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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

Background for the Study

"Whenever there are human beings, there will be evalution. Man
is a valuing and goal seeking being" [54, p. 183]. Adequate evaluation
has been a central concern of educators and researchers for many years.
Never in the history of education in the country has there been so
much external demand for evaluation. Rising costs, trouble within
schools, loud voices of criticism, more specific attention by the state
governments, and the Widespread emphasis on accountability are all
factors contributing to the heightened interest in evaluation.

The research on both effective princfpals and effective schools
cites the importance of principals who serve as strong instructional
leaders and closely monitor student achievement. Principal evaluation
has thus evolved as a procéss for ensuring accountability for
instructional leadership, student achievement, and effective schools.

Most of what we know about principal evaluation is extracted from
studies of evaluation programs in individual school districts.

Although most principal evaluation systems remain the responsibility
of the local school boards, there is a definite move toward increased
intervention on the part of state school authorities and state
legislatures. The major result of this intervention is an increase in
the number of school districts across the country that evaluate
principals. Principal evaluation procedures and practices tend to

draw ideas from the literature on maﬁagement theory and effective -




principalship. The basic concepts of defining good principalship,
choosing and training evaluators, and developing evaluation
instruments are drawn from the literature. ‘

In 1986, the Iowa State Legislature adopted legislation that
required the perfofmance appraisal of all school personnel. The
design of the procedure and policy was left to each individual school
district. Thus, there could be conéeivably 433 different procedures/
policies for principal evaluation in the state of lowa. The new Iowa
Standards that were enacted by the Iowa Legislature in 1988 [48], and
became effective on July 1, 1989, outlined more specifically in
Article 12.3 [4], that "e&ch Board shall adopt a performance
evaluation process for school personnel."

The purpose of this research is to document district mandated
practices and procedures for principal evaluation and to reveal if a
discrepancy exists between the written procedures and the actual
practices in use. Because of the varying quality of principal
evaluation procedures and practices in the state of Iowa, a review of
existing programs should increase the reliability and validity of
evaluation systems. Ideally, evaluators will be able to learn from

the practices of other school districts.

Statement of the Problem
Rosenburg [44],'in an analysis of American education, indicated
that a very large number of observers agreed that the school principal

holds the most strategic position in the educational system.




Goldhammer and Becker [20] concluded that excéﬁlent schools are led by
aggressive, professionally alert dynamic principals determined to
provide the level of educational program they deem necessary.

Robinson [42] stated,

Due in part to the realization of the principal's importance
in influencing the performance and attitudes of students,
faculty, and support staff, formal evaluation procedures
for administration are now being advocated, implemented,

. researched, and legislated [42, p. 1].

The ERS report further states that "appropriate, fair procedures for
assessing and improving the performance of school administration are
crucial to effective instructional programs" [42, p. 1]. The
importance of principal evaluation and the procedures associated with
administration evaluation then becomes 6bvious. Evaluation becomes

a means of defining principal effectiveness, an important ingredient
for a school to become more effective. In the final analysis,
principal evaluation becomes the key ingredient to ensure
accountability for a quality educational program.

Therefore, if the need for evaluation is evident, and if the
principal is the single most important position in the educational
system, the need to examine and analyze the current practices and
procedures for principal evaluation is apparent. Furthermore, with
the implementation of Senate File 106.[50], Iowa K-12 school districts
are now required by state.statute to have written evaluation criteria
for school principals. Unfortunately, there is very little, if any,

data concerning the current practices and formal written procedures




for principal evaluation in the K-12 school districts of Iowa. There
is, therefore, a ne2d to examine principal evaluation procedures and
practices if the evaluation process is to become a meaningful tool for

school improvement.

Definitions

Evaluation practices - The actual process or manner of evaluation

that is being used .in the school system.

Evaluation procedures - The formal written policy describing the

methods, steps, criteria, and process for principal evaluation in the
school system.

Evaluator - The person(s) conducting the evaluation.

Evaluatee - The person being evaluated.

Formative evaluation - The focus is on helping administrators

improve their performance. The evaluation process involves ongoing
communication between evaluators and evaluatees [42].

Summative evaluation - Evaluation serves as an end, a judgment

of administrators' performance on which to base an individual

administration promotion, demotion, incentive pay rewards, and other

personal action [42].

Performance standards - Evaluation is based on a 1list of

predetermined criteria which are rated numerically, by selecting a
descriptive phrase, or by written comments. The principal does not

contribute to the estab]ishment_of the criteria [53].

vy
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Performance. goals - Evaluation is designed for the individual

principal. Goals may be determined by the immediate supervisor in
conjunction with the principal. Various persons or groups of persons

may be involved in the evaluation of the goals [53].

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this reséarch study will be to examine the formal
written procedures and the actual practices utilized for evaluating
school principals in the K-12 districts of Iowa.

More specifically, the study will:

1. Describe principal evaluation practices and formal written
procedures currently in place in the K-12 school.districts in Iowa.

2. Compare those practices and procedures with the current
recommendations found in the literature.

3. Compare those procedures and practices as they relate to the
size of the school district. - .

4. Make recommendations that should prove helpful in the
déve]opment of more valid principal evaluation practices and

procedures for the K-12 school districts in the State of Iowa.

Research Questions
1. To what extent do Iowa K-12 school districts have formally
written Board policies covering ﬁrincipal evaluation procedures?
2. What practices for the evaluation of principals are presently

in place in the K-12 school districts of Iowa?
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(1]

Have principals been involved in the development of
prin;ipal evaluation procedures in the K-12 school
districts of Iowa?

Is an evaluation instrument used?

Who are the evaluators?

How often are principals evaluated?

Does principal evaluation practice include observations?
How often are principals formally observed?

Does the evaluation practice include setting performance

.- goals?

Is the principal aware of the criteria that will be used
in his/her evaluation?

Does the evaluation practice include a face-to-face
post-observation conference?

In practice, does the evaluator(s) meet with the
principal to review the overall evaluation?

Does the evaluation include written comments to the
principal?

What is the purpose of principal evaluation?

In practice, are job targets developed as a result of
the evaluation process?

Do principals have job descriptions and are they used in
the evaluation process?

Who, other than the supervisors, has input into the

principal evaluation process in the K-12 school




districts of Iow&?
3. Are current principal evaluation practices consistent with
the written procedures in the K-12 school districts of Iowa?
4. Do principal evaluation practices vary as they relate to the
size of the school district?
5. What recommendations can be made for the use of "valid"
principal evaluation procedures and practices being followed in the

K-12 school districts of Iowa?

Hypotheses

1.. There is a discrepancy between the written procedure for
formally reviewing the performance expectations of the principal during
a pre-cycle evaluation conference, and the actual practice in use in
the K-12 school districts of Iowa.

2. Theré is a discrepancy between the written procedure for
formal observation for principal evaluation and the actual practice
in use in the K-12 school districts of Iowa.

3. There is a discrepancy between the written procedure for
holding a post-observation conference for principal evaluation and
the actual praétice in use in the K-12 school districts of Iowa.

4. There is a discrepancy between the written procedure for
providing written feedback to principals for evaluation purposes and
the actual practice in use in the K-12 school districts of lowa.

5. There is a discrepancy between the written procedure for

completing a summative evaluation instrument for principal evaluation




and the actual practice in use in the K-12 school districts of lowa.

6. There is a discrepancy between the written procedures for
holding a summative evaluation conference and the actual practice in
use in the K-12 school diﬁtricts of Iowa.

7. There is a discrepancy between the written procedure for
utilizing job targefs for principal evaluations and the.actual
practice in use in the K-12 school districts of Iowa.

8. There will be a decrease in the discrepancy between the
written procedures for principal evaluation and the actual practices in
use as the size of the school district increases in the K-12 school

districts of Iowa.

Assumptions of the Study

The study will be predicated on the following basic assumptions:

1. The principal from each school district who completes the
survey will do so accurately and honestly according to that particular
school's evaluation practices and procedures.

2. The survey used to collect data concerning practices and
procedures used in each school district.will result in the collection
of valid and reliable information.

3. The literature review will describe current practices and

procedures used in principal evaluation.




Deliminations of the Study
1. The research for this study was limited to the evaluation
procedures and returned questionnaires received from the public K-12
school districts in the state of Iowa during the 1989-90 school year.
2. The findings and éonclusions of this study are applicable
only to the public K-12 school districts of the state of Iowa.

Organization of the Study

The study is organized into five chapters. The first chapter
introduces the study and covers the background for the study,
statement of the problem, purpose of the study, research questions,
hypotheses, assumptions of the study, definition of the study, and
organization of the study. Chapter II is a review of relevant
lTiterature. Chapter III describes the methodology used in data
collection, the population from which data was collected, and the
procedure used to interpret the data. Chapter IV presents the
interpretation of the data and Chapter V provides a summary pf the
research, as well as recommendations and conclusions.

The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects
in Research reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and
welfare of the human subjects were adequately protected, that risks
were outweighed by the potential benefits and expected value of the
knowledge sought, that confidentia]ity of data was assured and that

informed consent was obtained by appropriate procedures.
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

The demand for quality education is sweeping our country.
Teachers, students, school board members, and school administrators
are all being held more accountable for their performance by the public.
During the past 15 years, there has been a major emphasis placed on
teacher evaluation. Only recently has this emphasis shifted to
include principal evaluation and appraisal. Manatt [30, p. 22]
observes that "despite recent advances in the quality of teacher
evaluation, performance evaluation for principals, and indeed, for all
school executives, remains sketchy, poorly thought out, and largely
ineffective." Bolton [6] indicates that accountability is often
expressed in terms of increased costs to the public. The bublic's
concern is related not only to an increase in the absolute cost of
education, but also to the increased cost in relation to the quality
of the product obtained. Bolton continues by discussing the public
awareness concerning increased costs without increases in
productivity and how the two contribute directly to inflation. The
public wants to hold the education profession accountable for
incompetent or ineffective members. While accountability and
evaluation are sometimes interchanged, there are clear differences
between these two terms. Bolton [6] defines accountability as the

"responsibility for taking action" [p. 8]. Evaluation is defined

by Bolton [6, p. 8] as "making judgments regarding the set of events,
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behavior, and/or results of behavior in 1ight of predetermined and
well understood objectives." Thus, he concludes that evaluation is
a central mechanism that allows one to correct errors and plan cﬁanges,
wherever accountability allows one to determine whether a person (or
organization) carries out responsible action.

Manatt's research [31] clearly demonstrates that the performance
appraisal of principals is essential to assess valid and reliable
teacher performance evaluation. Bolton [6] concluded that principal

evaluation is necessary and justified.

State Mandated Principal Evéluation

According to Manatt [31], 15 states had administrative evaluation
requirements in 1972. By 1985, 27 states had mandated administrative
evaluation procedures. In a recent study conducted by the Southeastern
Educational Improvement Laboratory [37], 51 responses were received
from the 56 states and U.S. territories surveyed regarding state-
mandated principal evaluation. Results indicated that 74 percent
of the states mandate or plan to mandate principal evaluations in the
near future. The content of that mandate varied widely from state to
state. Typically, states fall into one of three categories. At one
extreme, states simply mandate that local school districts evaluate
principals, but provide no guidelines. Other states provide model
guidelines or evaluation instruments that the local school boards may
use. At the other extreme, states may prepare guidelines or

evaluation instruments and require that local authorities use them.
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The state may then monitor the local school districts to ensure
compliance. In their study on state-mandated principal evaluation
practices, the Southeastern Educational Improvement Laboratory [39]
reviewed the most common practices in state-mandated principal
evaluation. These practices can be summarized as follows:

- Nearly all states explain their principal evaluation programs
in terms of a desire to improve the performance of individual
principals. Most states indicate that evaluations will be
used to improve performance and for promotion and retention.
Few states, however, have an explicit program for retraining,
rewarding, or punishing principals based on their evaluations.
A few states use evaluations for certification or tenure,
and a few require poor-performing principals to take classes
or attend workshops.

- In almost every case, principal evaluation is mandated by
legislation. This legislation varies in specificity.. At
one extreme, the law simply may require local school districts
to evaluate principals; at the other,'the law may require
the state department of education to create an evaluation
instrument and.require that local school districts use the
instrument.

- In most states that mandate evaluation, the nature of this
evaluation is the responsibility of the local school boards.
This is the case in Iowa. Occasionally, the state may deve]op

instruments or guidelines that the local school board can
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use or adapt for use. In a smaller number of cases, the
state may require the local school boards to evaluate
principals in terms of a limited number of criteria. The
Tocal school board may evaluate on a wider series of issues,
but, at a minimum, they must cover their criteria.

Some states require various evaluation approaches that appear less
frequently than others [37]. In Mississippi, principals are requiréd
to develop a portfolio of documents to demonstrate how they have
performed in a number of areas considered important by the evaluators.
This allows principals who might be considered weak in one area or
another to try to demonstrate what they have accomplished.. This
measure improves the reliability of the evaluat%on and also gives the
principal a measure of power.

Many states, such as in Iowa, try to increase the professionalism
of principal evaluation by requiring that the evaluator receive
training. In some cases, this training is to be continual. For
example, I1linois does not reqdire the use of specific guidelines or
instruments, but it does require that superintendents attend training
sessions on the issue of principal evaluation every two years. In
Iowa, all administrators that carry out evaluations must receive an
evaluator approval endorsement by attending a 30-hour course for
evaluator training. '

Some states have principals establish goals and then evaluate
the principal against these goals [37]. In Missouri, the evaluator

reviews the principals' goal statements throughout the year to assure
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compliance. Delaware's new principal evaluation instrument. combines

a formative and summative evaluation. As part of the formative
evaluation, the principal and the evaluator set goals at the beginning
of the year against which the principal will be evaluated. The
regulations in Delaware also require a minimum of two annual
conferenées between the principal and evaluator, to provide feedback
on the progress the principal is making in meeting the goals. The
advantage of this method is that the prihcipal is certain of the
criteria for a positive evaluation. Thus, the evaluation should be
reliable, and the principal should not feel threatened.

Mississippi and Tennessee [37] seek evaluation from both
superiors and subordinates. While in most states the principal's
evaluation is the responsibility of his/her supervisor, these states
try to reduce the randomness or bias by seeking evaluation from a
number of sources.

South Carolina [37] requires that the evaluation instrument
itself be evaluated by outside evaluators. Such a procedure is
intended to increase the reliability of the instrument. States that
require local boards of education to follow a series of guidelines
without providing an instrument sometimes evaluate the local
instruments to ensure that these local evaluation instruments are in
compliance with state guidelines.

One of the points of greatest similarity among the states is
the frequency of evaluation. Most have chosen to evaluate principals

once a year. But even on this poﬁnt of apparent similarity, there
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are differences. Many states have established unique practices with
the frequency of evaluation determined by such things as the
experience of the principal, a need for remediation, or a potential
promotion.

In 1987, Senate File 106 [48] was enacted by the Iowa State
Legjslatufe. Senate File 106 requires Iowa K-12 school districts to
establish written evaluation criteria for school admiﬁistrators, and
written job descriptions for all supervisory positions. The Statute
also requires Iowa school boards to annually implement evaluation

procedures for K-12 school administrators.

