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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was two-fold. First, the study
sought to assess the current status of the evaluation of supervisory
personnel, K-12, in the state of Tennessee as perceived by teachers,
building principals, central office administrators, and central office
supervisors and to compare the perceptions of these four groups.

Second, the study sought to determine what Tennessee educators perceived
to be desirable supervisory personnel evaluation practices.

Data used in this study were collected by means of a question-
naire mailed to all superintendents and assistant superintendents for
curriculum and instruction and to a stratified random sampling of
teachers, principals, and central office supervisors in the public
school systems of the state of Tennessee. The questionnaire was
designed to gather information regarding perceptions of types and
methods of supervisor evaluation, purposes and results, and strengths
and weaknesses.

Three of the major findings of this study were:

1. Checklists were the most widely used instrument in supervisor
evaluation, and a majority of respondents also thought checklists should
be used. Other favored instruments and procedures were conferences
and management by objectives (MBO).

2. The two most important purposes of supervisor evaluation
were "promote personal growth and competence" and "to improve instruction."

3. More teachers than other respondent groups perceived that

teachers and principals were involved in supervisor evaluation.
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A few of the most important conclusions were:

1. Most findings concerning supervisor evaluation practices
in Tennessee were supported by the literature.

2. Many current practices were similar to perceived ideal
practices but there were some discrepancies.

3. Most Tennessee educators were satisfied with their systems'
evaluation of supervisors.

4, Position of respondents and size of school district

affected perceptions in many areas.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Evaluation in some form is a part of nearly every activity
engaged in by schoo]s‘and school systems today. Since 1975 the state
of Tennessee has mandated that all professional employees in public
school systems be evaluated. The recent accountability movement and
increased demands for quality education have necessitated comprehensive
and systematic evaluation.

Although evaluation is state mandated, procedures and plans
for implementation are left up to the local school system. Few,
if any, guidelines are available. Time and attention are usually
focused on teacher evaluation. Doctoral studies dealing with teacher
and principal evaluation have recently been completed. However, no
such research has been done in regard to the evaluation of supervisors
in Tennessee.

Evaluation systems designed for teachers and other school
employees are not always adequate or even appropriate for supervisors.
The responsibilities of supervisory personnel are different from those
of other educators, thus generating problems and pressures unique to
their position. The roles, job descriptions, and expectations of
supervisors vary greatly. They need a valid, reliable, and comprehensive
evaluation system that will help them identify strengths and weaknesses
and improve job skills and competencies. Such an evaluation system

1




can also help protect competent supervisors from public pressure and

undue criticisn.
Statement of the Problem

This study sought to fill a void in knowledge concerning the
evaluation 6f supervisors in Tennessee. Evaluation of school super-
visory personnel has been mandated under Tennessee law along with
the evaluation of all other school personnel. However, there has
appeared to be much unevenness in the implementation of this mandate.
This study sought to determine what current supervisory evaluation
practices in Tennessee are and to compare these to perceived ideal

practices.
Purposes of the Study

Specifically, this study had two major purposes. First, the
study sought to assess the current status of the evaluation of super-
visory personnel, K-12, in the state of Tennessee as perceived by
teachers, building level principals, central office supervisory
personnel, and central office administrators (i.e., superintendents
and assistant superintendents for curriculum and instruction) and to
compare the perceptions of these four groups. Second, the study
attempted to determine what respondents feel are desirable supervisory
personnel evaluation practices, K-12, in the state of Tennessee and
to compare the perceptions of the four groups of respondents.

The data collected in this study were analyzed in relation

to the following questions:
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1. How are current supervisory personnel evaluation practices
perceived by educators (central office administrators, teachers,
building principals, and supervisors themselves)?

a. Do perceptions among these groups differ?

b. Do perceptions of educators in county systems differ
from those of educators in city of othef systems?

c. Do perceptions of educators differ based upon the size
of the school districts which they represent?

2. What do educators (central office administrators, teachers,
building principals, and supervisors) perceive to be desirable practices
in supervisory personnel evaluation practices in Tennessee?

a. Do perceptions among these groups differ?

b. Do perceptions of educators in county systems differ
from those of educators in city or other systems?

c. Do perceptions of educators differ based upon the size

of the school districts which they represent?
Design of the Study

Instrumentation

Data for this study were gathered by means of a questionnaire
developed by the investigator. In developing the questionnaire, a
variety of other questionnaires and the literature on personnel evalu-
ation were examined. Much of the content and format of this instrument

(see Appendix A) was borrowed from a similar instrument] used

]Betty Lawson, "A Study of the Evaluation of Principals in Tennessee"
éunpub]ished Doctoral dissertation, University of Tennessee, 1980), pp. 283-
6.




in a statewide study of principal evaluation practices in

Tennessee.

After initial development, the questionnaire used in this
study was reviewed by a panel of experts, field tested, and modified
based upon the review and field test results. The field test involved
three supervisors, three principals, and approximately 40 teachers
from the elementary, middle, and secondary school levels. These
field test participants were asked in complete the questionnaire,
evaluate the appropriateness of the items, and suggest word changes

needed for clarity.

Sampling Procedures and Data Collection

The population selected for study included teachers, building
principals, central office supervisory personnel, and central office
administrators in the state of Tennessee. A1l 147 superintendents
in the state of Tennessee were included in the sample. One to three
copies of the questionnaire (depending upon size of central office
staff) were sent to each superintendent. The superintendent was
asked to complete one copy and directed to give the others to members
of his supervisory staff and/or assistant superintendent for curriculum
and instruction. Superintendents were also asked to include both
an elementary and secondary supervisor as respondents if his/her
school district had both types of supervisors.

It was determined thaf a sampling size of 380 teachers and
306 principals would be needed. In determining how this sample would

be chosen, the 95 counties in Tennessee were ranked from largest to




smallest according to population size based upon the 1970 census
figures. From this list, the 10 largest, 10 smallest, and the 10
counties that fell in the middle were selected. The county school
system and one other system (if there was one) from each of these

30 counties were selected. Any system that did not have all grades
(K-12) was eliminated. This left a total of 37 systems from which
the teacher sample was drawn. Two schools from each of these systems
were then selected. Care was taken to include a proportionate number
of elementary, middle or junior high, and secondary schools. A
packet containing six copies of the questionnaire was mailed to the
principal of each of these schools. The principal was asked to
complete one copy of the questionnaire and to randomly select five
teachers to complete the others. Of the 74 schools sampled, the

10 with the most teachers received an extra copy of the questionnaire
to complete the teacher sample; the principals of these 10 schools
were asked to select six teachers. To help insure a random selection
of teachers, principals were instructed to take an alphabetical list
of their teachers and assign a number to each one. Five or six
numbers were randomly drawn for each school, and the principal was
asked to give the questionnaires to the teachers that corresponded

to those numbers. To complete the principal sampling, principals

were randomly selected from all other systems in the state.

Analysis of Data

The data collected from the survey were analyzed in relation

to the questions posed by the investigator (see page 3). Response



patterns within each respondent group were computed for the total

group, by district size, and also by type of district (i.e., county
vs. city/other). Response patterns across all four respondent groups
were computed in the same manner.

For coding of data and analysis purposes, some .combining and
regrouping of sub-categories of demographic variables were made.
Respondents were grouped into four position classifications: super-
intendent, supervisor, principal, teacher. Type of school district
was coded as "county" or "other" (thus combining "city" and "other").
Data collected were coded and keypunched so that the computer could

be used for analysis purposes.
Importance and Significance of the Study

Accountability is permeating every area of public education
today. The public is deménding proof that its education dollar is
being well spent. Consequently, evaluation is becoming increasingly
important in education. Comprehensive personnel evaluation systems
are needed to satisfy demands for accountability as well as to
improve employee performance.

Evaluation of school supervisory personnel has been mandated
in Tennessee since 1975. However, there has been no effort to
ascertain the status of supervisor evaluation across the state until
now. This study provides information in two areas important to
school systems and those involved in the education of supervisors.
First, the study provides a summary of current efforts in supervisor

evaluation across the state. (This information does not currently




exist.) Second, the study provides a summary of educator perceptions

of desired supervisory evaluation procedures. This information should

help school systems to evaluate current practices and improve them.

Assumptions of the Study

1. Perceptions of a stratified random sample of Tennessee
superintendents, principals, supervisors, and teachers are repre-
sentative of perceptions and attitudes of all superintendents,
principals, supervisors, and teachers in the state of Tennessee.

2. Teachers, principals, and central office administrators
have knowledge and concern about supervisory evaluation as do
supervisors themselves.

3. Respondents have responded to the research instrument
openly and honestly.

4. Respondents as professional educators have knowledge
and expertise that can be used to improve the supervisor evaluation
process.

5. Distribution of questionnaires to teachers has not been

purposefully biased by principals.
Delimitations of the Study

1. The research was delimited to a study of perceptions and
attitudes of selected superintendents, supervisors, principals, and
teachers in Tennessee

2. Respondents who participated in this study did so on a

voluntary basis.




3. The study was delimited to information which could be

collected by means of a main survey.

Definitions

Central office administrators. Superintendents and assistant

superintendents for curriculum and instruction who participated in
this study.

Educators. The teachers, principals, supervisors, and
central office administrators who participated in this study.

Job descriptions. Stated responsibilities including qualifica-

tions and requirements for a specific position.
Principal. Administrative head of a school or school
attendance unit.

Superintendent. Chief executive and administrative officer

of a school system or district.
Supervisor. A professional employee of a school system whose

main responsibilities lie in the areas of curriculum and instruction

and who works with teachers and principals for improvement in these
areas.

Supervisor evaluation. The process by which the supervisor's

work performance is ascertained and/or judged.
Teacher. A certificated person employed by a school system

to instruct and guide pupils in the pursuit of learning.




Organization of the Study

Chapter I contains the introduction to the study, the statement
of the problem, the purposes of the study, the design of the study,
the significance and importance of the study, assumptions, delimita-
tions of the study, definitions of terms, and the organization of the
study.

Chapter II contains a review of related research and literature
pertaining to the evaluation of supervisors.

Chapter III provides a presentation of the methodology and
procedures used in the study.

Chapter IV reports the findings of the investigation.

Chapter V presents conclusions, recommendations, and pertinent

discussion.




CHAPTER I1

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Trends in Evaluation

Since the appraisal of human performance is essential to the
well-being of society, evaluation is commonp]ace-in everyday living,
and few people escape having their vocational performance judged.

Castetter and Heisler defined performance appraisal as "the
process of arriving at judgments about the past or present performance
and future potential of a subordinate to an organization against the
background of his total work environment."2

Planned educational evaluation is receiving increased emphasis
today. Grobe stated that this trend stemmed from three sources:
accountability to the local community, many federally funded projects,
and professional needs for better decision-making information.3 While
federal requirements have been a strong force toward program evalua-
tion, the accountability movement has been an equally powerful force
toward personnel evaluation.

Evaluation has been one of the most interesting and most

rapidly growing educational phenomena of recent years. The causes

ZWilliam B. Castetter and Richard S. Heisler, Appraising and
Improving the Performance of School Administrative Personnel
(PhiTadelphia: Center for Field Studies, Graduate School of Education,
University of Pennsylvania, 1971), ED 060 540, p. 1.

3Robert P. Grobe, "Evaluation--What's It Al1l About?" NASSP
Bulletin, LXII, No. 419 (December, 1978), p. 2.
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of this growth have probably been many and varied. Perhaps we have
lived in an era of skepticism. The large influx of federal dollars
underscored by spiraling state and local taxes for education has
surely been a factor. However, financial reasons have certainly not
been the only stimulus for more evaluation. Criticisms of schools
by many popular writers have forced those in control to turn to
evaluation as a means of providing rebuttal. Professional educators
have been searching for information which would prove, as well as
improve, the effectiveness of their educational efforts.4
Since the board of education represents the public and the
public must approve school revenue sources, American education, in
theory at least, has always been accountable to the people of the
community. Recently, many people have expressed the belief that
school personnel should be held accountable for the results of their
activities. These people have been convinced that educators are no
exception to the belief that a process, a person, or an organization
should be judged by the quality and quantity of its output.5
In this era of accountability, the evaluation process has
become crucial. Yet, how to evaluate and who to evaluate have been

difficult questions to answer. Many instruments, methods, and pro-

cedures may be found for evaluating students and teachers. The

4Wayne W. Welch, "The Process of Evaluation," Journal of
Research in Science Teaching, II, No. 3 (1974), p. 175.

Swilliam L. Pharis, "The Evaluation of School Principals,"
National Elementary Principal, LII, No. 5 (February, 1973), p. 36.




12

primary focus of evaluation in education has been on individuals within
the classroom (students and teachers), not on administrators and
supervisors. Guidelines for the appraisal of school administrative
and supervisory personnel are few. Many districts have no formal
evaluation program for administrative personne].6 This lack of
evaluation of administrative and supervisory personnel may be the
result of several factors: reluctance on the part of educators,
scarcity of appropriate evaluative instruments or procedures, or
the diversity of administrative and supervisory ro]es.7

Since 1920, considerable research has been conducted on the
value of supervision. From 1920 to 1935, several studies were made
to demonstrate the value of supérvision by using standard tests to
measure changes in pupil learning in supervised and unsupervised
classes over a period of time. Since the supervisor is only one
element in a complexity of factors that may affect a change, a
definite quantitative measure of the value of the contribution of
the supervisor cannot be secured by these means. However, evidence
that growth has or has not taken place may be one helpful index of

the effectiveness of the leadership provided.8

6Norman E. Koch and Wade N. Patterson, "Evaluating the
Principal," Educational Horizons, XLVII, No. 4 (Summer, 1969), p. 150.

7James P. Esposito, "A Procedure for Evaluating Supervisors,"
College Student Journal, VIII, No. 4 (November-December, 1974), p. 58.

8w1111am H. Burton and Leo J. Brueckner, Supervision: A Social
Process (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1955), p. 657.




13

In most cases, early investigations dealt with an appraisal
of the results of the activities of an individual supervisor as
measured by pupil growth in specific knowledge and information covered
on tests. In more recent years, the tendency has been to evaluate
supervision as a function operative in comprehensive improvement
programs dealing with all aspects of the educational éituation.9

The growth of organizations and their importance to modern
society has intensified the need for formal and systematic approaches
to performance appraisal or evaluation. This quest for ways of
eliminating favoritism and inequitable treatment led to a multitude
of rating programs and traditional approaches to performance appraisal
which were psychologically oriented and consisted of evaluation of
personality traits or preconceived characteristics.]o

Criticisms of casual, haphazard, unsystematic, and personalized
evaluation plans developed. The first several decades of the twentieth
century witnessed a wide variety of reform movements. These included
legislation such as the Federal Civil Service Classification Act of
1923, the Taft-Hartley Labor Act of 1947, the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1963, and the Civil Rights Act of 1964.'"

The evaluation of educational personnel has been changing.

Most traditional evaluation plans in the first half of the twentieth

century were devoted to nonadministrative personnel. The scarcity of

91bid., pp. 659-60.

]OCastetter and Heisler, p. 2.

Mipia.
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plans for appraising administrative personnel in the field of education
was noted in a 1968 report by Educational Research Service (ERS).]2
According to the report, only 45 plans, including very informal ones,
were identified in 1964 after a two-year search. However, by 1968,
the report indicated a growing trend toward evaluating administrative
personnel in education. .

The 1968 ERS survey of s11 systems enrolling 25,000 or more
students and of 31 smaller systems revealed that 62 of the 157 systems
reporting had formal programs of evaluation for administrative/

13 Another ERS survey in 1971 involved only

supervisory personnel.
those systems enrolling 25,000 or more students. The 1971 survey
revealed that 84 of the 154 systmes responding had formal procedures
for assessing the performance of their administrative/supervisory
pe\r'sonnel.]4

Growing opposition began developing toward traditional appraisal
systems in the mid-1950's. The criticism focused on the judgmental
role of the superior and the failure to motivate individuals toward
either personal or organizational goals. Consequently, a new approach

to performance appraisal developed; this new approach has been

variously referred to as the behavioral approach to appraisal,

] ]2Eva1uat1ng Administrative/Supervisory Performance, ERS
Circular No. 7, 1968 (Washington, D.C.: Educational Research Service,
1968), ED 032 635, p. 1.

13

Ibid.

]4Eva]uat1ngfAdministrative/Supervisory Performance, ERS
Circular No. 6, 1971 (Washington, D.C.: Educational Research Service,
1971), ED 058 155, pp. 2-8.




management by objectives, management by results, and job targets

approach.]5 A 1971 survey by the National Education Association
revealed that 25% of school systems reporting administrator evaluation
used a job targets applr‘oach.]6
By 1971, the trend toward evaluation of administrative personnel
had become large enough that a subtrend toward a particular type of
evaluation was revealed. This subtrend was management by objectives.

HoweH]7 stated that the evolution of the management by

objectives system has gone through three stages:

Stage Time Period Focus of Management by Objectives System
1 Late 1950's Performance appraisal
and early 60's
2 Mid-1960's Integration of individual goals of
administrators and those of the
organization
3 1970's Long-range objectives and action plans

to make them a reality
Dunn indicated that management by objectives was adopted by
industry in the early 1960's and that its success in industry was

instrumental in causing educators to try this approach in

schoo]s.]8
]5Castetter and Heisler, p. 3.
]GERS Circular No. 6, p. 9.
17

Robert A. Howell, "Managing by Objectives--A Three Stage
System," Business Horizons, XIII, No. 1 (February, 1970), pp. 41-
45,

) 18Pierre Dunn, Management by Objectives, School Leadership
Digest Second Series, Number 3, ERIC/CEM Research Analysis Series,
Number 18, p. 18.
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Poliakoff 2

stated that the evaluation of school administrators
has come a long way in less than 10 years. It has achieved its

growth during a time of strong teacher unions and community demands
for accountability and greater community control over schools. By
focusing on the needs of the evaluatee, the job targets approach

has helped to humanize the evaluation process. However, the age-old
problem of defining and measuring employee effectiveness has not been
solved. Poliakoff pointed out that the new evaluation structures

provided space for the latest high precision measurements of

performance--or for no instrumentation at aill.
Rationale and Purposes

Rationale
Man is a valuing and goal-seeking being; therefore, evaluation
exists wherever there are human beings. So the issue is not whether
there will be evaluation; rather, it must involve questions such as
what, how, by whom, for what purpose, and with what consequence.20
Just as more accurate methods of measurement havé behefitted

both teachers and pupils, similar means of evaluation should help

supervisors and administrators. Few administrative officials can

]gLorraine Poliakoff, "Recent Trends in Evaluating School
Personnel," National Elementary Principal, LII, No. 5 (February,
1973), pp. 42-4%.

: 20Robert B. Howsann, "Current Issues in Evaluation," National
Elementary Principal, LII, No. 5 (February, 1973), p. 12.




furnish tangible, concrete evidence of the effectiveness of their

work or of the improvement programs they put into operation.Z]

The need for developing methods of evaluating supervisory

leadership grew out of such problems as:22

1. The need for justifying the establishment and maintenance
of various services having supervisory functions.

The need for evaluating the services rendered by members
of the supervisory staff.

Planning for the continued improvement of supervisory
personnel, procedure, and services.

The recruitment, training, and selection of principals
and supervisors which cannot proceed effectively unless
the desirable qualities, skills, and abilities such
individuals should possess are determined and can be
evaluated.

S W

The twentieth century has brought about an acceleration in
the quest for new ways of meeting human problems brought on by an
affluent, space-age society. Many people have seen an effective
performance appraisal system as an essential component in bringing
changés. Contemporary appraisal systems will have to cope with

changes in the basic philosophy underlying managerial behavior in

the following three areas:23

1. A new concept of man, based on increased knowledge of his
complex and shifting needs, which replaces the over-
simplified, innocent push-button idea of man.

2. A new concept of power, based on collaboration and reason,
which replaces a model of power based on coercion and
fear.

3. A new concept of organizational values, based on humanistic,
democratic ideals, which replaces the depersonalized
mechanistic value system of bureaucracy.

21Burton and Brueckner, p. 655.
221pid., p. 656.
23

Castetter and Heisler, p. 10.
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The evaluation and systematic appraisal of the performance of
school personnel is essential to objectively determine how well
individﬁals are contributing to the attainment of the stated goals
and objectives of the total school program. Only in this way can
quality performance be reinforced and weaknesses corrected. However,
if the evaluation is to make a contribution to the attainment of

school district objectives, the evaluation must be in terms of the

objectives.24

25

Castetter and Hesiler™ identified the following basic

premises underlying the performance appraisal of school administrative
personnel:

1. The beliefs an organization holds about the nature of
man have considerable impact on the design of the appraisal
system.

2. The effectiveness of a performance appraisal system in
an organization is dependent upon and influenced by sound
structural prerequisites.

3. A performance appraisal system, properly designed, has
considerable potential for achieving an integration of
individual and organization interests.

4. Advancing the self-development of personnel is the
primary mission of the performance appraisal system.

5. The appraisal process is the core of the appraisal system.
6. The quality of the superior-subordinate relationship
influences to a considerable extent the effectiveness of
the performance appraisal process.
Purposes

Staff evaluation may serve a single purpose, a dual purpose,
or multiple purposes. The general purpose of the evaluation of

administrators and supervisors is to improve the administration and

2% och and Patterson, pp. 149-50.

25Castetter and Heisler, pp. 9-10.
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supervision of educational units and programs and the quality of
instruction in order to provide the best possible education for

students.26

Marcotte27

stated that the primary function of all evaluation
is communication--regardless of what specific purposes.a given evalua-
tion might have. Evaluation should be two-way communication between
the evaluator and the evaluatee with the desired result of improving
instruction.

A postscript included in the report of the 1968 ERS survey
expressed the view that the goal of evaluation should be improvement
of performance. The postscript stated, "Whatever form evaiuation of
administrators (or teachers or students) takes, improvement of per-

formance must be the objective."28

Poliakof 22

in discussing management by objectives or the job
targets approach to evaluation said that the stated primary purpose
of evaluation was not to collect evidence for retaining or dismissing
personnel; rather it was to improve performance. She went on to
report that when the schools surveyed by NEA were asked why they

evaluated administrators, their answers reflected both the traditional

260. Everette DeVaughn, A Manual for Developing Reasonable,
Objective, Nondiscriminatory Standards for Evaluating Administrator
Performance (State College: Mississippi State University, Educational
Services Center, 1971), ED 060 500, p. 7.

27Dona]d G. Marcotte, "Evaluation--The Purpose is Communication,"
NASSP Bulletin, LXII, No. 419 (December, 1978), p. 62.

28

ERS Circular No. 7, p. 5.

29poliakoff, pp. 40-41.
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approaches and the newer trend toward the job targets approach. Over
half the schools used evaluation to establish evidence for dismissal
or promotion. Even though only 25% of the schools used a job targets '
approach, 60% used evaluation to help the evaluatee establish relevant
goals. Thus, the line between newer and older approaches to evaluation
has been drawn harder in literature than in practice.

Greene30

stated the most important purpose of evaluation was
to improve performance. He advocated the use of improvement targets
and the emphasis on a search for strengths rather than weaknesses.

31

Depree” also indicated that the primary purpose of evaluation should

be to improve administrative performance.

Koch and Patterson32

jdentified the stated purpose of most
evaluations as being to make the person consciously aware of his
strengths and weaknesses and to provide feedback from organizational
superiors on job performance. They listed three primary goals which
they had determined personnel evaluation should accomplish. It should
help the employee gain a sensitivity to his/her competencies. It

should identify needed improvements in the areas of behaviors, skills,

30Robert E. Greene, Administrative Appraisal: A Step to
Improved Leadership (Washington, D.C.: National Association of
Secondary Principals, 1972), pp. v, Xi.

3]Kenneth R. Depree, "Administrative Evaluation: Problems,
Process, and Strategies" (paper presented at the American Association
of School Administrators Annual Convention, Atlantic City, New Jersey,
February 22-26, 1974, ERIC Document Reproduction Service, 1974),
ED 087 122, pp. 1-8.

32

Koch and Patterson, p. 149.



and competencies; and the employee should gain an awareness of any
specific activities that are being avoided.

The literature revealed a variety of more specific purposes
and reasons for the evaluation of administrative and supervisory
personnel.

33

Marcotte”” stated that evaluation may have many purposes such

21

as close scrutiny of the non-tenured employee, support and recognition

of good or superior performance, improvement of specific weaknesses

or deficiencies, or building a case for dismissal.

34

Castetter and Heisler”" listed the following as purposes and

activities upon which the personnel appraisal process should focus:
1. Place the individual in the system where he can realize

his own objectives and contribute effectively to those of
the organization. '

2. Motivate personnel toward achieving personal and system
goals.

3. Improve performance.

4. Uncover abilities.

5. Ascertain the potential of the individual to perform
various types of tasks.

6. Encourage self-development.

7. Point up continuing education needs.

8. Provide a guide for salary determination.

9. Facilitate mutual understanding between superior and
subordinate.

10. Transfer, demote, promote, or dismiss personnel.

11. Determine whether organization should retain individual
as permanent member.

12. Test the validity of recruitment and selection processes.

In addition to some of the purposes listed by Castetter and

35

Heisler, Herman™" also enumerated the following as some of the more

33 34

Marcotte, p. 62. Castetter and Heisler, p. 9.

35Jerry J. Herman, "Developing a Staff Evaluation Program,"
NASSP Bulletin, LX, Nos. 401-404 (September, 1976), pp. 8-9.




evident reasons for developing a staff evaluation program at the

Tocal level:

1. Improving student instruction

2. Improving the efficiency of employee performance

3. Letting an individual employee know what is expected of
him

4. Soliciting the concerns, desires, and attitudes of the
employee ‘

5. Providing information about the strengths and weaknesses
of individual employees for the purpose of devising job
upgrading programs

6. Providing a formal opportunity to congratulate an employee
for a job well done

7. Producing a wide variety of input information that can be
utilized in making wise decisions related to total staff,
groups of employees, and the individual employee.

DeVaughn36 stated that the assessment of the quality of

administrative and educational leadership has the following purposes:

1.

00 ~N O o1 B

10.

To determine the degree of information and skill possessed
by the administrator in his role as educational leader;

To determine the administrator's adequacy of planning;

To determine his appropriateness of method and adequacy

of followthrough after decision is reached;

To determine the adequacy of organization of his own work
and that of personnel supervised;

To determine evidence of his ability to originate and
develop and followthrough on constructive ideas;

To determine degree to which his decisions are sound,
timely, and effectively carried out;

To determine to what extent his decisions are shared by
those significantly affected by those decisions;

To determine the extent to which superordinates, co-
ordinates, and subordinates are kept informed at all times
of all decisions on a need-to-know basis for effective
operation at each level;

To assess the administrator's ability to present challenges
and goals and to motivate staff members to meet those
challenges in enthusiastic manner;

To assess the ability of the administrator to encourage and

lead in the development of learning experiences and curriculum

appropriate to the student population under his supervision,
to include support by appropriate staff, facilities, and
equipment, and all with community acceptance;

36

DeVaughn, pp. 7-8.
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11. To determine the ability of the administrator to further
the growth and improvement of his staff in accordance with
the inherent philosophy, purposes, and objectives.

Perhaps these various purposes of supervisor evaluation can be
grouped into two major categories: (1) to improve performance by
providing feedback information on strengths and weaknesses and (2) to
provide information for decisionmaking such as promotion, transfer,
tenure, etc. The first category represents formative evaluation,
and the second represents summative evaluation. Rentsch37 in dis-
tinguishing between formative and summative assessments said that
formative assessment is supervisory in nature and process oriented
while summative assessment is administrative in nature and product
oriented. Formative assessment is neutral in value orientation,
supportive of the person, and designed to help the person improve
his/her performance. Summative assessment, on the other hand, is
judgmental and often value laden. It serves as a final record of

performance and influences decisions on appointment, promotion,

tenure, and retention.

Concepts and Procedures

Concepts

A good evaluation system must allow for flexibility and
individual differences. Just as there are differences in student
learning styles, so are there in teaching styles and administrative

styles. Therefore, flexibility should be built into the format

37George J. Rentsch, "Assessing Administrative Performance,"
NASSP Bulletin, LX, No. 401 (September, 1976), p. 78.




and detail of procedures for evaluation. Too much concern for con-
sistency in evaluation can lead to sterile evaluation forms which are
evidence of a system's failure to recognize that there are differing
purposes for evaluation. It is difficult, if not impossible, to
gear an evaluation to meet a specific purpose if the eya]uator is
tied to detailed form.38
Burton and Brueckner39 stated that the effectiveness of
supervision may be evaluated by measuring or describing in specific
terms the changes and improvements that have taken place over a
period of time in the educational program as an apparent result of the
leadership provided by those who are responsible for the improvement
of learning and instruction. There are five areas in which these
changes can be identified:
1. Growth and development of the learner toward accepted
educational goals and objectives,
Improvement of the curriculum,
Improvement of instructional practices as well as general
teacher personal development,
Improvement in the quality and use of instructional

materials and aids to learning,
Improvement in school-community relations.

o b W

Activities performed by supervisors as well as outcomes of the
supervisory program may be used to determine the effectiveness of
supervision. The measurement of qualities commonly associated with
success in supervision can also be used to indirectly estimate super-

visory effectiveness. While measurement gives one information about

38Marcotte, p. 61.

