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CHAPTER 1

The Problem

The 70s have been predicted by some to be a "Decade of Accountabli-
ity" (Welch, 1973, p. 79). Sciara and Jant (1972) jolined In predicting
accountability as a moving force in education:

The age of accountability is dawning in American education and

could well become one of the most important educational movements

in the decade of the 1970s. Beglinning as a flickering spark in
the twillight of the 60s, and fanned into flame by the federal
government, politicians, taxpayers, and unhappy parents, as

well as private learning corporations, accountabllity has been

transformed from a theoretical notion to a formidable force in

American educatlion. (p. 3)

Accountability purports to glve to education a method of measuring
consequences of Its own processes. |t has the makings of a powerful
force in education for at least two reasons which were identified by
Anderson (cited in Welch 1973):

First, 1+ has managed In a relatively short time to accumulate

the trappings of a discipline; parts of accountability have

been delineated, and the delineation of the parts has been

relnforced by names for them, there are roles associated with

the parts, and some techniques have been offered for carrying



out the roles. Second, accountablility is a large enough vessel to
hold the concerns of many parties to the educational process; even
if they are not all sympathetic, they are all invoived. (p. 15)
Accountability for results is not a new phenomenon in American
education. The General! Court of the Colony of Massachusetts Bay pro-
claimed in 1642 that the select men of every town were required fo:
Have a vigiiant eye over their brethern and neighbors--to see
first that none of them shall suffer so much barbarism in any
of their families, as not to endeavor to teach, by themselves
or others, their children and apprentices, so much learning, as
may enable them perfectly to read the English tongue and [obtaln
a] knowledge of the capital laws; upon penalty of twenty shillings
of each neglect therein. (Mann, 1849, p. 8)
Nowadays the "brethern and neighbors" are keeping a "vigilant
eye" upon the educators. They use the threat of withholding money for
poor results by turning down budgets and bond issues or of educating
their children in other institutions. Clark and Thompson (1976) report:
Many citizens view schools today with a certain skepticism.
They feel that despite heavy expenditures the educational
gains are negligible at best. What is the purpose, the public
asks, of sending students to school . . . 1f upon graduation
these young people cannot read well| or compute accurately? A
resistance is growing toward the mere attendance of students

In school; new questions are being asked about the outcomes of

this attendance. (p. 3)



3

While it may still be premature to tell whether the predictions were
fully accurate, there Is no denylng that there has been and will continue
to be Interest in the topic.

Cubberly (1922) predicted this interest in his early writing when
he spoke of the "new emphasis on testing" and "of public demand for more
Intel ligent accounting by school officers for the money expended for
publlc education" (p. 325). He also mentlioned the need for changing
schoo! administration "from guess work to sclentific accuracy . . . to
that of a highly skilled piece of professional social engineering"

(p. 326).

Today, many more tools are available for educators to achieve
Cubberly's call for a "more intelllgent accounting." Thanks to exten-
sive groundwork Iin business, science, the mifitary, etc., and more
recently In education itself, professionals are in a position to make
better decisions with better information.

Throughout the educational scene, numerous attempts have been made
to adapt management theory to school district operation. Management
theory In the operation of schools could allow administrators to justify
and account for costs and student achievement. Mager's work in 1962 on
the writing of Instructional objectives was a major force in the prepa-
ration of Instructional programs oriented to measurable student output.

In addition to the notion of general accountability to the tax-
payer, federal grants to school districts have forced the development of
systems analysis in public schools. School districts have become ac-

quainted with terms such as educatlonal goals, measurable objectives,



alternative approaches, monltoring systems, and evaluation of results
based on prestated objectives. In California, for example, legislative
actlon in 1971 provided for evaluation of certificatéd personnel based
on student achlevement. (Note 1) The result there has been an effort
by local school districts throughout the state to use systems approach
measures to develop instructional programs and evaluation procedures
reflecting educational goals and measurable student objectives.

Schoo! administrators have been forced to cope with many new
demands in the operation of public schools. Two of the most persistent
and difficult have been the demand for accountability and greater
efficlency In the use of resources to achieve results. In an effort
to meet these demands, many school administrators have turned more to a
systematic approach incorporating some of the principles and practices
that have been proven effective In business management systems,

Management by objJectives (MBO) Is one such system, and has been
widely used in business and Industry and advocated as a means to cope
with the new complexity and increasing demands for efficliency and
accountablility in school administration. Such program planning is a
process of setting sights on a target (an objective), developing a way
to get to it, and then determining how well the target was reached in
the desired manner.

This present study investligated some of the components of a manage-
ment and accountabl ity system developed by and impiemented in the
Department of Elementary Education in a large school district--the Clark

County School District, Las Vegas, Nevada.



Statement of the Problem

The Clark County School District's Management and Accountability
System for Elementary Schools charges the elementary principals with the
responsibility to assess the degree of implementation of certaln speci~-
fied operational objectives. Further it requires that these assessments
should culminate in implied action statements and priority plans for
improvement. The System is based on a management by objectives approach
which places primary emphasis on measurable objectives and results and
individual responsibility to achieve them.

Given these objectives, the implied expectations for improvement,
and the responsibility of the élementary principals to accomplish the
expectations of the System, the purpose of this study was to seek an
answer to the following questlon:

What Is the relationship between principals' effectiveness in

implementing certaln objectives and the importance they attach

to those objectives?

Significance of the Problem

Through a series of studies (Note 2) and administrative decisions
the Clark County School District has adopted a management and account-
abiltty system for elementary school administration. Most of the com-
ponents of the Management and Accountability System in the Clark County
School District have been going through varlous phases of development
and refinement since 1970. The System is based on a management by objec-
tives approach which places primary emphasis on measurable objectives

and results and individual responsibility to achieve them. The System



was designed primarily for use by elementary teachers and principals and
central office administrators directly involved with elementary schools.
The objectives and procedures of the System have been developed to be
consistent with the goals, policies and regulations of the total school
district. (Note 3)

The System's Princlples of Leadership and Management. The Manage-

ment and Accountability System for Elementary Schools contains several
components. First is a section detalling principles of leadership and
management. Also included Is a section detalling three basic assump-
tions employed by the System. 1t is with the combination of certain
factors of these principles and certain factors of the assumptions of
the System that the problem for this study lies. If the principles and
assumptions of the System are valid, the implication is that the System
should provide the impetus, the motivation for it+s own effective
Implementation.

The section of the Management and Accountability System dealing
with principles of leadership and management has some twenty-five prin-
ciples, as identifled by Swalnston (1975)., These are listed as being
representative of the administrative philosophy of elementary principals
In the Clark County School District. (Note 3, pp. 1-2) Within those
listed is a cluster of principles dealing with motivation, Including
these:

® Reasonable and clearly understood objectives promote motivation,

and,

e Involvement In developing objectives and plans increase



commitment and motivation. (Note 3, pp. 1-2)

These principles, in assoclation with the several assumptions
discussed below, imply a motivation for the nomothetic implementation
of the System's objectives.

Assumptions of the Management and Accountabllity System. As a

second component, the System maintains three basic assumptions:

1. Goals and objectives need to be clearly written and

communicated;

2. Means must be provided and used to assess the degree to

which objectives are attained; and
3. All assessments should culminate in program improvement
declsions, (Note 3, p. 3)

The first assumption of the System listed above is applied in the
Ctark County Schoo! District by a set of objectives officially adopted
by the Board of School Trustees (Note 4). These objectives are speci-
fied for implementation by each elementary school principal. The
objectives listed below are those operational obJectives specified In
the Management and Accountablility System for Elementary Schoots.

1. A management system providing for needs assessments,

priority objectives and plans, monitoring and evaiuating
by results is effectively used by the principal and teachers.

2. Personnel management procedures prescribed by law, regulation,

and contract are effectively administered by fthe principal.

3. Staff effectiveness and morale are promoted by the principal

through proper appliication of proven principlies of leadership



and management.

4, Community confidence in the school is established and main-
tained.

5. Management organization and procedures for the school are
clearly written, effective, and consistent with the established
procedures and regulations of the district. (Note 3, pp. 6-8)

Each objective is detailed in the Management and Accountabliiity System
by a series of subfactors. These subfactors are identified and treated
by the application of the assessment process implied in the second
assumption of the System.

The second assumption of the System requires that the degree to
which the above stated objectives are attained be measured. For the
components of the System with which this study dealt, this requirement
is fulfilled in the main by a teacher opinion survey, called a "teacher
questionnaire" (see Appendix A). The questionnaire represents the con-
ditions and objectives as discussed above. The results of the question-
naire, when compilied both with those of teachers within a particular
school and with teachers throughout the district, are used by principals
and central office administrators as a major part of an assessment pro-
file to determine where progress has been made and where further atten-
tion is needed in the lmplementation of those objectives of the System,

The third assumption of the Management and Accountabl!llty System
implies that the assessment drawn should culminate In program improve-
ment decislons.

This study explored a dimension of congruency between the motlva-



tion principles of the Clark County School District Management and

Accountablility System and the basic assumptions structured into the

System. James Lewis (1975) has explained "when an educator believes in,

and understands what must be achieved, and when he Is inspired to use

his highest professional skill and abillty to perform what he is really

interested in, then--and only then--will he exert the required effort

to perform well" (p. 179). Going on to explain this concept, Lewls

effectively supports Barnard's theories of a "zone of Indifference"

(Barnard, clted in Faber and Shearron, 1970, p. 100). Lewis asserts

that "each administrator has his own zone of acceptance. Performance

requirements falling within this zone will be achieved with a minimum of

problems. However, performance requirements which fall outside this

zone will be achieved carelessly, dishonestly or even sabotaged" (p. 179).
Therefore, It would be a great advantage to elementary princlpals in

the Clark County School District to have information indicating the dif-

ference between the extent they implement the specified objectives of

the Management and Accountabifity System and the degree of importance

they attach to those objectives. Certainly actions taken for Iimprove-

ment would Ilkely be more intelligent and accurate.

Hypotheses Tested

This study explored the differences between the Importance prin-
cipals assigned to certain objectives of a selected MBO system and the
degree to which they implemented those objectives. As a basis for
research, [t was hypothesized that:

The degree of Importance princlipals attach to the objectives
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of the MBO system will be equalled or excelled by the extent
of observed Iimplementation of the objectives.
The following null hypothesis was statistically tested:
There will be no significant difference between the value
principals attach to five selected objectives of the Management
and Accountabitity System for Elementary Schools, Clark County
School District, and the degree to which teachers perceive
those objectives to be operationalized.
Briefly, the objectives of the System tested by the hypotheses reflect
these concepts:
1. A management system is used by the principal.
2. Personnel management procedures are administered by the principal.
3., Staff effectiveness and morale are promoted by the principal.
4. Community confidence in the school Is established and
maintalined.
5. Management organization and procedures for the school
are established.

Chapter Summary

Accountabllity 1n education was predicted to be a major force in
the 1970s. While the decade Iis not yet closed, the empirical evidence
seems to Indicate that accountability has been influential in the educa-
tional scene. School administrators have been forced to cope with the
new demands of accountability and efficiency, and to do so have turned
more to the systems approaches which have proven effective in business

management,
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Management by Objectives is one such system, and has been adopted
by the Clark County School District, Las Vegas, Nevada, in the admini-
stration of It+s elementary schools. Thls study explored a dimension of
congruency between the operationalizing of objectives of the Clark County
School District's Management and Accountability System for Elementary
Schools and the motivational principles employed by the elementary
principals involved with the System. For research purposes, it was
hypothesized that the importance principals attached to the objectives
of the MBO system would be equalled or excelled by the observed implemen-
tation of those objectives. The null hypothesis was that no significant
difference would be found between the value and effectiveness of princi-
pals as they attempted to implement the objJectives of the selected MBO

system.
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CHAPTER 2

Review of Related Literature

The foundation of this study rests upon synthesizing several related
concepts not often associated in research. The review of related |itera-
ture will therefore pursue these Three aspects:

e Applying management by objectives to school systems,

e Measuring teachers' perception of principals' functions, and

@ Factors influencing the prioritizing of objectlives.

Applying Management by Objectives to School Systems

During World War 11, Dr. Kurt Lewin studied buying hablts of house-
wives in the United States. As he described their motives and plans for
purchasing various mixtures for thelr "bread baskets," he observed that
housewives careful ly planned how they were going to spend their Iimited
resources. They purchased the goods which they had decided they needed,
carefully plotting how they were going to allocate thelr income, time,
and other resources. He described this approach as "buying by objectives."

Therein began the popularization of the phrase "management by objec-
tives." Lewin's discovery has been revealed many times in other situa=
tlons, and indeed, there are indicatlons that managers in many cases do
essentially the same things as housewives as they conduct their managerial
responsibilities within organizations, Peter Drucker (1954) was probably

the first author to refer specifically to the subject as "management by
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objectives." Drucker described it as a technique for effectively moving
an organization in a "growthful wayﬂ"

The concept slowly found fertile soil, first in the private sector,
finally moving into the public sector. Douglas McGreagor (1960) and
Rensis Likert (1961) used i+ to justify their application of findings in
behavioral research. Since then, management by results (or objectives)
has been widely utilized throughout the United States and other countries,
notably In Great Britain, where business, industry, and government have
found it a productive way of managing their enterprises,

The demand for accountability In education caught the attention of
school administrators in the 1960s when public statements such as the
following sounded a warning to those who each year sought increased
support to cover the spiraling costs of education, Wrote Jessie Unruh,
Speaker of the 1966 California Assembly:

in my Judgment informed legislatures, governors, and

administrators will no longer be content to know in mere

dol lar terms, what constitutes the abstract needs of the

schools. The politician of today . . . is unimpressed with

continuing requests for more input without some concurrent

idea of the schools' output. (Unruh, 1966)

Statements of thils nature have become more prevalent since 1966
and are commonly found In today's newspapers. For example, a quotation

from a 1973 Deseret News editorial, published under the heading "For

More Schoo! Aid, More School Progress," stated:

Just throwing more money at educational problems is not



14
enough. |f more money will actually improve the educational
process, fine. But let's see some proof. Schools should be
answerable to the taxpayers in demonstrating an improved
product. ("For More School Aid," 1973)

McGrew (1972) recognized this concern and said:

This is a new kind of ball game for most educators., Good

Intentions and apure heart don't seem to impress most people

any more. They want results. Admittedly, the public is not

always sure of exactly what results they want. However, they

do seem [to] agree that a school district that cannot show

some plausiblé effort toward ldentifiable results is not

worthy of additional tax support. (p. 1)

I+ became increasingly apparent that school administrators must
develop a relationship between financial inputs and educational outputs.
The press for accountabl)ity and efficlency In educatlion suggested a
results orientation to school administration corresponding tfo the manage-
ment by objectives approach employed in the management of other major
enterprises. Odiorne's (1969) explanation of MBO may have seemed an
appropriate solution to the political demands:

When we manage by objectives we mean simply that we fix our

ultimate purpose in mind before we start our journey. This

objective then becomes a target, a goal, a desired outcome,

and along the route [it] becomes a criterion for measuring

progress. Finally, when we have spent our time and energies,

we are able to evaluate the degree of success by measuring
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against the objective. (p. 16)

|f this orientation were adopted in education, school managers at
various levels would participate in specifying organizational objectives
and program outcomes, and would assume individual resonsiblility for
helping to achieve them. Results or outcomes would become the criteria
for determining future support of particular programs. Furthermore,
they would become the criteria for measuring the success of each member
of the management team.

Numerous authors began advocating management by objectives (MBO)
for use in school management as a promising alternative to the common
practices in school administration. Accountability was one of the main
reasons behind the movement. As the publlic demands fo know more
precisely how schools use resources and what goals education achleves,
educators are attracted to the specificity and efficleny of MBO systems.

Since the late 1960s there have been myriad reports, position papers,
descriptions of adopted systems, handbooks and textbooks, advocates pro
and con, all concerning MBO as It applies to school administration. The
following is a review of the more prominent and commonly identified
positions.

The suitability of an MBO model for elementary school adminlistration
was considered in a study by Theron Swainston (1975). His findings
indicated that MBO systems have been advocated in literature as a means
to iIncrease effeclency and accountability In schoo!l administration. He
further found that MBO systems in schools place heavy emphasis on specif-

lcally measurable objectives and on evaluation by results. He concluded
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that management principles consistent with MBO have application for
school administration across a broad range of administrative functions
and are a sultable basis for developing a philosophical-theoretical model
for school administration. He suggested that MBO systems can help
schoo!l administrators successfully cope with the complexity of diverting
actlon toward stated goals and provides buill+-in bases for accounta-
bitity.