Policy
In education, the responsibility for principal appraisal
generally belongs to the superintendent. If the school system does
not have appropriate policy that stipulates that evaluation takes
place, the superintendent should insist that the Board make this a

goal. Bottoni [7] stated in a National School Board Association

presentation that:

A major step in administrative evaluation is the establishment
of a broad school board policy void of specific details.
A successful operation depends on the school board setting
the parameters and then judging the quality of work within
these parameters [7, p. 4].
Sunday 0. Ezeody [17] was not in complete agreement with Bottoni.
He felt that district policies should be clearly defined so that the

"general apathy shown by administration toward an evaluation program
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may be minimiéed" [p. 34]. Policies should include five basic elements
so that evaluation is not threatening to the principal. The elements
are: )

1. The principal should be given a written copy of the
evaluation, documenting evaluation observations and findings.

2. The principal should be assured the opportunity to respond
in writing to all evaluations.

3. The principal should be given the opportunity to appeal the
findings and recommendations of the evaluation.

4. The principal should be required to propose correctiVe
measures for those areas rated as less than desirable. '

5. The evaluation process should incorporate pre- and post-
evaluative conferences between the evaluator and the principal

[17, pp. 34-35].
In a 1983 article for The School Administrator, John Savage [45]

contended that all personnel evaluation systems should be based on
sound board policy. The policy should provide answers to four
questions:

1. Why does the board want their administrative staff evaluated?
Who is responsible for performing the task?

When is evaluation to occur and/or be completed?

o W N

What, in general terms, is to be done such as measuring

performance on a list of district standards or mutually agreed upon

goals?
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Research has substantiated the need for written policy governing
principal evaluation. Generally, the policy should permit flexibility
of interpretation, but should provide clearly defined parameters.

Five elements should be included: (1) who is responsible for

. eva1uat16n. (2) the timetable for the evaluation process, (3) the

reasons for evaluation, (4) a mechanism for establishing the
procedures for the evaluation process, and (5) the method of response

by the principal to the evaluation.

The Principal as Instructional. Leader

Studies .on effective schools consistently cite the fact that such
schools have principals who act as strong instrﬁctiona] leaders [55, 57,
8, 34, 11, 15]. Edmons [15] found that one clear difference between
improving and declining schools was that in the former, principals
acted as instructional leaders. In their study for Rand
Corporation [5], Paul Berman and Milbrey McLaughlin considered the
support of the principal so important to school improvement efforts
that they describe principals as "gatekeepers of change." James
Lipham [26] claimed that "no change of substantial magnitude can occur
in any school without the principals' understanding and support."”

In a study conducted by Anderson and Nicholson [2], they found
that the absence of valid and easily used instruments to measure

behavior and skills related to instructional leadership in secondary

. schools is the basic reason for the lack of research in this area.

Their study concluded that an evaluation instrument can be useful as
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a reliable and valid measure of the level of instructional leadership.

Sweeney [49] indicates that the most recent research 1links
positive student outcomes to building administrator behaviors;
however, few organizations make a valid effort to evaluate and improve
administrator performance. Sweeney describes administrator evaluation
as "overlooked" and “"ignored."

Look [27] cited Sweeney's review [50] of eight major studies that
focused on the behavior associated with instructional leadership
in effective schools. Each study showed evidence that leadership
behavior_was positively associated with school outcomes. As a result
of his review, Sweeney listed six leadership behaviors associated
with school effectiveness: emphasizing achievement, setting
instructional strategies, providing an orderly atmosphere, frequently
evaluating student progress,.coordinating instructional programs, and
supporting teachers.

Most of the research. on effective schools focuses particularly on
the leadership of the principal. Maher [29] stated that one rarely
finds a good school with an ineffective principal or a bad school
with a great principal. D'Amico [12] concluded that the behavior of
the school leader is crucial in determining school success.

Gersten [19] claimed that the key to enduring, sustained, effective
educational services is the site administrator - especially the
principal. Parkey [36] found that one of the most common elements to
effective schools is strong instructional leadership on the part of

the school principal. Vornberg [54] summarized that the
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principal's instructional leadership role is critical to the
development and maintenance of an effective school. Involvement in
classroom visitations, student achievement, program assessment, and
encouraging the staff in instructional writing are the types of
activities necessary to make an instructiona] difference in the school.
Valentine and Bowman [52] described the principal as.the key to
effective schooling, but to be the significant leader, "he/she must
be open to the candid snapshot of their skills captured by formal
evaluation procedures." '

Goldhammer and Becker [20] concluded that excellent schools are
led by aggressive, professionally alert dynamic principals determined
to prbvide the kind of educational programs they deem necessary.

Ron Edmons [16] argued that one of the most tangible and
indispensable characteristics of effective schools is "strong
administrative leadership without which the desparate elements of
good schooling can neither be brought together nor be kept together."
Rosenburg [44] stated that the principal holds the most stkategic
position in the educational system. And, in one of the earliest and
most widely cited studies, George Weber [55] listed strong
instructional leadership from the school principal as one of eight
school-wide characteristics that influenced student achievément.

But what does instructional leadership mean? What do principals
do to demonstrate that they are instructional leaders? In its
summary of research on effective schools, the Northwest Regional

Educational Laboratory [35] identified several behaviors that




20

characterize instructional leadership:

--Understanding the school's mission and stating it in direct,

concrete terms in order to establish a focus and unify the

staff;

--Portraying learning as the most important reason for'being in

school;

--Demonstrating the belief that all students can learn and that
the school makes the difference between success and failure;

--Establishing standards and guidelines that can be used to
monitor the effect of the curriculum;

--Protecting learning time from disruption and emphasizing the

priority of efficient use of classroom time;

. =--Maintaining a safe, orderly school environment;

--Monitoring student progress by means of explicit performance
data and sharing those data with the staff;

--Establishing incentives and rewards to encourage excellence
in student and teacher performance;

--Allocating resources according to instructional priorities;

--Establishing procedures to guide parental involvement;

--Maintaining two-way communication with parents;

--Expressing the expectation that instructional programs
improve over time;

--Involving staff and others in planning implementation

strategies;

--Monitoring the implementation of new practices and programs;
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--Celebrating the accomplishments of students, staff, and the

school;

--=-Knowing, legitimizing, and applying research on effective

instruction;

--Making frequent classroom visits to observe instruction; and

--Focusing teacher supervision on instructional improvement.

It is impossible for principals to function as instructional
leaders unless they are willing to monitor teaching by venturing into
the arena where instruction takes place, the classroom. In addition,
they must be sufficiently knowledgeable about effective teaching
practices in order to provide teachers with meaningful feedback on
thgir instructional strategies and methods. In his review of
research on effective principals, Lipham [26] wrote,

Effective principals are skilled in time management and
find opportunities to plan cooperatively with teachers,
visit and observe classrooms, provide teachers with
helpful feedback, and evaluate the progress of both
staff and students [26, p. 14].

Iq addition to somehow managing to spend considerable time in

the classroom, principals must, if they are to serve as instructional

leaders, find time to develop the expertise necessary to assess the

effectiveness of instruction. As Gordon Cawelti concluded [11],
"The difference between effective principals and others seems to Tie
in their knowledge of quality instruction." Thus,.if schools are to
move toward excellence, principals must take responsibility for

developing such knowledge and skills.
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What is an Effective Principal?

In his Pulitzer Prize winning study of leadership, James M.
Burns [9] advised that the first step a leader must take if he or she
hopes to influence others is to clarify his/her own goais. It is
impossible for an organization to remain focused on its vision and
values unless its leaders are certain of what the vision and values
entail. In short, leaders must know what they want to accomplish.

Benniis and Nanus [4, pp. 28-29] stated:

Leaders are the most results oriénted individuals in the
world. This fixation with the undeviating attention to
outcome, some would call it an obsession, is only possible
if one knows what he wants.

This focus on goals and vision is especially important in the
public schools, which are called on to cure every social problem our
country faces. The establishment of a clear, purposeful focus is
one of the most important ingredients necessary for an effective
school. A building principal who provides the focus necessary to
clarify a school's mission will place that school one step closer to
being an excellent school.

Vision and value can influence an organization and those within
it only if the vision and values are communicated. Benniis and
Nanus [4] concluded that the mastery of communication is essential to
effective leadership.

What are the keys to communication that attract and inspire?

Peters and Waterman [38] discovered that one key is redundancy; a

"boorish consistency over long periods of time in support of one or
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two transcending values." Benniis and Nanus [4] cited the effective
use of metaphors and slogans. Their advice to anyone trying to
institute change is to ask, "How clear is the metaphor?" Effective
principals will on a daily basis emphasize what remains the same,
the vision and values that direct the efforts of those within their
schools.

Furthermore, effective principals will repeat that message at
every opportunity, recognizing that, in the words of Peters and
Waterman [38], "No opportunity is too small, no forum too
insignificant, no audience too junior."

Principals can use every available opportunity and the most
creative metaphors to express their schoo]'s'values and still be
ineffective communicators if the stand they take on a day-to-day basis
is not consistent with those values. Benniis and Nanus [4, p. 43]
described trust as "the lubricant that makes it possible for
organizations to work," and contend that leaders can establish trust
only by being the "epitome of constancy and reliability." Effective
leaders are predictable. They establish positions that are
consistent with organizational values. They make those positions
known, and remain relentlessly committed to them. They stay the
course over the long run.

According to DuFour and Eaker [14, pp. 25-27], any assessment of

a principal's effectiveness in communicating values should include

the following:
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1. What does the brincipal plan for? Does the principal develop

Tong-term plans that are consistent with the mission of the school
and are designed to instill its values? Does he or she share those
plans with the staff and help them see the relationship between the
plans and the mission?

2. MWhat does the principal monitor? A principal who devotes:
considerable time and effort to the continual assessment of a
particular condition within a school sends the message that the
condition is important. Conversely, inattention to monitoring a
particular factor indicates that the factor is less than essential,
regardless of how often its importance .is verbalized.

3. What does the principal model? Principals who truly believe

that the presence of certain values is critical to the success of

their schools will attempt to model those values. Effective
principals will make a conscious effort to embody the values of the
schools they lead. |

4. What does the principal reinforce through recognition and
celebration? Recognition and celebration are key components in
building the culture of pride that is found in excellent schools.
However, recognition simply for the sake of recognition serves no
purpose in the effort to improve the school.

5. What behavior is the principal willing to confront? If
principals wish to communicate the importance of particular values,
they must be willing to confront those who disregard these values.

If a school claims to value an orderly atmosphere throughout the
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bui]ding, the principal must be willing to confront the unruly student,
the teacher who ignores misbehavior, or the parent who seeks to
justify it. If a school claims to value teaching directed to
particular student outcome, the principal must be willing to confront
the teacher whose instruction does not address these outcomes.
Joseph Rogue [43] describes the effective principal in the
following ways:
--Clearly states school goals and objectives for the year;
--Develops consensus among the faculty around school goals
and behavior expectations;
--Closely monitors progress towards school goals;.
--Frequently monitors and provides feedback about teachers'
performance; |
--Ensures that the building environment is orderly and quiet
without being repressive;
--Ensures that departments are vital subgroups;
--Provides support for staff in-service;
--Provides time for teachers to plan together;
--Establishes high expectations for teacher and student
performances;
--Demonstrates strong involvement with the instructional program;
--Knows what is happening in classrooms; and

--Assumes personal responsibility for the school's achieving

its objectives.
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Principal Evaluation

Evaluation of principals is effective only if the principals
being evaluated and the supervisors who are evaluating them understand
the components of thg evaluation process.

According to William Harrison and Kent Peterson [22], three major
themes generally emerge as necessary for effective apprai;al: setting
criteria, sampling performance, and‘communicating expectations and
results.

To perform successfully, principals must clearly understand
their superiors' expectations. Harrison and Peterson found in their
study that included surve&s from 149 principals and 121 superintendents
that 80 percent of the superintendents said they made their
expectation of principal performance clear. While the majority of
principals concurred, nearly 42 percent were uncertain or felt
expectations were not made clear.

Along similar lines, the two groups disagreed about what
indicators superintendents should examine to evaluate principal
performance. When the two groups ranked a list of eight indicators,
they agreed on the top five, though not in the same order.

Principals perceived the reaction of the public - positive or
negative - to be the most important factor the superintendent
assesses. Superiﬁtendents ranked this indicator fifth.

The study found that 81 percent of the principals surveyed
believe that public reaction is the most important factor to the

superintendent, while only 58 percent of the superintendents cited
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this factor as important.

Superintendents ranked general quality of instruction, teacher
performance and morale, and atmosphere of the school as the top
three indicators of a principal's performance. Principals ranked
public reaction, positive or negative; teacher performance and
morale; and athosphere of the school as the top three indicators of
principal performance.

Harrison and Peterson [22] conclude that if principals are to
improve their performance, the stages of the evaluation process must
be clear, specific, and understood by both the evaluator and the
evaluatee. Superintendents must make their expectations for principal
performance clear, ensuring that principals understand the tasks they
are to accomplish, the criteria used to assess performance, the type
of data used, and the ways performance outcomes are appraised.

Administrator Performance Evaluation (APE), according to Stow
and Manatt [47, pp. 353-386], is oriented to process and should ask
the following questions:

--What do we expect each administrator to accomplish?

-~-How do we expect each administrator to perform?

--What changes in behavior do we. want?

--How does his/her performance interrelate with that of others?

Stow and Manatt [47] further state that Administrator
Performance Evaluation should be based on an analysis or measurement

of progress made toward accomplishment of predetermined objectives.

-
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Stow and Manatt [47] have spearheaded the implementation of a
new type of performance evaluation system for educational administration
in school districts across the country. The procéss is a total system
approach outcome/based madel that is tied to raising K-12 student
achievement through performance evaluation of all administrators.

The process utilizes a steering committee and several subcommittees to
guide the deve]opment:of the system. The following key components
are crucial to the development process:

Administrative philosophy - The administrative philosophy must

be general because it provides boundaries for generic decision making.
The overall philosophy needs to be considered and applied in varying
degrees. This phase of the system is intended to determine if each
administrator's performance (style, values, and productivity) is

consonant with that philosophy.

Performance factors - This component of the system is based on

the job description'of an administrative position. Administrators are
evaluated by their immediate superiors. The ratings identify
strengths and weaknesses and suggest areas for growth. The
performance responsibilities of each position description are
distributed into categories:

1. Improving the educational process.
Implementing district policies.
Working with the community.

Staff personnel.

[S 2 I — T 7S B A ]

Managing operations.
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Critical work activities (CWAs) - This portion of the appraisal

is intended to determine if the administrator's performance on CWAs

is congruent with the priorities and needs of subordinates. CWAs are
those tasks deemed most essential for the performance of the position.
They are continuous, regular activities necessary to the day-to-day
operation of the building or school organization.

Job_improvement targets - Job improvement targets are central to

the evaluation system. This is the point at which the "rubber meets
the road"--when evaluation is tied to improvement of performance.
Writing job improvement targets requires time and careful analysis
of each situation and usua11} occurs duriﬁg or after the end-of-cycle
conference. Customarily, three to five targets are developed by the
evaluatee (with the help of the evaluator) for each evaluation cycle.
Field-test - After these components have been developed, the
prototypic instruments are field-tested. Part of this process is
to gather baseiiﬁe data about an administrator's performance. To
accomplish this take, the documents are completed by those who report
to an administrator. At times, student and parent input is used.
The data are compiled and a feedback session is held with each
administrator. This step has produced some very positive results.
Administrators gain perceptions of their strengths and weaknesses and
begin to make plans for improving their administrative skills.
Stow and Manatt [47] conclude by indicating that an administrator
performance evaluation system developed by the aforementioned process

will prove to be effective in the improvement of district management
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and leadership.
Herman [23, pp. 5-10] stated that the real challenge is to create

an effective evaluation system based on the competencies that the
local decision makers deem important to excellence in administrative
performance. If well-defined competencies are in place, the
administrator is more likely to be evaluated in an objective format.
Administrators will not be evaluated on "friendship, their willingness
to always agree with "the boss", or some other criteria not related to
the predetermined competencies."