39Burton and Brueckner, p. 656.
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the status of some constituent of something under consideration,

evaluation carries the process another step and involves the comparison

of the status with some expected value, outcome, or standar'd.40

While formal instruments actually used in staff evaluation

41

will vary widely, Herman™" listed the following as tools that may

assist in evaluation planning:

1. Criteria based upon student achievement,

2. Criteria based upon employee measurable performance
objectives,

3. Criteria based upon units of work produced,

4. Standards based upon comparison of the quantity and
quality of work produced by other employee models,

5. Standards listed in comprehensive task statements of job
descriptions or duty and responsibility statements,

6. Judgments of performance based upon recorded employee
performances registered on videotape,

7. Judgments based upon the comparison of written behavioral
objectives related to the achievement level for the stated
objectives,

8. Other instruments, such as checklists, rating scales, and
so forth that may be deemed useful to the Tocal planner.

42

Wiles and Lovell ™™ pointed out that areas of less than satis-

factory progress indicated points where analysis and revision were
needed, either in the work of the supervisor or of others in the
group. Specific criteria by which a program and the leader should
be judged may be grouped into four categories:

1. More responsible participation of students, teachers, and
community members in the improvement of the program.

2. Enrichment of the school program through an increase in
opportunities and activities for aill.

3. Improvement of learning situations for students.

4. Greater contribution of the school to the improvement
of community living.

40 41

Ibid. Herman, pp. 10-11.

42Kimba]l Wiles and John L. Lovell, Supervision for Better Schools
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1975), p. 286.
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A comprehensive evaluation system should include pre-employment
evaluation, continuous employment evaluations, and exit interview
evaluation. Pre-employment evaluations aid in the selection of the
best candidates from the available applicants. Continuous employment
evaluations satisfy the district's purposes in evaluation. The
degree of'emp1oyee satisfaction as well as employee attitudes toward
the evaluation system used by the school system may be measured by

the exit interview eva]uation.43

General Procedures and Traditional Appraisal Systems

Koch and Patterson44

suggested that the initial step in
establishing an evaluation program should be the development of an
exact description of the position. A comprehensive job description
should be included as a part of the school system's personnel
policies. Little systematic and objective evaluation can result
until there is concensus as to the contents and responsibilities of
the position.

Welch45 listed three stages of the evaluation process as being
(1) data gathering, (2) data processing, and (3) reporting. The
stage of gathering data involves the instruments and/or procedures
used as well as the framework in which the study is conducted. The

administration or management of the evaluation study is critical,

and it must include considerations of proper timing and provision for

43Herman, p. 10

44Koch and Patterson, p. 154.

4yelch, p. 176.
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- the collection and centralizing of the data. The data processing
stage is concerned with changing the gathered data into useful informa-
tion. Finally, the transformed data and information must be reported
to the appropriate decision makers.

Bogue and Saunders46 recommended combining four.inter-related
and sequential processes into a workable system of performance evalua-
tion. 1In the first process, the organization identifies and makes
public those practices, behaviors, attitudes (and sometimes personal
characteristics) it considers indicative of satisfactory performance.
The second process establishes some system for ascertaining the extent
to which educators possess these characteristics and for monitoring
behavior in terms of these stated expectations. The third determines
how much congruence exists between these two factors, and the fourth
finds ways for achieving better congruence--granting or withholding
rewards or, in some cases, moving for dismissal.

Esposito47

in presenting his procedures for evaluating super-
visors strongly advocated a checklist and rating scale which he
developed. He suggested a three-step process in which specific
supervisory tasks and activities are identified and the persons each
task is intended to serve and/or those people who have opportunity

to directly observe supervisory behavior are also identified. A

questionnaire presenting the identified tasks and activities is then

46E. G. Bogue and Robert L. Saunders, The Educational Manager:
Artist and Practitioner (Worthington, Ohio: Charles A. Jones Publish-
ing Co., 1976), p. 177.

47

Esposito, pp. 58-59.
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developed, and the people identified in the second step are asked to
complete it with respect to their perceptions of actual and ideal
frequency of performance of each task, supervisory effectiveness in
each task, and importance of each task.

An important decision is selecting the evaluators. Her‘man48
stated that evaluators who will best serve the Tocal system's needs

and resources should be chosen. Herman lists the following categories
of evaluators: (1) peer evaluators, (2) self evaluators, (3) immediate
supervisors, (4) central office administrators, (5) students, (6) lay
residents, and (7) outside evaluators.

Wiles and LoveH49 suggested that everyone involved in the
situation--supervisors, teachers, parents, pupils, community groups--
should be a part of the judgment process. The amount of change can
be determined by individuals, but the judgments about the amount of
progress must be made by all concerned;

Christensen50

proposed that ratings be done by a variety of
persons such as self, peers, superiors, community (clients, audiences,
publics, patrons--i.e., referent groups). He said self evaluations

may assume a variety of formats such as self-ratings, self-descriptions,

self-reviews, and rewritings of job targets. He suggested that peers

could rate such items as performance, personality traits, and achieve-

ment of targets. He emphasized the importance of ratings by superiors

48 49

Herman, p. 9. Wiles and Lovell, p. 286.

50Doug]as D. Christensen, "The Professional Performance File,"
NASSP Bulletin, LXII, No. 419 (December, 1978), p. 30.




and said they should be diagnostic rather than judgmental. It was
Christensen's opinion that client ratings may or may not be appropriate
depending upon the direct impact of performance upon clients and the
degree of contact with clients.

Self-evaluation was advocated by several writers. RosenbergS]

included it as the first step in his evaluation model. DeVaughn,52

53 54 55 56 and other writers also

Greene,”" Redfern,”  Herman,”™ Christensen,
mentioned the importance of including self-evaluation.

Several writers have emphasized a need for evaluation by sub-
ordinates. Bri]ey57 described a procedure for the evaluation of
supervisors by subordinates. He said that subordinate evaluation
could be used following self-evaluation to give the supervisor some
jdea of the validity of his self-perception. According to Briley,
the main criteria of subordinate evaluation was that it be non-reactive

and relatively simple.

5]Max Rosenberg, "The Values of School Principal Evaluation,"
Education, XCI, No. 3 (February/March, 1971), p. 213.

52J. Everette DeVaughn, Policies, Procedures, and Instruments
in Evaluation of Teacher and Administrator Performance (Atlanta,
Geo;gia: Davis Associates, Inc., September, 1971), p. 20 (ED 061
607).

53Greene, p. 24.

54George B. Redfern, "Principals: Who's Evaluating Them, Why,
and How?" NASSP Bulletin, LVI, No. 364 (May, 1972), p. 90.

55

Herman, p. 9.

56Christensen, p. 30.

57T. S. Briley, "Hard Times and Basic Backward Evaluation,"
Educational Technology, XV, No. 12 (December, 1975), p. 23.
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Thompson and Haynes58 were strong advocates of evaluation by
subordinates. They advocated that the evaluation process should
protect subordinates who attempt to assess their superordinates
honestly and candidly.

Harr1559

believed subordinates should be included in the
evaluation process. He proposed a model in which the immediate
superior, subordinates, and peers evaluate administrators'
performance.

Pharis60 mentioned an appraisal approach called secondary
results evaluation. This is based on the philosophy that the adminis-
trator's performance can be evaluated by measuring the achievement of
those under his supervision. Pharis questioned this approach because
most administrators do not have complete control of the school
environment.

ERS Circular No. 66] reported 12 procedures for administrator/
supervisor evaluation and divided them into two main categories--
those which use prescribed performance standards as the basis of assess-
ments and those which are based on individual job targets or per-
formance goals. The performance standards used in the first category

are identified as indicators of character, skill, and performance

58C. Lamar Thompson and Ford Haynes, "Personnel Evaluation: A
Second Direction Is Needed," The Clearing House, LII, No. 7 (March,
1979), p. 306.

5gGeor'ge W. Harris, Jr., "The Superintendent's Model for
Administrator Evaluation at the Line and Staff Levels," Tennessee
Education, III, No. 4 (Winter, 1973), p. 24.

60 61

Pharis, p. 38. ERS Circular No. 6, p. 7.
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which have been selected as standards against which all personnel
would be evaluated. When individual job targets or performance goals
are used, the evaluatee is rated as to the degree of accomplishment
of each goal; this is the management by objectives approach. This
circular also reports that only 84 of the districts surveyed claimed
to have administrator evaluation and 75% of these used a checklist
type of instrument.

An examination of the literature describing evaluation processes
revealed a wide diversity of types and procedures. Most rating
instruments contained assessment items which formed three basic
categories: personal qualities, professional qualities, and job
performance. There were also widespread variations in the manner with
which evaluation instruments were developed and operated. While some
instruments were developed and compieted by administrative superiors,

others were the products of committees.62

Phari563

defined checklist instruments as typical instruments
which rate personality factors such as manner of dress, oral expression,
etc., rather than administrative ability. Although they may vary in
size and format,'these rating instruments usually have one prime
ingredient--a scale on which an attempt is made to fix administrative

performance. Such instruments are characterized by sweeping generaliza-

tions.

62Bogue and Saunders, p. 178.

63Pharis, p. 37.
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64 checklists have little value because of

According to Pharis
the following weaknesses:

(1) They are one-sided and subjective;

(2) They do not provide for participation;

(3) They provide no help for improvement;

(4) They assess the person and not the act;

(5) They have no value as documentation.
He identified two flaws in such instruments: the "halo" effect or
the tendency to rate a person too high because of past record,
compatibility, or an evaluator's blind spot; and the "horn" effect
or the tendency to rate a person too low because of perfectionism,
guilt by association, some dramatic incident, or because he is
often contrary or an oddball.

65 saw similar weaknesses in checklists. He mentioned

Greene
the fact that they rely on the evaluation of personality, are
insensitive to human needs, and attempt to fix performance at a
vague, unclear point on a scale. He also pointed out the possibility
of the "horn" or "halo" effects,

Thomas, Genova, Madoff, and Chin66

said checklists and rating
scales are static and do not promote development or improvement.
Phar1567 mentioned that some systems have used multipie evalua-

tors for their checklists in an attempt to compensate for the

641h4d., p. 38.

GsGreene, pp. 5-6.

66George B. Thomas and others, "Mutual Benefit Evaluation of
Administrators," The Journal of the College and University Personnel
Association, XXVIII, No. 3 (Summer, 19/77), p. l6.

67

Pharis, p. 38.
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subjectivity of an appraiser. However, he said this had resulted in

multiple subjectivity and compounded the confusion.

68 69

Other authors, such as Wills ~ and Zakrajsek, ~ were compli-
mentary of the use of checklists. Wills indicated it was a simple tool
to use and provided valuable feedback. Zakrajsek mentioned the
efficiency of the checklist and the small amount of time necessary.
Lahti70 listed the following as three methods of evaluation:
a forced choice technique, field review technique, or graphic rating
scale. He said these were really variations of the checklist. However,
he thought the whole process became too mechanical and the evaluator
completed the necessary checklists without reviewing performance.
In addition to these, Nygaard7] mentioned essay appraisal
and critical incident appraisal as two other methods sometimes used
to evaluate administrators. Essay appraisal requires the evaluator
to write a description of the strengths, weaknesses, etc., of the

evaluatee. Critical incident appraisal focuses on behavior at critical

periods or when significant positive or negative incidents occur.

68Lewis A. Wills, Evaluation of Administrators: Issues and
Practices (Eugene, Oregon: Oregon School Study Council, Vol. XIX,
No. 10, June, 1976), ED 125 083, p. 8.

69Barbara Zakrajsek, "Evaluation Systems: A Critical Look,"

NAASP Builetin, LXIII, No. 423 (January, 1979), pp. 100-11.

70Robert E. Lahti, "Improving Performance Appraisal,"”
Community and Junior College Journal, XLV, No. 6 (March, 1975),
p. 9.

7]Debr'a D. Nygaard, Evaluating Administrative Performance
(Arlington, Virginia: Educational Research Service, Inc., 1974),
p. 11.
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Use of a performance file was another evaluation technique

73 A folder containing almost

mentioned by Christensen72 and Pharis.
everything--good and bad--that comes to the evaluator's attention is
kept for each person to be evaluated. The file is reviewed and

judgments made at certain times. Pharis stated that the "conclusions

74 Christensen,

that such a system might induce are serious indeed."
on the other hand, concluded that performance files which were
thorough and complete and had been carefully kept might provide
information which could "document past growth, state future growth
intentions, and identify short and long range plans for realizing

growth intentions."75

Management by Objectives

Many writers and educators have advocated the management by
objectives (MBO) approach to evaluation and have pointed out advantages
of this process over checklists and rating scales and other more
traditional approaches to evaluation.

A great amount of opposition to traditional appraisal systems
arose in the mid-1950's. This opposition focused on their failure
to motivate individuals to improve as well as the judgmental role of

the superior. This opposition and criticism was one of the factors

72Christensen, p. 30.

73Pharis, p. 38.

T81pid.

7SChr'istensen, p. 29.
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that led to development of the management by objectives approach to
appraisal. Although industry began adopting the process by the mid-
60's, MBO was not applied to education until the end of that
decade.76
Management by objectives is a comprehensive approach to
supervisor/administrator evaluation that focuses on results or out-
puts. This approach may also be referred to as the job targets
approach.
Knezevich77 gave the following definition of MBO developed
by Odiorne:
The system of management by objectives can be described as
a process whereby the superior and subordinate jointly identify
goals, define individual major areas of responsibility in terms
of results expected of him, and use these measures as guides
for operating the unit and assessing the contribution of each
of its members.
Knezevich78 referred to management by objectives as MBO/R.
He added the "R" for results to place the emphasis on results. He
believed the primary purpose of MBO/R was to determine how much each
administrator contributed to the achievement of the results of the
total system.

Management by objectives is a total system approach applied

to the various functions of administration including planning,

760astetter and Heisler, p. 7.

77Steve Knezevich, Management by Objectives and Results--A
Guidebook for Today's School Executive (Washington, D.C.: American

Association of school Administrators, 1973), ED 079 837, p. 4.
78

Ibid., pp. 1-22.
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superivsing, budgeting, and evaluating, Since the various functions

are integrated and inter-dependent, no one dimension can exist alone

under MBO. Consequently, supervisory/administrative evaluation involves

aspects of planning, budgeting, and other management processes.79

Finch80 listed five assumptions about supervision upon which
the MBO approach to evaluation is based:

(1) The continuous growth and improvement should be the focus
of evaluation.

(2) Priorities must be set.

(3) Lack of defined priorities may result in inefficient use
of resources.

(4) Administrative responsibilities should be specified so
all involved will have the same perceptions concerning
them.

(5) Dialogue concerning agreed-upon priorities is productive
both to the organization and to the individual.

Greeneg]

advocated the use of performance objectives as

the basis of the evaluation process. He proposed the following
developmental steps in the design stage: (1) development of a
philosophy behind the approach, (2) identification of the standards
of performance, and (3) development of an appropriate instrument.

Poliakoff2

called attention to the fact that the job targets
literature did not emphasize the use of evaluation instruments.

Advocates of the approach stressed that it was more important to

79Nygaard, p. 16.

80Arno]d Finch, Management by Objectives in Fresno Unified
School District (Fresno, California: Fresno Unified School District,

February, 1974), ED 077 137, pp. 3-4.

8lcreene, pp. 12-18.

82po1iakoff, pp. 40-41.
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begin with the person and his tasks and not with techniques of
evaluation.

Nygaard83

outlined the following five steps in the MBO
process: (1) write job descriptions, (2) establish performance
objectives, (3) develop alternate strategies for achieving objectives,
(4) implement objectives, and (5) monitor progress.

Job descriptions and performance objectives are usually one
of the topics discussed at the first evaluation conference. This
preliminary conference should be the first step in an evaluation
process that usually includes "(1) pre-appraisal planning conference,
(2) performance appraisal, (3) progress review conference, (4) individual
development program, (5) post-development program, (6) post-development

program review conference."84

The following procedures are listed in ERS Circular No. 785

as being used in the management by objectives process:

(1) The evaluator and the evaluatee establish performance
goals for the evaluatee.

(2) The evaluator rates the evaluatee on his accomplishment of
performance goals.

(3) Self-evaluation is encouraged.

(4) The evaluation process is discussed at a post evaluation
conference.

Redfern discussed the total evaluation process and provided

guidelines for designing an evaluation program. He enumerated the

83N_ygaard, p. 16.

84w1111am B. Castetter, The Personnel Function in Educational
Administration (New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc,, 1976),
pp. 254-68.

85

ERS Circular No. 7, p. 52.




following five steps in his "evaluation by objectives" process:
"diagnosing current performance, setting objectives and action plans,
achieving objectives and action plans, assessing results, and analyzing
results and planning the next cyc]e."86

Knezevich87 listed the following as seven steps to be determined
by MBO: (1) what must be done, (2) how it must be done, (3) when it
must be done, (4) how much it will cost, (5) what constitutes satis-
factory performance, (6) how much progress is being achieved, and
(7) when and how to take corrective action.

Knezevich88 suggested that when a management by objectives
process is followed, a job description describing results to be achieved
rather than functions to be performed should be the logical beginning
point in administrative evaluation. Specific performance objectives
are then established based upon job descriptions and district goals.

A variety of factors such as the current situation, available resources,
necessary time allotment, obstacles to be overcome, means of evaluating
progress, etc., are taken into account in determining performance
objectives.

89

Greene™ ~ emphasized the importance of the inclusion of the

following elements in insuring that the system function effectively:

86George B. Redfern, Evaluating Teachers and Administrators:

Putting the Pieces Together (Westerville, Ohio: School Management
Institute, 1978), ED 154 527, p. 1.

87Knezevich, p. 5.
881hid., p. 14.
89

Greene, pp. 21-28.
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(1) tying the parts together, (2) dialogue between the appraisee and
appraiser, (3) assistance for the appraisee, (4) honest appraisal

that concentrates on performance and uses mutual goal-setting,

(5) documentation, (6) self appraisal, (7) motivation, (8) distribution
of the evaluation process‘to all who are involved, and (9) inservice
training and review of the system.

Ingraham and Keefe90

described how the Pennsburg (Pennsylvania)
School System began a program of management by objectives in 1968.
The purpose was to provide a means of measuring an administrator's
performance and to help administrators develop a program of self
appraisal. Goals were mutually developed by the administrator and his
superior and both had a complete understanding of their roles in the
process. The goals were measurable in terms of facts and figures and
could be of several types: individual goals, organization goals,
joint performance goals, and/or district goals.

Dunng] mentioned four major characteristics common to all
variations of the MBO process: (1) emphasis is placed on the results
rather than the process, (2) responsibility for achieving these results

is shared by the superior and the subordinate, (3) specificity is

emphasized, and (4) evaluation is based on performance.

QOWilliam W. Ingraham and John E. Keefe, "Values of Management
by Objectives," School Management, XVI, No. 6 (June, 1972), pp. 28-
29.

9]Dunn, p. 29.
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93

Hoffner92 and Lamb™" both advocated the management by objectives

approach to evaluation because it focuses on job results. Lamb94
said MBO takes the focus off an individual's personality and places
it on the "why of evaluation--job results.”

Brick and Sanchis95

in their discussion of prin;ipal evaluation
recommended an evaluation by objectives approach because it focuses

on outcomes (or results) rather than process. According to these
authors, evaluation should be based on two important factors:
responsibility and accountability.

Read96

saw a promising alternative in MBO for the educational
administrator facing accountability demands. He stated that an
accountability mechanism is built into the MBO process. Since an
administrator under the management by objectives system is responsible
for achieving specific objectives, he can be held accountable for

these objectives.

92James R. Hoffner, "Case Study No. 8A: Evaluation of Super-
intendents," Thrust for Educational Leadership, II, No. 2 (November,
1972), pp. 40-4T.

93Joseph P. Lamb, "Gleanings from the Private Sector" (paper
presented at Institute of Field Studies Seminar, Spring Valley, New
York, December, 1972) (New York: Institute of Field Studies, Columbia
University), ED 071 194, pp. 14-15.

94

Ibid.

95Michae] Brick and Robert Sanchis, "Evaluating the Principal,”
Thrust for Educational Leadership, II, No. 1 (October, 1972), pp. 32-

34.

96Edwin A. Read, "Accountability and Management by Objectives,"
NASSP Bulletin, LVIII, No. 380 (March, 1974), pp. 2-3, 10.




One advantage that Barr‘ac]oughg7 saw in the MBO process was

that it provided the district with reliable evidence of an administrator's
performance. Another advantage he mentioned is that the evaluation is
tailored to the individual and the specific jobs he performs. He
concluded that the job targets approach is definitely superior to the
performance standards method.

Redfern98

found evaluation to be more meaningful when it was
based upon performance objectives. In discussing principal evaluation,
he emphasized that productivity should be measured, and he advocated
evaluation by objectives as the best means of measuring this
productivity.

Morrisey99

indicated the failure to implement true participative
management as being the reason MBO has not been successful in some
organizations. He saw improvement in communication and true participative
managément as the greatest advantage of MBO.

Poliakoff 00

recognized the prevalence and growing popularity
of the job targets approach. She believed one of the most important
aspects of it was that the evaluator and evaluatee collaborated on

all aspects of the evaluation process.

97Terry Barraclough, Evaluation of School Administrators, NAESP
School Leadership Digest Series, No. 5, EPIC/CEM Research Analysis Series,
No. 7 (Arlington, Virginia, and Eugene, Oregon: National Association
of Elementary School Principals and ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational
Management, University of Oregon, 1974), ED 094 448, p. 18.

98

Redfern, "Evaluating Teachers and Administrators," p. 87.

99The Best of the Best of ERIC (Oregon University, Eugene,
Oregon: ERIC CTearinghouse on Educational Management, 1977) ED 136 325,
pp. 86.

100

Poliakoff, p. 39.
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In discussing how Madison, Wisconsin had developed a contract

101

approach to MBO, McGreer and Hafeman pointed out that a written

agreement between the supervisor and supervisee delineated what was

to be done, procedures to be used, and outcomes to be expected as well
as how and by whom monitoring would be done and what would be considered
good, average, or poor progress. They indicated the advantages of

the contract approach were that the evaluation was based on objective
information and both supervisor and supervisee knew what to expect

from each other.

102

Gray, in discussing evaluation efforts in Hyde Park, New

York, listed the following advantages of the job targets approach:

1. Performance objectives not only serve as a guide for
others to appraise the performance of an administrator,
but also enable the administrator to appraise his own
performance.

2. The performance objectives approach enables an employee
and his employer to view all aspects of a job and focus
improvement on specific areas.

3. The approach is individualized and can be applied to all
sectors of the educational community, students, teachers,
administrators, and board.

4. The performance objectives approach is part of the total
MBO/R approach which allows for a more efficient and
effective operation of the school organization.

5. Performance objectives enhance communication between an
administrator and his appraiser.

]O]Jean B. McGrew and Donald A. Hafeman, Applying MBO to School
Systems: A Case Study (Washington, D.C.: Educational Service Bureau,
1974), ED 100 040, pp. 22-24.

]OzFrank Gray, "Case Study Number One: Hyde Park, New York,"
The Evaluation of Administrative Performance: Parameters, Problems,
and Practices, eds. William J. Gephart, Robert B. Ingle, and W. James
Potter (a CEDR Monograph, Phi Delta Kappa, NSPER: 75), pp. 109-110.
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103

Gray also enumerated the following potential strengths of

a management by objectives approach to evaluation:

(1) Fosters staff development.

(2) Requires the development of individual job descriptions
and job objectives for each administrator.

(3) Increases contact between evaluator and evaluatee.

(4) Encourages team management.

(5) Helps define job priorities.

Baker‘]04 also advocated the management by objectives approach.

He listed the following as advantages which may result from a MBO
system:

) Greater job commitment,

) Provision of a basis of two-way communication in the
organization,

) More objective performance appraisals and reviews,

) Improved organizational climate for professional employees,

g Greater mutual problem-solving, and

1
2
3
4
5
6) Decentralized decision-making.

P~ — g g P~

Problems and Weaknesses of MBO

The literature did not merely extol the praises and advantages
of management by objectives. Many writers, including several who
advocate the MBO approach, also saw problems, shortcomings, and
disadvantages with it.

Knezevich]05 mentioned that MBO has been criticized because of

the possible tendency to emphasize goals that are easiest to accomplish

]03Frank Gray, "Performance Appraisal of Management Personnel” (paper
presented at the annual meeting of the American Association of School
Administrators, Atlanta, Georgia, February 17-20, 1978), ED 151 940, p. 1.

]04Michae1 E. Baker, Management by Objectives for a School District's
Administrative Staff (Carnegie-MelTlon University, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania:
Educational Management Development Center, May, 1975),~ED 111 967, p. 10.

105

Knezevich, p. 15.
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and to ignore others. As an effort to counteract these tendencies,
some school systems using MBO evaluate overall performance as well as
progress in reaching specific goals or objectives.

106 feared MBO may encourage an administrator to set

Hacker
objectives which may be easily reached and ignore more challenging
long-term goals. Consequently, he warned that MBO may do more harm
than good in education unless it is modified. He said the use of
MBO to determine salary and position advances will not work in education
without thorough assessment and adaptation. He recommended that
evaluation be based on a variety of criteria such as the administrator's
ability to formulate goals, effective use of resources, and difficulty
between attaining one goal and another.

107 indicated might arise as a result of

One problem that Gray
MBO was that salary advancements are often determined by collective
bargaining rather than evaluation. He mentioned that the number and
quality of job objectives may decline as a result of collective bargain-
ing constraints and limitations. Other potential problems he indicated
were that administrators are often responsible for too many teachers
and that unexpected crises can disrupt an administrator's plan for
achieving objectives. He feared MBO may weaken an administrator's
initiative by overemphasizing the collegial approach to setting

objectives.

]OG"A Word of Warning," School Management, XVI, No. 6 (June,
1972), p. 29.

107

Gray, "Performance Appraisal," p. 1.
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108 stated that job objectives do not guarantee adequate

Gray
performance and that the program can be undermined by busy or "make
work" objectives. He explained that the program could be destroyed
by an unskilled appraiser.

Segnelr']09 objected to the application of MBO toleducation
because he said MBO neglected the qualitative aspects of education.
He discussed the inapplicability to education of a management model
intended for corporate business because business goals are easily
quantifiable and may be objectively measured. He insisted it was
dangerous to objectify and quantify education in this way.

Lamb“0

recognized one major shortcoming of management by
objectives. This was that MBO is essentially a "management control
system, not an evaluation system."

i warned that MBO, as it is usually implemented,

Levinson
could become self-defeating because it is based on a "reward-punishment
psychology" that intensifies pressure on the individual administrator;
it may actually perpetuate hostility, resentment, and distrust even
though it is an effort to be fair and reasonable. He did not believe

MBO took the emotional components of motivation into account; consequently,

he described it as "one of the greatest managerial illusions."”

]08Gray, “"Case Study Number One," p. 110.

]OgThe Best of the Best of ERIC, pp. 87-88.
110

Lamb, p. 15.

]]]Harry Levinson, "Management by Whose Objectives," Harvard
Business Review, XLVIII, No. 4 (July/August, 1970), pp. 125-34.
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Levinson also pointed out what he believed were some major problems
with MBO in actual practice. Job descriptions are essentially static
and most are limited to what the administrator already does in his
work. Little attention can be given to areas not included in the job
description or objectives. However, Levinson did not reject MBO.

He argued that it could be improved by motivational assessments,
group action, and regular appraisal of the appraisers.

ne believed goal-setting programs like MBO should be

Steers
re-examined and implementation techniques should be personalized.
He conducted a study to see if individual differences would make
different aspects of the goal-setting process responsible for differences
in achievement. His study showed that people with a low need for
achievement responded positively to setting their own goals. However,
those with a high need for achievement performed best when they
received feedback and when goals were clear and specific.

13 saw hasty implementation and refusal

Dannemiller and Linta
to cooperate with the spirit of MBO as the most dangerous pitfalls
to its success. They discussed how crucial it was for the supervisor
and supervisee to agree on clear goals, objectives, and standards.

114

Zakrajsek recognized two disadvantages to MBO. These were

that goal writing could be a difficult and time-consuming process and

2146 Best of the Best of ERIC, p. 88. 1
]]3Kath1een D. Dannemiller and Edward Linta, Management b |

Objectives (MBO) in Student Services (1975), ED 112 343, pp. 8-10. |
114

Zakrajsek, p. 110.
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careless goal writing could result in unreasonable demands and

expectations.
Unsolved Problems in Evaluation

A perfect evaluation system, completely problem free, simply
does not exist. Some age-old problems remain, and new ones are
likely to arise even with the best of evaluation systems. Cu]ber‘tsonﬂn5
pointed out that an infallible evaluation system cannot be guaranteed
since the development of the science of education and management is
incomplete.

However, educators do need to be aware of some of the problems
that are likely to arise. An understanding of some of the more common
problems can help administrators plan more effective evaluation
systems that will minimize prob]ems.”6

Pa’cz”7 discussed barriers hindering effective performance
appraisal that he found in his study of 19 companies. He grohped these
as systemic barriers and behavioral barriers. He defined systemic
barriers as collection and analysis obstacles--difficulties in gathering

adequate information and in keeping it up to date. The significant

behavioral barriers were political obstacles (mistrust of the uses to

]]5Jack A. Culbertson, "Evaluation of Middle Administrative
Personnel: A Component of the Accountability Process" (paper presented
at American Association of School Administrators Annual Convention,
Atlantic City, February, 1971), ED 051 543, p. 9.

