criteria
there iére“only ihfee criteriatthat showed différenges that'

were statistically significant. The three criteria vere:



' Cbnparisbn of Superintendents' and Principals*®.

Table 4-36 -

Perceptions of Preferred Product Criteria

117
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Criteria

e — —— s

Staff inspired to achiev

goals

Decisions respected by -

. staff . :

Personnel Jdocated in
proper place at
predetermined time

Delegated duties
.dischared by
subordinates

Develops techniques to
overcome organizational
resistance to change

~Staff- knowledgeable of
school policy

Budget funds expended
according to plan

School operated
successfully

Students' perfcrmance
recognized : :

School buildings and
grounds maintained

Superintendent Principal
X sd X -sd

© 3.78  0.45 3.59 0.50
3.49 .0.53  3.47 0.60
2.90  0.61 2.99  0.71
3.33  0.58  3.31 0.67
3.35  0.51 3.15  0.58
3.43  0.50 3.417 0.69
3.36 0.51 3.15  0.64
3.59 0.50. 3.64 0.56
3.30 0.54  3.21 0.65
2.92 0.60 2.81  0.77



Table 4-36 (continued)
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Criteria .
X

Balance attained between
innovative and- proven
programs ' ) 3.18
Community well informed
of school programs T 3.46
Routine ‘matters disposed‘

of effectively’ 3.27

1 Significaht at0.001 level
2 significant at 0.01 level
3 significant at 0.05 level

- o o ————— i ot > e

Percentage
sd X sd t
0.39 3.16 0.59 0.25
0.55 3.40 ~ 0.61 0.65
0.u48 3.24 0.53 0.44

"staff inspired to achieve goals," "Develops technigques to

overcome organizational resistance to change,™ and "Budget

funds expended according to plan."™ For each of these, the

differences vere étatistically significant.af the 0.05

level. The means of the responses of the superintendents

uete'laféér than the means of the responses of 'the -

principéls.

vThe~findings,suggest that budget controls were more

important to the,superintendeﬁts than to the

Also inspiration of staff and the ability to

organizational resistance were given greater

the superintendents than by the principals.

Averaged criteria. The final comparison

principals.
overcome

importance by

between

-
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supefintengents',and"principals' ;eéponses t§ preferred
criteria was for the'average response in éach
classification. An examination of Table 4-37’reveals that
the differepce between the superintendents® reéppnses and
the principals:? responéeé to/ﬁreferred presage and product
criteria Qere not~statisticaliy significant. Thé difference
between the superintendents' and the p;incipéié' responses
to process_criteri; was statistically significant at the |
0.65 level. For process cfiteria, the average of the means
,'for thé’supe:intendents' responses wés lar thah the

average of the means for the principals' respo as.

Table, 4-37

Comparison of Superintendents' and Principals®
Perceptions of Averaged Preferred Criteria

B R Y T R -

, Superintendent Principél
Criteria . o . .
X sd X sd  t
Pressage | ' 3.63 0.3¢ 3.52 0.43 1.87
‘Product : _ 3.03° 0.28 3.23 0.40 1.41

Process 3.40 0,30 3.30 0.33 2. 113

-— P s s i, - - ot s st .

1 significant at 0.001 level
-2-significant at 0.01 level -
3 significant at 0.05 level

Ve

The'reported$findings suggest that the superintendents
' perceived that on the average, process criteria should be

given greater iiporténce in principal evaluation than did



. : . | 120

the principals. o
bt

Comparison of Superintendents! angd Prlnc1pals'
,Percegt;ons of Preferred Evaluyators

Also con51dered important to .the study was a report on
the dlfferences between the superintendents® and pr1nc1pals'
responses to preferred evaluators. The follouing presents a
.comparison of theltuo sources of responses, which is ‘the
second component of this major portion of the study.