Bolton [6] pointed out that evaluation must be based on information
that has been collected according to a specific plan. And, that
measurement inciudes collection of all information necessary to make
decisions regarding whether goals and objectives are being
accomplished. He continues by stating that for certain behaviors,
measurement must be made while the behavior or action is being taken
or the measurement is unreliable. Bolton further states that who
collects the information about activities and behavior depends on
what plan is agreed to by the principal and the evaluator.

In 1983, Look and Manatt [28] identified research-based
discriminating items for use in the evaluation of school principals.

A discriminating item was one which elicits similar responses from
members of the group rating a particular individual and maximum
differences among the individuals being rated. Items with
discrimination power assist with helping the evaluator discriminate

between high and low performance.
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Duke and Stiggins [13] in Mueller [33] report that when
principal evaluation and professional development are linked, it is by
individual action plans or special workshops, and the barriers to
closer 1links include lack of interest or desire, lack of plans and
procedures for creating links and thé shortage of time and resources.
They suggest that principal evaluation systems can be designed to
achieve both the basic purposes of accountability and improvement.
They indicate that performance criteria need not be the same for each
principal, since each may seek to grow in a different area or
direction. They conclude by stating that the evaluation data must Be

descriptive, individualized, and suggestive of needs.

Valid Principal Evaluation Procedures

What is a "valid" principal evaluation? A "valid" principal
evaluation really has no clearly defined meaning. Perhaps the mere
existence of formalized evaluation procedures, rather than the
informal systems of the past, constitute valid evaluation. Nationwide,
ERS [40] reports that 85 percent of all school districts have
formalized evaluation procedures and practices.

According to Bolton [6], the need for evaluation is evident; it
helps to plan change and to prevent and correct errors. When
planning for evaluation, it is important to be aware of the good
practices in the various systems being used. There should also be some
recognition of the need to plan for the future and to make changes

that will improve the evaluation process that is in place.




32

There are many varied perspectives concerning principal
evaluation. An ERIC Action Brief [39] argued that evaluations should
be as precise as possible, use checkiists of specific skills and
competencies rather than nebulous essay-type descriptions of
principal behavior and include as many people as possible in the
evaluation process.' The predominant view, however, is that principal
evaluations tend to rate and criticize the principal by emphasizing
weakensses rather than strengths [56].

The critics of graphs, checklists, scales, and charts contend
that evaluation should be used as a method of improving principal
activity and providing feedback to the results of the planned activity.
This has the effect of moving principal evaluation away from its
negative connotations into the areé of positive experience.

According to Millman [32], research indicates that personnel
evaluation can be divided into two categories:

1. Formative evaluation serves as means to help administrators

improve their performance. The evaluation process involves ongoing
communication between evaluators and evaluatees with the focus on

improving the overall educational progrém.

2. Summative evaluation serves as an end:judgment of

administrators' performance on which to base an administrator's
promotion, demotion, retention, or incentive pay rewards.

The professional literature clearly emphasizes the formative
role. According to Gaslin [18], formative evaluation ensures that the

major goal of administrator evaluation is "To improve performance in




33

the variety of roles which member of the administrative team might’
plan in instructional leadership and building management." Similarly,
Redfern [41] argues that evaluation becomes more productive when the
purpose of evaluatioﬁ is the improvement of performance instead of
merely rating performance.. Licata [25] believes that evaluation is a
data gathering system by which the organization can make necessary
Jjudgmental decisions about its educational leadership personnel.

Management by objective is a key component in many school
district evaluation systems. A recent ERS survey [42] indicates that
84 percent of school districts now use performance objectives as part
of their evaluation program. The American Association of School
Administrators [1] strongly endorses the approach of using goals and
objectives in an evaluation program. An evaluation by objectives
program typically involves a number of steps. First, an annual
conference between the evaluator and evaluatee takes place at which
time district goals are discussed and set. The evaluator and
evaluatee then agree on performance goals. The evaluator rates the
evaluatee on the accomplishment of the goals. Self-evaluation is
encouraged. Formative evaluation conferences are held throughout
the year for the purpose of checking on the progress of the evaluatee
towards accomplishment of his or her goals. Finally, a summative
conference is held to discuss the performance of the individual based
upon their attainment of the‘pre-established goals.

One version of an evaluation by objective programs typified by

the Leadership Excellence Achievement Plan (LEAP) of Redfern and




34

Hersey [40] agrees on the job content, identifies performance levels,
reviews progress during the year, and assesses the result at the end
of the year.

A more "product” oriented evaluation by objectives system
suggested by Seifert [46] gives more credence to the level of
achievement of the stated objective rather than improving performance.
Stow and Manétt [47] strongly recommend that early in the process of
developing procedures, the district decide whether to emphasize
performance, objectives attainment, or both. The failure of many
administrator evaluation systems, they claim, can be traced to
emphasizing performance, but not objectives attainment.

Manatt [30] indicates that the best evaluation systems "stress
both how principals perform and what they accomplish." Manatt
continues by observing that "top-notch evaluations involve some kind
of follow-up that sets goals for future performancé. Evaluation isn't
a product--it's a process." Manatt's [30] process includes an
extensive 15 step performance evaluation cycle that includes
establishing the evaluation plan, the formative evaluation cycle
involving a self-evaluation, goal setting conference, formal
observation, and post-observation conference; a supervisory observation
| is also.an important part of the cycle. Finally, steps 11-15 are
the summations analyzing data, writing a summative report, holding

a summative conference, and establishing job improvement targets.
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Data Collection

Anderson [3] indicates that collecting information or sampljng
performance through personalized observation is an important phase in
the evaluation process. The data-collection phase, along with
communicating results, is at the crux of the "formative" approach to
evaluation according to Valentine [51]. Valentine [51] contends that
the formative phase of collecting information "is the most significant
series of events in an evaluation process designed to promote
personal growth and organizational development." Valentine [51]
points out that at least "90 percent of the ;ime and energy given to
evaluation activities should be made in the formative phase."

Unfortunately, many principals report that they often do not know
what information is collected on their performance nor how it is
obtained. Harrison and Peterson [22] found that only half of the
principals they surveyed "claimed to know how the superintendent
accumulated information upon which they based their evaluafions."
According to Anderson [3], it is therefore important that school
districts not only develop and adopt sophisticated collection
strategies, but that they also communicate to principals who, what,
when, where, and how information will be collected.

In a survey by Robert Buser and Freddie Banks, Jr. [10] of
elected heads of state affiliates of several national administrator
and teacher associations, all groups of respondents overwhelmingly
supported the superintendent as the primary person responsible for

observation and evaluation activities (over 90 percent). According
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to Buser and Banks [10], superintendents or supervisors should collect
data through on-site visits where they shadow the principal for
extended periods, recording specific statements and actions made.

They should also observe principals performing specific job functions.
Faculty meetings, parent conferences, teacher observation and
evaluation conferences, and public meetings all can be observed for
the purpose of collecting information and evaluating performance.

Valentine [51] recommends that the evaluator schedule a
preconference or at least make contact with the principal prior to
"scheduled observations" to agree upon the "time and specific tasks
to be observed". In addition, he suggests that evaluators make
"unscheduled or informal observations", to provide opportunities for
observing more "typicality" in principal performance than with the
scheduled observation.

Although it appears that the direct observation and supervision
of principals by superiors are critical for obtaining reliable data,
many superintendents do not directly observe the performance of
principals. In their study, Duke and Stiggins [13] found that most
evidence for principal evaluation derives only from superiors'
perceptions of how principals perform versus directly observing them.
Duke and Stiggins [13] speculate that the reason for why good evidence
is missing may simply be the fact that supervisors of principals
lack the time needed to conduct thorough observations. They
conclude by recommending the use of other school personnel in

collecting useful information on principal performance.
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Valentine [51] suggests artifacts as other important pieces of

“information that should be collected to assess principal performance.

Student test scores; written evidence of progress toward a

principal's personal, school, and district goals; principal awards

and recognitions; newspaper clippings; newsletters; and Togs of how
principals spend their time are examples of artifacts that can be used
as a part of the collection process. Valentine [51] recommends that
principals need to "know prior to the beginning of the school year the
types of artifact data that will be required so arrangements can be
made to collect those data." Valentine [51] also recommends that
supervisors discuss artifacts with principals during confe}ences

throughout the year, as well as at the end bf the year.

Using Information

Analyzing, interpreting, and making decisions from the
information gathered during the data collection phase of principal
evaluation are the least important aspects of the evaluation process.
To use information effectively, it is vital that supervisors and
principals communicate about the information collected throughout the
year, not just a summary report at year's end. Bolton [6] notes,
"There is not much doubt that the process of comenication is
extremely important." Bolton [6] suggests that far too often there
is a tendency for the evaluator and the principal tolavoid contact
éfter data are collected and to analyze, interpret, and make

decisions before a conference with each other.
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Conferences between supervisors and principals are an important
means for communiéating feedback on performance to principals. To
be effective, conferences must be carefully planned, purposeful, and
completed as soon after data collection as possible. Valentine [51]
suggests that effective conferences are based on the internal
motivatidn for the improvement by the principal, not external
motivation by the evaluator. Thus, a skilled evaluator "promotes this
internal motivation by involving the principal in the discussion and
promoting self-assessment of skills through inquiry, probing questions,
and comments." Communicating both positive and negative feedback is
important if principals are to improve, according to Harrison and
Peterson [22].

Valentine [51] recommends that only after ongoing communication
throughout the school year between the evaluator and the principal
should final summative reports be written and decisions made about
the next steps to be taken. Valentine [51] even suggests that
principals and evaluators identify areas for improvement and develop
growth plans during the year, not just at the final evaluation
conference.

valentine [51] concludes by indicating that with summative
information in hand, goals, objectives, and final growth plans should

be developed, starting the cycle of evaluation over again.
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Problems Regarding Evaluation |
One of the more basic problems regarding evaluation of principals
is how one defines and perceives evaluation. Bolton [6, pp. 28-29]

defines evaluation as "the process of making judgments regarding the

" value or goodness of certain events, behaviors, or results of

behpviorslin light of certain agreed upon or we]]-undgrstood and
predetermined objectives." There are several implications of such a
definition.

First, it is dynamic or involves movement, as indicated in the
term process. This movement is continuous and cyclical, allowing one
to provide feedback in an iterative fashion. Such feedback stimulates
correction before major damage is done and allows new plans to be made.

Second, it provides direction, in the form of predetermined
objectives. The underlying assumption of this part of the definition
is that the organization is purposeful and that specifying purpose is
beneficial to the organization.

Third, the value system for méking judgments regarding events,
behavior, or results of behavior is open and available rather than
hidden. This openness is provided by the predetermined objectives
that are either agreed upon or at least well-understood by those
involved. No surprises should occur when such a definition is in
operation.

Fourth, there is interest in situations, processes, and outcomes.
To evaluate one of these without the other two will not allow

decisions to be made about adjustments in goals, implementation, or
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procedures.

Fifth, the making of judgmenfs occurs late in the process.

Unless adequate measurement, apalysis, and interpretation occur prior
to making value judgments, there will be errors and poor results.
Snap judgments made on inadequate information or hearsay may give

one a tremendous sense of importance as a feeling that intuitive
processes are working adequately, but such activities are not
permitted by this definitioq.

Another major problem regarding evaluation of a general nature
concerns the political nature of the educational administration task.
In many situations, survival in a job may depend more on circumstances
than on_the capability of the principal. Griffiths [21] believes that
only the most astute school principals survive through a finely

attuned political acumen. He states:

It is clear that the faculties of universities really do
not want presidents and deans, that public:school
teachers do not want principals or superintendents, but
that these administrators are necessary if the
institutions are going to operate [21].

A third problem relates to measurement difficulties that
complicate the evaluation process. Kelber [24] identifies education
as one of the six hardest areas to manage by objectives and one of
the major reasons is the difficulty of measuring outcome. BoTton [6]
indicates that research has shown that training in workshop
situations helps to prevent errors of measurement such as similarity

(to oneself), contrast, halo, and first impression errors.
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A final problem that Bolton [6, p. 30] discusses relates to one's
perception of motivation. "What causes a given individual to act or
not to act?" Somé of the procedures for evaluation of administrators

depend on what might be described as a cognitive theory of motivation.

) This_thebry, according to Bolton [6], places emphasis on individuals

knowing what they want, knowing the approximate effort that will be
needed to acquire what they want and to overcome obstacles along the
way, and knowing the values that will be attached to the outcome of
their efforts. Under these circumstances, individuals can make

decisions about their own actions; therefore, they may be motivated

to do certain things.

¥

Summary

The literature review leaves little doubt of the importance of
priﬁcipa] evaluation in today's public schools. ’A well-designed
evaluation program has the capability of pointing out strengthes
and weaknesses in principal performance. Through an effective
formalized evaluation process, a building principal can have the
opportunity to know what must be done to improve.

Effective schools cannot be separated from effective principals.
Effective principals are predictable. They establish positions that
are consistent with organizational values. They make these positions

known, and remain relentlessly committed to them. They stay the

. course over the long run. Effective principals plan, monitor, model,

reinforce, and confront.




42

Studies are clear that although principal evaluation is difficult,
it is necessary. School systems should have a well-defined, cyclical
evaluation system in place. The research indicates that the essential
elements of a formal evaluation system include the following:

(1) knowledge of the supervisor's expectation; (2) formal
observation; (3) a face-to-face conference with the supervisor
followfng the observation; (4) written feedback concerning his/her
job performance; (5) completion of a summative evaluation instrument
at the conclusion of the evaluation cycle; (6) holding a summative
evaluation conference; and (7) utilizing job targets to improve
performanée and as a basis for the next evaluation cycle.

Evaluation of all public school personnel was mandated in the
state of Iowa in 1987. While each district is free to develop their
own procedures and evaluation instrument, any person who is
responsible for evaluating personnel in an Iowa school district must
have completed a 30-hour course in evaluation training by
July 1, 1989. This training should provide Iowa administrators the
continuity and consistency that will provide for a more reliable and

valid evaluation process.




waey §
s

43

CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY

Introduction
The intent of this chapter is to present the methodology of this
study. The chapter describes the design of the study, the population,

instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis.:

Design of the Study

The purposes of this study were fourfold. First, the study was
designed to describe principal evaluation practices and formal written
policies and procedures currently in place in the K-12 public school
districts in the state of Iowa. Second, the study was conducted to
compare those policies and procedures with the current recommendations
found in literature. Third, it was hoped that the study would yield
recommendations that should prove helpful in the development of
principal evaluation practices and procedures for the K-12 school
districts in the state of Iowa. Finally, the study was designed to
compare principal evaluation practices and procedures as they relate
to the size of the school district.