]]GBarraclough, p. 8.

]]7A1an L. Patz, "Performance Appraisal: Useful But Still
Resisted," Harvard Business Review, LIII, No. 3 (May-June, 1975), pp. 76-
77.
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which information is put) and interpersonal obstacles (treatment of
the evaluation interview itself as a chore).

Depree”8

identified the negative attitude of many teachers and
administrators as a major barrier to acceptance of an evaluation pro-
gram. He said the fact that teachers and administrators feel
threatened by evaluation is not surprising due to the following
practices:

1. Evaluation, in actual practice, has been used primarily
for administrative purposes such as tenure, promotion,
dismissal, etc., even though it is proclaimed to be for
the purpose of assisting persons to do a better job and
improving the educational program.

2. Predetermined standards and characteristics often found
on checklists and rating scales are often past-oriented
and focus on fault-finding. They emphasize the personal
worth of the individual rather than what he achieves.

Bogue and Saunders”9 discussed several factors that served

as barriers to effective performance evaluation in the field of
education. These included the intangible nature of outcomes in educa-
tion; latency of educational outcomes; resistance by educators them-
selves; lack of consensus of purposes and goals; lack of agreement on
job descriptions, roles, and responsibilities; and the low state of
the art regarding a thorough understanding of the cause-effect
relationship in education. '

120

Ambiguity of outcomes was also mentioned by Grobe as being

a major problem in educational evaluation. In addition to this, he

1]8Depree, p. 5.

]]gBogue and Saunders, pp. 164-67, 187.

]ZOGrobe, pp. 2-3.



49

indicated four other forces within a school system that oppose and
present problems with effective evaluation. These forces were
decision-makers who are not familiar with data, emotional involvement,
trivial evaluation requirements, and expectation of precise answers.
Several authors indicated criteria presents a major problem
in personnel evaluation. Performance criteria, if it exists at all,
is often poorly defined. Selecting valid and observable criteria is
also difficult.

Koch and Patterson]Z]

thought the major problem in evaluating
administrators was determining which criteria to use. They added
that this presented a complex problem which was difficult to solve.

Hawkins]22

saw another problem with criteria. He stated that
often there is no prior agreement on what is expected of an administrator
and on what is to be evaluated.

One of the evaluation problems mentioned by Campbe]]]23 is
that there are no commonly accepted definitions of roles of administra-
tors. He said confusion over what an administrator does or should do
makes evaluation difficult. He pointed out that the administrator is

limited in what he can do by forces inside and outside the school

]Z]Koch and Patterson, p. 155.

]Zzwilber D. Hawkins, "Case Study No. 88--Performance Evaluation:
Starting with the Superintendent," Thrust for Educational Leadership,
II, No. 2 (November, 1972), p. 42.

]23Rona1d F. Campbell, "The Evaluation of Administrative
Performance" (paper presented at the American Association of School
Administrators Annual Convention, Atlantic City, New Jersey,
February 20, 1971), ED 050 452, pp. 3-6.
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system. These limitations could keep him from meeting an evaluator's
expectations.

Deal, Dornbusch, and Crawf‘or‘d]24

also found a problem with
criteria. They discovered that methods of gathering data were often
mixed with the criteria.

‘Castetter and Heis]er']25 listed the following pfob]ems relative
to criteria:

1. Most plans do not establish organizational expectations
for individuals occupying specific positions.

2. Personnel do not understand criteria against which their
performance is appraised.

3. Performance is not evaluated in terms of its contribution
to enterprise goals.

4. Appraisals are focused upon personality of an individual
rather than upon what he is expected to do, or upon
results achieved.

Redfe\r'n]26 also discussed several problems which were indirectly

related to criteria. One problem he advised educators to be aware of
was the diverse expectations on the part of those involved in
evaluation. He pointed out that personnel evaluation is a very
sensitive process and that complex interpersonal relationships are
involved. He said problems would occur whenever two or more people

are involved in evaluation.

]24Terrence E. Deal, Sanford M. Dornbusch, and Robert A.
Crawford, "Villains as Victims: Evaluating Principals," Phi Delta
Kappan, LIX, No. 4 (December, 1977), p. 273.

]25Castetter and Heisler, pp. 6-7.

]26Redfern, "Evaluating Teachers and Administrators," pp. 105-

110.
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Two obstacles to effective evaluation identified by Depree]27

were:

1. Lack of a clear understanding of job functions and
responsibilities, and

2. Lack of skill, knowledge, and understanding relative to
performance evaluation.

Lack of evaluator involvement and time factors were thought
to be major problems by several authors. Time constraints and
difficulty in finding time to complete evaluation responsibilities

were identified by Redfern128

129

as problems in evaluation.
DeVaughn also mentioned time as a major problem in evalua-
tion. He said administrators and superintendents had not given
sufficient attenfion or time to the task of improving job performance
of teachers anq administrators. Another problem he indicated was

the inadequacy and subjective rating of most appraisal procedures and
instruments. He said most evaluation systems operate under the
assumption that the superior possesses the required competence to
make correct judgments without involvement of the evaluatee in the
process through self appraisal. He thought the evaluatee should know
best his own strengths and weaknesses. In addition, DeVaughn pointed
out the problem that many administrators and teachers have taken the

position that teacher and administrative performance is too complicated

and involved to measure and rank.

]27Depree, pp. 5-6.

]28Redfern, "Evaluating Teachers and Administrators,” pp. 105-110.

]ngeVaughn, "Problems, Procedures, and Instruments," pp. 4-5.
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Depree 0 felt very strongly that the evaluatee should be
jnvolved in developing the evaluation process. He said this involvement
is probably the most important step in planning the evaluation program
and is an absolute necessity. He believed this involvement might
help prevent a credibility gap developing between evaluatee and
evaluator. According to Depree, this credibility gap'has been a
major stumbling block to many evaluation programs.

Several authors identified problems with evaluation instruments
and problems occurring during the process of evaluation.

Two major weaknesses of traditional rating instruments were
named by Greene.]B]- He said they were insensitive to human need and
relied on the evaluation of personality factors.

Castetter and Heis]er]32 discussed many problems with administra-
tor evaluation especially when conventional appraisal systems such
as checklists and rating scales are used. They listed the following

weaknesses in traditional appraisal systems:

1. Appraisees are fragmented into personality parts, which
when added together, do not reflect the whole person.

2. Moreover, most administrators are not qualified to assess
the personality of an individual.

3. Appraisal tools lack validity.

4., Raters display biases.

5. Ratings and raters are subject to organizational influence.

6. The appraisal system does not apply to all personnel.

7. Results of appraisal are not utilized to assist individual
development.

8. Appraisal devices do not provide administrators with
effective counseling tools.

]3ODepree, p. 7. ]3]Greene, pp. 5-6.

132

Castetter and Heisler, p. 6.



9. Appraisals are arbitrary or unjust when used for
~ discipline, salary increases, promotion, or dismissal.

10. Traditional appraisal procedures hamper effective communica-
tion between appraiser and appraisee. Heavy reliance by
appraiser on feelings instead of facts generates defensive
behavior on part of appraisee.

11. Appraisal methodology does not encourage satisfaction of
higher level needs of individuals, such as self-expression,
creativity, and individualism.

12. Appraisal methodology does not provide an environment
conducive to change in individual behavior.

Several authors indicated more general types of evaluation
problems.

133 identified the following three obstacles to effective

Depree
evaluation:
(1) Difficulty in accepting the idea that performance evaluation
of administrative personnel is a necessity.
(2) A tendency on the part of some to equate evaluation with
observation.

(3) Attitude on the part of administrators that evaluation is
something that is done to them and not for them.

Redf"elr'n]34

pointed out the problem of differing attitudes

toward evaluation such as apathy, apprehension, indifference, cynicism,
and hostility. He discussed the problem of relevance; he said some
regard evaluation as a peripheral, add-on activity unrelated to the
day-to-day responsibilities of the job. He suggested that working
climate could also be a crucial problem. If it is characterized by
distrust and cynicism, success will be minimal. In addition, Redfern

mentioned the problems of evaluation mandates from such sources as

legislation, state regulations, board policies, court decisions,

]33Depree, p. 7.

]34Redfern, "Evaluating Teachers and Administrators," pp. 105-

110.
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administrative guidelines, etc. Although he said some external
pressure can be useful, he thought action should originate within the

school system itself as a result of recognition of need.

135

Lipham noted several pitfalls within administrative

evaluation systems:

1. The tendency to view personnel evaluation as being done
to, for, about, or by someone, rather than being done with
someone; -
The tendency to confuse descriptions of actual behavior
with those of idealized behavior;
The tendency to mix descriptions of behavior with
evaluations of that behavior;
The tendency to view one variable as an indicator of all
others;
The tendency to accept the evaluations of only one reference
group as “"gospel," while at the same time ignoring the
formal and informal evaluations made by other significant
reference groups;
6. The tendency to settle for measurement of the possible
as being an adequate substitute for measurement of either
the actual or the desirable;
7. The tendency to feel we have solved the problems existing
in a complex domain only because we have partially
described it.

136

o BwWw N

Heller thought the integrity of the evaluator is one of the
most crucial factors in the evaluation process. He pointed out that

the interpretation and use of the results demands personal and
professional integrity no matter how objective the measuring instruments

may be. Some subjectivity is always part of objective evaluation.

]35James M. Lipham, "The Evaluation of Administrative Performance,"
The Evaluation of Administrative Performance: Parameters, Problems, and
Practices, eds. William J. Gephart, Robert B. Ingle, and W. James
Potter {a CEDR Monograph, Phi Delta Kappa NSPER: 75), p. 27.

]36M. P. Heller, "Evaluation: Professional Subjectivity,"
Catholic School Journal, LXVII, No. 10 (December, 1967), p. 66.
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Qutcomes of Evaluation

137 the results of evaluation

According to Castetter and Heisler,
or the extent to which an administrator achieves his goals depends upon
the interaction of several dimensions or variables. These include
such dimensions as the employee himself, the position,.objectives,
social setting, and application of administrative and operational
processes. Actual results are dependent upon the extent to which
goals have been achieved and the extent to which the gap between actual
and desired performance has been closed.

138 viewed the appraisal process as an

Castetter and Heisler
interface where several personnel processes come together providing
vital information for organizational maintenance and renewal.

139 stated that the appraisal process is

Castetter and Heisler
interconnected with other personnel processes such as manpower planning,
the recruitment and selection processes, the compensation process,
etc. They believed the impact of an effective appraisal system
including its connections with other aspects of the personnel function
would be to make the following things happen to the organization and
the individual administrator:

1. Enable every administrator to know what he is expected

to do and to understand the results he is expected to
achieve in performing the work related to his position.

2. Communicate to every administrator the performance standards
which have been established for the position he holds.

]37Castetter and Heisler, pp. 50-51.

1381144, , pp. 9-10. 1397144,
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3. Develop appraisal methodology to determine how well
administrators are achieving position goals and unit
objectives.

4. Inform each administrator as to how well he is actually
performing the work to which he is assigned,

5. Familiarize appraisers with the appraisal system and
how to utilize it effectively.

6. Provide administrators with opportunities to grow in
directions that will satisy individual and school system
needs.

140

Nygaard stated that "administrative evaluation is designed

to (1) serve as an end, resulting in a judgment regarding administrator
attributes, behaviors, or accomplishments; and/or (2) function as a
means, as an integral part of the management system, promoting

administrative and organizational effectiveness."

Nygaard]4] went on to say evaluation is increasingly being

used as a mechanism for administrative and organizational coordination
or development. She listed the following as benefits or outcomes of
evaluation:

Stimulate self-development

Encourage individual and organizational planning

Sensitize the district administration to needs

Facilitate communication between administrators and their staffs
Integrate organizational and administrative objectives

Clarify job expectancies

Encourage the development of the administrator and school
organization.

142

~No W =

Nygaard cited various research that reinforced and emphasized
the idea that evaluation should encourage improvement and professional
growth, provide recognition for good performance, and provide an outlet

for feelings and frustrations.

140 141

Nygaard, p. 12. Ibid., p. 13. 1421144,
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Redfern]43

listed several benefits that could be expected to
result from a good evaluation program: more valid evaluative data,
closer working relationships, greater emphasis upon results, validation
of deficiencies, and positive attitudes toward evaluation. He suggested
that evaluation by objectives would result in better descriptions of
job expectations and better planning.

Improved communication was mentioned by several authors as an

important result of evaluation. Marco’cte]44 emphasized that improving

communication should be a primary outcome of evaluation. Bo]ton]45
expressed the view that evaluation has the potential for improving
communication and reducing conflicts.

Gr‘ay]46 listed three benefits or outcomes of performance
evaluation: enhanced commitment and communication, improved instruction,
and changes in practitioner behavior.

Some authors saw transfers, promotions, demotions, etc., as
important results of evaluation. Thomas, Genova, Madoff, and Chin]47

stated that decision-making on retention, salary, or promotion and

]43Redfern, "Evaluating Teachers and Administrators,” pp. 111-112.

]44Marcotte, p. 62.

]450a1e L. Bolton, "Problems and Issues in the Evaluation of
Administrative Performance," The Evaluation of Administrative Performance:

Parameters, Problems, and Practices, eds. William J. Gephart, Robert B.

Ingle, and W. James Potter (a CEDR Monograph, Phi Delta Kappa, NSPER:
75), pp. 83-84.

146Frank Gray, "How Successful is Performance Evaluation?" (paper
presented at the Annual Convention of the American Association of School
Administrators, February 21-24, 1975), ED 104 028, p. 1.

]47Thomas and others, p. 14.
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helping individual administrators improve their performance are
important outcomes of evaluation.

Deal, Dornbusch, and Crawford]48

saw evaluation as being used
primarily to improve performance and as a basis for distributing
organizational rewards and penalties.

Hunaday and Var'ney]49

proposed that salary increases be linked
to achievement of specific goals and objectives in MBO evaluation.
They cited research to verify their position and insisted that only
job related factors be considered in salary determination.

Coats]50 expressed the idea that evaluation should discourage
mediocrity and reward excellence by adjusting salaries according to
the administrator's performance.

An ERS survey in 1978 of 434 school systems found that 15.3%
had a merit pay or incentive plan for administrators and 7.1% were
considering beginning one.]5]

Ideﬁtification of strengths and weaknesses and setting of
specific job targets are important outcomes of evaluation. Read]52

indicated that evaluation would help the staff member take stock of

]48Dea1, Dornbusch, and Crawford, p. 274.

]49The Best of the Best of ERIC, pp. 84-85.

150N1’111‘am D. Coats, "How to Evaluate Your Administrative Staff"
(paper presented at the National School Boards' Association Annual
Convention, Houston, Texas, April, 1974), ED 093 043, p. 2.

]51Merit Pay For School Administrators, ERS Report, Educational
Research Service, Inc., 1979, p. 38.
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Read, p. 6.
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his own efforts, discover reasons for his success or failure, devise
more effective strategies for future efforts, and learn to establish
more realistic objectives. He saw self-management as an important and
desirable by-product of MBO.

Bel1 123

stated that evaluation using management by objectives
would narrow the gap between what is and what ought to be. He said
evaluation would result in an jidentification of problems, weaknesses,
and inefficiencies.

ERS Circular No. 71°%

stated that weaknesses would be translated
into job targets when a performance goal type of rating was utilized

in evaluation. Administrators who had received evaluative ratings
below system standards would be counseled about their weak points and
ways to overcome them.

According to Zakr‘ajsek,]55

evaluation should provide the
administrator with an opportunity for growth, suggest ways he might
improve, and give him a profile of where he stands in the eyes of
others. It should also give him opportunity to set goals and
personally evaluate his progress toward those goals.

156

Rosenberg in discussing principal evaluation concluded that

evaluation would provide invaluable insights into specific areas of

]53Terrel H. Bell, A Performance Accountability System for
School Administrators. (West Nyack, New York: Parker Publishing Co.,
Inc., 1974), p. 22.
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ERS Circular No. 7, p. 9.

1557akrajsek, p. 111.

]56Rosenberg, p. 155.
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strengths, of needed improvement, and clues to greater effectiveness.
He believed a sound evaluation program would result in greater
effectiveness and improved administrative competency and clarification
of role expectations. He recognized improved inservice and re-training

programs as an important result of evaluation.

157

Bolton discussed several organizational benefits of personnel

evaluation and recognized that it has the potential for identifying
weaknesses and ways of improving the organization. He went on to list
the following results of evaluation:

1. Evaluation contributes to accomplishing organizational
goals.

2. Evaluation determines the contribution which an individual
makes to an organization.

3. Evaluation provides the capability for recognizing high
performance.

.158

Lahti also outlined the institutional and organizational

benefits to be derived from administrator evaluation. He said effective
evaluation would provide the organization with the following:

1. An awareness of the individual manager's performance,

a means of obtaining useful feedback, and an opportunity
to coach further improvement.

2. Advancement of organizational development through an
assessment of promotion potential as well as development
need, and

"3. Back-up data for better decision making related to
compensation, promotions, and dismissals and reference
base for personnel decisions.

157551t0n, pp. 83-84.

158 ahti, p. 9.
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Summary

The review of the literature revealed little that related
specifically to supervisory evaluation. Most findings were of a
more general nature discussing administrative evaluation or
administrator/supervisor evaluation.

Trends in evaluation were discussed in the first section of
the literature review. Considerable research has been conducted on
the value of supervision since 1920. Early research studies focused
on evaluating supervison by measuring pupil growth on standard
tests. This method was used to appraise the results of the activities
of an individual supervisor. Later research attempted to evaluate
supervision as a part of comprehensive educational improvement
programs.

The first several decades of this century witnessed a variety
of reform efforts brought about by criticisms of casual, unsystematic
evaluation plans. These included various legisiative acts such as
the Federal Civil Service Classification Act of 1923, the Taft
Hartley Labor Act of 1947, the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1963, and
the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Search for ways of eliminating favoritism
and inequitibility in evaluation led to a variety of rating programs
which consisted of evaluation of personality traits and/or predetermined
characteristics.

Broader concern for goal setting, job targets, etc., during
the mid-1950's and growing opposition and criticism of these more

traditional approaches to evaluation led to the development of the




62

management by objectives approach. Although this approach was adopted
by industry in the early 1960's, it was not applied to education until
the end of that decade.

In recent years, evaluation has been one of the most rapidly
growing educational phenomena, It has, no doubt, been spurred on by
the accountability movement in many cases. The need for more formal
personnel evaluation has also been intensified by organizational
growth and importance to society.

A series of administrative evaluation studies conducted by the
Educational Research Service in the late 1960's and early 1970's
indicated a growing trend toward evaluating administrative personnel
in education. There were also indications of increasing use of the
management by objectives approach to evaluation.

The need and importance of personnel evaluation was repeatedly
pointed up in the literature. Flexibility and allowance for individual
differences in evaluation was also emphasized. The literature
revealed a variety of purposes and reasons for the evaluation of
administrative and supervisory personnel. Two basic purposes emerged:
(1) improve performance by providing feedback on strengths and weak-
nesses and (2) provide information for decisionmaking such as
promotion, transfer, tenure, etc. Improving performance and identifying
strengths and weaknesses were the primary purposes mentioned by
nearly every writer. Other important purposes listed by several
writers were facilitation of communication andbunderstanding, motivation,

and improvement of instruction.




63

The literature revealed a wide variety of types, procedures,
and models of evaluation. The 1971 Educational Research Service
survey identified 12 procedures for administrator/supervisory evalua-
tion and grouped them into two main categories: (1) those which
use prescribed performance standards as the basis of assessments and
(2) those which are based on individual job targets ana performance
goals.

The first category--procedures utilizing prescribed performance
standards--included the various checklists and rating instruments.
These instruments were often criticized for their subjectivity, lack
of help in improving performance, assessment of perﬁona]ity factors,
and attempt to fix performance at some vague point on a scale.
However, some authors were complimentary of checklist type instruments
because of their simplicity and time efficiency.

A variety of other methods--somewhat similar to checklists and
rating scales--were also mentioned in the literature. These included
the forced choice technique, field review technique, and graphic rating
scale. Other methods mentioned were essay appraisal, critical incident
appraisal, secondary results evaluation, performance file, and use
of multiple evaluators. Self-evaluation was advocated by several
authors.

The management by objectives approach to evaluation, a major
force in recent years, is based on individual job targets and per-
formance goals. It focuses on results to be achieved or outputs.

Performance objectives are mutually agreed upon by evaluatee and
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evaluator, a plan of action for achieving the objectives is established
and implemented, and the results are assessed.

Many authors advocated the use of management by objectives and
pointed out its advantages such as providing more reliable evidence
of an administrator's or supervisor's performance, identifies job
descriptions and job priorities, improved communicatioﬁ, greater
job commitment, and encourages self appraisal.

The main disadvantages and shortcomings identified were a
tendency to set easily reached objectives and ignore others, and the
lengthy and time-consuming process involved especially in goal
writing.

The review of the Titerature also revealed several problems
likely to be encountered in the evaluation of supervisory/administrative
personnel. These included such things as ambiguity and intangibility
of outcomes, lack of pre-determined criteria and role definitions,
inadequate instruments, time constraints, lack of evaluatee involve-
ment, negative attitudes, and too much bias and subjectivity.

The last section of the literature review focused on the results
or outcomes that could be expected to be derived from evaluation.

A wide variety of outcomes were mentioned in the literature. The
more common ones were (1) improve performance, (2) enable administra-
tors to know their strengths and weaknesses, (3) improve communication
and promote better working relationships, (4) improve administrative
and organizational effectiveness, and (5) encourage professional

growth.



CHAPTER III

RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

The purposes of this study were (1) to determine current
practices in the evaluation of K-12 supervisory personnel in the
state of Tennessee as perceived by teachers, bui]ding‘principals,
central office supervisory personnel, and central office administra-
tors and (2) to compare the perceptions of these four groups. The
study also sought to determine what respondents perceived to be
desirable supervisory personnel evaluation practices in Tennessee.

The first step in the study was to review the related litera-
ture in the field. The literature review focused on evaluation
trends, rationale and purposes, methods and procedures, and problems.
Based on the literature review, a survey instrument was developed to
identify perceptions of current supervisory evaluation practices
and perceptions of desirable practices. The third step was to mail
the survey to a stratified random sampling of principals, teachers,
central office administrators (i.e., superintendents and assistant
superintendents for curriculum and instruction), and central office
supervisory personnel in the public school systems of the state of

Tennessee. Data from the survey were then analyzed.

Instrumentation

A questionnaire was developed to collect data for this study.
The areas emphasized in the questionnaire were types and methods of
supervisor evaluation, purposes and results, and strengths and

65
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weaknesses. The questions asked in this survey had two major objec-
tives: to determine the current status of evaluation of supervisory
personnel in the state of Tennessee and to determine desirable super-
visory personnel evaluation practices as perceived by teachers,
building level princfpa]s, central office supervisory personnel,

and central office administrators (i.e., superintendeﬁts and assistant
superintendents for curriculum and instruction).

The questionnaire used in this study was composed of three
major parts. Part I solicited demographic information concerning
the respondent's present professional position and type and size of
school district. Part II was designed to collect information concern-
ing type of evaluation used in the respondent's school system and
purposes, involvement, frequency, results, weaknesses, and strengths
of supervisory personnel evaluation in the system. Part III asked
for information regarding specific methods of evaluation.

The questionnaire used was developed by the investigator. A
variety of other questionnaires were studied and examined in the
process of developing the one actually used. Much of the content
and format of this instrument was borrowed from a similar questionnaire
used in a study of principal evaluation practices in Tennessee.]59

Since the questionnaire developed for this study was so
similar to the one already used for the study of principal evaluation,
the review by the panel of experts and field testing was on a

somewhat smaller scale than it otherwise would have been. However,

159
Lawson, pp. 283-86.
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after initial development and prior to field testing, the question-
naire used in this study was reviewed by a panel of experts consisting
of several faculty members familiar with procedures for personnel
evaluation and preparation of survey instruments from the College

of Education at The University of Tennessee, Knoxville. These faculty
members were asked to review the instrument and to indicate any
suggestions or recommendations for improvement. Some slight modifica-
tions were made in the wording of some items in the questionnaire
based upon their suggestions.

The revised questionnaire was then field tested by three
supervisors, three principals, and 40 teachers from the elementary,
middle, and secondary school levels. The field test participants
were asked to complete the questionnaire, evaluate the appropriate-
ness of the items, and make suggestions of word changes needed for
clarification. No changes were suggested by the field test partici-
pants.

The questionnaire was then considered ready for distribution

to the sample population used for the study.

Population Under Investigation

The population selected for this study included teachers,
supervisors, building level principals, and central office administra-
tors in the state of Tennessee. The 1979-80 Directory of Public

Schoo]s]60

for the state of Tennessee was used to determine population

]60The State Department of Education, State of Tennessee,
1979-80 Directory of Public Schools (Nashville, Tennessee: Rich
Printing Company.
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sizes of these groups. Listed were 147 superintendents, 12 assistant
superintendents for curriculum and instruction, 329 supervisors,
1,502 principals, and 42,789 teachers,

A table was used to determine sample sizes based upon the

size of the population groups. All 147 superintendents and 12 assistant

superintendents for curriculum and instruction were included in the
sample. It was determined that a sampling of 380 teachers, 306
principals, and 175 supervisors would be needed to insure generaliz-

ability of results to the state level.
Sampling Procedures

In determing how the teacher and principal sample would be
chosen, the 95 counties in Tennessee were ranked according to popula-
tion size. The 10 largest, 10 smallest, and 10 counties that fell
in the middle were then selected. The county school system and
one other system (if there was one having all grades, K-12) were
selected from each of these 30 counties. This process provided a
total of 37 systems.

Two schools from each of these systems were then selected.
Care was taken to include a proportionate number of elementary,
middle or junior high, and secondary schools. Six copies of the
qguestionnaire were sent to the principals of the 74 schools. An
additional cover letter was sent to the principal asking him to
complete one copy of the questionnaire and to randomly select five
teachers to complete the others. To complete the needed teacher

sample, seven copies of the questionnaire were sent to the principals
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of the 10 schools with the greatest number of teachers; these princi-
pals were asked to select six teachers. To help insure random
selection of teachers, the principals were instructed to take an
alphabetical list of their teachers and assign a number to each one.
Five or six numbers were randomly drawn for each school, and the
principal was asked to give the questionnaires to the teachers that
corresponded to those numbers. To complete the principal sampling,
principals were randomly selected from all other systems in the state
and single copies of the questionnaire were mailed to them.

The supervisor sample was chosen by asking superintendents to
give one or two copies of the questionnaire to their central office
supervisors. The superintendent was also asked to include both an
elementary and secondary supervisor if his/her school district had

both types of supervisors.

Data Collection

Data were collected by means of mailed questionnaires. A cover

letter explaining the purpose and importance of the study and insur-
ing the respondents of confidentiality was attached to each question-
naire. Questionnaires were coded to aid in necessary follow-up. A
stamped, self-addressed envelope for returning completed question-
naires was included with each packet of questionnaires mailed.

A packet containing from one to three copies of the question-
naire (depending upon size of central office staff) was mailed to
each superintendent in the state of Tennessee. An additional cover

letter was sent to the superintendent asking him to complete one
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copy of the questionnaire and to give the others to members of his
supervisory staff and/or assistant superintendent for curriculum and
instruction. Instructions for return of the completed questionnaires
were also included in the superintendent's cover letter.

A packet containing six or seven copies of the-questionnaire
was mailed to the principal of each of the 74 schools included in the
sample. The principal was asked to complete one copy and ask randomly
selected teachers to complete the others. Principals were also
asked to collect the completed questionnaires and return them in
the enclosed, stamped, self-addressed envelope.

A11 questionnaires were coded for identification to expedite
the follow-up process. Those sent to superintendents were coded for
identification of school system and superintendent. Questionnaires
sent to principals were coded for identification of school and
principal. The cover letter informed participants that the question-
naires were coded only for the purpose of identifying non-respondents
if follow-up was necessary.

After four weeks had elapsed from the date the questionnaires
were mailed, principals and superintendents who had not responded
were contacted by phone. Additional packets of questionnaires were
sent to those who indicated they had lost or misplaced the packet
they had originally received.

A total of 788 questionnaires were returned out of 1,020 that

were sent out. This represented a total response rate of 77%. These

788 respondents included 136 superintendents and assistant superintendents

for curriculum and instruction, 150 supervisors, 239 principals, and
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263 teachers. Thus, the response rate for superintendents was 85.5%,
and for supervisors it was 86%. The principal response rate was 78%,
and the response rate for teachers was 69%.

A1l the 788 questionnaires returned were usable. Most were
completely filled out although some were only partia]?y completed.

Approximately 74% or 580 of the respondents represented county
school systems, and approximately 26% or 208 respondents represented
other types of school districts (city or special). All size school
systems were also represented in the respondent group. Approximately
20% (155 respondgnts) represented districts of less than 2,000
students; approximately 57% (350 respondents) were from systems with
between 2,000 and 10,000 students; and approximately 23% (182 respon-

dents) were from districts with over 10,000 students.

Analysis of Data

Data collected were coded and keypunched so that the computer
could be used for analysis purposes. For coding of data and analysis
purposes, some combining and regrouping of sub-categories of demo-
graphic variables were made. Respondents were grouped into four
position classfications: superintendent, supervisor, principal,
teacher. Type of school district was coded as "county" or "other"
(thus combining “city" and "other").