Table 4-38 reports on the‘differences between the:
'superintendents* responses and{the prineipals' responses:to
preferred evaluators. The differences,betueeh the responses
were statistically significant at the 0.001 level for the
superintendent and his designate as . possible evaluators.
Regarding an assessnent‘team of prefeSSional educators
acting as efaluators ,of the principal the difference
betueen the nean ‘vas statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant at the 0.05
level. For the principal as an evalpator, the dlfference'
between the means was also statistically»significant»at the
0.05 level. The mean of the principals® responsesluasblarger
‘than the'lean for the sdéerintendents' respohses for the
principal as an evaluator; For the other evaluators
repbrting a statistically significant difference, the means
of\the superintendents' responces were larger than the ‘means
of‘the pr1nc1pals' responses.‘ ' ,v

There was the suggestlon in these results that the

principals preferred to evaluate thelselves more strongly

than the superintendents preferred this mode. There was. also

»
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Table 4-38 .

Comparison of Superintendents' and Principals"
Perceptions of Preferred Evaluate#s

' ° Superintendent Principél
Evaluators - _
o ’ _ X - sd X sd t
Superintendent 3,78 © 0.53  3.18 0.82 S.43n

Superintendent's designate

The principal alone  ~ 1.92  0.95 2.27 0.91 2.333

The teaching staff of the _ ‘
school . 2.84 0.71 2772 0.73 1.06

' The students of the < ‘
school : 2.26 0.66 2,04 - 0.80 1.89

An assessment team

consisting of an adminis-
trator and an experienced
teacher from another . :
school ‘within the system 2.16 0.86 2.1 0.89 0. 34

An assessment team

consisting of the

superintendent, principal

‘and a third person ) '
acceptable to both 12,65 0.82 2.74 0.83 0.71

An assessment team of
professional educators
and lay members of the : '
school community 2,01 0,71 1.89  0.78 1.05

An assessment team of
.~ professional educators
" outside the school systenm
(¢e.g. Regional Office .
.staff) ' 2.68 = 0.86 2.33 0.92  2.453

1 Significant at 0.001 level
2 Significant at 0.01 level
-3 significant at 0.05 level
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the suggestion that the superintendents tended to think that
outside evaluators or the central office Staff were more
important as evaluators .than did the principals.

Comparison of Superintendents' and Principals!
Perceptions of Preferred Purposes for. Evaluation

The final component of this major portion is’thé s
differences betueen fhe superintendents' and the principals*
responsés to preferred purposes_fqr évaluation; It was found
'that there were no differences between the leans'tbét'uere
statistically'significant for»the preférred evaluators. This )
iﬂfbrmation is presenied inATable 4-39. -

The findings in this'sectioﬁ‘suggest that the
sﬁperinténﬁents and thé,ﬁrincipals perceived the presented
purposes for evaluatioﬁ in the same'way.‘goth parties found -
the purpdses important, but did nofféhov differences in
their,pérééived importance.

). This conclﬁdeé discussion of the sixth and laétlhajor
purpéée of this sﬁudy, a comparison. of fhe perceptions of
the superintendeﬁﬁs and principals to preferred'criteria,

evaluators, and purposes for evaiuation.

s

CHAPTER SUMMARY

In this chapter, descriptions included the demographic
variables of the sample and the perceptions of Alberta
superintendents and principals regarding the evaluation of

principals. ‘Details of the responses by the two groups to



123

Table 4-39

Comparison of Superintendents*® and Principals® Perceptions
0f Preferred Purposes for Evaluation

___________________________.____________________‘_-__-_____=____________=__

Purposes

o e e e e e o e et . ot e e e . —— e e . o e o

Evaluation should be an
instrument for measuring :
personal success ' 2.61 0.80 2.55 0.77 0.47

Evaluation should form
the basis of disciplinary
measures. (e.g. Reduction

of salary, removal from
service, etc.) 2.19 0.83 2.25 0.88 0.40

.All evaluation data

should be used for

improvement of adminis- v o

trative performance ' 3.70 0.49 3.63 0.60 0.87

Principals should be
evaluated for appraisal

for prometion to an open. : ,
" .position 3.00 0.66 - 2.99 0.75 0.11

— — —— P —



"existing and preferred criteria, existing and preferred
evaluators, and existing and préferred purposes for
evalua¥ion vere described. The differences between the