James Lewis, Jr. (1973) discussed a system of using objectives for
appralsing performance In schools. He described a system for Identifi-
cation of performance objectives and an action plan for their achievement
and a method to evaluate performance in terms of measured results in
achieving the objectives. He advocated what he called "School Management
by Objectives" as a "truly superior alternative to more traditional
methods" (p. 23).

Terre! Bell (1974), who was the United States Commissioner of Edu-
cation at the time the Department of Health, Education, and Wel fare
implemented an MBO system, has advocated the use of such systems for
local school administration. Apparently he saw MBO as a method whereby
the Institutional organization can assume the accountablility thrust upon
its operants when he suggested that an MBO system "focuses upon instifution-
al performance rather than the performance of individuals," and thus,
"this shift in emphasls means that accountability need not be threatening
to school personnel since the fixing of individual responsibility for
failure is no longer paramount.'" He strongly advocated districts to

implement an MBO system as a "road map that all can read and from which
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all can attaln a certain sense of momentum and accomplishment" (p. 358).
Bell concluded that an MBO system furnishes the administrative machinery
for serving students and solving thelr problems, the true goals of
accountability, according to him.

There were apparently advocates who postured MBO as an answer for
practically every problem facing schoo! administrators. In addition
Yo the above discussed utilizations of MBO, i+ has been touted as the
remedy to a variety of administrative problems such as the following:

Management by objectives systems have been suggested for Individual-
1zing instruction (Johnson, 1974); as the best way to Improve instruction
in general (Goddu, 1975); as a method of enforcing policies, rules, regu-
lations, and educational objectives and philosophies of a district
(Report, 1973). |t has been suggested as a solution to the cost-benefit
effectiveness problems of school districts. (Burns, 1972)

Management by objectives has been used in the formulation of con-
tracts according to Finch (1974). McGrew and Hafeman (1974) also
described a process of monitoring and evaluating conctracts using MBO.

The West Hartford (Connecticut) School District has developed a
method of monetary incentives for administrators which is linked to
successful accomplishment of their objectives. (Adams, 1971) Manage-
ment by obJectives in school systems has been lined to salary compensa-
tion by Hunady and Varney (1974). In fact, these writers took Issue with
those who maintain that salary Increases should not be tied to the
individual's achievement of speciflc goals. Instead, they believe that

MBO brings - objectivity and rationality to salary administration.



18

Several studies have utilized MBO as a vehicle for evaluation of
administrative and central office staff. Coleman (1975) discussed such
a system. Baker (1975) indicated that MBO has been found to be useful
for conducting performance appraisals for professional employees. Keim
(1975) discussed a program in the Pennridge (Pennsylvania) School Dis-
trict wherein the superintendent used the district's MBO system upon
which to base merit pay raises to administrators. The Andrews (Texas)
Independent School District has developed and used a system of "Evalua-
tion by Objectives." (Hall, 1976)

There were those who advocated MBO in school systems as a means to
defining administrative roles and responsibilities. (Carpenter, 1973)
Ingraham and Keefe (1972) reported they implemented MOB "in order that
administrators' performances could be measured and in order to help this
group develop a program of self-appraisal™ (p. 23). Some suggested it to
help solve key problems in organization administration. (Mansergh, 1971)
Cook (1973) suggested it to facilitate the acquisition of specific compe-
tencies in administration. Miller (1969) was among the first to suggest
MBO as an answer to the requirements of public decision making in educa-
tion. Sergiovanni (1971) used MBO to discuss the kinds of objectives
supervisors should pursue.

Management by objectives was introduced in the New Rochelle, New
York schools by Superintendent Robert R. Spilane (1977) who reported:

Management by objectives was presented as a process, not a

product; a means, not an end; a pathway, not a destination.

The process was presented as one that emphasizes results, not
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personalities. MBO does not want to know if a teacher (or an admini-
strator) is "energetic, healthy, personable, and cooperative." MBO
wants to know what he or she planned to do that semester and the
results of that planning. (p. 625)

Edwin Read (1974) presented a succinct analysis of the relationship

of accountabllity and management by objectives. He wrote:

1f MBO can in fact be implemented successfully In school systems,

we might expect with some degree of confidence that it will
strengthen administrative practice in several ways. For example:

e It will provide the means by which the contributions
of managerlal and professional personnel can be measured.

® By cooperatively defining the common goals of the system
and then measuring Individual contributions to them, it
will enhance the possibility of solving problems and
removing deficliencies in education that have been toler-
ated for years.

® 1+ will facilitate the defining of major areas of responsi-
bility for each member of the system and thereby encourage
an operative team effort.

e It will eliminate the tendency to evaluate personne!l in
terms of their personality traits; substituting, instead,
their performance in terms of resufts.

e It will give priority to programs that have clearly defined
and measurable objJectives and for which there are detalled

plans for achleving them! Furthermore, these plans will
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have included evaluation technlques for measuring progress
toward the espoused objectives. (p. 9)

Notwithstanding these benefits and advocates, there were obstacles
to Implementing MBO in the educational domain. As Barrilleaux (1972)
sald, "Critics hail the concept as 'inhumane,' whiie zealots proclaim
it as the latest educational 'panacea.'" While each advocate emphasized
his own blas, and usually signaled some caution to wholesale adoption,
there were some examples of forthright criticism.

"|f management by objectives has the potential to greatly improve
existing educational administration, it has been a well-kept secret,
for the system certainly Is not very widespread," according to Dunn
(1975). Dunn suggested that the negative attitudes toward MBO held by
some administrators arose, at least sometimes, from bad experiences
with bureaucratic paper-shuffling. Dunn acknowledged that even so,

MBO may offer a viable means of regaining control over disorganized and
inefficlent bureaucracies. He concluded that to obtain full benefit
from MBO, Its practitioners must be committed to making 1t work and
must implement I+ with care and patience.

Morrisey (1976) noted that MBO "has been less than the resounding
success . . . Its advocates predicted [Including himself, see Morrisey,
1970]." He suggested the chief reason for this lack of success in some
organizations was that some practitioners did not adequately recognize
the human element of management by objectives, but rather mistakenly
viewed It as a mechanical process.

Saurman and Nash (1975) were persuaded in this same way. Their basic
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contention was that a system preoccupied with MBO measures could easily
tyrannize the persons within the organization. They cited research to
indicate that MBO was a part of a political response to the public's
demand for accountability, and this subtle political pressure urged MBO
participants to shortchange the human goals of education In favor of
cost~effectiveness. They were displeased by the shunting aside of the
important developmental aspects of education, e.g., emotional growth,
improved human relations. Saurman and Nash concluded that the applica-
t+ion of MBO to education necessitated profound and destructive changes
in the very institution it was meant fto improve.

Segner (1974) supported this opinion. He contended that MBO used in
education neglected the all-important qualitative aspects of education.

He stated that the application of MBO to education was tantamount to
asserting that "'what's good for General Motors' is good for the schools."
Segner believed that such an attitude "is as shallow and incorrect as it
1s disgusting" (p. 3).

Paul Duvair (1973) listed, from a teacher's point of view, twenty
reasons why teachers reject MBO, specifically as it applles to evaluation,
basically contending that an autocratic evaluator can use MBO to "elimi-
nate a good teacher as easily as keeping a poor one." Duvalir was jolned
by the National Education Assoclation in their suggesting that MBO in
school administration may be misused or misdirected. In a guide published

for teacher groups (ls MBO the Way to Go?, 1975), the National Education

Association claimed that the introduction of a business management tech-

nique Into the operation of public schools holds teachers responsible
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for objectives over which they have little or no controf. I+ maintained
education is a human system, not a business system, and that business
management techniques such as MBO are usually inappropriate in the
Instructional activities of schools.

Summary of MBO Literature. The major premises of MBO as applied to

the fieild of education were as follows:

1. Educational administration takes place within an environment which
is changing, Imposing new conditions and requirements upon the school
from time to time. At the present time, school managers are facing
the demands of accountability. MBO can accommodate these demands.

2. MBO is a way of managing, aimed at responding effectively to these
new requirements. |t presumes that the first step in the management
process Is to identify, by one means or another, the goals for the
organization.

3. Once the goals have been identified, orderly procedures are estab-
lished for assigning responsibillties to Individual administrators
and eventually to staff members in such a way that their combined
efforts are directed toward achieving those goals.

4. The success of a school manager can be measured by using as criteria
the objectives that were established for his sub-system and the
particular responsibilities assigned to him for their achievement.

The |l1terature indicated that management by objectives has been
advocated for anyone who manages, regardless of the level or position he
occuples. It applies to the management tasks which are commonly described

as planning, organizing, directing, controlling, and reviewing. While
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some caution and displeasure have been voiced, MBO has apparent applic-
abifity for such functions in education.

Measuring Teachers' Perception of Principals' Functions

Although the theoretical |iterature is rich, the empirical study
of the relationship of significant teacher-administrator variables as
investigated by this present study was sparse. Clear and Seager (1971),
in one of the few empirical studies to focus on the zone of acceptance
of teachers, found that educational administrators' zones of desired
influence were consistently greater than teachers' zones of acceptance.
It seems reasonable to assume that the way a principal is perceived to
exert his formal authority may influence the degree to which teachers
respond to his directives. The primary purpose of this present study was
to investigate the relationship between the teachers' perception of how
principals operationalize certain prescribed objectives and how important
principals think those objectives are. It is therefore important to
consider the |iterature on how teachers' perceptions of principals'
functions have been influenced and are measured.

Early Theoretical Research. Concern for the behaviors of individ-

uals within organizations moving toward the study of the relationship
between these behaviors and the social organization of the work place
can be traced through the works of major contributors fto the study of
organizational life. Max Weber's concern (cited by Parsons, et al, 1961)
was with the rational authority which gives one the right to control the
behaviors of individuals and the bureaucratic structure fo facilitate

thls control. Federick Taylor (1929) was concerned with deriving the
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most efficient use of the individual's behavior, but even he recognized
the need for a supervisory style which emphasized a close personal cooper-
ation between supervisor and worker. Mayo (1933) went one step further
and concentrated his attention on the relationship between the social
organization of the work place and the work behaviors of individuals
within it.

Evidence from more recent studies of organizational life Indicates
that t+he behaviors of individuals in organizations are not so much a
function of objective reality, but rather are a function of the individ-
ual's perception of reality. This focus on the importance of perception
in the understanding of organizational behaviors figured prominently in
the works of Katz and Kahn (1966), Likert (1959), and Litterer (1965).

George G. Stern (1963) went so far as to say that research on the
relationship between the organizational climate of the school and the
way teachers perceive it as affecting the teaching-learning behaviors in
the classroom has not advanced much beyond the point reached in Mayo's
studies at the Hawthorne Western Electric plant. (p. 435)

Measuring Teachers' Perception. Kahn and Katz (1953) studied

superior-subordinate roles such as the principal~teacher relationship

and suggested that certain dimensions of a principal's behavior consis-
tently affected the productivity of the teaching staff: first, his
assumption of the role as leader--which produces higher productivity than
when he functions as one of the group; second, the closeness of super-
vision--high producing supervisors were found to supervise less closely

than low=producing supervisors; and third, his being employee oriented--
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which results in higher productivity. Another Important finding of this
study was the indication that the leadership behaviors of principals
reflected the style of leadership at higher management levels.

One of the most comprehensive studies of administrative behavior
of elementary school principals ever undertaken was that of Hemphill,
Griffith, and Federiksen (1962). Among other aspects of their study,
they compared the ratings superiors gave principals with the ratings
teachers gave them on several performance factors. In their study,
teachers rated principals positively In such factors as '"exchanging
Information,"” "maintaining relations,”" and "organizing work;" and
rated them low in "discussing before acting," "responding to outsiders,”
and "directing others." Hemphlll, et al indicated that the principals
who were highly regarded by both supervisors and subordinates were those
who accomp!ished large amounts of preparatory work before they acted.

Noak (1969) compared perceptions of teachers and principals concern-
Ing assumption of the leadership role in handling specific tasks in the
elementary school. For a survey of elementary principals and teachers
he distinguished fifty=five specific tasks. Respondents were asked to
ldentify the person responsible for assuming the leadership role in each
instance. Results Indicated wide disagreement relative to twenty-five
tasks and moderate disagreement relative to twelve tasks. Most disagree-
ment existed In the area of working indirectly with building personnel
and supervisors.

Fosket (1976) reported the results of a research designed to

determine similar perceptions, however investigating the community's
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attitude toward the elementary principal's role. His findings indicated
that the community and the principal each hold conflicting views of the
principal's role. Foskett suggested, "The principal is identified [by the
community] both as administrator and as member of the teaching staff. He
is associated in part with each of the roles and not completely with
elither." (p. 43)

A study intended to determine how teachers and principals perceived
supervisory stimuli is reported by Marquit (1968). The supervisory
program was defined as the collective behavior the principal exhibited
to achieve instructional improvement. Analysis of the data showed that
principals scored themselves significantly and consistent!ly higher than
teachers scored them on effectiveness in supervision. Interestingly,
the study reported that older teachers tended to regard principals as more
effective supervisors than did young teachers, that teachers in large
schools and with more training regarded principals as more effective
supervisors, and that principals were rated higher by male than by female
teachers as providing supervisory stimuli.

A study conducted by Prenoveau (1971) attempted to measure the
teachers' perception of the organizational climate of their schools,
specifically as 1t affected classroom behavior. He found that teachers
perceived there to be an association between this and the principal's
behavior:

These findings suggest that behaviors in the classroom are

linked to the soclal interactions which prevail in the organ-

ization of the school and . . . linked to the principal's
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perceived behaviors. Further, the behaviors of the principal
whereln he sets a high standard of work performance by his
example are not linked to better classroom behaviors unless
they are coupled with a high level of personal concern for and
commitment to teachers, and probably children, in his school.

(pp. 3-4)

John W, Robinson (1971) wrote of a study concerned with an
analysis of similarities and differences in role expectations among
the population of teachers, principals, and superintendents and board
members in two school districts In Oregon. The study aftempted to
identify the levels of agreement within each of these groups regarding
the principal's role, and to determine the extent they accurately pre-
ceived the principal's view. Robinson concluded that teachers consider
principals, superintendents, and board members as not yet willing to
involve teachers in the decision making role of the principal, even
t+hough teachers may want to be involved,

in a paper presented at the American Educational Research Assocla-
+ion annual meeting in 1972, Robert T. Utz reported of a study similar
in some ways to this present study. According to his report, experienced
teachers rated principals according to overall effectiveness, consider-
ation for teachers, development of learning programs, concern for produc-
t+ion, concern for people, and plant management skills. He found that
"an effective principal must be more than a custodian" because plant
management skills were found to be least Important.

In the principals rated most effective, Utz found a strong positive
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relationship between concern for peopie and concern for production. The
principals rated lowest in overall effectiveness were also low in concern
for people and production. The highest rated principals were rated lowest
in plant management skills. This all led Utz to conclude with a question:
"Does 'ideal' leadership style of the principal make any difference in
the inputs or outputs of students and teachers?" Apparently he had not
found an answer to this question.

Teacher Morale and Preception. There seems to be ample evidence

that teachers' perception of their principals functions and effectiveness
is related to the phenomenon of teacher morale. While this present review
does not report an exhaustive investigation into the realms of teacher
morale, it does consider some research findings to demonstrate a reason-
able empirical substantiation of the contention that teachers' perception
of their principals Is linked to their morale.

Redefer (1959) polled 5,000 teachers to get their opinion of the
factors affecting teacher morale. He learned that the quality of
education in the individual schools and superiority ratings given to
teachers by adminlistrators had some affect on the morale of the faculty.

Robinson and Connors (1962) reported that principals' supervisory
dutlies are closely related to the job dissatisfaction of teachers iIn
general.

Although personal factors are the most important of all factors in
determining the Individual morale level of teachers, the principal is the
key non-personal factor in the professional environment of the teacher,

according to the research of Hood (1965). Hood said the teacher's rela-
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tionship with the principal was more important in determining morale level
than was the teachers' relationship with other teachers.

Franks (1963) reported that teacher morale seems to be related to
the extent of teaching experience with their present principals and to
the extent of similarity to principals' general social values.

Studying how teachers' perceptions of administrative dimensions
relate to their morale was a task undertaken by Pryor (1964). He con-
cluded that as a teacher's perception of the administrative function
increased, his morale Increased.

Leiman (1961) found that the participation of teachers in admini-
strative decisions was definitely related to morale, those participating
have higher morale than teachers who did not participate.