Data gathered were at the nominal level. Frequencies and
percentages for each variable were determined. Results were carefully
studied to see if additional sub-categories of some variables needed

to be grouped together before further analysis was conducted.




Demographic data from Part I of the questionnaire were

organized by frequencies and percentages. Other variables from
Part II and Part III of the questionnaire were cross-tabulated with

the demographic data.



CHAPTER 1V
DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
Introduction

This chapter presents an analysis of the data collected from
the administration of the questionnaire for the evaluation of super-
visors. A copy of the questionnaire is located in Appendix A.

The data from all returned questionnaires were analyzed and
presented by tables and written description. Part I of the question-
naire was designed to secure the necessary demographic data. Responses
to parts II and III of the questionnaire were cross-tabulated with
the demographic data regarding type of school district, position of

respondent, and size of school district.
Type of Evaluation

The first question in Part Il of the questionnaire asked for
information concerning the type of evaluation used to evaluate super-
visors in the respondents' school systems. Respondents were asked
to choose one of four possible answers.

Table I shows that checklists and rating scales were perceived
to be the forms of evaluation most often used to evaluate supervisors.
Four hundred twenty-eight (428) or 54.3% of the respondents checked
this answer. The next most often used form was perceived to be a
management by objectives (MBO) system (22.5%); 11.7% of all

73
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TABLE I
PERCEPTIONS OF SUPERVISOR EVALUATION TYPES

Perceptions of Supervisor Evaluation Types by Type of School
District and Total Respondents

Category . County ﬁ1t¥[0th§r ) . Total
Checklists and

rating scales 352 60.9 76 36.5 428 54.5
MBO 87 15.1 90 43.3 177 22.5
Neither 66 11.4 26 12.5 ) 92 1.7
None 73 12.6 16 7.7 89 11.3

Perceptions of Supervisor Evaluation Types by Position of Respondent

Superintendent Supervisor Principal Teacher
Cateqory N 4 N 4 N % N 4

Checklists and

rating scales 77 56.6 81 54.0 141 59.0 129 49.4
MBO 34 25.0 35 23.3 38 15.9 70 26.8
Neither 14 10.3 26 173 25 10.5 27 103
None 1 8.1 8 5.3 35 14.6 35 i4.4

Perceptions of Supervisor Evaluation Types by Size of School District

Under 2,001 2,001-5,000 5,001-10,000 10,001-20,000 Over 20,000
Students Students Students Students Students
Category N 7 N 3 ~N 7 N b4 N b4
Checklists and
rating scales 87 56.9 143 63.6 143 63.6 45 42.9 9 MN.7
MBO 21 13.7 16 7.1 25 11.1 50 47.6 65 84.4
Neither 23 15.0 30 13.3 32 14.2 6 5.7 1 1.3

None 22 14.4 36 16.0 25 11.1 4 3.8 2 2.6
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respondents indicated that their system conducted no evaluation of
supervisors

A majority of respondents from county systems (60.7%) indicated
that checklists and rating scales were the forms of evaluation used in
their systems while only 36.5% of respondents from city/other systéms
marked this choice. MBO was the choice of 43,3% of respondents from
city/other districts, but only 15.0% of county respondents said their
systems used MBO.

A11 four groups indicated that checklists and rating scales were
the most commonly used form of supervisor evaluation. More superin-
tendents (25.0%), supervisors (23.3%), and teachers (26.6%) than
principals (15.9%) indicated that MBO was used. Slightly more super-
visors (17.4%) indicated that neither checklists or MBO was used than
did superintendents (10.3%), principals (10.5%), or teachers (10.3%).
More principals (14.6%) and teachers (14.4%) than supervisors (5.3%)
or superintendents (8.1%) said there was no evaluation of supervisors
in their systems.

The size of school systems appeared to be related to the type
of evaluation instruments used. MBO was more widely used in the
larger systems with 47.6% of respondents from systems enroiling 10,001
to 20,000 students and 84.4% of respondents from systems with over
20,000 students selecting this choice. Systems enrolling fewer than
10,000 students more often used checklists and rating scales; 56.9%
of respondents from systems of fewer than 2,001 students and 63.6%
from systems with 2,001 to 10,000 students indicated their systems

used checklists and rating scales. Fewer respondents from larger
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systems (5.7% from systems with 10,001 to 20,000 students and only

1.3% from systems with more than 20,000 students) indicated their
systems used neither checklists or MBO. Larger systems (only 3.8%
with 10,001 to 20,000 students and only 2.6% with over 20,000 students)
were also less likely to have no supervisor evaluation. On the other
hand, 14.6% of respondents from systems with fewer than 2,001 students,
16.0% from systems with 2,001 to 5,000 students, and 11.1% from those
with 5,001 to 10,000 students indicated that their systems had no

supervisor evaluation.
Purposes of Supervisor Evaluation

Respondents were asked to indicate what they perceived as the
most important purposes of supervisor evaluation in their school
systems and what they thought should be the most important purposes.
From a 1ist of eight possible purposes of supervisor evaluation, they
were asked to rank three as (1) primary importance, (2) second in
importance, and (3) third in importance. Weights were assigned to
the responses in order to rank the importance of each purpose. Three
points were given to number one responses, two points to number two
responses, and one point to number three responses. Total point
distribution for each purpose was found by multiplying responses by
three, two, or one and summing the products.

Table II lists in ranked order of importance the current
purposes of supervisor evaluation and the ideal purposes as perceived
by all respondents. Respondents thought "promote personal growth and

competence" was currently the most important purpose of supervisor
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evaluation. To "improve instruction" and to "meet state requirements”
were ranked as the second and third most important purposes currently
in respondents' school systems. Currently, the least important purpose
was perceived to be to "grant merit pay," and the next to the least
in importance was to "make personnel decisions such as .to hire,
fire, transfer, or promote."
Ideally, respondents believed that "promote personal growth
and competence" should be the most important purpose of evaluation.
However, respondents thought to "provide information related to the
strengths and weaknesses of the individual employee" should be the
second most important purpose and to "facilitate communication and
cooperation" among administrators, teachers, and community" should be '
the third most important purpose of supervisor evaluation. Respondents
thought that to "make personnel decisions such as to hire, fire,
transfer, or promote" should be the least important purpose and that
to "grant merit pay" should be next to the least in importance.
Analysis by type of school district (Table II) revealed that
respondents from both types of school districts perceived that their
systems' most important purpose in supervisor evaluation was to
“promote personal growth and competence" and that to "improve instruc-
tion" and to "meet state requirements" were second and third in
importance respectively. To "motivate supervisors toward better
performance" was ranked fourth in importance by respondents from
county systems while respondents from city/other systems ranked “provide
information related to strengths and weaknesses of the individual

employee" as fourth in importance. Respondents from both types
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districts ranked "grnt merit pay" as least in importance and "make
personnel decisions such as to hire, fire, transfer, or promote" as
next to the least in importance.

Respondents from both county and city/other systems were in
complete agreement as to what they thought should be the relative
importance of the purposes of supervisor evaluation. They ranked
"promote personal growth and competency" as being ideally of primary
importance and "provide information related to the strengths and
weaknesses of the individual employee" as second in importance.

Third and fourth place rankings were given to "facilitate communica-
tion and cooperation among administrators, teachers, and community"

and to "improve instruction" respectively. To "make personnel decisions
such as to hire, fire, transfer, or promote" was thought to be the

least important purposes of supervisor evaluation and to "grant merit
pay" was thought to be next to the least in importance.

Examination of responses by position groupings (Table III)
revealed that superintendents, supervisors, principals, and teachers
all perceived "promote personal growth and competence" as currently
being the most important purpose of supervisor evaluation. Three of
the groups (superintendents, supervisors, and teachers) also believed
this should be the most important purpose. However, principals thought
"facilitate communication and cooperation . . ." should be the most
important purpose of evaluation.

Superintendents and principals perceived "improve instruction”
and "motivate supervisors toward better performance" as being their

systems' second and third most important purposes respectively in
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supervisor evaluation whereas supervisors and teachers perceived "meet
state requirements" as being second in importance in their systems and
"improve instruction" as third in importance.

Superintendents and principals were also in agreement in
thinking “provide information related to strengths and weaknesses of
the individual employee" should be second in importancé. Supervisors,
on the other hand, thought "motivate supervisors toward better
performance" should be the second most important purpose of evaluation,
whereas teachers thought "improve instruction" should be second.

A1l four respondent groups perceived "grant merit pay" as being
their systems' least important purpose of evaluation, and superintendents
and supervisors also thought "grant merit pay" should be the least
important purpose. Principals and teachers thought "make personnel
decisions such as to hire, fire, transfer, or promote" should be least
in importance.

Superintendents and supervisors were also in agreement that
"make persohne] decision . . ." was and should be next to the least
in importance. Principals perceived "meet state requirements" aé being
their systems' next to the least important purpose in supervisor
evaluation, but they thought "grant merit pay" should be next to the
least. Teachers thought "meet state requirements" should be next to
the least in importance, but they perceived "motivate supervisors toward
better performance" to be the next to the least important purpose in
their systems.

Table IV showed that respondents from all sizes of school

systems perceived "promote personal growth and competence" as being : |
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their systems' primary purpose in evaluating supervisors. To "improve
instruction" was perceived as being secbnd in importance in the
smallest systems (less than 5,001 students) and in the largest systems
(over 20,000 students). Respondents from all sized school systems
perceived that to "grant merit pay" was the least important purposé

in supervisor evaluation in their systems and "make personnel decisions
such as to hire, fire, transfer, or promote" was perceived as being
next to the least in importance except in the largest systems (over
20,000 students) which ranked "faci]ftate communication and coopera-
tion among administrators, teachers, and community" as next to the
least important purpose.

Respondents from school districts of different sizes exhibited
differences in their perceptions of the ideal purposes of supervisor
evaluation. Respondents from systems with 5,001 to 10,000 students
and 10,001 to 20,000 students agreed that to "promote personal growth
and competence" should be the primary purpose. Respondents from the
smallest systems (under 2,001 students) thought "improve instruction"
should be of primary importance, and those from systems with 2,001
to 5,000 students thought "facilitate communication and cooperation . . ."
should be the most important purpose. Respondents from systems with
over 20,000 students thought to "provide information related to
strengths and weaknesses of the individual employee" should be the
primary purpose of supervisor evaluation.

"Make personnel decisions such as to hire, fire, transfer, or
promote" was thought to be the least important purpose of evaluation

by respondents from the smallest systems (5,000 or fewer students)
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and the largest systems (over 20,000 students). Respondents from all
other size systems thought to "grant merit pay" should be least in
importance and "make personnel decisions . . ." should be next to the
least in importance. To "grant merit pay" was thought to be next to
the least important by respondents from the smallest systems (under
5,000 students) while those from the largest systems (over 20,000
students) thought "meet state requirements" should be next to the

least important.
Who Is Involved in Supervisor Evaluation

Respondents were asked to indicate all whom they perceived to
be currently involved in the evaluation of supervisors in their school
systems and all whom they thought should be involved. Table V shows
that the largest group of respondents (94.9%) perceived that the
éuperintendent was involved in supervisor evaluation. The next larger
groups (47.2% and 40.9%) perceived that self-evaluation and principals,
respectively, were involved. A number of respondents perceived that
teachers (32.5%), other supervisors (31.9%), and assistant superin-
tendent (23.3%) were involved. Less than 10% of all respondents
perceived that the personnel director (8.4%), school board (6.9%),
assistant principal (4.9%), peers (4.8%), community (3.8%), or others
(2.3%) were involved.

For the most part, responses to the question of who should be
involved were similar with most respondents believing the superintendent
(93.1%), principals (63.2%), self-evaluation (53.7%), and teachers

(53.7%) should be involved. About one-third of the respondents
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(33.2%) thought the supervisor should be involved, and about one-
fourth (25.5%) thought the assistant superintendent should be.
Approximately 10% or less thought the personnel director (10.5%),
school board (10.3%), peers (9.5%), assistant principals (7.6%),
community (6.0%), or others (1.0%) should be involved..

Table V presents data analyzed by type of school district.
More city/other (32.1%) than county (20.1%) respondents perceived
that the assistant superintendent was involved in supervisor evalua-
tion in their systems, and more respondents from city/other (35.6%) than
county (21.9%) systems also thought the essistant superintendent should
be involved. Peers were perceived to be involved by 7.7% of respondents
from city/other districts but only 3.8% of county respondents.

As shown in Table VI, position groups of respondents differed
in their perceptions of the involvement of various individuals in
supervisor evaluation. When considering superintendent involvement,
more superintendents (98.4%), supervisors (98.6%), and principals
(97.6%) felt that superintendents were involved than did teachers
(88.8%). The assistant superintendent was perceived to be involved
by 29.7% of teachers and 26.0% of superintendents but only by 17.2%
and 17.9% of supervisors and principals, respectively. More teachers
(37.3%) and supervisors (33.1%) thought a supervisor was involved than
did superintendents (25.0%) or principals (27.1%). Teachers (12.0%)
and principals (11.1%) were more likely than supervisors (1.4%) to
believe the personnel director was involved; 4.7% of superintendents

thought the personnel director was involved.
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A majority of teachers (51.0%) perceived that principals

were involved in supervisor evaluation, but only 31.4% of principals
concurred; 37.5% of superintendents and 40.0% of supervisors agreed.
Very few superintendents (3.1%), supervisors (2.8%), or principals
(3.4%) perceived that the assistant principal was involved, but 8.4%

of teachers had this perception. More teachers (41.4%5 than any

other group (superintendents, 22.7%; supervisors, 36.6%; and principals,
25.1%) perceived that teachers were involved in evaluating supervisors.

Only 8% of teachers responded that peers were involved. Even
fewer superintendents (1.6%), supervisors (4.8%), and principals
(2.9%) thought peers were involved in the evaluation of supervisors.
A majority of superintendents (64.8%) and supervisors (64.8%) thought
self-evaluation was involved, but only 34.3% of principals and 38.6%
of teachers agreed. More supervisors (10.3%) and teachers (10.4%)
thought the school board was involved than did principals (1.4%)
or superintendents (4.7%).

Only very small percentages of any group thought community or
others were involved but more teachers (6.4%) thought the community
was involved than did superintendents (0.8%), supervisors (3.4%),
or principals (2.9%). More teachers (5.2%) also thought some
unspecified "other" was involved than did superintendents (0.0%),
principals (0.5%), or supervisors (2.1%).

More superintendents (98.5%), supervisors (97.3%), and
principals (95.8%) than teachers (85.6%) thought it was important
that the superintendent be involved in supervisor evaluation. Only

19.2% of principals compared to 31.6% of teachers thought the




assistant superintendent should be involved. When considering

supervisor involvement, more supervisors (42.7%), teachers (38.5%),
 and superintendents (36.0%) thought a supervisor should be involved
than did principals (19.7%).

Teachers (15.2%) and principals (13.0%) more often than
supervisors (2.7%) or superintendents (5.9%) believed the personnel
director should be involved. A large majority of supervisors (79.3%)
compared to only 49.8% of principals thought it was desirable that
principals be involved in evaluating supervisors; 65.4% of superin-
tendents and 65.0% of teachers concurred.

Many more teachers (14.4%) felt the assistant principal should
be involved than did superintendents (3.7%), supervisors (4.0%), or
principals (4.0%). An impressive majority of teachers (79.1%) believed
that teachers should be involved in evaluating supervisors, but only
36.4% of principals agreed with them.

A majority of superintendents (74.8%) and supervisors (70.0%)
believed self-evaluation should be involved, but only 39.5% of teachers
and 47.3% of principals shared this belief. More teachers (10.3%)
than superintendents (2.9%), supervisors (3.3%), or principals (4.6%)
thought the community should be involved in supervisor evaluation.
More teachers (14.4%) and supervisors (11.3%) thought the school
board should be involved than did principals (6.3%) or superintendents
(8.1%).

As shown by the data presented in Table VII, a large majority
of respondents from all size districts indicated the involvement of

the superintendent in the evaluation of supervisors. However, more
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respondents from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students (97.4%)

indicated the superintendent's involvement than did those from
districts with over 20,000 students (88.0%).

More than one-third of respondents from all size districts

indicated the involvement of another supervisor, principals, teachers,
and self-evaluation in the evaluation of supervisors. Many more
respondents from districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students (55.2%)
indicated the involvement of principals than did those from districts
with 5,001 to 10,000 students (37.4%) and 2,001 to 5,000 students
(37.8%). More respondents from districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students
(45.7%) perceived that teachers were involved than from districts with
2,001 to 5,000 students (27.6%) and over 20,000 students (28.0%).
A striking difference was evident in perceptions regarding the
involvement of self-evaluation with 67.6% from districts with 10,001
to 20,000 indicating its involvement compared to only 34.8% from
districts with less than 2,001 students indicating the involvement
of self-evaluation.

The groups perceived to be least involved by respondents from

all size districts were the assistant principals, community, school

board, and others with less than 15% of respondents from any size
district indicating the involvement of any of these. However,
community involvement was indicated by more respondents from districts
with over 20,000 students (10.7%) than from those with 5,001 to 10,000
students (1.9%). More respondents from districts with 2,001 to 5,000

students (12.2%) indicated school board involvement than did those




from districts with 5,001 to 10,000 students (2.3%) and 10,001 to

20,000 students (2.9%).

The greatest disagreement was noted in perceptions regarding the
involvement of the assistant superintendent. Only 8.2% of respondents
from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students indicated jnvo]vement,
whereas 74.7% from districts with over 20,000 students did so.

Striking differences were also noted in perceptions concerning
the involvement of the personnel director and peers. Many more
respondents from the largest districts (22.7%) indicated the involve-
ment of the personnel director than did those from districts with
5,001 to 10,000 students (5.1%). The involvement of peers in the
evaluation of supervisors was indicated by 16.0% of respondents from
the largest districts compared to only 2.0% from districts with
2,001 to 5,000 students.

Over 90% of respondents from districts with under 2,001 students
(92.3%), 2,001 to 5,000 students (95.6%), 5,001 to 10,000 students
(97.3%), and 10,001 to 20,000 students (92.4%) thought the superin-
tendent should be involved in the evaluation of supervisors. However,
only 76.6% from districts with over 20,000 students concurred.

A majority of respondents (63.6%) from districts with over
20,000 students thought the assistant superintendent should be involved,
whereas only 12.0% from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students
agreed.

Supervisor involvement was considered desirable by 39.6% and

37.7% of respondents from districts with 5,001 to 10,000 students
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and over 20,000 students, respectively, whereas only 25.8% from
districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students agreed.

Only 45.5% of respondents from the largest districts (over
20,000 students) thought principals should be involved in supervisor
evaluation. However, a substantial majority of respondents from
each of the other districts thought principals should be involved:
under 2,001 students (62.6%), 2,001 to 5,000 students (63.1%), 5,001
to 10,000 students (66.2%), and 10,001 to 20,000 students (70.5%).

It is interesting to note that, with the exception of the largest
districts, the response rate increased with the size of the district.

Nearly one-fourth of the respondents (23.4%) from districts
with over 20,000 students thought peers should be involved in
supervisor evaluation, but only 1.9% from districts with 10,001 to
20,000 students agreed.

Self-evaluation was considered desirable by 65.7% of respondents
from districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students and 63.6% from those
with over 20,000 students; however, only 46.8% and 48.4% from districts
with under 2,001 students and 2,001 to 5,000 students, respectively,
agreed. Districts with 5,001 to 10,000 students gave a 55.1% response
to this question. In fact, with the exception of the largest districts
(over 20,000 students), responses to the desirability of self-evaluation

being involved increased with the size of the district.
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Primary Responsibility for Evaluation of Supervisors

Respondents were asked to indicate who they perceived as having
primary responsibility for the evaluation of supervisors in their
systems and who they thought should have the primary responsibility.
They were asked to select one out of 12 possible choices.

Data in Table VIII reveals that the majority of respondents
(80.6%) perceived that the superintendent had primary responsibility
for the evaluation of supervisors in their system. Eleven and four-
tenths percent (11.4%) indicated the assistant superintendent, 3.9%
indicated principals, and 2.8% indicated teachers as having the primary
responsibi]ify. Less than 1% perceived the supervisor, personnel,
director, or peers as having primary responsibility.

When asked who they thought should have primary responsibility
for supervisor evaluation, 62.9% of the respondents marked superin-
tendents followed by 15.5% who selected teachers, 11.0% who selected
the assistant superintendent, and 8.5% who selected principals.

Only 1.1% thought a supervisor should have the primary responsibility,
and 0.9% thought the personnel director should have this responsibility.

Comparison by type of school district revealed differences
in responses to both the question of who has primary responsibility
and who should have primary responsibility for the evaluation of
supervisors. More respondents from county (84.0%) than city/other
(71.5%) districts perceived superintendents as having primary
responsibi]fty for supervisor evaluation. More respondents from
county (66.0%) than city/other (54.4%) districts also thought

superintendents should have the primary responsibility.




TABLE VIII

PERCEPTIONS OF WHO HAS AND WHO SHOULD HAVE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY
FOR THE EVALUATION OF SUPERVISORS BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT
AND TOTAL RESPONDENTS

Perceptions of Who Has Primary Responsibility for the Evaluation of Supervisors

Count, City/Other Total
Category N % N . N 4

Superintendent 436 84.0 138 n.s 574 80.6
Assistant Superintendent 40 7.7 4 21.2 81 11.4
Supervisor 3 0.6 2 1.0 5 0.7
Personnel Director 2 0.4 0 0.0 2 0.3
Principal 21 4.0 7 3.6 28 3.9
Teachers . 15 2.9 5 2.6 20 2.8
Peers . 2 0.4 0 0.0 2 0.3

Perceptions of Who Should Have Primary Responsibility for the Evaluation of Supervisors

Count City/Other Total
Category N 7 N 4

Superintendent 382 66 0 n2 54.4 494 62.9
Assistant Superintendent 4] 7.1 45 21.8 86 11.0
Supervisor 4 0.7 5 2.4 9 1.1
Personnel Director 6 1.0 1 0.5 7 0.9
Principal 51 8.8 16 7.8 67 8.5

Teachers 95 16.4 27 13.1 122 15.5
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Assistant superintendents were perceived by 21.2% of respondents
from bity/other districts to have primary responsibility for super-
visor evaluation; however, only 7.7% of county respondents shared
this perception. Similar percentages (7.1% county and 21.8% city/
other) thought assistant superintendents should have primary |
responsibility.

Data analysis by position group (Table IX) indicated a
difference for the question of who has primary responsibility for
the evaluation of supervisors but not for the question of who should
have primary responsibility. More superintendents (86.7%), super-
visors (84.9%), and principals (87.9%) than teachers (68.6%) perceived
that the superintendent had primary responsibility for supervisor
evaluation in their systems. More superintendents (11.7%), super-
visors (11.5%), and teachers (16.3%) than principals (5.3%) perceived
that the assistant superintendent had primary responsibility. No
superintendents or supervisors and only 1.5% of principals indicated
that teachers had primary responsibility for the evaluation of
supervisors; however, 7.1% of the teachers held this perception.

Based upon size of school district, data in Table X revealed
a difference in responses to both the questions of who has primary
responsibility and who should have primary responsibility for the
evaluation of supervisors. One striking difference was that only
27.0% of respondents from the largest systems (more than 20,000
students) perceived that superintendents had the primary responsibility,
whereas approximately 80% or more from all the other size districts

had this perception. In districts with over 20,000 students,



TABLE IX

PERCEPTIONS OF WHO HAS AND WHO SHOULD HAVE PRIMARY
RESPONSIBILITY FOR EVALUATION OF SUPERVISORS
BY POSITION OF RESPONDENT

Perceptions of Who Has Primary Responsibility for Evaluation of Supervisors

Category Suﬁgrintengent gupervisgr NPrincipéI . Teacher
Superintendent m 86.7 118 84.9 181 87.9 164 68.6
Assistant '

Superintendent 15 1.7 16 11.5 1" 5.3 39 16.3
Supervisor 0 0.0 1 0.7 1 0.5 3 1.3
Personnel Director 0 0.0 1 0.7 0 0.0 1 0.4
Principal 2 1.6 2 1.4 10 4.9 14 5.9
Teachers 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 1.5 17 7.1
Peers 0 0.0 1 0.7 0 0.0 1 0.4

Perceptions of Who Should Have Primary Responsibility for Evaluation of Supervisors

Superintendent Supervisor Principal Teacher
Category E E4 N 4 N 4 N Z

Superintendent 112 82.4 131 87.9 164 68.6 87  33.3
Assistant

Superintendent 21 15.4 13 8.7 1 4.6 4 15.7
Supervisor 1 0.7 1 0.7 3 1.3 4 1.5
Personnel Director 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.1 2 0.8
Principal 1 0.7 1 0.7 25 10.5 40 15.3

Teachers 1 0.7 3 2.0 3 13.0 87 33.3




TABLE X

PERCEPTIONS OF WHO HAS AND WHO SHOULD HAVE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY

FOR EVALUATION OF SUPERVISORS BY SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT

Perceptions of Who Has Primary Responsibility for Evaluation of Supervisors

5,001-10,000

Category

Under 2,001

2,001-5,000
Students

10,001-20,000

Over 20,000

%

Superintendent

Assistant
Superintendent

Supervisor

Personnel
Director

Principal
Teachers

Peers

w

92.3

2.6
1.5

0.0
3.1
0.5
0.0

N oy O

Students Students
N % N

- 82 79.6 20 27.0
13 12.6 45 60.8
1 1.0 1
1 1.0 1
4 3.9 0
2 1.9 7
0 0.0 0

Perceptions of Who Should Have Primary Responsibility for Evaluation of Supervisors

Under 2,001

2,001-5,000

5,001-10,000

10,001-20,000

Over 20,000

Students Students Students

Category N 4 N 4 N
Superintendent 163 72.8 57 54.3 19
Assistant

Superintendent 3.6 19 18.1 38
Supervisor 0.9 0 0.0 3
Personnel

Director 1.8 0 0.0 0
Principal 8.5 7 6.7 10
Teachers 28 12.5 22 21.0 6
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60.8% of the respondents perceived that the assistant superintendent
had primary responsibility but in other systems, less than 15% had
this perception.

Response patterns to the question of who should have primary
responsibility were somewhat similar with only 25.0% from systems
with over 20,000 students believing superintendents should have this
responsibility; this belief in the other size districts ranged from
54.3% in systems with 10,001 to 20,000 students to 72.8% in systems
with 2,001 to 5,000 students. Respondents from the largest school
systems were more likely to think the assistant superintendent should
have primary responsibility for evaluating superivsors with 50.0%
expressing this view; only 18.1% from systems with 10,001 to 20,000
students and less than 10% from any of the other size districts
thought the assistant superintendent should be the person with
primary responsibility.

Respondents from the smallest districts (under 2,001 students)
and from districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students were more likely
than any others to believe teachers should have primary responsibility
for supervisor evaluation with 19.4% and 21.0% respectively, holding
this view. Respondents from the largest districts (over 20,000
students) were the least likely (7.9%) to think teachers should

have primary responsibility.
Frequency of Evaluation

Respondents were asked to indicate how often supervisors in

their systems wére evaluated and how often they thought supervisors




should be evaluated. There were seven categories from which to

choose. Table XI shows that 407 or 52.5% of all respondents said super-
visors in their systems were evaluated once every three years and 383
or 48.7% also said they thought supervisors should be evaluated once
every three years. The next highest response rate was 139 or 17.9%
indicating supervisors were evaluated once a year, and 208 or 26.4%
indicating they thought supervisors should be evaluated once a year.
Nine and seven-tenths percent (9.7%) said supervisors were evaluated
once every two years and 15.0% indicated they thought supervisors
should be evaluated once every two years. Only 6.2% of all respondents
perceived that supervisors were evaluated more than twice a year, and
only 3.9% thought supervisors should be evaluated more than twice a
year. Only 1.5% perceived that supervisors were evaluated twice a
year, and only 4.1% thought supervisors should be evaluated twice a
year. HNine and four-tenths percent (9.4%) of respondents perceived
that supervisors in their districts were never evaluated, while only
1.1% thought supervisors should never be evaluated.

Most respondents from county (52.8%) and city/other (51.7%)
systems perceived that supervisors in their systems were evaluated
once every three years. Responses to the question of how frequently
supervisors should be evaluated were similar with 49.9% from county
districts and 45.2% from city/other systems indicating they thought
supervisors should be evaluated once every three years.

More respondents from city/other districts (23.4%) than from

county systems (16.0%) perceived that supervisors in their systems
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TABLE XI
PERCEPTIONS OF CURRENT FREQUENCY AND IDEAL FREQUENCY OF
SUPERVISOR EVALUATION BY TYPE OF SCHOOL
DISTRICT AND TOTAL RESPONDENTS
Perceptions of Current Fregency of Supervisor Evaluation
County City/Other ’ Total

Category N

More than twice a year 42 7.4 6 2.9 48 6.2
Twice a year 9 1.6 3 1.5 12 1.5
Once a year 91 16.0 48 23.4 139 17.9
Once every two years 50 8.8 25 12.2 75 9.7
Once every three years 301 52.8 106 51.7 407 52.5
Never 58 10.2 15 7.3 73 9.4
Other 19 3.3 2 1.0 21 2.7

Perceptions of Ideal Fregency of Supervisor Evaluation
County City/Other Total

Category N N 3 N ]
More than twice a year 23 4.0 8 3.8 3 3.9
Twice a year 26 4.5 6 2.9 43 5.1
Once a year 145 25.0 63 30.3 208 26.4
Once every two years 82 14.2 36 17.3 118 15.0
Once every three years 289 49.9 94 45.2 383 48.7
Never 8 1.4 1 0.5 9 1.1
Other 6 1.0 0 0.0 6 0.8
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were evaluated once a year. More county (7.4%) than city/other
respondents (2.9%) thought supervisors were evaluated more than
twice a year.