~
superintendents' responses to existing and preferred

\
criteria( existing and preferred evaluators, and exi;ting
and preferred burposes for evaluation were discussed in
detail. As with the superintendents, the principals?
responses wvere also presented in detail. Finally, a
discussion of the differences Letveen the existing and
preferred responses of'the principals and the.existing and
preferred responses of the superintendents to criferia,

evaluators, and purposes for evaluation concluded this

chapter,

[



Chapter 5
SUHHATY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATI?NS,
SUMMARY OF THE STODY

The purpose of this study was to detérmine the
perceptions of A.berta superintendents and principals
regarding the evaluation of principals. To meet the purpose
of the study, six related concerns vére identified for'
examination. These concerns included the identification of
the principals' and Superlntendents' perceptions of the
1nportance given and the 1mportance that should be given to
criteria, the extent to which specific evaluators veré and
should be invoivéd‘in évaluatioﬁ, and the purpose’ﬁor which
vpfincipals wvere evaluated and should be evaluated.

Also examined were the differencés betwe n the
principals' perceptions of existing énd preferred criteria,
existing and preferred evaluators, and existing and
preferred burposes for evaluation. The‘differences for the
same concerns wvwere examined for the responses of theé
superintendents. . o i

Also studled were the dlfferences between the %
pr1nc1pals' and the superlntendents' perceptlons of existing
crlterla, ex1st1ng evaluators, and existing purposes for
evaluation was con51dered.

.

The final concern studied were the differences between

the principals' and the superintendents? responSes to

. 125
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T preferred criteria, evaluatqrs, and>purposes for evaluation.
The guestionnaire used in this study was developed by
the researcher. The instrument as developed cousisteu of
lfour parts. The first part was designed to collect important.

demo hi~ information. The second part, which contained 36

criterjon statements, was designed to identify criteria
consddered suitabde for the evaluation of principals. The
listing jof nine possible evaluators made up the third part
of the /instrument, and the last‘part of,the instrument
outlinged four possible purposes for which principals might
be evaluated. |

e collected by mailing

Tue*q ta used in this s
i> ) the’questioﬁuaire to ai; the ied superintendents and
to 100 randomly selected ful '-cipals in Alberta at
the euﬁ of February, 1977. By the end of uarch, 1977, over
88% of the superlntendents and 85%.0f the pr1nc1pals had‘
returned the guestionnaire. )
The responses toﬁthe questionnaire verevtransferreo to
‘ddta cards so that the collected intornation“could'be
hE proceSsed by awcomputer, using the SPSS prograns. The
programs selected provxded frequency counts and t-scores.

The frequency counts vere.used for the analysis of the

-~

demographic variables, criteria, evaluators, and purposes
for evaluation. The t-scores wvere used tOndetect 51gn1f1cant
'differences between the means of the responses by pr1nc1pa15t
andvsuperiutendents to cr1ter1a, evaluators, and purposes v

for evaluation. For the t-scores, differences vere
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considered to be statistically significant when a
probability level of 0.05 or less was reached. A \
Chapter 4 foCussed on the analeis of the data. The
chapter commenced with a brief discussion of the demographic

variables for the superintendents aE% the principals. The
discussion of these variables revealed that all the
superintendents were male, approximately one third of thenm.
were under 41 years of age, ene third had five years or less
than five years experience es.a superintendent, slightly
over five per cent of tnem Were employed'in urban centers,
and one third held at‘least a Master's degree.

The variables for the principals\aisclosed tgat 90%
were nale, just under 40% of them were under 41 years of ?
age, one third had ‘five years or less than five‘years of
' experience as a principal, approximately on third of then
held at least a Master's degree, and none were former
superintendents. The principals‘tended to be enplefed in
scnools with a staff size between 11 and 30 teacners and
served elemenﬁary or elenentery¥junior high school students.