According to the research by Napier (1966) high teacher morale was
associated with, among other things, the administrator's understanding
and appreciation of the teacher as an individual, the confidence the
teacher had in the administrator's professional competence, and the sup-
port the teacher received from the administration in student discipline.

Bernstein (1959) found high morale among teachers when the role
expectancy of the principal and reality converged. When what was
expected of a principal did not correspond with the reality as the
teacher viewed It, low morale was present.

After reviewing a series of studles of the various factors affect-
ing teacher morale, Ellenburg (1972) concluded:

At first glance the findings of these studies seem to indicate

nothing except that a statistician can show anything by the
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use of statistics. In many cases the results are contradictory.
After a more in-depth look at the findings, however, one begins
to realize that a general conclusion seems to be evident. That
is, that the administrator--his attitudes, his policies, his
procedures, his understanding of the individual teachers, and
his philosophical approach to problems--seems to be the major
factor in teacher morale. How he works with his staf, whether
he treats them as individuals with worth and dignity or merely
as part of the machine, will determine to a great extent the
morale of the schoo!. (pp. 42-43)

Summary of Teacher Perception Literature. Theoretical research

provides Information regarding superior-subordinate relationships, and
deals with subordinates' perception of their superordinates' functions.
A few distinct investigations of this nature have been made to relate
the teachers' perceptions to principals' activities. There appeared to
be little correlation between the evaluations principals receive from
their subordinates and from their superiors. Also, there was an apparent
lack of agreement between what the principal saw himself as doing and
what his subordinates said he did. The literature suggested that while
+he perceptions teachers have of principals' functions do not always
correspond with the perception of the principals themselves, nor with
the principals' superiors, nor with the community's perception of the
principals' tasks, the teachers were relatively consistent in their
descriptions from their point of view.

The |lterature was persuasive In concluding that the perception a
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teacher has of hls principal is swayed heavily by the teacher's morale.
Teacher morale Is related on many facets to administrative activities.

Sufficient studies have been undertaken and reported in the litera-
ture to persuade a conclusion that teachers' perception of principals'
functions can reliably be measured and validly reported.

Factors Influencing the Prioritizing of Objectives

This study investigated, as part of several related concepts, the
importance principals attach to certain objectives of a management by
objectives system when the objectives in specific consideration are
established by the system itself, and not by the principal. What follows
is a discussion of treatises which gave insight into how a school
principal might be influenced as he attempted to rank the significance
of those objectives.

Theoretical Bases. Social psychologists describe human actions as

having two major characteristics: first, human actlion is motivated, or
goal directed; second, human action is integrated--i.e., the individual's
wants, emotions, and cognitions operate in concert to influence his
actions. The particular behavior goal of an iIndividual depends upon a
number of factors including cultural norms and values, personal experi-
ences, and accessibility to the social environment. (Krech, Crutchfield,
and Ballachey, 1962) This concept would theoretically have an Influence
upon the behavior of the school administrator as he determined what
objectives he valued most, what goals he would place importance on.

A fundamental characteristic of authority is the willingness of a

subordinate to hold in abeyance his own criteria for making decisions
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and comply with orders from superiors. In the superior-subordinate
relationship, however, there is a range of acceptability to directives
Issued by superiors. Some directives may be clearly unacceptable; there
are others which are unquestionably acceptable. It is this last group
which maps what Barnard (1968) labeled the "zone of indifference." Orders
lying within this area are accepted by the affected individual without
question. (pp. 168-169)

Simon (1965) has amplified slightly the concept by referring fo the
range of behavior "within which the subordinate is ready to accept the
decisions made for him by his superiors" [italics in original] (p. 133).
He preferred to label this range of behavior "zone of acceptance" rather
than "zone of indifference" to extend the positive significance of the
term.

In an analysis of factors that influence attention, comprehension,
and acceptance of messages, Hovland, Janis, and Kelly (cited in Janis,
Mah!, Kagan, and Holt, 1969, p. 126) pointed out that the experimental
findings Indicate three types of resistances that decrease the degree of
acceptance of messages: (1) the expectations of being manipulated; (2)
the expectations of being wrong--i.e., making incorrect judgments about
the consequences of a recommended course of action or overlooking
opposing evidence that could affect one's decisions; and (3) the
expectations of social disapproval--from the primary group whose norms
do not agree with the presented recommendations. Theoretically, these
resistances could likely be evoked and Interfere with the principals'

accepting the objectives of the management system under study.
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Personal Commitment and Responsibility. Management by objectives

systems are by definition a series of objectives. As the objectives
affect the functionaries of the system, their successful accomplishment
appeared to be hinged to the degree of commitment, the degree of impor-
tance the individual attached to them, by whatever motivation. Tankard
(1974) discussed how goals for schools were developed and specifies that
the "success of the plan is dependent on commitment at each level" (p. 85).
This Importance appears to be colored by what Lewis, following Simon's
example, called a "zone of acceptance." (Lewis, 1973)

Lewis suggested that as performance objectives fit into this zone
of acceptance they would be achieved with a minimum of problems. But as
performance requirements fell outside the zone of acceptance, they would
be carelessly attended to, given dishonest effort or even sabotaged.

Lewis said when educators believe in, and understand what must be achieved,
and when they are inspired to use their highest professional skills and
abilities to perform what they are really Interested in, then they will
exert the required effort to perform. (p. 179)

Eye and Netzer (1969) suggested that the acceptability an administra-
tor may attach to any duty or objective must be formulated from within
himsélf and not from an external source. In discussing motivational
factors, they wrote:

No person or organization of persons can analyze, diagnose, and

prescribe those speclfic behaviors which should be selected by

a school administrator. . . . Individuals and organizations . . .

can analyze school problems, and they can make recommendations,
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but they cannot authorize the specific duties of an administrator.

(p. x)

Empirical evidence indicates, however, that many attempts are made
to decide of the several tasks the school administrator has, which are
important and how important they are. But, reflecting Eye and Ne+zer'§
thesis, Leon (1971) maintained that the best managers:

are those who plan carefully. . . . They set goals and time-

tables for the specific kinds of responsibility they want;

then they plan and implement programs for personal development.

They know that a good education, consclentious work, and past

success will not guarantee their future success. These managers

carry this ptanning through In fulfilling their responsibilities

as managers. They prefer to control where they are going versus

being controlled. (p. 25)

Leon was emphasizing the concept that individuals themselves decide what
is important. He went on to quote the philosopher Henry David Thoreau:
"In the long run, men hit only what they aim at."

External Versus Internal Expectations. In spite of the need for

dynamic leadership, principals tend to fit into prescribed roles.
Wiggins (1971) explained that the elementary school priné¢ipal's behavior
was shaped by influences within the school district that tend to value
compliance rather than individuality. He maintained that research on
behavioral characteristics of elementary school principals and analyses
of school climate provided evidence that experience In an administrative

role had a soclializing effect on principal bshavior. His report noted
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littie variance in behaviors associated with the administrative role.
His research indicated that principal behavior was influenced more by the
expectations of others than by the principal's personality. The role
and expectations associated with school administration were frequently
incompatiblie with the personality and needs of the administrator accord=-
ing to Wiggins' writing.

Wiggins' report suggested to the reviewer that in considering the
factors which influence for the determination of the degrees of importance
one attaches to objectives, due consideration should be given to the
theory of administration as a social process formulated by Getzels (1968).
This theory described the soclial system with two aspects: first, the
institution with certain roles and expectations that will fulfill the
goals of the system; and second, the individuals with certain personali-
ties and need-dispositions. The behavior is a function of the two
elements: the first--institution, role and expectations--contributes to
the nomothetic or organizational dimensions; the second--individual,
personal ity, and need-disposition--constitutes the idiographic or personal
dimension of the administrative process. Getzels described how the two
roles can function simultaneously. That is, the administrator attempts
to cope with expectations in ways that are consistent with his own
personal pattern of needs. Getzels expressed this by giving the follow-
ing equation: B = f (R x P). Observed behavior (B) is a function (f)
of a given institutional role (R) defined by the expectations attached
to it, and the personality (P) of the particular role incumbent defined

by his need-dispositions.
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Getzels' formula assumed that the behavior of a principal in a
particular school would be determined consistently by the same proportion
of role and personalifty. This may not have been entirely +rue. Moser
(1957), reasoning on this line, identified three styles of leadership:
the nomothetic style, characterized by behavior that stresses goal accom-
plishment, rules and regulations, and central authority at the expense of
the individual; idlographic style, characterized by behavior that stresses
the individuality of people, minimum role and regulations, decentralized
authority, and highly individualistic relationships with subordinates;
and the transactional style, characterized by behavior that stresses
goal accomp!ishment, but also makes provision for individual need
fulfiliment. (pp. 1-4)

Faber and Shearron (1970) suggested that the behavior of a particular
elementary school principal would depend upon a number of variables.
Among these they suggested might be school board policies, rules and regu-
lations, traditional school district practices, the type of community, the
wishes of the superintendent, and the strength of the principal. They
further suspected that the comparative importance of the personality factor
might increase directly as certain other variables increase, such as
competence of the principal, amount of clerical and secretarial assistance
avallable, qualifications of the teachers, availability of assistant
principals, consultants, and specialists. (p. 269)

The proposition that different groups of respondents define the
principal's role differently and hold differing preferences for leader

behavior seemed to be amply supported by research evidence. This finding
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was particularly evident in Halpin's study of Ohio school superintendents
(as cited in Faber and Shearron, 1970, p. 319). In another study, Moser
(cited in Faber and Shearron, 1970, pp. 322-323) found that the principal
is subjected to different expectations from his superintendent and from
his teachers, and that he behaves in one way with his superiors and in
another with his subordinates. Other studies have reported wide
divergences in expectations for the educational administrator's behavior
among business, parent, and labor groups and conflicting expectations
for elementary school principals' roles as viewed by parents and by
teachers. For example, Marks, Stoops, and King-Stoops (1973) discussed
the dimension of conflicting loyalties, pointing out that "while his
superiors are likely to want him to demonstrate more initiative in
organization, a principal's subordinates evaluate him more highly when
he exhibits more consideration" (p. 138)

This concept appeared to have influence as principals decide tfo
prioritize the objectives of the management system.

Some |iterature seemed to indicate that a management system which
suggested that a principal should be interested solely in fulfilling
school goals is based on ignorance of the facts. |+ appeared that when-
ever a princlipal was deciding to accept and to take a particular course
of action or to achieve an objective proposed to him, he unconsciously
examined It to determine whether or not it will fulfill his own personal
goals as well as those of the school system., Lewis (1973) suggested that
there was "absolutely nothing unethical or unprofessional in . . . [an

administrator] working for his own personal goals" (p. 180). It Is largely
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the responsibility of the system to ensure that the principal's goals
are integrated with the system's goals, according to Lewis.

Hughes (1965) said that practitioners such as school principals
need not adopt the system's goals as a replacement or in exclusion of
their own. He advocated an integration of system and personal goals.
He was reported by Lewis (1973) to have said:

The integration of school goals and personal! goals does not

mean that administrators must adopt school goals as a replace-

ment or [in] exclusion of thelr own. It is also Incorrect to

assume that the éums of an administrator's goals will equal the
schoo! objectives. These assumptions have frequently posed and
continue to pose problems and conflicts leading away from fulfill-

ing either. (Lewis, 1973, p. 180)

Lewis continued to refer to Hughes, stating that the challenge to
administrators in goal setting:

is to provide a goal setting umbrella where personal targets

can be sighted and reached by individuals at all levels of the

organization. This is the key to motivation at work and

management must recast Its concept of organization goals in this
perspective-~integrate the goals of the organization with the
goals of Its members and make personal goals attainable within
the organizational framework.

Humanism is not the only conslideration behind such a
concept. Clearly, people will seek to satisy their personal

motivation needs, so , if administration~-
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1. makes school goals known fto employees, and
2. provides opportunities for employees to participate meaning-
fully in meeting their objectives,
3. in a way that gives employees a chance for identifying
personal goals,
4. +the motivation to work that results will achieve:
a. school goals, as well as
b. personal goals. (pp. 180-181)

Perhaps a measurement of some of this was attempted as reported by
Miskel and Wilson (1976). They wrote of a study wherein two hypotheses
were made: (1) administrators with a greater risk propensity would set
more innovative job targets in a management by objectives program than
would those with less risk propensity, and (2) educators' risk propen-
sity would increase after group discussion. As a measurement methodology,
choice dilemmas measures, content analysis of goal statements, and group
process procedures were utilized. Neither hypothesis was supported.

Value Processing. The function of setting an importance factor on

goals reflects what the social scientists refer to as a valuing process.
This present study did not intend to pursue in any detail the concept of
valuing, but as it is reasonable to assume that such functions are |inked
to the concepts herein measured, some discussion of valuing should be
considered.

Rath, Hasmin, and Simon (1966) have done considerable writing
concerning human value processing. They saw values as based on three

processes: choosing, prizing, and acting, which they say collectively
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define valuing. The results of the valuing processes were called by them,
values. (p. 30)

In more detall, their processes, choosing, prizing, and acting,
each has several attending processes, making seven in all. For value
to result from these processes, all of the seven processes must apply.
Choosing must be done (1) freely, (2) from alternatives, and (3) after
thoughtful consideration of the consequences of each alternative.

Prizing must refiect (4) cherishing, being happy with the choice, and
(5) a willingness to affirm the choice publicly. Acting requires
(6) doing something with the choice, and (7) doing it repeatedly, in
some pattern of life. (p. 30)

I+ was probably safe to assume that some or all of these valuing
processes interplay as school administrators accept or reject, emphasize
or ignore, in short fix Iimportance to the objectives provided in the
management by objectives system. But, the processes of valuing as
distinctly identified by Raths, et al are probably too definite to
strictly describe the processes measured in this study.

Leadership Style. Another approach to this concern may be inquiries

made §f the importance princlpals attach to prescribed objectives was
related to each principal's leadership style--his characteristic manner
of acting as a leader.

There are several different classification schemes which have been
developed to describe jeadership style. Some of these have been discussed
above. One of the earliest taxonomies of leadership style was related to

Weber's investigation into the sources of authority (cited in Gerth and
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Mitls, 1946). According to this view, the three styles of leadership
were traditional, charismatic, and rational. Another classical scheme
commonly used for labeling leadership styles designated: democratic,
authoritarian, and laissez-falre. Closely related to the ideas of
authoritarian, laissez~-faire, and democratic leadership styles was the
concept of directive, non-directive and joint-determination styles.
The tatter terms mean approximately the same things as the former, but
tend to be somewhat more affectively neutral than the value-laden terms
"democratic" and "authoritarian." (Faber and Shearron, 1970, p. 314)
Moser's theory of administrative styles has been discussed above. The
nomothetic style emphasizes the institution and the role; the idiographic
style stresses the individual and the personality; the transactional
style glves attention both to the role and the personality, placing
greater stress upon one or the other according to the situtation.

There were other classifications of leadership behavior, perhaps too
extended to consider here. Generally they retitled those described above,
The notion of classifying leadership behavior is useful, but as Faber and
Shearron (1970) cautioned:

We are not at all sure that it is helpful to view leadership

styles in these terms. There are leaders whose style tends to

resembi{é that of each of the stereotypic models. But the behavior

of any leader is actually more likely to be a mixture of two or

more styles. . . . Regardiess of whether we are classifying

behavior according to this scheme or by some other method, we

would be well advised to remember that we are dealing with



stereotypes that to a certain extent are artificial. The
behavior of real people is more complex than the leadership

styles concept admits. (p. 313)
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How does the leadership style relate to the importance the principal

attaches to management objectives? Eastcott, Holdaway, and Kuiken (1974)

suggested that there are constraints on an administrator's behavior which

prevent him from acting in accordance with theoretical principles. Such

constraints were identified as extraorganizational, interorganizational,

and personal. Of these, Eastcott, et al suggested themost subtle to be

those within the admininstrator himself, including personality, personal

values, and even age and physical stamina. Majoribank (1970) reported

that the behavior of the principal is not a simple function of personal-

ity, but that the principal's personality influences the organizational

structure only when it is in interaction with a set of other forces

operating within the school.