Table XII shows there were differences based upon position
of respondents to both the question of how frequently supervisors
are evaluated and how frequently supervisors should bé evaluated.
More superintendents (61.5%) and supervisors (74.0%) than principals
(38.0%) or teachers (49.2%) thought supervisors in their systems were
evaluated once every three years. Once a year generated the second
highest response rate from superintendents (24.6%), supervisors
(17.7%), and teachers (14.7%) to the question of how frequently
supervisors are evaluated. Although 17.7% of the principals perceived
that supervisors were evaluated once a year, more principals (21.5%)
indicated that supervisors were evaluated once every two years.

Less than 10% of sqperintendents, supervisors, and teachers said
supervisors were evaluated once every two years.

Responses to the question of how frequently supervisors should
be evaluated were similar. More superintendents (31.6%) and teachers
(30.4%) than supervisors (23.5%) or principals (20.9%) thought
supervisors should be evaluated once a year. More principals (30.1%)
than superintendents (5.1%), supervisors (8.1%), or teachers (10.3%)
said supervisors should be evaluated once every two years. More
superintendents (55.9%) and supervisors (65.8%) than principals
(40.2%) or teachers (43.0%) thought supervisors should be evaluated

once every three years.
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TABLE XII
PERCEPTIONS OF CURRENT FREQUENCY AND IDEAL FREQUENCY OF
SUPERVISOR EVALUATION BY POSITION OF RESPONDENT

Perceptions of Current Frequency of Supervisor Evaluation

Superintendent Supervisor Principal Teacher
Category N % N % N 7 N
More than twice
a year 2 1.5 1 0.7 10 4.2 35 13.6
Twice a year 2 1.5 0 0.0 4 1.7 6 2.3
Once a year 33 24.6 26 17.8 42 17.7 38 14.7
Once every two
years 5 3.7 3 2.1 51 21.5 16 6.2
Once every three
years 82 61.2 108 74.0 90 38.0 127 49,2
Never 7 5.2 4 2.7 38 16.0 24 9.3
Other 3 2.2 4 2.7 2 0.8 12 4.7

Perceptions of Ideal Frequency of Supervisor Evaluation

Superintendent Supervisor Principal Teacher
Category N N A N 7 N
More than twice
a year 3 2.2 1 0.7 10 4.2 17 6.5
Twice a year 4 2.9 1 0.7 9 3.8 18 6.8
Once a year 43 31.6 35 23.5 50 20.9 80 30.4
Once every two
years 7 5.1 12 8.1 72 30.1 27 10.3
Once every three
years 76 55.9 98 65.8 96 40.2 113 43.0
Never 1 0.7 0 0.0 2 0.8 6 2.3
Other 2 1.5 2 1.3 0 0.0 2 0.8




104

Data presented in Table XIII indicated differences based upon
size of school district to both questions concerning the frequency
of supervisor evaluation. More respondents in each size category
perceived that supervisors were and should be evaluated once every
three years than any of the other choices. However, one noticeable
difference in the response rate was that 36.8% of respondents from
districts with less than 2,001 students compared to 62.3% of respondents
from districts with more than 20,000 students thought supervisors |
should be evaluated once every three years. Another noticeable
difference was that 13.6% of respondents from districts enrolling
between 2,001 to 5,000 students perceived that supervisors were
never evaluated, but only 2.7% from districts enrolling more than

20,000 students had this perception.
Instruments or Procedures Used

Respondents were asked to check the type of instruments or
procedures used in their systems to evaluate supervisors and the
type of instruments or procedures they thought should be used. Nine
possible choices were listed and respondents were free to check more
than one choice. As shown in Table XIV, most respondents (55.8%)
perceived that checklists were used in their systems. This was
followed by conference (36.8%), informal discussion (28.4%),
management by objectives (22.7%), forced choice rating (13.0%),
descriptive essay (12.5%), and critical incident appraisal (11.1%).
Less than 3% of all respondents checked either other (2.4%) or

combination of the above (1.9%).
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TABLE XIII

PERCEPTIONS OF CURRENT FREQUENCY AND IDEAL FREQUENCY OF SUPERVISOR
EVALUATION BY SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT

Perceptions of Current Frequency of Supervisor Evaluation

Under 2,001 2,001-5,000 5,001-10,000 10,001-20,000 Over 20,00C
Students Students Students Students Students
Category N % N % N % N % N %
More than twice .
a year 20 13.2 7 3.2 1" 5.0 0 0.0 10 13.3
Twice a year 3 2.0 1 0.5 4 1.8 3 2.9 1 1.3
Once a year 24 15.8 39 17.7 24 10.8 28 26.7 23  30.7
. Once every two
years 16 10.5 27  12.3 18 8.1 12 11.4 2 2.7
Once every three
years 68 44.7 107 48.6 141 63.5 54 51.4 37 49.3
Never 17 11.2 q 30 13.6 19 8.6 5 4.8 2 2.7
3 2.9 0 0.0

Other 4 2.6 9 4.1 5 2.3

Perceptions of Ideal Frequency of Supervisor Evaluation

Under 2,001 2,001-5,000 5,001-10,000 10,001-20,000 Over 20,000
Students Students Students Students Students
Category N % N Z —N Z N 2 N 3
More than twice
a year 14 9.0 4 1.8 9 4.0 3 2.9 1 1.3
Twice a year 5 3.2 N 4.9 9 4.0 6 5.7 1 1.3
Once a year 43 27.7 55 24.6 51 22.7 34 32.4 28 31.2
Once every two .
years 31 20.0 41 18.3 29 12.9 15 14.3 2 2.6
Once every three
years 57 36.8 109 48.7 123 54.7 46 43.8 48 62.3
Never 5 3.2 1 0.4 2 0.9 0 0.0 1 1.3

Other 0 0.0 3 1.3 2 0.9 1 1.0 0 0.0
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An even higher percentage of respondents (61.7%) thought
checklists should be used. Other favored instruments or procedures
were conference (45.4%), management by objectives (36.9%), informal
discussion (22.5%), descriptive essay (17.3%), forced choice |
rating (14.7%), and critical incident appraisal (13.2%). Less than
5% of the réspondents thought a combination (4.3%) or some other
type (1.0%) should be used.

Analysis by type of district (Table XIV) revealed little
difference in types of instruments or procedures that respondents
perceived were being used in their districts or what they thought
should be used. However, more city/other respondents (35.7%) than
county (17.9%) thought MBO was being used, and more city/other
respondents (52.9%) than county (31.2%) also thought MBO should be

used. Slightly more county respondents (58.4%) than city/other

(49.0%) said checklists were used in their systems, and more respondents

from county districts (65.2%) than city/other (51.9%) also thought
checklists should be used.

Data analysis by position of respondent is presented in Table
XV. More teachers (17.9%) than superintendents (10.2%), supervisors
(11.0%), or principals (10.3%) thought forced choice rating was one
type of instrument used to evaluate supervisors in their systems.
Superintendents (64.8%) and teachers (57.7%) were more likely than
supervisors (52.4%) and principals (50.2%) to perceive checklists
as being used. Only 3.9% of superintendents and 5.5% of supervisors
compared to 20.7% of principals and 14.2% of teachers thought

descriptive essay was used in their systems to evaluate supervisors.
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Principals (58.1%) were more convinced than superintendents (35.2%),
supervisors (23.8%), and teachers (27.2%) that a conference was used.
More principals (17.2%) than superintendents (8.6%), supervisors
(9.0%), or teachers (8.5%) also perceived that critical incident
appraisal was used in their systems. No principals or teachers and
only 2.3% of superintendents compared to 7.6% of supefvisors indicated
a combination of the above was used. No supervisors and only 0.8%
of superintendents and 1.0% of principals compared to 5.7% of
teachers perceived that some other instrument or procedure was used
to evaluate supervisors in their systems. However, none of the
respondents specified what the other procedure was.

Superintendents, supervisors, principals, and teachers viewed
differently the use of forced choice rating, descriptive essay,
conference, MBO, critical incident appraisal, informal discussion,
and combination of the above as instruments or procedures that should
be used in the evaluation of supervisors. More teachers (20.9%)
than superintendents (11.8%), supervisors (9.3%), or principals
(13.0%) thought forced choice rating should be used. Descriptive
essay was considered desirable by 23.4% of principals while only
9.6% of superintendents concurred. A majority of superintendents
(57.4%) thought a conference should be used, whereas only 38.4%
of teachers agreed. Many more teachers (46.4%) than principals
(27.2%), supervisors (34.0%), or superintendents (39.0%) thought
MBO should be used. More principals (17.2%) considered critical
incident appraisal desirable than did supervisors (7.3%), super-

intendents (10.3%), or teachers (14.4%). More superintendents (30.1%)




110

and supervisors (27.3%) than principals (19.2%) or teachers (18.6%)
thought informal discussion should be used. A combination of the
above was seen as desirable by more supervisors (13.3%) than super-
intendents (5.9%), principals (1.3%), or teachers (1.1%).

As displayed in Table XVI, analysis by size of school district
revealed differences in perceptions regarding the use of forced
choice rating, checklists, descriptive essay, conference, and other
instruments or procedures.

Respondents from districts with less than 2,001 students
(20.4%) and between 10,001 to 20,000 students (17.3%) were more
inclined to perceive forced choice rating as being used. Only 8.7%
of respondents from systems with 2,001 to 5,000 students agreed.
Responses from systems with 5,001 to 10,000 students and over
20,000 students were 10.0% and 13.2%, respectively.

Checklists were perceived to be used in supervisor evaluation
by 66.0% from districts with 5,001 to 10,000 students and 61.0% from
districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students. Only 26.3% from districts
with over 20,000 students agreed. Other size districts (under
2,001 students and between 10,001 to 20,000 students) responded with
54.0% and 49.0%, respectively.

Descriptive essay was perceived to be used by 21.9% of respon-
dents from the smallest districts (under 2,001 students) and 18.4%
from the largest districts (over 20,000 students). However, only
6.7% from districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students agreed. Respondents
from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students and 5,001 to 10,000
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students responded with 10.3% and 9.1%, respectively, that
descriptive essay was used.

Only 25.0% of respondents from systems with over 20,000
students perceived that a conference was used, but 44.6% from systems
with 2,001 to 5,000 students had this perception. Thg remaining
districts (under 2,001 students, 5,001 to 10,000 students, and
10,001 to 20,000 students) all had similar responses (38.0%, 34.0%,
and 35.6%, respectively).

A large majority of respondents (65.8%) from systems with over
20,000 students perceived that management by objectives (MBO) was
used in their system to evaluate supervisors. However, only 10.3%
and 12.0% from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students and 5,001 to
10,000 students, respectively, shared this perception. Districts
with under 2,001 students and between 10,001 to 20,000 students
responded 20.4% and 39.4%, respectively, that MBO was used.

No respondents from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students
and over 20,000 students indicated that some other instrument or
procedure (rather than those listed) was used. However, 4.3% from
districts with 5,001 to 10,000 students, 3.6% from those with less
than 2,001 students, and 2.9% from those with 10,001 to 20,000
students marked "other," but none specified what the "other"
meant.

Analysis by size of school district also revealed that
responses were different concerning the desirability of the use of

checklists, descriptive essay, conference, and MBO.
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Respondents from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students and
5,001 to 10,000 students responded 76.0% and 68.4%, respectively,
that checklists should be used in supervisor evaluation. Only 29.9%
from districts with over 20,000 students shared this view. The
other districts (under 2,001 students and 10,001 to 20,000 students)
responded 58.7% and 43.8%, respectively, that checklists should be
used.

Descriptive essay was considered desirable by 25.2% of respondents
from districts with under 2,001 students, but only 11.4% from districts
with 10,001 to 20,000 students agreed; 16.0% from districts with
2,001 to 5,000 students and 5,001 to 10,000 students and 16.9% from
districts with over 20,000 students thought a descriptive essay
should be used in supervisor evaluation.

A conference was considered desirable by respondents from
districts with under 2,001 students (50.3%), 2,001 to 5,000 students
(50.7%), 5,001 to 10,000 students (45.3%), and 10,001 to 20,000
students (46.7%). However, only 19.5% from districts with over
20,000 students concurred.

A majority of respondents from districts with 10,001 to
20,000 students (61.0%) and over 20,000 students (63.6%) thought MBO
should be used in supervisor evaluation, whereas only 21.3% from
districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students shared this perception. The
remaining districts (under 2,001 students and 5,001 to 10,000

students) responded 29.0% and 37.8%, respectively.
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Results of Supervisor Evaluation

Respondents were asked to indicate what they perceived to
have been the three most important results of the evaluation of
supervisors in their systems and what they thought should be the three
most important results. OQut of a list of eight possible results,
they were asked to number three: (1) most important, (2) second in
importance, and (3) third in importance. In order to rank the
purposes from most to least important, weights were assigned to
the responses.

Table XVII presents data for all respondents and lists in
ranked order of importance the results of supervisor evaluation in
the respondents' systems and what respondents thought should be the
most important results of the evaluation of supervisors. "Improve-
ment of supervisor performance" was ranked as being the most important
result of supervisor evaluation in the respondents' systems. This
was followed by "better communication and cooperation among administra-
tors, teachers, and community." Third, fourth, and fifth place
rankings were given to "job targets for supervisors," "improvement
in instruction,”" and "topics for inservice training," respectively.
Qutside the category of "other," "merit pay" was considered to
currently be the least important result and "transfers, dismissals,
and promotions" as next to the least important.

It is interesting to note that with the exception of third and
fourth place rankings, respondents were in agreement as to what was

currently and what should be the most important results. Respondents
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thought "“improvement in instruction" should be the third most impor-
tant result and that "job targets for supervisors" should be fourth
in importance.

Table XVII also shows that the analysis of data by type of
school district revealed very few differences. County respondents
ranked "improvement in instruction" as currently beiné the third most
important result and "job targets for supervisors" as fourth. Respon-
dents from city/other districts reversed these two rankings but were
in agreement with county respondents on all other rankings.
Respondents from both type districts were in agreement as to what
should be the most important results of the evaluation of supervisors
with the exception of second and fourth place. County respondents
thought "better communication and cooperation among administrators,
teachers, and community" should be second in importance and "job
targets for supervisors" should be fourth. Respondents from city/
other districts, on the other hand, thought "job targets for
supervisors" should be second in importance and "better communication
and cooperation among administrators, teachers, and community"
should be fourth.

The data in Table XVIII shows that analysis by position groups
revealed that superintendents and supervisors were in complete agree-
ment as to what the most important results were currently. All four
groups were in agreement as to first, sixth, seventh, and eighth
place rankings. Superintendents, supervisors, and teachers said

"better communication and cooperation among administrators, teachers,

and community" had been the second most important result. Principals,
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on the other hand, ranked it as fifth and "job targets for supervisors"
as second. "Job targets for supervisors" was ranked third by teachers
and fourth by superintendents and supervisors,

Superintendents, supervisors, principals, and teachers were
all in agreement that "improvement of supervisor performance" should
be the most important result of supervisor evaluation. Principals and
teachers thought "better communication and cooperation among adminis-
trators, teachers, and community" should be the second most jmportant
result of supervisor evaluation. However, supervisors ranked it
third and superintendents ranked it fourth. Superintendents thought
“improvement in instruction" should be second, but principals and
teachers ranked it third and supervisors ranked it fourth. Super-
visors thought "job targets for supervisors" should be the second
most important result of supervisor evaluation.

As shown in Table XIX, size of school district did not appear
to have much effect on respondents' perceptions concerning the results
of supervisor evaluation.

Respondents from all size districts thought "improvement of
supervisor performance" was and should be the most important result.
"Transfers, dismissals, and promotions," "merit pay," and "other"
received the lowest rankings in all size districts to both the
questions of what was currently the most important results and what
should be the most important results.

Respondents from systems with under 2,001 students, 5,001 to
10,000 students, and 10,001 to 20,000 students perceived "better

communication and cooperation . . ." to be the second most important
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result of supervisor evaluation in their system. The largest
—systems (over 20,000 students) ranked it fourth, and respondents
from systems with 2,001 to 5,000 students ranked it third.
Respondents from the largest ;ystems (10,001 to 20,000
students and over 20,000 students) thought "job targets for super—r
visors" should be the second most important result; on the other
hand, respondents from the smallest systems (under 2,001 students,
2,001 to 5,000 students, and 5,001 to 10,000 students) thought it

should be fourth in importance.
Effectiveness of the Evaluation Process for Supervisors

Table XX shows that in response to the question concerning
the overall effectiveness of the evaluation of supervisors in their
systems, most respondents (49.9%) rated it as satisfactory; whereas
only 12.3% rated it as poor, and 37.8% of respondents rated their
systems' evaluation of supervisors as good.

Analysis by type of school district showed no real differences
in responses.

Some differences were noted when data were analyzed by
position of respondent. More supervisors (50.7%) rated their
systems' evaluation of supervisors as good, whereas more superin-
tendents (49.2%), principals (54.9%), and teachers (49.8%) rated it
as satisfactory. More teachers (19.5%) rated it as poor than did
superintendents (6.9%), supervisors (5.5%), or principals (11.7%).

Analysis of data by size of school district also revealed

several differences. More respondents from districts of over
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TABLE XX
PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS OF SUPERVISOR EVALUATION

Perceived Effectiveness of Supervisor Evaluation by Type
of School District and Total Respondents

Count City/Other Total
Category N 2 N 2 N T
Good : 198 36.5 81 41.3 279 37.8
Satisfactory 278 51.2 a1 46.4 ‘ ‘ 369 49.9
Poor 67 12.3 24 12.2 91 12.3
Perceived Effectiveness of Supervisor Evaluation by Position of Respondent
Superintendent Supervisor Principal Teacher
Category N % N 7 N % I
Good 57 43.8 74 50.7 69 33.5 79 30.7
Satisfactory 64 49.2 64 43.8 113 54.9 128 49.8
Poor 9 6.9 8 5.5 24 1.7 50 19.5
Perceived Effectiveness of Supervisor Evaluation by Size of School District
Under 2,001 2,001-5,000 5,001-10,000  10,001-20,000  Over 20,000
v Students Students Students Students Students
Category N % N % N ® N % N %
Good 61 44.2 64 31.7 69 31.8 4 4.9 41 53.9
Satisfactory 68 49.3 111 55.0 115  53.0 4 41.9 31 40.8

Poor 9 6.5 27 13.4 33 15.2 17 16.2 4 5.3
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20,000 students had rated their systems' evaluation of supervisors
as good (53.9%), whereas only 31.7% and 31.8% of respondents from
districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students and 5,001 to 10,000 students,
respectively, rated it as good. On the other hand, a majority of
respondents in districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students and 5,001 td
10,000 students (55.0% and 53.0%, respectively) rated it as satis-
factory compared to 41.9% and 40.8% from districts with 10,001 to
20,000 students and over 20,000 students, respectively, giving it

a satisfactory rating. In districts with less than 2,001 students,
49.3% rated the evaluation of supervisors as satisfactory. A poor
rating was perceived by 16.2%, 15.2%, and 13.4% of respondents from
districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students, 5,001 to 10,000 students,
and 2,001 to 5,000 students, respectively. Only 5.3% of respondents
from systems with over 20,000 students and 6.5% from those with less

than 2,001 students gave a poor rating.
Job Descriptions

Data in Table XXI show that in response to the question of
do supervisors in your system have a job description, most respondents
(45.0%) said yes. However, slightly over one-third (34.9%) said no,
and 20.2% of respondents said they didn't know.

Respondents from city/other districts (56.4%) were more likely
than those from county districts (40.9%) to believe their systems had
a job description for supervisors. County respondents (38.1%) were
more likely than city/other respondents (25.7%) to believe their

systems did not have a job description for supervisors.
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TABLE XXI

PERCEPTIONS OF THE EXISTENCE OF SUPERVISOR
JOB DESCRIPTIONS

Perceptions of Existence of Supervisor Job Descriptions
by Type of School District and Total Respondents

Count City/Other - Total
Category N A N A

Yes 234 40.9 14 56.4 348 45.0
No 218 38.1 52 25.7 ‘ 270 34.9
Don't know 120 21.0 36 17.8 156 20.2

Perceptions of Existence of Supervisor Job Descriptions by Position of Respondent

Superintendent Supervisor Principal Teacher
Category N 2 N % N A N7
Yes 91 66.9 97 66.0 n 31.0 89 34.0
No 41 30.1 47 32.0 118 51.5 64 24.4
Don't know 4 2.9 3 2.0 40 17.5 109 41.6

Perceptions of Existence of Supervisor Job Descriptions by Size of School District

Under 2,001 2,001-5,000 5,001-10,000 10,001-20,000 Over 20,000
Students Students Students - Students Students
Category N % N % N % N % N %
Yes 54 36.5 87 39.5 95 42.6 58 55.2 54 70.1
No 65 43.9 91 41.4 80 35.9 23  21.9 11 14.3

Don't know 29 19.6 42  19.1 48 21.5 24 22.9 12 15.6
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Approximately two-thirds of superintendents (66.9%) and

supervisors (66.0%) said their systems had a job description for
supervisors, but only about one-third of principals (31.0%) and
teachers (34.0%) gave the same response. A majority of principals
(51.5%) said their systems did not have a job description for supef—
—visors; only 24.4% of teachers and 30.1% of superintendents and
32.0% of supervisors answered no to this question. Many more
teachers (41.6%) than principals (17.5%), superintendents (2.9%),
or supervisors (2.0%) answered don't know.

A much larger majority of respondents (70.1%) from districts
with over 20,000 students answered yes than did those from districts with
10,001 to 20,000 students (55.2%), 5,001 to 10,000 students (42.6%),
2,001 to 5,000 students (39.5%), or less than 2,001 students
(36.5%). The larger the system, the more respondents who answered
yes. The opposite held true for "no" responses with 43.9% from
systems with under 2,001 students and only 14.3% for systems with
over 20,000 students.

Efficiency

Data in Table XXII show that when asked to respond to the
question of whether the evaluation process had helped to improve
the efficiency of supervisors, 47.3% of all respondents felt it
had. Only 21.7% said it had not, but about one-third (31.0%) said
they didn't know.

Type of school district and size of district did not appear
to affect responses to the question of whether the evaluation

process had helped to improve supervisor efficiency.




TABLE XXII

PERCEPTIONS OF THE RELATIONSHIP OF SUPERVISOR

EVALUATION TO SUPERVISOR EFFICIENCY
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Perceptions of the Relationship of Supervisor Evaluation to Supervisor Efficiency
by Type of School District and Total Respondents '

Count City/Other Total

Category N A N
Yes 265 46.0 103 50.7 359 47.3
No 123 22.1 42 20.7 165 21.7
Don't know 177 31.8 58 28.6 235 31.0

Perceptions of the Relationship of Supervisor Evaluation

to Supervisor Efficiency by Position of Respondent

Superintendent Supervisor Principal Teacher
Category N % N % N 4 N
Yes 94 70.7 94 65.3 82 37.3 89 34.0
No 21 15.8 19 13.2 89 40.5 36 13.7
Don't know 18 13.5 31 21.5 49 22.3 137 52.3

Perceptions of the Relationship of Supervisor Evaluation

to Supervisor Efficiency by Size of School District

Under 2,001 2,001-5,000 5,001-10,000 10,001-20,000 Over 20,000

Students Students Students Students Students
Category N ? N % N % N % N %
Yes 74 50.0 90 43.3 97 4.1 54 51.4 44 57.1
No 36 24.3 55 26.4 47 21.4 15 14.3 12  15.6
Don't know 38 25.7 63 30.3 76 34.5 36 34.3 21 27.3
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However, data analysis by position of respondent did indicate
a difference. Superintendents (70.7%) and supervisors (65.3%) were
much more likely than principals (37.3%) and teachers (34.0%) to
believe the evaluation process had helped to improve the efficiency
of supervisors. Only 15.8% of superintendents, 13.2% of supervisors,
and 13.7% of teachers said it had not improved efficiency; whereas
40.5% of principals said it had not. Over half the teachers (52.3%)
answered "don't know" to the question compared to only 13.5% of
superintendents and 21.5% and 22.3% of supervisors and principals,

respectively.
Involvement in Development of Evaluation Process and Procedures

Respondents were asked to indicate their degree of involvement
in the development of the evaluation process and procedures for super-
visors in their districts. They were asked to choose one of four
choices, ranging from no involvement to extreme involvement.

Table XXIII shows that the largest group of respondents (38.0%)
indicated they had had no involvement in the development of the
evaluation process and procedures, and the smallest group (10.1%)
said they had had extensive involvement. Minimal involvement was
indicated by 29.0% and 22.1% indicated average involvement.

More respondents from county (40.3%) than city/other (31.5%)
districts indicated they had had no involvement in the development of
the evaluation process. City/other respondents (16.3%) were more

likely than county respondents (7.8%) to have had extensive

involvement.




TABLE XXIII

PERCEPTIONS OF DEGREE OF PERSONAL INVOLVEMENT IN DEVELOPMENT
OF PROCESS AND PROCEDURE FOR THE EVALUATION OF SUPERVISORS
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Perceptions of Personal Involvement by Type of School District and Total Respondents

County City/Other Total
Category % N ] N
No involvement 226 40.3 64 31.5 290 38.0
Minimal involvement 164 29.2 64 31.5 228 29.0
Average involvement 127 22.6 42 20.7 169 22.1
Extensive involvement 44 7.8 33 16.3 77 10.1
Perceptions of Personal Involvement by Position of Respondent

Superintendent Supervisor Principal Teacher
Category % N 4 N
No involvement 40 27.2 85 38.1 148 56.5
Minimal involvement 41 27.9 81 36.3 54 20.6
Average involvement 42 43 29.3 43 19.3 41 15.6
Extensive o
involvement 23 15.6 14 6.3 19 7.3

Perceptions of Personal Involvement by Size of School District

Under 2,001 2,001-5,000 5,001-10,000 10,001-20,000 Over 20,000

Students Students Students Students Students
Category N % N ] N % N % N %
No involvement 64 43.2 83 39.2 89 40.3 31  29.5 23 29.9
Minimal
involvement 45 29.7 82 38.7 61 27.6 19 - 18.1 21 27.3
Average
involvement 25 16.9 38 17.9 46 20.8 43 41.0 17 22.1%
Extensive
involvement 15 1041 9 4,2 25 1.3 12 11.4 16 20.8
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Several differences were readily apparent when data were
analyzed by position of respondent. The majority of the teachers
(56.5%) compared to only 12.9% of superintendents indicated they had
had no involvement in the development of the evaluation process and
procedures for supervisors; principals (38.1%) were more likely than
supervisors (27.2%) to indicate no involvement. Teachers (20.6%)
were less likely than superintendents (39.4%), supervisors (27.9%),
or principals (36.3%) to have had minimal involvement in the develop-
ment of the evaluation process. Fewer principals (19.3%) and teachers
(15.6%) than superintendents (31.8%) or supervisors (29.3%) indicated
average involvement. Superintendents (15.9%) and supervisors (15.6%)
were more likely than principals (6.3%) or teachers (7.3%) to have had
extensive involvement in the development of the evaluation process.

Size of school district also made a difference in response
to the question of involvement in the development of the evaluation
process and procedures. The most striking difference was that 41.0%
of respondents from systems with 10,001 to 20,000 students indicated
average involvement, whereas only 16.9% and 17.9% of respondents
from districts with under 2,001 students and 2,001 to 5,000 students,
respectively, did so. Extensive involvement was indicated by 20.8%
of respondents from districts with over 20,000 students compared to

only 4.2% from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students.
Weaknesses in the Process for the Evaluation of Supervisors

Respondents were asked to identify weaknesses found in the

process for the evaluation of supervisors in their systems by simply
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checking applicable ones from a list of 10. Total results as displayed
in Table XXIV revealed that the weakness most often identified was
"criteria too subjective" with 31.3% of respondents indicating this
was a weakness in their system. This was followed closely by "not
enough time spent gathering and/or sharing evaluation gata" (29.5%),
"criteria not appropriate" (28.7%), and "1little follow through"
(28.6%). Other frequently identified weaknesses were "not enough
contact between supervisor and evaluator" (24.2%), "lack of super-
visor involvement in developing evaluation process" (23.1%), and
"evaluator's biases are dominant" (20.9%). Lesser marked choices
included "lack of systematic evaluation process" (18.1%), "poor
instrument" (13.6%), and "other" (5.2%).

For the most part, county and city/other respondents gave
similar answers. However, more county respondents (34.6%) than
city/other (22.2%) identified subjective criteria as a weakness of
supervisor evaluation in their system. More respondents from county
(22.8%) than city/other districts (15.5%) also thought "evaluator's
biases are dominant" was a weakness in their systems. "Not enough
contact between supervisor and evaluator" was seen as a weakness
by 26.2% of county respondents but by only 18.6% of those from city/
other districts. Only 1.0% city/other respondents compared to
6.8% county respondents identified "other."