The analysis of the_data revealed the foliowing:

T. The prineipais agreed”thet the criteria used in
this study vere and should be given importance_in p:incipal
evaluation. The Superintendents did not égree that criteria
related to educational administration studies and negular
evaluation of staff we:é given importance in principal

evaluation. The superintendénis agreed that the remaining

criteria were given importance in principal evaluation. The

<
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superintendents further indicated agreement that all the
. , .
criteria should be used _in principal evaluation.

2. The principals and the superintendents perceived
that the"supeiintendent'and his designnte were the primary
evaluators, and they also pefceived that these individuals
should be the prime_evnluators. Both the superintendents and
the principals perceived that evaluation teams were not, nor
should they be, given importance in principal evaluation.

3. Evaluation for the improvement of administration
petforlance was and should be the primary purpose for |
evaluation, according to the perceptions of the principals
and the superintendents. Both parties perceived that
evaluetion nas not being perforned for a disciplinary
measure, nor should it be performed for that purpose.

4. ..Cenerally speaking, when differences between the
means were compared for existing and preferred critetié, the
comparisons for the princibalé yielded means for the
preferred responses that vere higher than for the existing
criterie. The excepticns to this were fon the criteria
related to evaluation of staff and maintenance of grounds,
where no'differences were indicated. ( |

The comparison of the means for the‘superintendents'
reSponSes showea that the existing means for criteria
related to fisk; conmunication, and sensitivity to change
vere niéher’than tne preferned means for the sane criteria.
The relainder of thelcriteria in this conpafisbn~had neans
“which were higher for the p;eferred responses than the meane

A
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for the existing responses.

5. The evaluator preferred by the principals was the
superintendent. There was an indication that the principals
had a stronger agreenenﬁ with assessmeﬂt teams, but nbne of
the teams.uere.seen_to bé evaluators currently, nor should
they be évaluators of the principals.

The supérintepdents peréeived that all evaluators but
the-prinqipai vould be preferred as evaluators.

6. The pringipals-indicatéd that’they preferred‘
purposes for evaluafibn that in?olved improvepent of
ddminis;rative‘perfornance and promotion ‘to an open
posi{ign. The superintendents indicated that they preferred
all purposes for evalqation as-listed in this stqdy.

7. The comparison of‘;eans for superintehdents
'-regardiné existing criteria indicated that the
supgrintendents were in stronger égreemeni that-

% - ,
cohtémplation of the future was a criterion than did the
principéls. The prinéipals uére in stroﬁger agreelenf ‘that
training in decision-making, regular fbrmal'evaluation of
the sfaff, staff.knovledgeable'df school policy, and_fhe
community informeé uefe more important tﬁan”did the ©
guperintendeﬂts.

For preferred criteria, the superintendents vere‘in
"stronger agreeneni'than the Qtincipalé that formal staff
evaluation, interpretation of sChool brogfah to thél
comiunity, and developnent of budget control‘systems should

be given importance in principal evaluation. The averaged



130
, . ¢
ocriteria indicated that the superintendents agreed that
process criteria should be ¢given more importance-in
principal evaluation. .

87 As existing evaluators, the superintendents
perceived themselves as the prime evaluators of the
,principals: The prrncipals, on the other hand, perceived
themselves as the existing evaluators.

For preferred evaiuatbrs}'the same relatienship was
true_asvfor existing evaluetors.

A9; ihe existing purposes for evaluation had the
superintendents;in stronger agreement than the principalsf,
that evaluatlon should be based on 1mprovenent of
admlnlstratlveoperformance of the pr1nc1pa1. As for

-preferred purposes, no dlffernce was expressed betveen the

principls and the superintendents./

CONCLUSIONS

1. With .the exception of two criteria, it is concluded

\

that the superintendents and the principals perceived that
' there are common crlterla conC1dered 1mportant in the.
_evaluatlon of prlncrpdis. It is further concluded that both

partles agreed/{izt.lmportance should be given to the

criteria in this study. '
The ‘comparison of existing and preferred criteria

sugéests tha't both parties preferred the use of the outlined
crlterla.vwlth respect to the criteria clas51f1cat10ns, all

‘three categorles were preferred This leads to the

s
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¥
conclusion that the emphasis on existing criteria used for
evaluative purposes shouldlbe re-examined.