In order to address the first purpose, information describing
evaluation practices and formal written procedures used in principal
evaluation in the K~12 school districts of Iowa was gathered in two
ways. A randomly selected principal from each of the 433 school
districts in the state of lowa was asked to send copies of the

district written procedures governing principal evaluation. These
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data were analyzed through the use of a document analysis check sheet.
The check sheet was developed from a review of the literature
(Appendix E). To supplement the data from the documents, the principal
was sent a questionnaire to determine the actual practices of
prinéipa] evaluation in his/her school district. The data from the
questionnaire were analyzed through an examination of the frequencies
and percentages.

The data gathered from the questionnaire were applied to address
research question numbers one, two, three, four, and five. Formal
written procedures for principal evaluation were identified from the
document analysis check sheets, and actual district practices for
principal evaluation were identified from the questionnaires. The data
were then analyzed to determine whether there was a
difference between the formal written procedures for principai
evaluation and the actual practice in use in the K-12 school districts
of Iowa.

An extensive review of literature concerning principal evaluation
was conducted. Most of the literature reviewed was published after
1980. This date was selected because since 1980 there has been a
wealth of research identifying the principal as the most important
person in effective schools. The effective schools research is
directly linked to the current emphasis on formal principal evaluation.
The second and third purposes of the study were accomplished by
comparing the current research on principal eVa]uation with what is

currently taking place in the K-12 school districts of Iowa.
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Recommendations for improved principal evaluation were made as a

result of these comparisons.

Population
The population of this study consisted of principals from all the

public K-12 school districts in the state of Iowa. The 1988-1989 Iowa

Educational Directory was the source used to make the selections.

Data were solicited from one randomly selected principal from each of
the 433 school districts in Iowa. Principals were selected by
alternating between secondary and elementary principals by district

as listed in the 1988-1989 Iowa Educational Directory. There was an

attempt to select a proportionate number of secondary and elementary
school principals according to the total state make-up of such
positions. Approximately one-half of those principals selectéd were
elementary principals, and one-half were secondary principals (see
Table 1). The principals were asked to send copies of the written
procedures used for principal evaluation in their school district and
to complete a questionnaire describing the principal evaluation

practices in use in their particular school district.

Instrumentation
A questionnaire was developed to supplement the documents
collected from each school district as well as to collect data that

might not be included in the documents. The questionnaire was

developed through a review of the literature. A draft of the




46

Table 1. Frequency of responses to admin1strat1ve position held in
Iowa sch001 districts.

Current administrative position N Percent
Secondary principal 142 44.9
Elementary principal 139 44.0
K-12 principal 21 6.6
Principal/superintendent 13 4.1
Others : 1 3
Total | 316 100.0

questionnaire was sent on July 10, 1989, to a review panel of six
professional educators for evaluation (Appendix A). The review panel
was made up of public school principals, public school superintendents,
and university professors.

A cover letter and an evaluation form (Appendix B) were included
with the questionnaire. Panel members were asked to use the
evaluation form as a guide to review and critique the questionnaire.
Comments and suggestions were specifically requested concerning format,
directions, questions, clarity, response options, bias, and length.
Reviewers were invited to write their observations on the evaluation
form and/or directly on the questionnaire. The questionnaire was
made up of 34 questions.

After receiving the draft copies of the questionnaires from

members of the review panel, a final form of the questionnaire
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consisting of 35 questions was developed (Appendix C). The
questionnaire in its final form was professionally printed in

preparation for distribution to the school districts.

Data Collection Procedures
The questionnaire was forwarded to the randomly selected
principals in each of the 433 school districts in the state of Iowa.
Names and addresses of the principals were taken from the 1988-1989

Iowa Educational Directory.

A letter of introduction (Appendix D) and a postage-paid, self-
addressed envelope accompanied the questionnaire. The letter of
introduction was co-signed by Dr. Jim Sweene&, advisor to the
researcher (Appendix D).

The time frame for the data collection began with the first
mailing on October'1, 1989. Four weeks later, 316 questionnaires had
been received, or 72.9 percent of the school districts in the state
of Iowa. Written procedures from 100 districts had been received.
Thus 23 percent of the 433 selected principals from Iowa school
districts sent copies of their district's written principal evaluation
procedures. As a follow-up, 28 additional school districts were
contacted by phone on November 6 and were asked to send copies of
their written procedures for principal evaluation. The 28
principals from the selected districts had indicated on their
returned questionnaires that their districts had written procedures

for principal evaluation. However, they had failed to return the
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written procedures at the time the questionnaire was returned.
Eighteen additional written procédures were received as a result of
the follow-up request. Therefore, a final total of 118 school
districts, or 27 percent of the K-12 school districts in Iowa,
submitted written principal evaluation procedures for this study.
This represents 37 percent of the total number of questionnaires

returned by the selected principals.

Data Analysis

The datg collected through the mailed questionnaire were
reported by frequency and percentage of responses. Data were
categorized and reported in tables in Chapter IV. A document
analysis check sheet (Appendix E) was used to record the data
extracted from the written documents received from the school
districts.

After all data were géthered, the school districts' principal
evaluation procedures were compared to the actual practices for
principal evaluation to determine if a discrepancy existed between
what was supposed to occur and what actually did take place for
principal evaluation in the K-12 school districts of Iowa. A
descriptive analysis was used to determine if a discrepancy existed
between the expected and actual procedures and practices in seven
essential areas for effective principal evaluation in the K-12 school
districts of Iowa. An additional analysis was used to determine if

the discrepancy between principal evaluation procedures and
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practices vary as they relate to the size of the ;chool district.
Schools were divided into those of under 1000 students and those of
over 1000 students. This information was then compared to the
recommendations identified in the literature. Suggestions for
improvements as a result of discrepancies found between the literature

review, written procedures, and actual practices were made.
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CHAPTER IV. ANALYSIS OF DATA

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to present the analysis of data
collected from the K=12 school districts in the state of Iowa. Data
were gathered through a questidnnaire seny to a randomly selected
principal in each of the 433 school .districts in the state. Each
principal was also requested to send a copy of their district's written
principal evaluation procedures. Questionnaires were received from
72.9 percent of the 433 school districts. One hundred and eighteen
districts returned copies of their district's evaluation procedures.

The data analysis is organized according to.the research questions
presented in Chapter I. Frequency distributions and percentages for
questionnaire items are presented in Tables 2 through 26. A
descriptive analysis was used for Hypotheses 1 through 7, and a

statistical analysis was used for Hypothesis 8.

Descriptive Data

Research question 1 - To what extent do Iowa K-12 school districts

have formally written board policies covering principal evaluation
procedures? .

Responses concerning to what extent Iowa K-12 school districts
have formally written board policies covering principal evaluation
procedures are presented in Table 2. Two hundred and forty-six or
78 percent reported they had written board policies covering

principal evaluation procedures. Only 56 or 18 percent of the
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Table 2. Frequency of principals reporting ha&ing written policy for
principal evaluation in Iowa school districts

Principal evaluation policy in district N Percent
Yes 246 77.8
No 56 17.7
Don't know 1 3.5
No response _3 __.9
Total | 316 100.0

316 responses indicated that they did not have policies covering
principal evaluation procedures. Fewer schools have written
procedures in place (Table 3). One hundred and seventy-nine different

principals reported that their school district had written procedures

Table 3. Frequency of principals having written procedures for
principal evaluation in Iowa school districts

Written procedures for principal evaluation N Percent
Yes 179 56.6
No 119 37.7
Don't know 14 4.4
No response _4 1.3

Total 316 100.0
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for principal evaluation. One hundred and nineteen or 38 percent
indicated that their district did not have written procedures.
Fourteen or 4 percent of the principals did not know if their district

had written procedures.

Research question 2 - What pradtice§ for the evaluation of

principals are in place in the K-12 school districts of Iowa?

a. Have principals been involved in the development of

principal evaluation procedures in the K-12 school districts of Iowa?

Only 55 percent of the 316 principals that were surveyed had
input into the development of the principal evaluation policy in their
district. One hundred and one or 32 percent of the responses
answered "no" to this question (Table 4). Thirty-five principals
reported that they didn't know if principals had input into the

development of principal evaluation policies in their school districts.

Table 4. Frequency'of principals having input into the development
of principal evaluation policy

Input into development of evaluation

policy/procedures N Percent
Yes 174 55.1
No 101 32.0
Don't know 35 1.4
No response _6 1.9

Total , 316 100.0
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When principals were asked when their school district's
principal evaluation policy was 1§st reviewed or updated, 143 or 45
percent of those reporting indicated that their policy was last
reviewed or updated within the last two years. Eighty-four or 27
percent of the principals responding indicated they didn't know when
their district's policies for principal evaluation were 1as£ reviewed

and/or updated (Table 5).

Table 5. Frequency of when school district's principal evaluation
policies were last reviewed and/or updated

Principal evaluation policy iast reviewed. ‘ N Percent
or updated :

Within last 2 years 143 45.3
Within last 3-5 years 59 18.7
Over 5 years 20 6.3
Don't know 84 . 26.6
No response _10 3.2
Total 316 100.0

b. Is an evaluation instrument used?

Table 6 provides data relative to this question. Two hundred
and thirty-five or 74 percent of the principals responded that an
evaluation instrument was used in their school district. Fifty-four

or 17 percent of the principals said they did not have an evaluation
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Table 6. Frequency of principals reporting the use of an evaluation
instrument for principal evaluation in Iowa school districts

Evaluation instrument used N Percent
Yes 235 74.4
No 54 17.1
Don't know ' 15 - 4.7
No response 12 _ 3.8
Total 316 . 100.0

instrument in use in their school district. Fifteen or 5 percent
indicated that they didn't know if an instrument was used for
principal evaluation in their school district.

c. Who are the evaluators?

Table 7 provides data concerning who evaluates principals in the
K-12 school districts of Iowa. Two hundred and eighty-three
principals or 90 percent of those responding said that superintendents
formally evaluated principals in their school districts. Nine or
3 percent said that assistant superintendents evaluated principals,
and nine or 3 percent said "other" when asked who formally evaluates
principals in their school districts. Eleven or 4 percent indicated
that "no one" formally evaluates principals. Two principals said
they didn't know who formally evaluated the principals in their

school district.
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Table 7. Frequency of who does formal principal evaluation in Iowa
school districts

Who does formal evaluation N Percent
Superintendent , 283 89.7
Assistant superintendent 9 2.8
Other 9 2.8
No one 1 3.5
Don't know 2 .6
No response _2 .6
Total 316 ‘ 100.0

d. How often are principals evaluated?

When respondents were asked how often principals were evaluated
in the k-12 school districts of Iowa, 234 or 74 percent said at least
annually. Twenty-three or 7 percent indicated that they were never
evaluated. Eleven principals or 4 percent said they were evaluated
once every two years.  Sixteen principals or 5 percent of the
respondents didn't know how often principals were evaluated in their

school district (Table 8).

e. Does principal evaluation practice include observation and

f. How often are principals formally observed?

Tables 9 and 10 provide data relative to the practice of
observation in the principal evaluation process. One hundred and
eighty-three or 58 percent of the respondents indicated that no formal

observation took place during their evaluation. Nineteen or
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Table 8. Principals' responses to the frequency of principal
evaluation in Iowa school districts

Occurrence of complete evaluation cycle N Percent
for principals

None at all 23 7.3
Annually | 234 74.1
Once every two years 1N 3.5
Once every three years - 6 1.9
Other | 6 1.9
Don't know 16 5.1
No response _20 _6.3
Total : 316 100.0

Table 9. Frequency of the practice of formal observation during

principal evaluation in Iowa school districts

Formal observation included in practice N Percent
of principal evaluation
No formal observation ' 183 57.9
Once yearly : 19 6.0
Twice yearly - 18 5.7
Other 37 n.7
Don't know 46 14.6
No response 13 _4.1
Total 316 100.0
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Table 10. Percent of principal evaluation based upon informal
observation in Iowa school districts

Percent of evaluation based upon informal N Percent
observation

0 percent . 43 13.7
5~25 percent 94 29.7
26-50 percent 87 27.5
51-75 percent 1 3.5
76-100 percent 19 6.0
No response _62 _19.6
Total 316 100.0

6 percent said that they'were‘formally evaluated once yearly, and

18 or 6 percent indicated that they were formally evaluated two times
eéach year. Forty-six of 15 percent said that they didn't know if
they were formally observed during the evaluation process. Table 10
shows that many principals believe that a large share of their overall
evaluation is determined by informal observation. Eighty-seven or

28 percent of the respondents said that informal observation accounted
for between 25 and 50 percent of their overall evaluation. Another

30 respondents or approximately 10 percent of those surveyed believe
that 50 to 100 percent of their overall evaluation is determined by

informal observation.
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g. Does the evaluation ﬁractice include setting performance goals?

Table 11 addresses the practice of establishing performance goals
as part of the evaluation process. One hundred and sixty-one
respondents or 54 percent of those surveyed indicated that they did
set performance goals as part of the evaluation process in their
school district. One hundred and twelve or 35 percent said that no
they did not éet performance goals. Twenty-four or 8 percent of the
respondents said they didn't know if performance goals were set as
part of the evaluation practice in their school district.

h. Is the principal aware of the criteria that will be used in

his or her evaluation?

Tables 12-14 provide data about the use of criteria for principal
evaluation. Table 12 shows that 214 respondents or 68 percent of the
principals said that written criteria were used. in the principal

evaluation process. Sixty-two or 20 percent indicated that written

Table 11. Frequency that performance goals are established as part of
the principal evaluation practice in Iowa school districts

Performance goals established as part of N Percent
the evaluation practice

Yes 161 54.2
No 112 35.4
Don't know 24 7.6
No response 19 _6.0

Total 316 100.0
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Table 12. Frequency of the use of written criteria in the evaluation
of principals in Iowa school districts

Are written criteria used in principal N Percent

evaluation

Yes 214 67.7
No 62 19.6
Don't know 31 9.8
No response 9 _2.8
Total 316 100.0

Table 13. Frequency of written criteria for principal evaluation
being part of board policy in Iowa school districts

Criteria for principal evaluation are N Percent
in board policy

Yes 120 38.0
‘ No 162 51.3
No response 34 10.8

Total 316 100.0
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Table 14. Frequency of written criteria for principal evaluation
being included in the evaluation instrument in Iowa school

districts

Criteria for principal evaluation are N Percent
in the evaluation instrument

Yes 205 64.9
No 77 24.4
No response | _34 _10.8
Total 316 100.0

criteria were not used in the'principal evaluation process. Thirty-one
or 10 percent did not know. One hundred and sixty-two or 51 percent
of those principals surveyed indicated that written criteria for
principal evaluation were not a part of board policy. One hundred

and twenty principals or 38 percent said that written criteria were
part of the board policy (Table 13).. Table 14 reveals that 205
principals or 65 percent of the respondents said that the written
criteria for principal evaluation were in the evaluation instrument
itself. Seventy-seven or 11 percent of those surveyed indicated tﬁat
written criteria were not included in the evaluation instrument.

i. Does the evaluation practice include a face-to-face post-

observation conference?

Since only 64 or 20 percent of the total respondents indicated
that the formal observation was part of the evaluation process in

their school district, only 64 responses were possible for the
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question, "Does the evaluation practice include a face-to-face post-
observation conference?" Fifty-four principals or 84 percent

indicated that they did have a post-observation conference. Only nine
or 14 percent said that they did not have a post-observation conference
(Table 15). Therefore, in most cases when a formal observation occurs,
a face-to-face conference between the supervisor and the principal is
likely. Table 16 shows data that describe the worth of the conference.
That is, is the post-observation conference productive or useless?