Mcintyre (1971) reported of a study which related leadership styles

to attitudes of success. Four factors which affect leadership style
were identified: the yardstick chosen fto measure personal sucess;
capacity to function effectively without knowledge of success; one's
beliefs about cause-result relationships or how success may best be
achieved; and the responses to known success and failure. Principals
who measure success by movement up the administrative ladder will
develop a leadership style that stresses pleasing superiors. Those
who gauge success by how smoothly the school runs will become bureau-

crats, concentrating on administrative details. Principals who are
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able to function effectively without much evidence of success usually
develop a“sfyte that stresses long-range goals and general planning
actlivities; those who must have constant evidence of success or failure
will concentrate more on short-range goals or day-to-day routine. The
components of leadership style that are related to goals can be affected
by a principal's response to success or failure. One response to
failure may be a lowering of goals or an "| don't care" attitude. An-
other may be increased insight and determination to reach one's goals.

All this suggested that these factors too would have an influence
upon the importance an administrator placed upon various objectives of
the organizatlion.

Summary of Factors Influencing Prioritization of Objectives. The

literature indicated that school administrators cannot and do not act

as automatons of the management system. They have personal needs and
wants which should and do give direction to the selection of priorities.
Theoretical rubrics described and predicted this condition. The personal
values and valuing processes of each principal were considered important
to this activity. The leadership style, including personality and
success motivation, was a factor affecting the prioritizing of the
objectives of a management system.

Chapter Summary

Management by objectives has been advocated in the |iterature for
application to any management task, including school systems. |t provides
an approach to facilitate the increasing demands made in education for

accountability and efficiency. It provides an orderly procedure for all
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functionaries to discharge their responsibitities to achieve the organi-
zational goals.

The |iterature indicated that teacher perception of the principal's
functions has been measured, empirically and consistent with theoretical
bases. Teachers apparently see the principal's role and activities
differently from other reference groups, but in so doing are relatively
consistent among themselves. Their perceptions are reportedly influenced
by the principal's leadership style, his personality, and by the effect
he has on their own morale, as well as by their awareness of and partici-
pation in administrative functions.

Within a management system, administrators do not and cannot adequate-
ly act as robots to the system. The l|iterature suggested that their
personal goals, wants and needs will give direction to their selection
of priorities. The valiues of each, the leadership style, personality
and perceptions all give impetus to influence how a principal prioritizes
the objectives he is expected to implement.

A synthesis of the literature in these three categories suggested
that there was legitimacy to an investigation of the teachers' perception
of the effectiveness of principals in operationalizing objectives as

affected by the degree of importance principals attach to those objectives.
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CHAPTER 3

Research Design and Procedures

This study was a descriptive survey wherein teachers and principals
responded to questionnaires designed to investigate the relationship
between the principals' effectiveness in Iimplementing certain objectives
of a selected management by objectives system and the value they attached
to those objectives. [t was hypothesized that this research would show
that the importance principals attached to the objJectives of the MBO
system would be equalled or excelled by the extent of implementation of
those objectives. The null hypothesis was that there would be no sig-
nificant differences between the value (or importance) elementary prin-
cipals attached to each of the five selected objectives and their effec-
tiveness in operationalizing those objectives, as perceived by the elemen-
tary teachers. Discussed In this chapter Is a description of the proce-
dures used to investigate this question, including a description of the
subjects, the survey Instruments, and the method of treating the data.
The limitations of the study, the definitions of terms unique to the
study, and assumptions made In the study are discussed in detail in
this chapter.

Deslgn of the Study

Population. Two groups were surveyed in this study: the elemen-

tary teachers In the Clark County School District, and the efementary
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principals in that district. The teacher group included 1420 elementary
teachers comprised of kindergarten teachers, speclal education teachers,
and librarians, as well as classroom teachers for grades one through five
in most schools, or grades one through six in several schools. This group
represented virtually 100 percent of the elementary schools in Boulder
City, Henderson, and the Greater Las Vegas area. The teachers were sur-
veyed by the district's Department of Elementary Education using a ques-
tionnaire called "The Teachers' Questionnaire." (See Appendix A.)

The principals' group consisted of the 55 elementary school princi-
pals of the same schools represented by the teachers' survey. This was
a 100 percent sampling of this population. The principals were asked
to respond to the "Principals' Questionnaire." (See Appendix B.)

The Clark County Schoo! District is a large county-wide district
with central headquarters in Las Vegas. |t consists in the main of
urban neighborhoods, but does have several outlyingareas where rural
schools are provided. During the 1976~77 school year some 82,000 students
were enrolied in the public schools, approximately 42,000 of them in
the elementary grades, kindergarten through sixth. There are 69 elemen~
tary schoois in the district, both of the K~5 and K-6 organization, 16
Junior high schools, and 15 senior (or combination junior-senior) high
schools. By far, the major porrion of the students attend school in
Greater Las Vegas.

Instruments. The questionnaire used in this study was in two forms:
one form used with the teachers measured the extent certain objectives

were operationalized by the principals In the elementary schools, and one
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form used with the principals measured the importance principals attached
to the objectives of the Management and Accountability System for Elemen-
tary Schools which is employed in the Clark County School District. The
two forms of the questionnalre corresponded item for item, i.e., the con-
cept explored by a selected item of the teachers' questionnaire was the
same concept explored by the same item of the principal's questionnaire.

The teachers' questionnaire has been devised by the Research and
Development Department of the Clark County School District, and is a
functional part of the Management and Accountability System. 1t is
criterion referenced to the management system. |+ has undergone
thorough analysis, validification, and rellability reviews, and has
demonstrated face validity and proven relliabillty. (Note 5) The
questionnaire has been utilized for at least four years by that depariment
to assess these objectlves. For this study the questionnaire was admini-
stered in April (1977) under the direction of the Department of Elementary
Education to all elementary teachers in the urban schools of the Clark
County Schoo!l District by the school principal of each school, who at the
time had no knowledge of +this pending study. Such administration followed
unlform guidelines and directions provided by the Department of Elementary
Education. The teachers' questionnaire can be seen in Appendix A.

The principals' questionnaire was parallel to the teachers!, measur-
ing the same concepts and factors in essentially the same terminology.
Since it measured fhe same objectives, was referenced to the same criteria,
and had an item for item correspondence, this instruement had assumed

commensurate valfdity with the teachers' questionnaire. The principals'
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questionnaire was developed by the researcher, rewording the teachers'
questionnaire only where necessary to address the principals as respon-
dents rather than teachers. By conferring with colleagues, discussing
various phrases and terminology to establish clarity, applicability, and
appropriateness in interpretation, every attempt was made to parallel
the concepts explored by the items of the teachers' questionnaire. |In
doing so, procedures suggested by McCallon and McCary (1975), Good (1959,
pp. 197-202), Gay (1976, pp. 129-131), and Travers (1958, p. 249) were
considered. The principals' questionnalre was administered to the elemen-
tary principals by the researcher as they met in small administrative
meetings of six to elght members during the month of May (1977). The
principals' questionnalire can be reviewed in Appendix B.

Each of the two questionnaires consisted of 45 items. Several items
were clustered to measure each of the five objectives which were béing
studied. ObjJective 1 (the management system is used) was measured by
eight 1tems. Objective 2 (personnel management procedures are admini-
stered) was measured by nine items. Thirteen items measured the third
objective (staff effectiveness and morale are promoted). Six items
measured Objective 4 (community confidence in the school Is established
and maintained). The fifth objective (management organization and
procedures for the school are established) was measured by nine of the
questionnaire items. The clustering pattern was developed by the Research
and Development Department of the school district for the teachers' ques-
tionnaire, and was directly duplicated by the principals' questionnaire.

Both questionnaire forms provided four possible response choices
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for each item. The teachers, reporting conditions as they percelved
them In their schools marked the appropriate numeral for each item
Indicating "1: strongly disagree," "2: disagree," "3: agree," or
"4: strongly agree." The principals, reporting the value they attached
to the concepts of the questlonnaire, marked the appropriate numeral to
indicate "1: of iittle importance," "2: of some importance," "3: Iimpor-
tant," or "4: very important." The cardinal values of the numerals
were utilized to develop a statistical comparison.

The questionnaire did not require that the respondent rank one
item above another. Each item could have been considered independently
from all others, and the response on any i(tem of the questionnaire did
not depend on nor predict the response on any other item,

Treatment of the Data

The results of both forms of the questionnaire were tallied by
computer processes. (These tallies can be seen in Appendix C and
Appendix D.) The tallies display these data for each item and objective
of the survey:

e the item statement,

® the list of response cholices,

e the tally of respondents for each choice,

e the mean response for each item, and

e the N-count for each item,

The Chi-square (XE) test of significane of difference between the
response pattern of the teachers and the response pattern of the princi-

pals was calculated using a computer program based on the standard and
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commonly accepted formula for computing 53: Only those differences at
the .05 leve! of confidence or better were considered significant. Using
the standard formula (K - 1) in testing the significance of the X2, where
there were four categories of responses (K), the degrees of freedom (df)
equal 3. Therefore, as indicated by the standard table of the distribu-
+ion of X2 when df = 3, and where X2 = 7.815, p = .05; and where X2 -
11.345, p = .01 (p being the probability of error).

The zg_fesf of signiflcancewas calculated to demonstrate the
significant differences in the response patterns between the teachers'
perception of the principals' effectiveness in operationalizaing each of
the objectives and the principals' perception of the Importance of each
of the five objectives considered by this study. The 53 test was also
applied to each item of the questionnaires to demonstrate the signifi-
cance of differences of the response patterns between the principals'
effectiveness and value as reflected by the specific factors of the
questionnaires. Tables and figures were constructed to indicate the
response patterns comparisons where significant differences were demon-
strated and are displayed and discussed in Chapter 4.

Assumptions of the Study

In this study several assumptions were made. Such assumptions were
necessary to forestall a myriad of detailed ancillary research.
1. 1t was assumed that the five selected operational objectives
germane to this study were defensible. These objectives are
each an Intergal part of the Management and Accountability

System for Elementary Schools in the Clark County School
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District, and are based on the officially adopted Elements of
Quality of the District. They have been reviewed and refined
by a serles of administrative considerations and studies. The
measurabillty of the objectlives has been demonstrated by the
Research and Development Depariment of the Clark County School
District through the use of the teacher questionnaire over a
number of years.
I+ was assumed In thls study that the elementary school teachers
in the Clark County School District were qualified to report,
through the questionnaire, their perceptions of the extent the
specifled objectives were implemented in their schools. These
teachers operated regulariy under the direction of principals
who were to a more or lesser degree implementing the objectives
of the System, and who were accountable for the degree of imple-
mentation of the objectives In their schools. Teachers were
thus exposed to the objectives directly or indirectly to the
extent the objectives were operationalized In each school, and
shouid therefore have had a reasonably accurate perception of
the conditions in thelr schools. |t was assumed that they fairly
reported their perceptions as measured by the questionnaire.
I+ was assumed that the elementary school principals could assign
an Importance factor to the objectives through responses to the
principals' questionnaire. 1+ was recognized that varying de-
grees of importance are associated with each individual's

process of valuing, as discussed by Raths, Harmin, and Simons
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(1966). This process can be interwoven with each principal's
individual goals and purposes, aspirations, feelings, interests,
and beliefs and convictions, attitudes, activities, and worries
as suggested by Raths, et al. (p., 30-33) The study assumed that
t+hese interplaying factors couldbe integrated into an Importance

factor and measured by the principals' questionnaire.

Limitations of the Study

The findings of this study should be reviewed in 1ight of the follow-

ing {imitations:

‘.

This s+udy did not attempt to formulate, justify, nor define
the objectives measured herein. The objectives are functional
components of the Management and Accountability System for
Elementary Schools, Clark County School District. (Note 3)

0f the several obJectives of the Management and Accountability
System, only those designated as operational (management) func-
tions were considered in thls study. No attempt was made to
treat the so-called "instructional" objectives described in the
System in that the Instructional objectives focus on instructional
delivery techniques and processes and upon curriculum functions,
and not specifically upon the management tasks of the schools.
No attempt was made In this study to analyze the individual
motivation of principals In assigning varying degrees of impor-
tance to the objectives specified., |1+ was recognized that each
individual is motivated by a variety of phenomenon, iIncluding

a valuing process (see Raths, et al, 1966). Thls study grouped



53
the individual responses of principals and dealt only with the
results of these compiled data.

This study did not attempt to make analyses of the data from
individual schools within the District, nor to compare a school
with one or more other schools. The data presented represents
grouped responses district wide for both the teachers and the
principals. It was recognized that this initial compression
of data--grouping all principals together and all teachers
together--significantly increased the possibility of a type
two research error in the analysis of the findings since it
was no longer possible to identify principals with their
respective faculties.

This study did not attempt to compare the findings related to
the Clark County School District with other school districts,
and therefore application of the findings to other situations

may be inappropriate.

Definitions

Throughout this study, certain terms were used which were jargon

of the Management and Accountabllity System, or were colloquialisms of

the District. Certain terms were used in this study in ways specific

to i+,

The following terms are defined to reflect thelir use in this study:

1.

Degree of Importance was a term utilized in this study to de-

scribe the extent principals rated each objective on a continuum

ranging from "very important" to "of Ilittle importance.'" It was
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in practical application throughout this study, synonymous with
the term "value" as employed In this study.

2. Value was a term used in this study to describe the degree of
importance principals assigned to the objectives of the Manage-
ment and Accountability System., Value as used herein did not
relate in any distinct way to the theory and definitlon of value
and valuing developed in the social sciences or in philosophy.
(Macmillan and Kneller, 1964). Value as it was used in the null
hypothesis of thls study meant the degree of importance assigned
to the objectives of the System.

3. Effectlveness of the Principal as used in this study denoted the

degree to which principals operationalized the objectives of the
Management and Accountability System. In this study the degree
was measured through the perception of the teachers.

4, Elements of Quality are operational objectives officially adopted

by the Clark County School District. (Note 4) The Elements of
Qual ity statements specify the objectives of both the elementary
school instructional program and the management functions. The
objectives are functlional components of the Management and
Accountability System. Those selected objectives considered in
this study were Elements of Quality Nos. 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10

(Note 2) and are described above In the section entitled "Signifi-
cance of the Problem." The Elements of Quality are identical
objectives to those specified in the Management and Accountabi!ity

System for Elementary Schools, Clark County School District.
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Checkl ists of Observable Criteria are a series of criteria to

be observed in assessing the implementation of the specified
objectives of the elementary Instructional program and are a
functional component of the Management and Accountability
System, |

Criteria Referenced Tests are tests designed to evaluate student

performance on specific sets of objectives which are referenced
to the Clark County Curriculum Guides. Tests were avallable in
math and reading for elementary schools.

Curriculum Guides are specifications of the officially adopted

curriculum for the elementary schools in the Clark County School
District. These guides specify certain subject matter content
and activities.

High Priority Objective 1is a component of the Management and

Accountabil ity System. Each functionary of the System identi-
fies one or more high priority objective consistent with the
overal|l System's objectives, and makes plans to accomplish these,

and evaluates the extent of thelr achievement.

Chapter Summary

In

Investigating the relationship between principals' effectiveness

In operationalizing certain objectives of a selected MBO system and the

value they attached to those objectives, two groups of respondents were

surveyed: +the elementary teachers and the elementary principals In the

Clark County School District. Each group responded to a questionnaire,

the teachers reporting thelr perception of existing conditions in thelf
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schools, the principals reporting the value they assigned to certain
selected objectives. The results of these surveys received an inferen-
t+1al statistical analysis utilizing the Chi-square test of significant
difference applied to the response patterns of the two populations.

Only those differences less than or equal to 5 percent probability of
error were considered significant. In processing the data, computer
programs utilizing standard and commonly accepted formulas were employed.
There were assumptions made in the study to facilitate the research
and to forestall detailed ancillary investigations. The study was |imited
in certain aspects both in Its scope and its application. Jargon and
colloquial isms were defined as well as terms employed in ways specific

to the study.
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CHAPTER 4

Findings, Conclusions and !mplications, and Recommendations

Review of the Problem

Management by objectives has been used widely in business and
industry and advocated as a means to facilitate the complexity and
increasing demands for efficiency and accountability in school admini-
stration. The Clark County School District has developed and adopted
an MBO system for the administration of its Department of Elementary
Education. The system, called The Management and Accountability System
for Elementary Schools, charges the elementary school principals with
the responsibility to implement certain specific objectives, to assess
the extent these objectives have been operationalized, and to use those
assessments to set plans and priorities.

Given those objectives, the implied expectation for continuous
improvement, and the elementary principals' responsibility to accomplish
the expectations of the System, this study sought to find an answer to
this question: What is the relationship between principals! effectiveness
in implementing certain objectives of the System and the importance they
attach to those objectives?