A comparison or the principals' and the

. superintendents? responses to existing criteria revealed
"that the superintendents perceived-future orientation as
important'uhereas tne principals perceived decision making,
formal staff evaluation, school policy, and community
inforn%d as being important. This suggests, that although
there is agreement on the criteria,'tnere are differences in
the priority of the criteria. J
| It is concluded that there are no differences in the
responses by the superintendents and the pr1nc1pals to
cla551f1cations of presage and product criteria. The’
superintendents had a greatér preference for”the-cateoorj of
process criteria, "

27 Andther conclusion of this study is that principals
‘iand superintendents perceived the central office staff as
eristing evaluators. Further, both_parties’perceived that
evaluators.should cone from the central office.}it is .
further concluded thatbﬁoth parties did'not perceive, as
existinébnor as preferred evaluators who ccme from‘outside
the systen or who are in the form of teans. A conparison“of
responses for evaluators showed that the superintendents
upreferred ‘any of the evaluators but the principal. Further
comparison revealed that each party perceived themselves as

the evaluator. One can conclude that there is no agreenent

,betueen the superintendents and the pr1nc1pals as to who are
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and uho'should be the evaluators of principals.

3. The superintendents and the'p:incipals,perceived
that eyaluation was and should be for the.iuprovenent of
adninisﬁrative perforgénce. This suggests that when the
ptincipal-is appointed, lvis abilities should be'édequate for
the position. It is concluded that the superintendents
wished to improve thelr staff and the pr1nc1pals vished to
improve their performance.’ Neither party perceived -
evaluaiionvfor disciplihary measures. This:suggests that the
superintendents eished'te evaiuaterand have their princibals
improve as they savithe need fos ilpgoﬁenent, The
priﬁcipals,“on the other hand, perce;ved that the
improvement shouldlbe aleng the lines fhey perceived as the
need for improvement. This suggests that phere ¢ou1d be
conflict 5etween,the tuo’bedies as to what constitutes

inprovenent;a ' .' _' : : w
IMPLICATIONS

1. . The extent-of‘agreelent te most Qf‘the'criteria
items fqr.evaluation implies that it should bebpossible to
develop a set of cfiteria.aeceptable to”sﬁperintendenis and
principals for the'evaluatibh of the principal.

2. - The results suggested that tralnlng in educatlonal'
'adnlnlstratlon vas not con51dered as 1nportant as other
presage criteria by,superlntendents when evaluatlng
principals. This may ilpiy that greate: efforts sho&fd:bé

made in deveioping training prograls that fqeus upon skills
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required in principal evaluation.

3. There is an impl’icatién in the findings of this
study that principals and superintendents are\nét aware of .
‘the acclaimed merits of teanm evaiuation. This SuggeSts that
inservice training of the principals'and.the sﬁperintendénts
might be app;opriate.‘

4.W“ There is a further inplicapionvthat thevprincipals
and the superintendents may requife clarification as to the
meaning of the improvelént of administrative-performance.
There was a.suggestion that the‘reSpondents had-a different
concept of what constitﬁtés improvenent of adﬁinistrative |
pe;fornance. This implies that further research lafvbe

required in this area.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

1; The‘findings of this study Suggest that .i1tional
criteria can be:established_for principal evaluation. A »
study could be conducted.to eétablish,sﬁch criteria and to
develop a rank order of the'importance of these criteria in
principal evaluation,“ | _

2.. Although both parties agreed that indiyidua;s
should evaluate, there was a question regarding the merit of
team evaluation. Thers,islnegd fof an investigation of the
merits of teén evaluation compared to the merits of
vindiv;duai-evdiuation;

3. There appears to be a lack of clarity as to .what is

meant by improvement of the administratkve process. A study

®,
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coﬁld be developed to compare fhe differences betyéen the
perceptions of superintendents and principals reqarding the
adninisfrative process. |

4. The perceptions of’teachgfs of principal evaluatiog

could constitute another area for further study.‘ i
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
EDMONTON. CANADA |
T6G 2G5

FACULTY OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL
ADMINISTRATION

February 28, 1977

I am ﬁriting'to request your participation in a research project. This
project is under the direction of Professor A.G. Konrad and will satiefy
one of the requirements for an M.Ed. degree in Educational Administration.