How does the principal evaluate the value of the comments made by his
or her supervisor? Thirty-three or 52 percent of the requndents
indicated that their post-observation conferences were "very productive".
Seventeen principals or 27 percent said that their post observation
conference was "somewhat productive". Only three or 5 percent of the

respondents said that the post observation conference was "not very

Table 15. Frequency of the practice of holding a face-to-face post-
observation conference between the evaluator and the
principal in Iowa school districts

Face-to-face conference following a N Percent
formal observation

Yes | 54 84.4
No 9 - 14.1
Don't know I _1.6
Total 642 100.0

aOnly 64 respondents indicated formal observation as part of their
evaluation practices (see Table 9).
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Table 16. Principals reported description of the post-observation
conference in Iowa school districts

Description of post observation conference N Percent
Very productive 33 51.5
" Somewhat productive 17 26.5
Not very productive 3 4.6
No response - n le;i
Total 642 100.0

aOnly 64 respondents indicated formal observation as part of their
evaluation practices (see Table 9).

productive". These data would strongly suggest that a post-
observation conference is usually somewhat or very productive.
Unfortunately, the total number of supervisors that formally observe
their principals is small in the K-12 school districts of lowa.

j. In practice, does the evaluator meet with the principal to

review the overall evaluation?

When principals were asked if their district's principal
evaluation practice included holding a summary conference with their

supervisor at the conclusion of the evaluation cycle, 240 or 76 percent

of the respondents said yes. Only 39 or 12 percent of the principals

indicated that they did not have a summary evaluation conference at
the conclusion of the evaluation cycle (Table 17). When principals

were asked to rate the worth of their summary conference, 97 or




Table 17. Frequency of the practice of holding a summative
conference in Iowa school districts

Summary of conference between principal N Percent
and evaluator

Yes 240 75.7
No 39 12.3
Don't know 18 5.7
No response | 19 . _6.0
Total 316 100.0

31 percent of the respondents indicated that it was very worthwhile
(Table 18). One hundred and twelve or 35 percent of the principals

said that their summary conference was somewhat worthwhile. Only

Table 18. Frequency of principals' responses concerning the value of
the summary conference in Iowa school districts

Principals' evaluation of summary conference N Percent

Very worthwhile 97 30.7
Somewhat worthwhile 112 35.4
Not very worthwhile 20 6.3
A waste of time 6 1.9
No response 81 _25.6

Total 316 100.0
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20 or 6 perceﬁt said that the conference was not very worthwhile,
and six or 2 percent said that the summary conference with their

supervisor was a waste of time.

k. Does the evaluation include written comments to the

principal?
Data regarding the number of principals that reported receiving

written feedback or comments during their evaluation can be found in
Table 19. Two hundred and twenty-five respondents or 71 percent of
those surveyed said that they did receive written comments or feedback
during the principal evaluation practice in their school district.
Fifty-four or 17 percent indicated that they did not receive written
comments, and 18 or 6 percent said they did not know if they received

written comments during the evaluation process.

Table 19. Frequency of the evaluation providing written comments or
feedback to the principal in Iowa school districts

Written feedback N Percent
Yes 225 71.2
No 54 17.1
Don't know 18 ' 5.7
No response 19 §.0

Total 316 100.0
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1. What is the purpose of principal evaluation?

When principals were asked what the purpose of principal
evaluation was in‘their particular school district, the responses

varied considerably. Table 20 reviews the data that was collected

.regardingtthis question. The improvement of performance was selected

most often by the principals in the K-12 school districts of Iowa as
the purpose of principal evaluation. The second most often selected
purpose was to provide a formal process for communicating strengths and
weaknesses of the principal. Two hundred and thirty-seven or 75
percent of those surveyed selected this item as one of the purposes of
principal evaluation. To comply with legal requirements was selected
by 206 or 63 percent of the principals. The fourth most often
selected purpose was to identify job improvement targets, which was
chosen by 158 or 50 percent of the principals. Not surprisingly,

only 36 or 11 percent said that the purpose of principa] evaluation
was to determine merit or performance pay.

m. In practice, are job targets developed as a result of the

evaluation practice?

One hundred and sixty-nine or 54 percent of the respondents
indicated that job targets were developed as a result of the evaluation
process. One hundred and six or 34 percent of the principals said
that job targets were not developed as a result of their evaluation

process. Twenty-two or 7 percent were unsure (Table 21).
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Table 20. Frequency of responses as to the purposes for principal
evaluation in Iowa school districtsd

Purposes of principal evaluation N Percent

To improve performance 250 79.1

To provide a formal process for
communicating strengths and

weaknesses of the principal 237 75.0
To comply with Tegal requirements 206 63.3
To identify job improvement targets 158 50.0
To determine retention or dismissal 130 41.1
To determine merit or performance pay 36 11.4
No response 21 6.6

aFrequencies numbers more than 316 because of multiple responses.

Table 21. Frequency of responses concerning the development of job
targets in principal evaluation in Iowa school districts

Are job targets developed as a result of N Percent
the evaluation process

Yes 169 53.5
No 106 33.5
Don't know 22 7.0
No response 19 _6.9

Total 316 100.0
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n. Do principals have job descriptions and are they used in the

evaluation process?

Tables 22 and 23 provide data related to the use of job
descriptions in the principal evaluation process in the K;12 school
districts of Iowa. When principals were asked if they have job
descriptions, 279 or 88 percent of the respondents séid that they do
(Table 22). Only 32 or 10 percent indicated that they did not have
job descriptions and three or 9 percent did not know. When principals
were asked to what extent their job description was used in their
evaluation, 42 or 13 percent said to a little extent; 140 or 44 percent
said to a medium extent; and 85 or 27 percent said to a large extent
(Table 23). Thus, while most of the principals in the K-12 school
districts of Iowa have job descriptions, the extent of the use for

evaluation purposes vary substantially.

Table 22. Frequency of job descriptions for principals in Iowa school
districts

Do principals have job descriptions in N Percent
your school district

Yes | 279 88.3
No | 32 10.1
Don't know 3 .9
No response 2 .6

Total 316 100.0
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Table 23. Frequency of principal evaluations based on the job
description in Iowa school districts

Are principal evaluations based on job N Percent
descriptions

To a little extent 42 ©13.3
To a medium extent | 140 44.3
To a large extent 85 26.9
Not applicable 35 11.1
No response - 14 4.4
Total : 316 100.0

o. Who, other than the supervisors, has input into the principal

evaluation process in the K-12 school districts of Iowa?'

In several of the K-12 school districts in Iowa, other personnel
are asked to provide data related to the overall evaluation of the
principal. Table 24 summarizes the results of the data concerning
who, other than the supervisor, has input into the evaluation of the
principal. The most often checked response, other than no one, was
self. Seventy-six or 24 percent of the principals indicated that
they have input into their own evaluation. Sixty-two or 20 percent
said that the school board members have input into their evaluation.
Fifty-one or 16 percent reported that teachers are given input into
their evaluation. Forty-two or 13 percent indicated that other

administrators had input into their overall evaluations. Surprisingly,
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Table 24. Frequency of who has input into principa] evaluation in
Iowa school districts?

Who has input into principal evaluation N Percent
No one other than supervisor 155 49.1
Teachers 51 16.1
School board members . 62 19.6
Self 76 24.1
Paﬁents 23 7.3
Support staff | 18 5.7
Other administrators 42 13.3
AEA personnel 3 .9
Students , 11 3.5
No response 26 - 8.2

2Fpequencies number more than 316 because of multiple responses.

parents input was only indicated by 23 or 7 percent of the
respondents. Parents, support staff, and AEA personnel were also
mentioned by a few principals.

Table 25 déscribes data coneerning the percent of what makes up
principal evaluation and what it is based upon in the K-12 school
districts of Iowa. One hundred and forty-four or 46 percent of the
principals surveyed indicated that specific measurable outcomes make
up 0 percent of their evaluation. Seventy-one or 22 percent said

that specific measurable outcomes make up to 25 percent of their
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Table 25. Frequency of principals’ responses concerning the basis of
principal evaluation in Iowa school districts

Percent of what principal evaluation is N Percent
based upon

Specific measurable outcomes

0 percent ' : 144 45.6
1-25 percent 71 22.3
26-50 percent 33 10.5
51-75 percent 3 1.0
76-100 percent 3 1.0
No response _62 19.6
Total ' 316 100.0
Job description
0 percent 77 24.4
1-25 percent 87 27.5
26-50 percent 71 22.5
51-75 percent 10 3.2
76-100 percent 9 2.8
No response _62 19.6
Total 316 100.0
Input from others
0 percent 129 40.8
1-25 percent 106 33.5
26-50 percent ' 16 5.1
51-75 percent 0 .0
76-100 percent 3 1.0
No response _62 19.6
Total 316 100.0
Hearsay or rumor '
0 percent 184 58.2
1-25 percent 54 17.1
26-50 percent 13 4.1
51-75 percent 1 .3
76-100 percent 2 .6
No response _62 19.6
Total 316 100.0
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Table 25. Continued

Percent of what principal evaluation is N Percent
based upon

Personal relationship with evaluator
0 percent 116 36.7
1-25 percent 88 27.8
26-50 percent 39 12.3
51-75 percent 3 1.0
76-100 percent 8 2.5
No response _62 19.6
Total 316 100.0

Formal observation
0 percent 165 52.2
1-25 percent 68 21.5
26-50 percent 19 6.0
51-75 percent ] .3
76-100 percent 1 .3
No response _62 19.6
Total 316 100.0




72

evaluation. Only six or 2 percent indicated that the principal
evaluationvis based from 51 to 100 percent on specific measurable
outcomes. When principals were asked what percent of their evaluation
is based upon job descriptions, 87 or 28 percent said from 1 to 25
percent. Seventy-seven or 24 percent indicated 0 percent. Only 19
or 6 percent indicated from 51 to 100 percent. One hundred and six
or 34 percent of the respondents indicated that from 1-25 percent of
their evaluation was based upon input from others. One hundred and
twenty-nine or 41 percent indicated that input from them had 0 percent
influence on their evaluation. One hundred and eighty-four or 58
percent of the principals said that their evaluation was based upon
0 percent from hearsay or rumor. Fifty-four or 17 percent said that
up to 25 percent of what their evaluation is based upon comes from
hearsay or rumor. Eighty-eight or 28 percent of the principals
indicated that up to 25 percent of their evaluation is based upon the
personal relationship with'the evaluator. One hundred and sixty-five
or 52 percent'said that none of their evaluation was based upon formal
observation.

When the principals were asked to assign a letter grade to the
quality of the principal evaluation process in their particular
school district, 28 or 9 percent indicated an "A", excellent.
One hundred and ten or 35 percent gave a letter grade of "B", above
average to the quality of the principal evaluation process in their
school district. Ninety-four or 30 percent of the principals said

their district evaluation process was average. Fifty-seven or 18
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percent of the respondents indicated that the quality of the

principal evaluation process in their school district was below

average or failing (Table 26).

Table 26. Frequency of principals' responses concerning the quality
of principal evaluation in Iowa school districts

What grade would you assign the principal N Percent

evaluation process in your school district
"A" - Excellent 28 8.9
“B" - Above average 110 34.8
"C" - Average ' 94 29.7
"D" - Below average 37 11.7
"F" = Failing | 20 6.3
No response 27 _8.5
Total 316 100.0

Hypothesis Testing

Research question 3 - Are current principal evaluation practices

consistent with the written procedures in the K-12 school districts
of Iowg?

Hypotheses 1 through 7 are related to research question 3. Seven
elements of principal evaluation procedures and practices are analyzed
to determine if a discrepancy exists between the written procedure
and the actual practice in use in the K-12 school districts of Iowa.

A descriptive analysis is used to determine if a discrepancy exists.
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Hypothesis 1. There is a discrepancy between the written

procedure for formally reviewing the performance expectations of the

principal during a pre-cycle evaluation conference and the actual

practice in use in the K-12 school districts of lowa.

The descriptive data in Table 27 indicates that a discrepancy
does exist between the written procedure for formally reviewing the
performance expectation of the principal during a pre-cycle evaluation
conference and the actual practice in use in the K-12 school districts
of Iowa.

Only 13 or 11 bercent of the documents submitted included a
provision that called for the supervisor to hold a pre-evaluation
confefence and to discuss eXpectations for the upcoming school year.
Slightly over half of the principals whose policy included this
provision actually had the practice in use in their school district.
Six or 46 percent of the principals surveyed indicated that this
practice was not in use in their school district. Thus, the
discrepancy exists that while the policy may call for a pre-evaluation
conference between the supervisor and the principal, almost one-half
of those districts surveyed did not have the practice in use.

Hypothesis 2. There is a discrepancy between the written

procedure for formal observation for principal evaluation and the

actual practice in use in the K-12 school districts of Iowa.

Table 28 indicates that there is a very small number of documents
that actually include a procedure for formally observing the

principal during the evaluation process. The data show a small
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Table 27. Frequency of the written procedure for formally reviewing
the performance expectations of the principal during a
pre-cycle evaluation conference and the actual practice
in use in Iowa school districts

Actual practice in use . Written procedure for
pre-evaluation conference
N Percent

Expectations discussed during

pre-evaluation conference 7 53.8
No pre-evaluation conference . 6 46.2
Don't know 0 0.0
Totals 13 100.0

Table 28. Frequency of the written procedure for formal observation
of the principal during the evaluation cycle, and the
actual practice in use in Iowa school districts

Actual practice in use Written procedure for formal
observation
N Percent
Formal observation 5 .4
No formal observation 1 14.3
Don't know 1 _14.3

Totals 7 100.0
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discrepancy between the written proéedure for formal observation and
the actual practice in use in the K~12 school districts of Iowa.

Seven actual documents or 6 percent of those submitted included
formal observation as a part of the principal evaluation process.
Over 70 pgrcent of the principals whose policy included formal
observation actually had the practice in use. Almost one-third of the
principals either indicated that they did not have the practice of |
formal observation in use, or they did not know if the practice was
in use. Thus.'while the total number of districts utilizing formal
observation appears to be very low, those districts whose written
policy included this procedure were very likely to have the practice
in use as well. And, while a discrepancy of 14 percent still exists
among the principals whose policy included formal observation, this
is a relatively low number, and we cannot draw a solid conclusion

from the data.

Hypothesis 3. There is a discrepancy between the written

procedures for holding a post-observation conference for principal

evaluation and the actual pra;tice in use in the K-12 school districts

of Iowa.
The data in Table 29 indicate that a discrepancy between the

written procedures/policies for holding a post-observation conference

and the actual practice in use in the K-12 school districts of Iowa

does not exist.
Only three or 2.5 percent of the 118 documents submitted included

the provision for holding a post-observation conference. This small
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number is not surprising since only seven policies included formal
observation aé an element of principal evaluation. One hundred percent
of the principals whose policies included the element of a post-
observatioﬁ conference had the practice in use in their school districts.
Thus, no discrepéncy was evident amongst the policies analyzed and

the principals surveyed.. Again, while valid conclusions cannot be

drawn from the small number, it appears that if the element of holding

a post-observation conference is included in the written policy, there

is a very good chance that the practice will be in place as well.