As shown in Table XXV, only 9.3% of superintendents identified
inappropriate criteria as a weakness in the process for the evaluation

of supervisors, but 38.5% of the principals saw this as a weakness.




130

2’S 8¢ ot 0t e ol 89 9¢ ol 43430
9°€l 66 6 0°¢€l S2 6 6°cl 174 6 jusuinaysut Jood
L°8l ¢El 8 0Ll £e L 58l 66 8 $53204d uoljeneAd J13eWSISAS JO NIBT
6°02 ¢St - L §°G1 oe 8 8°22 74! L jueuiiop aJae s3selq S,J03eNn|BA3
ez 891 9 L°61 LE S §'v2 LEL 9 $53004d uopjeniead Guido|anap
UL JUBWIALOAUL S0SLAIRDNS SO YDO)
A 24 9Lt S 9°8L 9t 9 2°92 ovL S Ht0jenieas pue
JostAdadns uaamiaq 3oejuod ybnous joN
9°82 802 14 8° L2 ¥S € 8°8¢ bSi 4 ybno.yy-mo (04 313311
L8 602 € v'8e SS 4 8°82 L2 4 ajeiadoadde jou e1us31a)
562 SL2 4 0°be 99 L 6°L2 6v1 14 elep uopjenieas Butaeys uo/pue
- buiasyjeb juads awpy ybnous joN
e£°le 82¢ L v-a2 13 4 4 9°ve 121 L 3A11030qQNs 003 eYa3}LA)
2 N Juey Z N juey % N juey SISSauyean
mucmvcoammz. LejoL 434y30/471) Ajuno)

SINJANOdS3IY TVYLIOL GNY 1JIY¥ISIA 40 IdAL A9 QINNVY
SYOSIAYIANS 40 NOILYNIVAI 3HL Y04 SSII0¥d IHL 40 SISSINMNYIM 40 SNOILdIDYId

AIXX 378Vl




131

£El €€ 6 1 £ ol bl 2 oL 0°0 0 oL 43430

L9l ot L 22l S¢ 8 ol Sl 6 L vt 6l 8 juswnajsul sood

82 29 14 e¢°oL 4 6 6°€l 02 8 G 22 62 9 ssad0ad

uoLen(eAd d131euR1sAs jo yoe)

2°6l 8¢ 8 2°0¢ 29 9 88l L2 9 -6l T4 L jueuiwop aue saselq s,s0jengeal

rAN 82 (1]} L2t 19 £ 8712 ot € 9°62 £e S ssasoad uogienierd buido|anap

: UL JUBA|0AUL J0S[AS3dNS JO YOovl

2°€e 85 9 b e2 8¢ L L AN 52 L 6°t¢ St 1 JojenieAd pue JosiAaadns

u3amM}aq 3ov3uod ybnoua JoN

2°62 €L F4 L e 59 S v-2e 2¢ S G°6¢ g€ € ybnoayi-mo| 1oy 313111

9°LE 6L 1 §°8¢ 6L 2 2 6¢ v €6 2l 6 ajetudoadde jou efuaa3pa)

2°se £9 € L°2¢ L9 € 9°0¢ 144 L 8°LE Lt 4 vlep uojjeniead butaeys uo/pue

b6uiaayzeb juads awry ybnoua joN

| 28 24 19 S LA 4 L6 1 2°62 et 4 v'9e ve 14 3A1303lqns 003 eLU33LA)

% N quey 3 N juey 4 N quey % N juey SISSIUNeIM
FEITELETE redioutag 40StAA3dNg JUBpuUU L 43dng

INJANOdS3Y 40 NOILISOd A9 AIINVY
SYOSIAY3ANS 40 NOILYNTVAI 3JHL ¥04 SSIO0¥d IHL 40 SISSINNYAM 40 SNOILJIDY3d

AXX 378Vl




132

Another striking difference was that 44.4% of principals felt
'“criteria too subjective" was a weakness, but teachers (24.4%),
superintendents (26.4%), and supervisors (29.2%) were not as convinced.
Many more principals (32.7%) than teachers (11.2%) also identified4
"lack of supervisor involvement in developing eva]uatipn process"'
as a weakness; 25.6% of superintendents and 27.8% of supervisors
identified this as a weakness.

"Evaluator's biases are dominant" was perceived to be a weakness
by 30.2% of principals; only 15.2% of teachers, 18.8% of supervisors,
and 19.4% of superintendents concurred. More superintendents (34.9%)
than supervisors (17.4%), principals (23.4%), or teachers (23.2%)
felt "not enough contact between supervisor and evaluator" was a
weakness. ‘"Lack of systematic evaluation process" was identified
as a weakness by 24.8% of teachers and 22.5% of superintendents,
but only, 10.2% of principals and 13.9% of supervisors agreed. No
superintendents and only 1.4% of supervisors and 1.5% of principals
checked "other" as a weakness; however, 13.3% of teachers checked
this.

Data presented in Table XXVI shows that "criteria not appro-
priate" was thought to be a weakness by 40.9% of respondents from
districts with under 2,001 students compared to only 15.4% from
districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students and 16.3% from those
with over 20,000 students. Respondents (29.2%) from the smallest
districts with less than 2,001 students were more convinced than
any of the others--2,001 to 5,000 students (16.8%), 5,001 to 10,000
students (22.4%), 10,001 to 20,000 students (16.3%), and over 20,000
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students (18.4%)--that "evaluator's biases are dominant" was a weak-
ness. "Little follow-through" was identified as a weakness by 42.1%
of respondents from districts with over 20,000 students compared to
only 24.5% and 24.3% from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students

and 5,001 to 10,000 students, respectively.

Strengths of the Process for the Evaluation 6¢f Supervisors

Respondents were asked to indicate strengths of the process
for the evaluation of supervisors in their systems by checking the
applicable ones from a list of 10. Data in Table XXVII shows that
"improves professional growth" was considered to be a strength of
the evaluation process by more respondents (42.2%) than any other.
"Gives direction and goal setting to job" was a close second with
41.7% of respondents indicating this was a strength in their systems.
These were followed by "identifies strengths and weaknesses" (37.9%),
"improves communication" (33.5%), "effects a positive attitude"
(26.8%), and "self-evaluation" (26.3%). "Results in more cooperation”
and "improves performance" were perceived to be strengths of the
supervisor evaluation process by 24.4% of respondents. "Involvement"
was thought to be a strength by 22.5% of respondents, and only 5.4%
indicated "other."

As shown in Table XXVII, more city/other respondents (46.4%)
than county (34.8%) perceived "identifies strengths and weaknesses"
to be a strength of the evaluation process in their systems. "Improves

communication" was indicated as a strength by 34.4% of county

respondents but only 31.1% of respondents from city/other districts.
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More county respondents (25.3%) than city/other (21.9%) thought
"results in more cooperation" and "improves performance" were strengths
of the evaluation process. More city/other respondents (35.2%) than
county (23.1%) perceived "self-evaluation" to be one of the strengths
of supervisor evaluation in their systems. |

Data analysis by position of respondent as displayed in
Table XXVIII revealed many differences in perceptions regarding
strengths of the supervisor evaluation process: effects a positive
attitude, identifies strengths and weaknesses, improves communication,
results in more cooperation, improves performance, involvement, self-
evaluation, and other.

More principals (33.5%) and superintendents (31.8%) than
teachers (20.6%) or supervisors (23.4%) considered "effects a positive
attitude" one of the strengths of the evaluation process. "Identifies
strengths and weaknesses" was perceived to be a strength by 48.1%
of superintendents- and 49.7% of supervisors, but only 33.0% of princi-
pals and 29.8% of teachers concurred. More supervisors (44.8%) than
teachers (23.4%) thought the evaluation process improved communication.
"Results in more cooperation" was considered a strength by 37.2% of
superintendents, whereas only 14.5% of teachers agreed; 33.8% of
supervisors and 21.7% of principals thought this was a strength.

Only 13.7% of teachers thought the supervisor evaluation process
improved performance compared to 35.7% of superintendents and 35.9%
of supervisors; 22.2% of principals concurred. More superintendents
(29.5%) than supervisors (20.7%), principals (16.7%), or teachers

(24.6%) indicated "involvement" as a strength. "Self-evaluation"
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was perceived to be a strength by 33.9% of teachers, 31.8% of super-
intendents, and 26.9% of supervisors, but only 13.3% of principals
agreed. Less than 3% of superintendents (2.3%), supervisors (1.4%),
and principals (0.5%), but a surprisfng 13.3% of teachers, indicated
"other" as a strength.

Several differences were also found when data were analyzed
by size of school district (Table XXIX): improves professional
growth, effects a positive attitude, improves performance, gives
direction and goal setting to job, involvement, and self-evaluation.

More respondents from districts with under 2,001 students
(52.5%) 2,001 to 5,000 students (47.4%), and over 20,000 students
(46.1%) perceived "improves professional growth" to be a strength
of the evaluation process, whereas only 34.6% and 31.1% from districts
with 5,001 to 10,000 students and 10,001 to 20,000 students,
respectively, agreed.

"Effects a positive attitude" was thought to be a strength
by 36.0% of respondents from districts with Tess than 2,001 students
and 34.2% from districts with more than 20,000 students; but only
17.5% from districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students concurred.

Only 17.1% of respondents from districts with over 20,000
students saw "improve performance" as being a strength. However,
28.2% from districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students indicated this
as a strength.

A majority of respondents (69.7%) from districts with over
20,000 students thought the evaluation process gave direction and

goal setting to the job; whereas only 33.8% and 33.9% from districts
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with under 2,001 students and 2,001 to 5,000 students, respectively,
agreed. Other districts responded with 41.1% and 47.6%. It is
interesting to note that as district size increased, so did the
percentage of respondents indicating "gives direction and goal
setting to job" as a strength.

"Involvement" was considered a strength by 36.8% of respondents
from districts with over 20,000 students but by only 11.7% of those
from districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students.

More respondents (43.7%) from districts with 10,001 to
20,000 students than from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students
(15.6%) or less than 2,001 students (19.4%) thought "self-evaluation"
was a strength of the evaluation process for supervisors in their

district.
Methods of Evaluation

Part III of the questionnaire was designed to determine methods
presently being used in supervisor evaluation and to determine
respondents' attitudes toward their importance. Respondents were
asked to choose from a list of 17 methods the ones being used in
their school systems. They were also asked to indicate their
‘attitude concerning the importance of each of the 17 methods.

Data presented in Table XXX of all respondents show the
highest response was overwhelmingly given to self-evaluation (84.3%).
Uses multiple information sources (42.1%) and based on job description
(41.7%) reveived the second and third highest responses. Other methods

receiving better than a 30% response rate were as follows: conference




TABLE XXX

PERCEPTIONS OF METHODS USED IN SUPERVISOR EVALUATION

BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT AND TOTAL RESPONDENTS

County City/Other Total

Category % N %

Self-evaluation 434 83.9 166  85.1 600 84.3
Based on job description 203 39.3 94 48.2 297 4.7
Related to salary 140 271 40 20.5 180 25.3
Includes review and appeal process 162 31.3 81 41.5 253 34.1
Based on performance contract 140 27 .1 64 32.8 204 28.7
Uses multiple information sources 21 40.8 89 45.6 300 42.1
Both process and results examined 121 23.4 40 20.5 161 22.6
Feedback from subordinates 191 36.9 69 35.4 260 36.5
Pre-evaluation conference 163 31.5 71 36.4 234 32.9
Conference during evaluation process 187 36.2 86 44 .1 273 38.3
Post-evaluation conference 150 29.0 69 35.4 219 30.8
Both informal and formal evaluation 120 23.2 55 28.2 175 24.6
Some items on evaluation form are

weighted 81 15.7 30 15.4 m 15.6
Uses rater rather than evaluator 70 13.5 21 10.8 N 12.8
Implements team appraisal 63 12.2 23 11.8 86 12.1
Provides for individual differences 81 15.7 31 15.9 112 15.7
Includes monitoring and feedback 84 16.2 30 15.4 114 16.0
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during evaluation process (38.3%), feedback from subordinates (36.5%),
includes review and appeal process (34.1%), pre-evaluation conference
(32.9%), and post-evaluation conference (30.8%). The following
methods received responses in the twentieth percentile range:
based on performance contract (28.7%), related to salary (25.3%),
both informal and formal evaluation (24.6%), and both‘process and
results examined (22.6%). The five methods receiving the lowest
responses were as follows: includes monitoring and feedback (16.0%),
provides for individual differences (15.7%), some items on the
‘evaluation form are weighted (15.6%), uses rater rather than the
evaluator (12.8%), and implements team appraisal (12.1%).

Table XXX shows that more respondents from city/other (48.2%)
than county (39.3%) systems thought supervisor evaluation was based
on job description. More city/other (41.5%) than county (31.3%)
respondents also perceived that supervisor evaluation included a
review and appeal process.

Analysis of responses by the four positional groups (Table
XXXI) of respondents to methods of evaluation demonstrated differences
in their perceptions in four areas: related to salary, use of
multiple information sources, use of both formal and informal methods,
and weighting of some items.

Approximately one-third of the principals responding (33.8%)
perceived evaluation to be related to salary, while only 15.3% of
supervisors themselves saw this relationship. Teachers (26.5%) and
superintendents (20.9%) were reasonably close to each other in

their perceptions, but fell between the response patterns of the
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TABLE XXXI

PERCEPTIONS OF METHODS USED IN SUPERVISOR EVALUATION
BY POSITION OF RESPONDENT

. Superintendent Supervisor Principal Teacher
Category N z N % N 4 N 3
Self-evaluation 102 79.1 130 90.3 166 ’ 82.6 202 84.9
Based on job description 52 40.3 57 39.6 86 42.8 102 42.9
Related to salary 27 20.9 22 15.3 68 33.8 63 26.5

Includes review and appeal
process 47 36.4 44 30.6 78 38.8 74 31.1

Based on performance contract 36 27.9 4 28.5 66 32.8 61 25.6

Uses multiple information

sources 58 45.0 78 54.2 74 36.8 90 37.8
Both process and results

examined 32 24.8 32 22.2 55 27.4 42 17.6
Feedback from subordinates 48 37.2 60 41.7 67 33.3 85 35.7
Pre-evaluation conference 44 34.1 57 39.6 65 32.3 68 28.6
Conference during evaluation

process 63 48.8 54 37.5 N 35.3 85 35.7
Post-evaluation conference 48 37.2 46 31.9 62 30.8 63 26.5
Both informal and formal

evaluation 36 27.9 32 22.2 61 30.3 46 19.3
Some items on the evaluation

form are weighted 21 16.3 14 9.7 49 24.4 27 11.3
Uses rater rather than

evaluator 15 11.6 15 10.4 35 17.4 26 10.9
Implements team appraisal 15 11.6 17 11.8 30 14.9 24 10.1

Provides for individual
differences 23 17.8 24 16.7 31 15.4 34 14.3

Includes monitoring and
feedback 25 19.4 25 17.4 31 15.4 33 13.9
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other two groups. A majority of supervisors (54.2%) perceived that

the evaluation used multiple information sources, whereas only 36.8%

of principals and 37.8% of teachers concurred; superintendents responded
with 45.0%. More superintendents (27.9%) and principals (30.3%)
perceived that both informal and formal evaluation were part of the
evaluation process than did teachers (19.3%) and supervisors (22.2%).
More principals (24.4%) than supervisors (9.7%) or teachers (11.3%)

said some items on the evaluation form were weighted; 16.4% of
superintendents concurred.

Table XXXII shows that data analyzed by size of school district
revealed differences in nine areas: self-evaluation, based on job
description, related to salary, includes review and appeal process,
based on performance contract, uses multiple information sources,
pre-evaluation conference, conference during evaluation process,
post-evaluation conference.

Self-evaluation was thought to be used in the evaluation
process by 89.0% of respondents from districts with 10,001 to
20,000 students and 88.2% from districts with over 20,000 students.
Only 82.0% and 82.2% from districts with under 2,001 students and
5,001 to 10,000 students, respectively, agreed. Districts with
2,001 to 5,000 students gave an intermediate response of 84.7%.

One of the most striking differences was that 71.1% of
respondents from districts with over 20,000 students compared to
only 29.6% from districts with 5,001 to 10,000 students thought

supervisor evaluation in their system was based on job description.




Under 2,001 2,001-5,000 5,001-10,000 10,001-20,000 Over 20,000

Students Students Students Students Students
Category N |4 N 4 N 1 N 4 N 4
Self-evaluation 109 82.0 160 84.7 175 82.82 89 89.0 67 88.2
Based on job description 54 40.6 12 38.1 63 29.6 54 54.0 54 na
Related to salary 4 30.8 56 29.6 38 17.8 22 22.0 23 30.3
Includes review and
appeal process 42 3.6 60 Nn.z 62 29.1 46 46.0 33 43.4
Based on performance
contract 48 36,1 46 24.3 48 22.5 30 30.0 32 42.1
Uses multiple information
source 47 35,3 77 40.7 83 39.0 58 58.0 35 46.1
Both process and results
examined 36 27.1 48 25.4 38 17.8 22 22.0 17 22.4
feedback from subordinates 48 36.) 74 39.2 79 370 39 39.0 20 26.3
Pre-evaluation conference 47 35.3 81 27.0 S1 23.9 47 47.0 38 50.0
Conference during evaluation
process 45 33.8 65 34.4 72 33.8 56 56.0 35 46.1
Post-evailuation conference 47 35.3 52 27.5 43 20,2 46 46.0 K} 40.8
Both informal and formal
evaluation 35 26.3 52 21.5 46 21.6 30 30.0 12 15.8
Some items on the evaluation
form are weighted 28 21 k) 16.4 27 12.7 18 18.0 7 9.2
Uses rater rather than
evaluator 22 16.5 28 14.8 22 10.3 12 t2.0 7 9.2
Implements team appraisal 21 15.8 26 13.8 19 8.9 12 12.0 8 10.5
Provides for individual
differences 21 15.8 34 18.0 K1} 14.6 15 15.0 n 14.5

Includes monitoring and
feedback 22 16.5 37 19.6 23 1.3 16 16.0 15 19.7
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The responses of other size districts (40.6%, 38.1%, and 54.0%) fell
between these two extremes.

More respondents from districts with under 2,001 students
(30.8%), 2,001 to 5,000 students (29.6%), and over 20,000 students
(30.3%) thought evaluation was related to salary than did those |
from districts with 5,001 to 10,000 students (17.8%) or 10,001 to
20,000 students (22.0%).

The evaluation of supervisors was thought to include a review
and appeal process by 46.0% of the respondents from districts with
10,001 to 20,000 students, whereas only 29.1% from districts with
5,001 to 10,000 students agreed. Other size districts gave inter-
mediate responses of 31.6%, 31.7%, and 43.4%.

Only 22.5% of respondents from districts with 5,001 to 10,000
students and 24.3% from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students
perceived that supervisor evaluation was based on performance.
However, 42.1% from districts with over 20,000 students shared this
perception; 30.0% from districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students and
36.1% from districts with less than 2,001 students concurred.

A majority of respondents (58.0%) from districts with 10,001
to 20,000 students indicated that the evaluation of supervisors in
their systems used multiple information sources, whereas only 35.3%
from districts with under 2,001 students agreed. The response
patterns of other size districts (40.7%, 39.0%, and 46.1%) were
reasonably close together and fell between these two extremes.

More respondents from districts with over 20,000 students

(50.0%) and 10,001 to 20,000 students (47.0%) thought a pre-evaluation
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conference was used than did those from districts with 5,001 to 10,000
students (23.9%) and 2,001 to 5,000 students (27.0%). S]i§ht1y more
than one-third (35.3%) of respondents from the smallest districts
(under 2,001 students) shared this perception.

Fifty-six percent (56.0%) of respondents from districts with
10,001 to 20,000 students said a confernence was held auring the
evaluation process, whereas only 33.8% from districts with under
2,001 students and with 5,001 to 10,000 students and 34.4% from
districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students agreed. Districts with over
20,000 students gave an intermediate response of 46.1%.

A post-evaluation conference was considered to be part of
the supervisor evaluation process by 46% of respondents from districts
with 10,001 to 20,000 students but by only 20.2% from districts with
5,001 to 10,000 students. Responses of 35.3%, 27.5%, and 20.8% were
given by districts with under 2,001 students, 2,001 to 5,000 students,
and over 20,000 students, respectively.

Respondents were asked to indicate their perception of the
importance of each of the 17 items in Part III of the questionnaire
by marking (1) very important, (2) important, (3) relatively unimpor-
tant, or (4) unimportant.

Table XXXIII shows that more than half of all respondents
considered 11 of the items as important and/or very important;
self-evaluation, based on job description, uses multiple information
sources, both process and results examined, feedback from subordinates,

pre-evaluation conference, conference during evaluation process,

post-evaluation conference, both informal and formal evaluation,
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TABLE XXXIII

PERCEPTIONS OF DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OF METHODS USED IN SUPERVISOR
EVALUATION BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT AND TOTAL RESPONDENTS

County City/Other Total
Category N 4 N %
Self-evaluation
Very important 422 73.8 146 70.5° 568 72.9
Important 107 18.7 36 17.4 143 18.4
Relatively unimportant 24 4.2 9 4.3 33 4.2
Unimportant 19 3.3 16 7.7 35 4.5
Based on job description
Very important 168 29.7 88 42.7 256 33.2
Important 287 50.8 74 35.9 361 46.8
Relatively unimportant 74 13.1 31 15.0 105 13.6
Unimportant 36 6.4 13 6.3 49 6.4
Related to salary
Very important 106 18.8 4 20.2 147 19.2
Important 156 27.7 41 20.2 197 25.7
Relatively unimportant 173 30.7 61 30.0 234 30.5
Unimportant 129 22.9 60 29.6 189 24.6
Includes review and appeal process
Very important 109 19.3 50 24.2 159 20.6
Important 205 3.63 64 . 30.9 269 34.9
Relatively unimportant 179 31.7 61 29.5 240 31.1
Unimportant n 12.6 32 15.5 103 13.4
Based on performance contract
Very important 86 15.3 30 14.6 116 15.1
Important 184 32.7 65 31.6 249 32.4
Relatively unimportant 234 41.6 89 43.2 323 42.1
Unimportant 58 10.3 22 10.7 80 10.4
Uses multiple information sources
Very important 130 23.0 55 26.7 185 24.0
Important 219 38.8 77 37.4 296 38.4
Relatively unimportant 164 29.1 57 27.7 221 28.7
Unimportant 51 9.0 17 8.3 68 8.8
Both process and results examined
Very important 126 22.3 42 20.7 168 21.8
Important 183 32.3 65 32.0 248 32.2
Relatively unimportant 192 33.9 80 39.4 272 35.4
Unimportant 65 11.5 16 7.9 81 10.5
Feedback from subordinates
Very important 152 27.0 61 29.8 213 27.7
Important 154 27.3 58 28.3 212 27.6
Relatively unimportant 161 28.5 69 33.7 230 29.9
Unimportant 97 17.2 17 8.3 114 14.8
Pre-evaluation conference
Very important 140 24.7 64 31.4 204 26.5
Important 161 28.4 68 33.3 229 29.7
Relatively unimportant 174 30.7 54 26.5 228 29.6
Unimportant 92 16.2 18 8.8 110 14.3




TABLE XXXIII (continued)

County City/Other Total
Category N % N
Conference during evaluation process
Very important 160 28.2 67 33.0 227 29.5
Important 156 27.5 62 30.5 218 28.3
Relatively unimportant 149 26.3 43 21.2 192 24.9
Unimportant 102 18.0 31 15.3 133 17.3
Post-evaluation conference
Very important 166 29.2 64 ki 230 29.7
Important 172 30.3 65 31.6 237 30.6
Relatively unimportant 135 23.8 44 21.4 179 231
Unimportant 95 16.7 33 16.0 128 16.5
Both informal and formal evaluation
Very important 145 25.6 53 25.7 198 25.6
Important 158 27.9 60 29.1 218 28.2
Relatively unimportant 154 27.2 49 23.8 203 26.3
Unimportant 110 19.4 44 21.4 154 19.9
Some items on the evaluation form
are weighted
Very important 81 14.4 28 13.6 109 14.2
Important 110 19.5 26 12.6 136 17.7
Relatively unimportant 182 32.3 57 27.7 239 31.0
Unimportant 191 33.9 95 46.1 286 37.1
Uses rater rather than evaluator
Very important 79 14.1 23 11.3 102 13.3
Important 106 18.9 35 17.2 4 18.4
Relatively unimportant 175 31.1 46 22.5 221 28.9
Unimportant 202 35.9 100 49.0 302 39.4
Implements team appraisal
Very important 91 16.2 34 16.6 125 16.3
Important 136 24.2 37 18.0 173 22.6
Relatively unimportant 177 31.6 74 36.1 251 32.8
Unimportant 157 28.0 60 29.3 217 28.3
Provides for individual differences
Very important 144 25.7 60 29.3 204 26.6
Important 172 30.7 58 28.3 230 30.0
Relatively unimportant 130 23.2 39 19.0 169 221
Unimportant 115 20.5 48 23.4 163 21.3
Includes monitoring and feedback
Very important 179 31.6 69 33.3 248 32.0
Important 129 22.8 46 22.2 175 22.6
Relatively unimportant 120 21.2 47 22.7 167 21.6
Unimportant 139 24.5 45 21.7 184 23.8
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provides for individual differences, and includes monitoring and
feedback. Only six of the items were considered as relatively unim-
portant and/or unimportant by more than 50% of the total respondent
group: related to salary, includes review and appeal process, based
on performance contract, some items on the evaluation form are
weighted, uses rater rather than evaluator, and implements team
appraisal.

Respondents from county and city/other districts differed in
their perceptions regarding the importance of supervisor evaluation
being based on job descriptions. More city/other (42.7%) than county
(29.7%) respondents felt it was very important. On the other hand,
more county (50.8%) than city/other (35.9%) respondents ranked it
as very important.

More respondents from county districts (17.2%) than from city/

other (8.3%) considered feedback from subordinates as being unimportant.

However, more city/other (33.7%) than county (28.5%) respondents
perceived it as relatively unimportant.

A pre-evaluation conference was perceived to be very important
by more city/other (31.4%) than county (24.7%) respondents, but more
county (16.2%) than city/other (8.8%) respondents perceived it as
unimportant.

More respondents from city/other (46.1%) than from county
districts (33.9%) thought it was unimportant that some items on the
evaluation form be weighted. More city/other (49.0%) than county

respondents (35.9%) also thought the use of a rater rather than

the evaluator was unimportant.
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Data presented in Table XXXIV reveals that self-evaluation
was thought to be very important by more superintendents (79.4%),
supervisors (77.9%), and principals (74.3%) than teachers (65.4%).
More teachers (27.2%) than principals (11.4%) considered it important,
while superintendents and supervisors gave intermediate responses of
16.2% and 16.1%, respectively. All four position groups held
similar perceptions regarding the relative unimportance of self-
evaluation, but more principals (10.5%) than superintendents (0.7%),
supervisors (2.7%), or teachers (1.9%) considered it unimportant.

More supervisors (47.3%) than principals (24.5%) thought it
was very important that evaluation be based on job description;
approximately one-third of the superintendents (34.8%) and teachers
(32.3%) shared this perception. More principals (54.9%) than
supervisors (35.6%) thought this was important.

More supervisors (21.7%), principals (19.4%), and teachers
(21.8%) thought it was very important that evaluation be related to
salary than did superintendents (11.1%). On the other hand, more
principals (36.6%) and teachers (30.0%) ranked it as important than
did supervisors (8.4%) or superintendents (17.0%). It was con-
sidered unimportant by more supervisors (39.9%) and superintendents
(34.1%) than principals (15.1%) or teachers (19.8%).