The enclosed questionnaire is designed to determine perceptions of Alberta
superintendents and principals regarding the evaluation of princdpals. All
superintendents and a random sample of 100 principals have been requested
to assist in identifying \existing and perferred practices in Alberta.

The findings of this study will improve our ‘understanding of the evaluation
of principals and may increase the effectiveness of school principals.

Dr. E.J. Ingram, President of thé Council on School Administration, has

I would be most apprecilative if you would complete -the accompanying -
questionnaire and return it in the enclosed envelope before March 15, 1977.
You will find that completing the questionnaire will take "approximately

15 minutes of your time. : '

The individual responses will be kept in strictest confidence. The data
obtained will be presented only in the form of consolidated findings and
no individual or school summaries will be developed. - The questionnaires
have been coded to permit me to mail follow~up reminders to increase the

percentage of returns. -

!

An abstract of the findings will be made avail.ble to those who make a
request for one on the returned questionnaira. : '

Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this “roject.

.Sincerely,

Keith P. Sterling

KPS/hlp . : .
. . : ©w
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%%\‘/;gé THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
4 _

et >

epartment of Educational Administration

EOMONTON, ALBERTA, CANADA T6G 2G5 TELEPHONE 432-5241

Harchyll, 1977

N

Recently you received a request to complete a questionnaire on principal
evaluation that will be used in a research study that | have undertaken
for my M.Ed. degree in Educational Administration. -

lnuigfcking the responses to my survey, | do not find a reply from you.

Yo esponse is important to this study, and | would appreclate recelving ‘
your reply as soon as possible. If you have mislald the orlglnalfquestionnaire,
| will be glad to send you another on request. (Telephone 432-3651)

Should you have already returned your completed questionnalre, please lgnore
this request and accept my thanks. ' ’

“Yours sincerely,

Keith P, Sterling

KPS/hip
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PRINCIPAL EVALUATION QUESKIONNAIRE
' Punch
_ce
estionnaire Number: ' 1-4
PART ONE: PERSONAL AND PROFESS NAL DATA
" Please circle the number of the appropriate response.
1. What'was‘your age on January 1, 19772
1. Under .26 4. 36 - 40 7. 51 - S5 N
2. 26 - 30 5. 41 - 45 8. 56 - 60 S
3. 31 - 35 6. 46 - 50 9. Over 60 : .
©2. What 1is your sex?
1. Male ' 2. Female . o ' o 6
3. How many complete years of ekperience do you have 4s a
full-time principal? -
-
1. None ' ' 4, 11 - 15 .
2. 1 -5 : 5. 16 - 20 . o . 7
3. 6 -~ 10 : 6. Over 20 .
4. How many complete years of experience do you have .as a .
" full-time superintendent? : '
1. None . © 411 - 15 .
2: 1 -5 _ 5. 16 - 20 : o _ ‘ 8
3. 6- 10 - . 6. Over 20
5. What 1is your ptesentcposition?
1. Superintendent , )
2. Principal ' : s 9
6. What ‘is your. highest attained level of formal education?
~ 1. Less than Bachelor's degree.
- 2. Bachelor's degree(s) but less than Master's degtee ,
3. Master's degree. - o i 10
4. More than Master's degree. - '
5. Doctorate. - ~ ’ _,
7. Are you employed by a school district located in Calgary
or Edmonton? .
\i,; 1. Yes : . 23 No . . B 11

'S
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8. Principals please respond to the following:

a) Number of teachers on staff?