Table 29. Frequency of the written procedure for holding a post-
observation conference for principal evaluation and the
actual practice in use in Iowa school districts

Actual practiée in use Written procedure for post-
observation conference
N Percent
Post-observation conference 3 100.0
No post-observation conference 0 0
3 100.0

Totals

Hypothesis 4. There is a discrepancy between the written

procedure for providing written feedback to principals for evaluation

purposes and the actual practice in use in the K-12 school districts

of Iowa.
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The analysis of the descriptive data in Table 30 indicates that
a discrepancy exists between the written procedure for providing
written feedback to principals for evaluation purposes and the actual
practice in use in the K-12 school districts of Iowa.

One hundred and one documents or 86 percent of those submitted
included the element for providing wriften feedback from the supervisor
to‘the principal during the evaluation process. Almost 85 percent of
the principals whose policy included the element of providing written
feedback actually had the practice in use in their school district.
There was a discrepancy of almost 11 percent of the principals who
indicated that while their districts' policy included this provision,
the actual practice was not occurring. Five of the principals or |
5 percent indicated that they didn't know if the practice of providing

written feedback was in use in their .school district.

Table 30. Frequency of the written procedure for providing written
feedback to principals for evaluation purposes and the
actual practice in use in Iowa school districts

Actual practice in use Written procedure/policy for
providing written feedback

N Percent

Yes 85 84.2

No n 10.9

Don't know _5 _5.0

Totals 101 100.0
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Hypothesis 5. There is a discrepancy between the written

procedure for completing a summative evaluation instrument for

principal evaluation and the actual practice in use in the K-12 school

districts of Iowa.

Table 31 describes data that indicates that a discrepancy exists
between the written procedure/policy for completing a summative
evaluation instrument for principals and the actual practice in use
in the K-12 school districts of Iowa.

One hundred and thirteen documents or 76 percent of those
submitted included the provision fqr completing a summative evaluation
instrument. Almost 90 percent of the principals whose evaluation
document included the element of completing a summative evaluation
instrument actually had the practice in use in their school district.
Thus, a discrepancy was found from 10 principals or 9 percent who
indicated that the practice was not in use, even though their policy
called for the procedure. Another two principa1§ or 2 percent were
not sure if a summative evaluation instrument was used in their

district.

Hypothesis 6. There is a discrepancy between the written

procedures for holding a summative evaluation conference and the

actual practice in use in the K-12 school districts of Iowa.

The descriptive data in Table 32 indicate that a discrepancy
exists between the written procedure for holding a summative
evaluation conference and the actual practice in use in ‘the K-~12

school districts of Iowa.
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Table 31. Frequency of the written procedure for completing a
summative evaluation instrument for principals and the
actual practice in use in lowa school districts

'School practice in use Written procedures for
' summative instrument
N Percent
Yes 101 89.4
No 10 8.8
Don't know _2 _1.8

Totals 113 100.0

Table 32. Frequency of the written procedure for holding a summative
conference and the actual practice in use in Iowa school

districts
Actual practice in use Written procedure for summative
evaluation conference
N Percent
Yes 51 77.3
No 13 19.7
Don't know 2 3.0

Totals 66 100.0
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Sixty-six or 56 percent of the documents submitted included a
provision for a summative evaluation conference between the supervisor
and the principal. Fifty-one or 77 percent of the principals from
the districts from which the documents were submitted indicated that
the practice of holding a summative evaluation conference was in use
in their school districts. Almost 20 percent of the principals whose
documents included the provision of holding a summative eQa]uation
conference indicated that this practice was not in use in their
school district. This discrepancy indicates that almost one-fifth of
the districts are not following their policy and/or procedure for
principal evaluation. '

Hypothesis 7. There is a discrepancy between the

written procedure for utilizing job targets for principal evaluation

and the school practice in use in the K-12 school districts of lowa.

The descriptive data in Table 33 clearly indicate that a
discrepancy exists between the written procedure for using job targets
for principal evaluation and the actual practice in use in the K-12
school districts of Iowa.

Sixty-eight documents or 58 percent of the total number of
documents submitted included the written procedure for using job
targets as part of the evaluation process. Forty-two principals
from the districts that had this eva1uaf}on element in the document
indicated that the actual practice was in hse in their school districts.
However, 24 or 35 percent of the principals whose policy included the

element of using job targets did not have the practice in use in their
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Table 33. Frequency of the written procedure for utilizing job
targets for principal evaluation and the actual practice
in use in Iowa school districts

Actual practice in use Written procedure for use of
job targets
N Percent
Yes 42 61.8
No . 24 35.3
Don't know 2 _2.9
Totals 68 100.0

school district. Thus, over one-third of the districts had a
discrepancy between what was written and the actual practice {n
place regarding an essential element of principal evaluation. Two
principals indicated that they did not know whether job targets were

used or not.

Research question 4 - Do principal evaluation practices vary as

they relate to the size of the school district?

Hypothesis 8. There will be a decrease in the discrepancy

between the written procedures for principal evaluation and the actual

practices in use as. the size of the school district increases in the

K-12 school districts of Iowa.

School districts were divided into the size groups with those

districts of 1000 or less recoded into group 1. School districts of
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1001 or more were recoded into group 2. An independent analysis was
done for each of the seven essential eleménts of principal evaluation.
In only one of the seven elements was the hypothesis rejected at the

.01 level of significance. That element was the written procedure for

a post-observation conference for principal evaluation and the actual

practice in use in the K-12 school districts - of Iowa. Therefore, on
only one occasion could it be shown that a siénificant difference
existed between the mean discrepancy for fhe written procedure for a
post-observation conference and the actual practice in use as it
relates to school size. The mean discrepancy for group 1 (schools
under 1000) enrollment was .9333 and the mean discrepancy for group 2
(schools of 1001 and over) was .4444. A +1 indicates that the element
is not in the policy, but the practice is still in use in the school
district. A 0 would indicate that there is no discrepancy; thus the
evaluation element is in the written procedures and the practice is
in use. Therefore, there was less of a discrepancy for the larger
schools in group 2 than for those schools in group 1. In the other
six essential elements for principal evaluation, there was no
significant difference in the mean discrepancies as it related to

size of the school district (Table 34).




Table 34. Analysis of variance with mean discrepancies between written procedures for principal
evaluation and the actual practice in use as they relate to the enroliment in Iowa

school districts

Elements of principal evaluation Groupa Count Mean Standard
: deviation
Pre-cycle conference 1 81 - .2346 .5760
2 32 .3438 .4826
N=113 :
F = .8990
Formal observation 1 71 -.2535 .4696
2 29 -.1724 .3844
N=100 : v
F = .6781
Conference after observation 1 15 .9333 .2582
2 9 .4444 .5270
N=24
- b
F =9.372
Written feedback 1 77 -.0519 .4558
2 30 .0333 .3198
N=107
F = .8789
Summative evaluation instrument 1 82 -.0610 .3276
2 33 -.0606 .3482
N=115

F = .0000



Summative evaluation conference 1 79 .2911

2 32 .3125
N=
F = .0230
Job improvement targets 1 78 .0128
2 31 -.1290
N=109
F = 1.0740

.7188
.5351

.6545
.6187

2Enroliment group 1 = 0-1000 students; group 2 = 1001 and up.

bIndicates significance at .01 level.

68



86

Document Analysis

Documents collected from the K-12 school districts of Iowa
concerning principal evaluation were analyzed using the document
analysis check sheet found in Appendix E. The researcher determined
whether the document was board policy, written procedure, or an
evaluation instrument. The policies, procedures, and instruments
were analyzed to determine whether the seven essential elements for
principal evaluation were included in the individual district
documents. Prihcipals were expressly asked to submit copies of their
written procedures for principal evaluation in their K-12 school
district. Only 118 principals sent back some kind of document. As
you can see in Table 35, only 27 or 23 percent of those sending back
documents sent written procedures. Thirty-two or 27 percent sent
written policies, while 59 or 50 percent sent back principal evaluation
instruments. One hundred and ninety-eight or 63 percent of the total
number of principals that responded to the questionnaire did not
submit any document concerning principal evaluation from their school
district. The researcher can only speculate on the reasons for this
poor response. First, the reason could simply be that no written
policy, procedure or instrument existed. Since the researcher
requested only the written procedure for principal evaluation, the
definition alone may have caused some principals to not understand
what was wanted. It would appear that many districts do not have
written procedures for principal evaluation. A written policy and/or

evaluation instrument are not the same thing as a written procedure
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Table 35. Frequency of the type of document submittéd for principal
evaluation procedures in lowa school districts

Document submitted N Percent Valid percent
Policy 32 10.1 - 274
Procedure 27 8.5 22.9
Evaluation instrument 59 18.7 50.0
No documents submitted 198 _62.7 -
Totals 316 100.0 100.0

for principal evaluation. In some instances, the procedure for
principal evaluation is included in the policy or evaluation
instrument. Secondly, several principals indicated that they did not
have access to their written procedures, and thus, they could not
submit them. Finally, some may have just chose not to send back
their evaluation procedures because of time, effort, or maybe lack

of interest in the project.

The documents were analyzed to determine if certain elements
regarding evaluation practices existed within the written narrative
of the procedure, policy, or instrument. Only 118 documents were
received. Only 14 or 12 percent of the documents submitted indicated
that the expectations for the principals' performance were to be
discussed at the beginning of each evaluation cycle (Table 36).

Interestingly enough, many of the principals indicated that

~expectations were discussed at the beginning of their evaluation cycle,
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Table 36. Frequency of documents that include the procedure of
discussing the supervisor's expectations with the
principal in a pre-evaluation conference in Iowa school

districts

Expectations discussed at beginning N . Percent Valid percent
of evaluation cycle

Yes 14 4.4 11.9
No | 104 32.9 88.1
Missing data . 198 62.7 ==
Totals 316  100.0 100.0

even though it wasn't required in the district's written document.

Data about the inclusion of formal observation in the written
documents submitted for principal evaluation procedures are summarized
in Table 37. One hundred and eleven or 94 percent of the 118 documents
submitted had no formal observation in the actual procedures. Only
two documents had one formal observation included in the written
procedure, while one document indicated twice yearly. Four documents
or 3 percent had some other number of formal observation indicated in
their district's principal evaluation document.

Only four documents or 3 percent required a post-observation
conference. This figure is not alarming due to the fact that only
seven documents required some form of formal observation. Many
principals indicated that they are observed informally often and that

they meet with their supervisors informally on a regular basis




89

Table 37. Frequency of documents that include a procedure for formal
observation of the principal in Iowa school districts

Formal observation in procedure

N Percent Valid percent
No formal observation M 35.1 94.1
Once yearly 2 .6 1.7
Twice yearly 1 .3 .8
Other 4 1.3 3.4
Missing data 198 62.7 o
Totals 316 100.0 100.0

Table 38. Frequency of documents that include a procedure for a
post-observation conference with the pr1nc1pa1 in Iowa

school districts

Post-observation conference in N Percent Valid percent
written procedure
Yes 4 1.3 3.4
No 114 36.1 96.9
Missing data 196 _62.7 =
Totals 316 100.0 100.0

(Table 38).

The fourth essential element for principal evaluation is the

procedure for providing written feedback to principals concerning
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the}r performance. The 118 documents received were reviewed to see
if this element was included. One hundred and six documents or 90
percent of those submitted called for providing written comments or
feedback to the principal being evaluated. Only 12 documents or 4
percent did not provide for giving written feedback to the principal

(Table 39).

Table 39. Frequency of documents that include a procedure for
providing written feedback to the principal in Iowa school

districts

Provided written feedback N Percent Valid percent
in written procedure

Yes 106 33.8 89.8
No 12 3.8 10.2
Missing data 198 _62.7 =
Totals , 316 100.0 100.0

The use of a summative instrument was stipulated in 114 documents
or 97 percent of those documents submitted. This element is the most
common of the elements identified. Many districts that do not have
written procedures do have evaluation instruments. Many principals
report that an evaluation instrument is used for their evaluation on
a yearly basis. Table 40 shows that only 12 documents or 10 percent
did not indicate that an evaluation instrument must be used as part

of the evaluation procedure.
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Table 40. Frequency of documents that include a procedure for the
use of an evaluation instrument for the principal in Iowa

school districts

Use of evaluation instrument N Percent Valid percent
in written procedures .

Yes 114 36.1 96.6
No 4 1.3 3.4
Missing data 198 _62.7 -
Totals - 316 100.0 100.0

Sixty-nine or 59 percent of the procedures that were analyzed
included a summative evaluation conference in the written document.
While 75 percent of the 316 principals surveyed indicated that they
had a sunmative evaluation conference, only 59 percent of the
procedures examined actually included this element in writing. Thus,
as in previous cases, the practice is being implemented more often
than there is a policy or procedure in place in the K-12 school
districts of lowa (Table 41).

Are the development and use of job targets in the evaluation
process included in the written procedures for principal evaluation
in the K-12 school districts of Iowa? Seventy-one of the 118
documents analyzed or 60 percent did have this specific element in
the written procedure. Forty-seven or 15 percent of the written

documents did not have job targets included in the policy, procedure,

or instrument.
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Table 41. Frequency of documents that include a procedure for holding
a summative evaluation conference between the supervisor
and the principal in Iowa schoo] districts

Summative evaluation conference N Percent Valid percent
in written procedure :

Yes 69 21.8 58.5
No 49 15.5 41.5
Missing data | 198 _62.7 =
Totals 316 100.0 100.0

The quantity and quality of the written documeﬁts submitted that
were the written procedures for principal evaluation in the K-12
school districts of Iowa were disappointing. Many of the docunents
that ‘were submitted were actual instruments or policies relating to
principa1 evaluation. Very few could actually be classified as written
procedures for principal evaluation. Many principals have indicated
that, in practice, many of the procedures that are suggested in the
literature are truly being used and implemented. The shortfall
appears to be in the actual written procedures. Many districts simply
do not have actual written procedures, outlining exactly who, when,
where, and how a principal will be evaluated. Principal evaluation
practices cannot and will not improve until the procedures are written

down and followed in a systematic manner.
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

The purposes of this study, as presented in Chapter I, were to:

1. Describe principal evaluation practices and formal written
procedures currently in place in the K-12 scﬁool districts of Iowa.

2. Compare those practices and procedures with current
recommendations found in literature.

3. Compare those procedures and practices as they relate to
the size of the school district.

4, Make recommendations that should prove helpful in the
development of more valid principal evaluation practices and
procedures for the K-12 school districts in the state of Iowa.

Chapter II reviewed the current status of public school principal
evaluation as found in the literature. The review of literature
examined principal evaluation procedures and practices from about
1980 to the present. Chapter III detailed the design of the study,
while Chapter IV presented the findings in tables to answer research
questions one, two, and three. The data for Chapter IV were
collected through a questionnaire sent to randomly selected
principals in all of the 433 public school districts in the stafe of
Iowa. Questionnaire returns were received from 316 principals or
72.9 percent of the K-12 school districts in the state of Iowa.
Principals were asked to send a copy of their district's principal
evaluation procedures. .One hundred and eighteen procedures or 27

percent of the total number of K-12 school districts responded.
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The data collected from the K-12 school districts in the state of
Iowa are summarized in Chapter V. The data collected are compared
to what has been determined as best practices described in extant
literature. To answer research questién four, recommendations are
made for the development of principal evaluation policies and

procedures and some conclusions are drawn.