Review of the Hypotheses

I+ was hypotheslzed that this research would show that the importance

principals attached to the objectives of the MBO system would be equalled
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or exceeded by the extent of implementation of those objectives. The
null hypothesis was formed that no significant difference would be
shown between the value (or importance) principals attached to the
objectives of the Clark County School District's Elementary School Manage-
ment and Accountability System and the degree to which teachers perceived
those objectives to be put into operation in the schools. The five
objectives of the System being tested by this null hypothesis were these:

1. A management system providing for needs assessments,
priority objectives and plans, monitoring and evaluating
by results is effectively used by the principal and teachers.

2. Personnel management procedures prescribed by law, regulation,
and contract are effectively administered by the principal.

3. Staff effectiveness and morale are promoted by the principal
through proper application of proven principies of leadership
and management.

4. Community confidence in the school is established and maintained.

5. Management organization and procedures for the school are
clearly written, effective, and consistent with the established
procedures and regufations of the district. (Note 3)

Review of the Research Procedures

Two populations were surveyed: +the elementary teachers and the
elementary principals in the Clark County School District. Each group
responded to a questionnaire. The teachers reported their perceptions
of the extent the selected objectives were being operationalized in their

schools. The principals reported the value they assigned to the selected
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objectives. Only the operational or school management objectives were
studied. No attempt was made to study the so-called "instructional"
objectives of the System. A statisticai test was applied to the response
patterns of the two populations--the Chi-square test of significant
difference. Only those differences where p = .05 or less were considered
significant. Computer processes were utilized to treat all data.

The Findings

The selected school operation objectives are each a functional and
distinct component of the Management and Accountability System. There-
fore, the abplicaflon of the null hypothesis was herein considered for
each of the objectives separately.

Each factor of the questionnaires was criterion referenced to the
objectives and sub-objectives of the System. Analysis of the response
patterns to each item therefore gave an indication of the relative value
and effectiveness for each criterion of the System.

Objective 1--"a management system providing for needs assessments,
priority objectives and plans, monitoring and evaluating by results is
effectively used by the principal." As shownin Table 1.0, the null
hypothesis as applied to this objective was rejected; there was found
significantly different response patterns between the effectiveness of
the principals in Implementing this objective and the vatue they placed
upon it.

The findings showed that teachers considered the principals to be
relatively more effective In implementing this objective than the value

principals assigned it suggested. Figure 1.0 presents a graphic review
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Table 1.0. Principals! effectiveness (E*) versus value (¥*) for Objective 1.

Percent of Respondents in” Mean
ObjJective Each Responsa Cateqory** Response 53 p
i 2 3 4
1 A management system pro-
viding for nceds assess-
ments, priority object- .83 4,19 | 46.97 | 48.00 3.421

ivos and plans, monitor-

106.168 | .01

Ing and evaluating by 2.73 1 13.21 | 48.29 | 35.76 3171
resulfs is eftectively
used by the principal
and tecachers.
¥¥Response Categories Descriptions
_Effectivencss Yalue
I Strongly Disagree 1 Of Little Importance

2 Disagrese
3 Agroe
4 Strongly Agree

2 Of Soms Importance
3 Important

4 VYery

tmportant

(o]
(o)
1
Y
N
n

p = .01

Percent of Responcents
]

106.168

A \d

3 4

Response Cateqories?

*Response Categories
Descriptions

Effectiveness

1 Strongly Disagrae
2 Disagree

3 Agree

4 Strongly Agree

Value

1 Of Little Importance
2 Of Scme Importance

3> Important

4 Very Important

Flgure 1.0. Princlpals' effectivaness versus value for Objective | -~
The mznagement system is used,
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of these response patterns.

I+ can be seen from the data in Table 1.0 and Figure 1.0 that the
mean effectiveness was in the "agree" category (3.421), and the mean value
was in the "important" category (3.171). This indicated that the princi-
pals were apparently effectively implementing the objective as perceived
by the teachers and that they thought it was important, but assigned to it
a somewhat lesser relative value as compared to effectiveness.

Tabie 1.1 presents the findings for each factor used to measure
Objective 1. It appears that of the eight items criterion referenced to
Objective 1, half of them had significantly different response patterns
relating effectiveness with value,

Factor 1 had a difference significant at the .01 Jevel of confidence.
Apparently teachers perceived the principal to be more effective in ad-
Justing plans when better methods were identified than was suggested by
the relative importance placed on the criterion by principais. 1t can be
seen from Table 1.1 that while over 50% of the teachers strongly agreed
that the principal was effective in this factor, the principals assigned
a mean value of "important" to i+. Roughly only a third (36.36%) placed
a correspondingly "very important" value to this factor. This data is
displayed graphically in Figure 1.1.

Factor 2 had response patterns which were significantty different.
The principals placed a mean value of "Important" on this factor--assist-
Iing teachers in identifying classroom objectives--and teachers agreed
that the principal was effective In doing so. The pattern of responses,

as displayed In Figure 1.2, did, however, have a statistically significant
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Table 1.1, Factors of ObjJectivs 1, principals' effec?lvenesé (E*) vorsus value (V*),

. Percent of Besoondents In tean
Factor o Each Response Category** Response jz ]
1 2 3 4
1 Tho principal Is wili-
10 adjusts plans to E 1.55 4,02 | 38.65 | 55.78 | 3.487
achleve objectives when v 15.755] .01
better methods are sug- Y 0 12.73 | 50.91 | 36.36 | 3.236
gested. o
2 The principal assists =~ | E <99 | 2,96 | 43.14 | 52.92 | 3.480
teachers In identifying 9.223} .05 .
classroom priority v 0 9.09 | 50.91 | 40.00 | 3.309
objectives.
12 vlhen objectives are .
established, plans to E .50 4.04 | 53,97 | 41.49 | 3.365
achieve them are imple- 379 --
nonted and followed to v 0 3.64 | 56.36 | 40.00 } 3.364
completion.
13 Objectives for the E .63 4.37 | 50.67 | 44.33 | 3,387
school are clearly sta~ 129.269( .01?
ted in measurable terms., | V| 12,73 | 25.45 | 49.09 | 12.73 | 2.618
20 The school's objectives E 1.07 5.19 | 52.06 | 41.68 | 3.344
are reaiistically ob= 4,659 -~
teinable. v (o] 9,09 { 40.00 | 50.91 | 3.418
23 The principal communi-
cates his schooiwide E .64 4.86 | 40.84 | 53.65 | 3.475
assessment of Instruc- : 7.520| --
tion to the teaching v 0 11,11 | 50.00{ 38.89 { 3.278
staff,
28 Supplies and equipment E 1.00 4.49 | 45.19 | 49.32 | 3.428
purchases reflect ident- 7.155] --
ifled instructional v 1.82 { 10.91 | 50.91 1 36.36  3.218
goals and priorities.,
29 Teachers use the Check- E .28 3.63 ] 51.28 | 44.80 | 3.406
tists of Observable Cri- 99.510] .01
terla to assess their v 7.27 38.18 | 30.91 | 2.927

instructional program,

23.64

##Response Categories Doscriptlons

Effectivness

1
2
3
4

Strongly Disagree
Disagrne

Agree

Strongly Agree

Yalue

1 Of Little Importance
2 0Of Some Importance

3 Important

4 Very Important



63

- ‘*Response Cateqories
80 - x2= 150755 Descriptions
270- pero Effectiveness
% 60 - 1 Strongly Disagree
" - 2’ Disagree
S50 - 3 Agree
& - 4 Strongly Agree
s 40 : Yalue a
£ 30 - N Value
u -

dl‘:) 20 - } Of Little Importance
- - i 2 Of Some Importance
10 ffectiveness 3 Important .

- 4 Very Important
0 - ~ v v
L 2 3 4
Response Categories*
Flgure 1.1. Factor 1 -- Principaf adjusts plans when better methods
© are suggested.
- *Response Categories
80 - xz = 9.225 Descriptions
‘.g 70 : p = .05 Effectiveness
§ 60 - 1 Strongly Disagree
g 2 Disagree
@ 50 - 3 Agree
(¢4 - 4 Strorgly Agree
« 40 -
o -
g0 - Yalue
[
o 20 - 1 Of Little Importance
- 2 Of Some Importance
10 - 3 Important
o - 4 Very Important

1 2 3 4
Response Categories®

Flgure 1.2. Factor 2 -~ Principal assists teachers in identifying
classroom priority objectives.
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(p. = .05), effectiveness being higher than value.

Factor 13 had a statistically signlficant different response pattern
between effectiveness and Iimportance. In fact, the difference on this
crlferlon was the largest of all items In the survey. Teachers indicated
that they agreed the principal was effective In stating school objectives
in measurable terms, but the principals placed a relatively lower value
on this criterion. Figure 1.3 Is a graph of this difference, showing
the hligher percentage of value responses in categories 1 and 2, indica-
ting that a slgnificénf percentage of principals saw this factor to be

of little or of only some importance.

- . *Rosponse Categorios
- 80 : x2 = 129.269 Descriptions
L 70 - p = .01 Effectiveness
5 -
T 60 - 1 Strongly Disagroe
g - 2 Diszagree
o 50 -~ 3 Agree
«< - 4 Strongly Agres
“ 0. aly Ag
o -
4+
5 30 - Value
QO -
o .
&320 - 1 Of Little Importance
- 2 Of Some iImportance
10 - 3 Importent
o - 4 Very Important

T 2 .3 4
Response Categories*

Figure 1.3. Factor 13 -~ Objectives for the school .are clearly stated
In measurable terms,

The Management and Accountablility System provides that principals
should ensure that teachers use a checklist of observable criteria to

~assess thelr own instructional program. This factor was measured by
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item 29 of the questionnaire. Analysis of the findings lndlcafeq that
principals were percelved to be more effective in putting this objective
into operation than would have been postulated by the reiative value they
assigned to 1t. As dlsplayed‘ih Flgure’1.4, the pattern of value responses
showed the higher percentage of prlncipais assigned little or only some
importance to this criterion while their perceived relative effectiveness

was in the more positive categories.

*Rasponse Categories
Descriptions

(=]
Q
1
S
n

- 99,510
.g 70 - p =01 Effectiveness
S 60 - 1 Stronaly Disagree
< .
g - 2 Disagree
@ 50 ~ . 3 Agree
S - 4 Strongly Agree
b 40': Value-_\\\\\y
t 30 - Value
[ . IR
8 - 4
S 20 - i 1 Of Little Importance

2 Of Some Importance
3 Important-
4 Very Important

~~Eftfectiveness

=)
'

(~]
o

v

1 2 3 4
Response Categories®

Figure 1.4, Factor 29 -- Teachers use Checklists of Observable Criteria
: to assess thelr Instructional program,

The other four factors of Objective 1 were not found to be signifi-
cantly different in regards to effectiveness §f the principal and the
degree of importance they attached to those factors.

ObJective 1 provided that principals would institute procedures
and activities in thelr schools to Implement a system of management

" which provided for needs assessments, formulated priority objectives and
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plans based on the needs assessments, used analyses of results to monitor
and evaluate the progress of the system. Principals were expected to
involve teachers in this process. This objective described a nomothetic
role for the building administrator. The findings of this study showed
that the null hypothesis (that no significant difference would be found
between the effectiveness of the principals and their value rating of
the objective) was rejected as being probably false with a 1% chance of
error. This study found that while the principals assigned this objective
a mean rating of "important," they were perceived by the teachers to be
more effectively operationalizaing the objective. Apparentiy the princi-
pals measured in this study were more effective in Implementing the nomo-
thetic expectation than the idiographic value they assigned to it would
have suggested. This finding supported the research hypothesis in that
the Importance assigned to this objective was matched by the high
perceived effectiveness of Implementation--in fact was surpassed by
the effectiveness factor.

Objective 2--"personnelmanagement procedures prescribed by law,
regulation, and contract are effectively administered by the principal."
Table 2.0 shows the data compiling the findings for the second objective
of the System. As seen in the table, there was a 53 difference which
had a level of confidence at .01 between the responses reflecting effec-
tiveness and the responses Indicating value. Therefore the null hypothe~
sis that there would be no significant difference was rejected. It is
probably true that principals were perceived by teachers to be more

effective in operationalizing this objective than indicated by the rela-
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Table 2.0. Princlpals' effectivenoss (E") versus value (V*) for Objective 2.

: Percent of Respongents in Mean
Objective * Each Response Cateqory®* Response 53, ]
1 2 3 4
2 Personnel management
procedures prescribad by | E .94 3.40 | 42.74 | 52.93 5.477
law, regulation, and _ 22.675 } .01
contract are effectively | V 1.01 7.29 | 43,72 47.98 3.387
adminlstered by the
principal.

¥xposponse Categories Descriptions

Effoctlvaness Valuo

Strongly Disagres 1 Of Little Importance
*2 Dlsagree 2 Of Somz Importance
3 Agree 3 Importent

4 Sirongly Agree 4 Very lmportant

tive value the principals assigned to the objective.

1+ can be seen from Table 2.0 that the mean responses were empirical-
1y close, and Flgure 2.0 displays this graphically. Nevertheless, the ZE
difference was large enough to demonstrate a difference which was signifi-
cant with only é 1% probabitity of error.

Objective 2 wes measured by nine criterion referenced tactors. Of
these, as shown in Table 2.1, three were found to have response patterns
which confidently measured a difference between principals' effectiveness
and fhe{r value. These factors were Factors 35, 41, and 42,

Factor 35 measured the concepTAof the principal assisting teachers
in planning to achieve priorl+y opJecflves which concerned them. This
study found that while principals thought this was important, the distri-
bution of the percentages of responses In each category indicated that
teachers perceived them to be relatively more effective at doing It. The

percenfage of principals who saw this objective as "very Important”
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¥Response Categories

» 70 ~ p= .01 _ Effectiveness
nc, - .
© 60 - 1 Stronaly Disagree
g - 2 Disagrec
@ 50 - 3 Agrece
o - 4 Strongly Agree
« 40 -
o -
E 30 - Value
e -
K 20 - } Of Little lmportance
- 2 Of Some Importance
10 - 3 Important
. o - 4 Very lmportant

Response Categories*

Flgure 2.0. Principals' effoctiveness versus value for Objective 2 -~
: Personnel management procedures are administercd.

dropped off sharply. These patterns can be seen in Figure 2.1.

The use of a checklist Qf observable criteria by principals to assess
the teachers' instructional program was measured by item 41. Teachers saw
the principals as relatively effective in implementing this criterion of
the System, with well over 96% agreeing or strongly agreeing. However,
the principals were found to place a lower relative value on the factor,
nearly 25% of them assigning a value of little or of only some importance
to it. Figure'2.2 displays these respoﬁses.