Supervisors (34.3%) themselves were much more convinced than
were superintendents (17.0%), principals (18.1%), or teachers (17.2%)
that it was very important that the evaluation include a review

and appeal process.
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TABLE XXXIV

PERCEPTIONS OF DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OF METHODS USED IN SUPERVISOR
EVALUATION BY POSITION OF RESPONDENT

Superintendent Supervisor Principal Teacher
Category N % N % N % N %
Self-evaluation -
Very important 108 79.4 116 77.9 176 74.3 168 65.4
Important 22 16.2 16.1 27 1.4 70 27.2
Relatively unimportant 5 3.7 5 3.4 9 3.8 14 5.4
Unimportant 1 0.7 4 2.7 25 10.5 5 1.9
Based on job description
Very important 47 34.8 69 47.3 57 24.5 83 32.3
Important 57 42.2 52 35.6 128 54.9 124 48.2
Relatively unimportant 24 17.8 21 14.4 22 9.4 38 14.8
Unimportant 7 5.2 4 2.7 26 11.2 12 4.7
Related to salary
Very important 15 1.1 k]| 21.7 45 19.4 56 21.8
Important 23 17.0 12 8.4 8 = 36.6 77 30.0
Relatively unimportant- 51 37.8 43 30.1 67 28.9 73 28.4
Unimportant 46 34.1 s7 39.9 35 15.1 51 19.8
Includes review and appeal
process
Very important 23 17.0 49 34.3 43 18.1 44 17.2
Important 44 32.6 45 31.5 87 36.7 93 36.3
Relatively unimportant 50 37.0 35 24.5 77 32.5 78 30.5
Unimportant 18 13.3 14 9.8 30 12.7 4] 16.0
Based on performance contract
Very important 18 13.2 25 17.5 35 15.0 38 14.8
Important 46 33.8 45 31.5 73 31.3 85 33.2
Relatively unimportant 52 38.2 54 37.8 105 45.1 112 43.8
Unimportant 20 14.7 19 13.3 20 8.6 21 8.2
Uses multiple information
sources
Very important 34 25.0 48 3.0 34 14.6 69 27.0
Important 52 38.2 57 39.3 90 38.6 97 37.9
Relatively unimportant 39 28.7 32 221 81 34.8 69 27.0
Unimportant n 8.1 8 5.5 28 12.0 21 8.2
Both process and results
examined
Very important k]| 23.0 39 27.5 35 14.8 63 24.6
Important 43 31.9 53 37.3 7 30.1 81 31.6
Relatively unimportant 49 36.3 40 28.2 93 39.4 90 35.2
Unimportant 12 8.9 10 7.0 37 15.7 22 8.6
Feedback from subordinates
Very important 26 19.3 52 35.9 31 13.2 104 40.8
Important 38 28.1 35 24.1 69 29.5 70 27.5
Relatively unimportant 56 41.5 44 30.3 81 34.6 49 19.2
Unimportant 15 11.1 14 9.7 53 22.6 32 12.5
Pre-evaluation conference
Very important 36 26.5 65 45.1 33 14.0 70 27.3
Important 44 32.4 36 25.0 61 26.0 88 34.4
Relatively unimportant 49 36.0 27 18.8 87 37.0 65 25.4
Unimportant 7 5.1 16 1.1 54 23.0 33 12.9
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TABLE XXXIV (continued)

Superintendent Supervisor Principal Teacher
Category N % N % N % N %
Conference during evaluation
process
Very important 42 30.9 63 43.2 41 17.7 81 31.6
Important 31 22.8 40 27 .4 64 27.6 83 32.4
Relatively unimportant 45 33.1 22 15,1 70 30.2 55 21.5
Unimportant 18 13.2 21 14.4 57 24.% 37 14.5
Post-evaluation conference
Very important 40 29.4 63 43.8 46 19.4 81 31.5
Important 57 34.6 37 25.7 64 27.0 89 34.6
Relatively unimportant 35 25.7 28 19.4 75 31.6 41 16.0
Unimportant 14 10.3 16 11.1 52 21.9 45 17.9
Both informal and formal
evaluation .
Very important 39 28.7 45 31.0 45 19.1 69 26.8
Important 40 29.4 44 30.3 62 26.4 72 28.0
Relatively unimportant 35 25.7 26 17.9 66 28.1 76 29.6
Unimportant 22 16.2 30 20.7 62 26.4 40 15.6
Some items on the evaluation
form are weighted
Very important 18 13.2 25 17.5 30 12.7 36 14.1
Important 22 16.2 19 13.3 44 18.6 51 20.0
Relatively unimportant 48 35.3 42 29.4 83 35.2 66 25.9
Unimportant 48 35.3 57 39.9 79 33.5 102 40.0
Uses rater rather than
evaluator
Very important 10 7.4 24 16.9 31 13.3 37 14.5
Important 24 17.6 17 12.0 61 26.2 39 15.3
Relatively unimportant 47 34.6 39 27.5 63 27.0 72 28.2
Unimportant 55 40.4 62 43,7 78 33.5 107 42.0
Implements team appraisal
Very important 24 17.9 22 15.6 39 16.5 40 15.7
Important 31 23.1 24 17.0 49 20.8 69 271
Relatively unimportant 44 32.8 44 31.2 86 36.4 77 30.2
Unimportant 35 26,1 51 36.2 62 26.3 69 27.1
Provides for individual
differences
w Very important 40 29.9 47 33 51 21.9 66 25.7
Important 46 34.3 41 28.9 67 28.8 76 29.6
Relatively unimportant 29 21.6 29 20.4 49 21.0 62 24.7
‘ Unimportant 19 14.2 25 17.6 66 28.3 .53 20.6
Includes monitoring and
feedback
Very important 50 36.8 48 33.1 al 19.4 79 30.7
Important 34 25.0 41 28.3 44 18.6 56 21.8
Relatively unimportant 27 19.9 30 20.7 49 20.8 61 23.7
Unimportant 25 18.4 26 17.9 72 30.5 61 23.7
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Fewer principals (14.6%) felt the use of multiple information
sources was very important than did supervisors (33.1%), teachers
(27.0%), and superintendents (25.0%).

More supervisors (27.5%), teachers (24.6%), and superintendents
(23.0%) considered it very important that both process and results
be examined than did principals (14.8%).

Many more supervisors (45.1%) than principals (14.0%) ranked
pre-evaluation conference as very important; the responses of super-
intendents (26.5%) and teachers (27.3%) were similar to each other
but fell between those of principals and supervisors. More principals
(37.0%) and superintendents (36.0%) ranked pre-evaluation conference
as relatively unimportant than did supervisors (18.8%) and teachers
(25.4%). A pre-evaluation conference was considered unimportant
by more principals (23.0%) than superintendents (5.1%), supervisors
(11.1%), or teachers (12.9%).

Many more supervisors (43.2%) than principals (17.7%) also
ranked a conference during the evaluation process as very important;
slightly less than one-third of superintendents (30.9%) and teachers
(31.6%) ranked it as very important. More superintendents (33.1%)
and principals (30.2%) considered a conference during the evaluation
process relatively unimportant than did supervisors (15.1%) or
teachers (21.5%). More principals (24.6%) ranked it unimportant
than did superintendents (13.2%), supervisors (14.4%), or teachers
(14.5%).

A post-evaluation conference was thought to be very important

by considerably more supervisors (43.8%) than principals (19.4%); the
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responses of superintendents (29.4%) and teachers (31.5%) were
similar to each other but fell between the extremes of the principals
and supervisors. Post-evaluation conference was ranked relatively
unimportant by more principals (31.6%) than by superintendents
(25.7%), supervisors (19.4%), or teachers (16.0%). It was considered
unimportant by more principals (21.9%) and teachers (17.9%) than
superintendents (10.3%) or supervisors (11.1%).

Both informal and formal evaluation was ranked as very important
by more supervisors (31.0%) than principals (19.1%). Superintendents
and teachers gave intermediate responses of 28.7% and 26.8%,
respectively.

The use of a rater rather than the evaluator was ranked unimportant
by more superintendents (40.4%), supervisors (43.7%), and teachers
(42.0%) than by principals (33.5%). Conversely, it was ranked important
by more principals (26.2%) than superintendents (17.6%), supervisors
(12.0%), or teachers (15.3%).

Table XXXV displays data analyzed by size of school district.

A majority of respondents (51.0%) from districts with 10,001 to 20,000
students ranked based on job description as very important while only
25.2% from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students did so. It was
considered important by more respondents from districts with less

than 2,001 students (51.3%), 2,001 to 5,000 students (49.1%), 5,001

to 10,000 students (47.7%), and over 20,000 students (46.1%) than

by those from districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students (33.3%).

Includes review and appeal process was perceived as very

important by more respondents from the larger districts (31.1% from
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TABLE XXXV

PERCEPTIONS OF DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OF METHODS USED IN SUPERVISOR
EVALUATION BY SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT

Under 2,001 2,001-5,000 5,001-10,000 10,001-20,000 Over 20,000
Students Students Students Students Students
Self-evaluation -
Very important 114 74.5 163 73.4 164 73.5 73 70.2 54 71.1
Important 21 13.7 37 16.7 45 20.2 23 22.1 16 21.1
Relatively unimportant 7 4.6 n 5.0 7 3.1 4 3.8 4 5.3
Unimportant 1 7.2 n 5.0 7 3.1 4 3.8 2 2.6
Based on job description
Very important 45 29.6 55 25.2 73 32.9 52 51.0 31 40.8
Important 78 51.3 107 49.1 106 47.7 34 33.3 - 35 46.1
Relatively unimportant 20 13.2 38 17.4 3 14.0 10 9.8 6 7.9
Unimportant 9 5.9 18 8.3 12 5.4 6 5.9 4 5.3
Related to salary
Very important 27 17.9 4 19.0 45 20.2 21 20.6 13 17.6
Important 39 25.8 58 26.9 54 24.2 22 21.6 23 31.1
Relatively unimportant 51 33.8 56 25,9 66 29.6 40 39.2 21 28.4
Upimportant 34 22.5 61 28.2 58 26.0 19 18.6 17 23.0
Includes review and appeal
process
Very important 27 18.0 40 18.2 39 17.6 32 311 21 28.0
Important 55 36.7 76 34.5 a3 37.4 35 34.0 20 26.7
Relatively unimportant 40 26.7 79 35.9 73 32.9 26 25.2 2 28.0
Unimportant 28 18.7 25 11.4 27 12.2 10 9.7 13 17.3
Based on performance contract
Very important 22 14.8 34 15.5 28 12.6 20 19.8 12 16.0
Important . 47 31.5 7 32.3 79 35.6 27 26.7 24 32.0
Relatively unimportant 54 37.6 95 43.2 97 43.7 45 4.6 30 40.0
Unimportant 24 16.1 20 g1 18 8.1 9 8.9 9 12.0
Uses multiple information sources .
Very important 38 25.3 4 20.1 53 24.0 32 k18| 18 23.7
Important 60 40.0 79 36.1 90 40.7 42 40.8 25 32.9
Relatively unimportant 38 25.3 75 4.2 62 28.1 21 20.4 24 31.6
Unimportant 14 9.3 21 9.6 16 7.2 8 7.8 9 11.8
Both process and results
examined
Very important 38 25.3 49 22.5 37 16.7 28 27.2 16 21.3
Important 41 27.3 76 34.9 80 36.0 33 32.0 17 22.7
Relatively unimportant 53 35.3 67 30.7 85 38.3 33 32.0 34 45.3
Unimportant 18 12.0 26 11.9 20 9.0 9 8.7 8 10.7
Feedback from subordinates
Very important 32 21.3 58 26.4 68 30.5 37 37.0 18 24.0
Important 50 33.3 60 27.3 55 24.7 19 19.0 28 37.3
Relatively unimportant 47 31.3 66 30.0 65 29.1 29 29.0 22 29.3
Unimportant 21 14.0 36 16.4 35 15.7 15 15.0 7 9.3
Pre-evaluation conference
Very important 36 24.3 56 25.3 49 22.0 37 36.3 26 34.2
Important 48 32.4 52 23.5 79 35.4 27 26.5 23 30.3
Relatively unimportant 48 32.4 73 33.0 63 28.3 27 26.5 16 21.1
10.8 40 18.1 32 14.3 n 10.8 1 14.5

Unimportant 16
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TABLE XXXV (continued)

Under 2,001 2,001-5,000 5,001-10,000 10,001-20,000 Over 20,000
Students Students Students Students Students
Category N % N 4 N 5 N X N %
Conference during evaluatfon
process
Very important 52 34.7 54 24.9 58 26.0 46 4.7 17  22.4
Important 41 27.3 52 28.0 73 32.7 26 25.2 26 34.2
Relatively unimportant 32 21.3 72 33.2 53 23.8 16 15.5 18 23.7
Unimportant 25 16.7 39 18.0 39 17.5 15 14.6 15 19.7
Post-evaluation conference
Very important 50 32.9 57 26.0 62 27.8 41 39.8 - 20 26.3
Important 43 28.3 60 27.4 81 36,3 29 28,2 23 30.3
Relatively unimportant 34 22,4 57 26.0 55 24.7 21 20.4 12 15.8
Unimportant 25 16.4 45 20.5 25 1.2 12 n.7 21 27.6
Both informal and formal
evaluation
Very important LY 31.1 62 28.2 53 23.9 24 23.1 12 16.0
Important 45 29.8 70 31.8 54 24.3 31 29.8 17 22.7
Relatively unimportant 27 17.9 50 22,7 66 29.7 29 27.9 31 41.3
Unimportant 32 21.2 38 17.3 49 22,1 21 19.2 18 20.0
Some items on the evaluation
form are weighted
Very important 31 20.7 40 18.3 22 9.9 9 8.8 7 9.3
Important 31 20.7 43 19.6 33 14.8 18 17.6 10 13.3
Relatively unimportant 36 24.0 75 34.2 n 31.8 34 33.3 23 30.7
Unimportant 52 34.7 61 27.9 97 43.5 4 40.2 35 46.7
Uses rater rather than
evaluator
Very important 26 17.7 36 16.4 17 7.7 12 11.8 1 14.7
Important 33 22.4 50 22.7 31 14.0 L15 14.7 12 16.0
Relatively unimportant 39 26.5 64 29.1 65 29.4 29 28.4 23 30.7
Unimportant 49 33.3 70 31.8 108 48.9 46 45.1 29 38.7
Implements team appraisal
Very important 34 22.8 45 20.5 20 9.0 12 11.8 13 17.6
Important 38 25.5 59 26.9 42 19.0 17 16.7 17 23.0
Relatively unimportant 41 27.5 64 29.2 84 38.0 37 36.3 25 33.8
Unimportant 36 24.2 51 23.3 75 33.9 36 35.3 19 25.7
Provides for indfvidual
differences
Very important 47 1. 59 27.2 55 25.0 22 21.6 21 28.0
{mportant 46 30.5 73 33.6 64 29.1 28 27.5 19 25.3
Relatively unimportant 24 15.9 38 17.5 55 25.0 29 28.4 22 29.3
Unimportant 34 22.5 47 21.7 46 20.9 23 22.5 13 17.3
Includes monitoring and
feedback
Very important 49 32.0 30 36.4 64 28.8 28 27.5 27 35.5
Important 40 26.1 51 23.3 45 20.3 20 19.6 18 23.7
Relatively unimportant 24 15.7 38 17.3 61 27.5 28 27.5 16 21.1
Unimportant 40 26.1 51 23.2 52 23.4 26 25.5 15 19.7
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districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students and 28.0% from districts

with over 20,000 students) than from the smaller districts (18.0% from
districts with less than 2,001 students, 18.2% from those with 2,001
to 5,000 students, and 17.6% from those with 5,001 to 10,000

students.

Over one-third of respondents from the larger districts of
10,001 to 20,000 students (36.3%) and over 20,000 students (34.2%)
ranked pre-evaluation conference as very important. However, only
about one-fourth or fewer from the smaller districts of fewer than
2,001 students (24.3%), 2,001 to 5,000 students (25.3%), and 5,001
to 10,000 students (22.0%) said a pre-evaluation conference was
very important. On the other hand, it was thought to be relatively
unimportant by 32.4% of respondents from districts with under 2,001
students and 33.0% from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students but
by only 21.1% from districts with over 20,000 students.

A conference during the evaluation process was thought to be
very important by only 22.4% of respondents from districts with over
20,000 students, whereas 44.7% from districts with 10,001 to 20,000
students thought it was very important. About one-third of the
respondents from districts with less than 2,001 students (34.7%)
and about one-fourth from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students
(24.9%) and 5,001 to 10,000 students (26.0%) thought a conference
during the evaluation process was very important.

A post-evaluation conference was ranked as very imporant by
39.8% of respondents from districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students;
however, only 26.0% from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students and
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26.3% from those with over 20,000 students agreed. It was considered
unimportant by 27.6% of respondents from districts with over 20,000
students but by only 11.2% and 11.7% from districts with 5,001 to
10,000 students and 10,001 to 20,000 students, respectively.

More superintendents (23.0%), supervisors (27.5%), and
teachers (24.6%) ranked both process and results examined as very
important than did principals (14.8%).

Nearly one-third (31.1%) of respondents from districts with
fewer than 2,001 students thought both formal and informal evaluation
were important, but only 16.0% from districts with over 20,000 students
agreed; intermediate responses of 28.2%, 23.9%, and 23.1% were given
by respondents from the other size districts of 2,001 to 5,000
students, 5,001 to 10,000 students, and 10,001 to 20,000 students,
respectively. Conversely, 41.3% of respondents from districts with
over 20,000 students thought both formal and informal evaluation were
relatively unimportant, whereas only 17.9% from districts with under
2,001 students agreed.

"Some items on the evaluation form are weighted" was ranked as
very important by more respondents from the smaller districts of
under 2,001 students (20.7%), and 2,001 to 5,000 students (18.3%)
than by those from the larger districts of 5,001 to 10,000 students
(9.9%), 10,001 to 20,000 students (8.8%), and over 20,000 students
(9.3%). It was ranked as unimportant by more respondents from the

larger districts of 5,001 to 10,000 students (43.5%), 10,001 to 20,000

students (40.2%), and over 20,000 students (46.7%) than by those
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from the smaller districts of 2,001 to 5,000 students (27.9%) and
under 2,001 students (34.7%).

Only 7.7% of respondents from districts with 5,001 to 10,000
students considered the use of a rater rather than the evaluator
to be very important, whereas 17.7% from districts with less than
2,001 students and 16.4% from districts wifh 2;001 to 5,000 students
did so; intermediate responses of 11.8% and 14.7% were given by
districts with 10,001 to 20,000 students and over 20,000 students,
respectively. The use of a rater rather than the evaluator was thought
to be unimportant by nearly one-half of respondents from districts
with 5,001 to 10,000 students (48.9%) and 10,001 to 20,000 students
(45.1%), but only about one-third of respondents from districts with
under 2,001 students (33.3%) and 2,001 to 5,000 students (31.8%)
concurred.

"Implements team appraisal" was ranked as very important by
22.8% of respondents from districts with under 2,001 students and
20.5% from districts with 2,001 to 5,000 students, but by only 9.0%
and 11.8% from districts with 5,001 to 10,000 students and 10,001
to 20,000 students, respectively; an intermediate response of 17.6%
was given by districts with over 20,000 students. Approximately
one-third of respondents from districts with 5,001 to 10,000 students

(33.9%) and 10,001 to 20,000 students (35.3%) ranked implements team

appraisal as unimportant, whereas only about one-fourth from the
other districts of under 2,001 students (24.2%), 2,001 to 5,000
students (23.3%), and over 20,000 students (25.7%) did so.




161

Summary

This chapter has presented an analysis of the data collected
by the administration of the questionnaire for the evaluation of

supervisors. Major findings are re-identified below.

Type of Evaluation

Analysis of responses to the questions concerning type of
evaluation revealed that most respondents (54.3%) perceived that
checklists and rating scales were used. This was followed by
management by objectives (22.5%), neither of these types (11.7%),
and no evaluation of supervisors (11.3%). Analysis by type of
district, position of respondent, and size of district revealed

differences in responses.

Purposes of Supervisor Evaluation

The most important purpose of supervisor evaluation as identified
by the total group of respondents, both as current practice in their
systems and as what should be most important, was "promote personal
growth and competence." "To improve instruction" was perceived as
being the second most important while "provide information related
to strengths and weaknesses of the individual employee" was identified
as the one that should be second in importance. "To meet state
requirements" was perceived as currently being the third most important
purpose, but respondents thought "facilitate communication and
cooperation among administrators, teachers, and community" should

ideally be third. Analysis of data by type of school district revealed

very few differences. However, analysis by position of respondent
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and size of district did reveal several differences in perceptions

concerning the purposes of supervisor evaluation.

Who Is Involved in Supervisor Evaluation

The total group of respondents perceived that the superintendent,
self-evaluation, principals, teachers, and supervisor were the people
most involved in the evaluation of supervisors. These were also
the people whom most respondents thought should be involved. Data
analysis by type of district, position of respondent, and size of
district revealed several differences in perceptions to both the

questions of who is currently involved and who should be involved.

Primary Responsibility for Evaluation of Supervisors

A large majority of all respondents (80.6%) perceived that
the superintendent had primary responsibility for the evaluation
of supervisors, and a majority (62.9%) also thought the superintendent
should have primary responsibility. Analysis of data by type of
school district indicated a difference in responses for both the
questions of who has primary responsibility and who should have
primary responsibility. Analysis by position of respondent revealed
a difference in responses for only the question of who currently has

primary responsibility.

Frequency of Supervisor Evaluation

A majority of all respondents (52.5%) perceived that super-
visors in their systems were evaluated once every three years, and

most respondents (48.7%) also indicated they believed supervisors
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should be evaluated once every three years. Analysis of data by
type of school district revealed a difference in responses to the
question of how frequently supervisors are evaluated. There were
differences for both the questions of how frequently supervisors
are evaluated and how frequently they should be evaluated when data
were analyzed by position of respondent and by size of school

district.

Instruments or Procedures Used

When respondents were asked to indicate the instruments and
procedures used in their systems and those they thought should be
used, most respondents (55.8%) said checklists were used and even
more (61.7%) thought checklists should be used. Less than one-fourth
of all respondents (22.7%) said management by objectives (MBO) was
used, but more than one-third (36.9%) thought MBO should be used.
Analysis by type of district, position of respondent, and size of
district indicated several differences in responses to both the
questions concerning perceptions of instruments or procedures
currently used to evaluate supervisors and what instruments or

procedures respondents thought should be used,

Results of Supervisor Evaluation

The total group of respondents identified "improvement of
supervisor performance" as being the most important result of
supervisor evaluation and "better communication and cooperation
among teachers, administrators, and community" as the second most

important result. Respondents also thought these should be the
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two most important results. "Job targets for supervisors" was
identified as currently being the third most important result, but
respondents thought "improvement in instruction" should be third.
Type of district and size of dfstrict did not appear to have much
effect on responses concerning results of supervisor evaluation;
however, there were more differences when data were aﬁa]yzed by

position of respondent.

Effectiveness of the Evaluation Process for Supervisors

When asked to rate the effectiveness of their systems' evalua-
tion of supervisors, most respondents (49.9%) rated it as satisfactory;
only 12.4% rated it as poor and 37.8% rated it good. There were
differences in responses when data were analyzed by position of

respondent and by size of school district.

Job Descriptions

In response to the question concerning job descriptions for
supervisors, 45.0% of respondents said their systems had job descrip-
tions. Slightly over one-third (34.9%) said no, and 20.2% said
they did not know. There were differences in responses based on

type of district, position of respondent, and size of district.

Efficiency
Slightly less than one-half of all respondents (47.3%) felt

the evaluation process had helped to improve the efficiency of

supervisors; only 21.7% said it had not, but about one-third (31.0%)

said they did not know. Type of district and size of district did
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not appear to affect responses to the question of whether the evalua-
tion process had helped improve supervisor efficiency. However, there

was a difference in responses based upon position of respondent.

Involvement in Development of Evaluation Process and Procedures

The largest group of respondents (38.0%) indicated that they
had had no involvement in the development of the supervisor evaluation
process. Only 10.1% said they had had extensive involvement Minimal
involvement was indicated by 29.0%, and 22.1% indicated average
involvement. Analysis by type of district, position of respondent,

and size of district indicated several differences in responses.

Weaknesses in the Process for the Evaluation of Supervisors

The most often identified weaknesses of the supervisor
evaluation process were criteria too subjective, not enough time
spént gathering and/or sharing evaluation data, criteria not
appropriate, and little follow-through. There were several differences
in responses when data were analyzed by type of district, position

of respondent, and size of district.

Strengths of the Process for the Evaluation of Supervisors

The most often identified strengths of the evaluation process
for supervisors were improves professional growth, gives direction
and goal-setting to job, identifies strengths and weaknesses, and
improves communication. Data analysis by type of district, position

of respondent, and size of district indicated several differences

in responses.
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Methods of Supervisor Evaluation

Some of the most commonly used methods in supervisof evaluation
as perceived by the total group of respondents were self-evaluation,
multiple information sources, and based on job description. When
data were analyzed by type of district, differences were found in
responses to only two methods; however, analysis by pbsition of
respondents and size of district revealed differences in responses
to several methods.

More than half of all respondents considered 11 of the methods
as important and/or very important: self-evaluation, based on job
description, multiple information sources, both process and results
examined, feedback from subordinates, pre-evaluation conference,
conference during evaluation process, post-evaluation conference,
both informal and formal evaluation, provides for individual
differences, and includes monitoring and feedback. Data analysis
by type of district, position of respondents, and size of district

indicated differences in responses to several of the methods.




CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study sought to fill a void in knowledge concerning the
evaluation of supervisors in Tennessee by determining what current
supervisory evaluation practices are and comparing these to percefved
ideal practices. The study had two major purposes. It sought to
assess the current status of the evaluation of supervisory personnel,
K-12, in the state of Tennessee as perceived by teachers, building
level principals, central office administrators (i.e., superintendents
and assistant superintendents for curriculum and instruction) and
supervisors themselves and to compare the perceptions of these four
groups. Second, the study attempted to determine what respondents believe
are desirable supervisory personnel evaluation practices, K-12, in the
state of Tennessee and to compare the perceptions of the four groups
of respondents.

As a means of analyzing the data generated in the 788 question-
naires returned by respondents, several research questions were posed.
Findings reported in Chapter IV must be reviewed in relationship to
the following questions.

1. How are current supervisory personnel evaluation practices

perceived by educators (central office administrators, teachers,

building principals, and supervisors themselves)?

Most educators perceived that checklists and rating scales
were the types of evaluation most often used in their systems. More
than half of all respondents indicated checklists as being the

instrument used in supervisor evaluation in their systems.
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Educators identified "promote personal growth and competence"
as being the most important purpose of supervisor evaluation in their
systems. "To improve instruction" and "to meet state requirements"
were perceived to be second and third in importance, respectively.

The three most important results of supervisor evaluation
were perceived to be (1) improvement of supervisor performance,

(2) better communication and cooperation among teachers, adminis-
trators, and community, and (3) job targets for supervisors.

Respondents perceived that the superintendent's staff, self-
evaluation, principals, and teachers were the persons most involved
in supervisor evaluation. More than 90% of all respondents perceived
that either the superintendent or assistant superintendent had primary

responsibility for the evaluation of supervisors in their districts.

More than half the respondents indicated supervisors in their
systems were evaluated once every three years.

A very large majority of respondents rated their systems'
evaluation of supervisors as either good (37.8%) or satisfactory
(49.9%). However, slightly less than one-half of all respondents
thought the evaluation process had helped to improve the efficiency
of supervisors. One-third of all respondents felt that they had
insufficient knowledge to answer this question.

Slightly less than one-half of all respondents said their

systems had job descriptions for supervisors and 20.2% said they

did not know.




169

A large majority of respondents indicated they had had minimal
or no involvement in the development of the supervisor evaluation
process.

The weaknesses identified by most respondents were criteria
too subjective, not enough time spent gathering and/O( sharing
evaluation data, criteria not appropriate, and little follow-through.
The stregnths most often identified were improves professional
growth, gives direction and goal-setting to job, identified
strengths and weaknesses, and improves communication.

Some of the most commonly used methods in supervisor
evaluation were self-evaluation, multiple information sources, and
Jjob descriptions. More than half of all respondents considered
11 of the methods as important and/or very important: self-evaluation,
based on job description, uses multiple information sources, both
process and results examined, feedback from subordinates, pre-evaluation
conference, conference during evaluation brocess, post-evaluation
conference, both informal and formal evaluation, provides for individual
differences, and includes monitoring and feedback.

This first broad research question was further broken down
into three sub-questions to assist in further data analysis.

la. Do perceptions among these groups differ?

Data analysis based upon position of respondents indicated few
differences in the following areas: type of evaluation, instruments

or procedures used, methods used in evaluation, and purposes and

results of evaluation.
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Several differences in perceptions were evident in regard to
persons involved, frequency of evaluation, effectiveness of evaluation,
improvement of supervisor efficiency, job descriptions, and weaknesses
and strengths of evaluation.

More teachers perceived that teachers and principals were
involved in supervisor evaluation than did superintendents, supervisors,
or principals. However, more superintendents and supervisors perceived
that self-evaluation was involved. Fewer teachers than other respondents
thought the superintendent had primary responsibility for supervisor
evaluation. No superintendents or supervisors and only 1.5% of
principals thought teachers had primary responsibility for the evalua-
tion of supervisors, but 7.1% of teachers had this perception.

In regard to frequency of evaluation, considerably more super-
intendents and supervisors than others perceived that supervisors
were evaluated once every three years.

More superintendents and supervisors considered the effective-
ness of their systems' evaluation of supervisors to be good than did
principals and teachers. On the other hand, more teachers perceived
it to be poor than did any other group. A large majority of super-
intendents and supervisors perceived that the evaluation process
had helped to improve the efficiency of supervisors, but only slightly
more than one-third of principals and teachers agreed; over half
the teachers said they did not know. Teachers also appeared to have
had less involvement in the development of the evaluation process

than any other group; more than half the teachers indicated they

had had no involvement in its development.
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Approximately two-thirds of superintendents and supervisors
said their systems had job descriptions for supervisors, but only
about one-third of principals and teachers agreed. Considerably more
teachers answered "don't know" to the question of job descriptions.

Considerable differences among respondent groups occurred in
identifying two weaknesses: criteria too subjective and criteria not
appropriate. Fewer superintendents and more principals perceivedA
these to be weaknesses.

Considerable differences among respondent groups occurred in
the following strengths: identifies strengths and weaknesses,
improves communication, self-evaluation, results in more cooperation,
and improves performance. Fewer principals perceived self-evaluation
to be a strength of the evaluation process in their systems, and
fewer teachers perceived the others to be strengths.