Summary

Literature contends that principal evaluation is necessary and
justified. Approximately 74 percent of all states mandate or plan to
mandate principal evaluations in the near future. In 1987, the lowa
State Legislature enacted legislation that requires Iowa school
boards to annually ihplement evaluation procedures for K-12 school
administrators. Bottoni [7] stated, in a National School Board
Association presentation, that, "a major step in administrative
evaluation is the establishment of a broad school board policy void
of specific details." While 246 principals or 77.8 percent of those
responding indicated that their district did have a written policy
for principal evaluation, 56 or 17.7 percent said that they did not
have a principal evaluation policy in place in their school district.
An even greater discrepancy exists for written procedures. It Was
found that only 56.6 percent of those principals responding have

written procedures in place in their school districts.
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Principals generally have not been given a great deal of input
into the development of the principal evaluation policy and/or
procedures. Only 55.1 percent of those surveyed indicated that they
had been given input in the development of their district's
evaluation policy. Slightly more than 45 percent of the principals
responded that their policy and'procedures have been ubdated in the
last two years. Approximately 27 percent of those principals
responding did not know when their district's policy and/or
procedure for principal evaluation was Tast updated. These
statistics indiqate that principals should be given a greater
opportunity to become involved in the development of policy for
principal evaluation in the K-12 school districts of Iowa.

The percentage of principais that indicated that an evaluation
instrument was used in their district is slightly over 74 percent.
The instruments are generally the same for elementary and secondary
pfincipa]s. The data collected did not show that instruments were
individualized.

The superintendent is the primary evaluator of principals

according to almost 90 percent of the principals that responded to

 the survey. Respondents indicated that assistant superintendents

conductéd evaluatioﬁs of principals in almost 3 percent of the
districts.. Another 3 percent indicated "other" when asked who does
the formal evaluation of principals in your school district. The
review of literature overwhelmingly supports the responsibility of

the superintendent for principal appraisal.
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The principals' responses concerning the number of complete
evaluation cycles over a given period of time varied from 74 percent
who indicated "annually" to 7 percent who stated that they were not
evaluated at all. While the literature suggests that annual
evaluations are most common, the quality of the evaluation is more

important. Surprisingly, very few evaluation cycles included formal

_ observation. Almost 58 percent of the principals responding stated

that the evaluation process did not include formal observation. Only
12 percent of the principals indicated that they were formally
observed one or two times each year. A slightly larger number or

15 percent did not know whether they were formally observed or not.
Anderson [3] and Valentine [51] stress the importance of collecting
information through formalized observation. They suggest that the
“"formative phase of collecting information through formal
observation" is one of the most significant events in the evaluation
process. It would appear that a greater degree of importance should
be placed on the formal observation process in the K-12 school
districts of Iowa. Almost 70 percent of the principals indicated
that informal observation accounted for 5 to 100 percent of their
overali evaluation. Thus, while formal observation is not used to

a great degree in the K-12 school districts of Iowa, informal
observation appears to be used more extensively for principal
evaluation purposes. Principals that indicated that formal
observation did take place were asked if a face-to-face conference

was held with the supervisor following the observation. Slightly
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more than 84 percent of the principals that were formally observed
also had-a post-observation conference.‘ Over half of the principals
that indicated having a post-observation conference described the
conference as very productjve. Only 5 percent responded that the
post-observation conference was.not very productive.

Criteria used for the evaluation of principals are most often
found in the evaluation instrument. Approximately 65 percent of
the principals reported that the criteria for principal-evaluation
could be found in the evaluation instrument. Board policy was
identified by 38 percent of the of the respondents for including
criteria for the principal evaluation.

Over 71 percent of the principals surveyed indicated they
received written feedback concerning his/her evaluation at the
conclusion of the evaluation cycle. On-going communication with the
building principa] is an important element to effective principal
evaluation procedures. MWritten feedback provides the communication
system necessary to provide a formalized way to express specific
suggestions for improvement. While not all school districts use
job improvement targets, over half of the principals that were
surveyed said that their evaluation process included this element.

When principals were asked who had input into principal
evaluation in the K-12 districts of Iowa, almost 50 percent
indicated no one other than the supervisor. The next most common
response was "self", with 24 percent of those responding. Teachers,

school board members, parents, support staff, and other
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administrators were also mentioned.

Principal evaluation i; based upon many different elements and
the degree to which these elements comprise the overall evaluation
varies considerably. Approximately 100 principals or 33 percent of
the respondents indicated that specific measurable outcomes
determine anywhere from 1 to 50 percent of the principal's overall
evaluation. One-half of alllprincipals indicated that aﬁywhere from
1 to 50 percent of the principal evaluation was based upon the job
description. Almost one-fourth of the principals said that zero
percent of their evaluation was based upon the job description.
Three-fourths of tﬁe principa1§ responded that input from other
people accounted for from 0 to 25 percent of the overall principal
evaluation. Approximately 50 percent of the respondents indicated
that hearsay or rumor accounted for zero percent of their overall
evaluation. Only 3 percent of the principals said that from 50
to 106'percent of their overall evaluation was determined from the
personal relationship that existed between the supervisor and
principal.

The improvement of performance and the opportunity to provide a
formal, process to communicate strengths and weaknesses of the
principal were reported by 75 percent of the principals as purposes

for principal evaluation in the K-12 school districts of Iowa. The

‘third, fourth, and fifth most common purposes reported were to comply

with legal requirements, to identify job improvement targets, and to

determine retention or dismissal. Only 11 percent of the
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principals indicated that merit pay was a pu}pose for principal
evaluation.

The literature review emphasizes the importance of on-going
communication between the supervisor and the principal. Communicating

both positive and negative feedback is important if principals are
to improve. Over three-fourths of the principals that were surveyed
reported that summary face-to-face conferences between the supervisor
and the principal were held in their particular school district.
Only 12 percent indicated that summary evaluation conferences were not
held. When principals were asked to rate the quality of the summative
conference, over 30 percent indiéated that they were very worthwhile.
Only Six percent reported that the summatfve conference was not very
worthwhile. Two percent reported that the summative conference was a
waste of time.

The final survey guestions asked principals to grade the quality
of the principal evaluation process in their particular school
district. Respondents gave a letter grade, with 9 percent indicating
the grade of "A", 35 percent reporting a grade of "B", 30 percent “C",

11 percent "D", and 6 percent indicating a grade of "F".

Major Findings of the Study
Hypotheses 1 through 7 were designed to determine if a discrepancy
exists among seven specifically identified written procedures for
principal evaluation and the actual practices in use in the K-12

school districts of Iowa. The written procedures were identified
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from the literature'as essential elements for principal evaluation

and included the following: (1) expectations discussed during
pre-evaluation conference between supervisor and principal, (2) formal
observation, (3) post-observation conference following the formal
6bservation, (4) written feedback provided, (5) use of evaluation
instrument, (6) summative evaluation conference held at the conclusion
of the evaluation cycle, and (7) job improvement targets are utilized.
Hypothesis 8 was designed to show whether there was a significant
difference between the mean discrepancies as they relate to the written
procedures for principal evaluation and the actual practices in use

in the different size school districts in the state of Iowa.

Is there a discrepancy between the written procedure for formally

reviewing the performance .expectations of the principal during a

pre-cycle evaluation conference and the actual practice in use in the

K-12 school districts of Iowa?

Only a small number of the documents submitted included this
provision as an element of the principal evaluation process. Thirteen
documents or 11 percent of the 118 documents submitted called for a
pre-cycle evaluation conference. Six principals or 46 percent that
submitted documents that required the pre-evaluation conference did
not have the practice in use in their school district. This is a
substantial discrepancy as it relates to this particular element of
principal evaluation procedures. Slightly over one-half of the
principals whose principal evaluation documents included the

pre-evaluation conference between the supervisor and the principal had
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the practice in use.

It was surprising that a larger number of the documents that were
submitted did not include a pre-cycle evaluation conference between

the principal and his/her supervisor.

Is there a discrepancy between the written procedures for

formal observation for principal evaluation and the actual practice

in use in the K-12 school districts of Iowa?

It appears that a small discrepancy does exist between the
actual written'procedure for formal observation and the actual
practice in use in the K-12 school districts of Iowa. Again, it is
difficult to draw conclusions from the data because of the small number
of documents that included formal observation as part of the principal
evaluation procedure in the school districts. Only seven documents or
6 percent of all documents submitted included formal observation as
an element of principal evaluation. Over 70 percent of the principals
surveyed and who had submitted the seven documents indicated that the
practice of formal observation was in use in their school district.
Again, while a small discrepapcy exists between the written policy
and actual practice in use, the alarming statistic is that only
approximately 6 percenf of the documents submitted included formal
observation in the procedure for evaluating principals. The data
would again indicate that if the essential element is written in a

policy or procedure, there is a good chance that the practice will

be in use.
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Is _there a discrepancy between the written procedure for holding

a post-observation conference for principal evaluation and the actual

practice in use in the K-12 school districts of Iowa?

Only three documents or less than 3 percent of those submitted
included the element of holding a post-observation conference in their
principal evaluation process. This small number is not that surprising
due to the small number of school districts that have formal
observation as part of their evaluation cycle for principals.
Interestingly enough, the three principals that submitted the documents
that included a post-observation conference all indicated that the
practice was in use in their school districts. These results reinforce
the conclusion that if a procedure is written down in the form of a
policy or formal written procedure, the actual practice in use is

more like to occur.

There is a discrepancy between the written procedure for providing

written feedback to principals for evaluation purposes and the actual

practice in use in the K-12 school districts of Iowa.

A large percent of districts that submitted documents had written
feedback as part of their written procedure for principal evaluation.
Almost 86 percent of the written documents included this provision and
85 percent of the principals from districts that have this written
procedure actually had the practice in use in their school district.
There was a small discrepancy of 11 percent between the principals
whose policy included the element of written feedback, but who

indicated that the practice was not in use in their school district.
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Approximately 5 percent of the principals did not know if the practice
was in place or not, even though their policy or written procedure

included this procedure.

Is there a discrepancy between the written procedure for

completing a summative evaluation_instrument for principal evaluation

and the actual practice in use in_the K-12 school districts of Iowa?

| Almost 96 percent of all documents submitted inciuded the element
of completing a summative evaluation instrument in the principal
evaluation procedure in the school districts of lowa. Ninety percent
of the principals whose written document included a provision for
completing a summative evaluation instrument did, in fact, have the
practice in use. A discrepancy of under 9 percent was found to occﬁr
from the data. It appears that from the data, the most common
written procedure and the most common. practice for principal evaluation
is the completion of a summative evaluatibn instrument in the K-12
school districts of Iowa.

Is there a discrepancy between the written procedure for holding

a summative evaluation conference and the actual practice in use in

the K-12 school districts of Iowa?

Only 56 percent of the documents submitted included the element
of holding a summative evaluation conference between the supervisor
and the principal. Over three-fourths of the principals whose written
documents included a summative conference as an element of principal
evaluation actually had the practice in use in their school districts.

There was a discrepancy of. approximately 20 percent between those
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principals whose written document indicated that a summative conference

should be held and the actual practice that was in use.

Is there a discrepancy between the written procedure for

utilizing job targets for principal evaluation and the actual practice

in use in the K-12 school districts of Iowa?

Sixty-eight of the 118 documents or 57 percent included the
essential element of using job targets in the principal evaluation
process. Slightly over 60 percent of the principals whose policies
called for using job targets actually had the practice in use in
their school districts. A discrep;ncy of over one-third of the
principals existed between the written procedure and the actual

practice in use.

Do principal evaluation practices vary as they relate to the size

of the school district?

School districts were divided into two size groups with those
districts of 1000 or less placed in one group, and those districts of
1001 or more placed in the other group. An independent analysis was
conducted for each of the seven essential elements of principal
evaluation by size of school district. An analysis was then conducted
to see if a significant difference existed between the mean
discrepancies as they related to the written procedures for principal
evaluation and the actual practices in use in the K-12 school districts
of Iowa.

In only one of the seven elements for principal evaluation was

there a significant difference between the mean discrepancies of the
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large and small size school districts. This one element was the post-
observation conference between the supervisor and the principal.
Schools of under 1000 were more likely to hold the conference, but

not have it specified in the policy or procedure. The larger schools
were more 1ikely to have this practice written into the procedufe as
district policy. However, because of the small number, Serious
conclusions cannot be drawn from the data. In the other six elements,
no significant differences appéared. Therefore, we can conclude that
the mean discrepancy between the procedures and/or policies for
principal evaluation and the actual practices in place does not
appear to be reIatéd to the size of the school district. There is no
real significant difference between the procedure/practice discrepancy

and the size of the school in the K-12 school districts of Iowa.

Recommendations

What recommendations can be made that will prove helpful in the
development of more valid principal evaluation practices and
procedures?

Principal evaluation practices for K-12 school districts in the
state of Iowa vary a great deal. Almost every school district has
some form of principal evaluation practice fn place. Policies and
procedures also vary a great deal. Many districts appear to have a
very short and simple policy in place that is modeled after the Iowa

School Board Association's recommended policy for principal.evaluation..
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Most districts do not have a separate written procedure for carrying
out the evaluation for the principals in the district. Policies
typically indicate that the principal will be evaluated at least
annually and that some form of written feedback will be provided to
him/her. Thé actual practices in place greatly mirror the policies,
but only because the policies lack detail and depth. Only a handful
of districts provided all seven elements for principal ‘evaluation in
a written procedure. In many districts, the practices as defined in
the literature as essential elements for principal evaluation are
being carried out, even though it is not specified in the district's
policy. The recommendation for more valid principal evaluation
procedures are based on "best practices" as found in the literature.
Because there are school districts in Iowa that do have the following
recommendations already in practice, it is not the intent of the
researcher that the recommendations apply to every school district.
The 1ist of recommendations are a kesult of a review of questionnaires
and documents received from the K-12 school districts.

1. Every school district should have a written policy governing
principal evaluation. The policy should include the following: Why
does the board want this adminiétrative staff evaluated? Who is
responsible for performing the task? Nhén is evaluétion to occur
and/or be completed? What .in general terms is to be done?

2. Formal written procedures should be developed separately from
board policy. Written procedures should be more specific than policy

and should include the steps and procedures for the complete
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evaluation cycle. The formal written procedures should be updated by

the Board of Education.
3. Boards of Education, superintendents, and principals must

work together to develop the written policies and procedures for the

_principal evaluation process. A policy and procedure review process

should be implemented and maintained. Principals must have input into
the development and revising evaluation policies and procedures if
the evaluation process is to be.va1id and effective.

4, The formal evaluator of the principal should be the
superintendent or the person designated as the principal's immediate
supervisor. .On-going evaluator training should be mandated for all
supervisors and/or superintendents that are responsible for .
evaluating principals. The evaluator training endorsement that is
now required in Iowa is a step in the right direction. Continual staff
development and continuing education requirements for supervisors will
improve the evaluation process in the state of Iowa.

8. A job description must be in place in order to effectively
evaluate the performance of any employee, and that especially includes
the principal. The job description should include the expectations
of the supervisor and the Board of Education. It should clearly
define the job when it is successfully performed.