Factor 42 was used to measure the value and effectiveness of the
principals' ensuring that the school staff was held accountable for applic-
able employee obligations. Forty-six percent of the teachers agreed that
the principals were effective in doing so, and an additional 52% strongly

agreed. - Approximately 97% of the teachers, therefore, perceived the princi-
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. Strongly Agreo

4 Very lmportant

Tabie 2.1. Factors of Objective 2, princlpals® effectiveness (E£X) versus value (VY).
Percent of Respondents .in | HMean
Factor * Each Resnonse Coateaory**® {Response 12 B
1 2 3 4 b
3 The staff Is provided ;
wlth pertinent infor- E .70 3.03 | 42.15 | 54.12 | 3.497
mation reqarding dis- 3.092| -~
trict policies and reg~ v 6 5.45 | 32.73 ] 61.82 | 3.564
utatlons.
14 Principal implements E 1.50 6.49 | 48.04 | 43.98 | 3.345
personnel management ’ 3.362 | -~
procedures which help 1o | V 0 9.09 | 38.18 | 52.73 | 3.436
Improve instruction.
17 Teachers' performance Is 1.43 4,43 | 45.82 | 48.32 | 3.410
evaluvated in ierms 3.158 | -~
agreed upon in advance. 3.70 7.41 | 46.30 | 42.59 | 3.278
35 Princlpal assists tea~ E .78 3.55 | 42.06 | 53.62 | 3.485
chers in planning to 12.3531 .01
achlave priorily objec- 0 - 3,64 | 65.45 | 30.91 | 3.273
tives that concern them.
37 Princlpal assists tea~ E .78 3.18 | 42.08 | 53.96 | 3.492
chers in obiaining the .828 1| -~
needed resources to a- 0 3.64 | 38.18 | 58.18 | 3.545
chjeve their objectives.
41 Principatl uses the Check
tists of Observable Cri- A 1.85 | 41.71 | 55.73 | 3.525
teria to assess tea~ 98.226 | .01
chers!' iInstructional v 1.82 }| 23,64 | 36.36 | 38.18 | 3,109
program,
+ 42 Principal ensures that
the school statfi is heid .57 1.85 | 45.64 | 51.95 | 3.490
accountable for all ap- 9,051 .05
plicable employee obli-~ 1.82 | 3.64 61.82 | 32.73 | 3.255
gatlons.
43 Princlpal makes frequent .64 | 3.91 42.30 | 53.16 | 3.480
vislts to classrooms to 1,911 | —
directly obscrve the 0 7.27 | 40.00 | 52.73 | 3.455
Instructional program,
45 Princlpal's assessment 1.34 | 2.33 | 34.95 | 61.38 | 3.564
of Instructlional program 153 | --
Is effectively communi- 1.82 1.82 | 34,55 | 61.82 | 3.564
cated to the teachers. :
M pssponse Categories Doscriptions
Effectiveness Yalue
I Strongly Disagres 1 0f Little lLmportance
2 Disagrea 2 Of Some lmportance
3 Agree 3 Important
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- ¥Rosponse Categories
80 : X2 = 32.523 ' »DeSCl‘ip'HOnS.
53 70 : p = 01 Effectiveness
§ 60 - 1 Strongly Disagree
g - 2 Disagree
0 50 - "3 Agree
& - .4 Strongly Agree
« 40 -
° -
£ 30 - Value
9 -
. :‘3 20 - 1 Of Little Importance
- 2 Of Some Importance
10 - 3 Important
- 4 Very Important
0 F ' —
i 2 3 4
Response Categories*®
Figure 2.1, Factor 35 -~ Principal assists teachers in planning to
achieve priority objectives that concern them.
- ‘ ®*Response Categories
80 : X2 = 98.226 Descriptions
- + S
s M- b=l Effectiveness
B 60 - 1 Strongly Disagree
§' - 2 Disagree
o 50 - 3 Agree
& - 4 Strongly Agree
« 40 ~
o -
-+ 30 . Value
3 -
6_520 - ‘1 Of Little Importance
: - 2 Of Some Importance
10 - 3 {mportant
- 4 Very Important
0

Response Categories®

Figure 2.2. Factor 41 -~ Principal uses checklists of observable
eriteria to assesss teachers' Instructional program,
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pals as effectively operationalizing this criterion. Approximately 95%
of the principals belleved this criterion to be at least "Iimportant" or
"very important." However, there was a significant difference between
effectiveness and value with a 5% chance of error. This was apparently
because of The distribution of percenfagés. The principals' response
dropped off sharply in the "very important" category, well below the 52%
of the teachers who gave a corresponding “sfrongly agree" response.

Figure 2.3 plots these responses graphically.

- » . ®*Response Categories
80 : X2 = 9.051 Descriptions
g 70 : p = .05 Effectiveness
-§ 60 - V' Strongly Disagree
S - 2 Disagree
v 50 - 3 Agree
o« - 4. Strongly Agree
« 40 -
. © -
i o Value
3 -
S 20 - 1 Of Little importance
- 2 Of Some Importance
10 - 3 Important
- 4 VYery Important

Responsa Categories®

Flgure 2.3. Factor 42 -~ The princlpal ensures that the schcol staff
Is held accountable for all applicable employee obligations.

' Objective 2 of the Management and Accountability System for Elemen-
tary Schools in Clark County prescribed basic institutional expectations.
Principals were expected to effectively implement the procedures for per-
sonnel management which were. prescribed by state law, by district regula-

. tlons, and by contract. The findings of this study showed that the
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hypothesis that no significant difference would be found between the
principals' effectiveness and value in the implementation of this objec-
tive was probably false; the null hypothesis was rejected with .01 level
of confidence. While the principals were perceived by teachers as effec-
tively doing so, and the mean value response reflected that principals saw
this objective as Important, the overall response pattern demonstrated real
differences existed. Apparently teachers perceived principals to be
relatively more effective in operationalizing this nomothetic expectation
than would have been suggested by the idiographic value assigned to it
by the principals themselves. This finding supported the research
hypothesis that the degree of Importance assigned to the objective by
the principals would be reflected by a commensurate degree of implementa-
tion. In this case, the effectiveness was shown to be somewhat higher
than the importance.

Objective 3--"staff effectiveness and morale are promoted by the
principal through proper application of proven principles of leadership
and management.”" The findings for this objective rejected the nutl
hypothesis with a 5% chance of error. There was a statistically signifi~
cant difference between the effectiveness of principals in implementing
this objective and the value principals assigned to it. However, on this
objective, unlike Objectives 1 and 2 (and 4), the principals assigned
a higher relative value to the objective than their perceived effective-
ness reflected, thus the research hypothesis was not supported for this
objective. The data presented in Table 3.0 shows the findings for

Objective 3,
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Table 3.0. Prlnclpal;' etfoectivenass (E¥) versus value (VX) for Objective 3.

Percent of Respondents in Mean
Objective " Each Response Categorv**® Response 53
! 2 3 4 )
3 Staft effectivennss and
morale are prosoted by .
the principal through E 1.29 5.37 | 40.75 | 52.60 3.447
proper application of 8,785 1 .05
proven principles of v 14 5.06 1 39.33 | 55.48 3.501
leadership and manage-
ment.
**Rosponse Categories Descriptlons
Effectivencss Value
V' Sirongly Disagreo - 1 Of Liifle Importance
2 Disagrea 2 0t Some Importance
3 Agree 3 Importent
4 Strongly Agree 4 VYery lmportant

While the response patterns were empirically similar, as shown in
Figure 3.0-=the xz,being relatively small, there was a statistical

difference here between the value and effectiveness.

- *Rosponse Categories
80 - x2 = 8.785 Doscriptions
» 70 - p = :05 Effectiveness
c - .
360 - 1 Sirongly Disagree
6 - 2 Disagree
@ 50 - 3 Agree
& - 4 Strongly Agree
« 40 -
o -
t30- Value
8 -
G 20 - 1 Of Littie Importance
o - 2 Ot Some Importance
10 - 3 Important
- 4 Very lmportant
0 - . v v

| 2 3 4
Response Categories"

Flguro 3.0, Principals' effectivaness varsus valuo for Objective 3 --
Staft effoctiveness and morale are promoted.
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The objective was measured by 13 criterion referenced factors. Of
these, ten were found to have no significant differences in response
patterns and three reflected a response describing a significant differ-
ence between value and effectiveness. Table 3.1 displays these data.

Factor 5 showed a significant difference between value and effective-
ness. The graphic display of data in Figure 3.1 helps to understand this
difference. The high percentage of principals who assigned this a value
of "very important' along with the relative fewer percentages in categories
1, 2, and 3, pointed up the difference. Principals placed a higher value
on reinforcing good performance of teachers than the teachers perceived
them to effectively demonstrate.

Figure 3.2 disptays the response patterns for Factor 25--the princi-
pal has a working knowledge of adopted curriculum guides. On this factor,
it was found that practically 100% of the teachers either agreed or strongly
agreed that the principals effectively had. While slightly more than half
of the principals (52.73%) assigned an "important" rating to this crite-
rion, a decline in percentage (to 43.64%) rated this as "very important.”
Hence a disparity of response patterns that was significant to a .01 level
of confidence existed. Teachers assessed principals to be relatively more
effective in this criterion than the importance principals placed on it
would have indicated. It Is interesting to note that of the three factors
of Objective 3 which were significantly different in response patterns,
only on this factor-~number 25--did the teachers rate effectiveness higher
than principals valued the criterion.

The principals' promoting of confidence and trust within the staff
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Table 3.1. Factors of Objective 3, principals' effectiveness (E*) versus valua (V¥),
Percent of Respondents in Mean
Factor x Each Response Category** Response _;3 b
1 2 3 4 .
S Principal reinforces E 1.55 7.54 | 37.21 | 53.70 3,431
good performance of 11,629} .01
teachers. v 0 1.82 | 21.82 | 76.36 3,745
6 Princlpa! provides for )
interaction regarding E .64 5.08 | 45.62 | 48.66 3.423
the establlshrent of the 1.944] --
school's priority objec~ | V 1.85 5.56 | 38.89 | 53.70 3.444
- tives concorning
teachers.
‘7 Specific procaedures are
used by the principal to | £ 2,12 9.20 | 47.28 | 41.34 3.278
provide maximum staff 6.6131 --
fnput for decision v 0 18.52 | 48.15 | 33.33 3.148
making.
10 Principal provides E .28 2,90 | 50.50 | 46.32 3.428
trainlng for tho staff 3.961| --
as needed. v 0 7.27 | 52.73 | 40.00 3.327 '
15 Princlipal is sensitive [ 2.41 6.94 | 34.99 | 55.67 3.473
to teacher concerns 2,278 -~
when maklng decisions, v 0 5.45 | 41.82 | 52.73 3.455
16 Principal has an accu- £ 2.79 9.52 | 46.74 | 40.94 3.258
rate parception of the 6,921} --
generatl morale of the v 0 10,91 | 32.73 | 56.36 3.455
teaching staff.
22 Teachers are involved in
developing plans to a- E .43 6.38 | 50.00 | 43.19 3.360
chieve the school's ob-~ 4441 --
Jectivoes that concern v 0 7.27 | 47.27 | 45.45 3.382 | ..
them.
25 Principal has a working E .64 .85 | 33.36 | 65.15 3.630
knovwledge of the adopted 14,263 .01
curriculum guides, v 0 3,64 | 52.73 | 43.64 | 3.400
26 Teachers are ccmmitted £ .36 1.92 | 40.40 | 57.33 3,547
to the school's objec- 4,160} ~~
tives that concern them. | Y 0 0 52.73 | 47.27 3,473
32 Principal has a working E N 2.84 | 40.04 | 56.40 3.521
knowledge cf proven psy- . . 1.044] -~
chologlcal principles of | v 0 1.82 | 36.36 | 61.82 3.600
learning
36 Meoatings directed by the | E .92 4.16 | 42.60 | 52.33 3.463
principal are effective. 1.509 | --
v 0 1.82 | 47,27 | £0.91 3.491

CoNTTaGST



Table 3.1. Continued
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Parcent of Respondents in liean
Factor * | Fach Rosponse Category** Rosponse| X2 )
i 2 3 4
39 Teachers feel free to E 1.55 4.37| 24.93°| 69,15 | .3.617
discuss important issues ’ i 6.895] -~
. with the principal.” v 0 1.82| 12,73 | 85.45 3.836
44 Principal promotes con4 E 2.34 8.01 | 36.24 | 53.40 | -3.407
~ fldence and 1rust with- . . : - 11,287) .05
in the staff, v 0 0 25.93 | 74.07 ‘3.741
¥*Rasponse Categories Descriptions
'Effqgllxpnesg' Yalue
1 Strongly Disagrees 1 Of Little lmportance
‘2. Disagree 2 Of Some !mportance
3 Agree 3 Important
4 Strongly Agree 4 Very Importont
- ¥Response Categories
80 - x2 - 11629 ] lDescriprons
g - Lo o ,’ Effectiveness
o
© 60 - / 1 Strongly Disagree
& - / 2 Disagree
@ 50 - / 3 Agree
(<4 - 4 Strongly Agree
- 40 ~
S - .
s
£ 30 Value
o
L
S 20 - 1 Of Little Importance
' - 2 Of Some lmportance
10 - 3 Important
6 - 4 Very Important

i 2

3 "4

Response Categories*

Figure 3.1. Factor 5 -- Principal reinforces good performance of

teachers.
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%Response Categories

80 - X2 = 14 263 Descriptions
E 70 : p = .01 Effectiveness
§ 60 - 1 Strongly Disagree
8 - -2 Disagree
v 50 - 3 Agree
(04 - 4 Strongly Agree
540 .
€ 30- Value
9 -
E) 20 - 1" Of Lifttle Importance
- 2 Of Some Importance
10 - 3 Important
- 4 Very Important
0

1 2 3 4
Response Categories*

Figure 3.2, Factor 25 ~- Principal has a working knowledge of adopted
curriculum guldes.

Qas assessed by Factor 44. As displayed In Table 3.1 above, It can be
seen “that the principals placed a higher mean value on this factor than
they were perceiped to be effectively implementing. Figure 3.3 charts
fhis'paffern. It shows a steep incline in value from zero in both
categories 1 and 2 to approximately 26% in the "important" category, to
a high point of approximately 75% in the "very important" category. The
effectiveness line is lower in relationship. This difference was found
to be significant with 5% probability of error. It was found that prin-
cipals In this study were Iesé effective in implementing this criterion.
Objective 3 provided for the principals to use proven principles of
leadership to promote morale and staff effectiveness. This is a role

wherein individual leadership style can be implemented, where human
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- *Rosponse Categories
80 : X2 = 11.287 ) DescripﬂoAns.
2. a5 o/ Effectiveness
/ .
§ 60 - . 7 1 Strongly Disagree
S - . / 2 Disagree
@ 50 - 3 Agree
& o - 4 Strongly Agree
o 4 : Effectiveness
+ o
§ 30 - Value
o :
& 20 - 1 Of Littie Importance
- 2 Of Some Importance
. 10 -~ 3 Important
o - . ;/ ' ' 4 Very Important
1 2 3 4
Response Categories*
Figure 3.3. Factor 44 -~ Principal promotes confidence and trust

within the staff,

Interaction and personal relationships can be emphasized. While the
nomothetic expectation infers. that principals should implement this
objective, their approach and effectiveness can be heavily swayed by
thelr own needs disposition. This study found that prlnclbals assigned
a relatively high value to this objective, in fact, the highest mean
response of any of the five objectives. Statistically, the princiapls
ranked this objective as "very important." However, they were perceived
to be less effective in Implementing the objective than their value rating
would have implied. The null hypothesis was rejected as being probably
false. There was a 5% chance of error that the value and effectiveness
response patterns were different. The evidence of this finding, while
'reJecflng the nyll hypothesis of no méaningful difference between value

- and effectliveness, did not support the research hypothesis that the
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relative high value rating was not matched by an equally high effective-
ness rating. This was the only objective of the study wherein principals
were perceived to be significantly less effective in their implementation
than the relative value they assigned to the objective would have suggested.
While teachers agreed that principals were effective in promoting morale
and staff effectiveness, principals placed an idiographic value higher
than thelr percelved performance.

Objective 4~-"community confidence in the school is established and
maintained.” With a IZ probability of error, fhe null hypothesis was
rejected for this objective. There was found a significant difference

between the effectiveness of the principals and the relative value They

assigned to this objective. These data are shown in Table 4.0.

Yable 4.0. Prlnc{palsi'offecflveness (E¥) versus value (V¥) for Objective 4.

. v Fercent of Respendents in Mean
Objective x Fach Response Catecory®® Response 13 g
1 2 3 4

4 Communlty confldaence in 13 1.26 5.28 | 47.98 | 45.48 3.377

the school is esteb- 46.962 1 .01

1ished and maintalnad. v 2,12 13.63| 47.58 | 36.67 3.188
ixResponse Categories Descriptions
Effectiveness Yalue
V1 Strongly Disagree 1 Of Little Importance
2 Dlsagree 2 0f Somo Importance
3 Agreo 3 lmportant
4 Strongly Agree 4 Very lmportant

When plotted on a graph (see Figure 4.0), the pa?fern of dlffefence
is demonstrated. Approximately the same percentage of responses fell in
category 3 for both effectiveness and value. There was a decline from

category 3 to category 4 in both dimensions, but the value |ine dropped
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¥Response Categories

80 : x2 =.46.9_62 Diescripﬂon,s
'g 70 : p = .0l - Effectiveness
.-§ 60 - V Strongly Disagree
g - 2 Disagree
o 50 ~ 3 MAgree
< - 4 Strongly Agree
w 40 ~
o -
E’ 30 :.‘ Value
é 20 - 1 Of Little Importance
- 2 Of Some Importance
. 10 ~ 3 tmportant
- 4 Very Important
0

1 2 3 4
Response Categories®

Flgure 4,0, Principals' effectlveness versus value for Objective 4 -~
Comnunity confidence is established and maintained.

more steeply. Also there was a higher percentage of principals who
assigned a value of only some importance (category 2) than existed in
t+he corresponding effectiveness line. The principals' perceived
effectiveness was higher than their corresponding value fof the objective
of establishing and maln+ainlng community trust and confidence in the
school.

Six factors of the survey were used to assess ObjJective 4. Table
4.1 displays the data found for each of these criteria. Three criteria
were found to be significantly different in thelr response patterns:
Factors 4, 21, and 24,

Factor 4--the schoo! has an effectively organized parent group--was
a factor where both response patterns resulted in a relatively fow mean.