1b. Do perceptions of educators in county systems differ from

those of educators in city or other systems?

Perceptions of county and city/other respondents were very
similar in the areas of purposes, results, effectiveness of supervisor
evaluation, job descriptions, improvement of supervisor efficiency,
degree of involvement in the development of the evaluation process,
weaknesses, strengths, and methods used in supervisor evaluation.

There were considerable differences in perceptions of respondents
in regard to type of evaluation and instruments used and persons
involved. More county respondents indicated checklists were used
while more city respondents thought MBO was used. More city than

county respondents perceived that the assistant superintendent was
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involved in supervisor evaluation, and more city respondents thought
the assistant superintendent had primary responsibility for supervisor
evaluation.

1c. Do perceptions of educators differ based upon the size

of the school districts which they represent?

Perceptions of respondents from all size districts were
similar in regard to purposes, results, frequency of evaluation,
improvement of supervisor efficiency, and degree of involvement in
the development of the evaluation process.

Analysis of data by size of school district indicated considerable
differences in perceptions in regard to type of evaluation and instru-
ments used, persons involved, effectiveness of evaluation, job descrip-
tions, weaknesses and strengths, and methods used in evaluation.

Many more educators from the larger systems perceived MBO to
be used whereas more respondents from smaller systems perceived
checklists to be used.

Differences in perceptions regarding persons involved were
indicated with regard to the assistant superintendent and personnel
director. More respondents from the larger districts perceived that
the assistant superintendent and personnel director were involved
in supervisor evaluation. Fewer respondents from the larger
districts perceived that the superintendent had primary responsibility
for supervisor evaluation and more thought that the assistant
superintendent had this responsibility.

More respondents from the largest districts and smallest

districts perceived the effectiveness of their systems' evaluation
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of supervisors to be good than did respondents from districts with
between 2,001 and 10,000 students.

More respondents from larger districts said their systems had
a job description for supervisors--the larger the district, the more
respondents who answered "yes," and the smaller the district, the.
more respondents who answered "no."

There was a considerable difference in perceptions in regard
to weaknesses in the area of criteria not appropriate. More
respondents from the smallest districts perceived this as a weakness.

There were differences in perceptions in regard to strengths
in the areas of improves professional growth, gives direction and
goal setting to job, self-evaluation, and involvement. More respondents
from the smaller districts perceived "improves professional growth"
to be a strength of supervisor evaluation in their systems, while
more from the larger districts perceived "gives direction and goal
setting to job" and "self-evaluation" to be strengths. "Involvement"
was perceived as a strength by more respondents from the very large
and very small districts.

Differences in perceptions in regard to methods used in
evaluation included the following: based on job description, uses
multiple information sources, pre-evaluation conference, conference
during evaluation process, and post-evaluation conference. All

of these were perceived to be used by more respondents from larger

districts.
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The second major reseanch question pertained to respondents’
perceptions of ideal processes and procedures.

2. What do educators (central office administrators, teachers,

building principals, and supervisors) perceive to be desirable practices

in supervisory personnel evaluation practices in Tennessee?

The total group of respondents thought the following should
be the three most important purposes of supervisor evaluation in their
systems: (1) promote personal growth and competence, (2) provide
information related to the strengths and weaknesses of the individual
employee, and (3) facilitate communication and cooperation among
administrators, teachers, and community.

Most educators believed "improvement of supervisor performance"
should be the most important result of evaluation. They thought
"better communication and cooperation" should be second in importance
and "improvement in instruction" third in importance.

More than 50% of all respondents believed the superintendent,
principals, self-evaluation, and teachers should be involved in
supervisor evaluation. A majority of respondents thought the super-
intendent should have primary responsibility for supervisor evaluation;
about 15% thought teachers should have this responsibility and 11%
thought the assistant superintendent should.

Slightly less than half of all respondents believed supervisors

should be evaluated once every three years. More than one-fourth

thought they should be evaluated once a year.
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A majority of respondents thought checklists should be used
in supervisor evaluation. Other favored instruments or procedures
were conference and management by objectives.

In regard to the question of relative importance of methods
used in supervisor evaluation, more than half of all respondents
considered 11 of the items as important and/or very important:
self-evaluation, based on job description, uses multiple information
sources, both process and results examined, feedback from subordinates,
pre-evaluation conference, conference during evaluation process,
post-evaluation conference, both informal and formal evaluation,
provides for individual differences, and includes monitoring and
feedback. Six of the items were considered as relatively unimportant
and/or unimportant by more than 50% of the total respondent group:
related to salary, includes review and appeal process, based on
performance contract, some items on the evaluation form are weighted,
uses rater rather than the evaluator, and implements team appraisal.

Again, the broad question was broken into three sub-questions
encouraging further data analysis.

2a. Do perceptions among these groups differ?

Data analysis by position of respondents indicated many
similarities in perceptions in regard to desirable instruments and
procedures and importance of results.

Differences in perceptions were apparent in regard to importance
of purposes, bersons who shouid be involved and who should have

primary responsibility for supervisor evaluation, ideal frequency,

and importance of methods.




176

Superintendents, supervisors, and teachers thought "promote
personal growth and competence" should be the most important purpose
of evaluation; however, principals ranked it fifth in importance.
Principals, on the other hand, thought "facilitate communication and
cooperation among administrators, teachers, and community" should '
be the most jmportant purpose; superintendents and supervisors ranked
jt fifth and teachers ranked it third in importance. Supervisors
thought "motivate supervisors toward better performance" should be
second in importance and superintendents thought it should be third;
however, teachers ranked it fifth and principals ranked it sixth.

Fewer princ%pa]s than any other group thought principals or
teachers should be involved in supervisor evaluation; fewer principals
and teachers believed self-evaluation should be involved in the
evaluation of supervisors. Considerably more teachers than any
other group thought teachers should be involved. More than 80%
of superintendents and supervisors thought the superintendent should
have primary responsibility for supervisor evaluation; however, only
about two-thirds of principals and one-third of teachers agreed.
Approximately one-third of teachers believed teachers should have
the primary responsibility, but less than 13% of superintendents,
supervisors, and principals agreed.

A majority of superintendents and supervisors thought
supervisors should be evaluated once every three years, but less
than half the principals and teachers agreed. Approximately 10%
or fewer superintendents, supervisors, and teachers thought super-

visors should be evaluated once every two years; however, nearly

o
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one-third of principals indicated this as an ideal frequency of
evaluation.

There were considerable differences in perceptions regarding
the degree of importance of the following methods used in supervisor
evaluation: related to salary, pre-evaluation confefepce, conference
during evaluation process, and post-evaluation conference. More
principals perceived "related to salary" to be important and/or
very important than did superintendents, supervisors, or teachers.
Fewer principals perceived "pre-evaluation conference," "conference
during evaluation process," and "post-evaluation conference" to be
important and/or very important.

2b. Do perceptions of educators in county systems differ

from those of educators in city or other systems?

Respondents from city and county school systems held very
similar perceptions in regard to the importance of purposes and results
of evaluation, ideal frequency, and degree of importance of methods
of evaluation.

Perceptions among county and city respondents differed in the
areas of who should be involved in supervisor evaluation, who should
have primary responsibility for it, and desirable instruments and
procedures.

More city/other than county respondents believed the assistant
superintendent should be involved in supervisor evaluation, and
more also thought he should have primary responsibility for it.

More county respondents thought checklists should be used,

whereas more city respondents thought MBO should be used.




178

2c. Do perceptions of educators differ based upon the size

of the school districts which they represent?

Data analyzed by size of school districts revealed that
educators' perceptions differed in regard to desirable practices in
supervisor evaluation in every area except results.

Educators from smaller districts perceived "improve instruction"
as a more important purpose and "motivate supervisors toward better
performance" as less important than did those from larger systems.

"Provide information related to the strengths and weaknesses of the
individual employee" was also considered much more important by
respondents from larger systems.

Fewer respondents from the largest districts thought the |
superintendent and principal should be involved and more thought the
assistant‘superintendent and self-evaluation should be. Only one-
fourth of respondents from districts with more than 20,000 students
thought the superintendent should have primary responsibility for
supervisor evaluation, whereas a majority of respondents from all
other size districts thought he should have this responsibility. ‘
One-half of respondents from districts with more than 20,000 students i
thought the assistant superintendent should have primary responsibility,
but less than 20% of respondents from any of the smaller districts
agreed.

More than 60% of respondents from districts with over 20,000
students thought supervisors should be evaluated once every three

years, but only about one-third of those from districts with Tess

than 2,000 students agreed,
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Differences in perceptions regarding desirable instruments
or procedures involved checklists and management by objectives. Fewer
respondents from larger districts thought the use of checklists was
desirable and more thought MBO should be used.

Perceptions of the degree of importance of methods used in
evaluation differed in areas of "some items on evaluafion form are
weighted" and "uses rater rather than evaluator."” Fewer respondents
from larger districts considered these to be important and/or very

important.
Conclusions

The folowing conclusions result from the findings.

1. The literature review revealed a growing trend toward

evaluation of administrative and supervisory personnel in recent

years. This trend was supported by the findings of this study in

that only 11.3% of the respondents indicated that their system

had no evaluation of supervisors.

2. Most other findings concerning the evaluation of supervisors

in Tennessee were also supported by the literature review. The study

of the Titerature showed wide use of both checklists and management
by objectives (MBO) in the evaluation of supervisors with the present
trend being toward the use of MBO; both types were widely used in
Tennessee with checklists being the most commonly used. Purposes and
outcomes of evaluation in Tennessee were also congruent with those
identified in the literature; these included promoting personal

competency and improving performance and better communication and
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cooperation. Major strengths of supervisor evaluation in Tennessee
as identified by findings were improve professional growth, give
direction and goal setting to job, identify strengths and weaknesses,
and improve communication; these were also frequently mentioned in
the literature. Criteria-related problems and time copstraints were
the major problems and weaknesses identified in the literature and
checked by respondents in Tennessee.

3. Many current practices in supervisor evaluation in Tennessee

were very similar to what respondents percejved as ideal practices. Most

respondents (55.8%) perceived that checklists and rating scales were

the type of evaluation used in their systems, and most (61.7%) also
thought checklists should be used. "Improvement of supervisor
performance" and "better communication and cooperation among adminis-
trators, teachers, and community" were identified as the most important
results of supervisor evaluation in Tennessee, and respondents also
thought these should be the most important results. Most respondents
(52.5%) indicated that supervisors in their systems were evaluated

every three years, and most (48.7%) also believed supervisors should

be evaluated once every three years. Most respondents (80.6%) perceived
superintendents had the primary responsibility for supervisor evaluation
in their systems, and most (62.9%) also thought superintendents should
have the primary responsibility.

4. However, comparisons of perceptions regarding current and

desirable supervisory evaluation practices in the state of Tennessee

indicated discrepancies in several areas. Particularly purposes,

persons involved, and instruments used were areas of disagreement.
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Respondents believed "provide information related to strengths
and weaknesses" and "facilitate communication and cooperation among
administrators, teachers, and community" should be much more important
purposes than they are currently perceived to be. On the other
hand, "meet state requirements" was thought to be a much less
important purpose than it is currently. These findings were consistent
with the review of literature which indicated that purposes related
to personal and professional growth and development and better
communication should be most important.

Comparison between current and desirable practices indicated
that many respondents believed principals and teachers should have
primary responsibility for supervisory evaluation. Although a
majority of respondents believed the superintendent should have
primary responsibility for supervisory evaluation, it was a
considerably smaller percentage than those who said the superintendent
was currently the one primarily responsible. Trends in the literature
were also supportive of teacher and principal involvement in
supervisor evaluation. Many authors advocated involvement of all
who were affected by the work of the supervisory as well as emphasizing
the importance of involving subordinates (teachers).

Perceptions of current and ideal evaluation processes also
differed. Less than one-fourth of all respondents perceived that
MBO was currently being used, but more than one-third thought it
should be used in supervisor evaluation. The desirability of MBO

was strongly indicated by many authors throughout the literature

review.




182

5. Most educators were satisfied with their systems' evaluation

of supervisors. A large majority rated the effectiveness of their

systems' evaluation as either good (37.8%) or satisfactory (49.9%).

6. In most instances, the position of respondents

affected their perceptions regarding the evaluation of supervisors

in Tennessee. Teachers often had different perceptions of supervisor

evaluation than did administrators. Surprisingly, more teachers than
any other group perceived that teachers themselves were involved in
supervisory evaluation, and more teachers also perceived that principals
were involved. Fewer teachers than superintendents, supervisors, or
principals thought superintendents were involved, and fewer teachers
also thought superintendents should be involved. Teachers were less
likely to believe the superintendent had primary responsibility or
should have primary responsibility for supervisor evaluation.

7. Teachers in Tennessee appear to lack knowledge of some aspects

of supervisor evaluation. Many more teachers than others answered

"don't know" to the question of job descriptions for supervisors and to
the question concerning the relationship of supervisor evaluation to
supervisor efficiency. Many more teachers than other respondents felt
they had no involvement in the development of the process and

procedures for supervisors in their systems.

8. Central office administrators (superintendents and supervisors)

were more satisfied with their systems' evaluation of supervisors

than were building level personnel. Fewer principals and teachers

ranked their systems' evaluation of supervisors as good and more

ranked it poor. A large majority of superintendents and supervisors
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thought evaluation had helped to improve supékvisory efficiency,
but only slightly more than one-third of principals and teachers
agreed.

9. Size of school district had a very direct relationship to

types of evaluation and methods and instruments used to evaluate

supervisors in Tennessee. The larger districts were much more likely

to use the management by objectives (MBO) approach to evaluating
supervisors, while the smaller districts relied more on the more
traditional checklists and rating scales. Respondents from larger
districts were also more likely to believe MBO should be used, while
more respondents from smaller districts thought checklists should

be used. Supervisor evaluation in larger districts was more likely

to include a review and appeal process, be based on multiple
information sources, be based on job description, and include pre-
evaluation conference, conference during the evaluation process,

and post-evaluation conferences. The literature review also indicated
that a management by objectives and job targets approach to evaluation
were more widely used in large systems.

10. Size of school district also had a very direct impact on who

was _involved in supervisor evaluation. More respondents from larger

districts indicated the involvement of the assistant superintendent
and personnel director. More also thought the assistant super-

intendent had and should have primary responsibility for supervisor

evaluation.
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11. Type of school district appeared to affect respondents'

perceptions of supervisdr evaluation only in the areas of type of

evaluation and instruments used and persons involved. MBO was more

frequently used in city systems than county systems. More city
respondents also indicated the involvement of the assistant superin-
tendent and more thought the assistant superintendent should have

primary responsibility for supervisor evaluation.
Implications

It was apparent from the data that large systems tended to
use more sophisticated processes and instruments (such as MBO) for
evaluating supervisors than did small systems. Is this because
personnel responsible for evaluation in small systems do not have
opportunity to have contact with and become knowledgeable of newer,
more sophisticated processes and procedures? Do they attend as many
professional meetings, read as much professional literature, talk
with as many colleagues from other systems, or encounter as many
professional consultants as do their peers in large systems? Or
is this finding related to the fact that small systems are limited in
the number of personnel they can employ? Central office personnel
in small systems have to fulfill a variety of roles and job functions.
Personnel in small systems may have less time to devote to evaluation

than do their counterparts in large systems.

Most educators in Tennessee were satisfied with their systems'
evaluation of supervisors and felt various aspects of the process

approached the ideal. Is this because Tennessee school systems really




have good supervisory evaluation procedures or were respondents'’
perceptions of the "ideal" influenced by the actual practices in
their systems? This study did not address this question.

In many cases the perceptions of teachers differed greatly
from those of administrators (i.e., superintendents, supervisors,
and principals). Is this because teachers are not tofd much about
practices involving central office staff in many systems? Or is
it merely a reflection of teachers and administrators seeing events
and situations from different viewpoints?

Assistant superintendents were more involved in and more
likely to have primary responsibility for supervisor evaluation
in the largest systems and in city systems. This is probably a
result of staffing patterns in these systems. Assistant superin-
tendents are more likely to be found on the staffs of these districts
since they tend to have a more differentiated staffing pattern.

Similar studies on teacher evaluation were conducted by

161 162 163

Patricia Miller, Russel Ramsay, ~ and Samuel Houston. Patterns

]G]Patricia Miller, "A Survey of the Designs and Implementation
of Teacher Evaluation Systems in Tennessee Public Schools" (Unpublished
Doctoral dissertation, University of Tennessee, 1980).

]62Russe1 Ramsay, "Teachers' Perceptions of the Design and
Implementation of Teacher Evaluation Systems in Tennessee Public
Schools" (Unpublished Doctoral dissertation, University of
Tennessee, 1980).

]63Samue1 Houston, "An Analysis of Perceptions of Tennessee

Public School Teachers, Building Level Administrators, and Central
Office Administrators Toward Teacher Evaluation" (Unpublished
Doctoral dissertation, University of Tennessee, 1981).
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of findings in these studies were similar to those found in this
study on supervisor evaluation with teachers and administrators having
different perceptions in most areas. However, this pattern did not
hold in regard to perceptions relative to purposes of evaluation.
Both teachers and administrators considered purposes of supervisof
evaluation to be in the areas of professional improvement. Adminis-
trators had similar perceptions regarding the purposes of teacher
evaluation; however, teachers viewed the purposes of their evaluation
to be more administrative in nature. Do supervisor and teacher evalua-
tions actually have different purposes? Did teachers view purposes
of supervisory evaluation differently becausé they were not so
personally involved? Or, are purposes of supervisor evaluation more
clearly portrayed to teachers?

A similar study on principal evaluation was conducted by

Lawson].64

For the most part, patterns of findings in this study were
very similar to those found in Lawson's study. The most striking
difference was in the area of teacher participation in the evaluation.
The principal evaluation study showed that only 22% of teachers said
they participated in principal evaluation, whereas this study revealed
41.4% of teachers were involved in supervisor evaluation. Several
factors could account for this difference. There may have been a
greater effort on the part of school systems to involve teachers in

supervisor evaluation. Teachers may also percieve a greater role

differential between principals and supervisors. If they see

164

Lawson.
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principals in a more administrative, authoritative role and super-
visors in a more helping, supportive role, they may feel that they
have more input into supervisor performance than principal performance,

even if they are not formally involved in evaluation procedures.

Recommendations

The gap between the perceptions of teachers and those of
other respondents suggests that communication between central office
staff and teachers should be studied and probably improved in many
systems. Honest efforts should be made to inform teachers of
practices involving central office administrators and the rationale
behind those practices.

Since the literature suggested and most respondents perceived
teacher involvement in supervisor evaluation to be desirable, ways
should be found to increase the involvement of teachers in the eQa]uation
of supervisory personnel.

Since size of school district had such a direct effect on
type of evaluation procedures used, research should be undertaken
to determine why this is so.

Since respondents perceived that evaluation practices in their
systems in many ways approached the "desirable" or "ideal," additional
studies could be undertaken to determine if perceptions of the
"ideal" were influenced by actual practices or if many systems in
Tennessee really do have "ideal" supervisory evaluation procedures.

This study focused on processes currently in use in Tennessee

or deemed ideal for the evaluation of supervisory personnel. It did

not attémpt to identify supervisor competencies which are or should
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be evaluated. In light of current state and national concerns for
performance evaluation and the concern in Tennessee for identifying

and rewarding superior personnel in several educational classifications,
a study should be undertaken to identify real, perceived, and ideal
competencies for educational supervisors. Without knqwing what

is to be evaluated, one cannot recommend any specific process or

system for conducting evaluation.
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE EVALUATION OF SUPERVISORS

This questionnaire is designed to gather information concerning your
perceptions and attitudes toward the evaluation of supervisors.

I. RESPONDENT DATA

A. Indicate your present title or position.

1___ Superintendent

2 Assistant super1ntendent

3~ Instructional supervisor (e.g., subject area, general,
T Title I, etc.)

4 Non-instructional supervisor (e.g., food service,
T business, personnel, transportation, maintenance, etc.)

5 Principal

6 Teacher

7 Other (specify)

B. Check the category which best describes your school system.
1 County 2 City 3 Other
C. Size of the school district
1 Under 2,001 students 4 10,001 to 20,000 students
2 2,001 to 5,000 students 5 20,001 to 30,000 students
3 5,001 to 10,000 students 6 30,000+ students
II. SCHOOL SYSTEM INFORMATION

A. Which type of evaluation best describes the one used in your
school system to evaluate supervisors?

1 Type I--Procedures that stress rating on pre-established
performance standards, use of rating scales, and check-
lists

2 Type II--Procedures that emphasize job targets or manage-

ment by objectives tailored to the needs of the evaluatee
3 Neither of the above
4 At present, no evaluation of supervisors is conducted

B. On the Teft of each item below, indicate what you perceive to

be your school system's three most important purposes in
evaluating supervisors.
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On the right of each item below, indicate what you think should
be the three most important purposes in the evaluation of
supervisors.

(Number only three: 1l-primary importance; 2-second in
importance; 3-third in importance)

WHAT IS WHAT SHOULD. BE

1 Promote personal growth and competence 1
2 Make personnel decisions such as to 2
hire, fire, transfer, or promote

3 Improve instruct1on 3

4~ Motivate supervisors toward better 4
~ performance

5 Grant merit pay 5

6  Provide information related to the 6

|

" strengths and weaknesses of the
individual employee

7 Facilitate communication and coopera- 7
tion among administrators, teachers,
and community

8 Meet state requirements 8

Check all who currently are involved in the evaluation of
supervisors in your system.

1 Superintendent 7 Teachers

2 Assistant superintendent 8 Peers

3~ Supervisor 9 Self-evaluation

4~ Personnel director 10 Community

5  Principal 11 School board members
6 Assistant principal 12 Other (specify)

From the preceding list, select the number of the one person
who has primary responsibility for evaluation of supervisors
in your system:

Check all who you think should be involved in the evaluation
of supervisors.

1 Superintendent 7 Teachers
2 Assistant superintendent 8 Peers

3 Supervisor 9 Self-evaluation
4 Personnel director 10 Community

Principal 11 School board members

5
6  Assistant principal 12 Other (specify)
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From the preceding list, select the number of the one person
who you think should have primary responsibility for the
evaluation of supervisors in your school system:

How frequently are supervisors in your school system
evaluated?

1 More than twice a year 5 Once every three years
2 Twice a year 6 Never

3 Once a year 7 Other {specify)

4 Once every two years

How frequently do you think supervisors in your system
should be evaluated?

1 More than twice a year 5 Once every three years
2 Twice a year 6 Never

3 Once a year 7 Other (specify)

4 Once every two years

Check type(s) of evaluation instruments or procedures used
in the process for the evaluation of supervisors.

1 Forced choice rating (ranking scale)

2 Checklist

3 Descriptive essay (paragraph written by evaluator)
4 Conference

I

5 Management by objectives (evaluated on basis of goals
or job targets)

6 Critical 1nc1dent appraisal (evaluation based on
" supervisor's handling of important events)

7 Informal discussion

8 Combination of the above

9 Other (specify)

Check type(s) of evaluation instruments or procedures you
think should be used in the process for the evaluation of

supervisors.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Forced choice rating
Checklist

Descriptive essay
Conference

Management by objectives
Critical incident appraisal
Informal discussion
Combination of the above
Other (specify)

HH
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K. What have been the three most important results of the
evaluation of supervisors in your system? (Rank your choices:
1-most important; 2-second in importance; 3-third in
importance)

1 Improvement of superv1sor performance
2____Job targets for superv1sors

3 Topics for inservice training

4 ~_____Improvement in instruction

5  Transfers, dismissals, and promotions
6 Merit pay

7 Better communication and cooperation among administra-

tors, teachers, and community
8 Other‘(specify)

L. What do you think should be the three most important results
of the evaluation of supervisors? (Rank your choices:
1-most important; 2-second in importance; 3-third in importance)

1 Improvement in supervisor performance

2 Job targets for superv1sors

3 Topics for inservice training

4§ —____Improvement in instruction

5 Transfers, dismissals, and promotions

6  Merit pay

7 Better communication and cooperation among administra-
~ tors, teachers, and community

8 Other (specify)

M. How would you rate the overall effectiveness of your system's
evaluation of supervisors?

1 Good 2 Satisfactory 3 Poor
N. Do supervisors in your system have a job description?

1 Yes 2 No 3 Don't know

0. Has the evaluation process helped to improve the efficiency
of supervisors?

1 Yes 2 No 3 Don't know

P. Check your degree of involvement in the development of the
evaluation process and procedures for supervisors.

1 No involvement 3 Average involvement

2 Minimal involvement 4 Extensive involvement
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Q. Check the weaknesses that are found in the process for the
evaluation of supervisors in your system.

1 Criteria not appropriate
2 Not enough time spent in gathering and/or sharing
evaluation data

3 Criteria too subJect1ve

4~ Lack of supervisor involvement in developing evaluation
process

5 Evaluator's biases are dominant

6 Not enough contact between supervisor and evaluator

7 Little follow through

8 Poor instrument

9 Lack of a systematic evaluation process

10 Other (specify)

R. Check the strengths of the process for the evaluation of
supervisors in your system.

1 Improves professional growth

2 Effects a positive attitude

3 Identifies strengths and weaknesses
4 Improves communication

5  Results in more cooperation

6 Improves performance

7 Gives direction and goal setting to job
8  Involvement

Self-evaluation

9
10 Other (specify)

IIT. METHODS OF EVALUATION

On the left check those items which are a part of the evaluation
of supervisors in your system.

On the right, indicate your attitude concerning the importance

of including each of these items in the evaluation of supervisors
by circling the number which most nearly indicates the importance
to you: 1-very important; 2-important; 3-relatively unimportant;
4-unimportant. Please respond to all items.

1 Self-evaluation . . . . . . . . . .. ... 1 2 3 4
2 Based on job description. . . . . . . ... 1 2 3 4
3 Related to salary ............. 1 2 3 4
4 Includes review and appeal process. . . . . 1 2 3 4
5 Based on performance contract . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4
6 Uses multiple information sources . . . . . 1 2 3 4
7 Both process and results examined . . . . . 1 2 3 4




204

8 Feedback from subordinates 1 2 3 4
9 Pre-evaluation conference 1 2 3 4
10 Conference during the evaluation process 1 2 3 4
11 Post-evaluation conference 1 2 3 4
12 Both informal and formal evaluation 1 2 3 4
13 Some items on the evaluation forms are 1T 2 3 4
weighted
14 Uses a rater rather than the evaluator 1 2 3 4
15 Implements team appraisal ‘1T 2 3 4
16 Provides for individual differences 1 2 3 4
17 Includes monitoring and feedback 1 2 3 4
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE
KNOXVILLE 37916

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF
CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION

April 1, 1980

Dear Superintendent:

We are conducting a survey to determine the current status and
practices regarding the evaluation of supervisors in Tennessee.
Enclosed are some copies of the questionnaire being used to collect
data for this study.

This is not, in any way, an evaluation of the practices in your
system. Results will be kept confidential and will be used only to
compile data on a statewide basis. Your voluntary participation and
return of the questionnaire will indicate your informed consent to
participate in the study.

Please take a few moments to complete one copy of the enclosed
questionnaire, and distribute the others to members of your supervisory
staff and/or assistant superintendent for curriculum and instructiom.
Please collect the completed forms and return them to us by April 30
in the enclosed, stamped, self-addressed envelope.

Thank you very much.

Sincerely yours,

W.{M_

Russell L. French
Professor
University of Tennessee

) B

Judith K. Beaty
Supervisor of Instruction
Monroe County
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE
KNOXVILLE 37916

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF
CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION

April 1, 1980

Dear Principal:

We are conducting a survey to determine the current status and
practices regarding the evaluation of supervisors in the state of
Tennessee. Enclosed are some copies of the questionnaire being used
to collect data for this study.

This is not, in any way, an evaluation of the practices in your
school or system. Results will be kept strictly confidential and will
be used only to compile data on a statewide basis. Your voluntary
participation and return of the questionnaire will indicate your
informed comsent to participate in the study.

Please take a few moments to complete one copy of the enclosed
questionnaire, and distribute the others to teachers that you randomly
select. Please collect the completed forms and return them to us
by April 30 in the enclosed, stamped, self-addressed envelope.

Thank you very much.

Sincerely yours,

Tl Pl

Russell L. French
Professor, University of Tennessee

 oith N Bty
4 Ju;z::Q%. Beaty

Supervisor of Instruction
Monroe County
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE
KNOXVILLE 37916

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION

April 1, 1980

Dear Respondent:

Attached is a copy of the questionnaire we are using to collect
information and data regarding the evaluation of supervisors in the
state of Tennessee.

Your school system has agreed to participate in this study, and
you have been selected to take part in it. You, your school, or your
system will not be identified in any way. It is not necessary to sign
your name on the questionnaire. Results will be kept strictly confi-
dential and will be used only to compile data on a statewide basis.
Your voluntary participation and return of the questionnaire will
indicate your informed consent to participate in the study.

Please take a few minutes to complete the questionnaire and
return it to your principal (or superintendent in the case of central
office staff) who will then return the completed forms to us. The
directions on the questionnaire are self-explanatory.

Your cooperation and participation in this study are greatly
appreciated. Thank you very much.

Sincerely yours,

Russell L, French
Professor, University of Tennessee

Zdudith K. Beaty
Supervisor of Instruction
Monroe County
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