6. Performance goals and expectations should be discussed and
c]early understood prior to the start of the evaluation cycle. In
many instances, principa]s have stated that they did not know what

was expected of them by their supervisor. A pre-cycle conference .
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that reviews the supervisor's expectations will result in a more
positive evaluation process and eliminate the feelings of anxiety that
sometime accompany this practice.

7. Formal observation should be included in the data gathering

process. While most supervisors indicated that they QbserQed the

'principa1s in an informal manner for evaluation purposes, very few

formally observe the principals. Formal observation allows the
supervisor to gather data in a more systematic and unbiased manner.
It provides valuable data relating to the effectiveness of the
principal. Formal observation is more objective and removes the
subjective nature that accompanies only informal  observation methods.

8. A post-observation conference following the formal
observation allows the supervisor to provide immediate feedback to the
principal. When strengths and weaknesses are discussed in a formal
setting, it allows the supervisor to provide feinforcement and the
opportunity to suggest a change in behavior before the end of the
evaluation cycle. '

9. MWritten feedback should be provided throughout the
evaluation cycle. A printed evaluation instrument should be developed
and individualized to the greatest degree possible. While the
instrument can effectively rate the performance of the principal in
certain generic areas, a written narrative should be included to
describe the per%ormance of the principal on specific goals and
objectives that were discussed during the pre-cycle conference. The

written narrative allows the supervisor to further individualize the
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the evaluation process.

10. A summative evaluation conference should be held between the
evaluator and the pfincipal. This allows the supervisor to reinforce
and expand upon the formal written evgluation. The principal can
then ask for clarification or evidence of documentation from the
evaluator. The principal should have the opportunity to respond in
writing to any question or concern he or she may have concerhing their
summative evaluation or the summative conference.

11. Job improvement targets should be developed by both the
supervisor and the principal. Job improvement targets or growth
plans should be directed at improving areas that wére deficient'
during the previous evaluation cycle. It is important that they are
jointly agreed to, and a plan jointly developed to accomplish in a
given period of time.

12. A review process by the Department of Education should be
developed in order to ensure that all school districts comply with
the state law requiring school districts to have policies in place

for administrative evaluation, and to see that school officials are

actually following their policies.

Conclusions

There is a need for reviewigg, revising, and uﬁdating principal

evaluation policy and procedures in many of the K-12 public school

districts of Iowa. Information describing principal evaluation

policy and procedures currently in place in the K-12 public school
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districts in the state of Iowa were collected in two ways. Written
policy and procedures were gathered from the school districts and a
questionnaire was sent to a randomly-selected principal from each of

the school districts. Only approximately 25 percent of the districts

returned a copy of their principal evaluation policy and/or

procedure. Almost 75 percent of the principals surveyed returned their
questionnaire. It appeared that the actual practice in many of the
districts did not follow the written procedure or policy. Many of

the policies were short, vague, and in need of revision. Only a
handful of districts actually had written procedures for principal

evaluation.
Continued efforts must be made to develop and implement a more

objective evaluation process that incorporates the essential

elements of effective principal evaluation procedures as discussed in

the current literature. Superintendents and other central office

administrators that are responsible for the evaluation of principals
must re-evaluate their priorities in order to place more emphasis on
the evaluation process. Effective evaluation practices should be
implemented in the K-12 school districts of Iowa. A systematic cycle
for principal evaluation should be jointly developed incorporating
the elements of pre-cycle conference, formal observation, post-
observation conference, completion of a written evaluation instrument,
written feedback, summative evaluation conferences, and the
utilization of job targets. Within this broad framework, an

individualized or tailored-made process can be developed that will
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provide a more valid evaluation process for principals.

An_ongoing continuing education program for evaluators of

principals is highly recommended. The recently imposed requirement

for evaluator approval training in the state of Iowa is a positive

and necessary prerequisite for implementing effective evaluation
procedures and practices in the K-12 school districts of Iowa.

However, this training must continue on a regular basis for evaluation
practices to really improve. A sound knowledge and basic understanding

of effective research regarding evaluation practices is necessary for

~continued progress in the improvement of principal evaluation

procedures in the state of lowa.

Further Research

The main source of data analyzed in this study was a questionnaire
completed by a randomly selected prfncipa] from each of the 433
public school districts in the state of Iowa. It is suggested that
this study be replicated by sending a similar questionnaire to
superintendents. This replication would provide a comparison of the
perception of the evaluator with that of the evaluatee concerning
policy, procedure, and actual practice.

This research could be replicated in other states to determine
if their principal evaluation policy and procedures are compatible

with "best practices" as determined in the literature.
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August 7, 1989

Mr. Tim Hoffman, Superintendent
ADEL-DE SOTO COMMUNITY SCHOOLS
Adel, Iowa 50003

Dear Mr. Hoffman:

I am a Doctoral candidate in Educational Adminis-
tration at Iowa State University. I am writing a
dissertation on the current practices and procedures used
to evaluate the performance of principals in the K-12
school districts of the State of Iowa. The intent of my
study is to: (1) describe principal evaluation practices
and procedures currently in place in the K-12 school
districts - in Iowa, (2) compare those practices and
procedures with the current recommendations found in
literature, and (3) make recommendations that should
prove helpful in the development of more valid principal
evaluation practices and procedures for the K-12 school
districts in Iowa.

To conduct the research for this study, I will be
using a questionnaire to gather date from selected school
principals in each of the 433 K-12 school districts
across the state,

I am asking for your assistance by requesting that
you review and critique the enclosed questionnaire. An
evaluation form is included for your convenience.
However, if you prefer to write directly on the gques-
tionnaire please do so.

Please return the questionnaire with your comments
by August 21, 1989. A stamped, self-addressed envelope
is included for your convenience.

Thank you in advance for your assistance, time, and
cooperation.

Sincerely,

Thomas L. Williams

Enclosures
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Name of Reviewer

QUESTIONNAIRE EVALUATION FORM

Please consider each of the following questions as you review and
critique the questionnaire. Any comments or suggestions you might
have in addition to these questions will be greatly appreciated.
Feel free to make your comments on this form and/or on the

questionnaiqe.

1. Are the directions for completing the
questionnaire clear and helpful? —__YESs

2. Is the meaning of each question clear? —_—YESs

3. Are the response options for each
gquestion appropriate? — YEs

4, Is the lendth of the questionnaire
excessive? -——YES

5. Should additional questions be

NO
NO

- NO

NO

NO

included in the survey? YES

(If yes, please specify)

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Thank You!
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. School District No.
QUESTIONNAIRE

Please complete the bilow questions as accurately as possible.

1.

4.

What best describes your current administrative position?

142a, Secondary Principal
b. Elementary Principal
-2]le. K-12 Principal
-]2d. Principal/Superintendent Combination
—le. Other

What is your current status?

_3la. Probationary
284b. Non-Probationary

How many years have you served in your current position?

6la. Less than 2 years

. 2-5 years
—B3c. 6-10 years

T64d. 11-20 years
_Q0e. Over 20 years
What is your age?

2a. Under 30

b, 30-40
c. 41-50
-82d. 51-60

—J13e. Over 60
What is the enrollment in your school district?

142a. Under 500 pupils
. 500-1000 pupils

c. 1001-2500 pupils

10d. 2501-5000 pupils

_J]0e. Over 5000 pupils

What is your sex?

282a. Male
34b. Female

Does your school district have a written policy that covers
principal evaluation? '

L246a. Yes

56b. No *
~Jle. Don't know




10.

11.

12.

13.
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Doss your school district have written procedures that
dos;ribodhow the performance evaluation of principals will be
conducted.

179a. Yes
Jb. No
Jd4o. Don't know

In your best judgment, do principals have sufficient input
into the development of your district's principal evaluation
policy and procedures?

174a. Yes
b. No
c., Don't know

When were your school district's principal evaluation policies
last reviewed and or updated?

143a. wWithin the last 2 years
“59b. Within the last 3-5 years
:Zﬁc. Over 5 years

34d. Don't know

Who does the formal evaluation of principals in your school
district?

283a. Superintendent
—.9b. Ass't. Superintendent
—9c. oOther (specify)

* 1ld. No one

2e. Don't know

Does your evaluator occupy an office in your building?

J49%a. Yes
J558b. No

What are the purposes of principal evaluation in your school?
(Check all that apply)

250a, To improve performance
b. To comply with legal requirements such as state law and

school district policy?

J58c. To identity job targets

J30d. PFor retention or dismissal

~3Jbe. To determine merit or performance pay

237f. To provide formal process to communicate strengths and
weaknesses of the principal

—9g. Other (specify)
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15.

16.

17.
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Does your school district have a job description for
principals?

279a. Yes
« No
—3c. Don't know

If the answer to Number 14 was yes, to what extent is your
evaluation based on your job description?

J2a. To a little extent
140b. To a medium extent
_8Rc. To a large extent

Are there written criteria that will be used in the evaluation
of princiga!s in your school district?

214a. Yes
2Zb. No
-3]lc. Don't know

Are the criteria or expected performance behaviors for
principal evaluation provided to the principils as: (Check all
that apply):

a. Part of written board policy 120 yes %:o
b. Part of written procedure 114 yes o
¢. On the evaluation instrument/form Z_Qﬁ_yes 1lno
d. Other (specify)? .

Questions 18-34 are related to the actual proeedures used for
principal evaluation in your district.

18.

19.

Does your supervisor formally meet with you at the beginning
of each evaluation cycle?

106a. Yes
]184b. No

De. Don't know

If the answer to No. 18 was yes, does your supervisor review
his/her performance expectations of you for the upcoming
school year?

80a. vYes

No
—3¢c. Don't know
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How often does your supervisor observe you or come into your
building for the express purpose of evaluating your
performance?

183a. No formal observation
9b. Once yearly
J8¢. Twice yearly
_374. Other (specify)
_dfe. Don't know

If your lﬁswer to No. 20 was "No formal observation,™ then skip to
question No. 24.

21.

22.

23.

24.

What is the length of the observation?

17a. Less than one hour
—20b. Up to one half of a day
::Ee. Oone full day
_]8d. More than one full day
—QOe. Other (specify)

Does your supervisor meet with you following an observation
to provide feedback and to discuss your performance?

_S4a. VYes
b. No
c. Don't know

If you answered yes to. Item 21 how would you describe the post
observation conference with your supervisor? )

33a. Very productive
:IZb. Somewhat productive
jc . Not very productive
d. A waste of time

Does the supervisor collect work samples from you such as
newsletters and faculty agendas, as part of the evaluation
process for principals in your school district?

117a. Yes
] “o <
Bdc. Don't know
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217.

28.

29.

30.
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Who provides written input and/or data into the evaluation of
principals in your district? (This can include staff surveys,
student questionnaires, self-evaluation, etc.) Check all that

apply.

155a. No one
b. Teachers
_62¢c. 8chool Board Members
_J6d. 8Self
_23e. Parents
_]8f. Support staff
g. Other Administrators
3h. A.E.A. Personnel
~11i. students
—33j. Other (specify)

Is an evaluation instrument/form used for principal evaluation
in your school district? ,

23%5a. VYes

-34b. No
_]8¢. Don't know

Is the same evaluation instrument used for evaluating all
principals in your district?

233a. Yes - : _

:IEb. No (Varies by level, elementary, middle school, high
school)

_13e. No (Individualized)

_27d4. Other

Does your supervisor hold a conference with you at the
conclusion of the evaluation cycle?

240a. Yes
-39b. No

J8c. Don't know

If you answered yes to Item 28, how would you describe this
conference?

97a. Very worthwhile
b. Somewhat worthwhile
_20c. Not very worthwhile

_6da. A waste of time

About what percent of the evaluation is based upon: (Total
should egqual 100 percent)

—a. Specific measurable outcome
—b. Job description
€. Input from teachers, parents, students
—.d. Hearsay or rumor




1.

32.

33.

34.

35.
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—®: PpPersonal relationship with evaluator
—f. Formal observation

——9. Informal observation

h. Other (specify)

Are you provided written feedback on your end of the year
evaluation?

225:. Yes
94b. No
_]8¢c. Don't know

Are job improvement targets developed as a result of your
evaluation in your school district?

169a. Yes
b. No
_22c. Don't know

Are professional growth goals developed as a result of your
evaluation in your school district?

J6la. Yes

J12b. No
~28c. Don't know

How often do principals go through 4 complete evaluation cycle
in your school district?

233, Not at all
b. Annually
c. Once every two years
_6bd. Once every three years
be. Other (specify)
]6f. Don't know

If you were to assign a letter grade to the principal
evaluation process in your district, what grade would you
give?

_28a. "A" Excellent
b. "B" Above average
c. "C" ‘Average
_3/d. "D" Below average
~20e. "P" PFailing

PLEASE RETURN THE COMPLETED SURVEY AND A COPY OF YOUR DISTRICT'S
PROCEDURES FOR PRINCIPAL EVALUATION IN THE ENCLOSED SELF-ADDRESSED
STAMPED ENVELOPE. '

THANK YOU!
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LETTER TO PRINCIPALS
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October 1, 1989

Dear School Administ:ator:

I am a Doctoral candidate in Educational Administration
at Iowa State University. Presently, I am writing a
dissertation on the current procedures and practices used
to evaluate the performance of principals in the K-12
school districts of Iowa. I am sure that you will agree
that this is a very timely topic. This research should
prove helpful in the development of more valid principal
evaluation practices and procedures for the K-12 school
districts in Iowa.

To gather the data necessary to conduct my study, I am
sending this questionnaire to you and other selected
school principals in each of the 433 K-12 school dis-
tricts in Iowa. Your assistance in completing this
gquestionnaire is vital for the success of the study. 1In
addition to the guestionnaire I am asking that you send
a copy of your school's principal evaluation procedures.

You may be assured of the confidentiality of your
responses to the questionnaire. Each questionnaire has
been coded so that we can check your name off of the
mailing list when your questionnaire is returned.

The results of this study will be made available to the
I:HI Department of Education and S8chool Administrators
of Iowa.

Please return the completed guestionnaire and a copy of
your district's principal evaluation procedures by
October 15, 1989. Enclosed is a postage-paid, self-
addressed envelope for your convenience.

Thank you for your time and assistance. Your cooperation
is greatly appreciated.

S8incerely,

Thomas L. Williams
Doctoral Candidate,
Iowa State University

James Sweeney, Phd.
Professor of Educational
Administration

Iowa State University

Enclosures: Questionnaire
Postage-Paid, Belf-Addressed Envelope
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DOCUMENT ANALYSIS CHECK SHEET
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DOCUMENT ANALYSIS CHECK SHEET

SCHOOL DISTRICT NUMBER

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED ___ POLICY

ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OP PRINCIPAL EVALUATION

A.
B.

c.

PROCEDURES
EVALUATION INSTRUMENT
NONE SUBMITTED

PRE-EVALUATION CONFERENCE

EXPECTATIONS DISCUSSED AT THE START

OF THE EVALUATION CYCLE

FORMAL OBSERVATION FOR EVALUATION -

—. NO FORMAL OBSERVATION
——.. ONCE YEARLY

. THICE YEARLY
—OTHER

CONFERENCE FOLLOWING EACH
OBSERVATION

PROVIDED WRITTEN FEEDBACK
UTILIZATION OF A SUMMATIVE
EVALUATION INSTRUMENT

COMMENTS :

SUMMATIVE EVALUATION CONFERENCE

UTILIZATION OF JOB TARGETS

YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
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