In fact, only one other factor of the survey had a lower effectiveness



Toble 4.1. Factors of ObjJoctive 4, principals' effectiveness
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(E*) versus valuve (V¥),

Percent of. Respondenis in

- . Mean .
Factor ¥ Fazh Response Category**® Response _ZZ i)
1 2 3 i
4 The school has an effec- | E 4,14 1 12,56 | 46.18 | 37,12 3.163
tively organized parent . 16.357] .01
group. v 5.45 | 30,91 | 38.18 | 25.45 2.8%6
8 Paront-teacher confer- E .64 2,77 | 45,63 | 50,96 3,469
-ences conducted by . 4,.098] ~-
toachers are valuable, Y 0 3.64 | 32.73 | 63.64 3.600 .

11 The comunity is keot E .18 4.80 | 50.60 | 43.82 3.375
vell Informed regarding 6.346] ~-
school objectives, pro- v 3.64.1 5.45 1 56,36 | 34.55 3.218
grams, and procedures.

21 Convenlent moans are E W57 3.13 | 53,06 | 43.24 3.390 | -
provided for parents to : oo ) 21,598} .01
express their opinions v 0 14.55 | 54,55 | 20.91 3.164
regarding the school.

24 Principal provlides £ 57 5.08 | 46.24 48,10 3.419 :
effective means for ’ . 48.309| .01
perents to be involved v 3.64 ) 21.82 | 54.55 | 20.00 2.909
8t the scheol. .

40 Principal emnloys effec-
tlve stredcgles in astab-y) € «56 3,35 | -46.11 | 49,68 3.446
tIshing and maintaining . . . 1,443} --

" the confidence of the vyi o S5.45 | 49.09 | 45.45 3.4C0
community. -

%*Response Categories Descriptions

‘Effoctiveness Value

1 Strongly Disagreo
2 Disagree

3 Agree |

4 Strongly Agree

mean (Factor 34 in Objective 5) aﬁd only one other factor had a lower
value mean (Factor 13 in ObjJective 1). - Figure 4.1 shows the relative
low graph tine for this factor.

rating on the principals' effectively operationalizing thls criterion

Of Litile importanca
- 2 0Of Soma Importance
Important

4 Very important

Even so, the teachers placed a higher

than the value the princlpals assigned the criterion would have suggested,

A significant difference was found in Factor 21--convenient means

are pronded for parents to express their opinion and suggections regard-
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'Rospbnse Categories

80 : xz = 16.357 DGSCFID'“OnfS_.

.g 70 - p = .0 Effectiveness

-§ 60 - V Strongly Disagree

-9 - : . 2. Disagree

o 50 - 3 Agree

& - : 4 Strongly Agree

« 40 -

reS Value . '

+ - ‘-\:?" )y

c 30 - ,° Yalue

@ - ) —

';a:w 20 ~ // 1 Of Little Importance
10 - Effectiveness § ?;D§2$znimporfance

- ‘ 4 Very lmportant

0 v ™ v v

1 2 3 4
Response Categories*

Figure 4.1. Factor 4 -- The school has an effectively organized
parent group.

ing the school. Princlipals placed a lower value on this criterion than
the teachers rated their effectiveness in implementing it. While both
groups were falrly equal in category 3 ("agree" and "important"), fewer
percentage of principals ranked it in the highest category than did the
teachers, and conversely, more ranked it in the lower categories. Figure
4.2 demonstrates this pattern. |

On the criterion wherein the principal provides effective means
for parents to. be Involved at school--Factor 24, a significant difference
was found between value and effectiveness. The principals were rated hore
highly effective than they themselves rapked their value on the criterion.
As can be viewed In Figure 4.3, approximately 35% of the principals

" assigned a value "of |1t+tle Importance" and "of some Importance" to this

- criterion, with a peak In category 3 ("Important"). The percentage of



~3 @
o Q
LI I

(=2}
o
1

un
o
t

F-3
o
!

v
o

N

Percont of Respondents
o
]

o
1

Figure 4.2.

e
oo
4

a~
[

= 21.598

'0]

S\ A -

Factor 21 -~ Convenient means

Response Categories*

*Response Cateqories

Descriptions

Effectiveness

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree
Yalue

Of Little Importance
Of Some !mportance

1
2
3 Important
4

Very Important

are provided ¢or parents to

express their opinions and suggestions regarding the school.
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Percent of Respondents

Hoo O
o O O o
LI A B R S Y R |

AV
(=]

x2

48.309

.01

Effoctiveness

Figure 4.3.

2

3

Response Cateqories™®

*Rasponse Categories
Descriptions

Effectivenecss

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree

3 Agree

4 Strongly Agree

Value

1 Of Little Importance
2 Of Some Importance

3 Important

4 Very Important

Factor 24 -- Principal provides effective means for parents
to be Involved &t school.
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teachers who ranked effectiveness in the lower categories was only 5.65,
with the other 94% in the top two categories ("agree™ and "strongly
agree"). While the mean responses for both groups indicated that the
teachers agreed the principals were effective, and the principals thought
the criterion was important, there was marked difference in their overall
response pattern.

Objective 4 provided that the principal should establish and main-
taln the confidence of the school community. The thrust of this objec~
tive is to involve building administrators with personnel outside the
school--the school cllientele. While this is a nomothetic role, the
individual leadership style and personal ity of the principals can be
expected to influence the approach utilized in accomplishing it. In
this study, principals were found to be more effectively implementing
the objective than their relative value ranking of it would have suggested
to have been the case. The null hypothesis was rejected for this objec-
tive. There was probably a real difference between effectiveness and
value with a 1% chance of error in the measurement. This finding sup-
ported the position of the research hypothesis in that the value was
reflected in the commensurately high perceived implementation effective-
ness.

ObJective 5--"management organizatlon and procedures for the school
are clearly written, effective and consistent with the established pro-
cedures and regulations of the district.”"” The null hypothesis was not
rejected for this objective. This study found no significant difference

between the value and effect!venessof principals as they Implemented



Objective 5 of the Management and Accountablility System. Table 5.0

demonstrates the statistical findings.

Toble 5.0. Principals' effectiveness (E¥) versus value (V*) for Objective 5.
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Percent of Responcents in Hean
Objective ¥ Each Response Category** Response 53 D
1 2 3 4 :
5 Monagement organlzation
@nd procedures for the
school are clearly writ~ |E 1,92 6.52 | 44,00} 47.57 3.372
ten, effective and con~- 3.416 | -~
slstent wlth the estab- v .81 6.90 | 45.23} 47,06 3.385
, lished procedures and reg-
ulatlons of the district.
¥tResponse Categories Descriptlons
Effeciiveness Valus

1 Strongly Disagree

2 Disagree
3 Agree

4 Slrongly Agres

1 Of Little Importance
2 Of Some Importance

3 tmportant
4 Very Important

I+ can be seen that both response patterns are essentially identical

by viewing Figure 5.0.

N e L w (=) -5
o o o o o o
t L] t ] ] ]

Percent of Respondents
1

—
o
t

X?

3.416

Effectiveness

Flgure 5.0.

2 3 4
Response Categories™®

*Rasponso Categories
Descriptions

Effectiveness

1 Strongly Disagree

2 Disagree

3 Agree

4 Strongly Agree
Yalue

1 Of Little Importance
2 Of Some Importance

3 Important

4 Very lImportant

Principals' effoctiveness versus value for Oblective 5 --
Managoment organization and procedures are established,
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While no statistically significant difference was found in the
objective overall, the analysis of the factors used to assess it indicated
several criteria with differences. Table 5.1 presents the data for each
factor of this objective.

Factors 18, 30, 34, and 38 were seen to have significant differences.

Factor 18 measured whether the principal took appropriate action
when students were referred to the office. The responses to this factor
are presented graphically in Figure 5.1. Eighty-seven percent of the
teachers agreed or strongly agreed that the principals effectively did so.
Sixty-two percent of the principals, approximately, believed it was impor-
tant to do so, but a steep drop was seen for those who ranked this crite-
rion as "very important." This pattern of responses varied so much as tfo
have a difference with only 1% chance of error.

Figure 5.2 displays the percentage of responses on Factor 30--the
ITbrary resource center program enhances the instructional activities of
t+he classroom. |+ shows that virtually 100% of the principals thought
this was important or very important. In fact, 71% assigned it the
highest value rating. While the mean effectiveness response indicated
that teachers perceived the principals to be effectively putting this
criterion Into operation, the teachers saw them as less effective than
the relative value placed on the concept by the principals would have
suggested.

Factor 34 measured if there was good student discipline at the school.
The responses are plotted In Figure 5.3. It appears that principals

valued this as an Important or very Important criterion, but teachers saw
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Table 5.1. Facfors of Objective 5, principals' effectiveness (E¥*) versus value e,
Percent of Respondents in Mean
Factor * £ach Response Catecory** Responsa | X2 B
1 2 3 4
9 Supervision of students E 2. 11 "6.55 | 51.69 | 39.65 3.289
during non-instructional 3.604 | -~
time Is appropriately v 0 5.45 | 43.64 | 50.91 3.455
managed. :
18 When students are refer- | E 2.37 | 10,13 | 44.11 | 43.39 3.285
red to the office, appro- 19.424 .0
priate action Is taken v 5.45 | 18.18 | 61.82 | 14.55 2.855
by the principal. .
19 Routine school manage- E .99 4,40 | 48.51 | 46.09 3.397
ment functions refiect 1.786 | -~
effecient operating v 0 7.27 | 50.91 | 41.82 3.345
procedures. :
27 The schoo! bulidings and £ 1.99 8.03 1 46.31 43.68 3.317
grounds appear clean and - 1.546 | -~
wvell malntalned. A 0 7.41 t 51.85 | 40.74 3.333
30 The library resource
center program of the E 2.56 7.83 | 41,17 | 48.43 3.355
school enhances the in- 13.041 | .01
structional activities v 0 0 29.09 | 70.91 3.709
of the classroom,
31 Supplies and equipment E 1.28 5.17 ] 41.74 | 51.81 3.441
are made avajlable on a 5.552 | -~
reasonable basis, v 0 0 53.70 | 46.20 3.463
33 The offlce personnel of (3 1.41 2,96 | 26.71 | 68.92 3.631
the school are under- 6.889 | -~
standing and helpful. v 0 3.64 ] 41.82 | 54.55 3.509
34 There is good student E 3.76 {1 11,20 | 50.96 | 34.09 3.154
discipline in the 32.5231 .01
school. v 0 1.82 | 27.27 | 70.91 3.691
38 Standard school regula-
tions and managemant £ .85 2.48 | 44.75 | 51.91 | ' 3.477
procedures are clearly 45,3151 .01
written In a staff v 1.82 { 18.18 | 47.27 | 32.73 3.109
handbook.

#¥Response Categories Descriptlons

Effactiveness

1
2
3
4

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

Value

1 Of Littie Importfance
2 0Of Some Importance
3 Important

-4 VYery Important
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- : *Respense Cotegoriss
80 - X2 = 19.424 Descriptions
£ 70 : p = .01 Effectiveness
3 60 - 1 Strongly Disagree
lc .
g - 2 Disagree
w50 - 3' Agrec
& - 4 Strongly Agree
« 40 -
o -
€ 30 - Value
] -
$ 20 - 1 Of Little Importance
o - 2 Of Some Importance
10 - 3 Important
- 4 Very lImportant
0 v ¥

1 2 3 4
Response Categories*®

Flgure 5.1. Factor 18 -- When students are referred to the office,
appropriate action is taken by the principal.

- *Rasponse Categories
80 - xz = 13,041 Dcscr‘ip‘l'lons
*‘2 70 : p = .01 ,/ Effectiveness
S 60 - / 1 Stronaly Disagree
§ / 2 Disagree
v 50 - / 3 Agree
& - 4 Strongly Agroe
e 40 - Effectlveness
- - / .
c 30 - / Value
5 - L/
é 20 - / 1 Of Little Importance
- A~ __Valuve 2 Of Some Importance
10 - 4 . 3 Important
- 4 Very Important
/7
0 ~ . v v
] 2 3 4
Response Categories*
Figure 5.2. Faclor 30 -- The library resource center program enhances

the Instructional activities of the classroom.
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¥Responso Categories

80 : X2 = 32.523 . Dascriptions
‘g 70 : p= .0 _.,I~' Effectivencss
'§ 60 - / 1. Strongly Disagree
9 - / . 2 Disagree
w 50 - 3 Agree
£ - 4 Strongly Agrec
o« Effectiveness gly Ag
w 40 - .
o -
t 30 - Yalue
£ Yatue
8 - .
o 20 - 1 Of Little Importance
- 2 Of Some Importance
10 - . 3 1mportant
o - . . 4 VYery lmportant

1 2 . 3 4
Response CategoriesX

Figure 5.3. Factor 34 -- There Is good discipline at the school.

+hem as somewhat less effective In putting i+ into operation. Even so,

It should be noted that only-15% (approximatety) of the teachers disagreed
or strongly dlségreed fﬁaf the principal was effectively Implementing this
criterion. However, that percentage was much higher than the correspon-
ding 2% (approximately) of the princlpals who believed the concept was
only of some importance.

The Management and Accountability System charges the principals with
the responsibillity to provide a clearly written set of standard school
regulations. Factor 38 measured that criterion and the results are
presented graphically in Figure 5.4, which shows a significantly differ-
ent response pattern reflecting effectiveness versus Importance. Teachers
perceived the principals as effectively Implementing this criterion--96%,

' approximafely, agreed or strongly agreed. Principals ranked this overall
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- *Rasponse Categories
80 - x2 = 46.316 Desgriptions
70 - p = .01 Effectiveness
60 1 Strongly Disagree
2. Disagree
50 3 Agree
4 Strongly Agree

o
o

Value

Percent of Responéenfs

1 Of Littie Importance
2 Of Some importance

3 Important
4

A
o
| I I T T RN R R A R B B |
-
o
=
j
AN

10 ffectiveness
P : Very Important
0 v L v v
1 2 3 4
Response Categories*
Flgure 5.4. Factor 38 -- Standard school regulations and management

procedures are clearly written in a staff handbook.

as important, but less so than the relative effectiveness reported by
teachers.

Objective 5.ls an expectation of the Management and Accountabllity
System which does not involve the principals directly with personnel in
specific ways nor does It Involve him in the Instructional functions of
the classroom. The objective outlines routine management activities and
organization. This was the only objective of the five considered in this
study where the responses of the teachers reporting the effectiveness of
the principals In getting +he”po done were essentially congruent overall
with the value princlpals placed on the objective. This evidence is in
support of the research hypothesis. While several Internal criteria of
the objective showed differences between effectiveness and value, the

overall assessment by teachers and-princlpals was not significantly
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different. The hypothesis that there was no difference of significance
stands for this objective. |t was probably true that there are not
significant differences between the principals' effectiveness and the
value they assigned to the objective to provide in the school clearly
written, effective management organization procedures which were consis-
tent with the established procedures and regulations of the school dis-
trict. Because of the limitation engendered by the assemblage of data
and the statistical treatment utilized, this particular finding may have
been colored by the type two research error. Since the findings for
principals were not matched directly to thelr respective faculties, it
could have been possible for diametrically different responses from a
principal and his staff to have been lost in the grouping of data and
thereby have been unrecognized in the statistical analysis of the results.
At least, such a possibility could not be ruled out.

Non-hypothesized Findings

There were some findbngs of this study which were not specifically
hypothesized, but did shed light on answering the question of the rela-
tionship between the effectiveness of principals and the value they
assigned to objectives of the Management and Accountability System.

A Summary of All Objectives. Table 6.0 shows that when the responses

to all objectives were combined statistically (even though such a grouping
was not a functional appraocach of the System), there was a signiflicant
difference between the value and effectiveness relationship. This differ-
ence was found to be significant at the .01 leve! of confidence.

The graphic representation of these responses, shown In Figure 6.0,
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Teble 6.0. Principals' effectivenoss (E¥) versus value (Y*) for 2ll objectives.

. R fercont of Resnondents in Mean
Objective * Each Rusnonse Catecgry®™- Rasponsa 2(_2_ 2
' - ' 2 3 4
Summary of all objoe- | E 1.26 4.98 1 43.66 | 49.90 3.424
tlves. 62.6561 { .01
Lo . v 1.18 8.47 | 44.08 | 46.27 3,355

®fRasponse Categories Descriptions

Effectiveness Yalue .