1. 10 or fewer 4. 31 - 40 7. 61 - 70 ) ‘cc
2. 11 - 20 5. 41 - 50 8. 71 - 80 ' ©12
3. 21 - 30 _ 6. 51 .- 60 9. Over 80 '

b) How is your school classified?
Elementary School 4
Elementary-Junior High School
Elementary-Junior-Senior High School _ o 13
Junior High School
Junior-Senior High School )
Senior High School , ! )
. Other (Specify)

AU RV, I W e

PART TWO: EXISTING AND PREFERRED EVALUATION CRITERIA

This section lists 36 criteria which may be taken into account in the

- evaluation of principals. You are asked to indicate your perception of the
importance that each criterion is glven in principal evaluation (EXISTING)
‘and the importance each criterion should be given in principal evaluation

(PREFERRED)

Please circle the appropriate letter in this section according to the
following scale: :

STRONGLY DISAGREE that the statement 1s/should be important.

SD -
D - DISAGREE that the statément 1s/should be important.
A - AGREE that the statement is/should be important.
'SA - STRONGLY AGREE that the statement 1s/should be important.
EXAMPLE:
Adheres to his promises. - EXISTING SD(D)A sA
' A

- PREFERRED SD D
This response indicates the respondent disagrees that this statement is

‘given importance in prinv’oal<eValuation, but strongly agrees that the
statement should be giver great importance in the evaluation of principals.

17

1.<Capacity for contemplation of the future. EXISTING SD D A SA . 14

. ‘ e > "PREFERRED SD D A SA 15

2. Interprets school program to the , _ EXISTING SD D A SA .16
community. o " ‘PREFERRED SD D A SA

3. Organizes Hbman and material resources. ~ EXISTING SD D A SA 18

' » PREFERRED SD D A SA_ . 19

cc
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4. Staff inspired to achigve goals.

5. Reviews progress of students.

6. Accéétability of personality{

7. Decisions réspectediﬁy,staff.

8. Personnel located in proper placé at

predetermined time.

9. Delegated duties discharged by, sub-
ordinates. '

10. Expeftise in school management.
11. Sets.an example for staff to follow.
12. Courage to take risks.

‘13, Abilicy to stimulate.
;o

14. Establishes communication channels
deliberately. .

15. Exactness in communication.

. i

_16; Maintains liaison with other principals.
17. Suitability of appearance.
18. Establishes order of pfiority in
problen solving.
19. Capability for influencing;
20. Regularly evaluates staff performance
formally. ' g —

21. Mastery of édﬁcational administration
studies ’ ‘

~ EXISTING

PREFERRED

" EXISTING

PREFERRED.

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING

- PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING

" PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING

- PREFERRED

EXISTING

' PREFERRED

EXISTING

PREFERRED

'EXISTING
PREFERRED

- EXISTING

PREFERRED

EXISTING

PREFERKED

SD .

SD

SD
SD

SD

SD

SD"

SD

SD
SD

SD
SD

SD
SD

SD
sp

SD
Sb

SD

'SD

SD
SD

- SD
.SD

SD
Sh

SD

SD |

SD

SD

.SD

SD

SD
SD

> >

> >

> >

SA
SA

s
SA

"SA

SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA

SA

SA

SA
SA

SA

SA

SA
SA
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- cc

20
21

22
23

24
25

26
27

28
29

30

31

32
33

34
35

36

37

38

39
40
41

42

43

44
45
46
47

48
49

50

51

52
53

54
55



22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
0.
31.
32.

33.

34.
35.

36.

Develops. techniques to overgome organ-
. A .
izational resistance to ch? ge.
. \\

Staff knowledgeable of school policy.

Budget funds expended according to plan.

- v
e

Skill for organizing.

School operatéd §uccessfully.

Training in decision makiﬁg,

Develops budget control systems.
Invélves sﬁaff in policy formation.
Students' performancé recognized.

Schédl buildings and érounds maintaingd.
Balance attainéd'betwgen innova;ive and

proven programs.

Community well informed of school -

programs.

Sensitive to when change is necessary.
Routine matters disposed of effectively.

Develops efficient mécﬁods'for handling
school routine.

.

-4

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING

PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXTSTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING

PREFERRED

EXISTING

PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

SD
SD

SD
SD

SD
SD

SD
SD

SD
SD

SD
SD

SD
SD
SD
SD

SD
SD

SD
SD

SD
SD

SD
SD

SD

SD

SD
SD

SD
SD

SA
SA

SA

SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA

SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA

"SA

SA

SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA

SA |

SA
SA
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56
57

58
59

60
61

62
63

64
65

66
67

68
69

70
71

72
73

74
75

76
77

78
79

RN

<9
10

N

1-4



PART THREE: EXISTING AND PREFERRED EVALUATORS

formal evaluation of principals.

~5-~
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This section lists nine possible evaluators that may be used 1n the

You are asked to indicate your perception

of the extent to which each evaluator is involved 1in principal evaluation
(EXISTING) and the extent to which each evaluator should be involved in
principal evaluation (PREFERRED). :

Please respond to the EXISTING and PREFERRED involvement of each

evaluator by circling the appropriate letter according to the following

8ca

-t

7.

8.

T

9.

le:

SD ~ STRONGLY DISAGREE that this evaluator is/should be involved

~ in princi

e

pal evaluation.
that this evaluator
¥ evaluation. '

ievaluation.

.

. Superin t".enden’&y '
. Superintendent's designate.

. The principal aléne.

The teaching staff of the school.
The students of the school.

An asseSsment team consisting of an
administrator and an experienced teacher
from another school within the system. ~

An assessment team consisting of the
superintendent, principal and a third
person acceptable to both.

An assessment team of professional
educators and lay members of the school .
community.

An assessment team of professional

w~educators outside the school system.

(e.g. Regional Office staff)_
- .

- !
.
S A . "a- *

EXISTING

' PREFERRED

EXISTING

PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING

PREFERRED

EXISTING -

PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING

~ PREFERRED

EXISTING
PREFERRED

EXISTING

~ ,PREFERRED

this evaluator is/should be involved

SD
SD

SD

SD

SD
SD

SD
SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD
SD

SD

' 8D

Sb
SD

is/should be involved in

in principal

oo
> > > >

(= =

> >

SA

SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA

SA |

SA
SA

SA
SA

SA
SA

[} S - & - . .
ACREE that this evaluator is/should be involved in

IR

|

|

|

cc

11
12

13
14

15
16

17

18

19
20

21
22

23
24

25
26

27
28
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PART FQUR: EXISTING AND PREFERRED PURPOSES FOR EVALUATION

This section lists four possible purposes for the evaluatfon of principals,
Yoy are asked to indicate your perception of the extent to which principals '
are evaluated and the extent principals should be evaluated for each of the

indicated purposes.

Please respond to each purpose, EXISTING and PREFERRED, by citcling the
appropriate letter ,according to the following scale: '

STRONGLY DISAGREE that this is/should be a.purpose for evaluation.

sD -
D - DISAGREE that this is/should be a purpose for evaluation.
A - AGREE that this 1s/should be a purpose for evaluation.
SA - STRONGLY AGREE that this 1s/should be a pur:;;; for evaluation.
, ’ cc

1. Evaluation should be an instrument for ~  EXISTING, SD D A SA" 29

' measuring personal success. . PREFERRED SD D A SA 30

2. Evaluation should form the basis of EXISTING SD D A SA L 31

disciplinary measures. (e.g. reduction PREFERRED SD D A SA _ 32
of salary, removal from gservice, etc.) ' oo
3. All evaluation data should be used for "EXISTING SD D A SA | ’ 33
*improvement of administrative perform- PREFERRED SD D A SA . 34
© ance. : ‘ ‘

4. Principals should be evaluated for . EXISTING SD D A SA~ 35
o appralsal for promotion to an open PREFERRED SD D A SA 36
“ _ position. ’ R

5. Other. (Please specify)

® .
EXISTING . SD D A SA 37
PREFERRED SD D A SA L 38
Do you wish to receive a copy of the abstract of che‘findings?

1. Yes ' e _ 2. No

(Thank»you for your co=operation.

Please return the completed questionnaire as soon as possible in the self-
addressed’ envelope or to: ' :
' Mr. Keith P. Sterling,
102 ‘Spatinow Drive,
Wetaskiwin, Alberta.
T9A 1W2