1 Strongly Disagree I Of tittle Importance
2 Disajree 2 0Of Some Importence
3 Agreo 3. fmportant

4 Sirongly Agree 4 Very Important

is very narrow empirically, but was signlficant statistically. This would
indicate that teachers perceived principals fo'se overall more effectively
implementing the objectives of the Management and Accountability System
than could have been anticipated by the degree of importance principals

attached to the System's objectives overall had the null hypothesis been

true.

- fRasponse Categories

Descriptions
80 - y2 = 62,801 crie
- Effectiveness
g 70 _ p = .01 — =
3 60 - 1 S?rongly Disagreo
5 - 2 Disagree
% 50 ~ 3 Agree .
& - 4 Strongly Agree
« 40 ~ -
° -
30 - Value
g -
S - 1 Of Little Importance
S 20 - Effectiveness 2 0f Some Importance
10 - Value-—_\\t/ 3  Imoortant
- - 4 VYery Important
0 — — v
| 2 3 4

Response Categories®

Flgure 6.0, Summary of all 0bjébflves -~ principals! etfectlivenass
. vaorsus value.
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Effectiveness. The principals' effectiveness in Implementing the

objectives of the Management and Accountability System gave indication

of the extent nomothetlc expectations of the System were being met.
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Table 7.0 displays these dafa} These findings demonstrate that teachers

agreed that principals were effectively implementing each of the objec-

tives studied, i.e., the mean response for each objecfive-was statisti-

Jable 7.0. Principals' effectiveness~-Comparison of objectives.

Ob jective

Vaan
Resoonse |

7o
bjct.

|

T x2 do

¥

o
2] Chjet.

3

X% to
Objct. 4

X< to
Objct. 5

§ A management system pro-
viding for nceds assess-—
ments, priority ebjec-
tives and plans, monitor-
Ing and evaluating by
results is effectively
used by the principal
and teachers.

3.421

Ohict.

63.366

p=.01

124.278

p = .01

121.851

p = .01

- 2 Personnel management
procedures prescribed by
taw, requlation, and
contract are effectively
admlnistiered by the

. principal.

3.477

63.366

.01

ro
n

79.224

p= .01

135,321

p = .01

3 Staff effectiveness and
morale are promoted by
the principal through
propor application of
proven principles of
teadershlip and manage-
ment.

3.447

124,278

p= .01

79.224

.01}

o
"

128,316

p = .0}

4 Community confidence in
tho school is estab-
tished and maintained,

3.377

28,290
= .01

135,321
p = .0l

128.316
p = .01

49,880
p = .01

5 Management organizotion
and procedures for the
school are clearly writ-
ton, eftective and con-
slstont with tho estab-
lished procedurcs and reg-
‘ulatlons of the district.

3372

121.851

p = .01

206.575

p = .0t

92.960

p = .01

49,880

p=.01
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cally in the "agree" category. While this may have been true, there were
some differences between the objectives when they were compared one with
another.

A simple ranking of the objectives by mean responses resulted in
this order, reflecting the effectiveness of the principals:

Ranked 1st: Objective 2~-personnel management procedures are administered.
Ranked 2nd: Objective 3--staff effectiveness and morale are promoted.
Ranked 3rd: Objective 1--a management system is used.
Ranked 4th: Objective 4~-community confidence is maintained.
Ranked 5th: Objective 5~-management organization and procedures

are established.

As seen above in Table 7.0, an analysis of each objective compared
+o each of the others demonstrated the significance of this ranking.
There was a 1% probability of error in such comparisons. Therefore, it
can confidently be said that while teachers believed principals were
effectively implementing all the school operation objectives of the
Management and Accountability System, they perceived them o most effec-
tively implement Objective 2--the management of personnel according to
the prescribed procedures of the law, the district regulafions; and
the contract.

Teachers perceived principals to be least effective in implementing
Objective 5, i.e., Implementing management organization and procedures
which were clearly written, consistentwith the established procedures
and regulations of the district.

Value. The same types of comparisons were made regarding principals!
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perception of the fmporfance of the oSJecflves. These data are presented
In Table 8.0. "I+ was shown that principals percelve each of the objectives
of‘fhe System to be»sfafls+lcally In the "Important" category, but that
they have value of meaningful difference when compared to one another,

at least in eight of the ten possible comparlsons.

Table 8.0.. Principats' value--Comparison of objJectives.

Mean Y< 10 | X4 to YT 24 10 X< 1o
Objective Response | Objet. 1 GChjet. 2/ 0bject. 3|0bject., 4'0bjet. 5

t A managemant system pro-
viding for nceds asscss-
ments, priority objec- .
tives and plans, monitor- 3.171 21.144 | 65.294 374 21.944
Ing and evaluating by
results is effectively p = .0l {p= .01 p = .01
used by the principal

"and teachers.

2 Personnal management

. procedures prescribad by )
law, rogulztion, and 3.387 21,144 11,391 16.256 .332
contract are effectively | .
administered by the p = .01 p=.01}p=.01
princlpal. .

3 Staft effectiveness and
morale are promoted by
the princinal through
proper application of 3.501 65.394 7 11,391 |- 52.650 | 11,262
proven principles of .
teadership and manage- p= .0l ip = .01 p=.01}p = .05
mont.

4 Community confldence in 3.188 . 374 16,255 52.650 17.105
the schoc! is estab-
{Ished and malntained. p=.0ljo= .01 p = .01

$ Managemant organization
and procedures for the
school are clearly writ=-
ton, effective and con- 3.285 21.944 L3321 11,2062 17.105
sistont with the estab-
lished proccdures end reg- p = .01 p= .05 {p = .01
ylatlons of the district.
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When the objectives were ranked by value, this order occurred:
Ranked Ist: Objective 3--staff effectiveness and morale are promoted.
Ranked 2nd: Objective 2=--personnel management procedures are administered.
Ranked 3rd: Objective 5--management organization and procedures are

establ ished.
Ranked 4th: Objective 4--community confidence is maintained.
Ranked 5th: Objective 1--the management system is used.

i+ was apparent, as measured in this study, that while principals
believed all of the studied objectives were "important," they considered
Objectlive 3 to be "very important" (at least statistically). Of all
t+he operational tasks outlined by the Management and Accountabil ity
System for administering the elementary schools in Clark County, the
task of promoting staff effectiveness and morale through leadership and
management was considered by the principals to be most important. They
assigned this a relatively high idiographic value.

There was no significant difference between the importance assigned
to Objectives 2 and 5, but these were ranked significantly higher than
were both Objective 4 or 1 (between which there existed no significant
difference either). Principals believed that both the task of establish-
ing and maintaining community confidence in the school as the task of
implementing the management system were least important of the objectives
studied. While these lowest objectives were considered statistically
"important," their idiographic implementation value was relatively low.

Summary of Findings

Of the five objectives of the Management and Accountability System
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which were considered in this study, four were found to have response
patterns significantly different in regards to effectiveness of principals
and the value the principals placed on the objectives, thus, the null
hypothesis was rejected as probably false for these objectives. One ob-
jective was found to reflect no significant difference between effective-
ness and value of the principais. In this particular finding, the
possibility of an error of the second type was not ruled out.

Those objectives for which the null hypothesis was rejected were
Objective 1--concerning the effective use of the management system provi-
ding for needs assessment and priority planning-~effectiveness being
higher than value (p = .01); Objective 2--concerning the effective admini-
stration of personnel as prescribed by law, regulation, and contract--
effectiveness being higher than value (p = .01); Objective 3--concerning
the principals' promoting staff effectiveness and morale--value being
higher than effectiveness (p = .05); and Objective 4~--concerning the
establ ishment and maintenance of community confidence in the school--
effectiveness being higher than value (p = .01).

There was found to be no difference which was statistically signifi-
cant for Objective 5~-concerning the establishment of management organi-
zation and procedures in the school which were clearly written, effective,
and consistent with the district regulations--although several internal
criteria reflected significant differences. With the possibility of a
type two research error, the null hypothesis was not rejected for this
objective.

Non-hypothesized findings showed that principals' value rating of the



98
objectives assoclated Into three clusters. First, principals rated the
personnel leadership role high in relative importance, specifically the
promotion of morale and staff effectiveness. Correspondingly, teachers
perceived personnel functions to be the most effectively operationallized,
more particulariy, however, the management of personnel. Second, princi-
pals ranked in a median position the functions of personnel management
and routine school-plant management, and, while teachers perceived
effectiveness in personnel management to be somewhat higher, there was no
significant difference in value and effectiveness for routine school-piant
management activities. Third, principals rated in the lowest cluster the
importance of establishing community confidence in the school and the
importance of utilizing the management by objectives model prescribed by
the System. Teachers, however, perceived principals to relatively more
effectively implement these objectives, significantly so.

Conclusions and Implications

By assessing teachers' perception of the extent principals operation-
alized certain selected objectives of a specific MBO system and comparing
those data with the value principals assigned to those same objectives,
this study attempted to find an answer to this question:

What is the relationship between principals' effectiveness in

implementing certain objectives and the Importance they attach

to those objectives?

The findings of this study led to the conclusion that the relation-
ship as questioned above was positive, i.e., the response patterns to

questionnaires assessing the effectiveness and value of principals were
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essentially parallel, the differences were empirically narrow, and in the
case of each objective were both skewed negatively. Even though signifi-
cant differences were found In the response patterns fto several objec-
tives, the overall pattern persuaded the conclusion that a positive
relationship existed between value and effectiveness. The extent of
the relationship was tempered by the value and effectiveness factors
as statistically reported herein, but a negative relationship was ruled
out, and aneutral relationship was rejected. The research hypothesis
was found to stand for four of the flve objectives of the System.

However, In making such conclusions, it was recognized that the
statistical procedure used in this study was inferential. Cause and
effect phenomenon was not concluded by these findings. To say that if
value was high, effectiveness would result could not necessarily be
concluded by the findings reported herein. |In four of the five cases
that relationship did appear empirically and was Inferred statistically,
but a safe conclusion regarding cause and effect was not secure.

Analysis of each objective considered in this study suggested certain
inferences and conclusions and promoted several implications.

Objective 1--"the management system providing for needs assessments,
priority objectives and plans, monitoring and evaluating by results is
effectively used." 1t was inferred from the findings that while princi-
pals bellieved it was important to Implement a management system which
provided for those criterion, their {diographic disposition was not highly
involved with this objective. The fact that the null hypothesis was

rejected for this objective In that principals' effectiveness was signifi-
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cantly higher than their value rating, and that this objective was ranked
by principals as being one of the two least important objectives, implied
that the objective was nomothetically implemented, but elicited little
idiographic leadership behavior. It could be inferred that If the Manage-
ment and Accountability System did not require the implementation of these
management functions, principals would not [ikely operationalize them to
any great extent.

Objective 2--"personne!l management procedures prescribed by law,
regulation, and contract are effectively administered." The expectations
of this objective are clearly nomothetic. The regulations of the district
are specific, procedures are thoroughly presented through district admini-
strative channels, the principals' activities In this regard are supervised
and monitored. The principals' role as managers of personnel procedures
has been established with all necessary bureaucratic accouterments. Tea~-
chers perceived this management task as the most effectively operational-
ized objective of t+he System, but principals saw it, relative to their
effectiveness, as somewhat less important.

The conclusion was drawn that principals were utilizing the estab-
lished system for personnel documentation, supervision, and evaluation;
were effectively holding employees accountable for applicable obligations;
were oriented to objective analyses of personnel performance in relation
to establ ished expectancies; and were doing so in ways which often reflect-
ed their own personal ity and needs disposition.

This could |likely have been a result of the administrative response

to the tenaclious position the teachers' association has held in collective
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negotiations. As the association demanded and got increased benefits
and more accommodating working conditions, the administration countered
by tightening the personnel performance expectations, the most effective
disciplinary prerogative available to the administration. The observed
high perception of implementation was voiced by the teachers. Principals
considered it an important objective, hence this objective served both a
nomothetic purpose and facilitated idiographic needs.

Objective 3~-"staff effectiveness and morale are promoted through
proper application of proven principlies of leadership and management."
Of the several objectives of the Management and Accountability System
considered in this study, this objective provides for the greatest degree
of idiographic leadership style. To accomplish the objective effectively,
the principals must express their own leadership behaviors and employ
techniques for actualizing their own style. Principals considered this
objective to be very important, indicating a consensus that their role
as the leader should be, in their opinion, expressed most capably in
promoting positive morale and effectiveness in those who work under their
direction. Research has shown that the principal, in his relation with
his staff, is probably the most influential individual affecting the
morale of the teachers. This appears to have been reflected and supported
in this study; principals apparently recognized this and employed a will-
ingness to operationalize it. This finding appeared to point out that
principals recognized and acknowledged the need for leadership in efforts
directed to Improve teacher competency and attitudes.

While the principals' value rating of this objective was higher
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significantly than thelr effectiveness rating, it must be recognized they
were, even so, perceived by teachers as being effective, In fact, teachers
ranked this objective as the second highest of the five. Apparently
teachers perceived the principals as being sensitive to their concerns,
as being aware of and concerned for their general morale, as being open
to discuss important matters which concern the teachers, and as promoting
confidence and frust.

I+ was concluded from this finding that principals recognized the
importance of this leadership objective, saw it as a challege to their
idiographic behavior, and hence, identified their leadership functions
with it more than with any of the other objectives of the System, and
were considered by the teachers as being effective in their efforts.

Objective 4--"community confidence in the school is established and
maintained." Though the effectiveness rating was significantly higher
than the importance rating, both respondent groups gave this objective
a relatively low rank standing--fourth place. The thrust of the objective
is to provide opportunity and methods for the school community to be
involved In the goings-on of the school-~a much touted objective in school
administration theories. While principals were perceived as effective
and rated the objective as important, Its relative position in the find-
ings could be considered to imply that the principals did not recognize
this concept to be as essential as the theory implied it was. This could
have been fostered by a district policy which provides for the transfer
of principals from a particular school to another after as few as five

years. It may have been that because of this, principals did not estab-
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lish an enduring proprietary interest in the community of the school
location. They had little durable motivation to establish a reputation
based on longevity refationships with the clientele. |t also may have
been a function of a system (such as the Clark County School District)
which became highly bureaucratized. As a district grows it becomes
fractionalized. The school board finds It difficult to represent numer-
ous communities, thus "a community" no longer exists in its eyes, a
phenomenon which permeates through administrative lines. Hence, there is
not much incentive to rank community Involvement high. Or it could have
been a reflection of the notlon that parental involvement in routine school
functions is window dressing and is less important in acutality than
implied by the System, or at least so considered by the principats.

Objective 5--'"management organization and procedures for the school
are clearly written, effective and consistent with the established
procedures and regulations-of the district." This objective requires
routine school~plant management activities of the principal, activities
which are not involved directly with personnel, activities not specifical-
ly assoclated with technical curricular skills, activities only indirectly
related to the instructlonal functions of the school. Some school adminj-
stration strategists have suggested these tasks could be performed by a
"school manager," one without technical educational training.

Principals ranked this objective as third (i.e., the objJective oc-
curred third in a simple ranking, but is statistically commensurate with
the objective in second place, Objective 2, in that there was no signifi-

cant statistical difference between the value assigned to Objective 2 and
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5). Teachers ranked the principals' effectiveness for this objective as
last of the five. Even so, the difference In ranking being what it was,
there was no significant difference between the value and effectiveness
measured by this study. As has been stated earlier, an error of the
second type may have affected this finding.

The conclusion was drawn that teachers perceived the principals
to operationalize all other objectives of the Management and Accountabil-
ity System more effectively than this objective, the one which required
less educational expertise, or from the other point of view, teachers
perceived principals to more effectively impiement those objectives re-
quiring technical skills In dealing with professional personnel and educa-
tional functions than the one which required none or at least few of these
skills, and principals assigned to I+ a concordant value. However, prin-
cipals gave a relatively higher ranking to being effective as an office
manager, significantly higher than such objectives as promoting community
confidence in the school or utilizing effectively the management system
model provided by the central administration.

General Conclusions. There were three overall conclusions promoted

by the findings of this study. One was that the relationship between
+he effectiveness in operationalizing the objectives of the Clark County
School District's Management and Accountabllity System for Elementary
Schools and the value assigned to those objectives by the elementary
principals was positive, i.e., when value was high, generally effective-
ness was essentially corresponding. While this was hypothesized by the

research hypothesls, cause and effect relationships could only be inferred.
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Another conclusion was that for practical application, principals'
value and effectiveness were essentially equal in implementing the
personnel leadership objectives and in operationalizing routine school-
plant management tasks, and were less equal in regards to establishing
community confidence in the school and utilizing the prescribed model
for management.

The third conclusion was that even though differences in value and
effectiveness existed as discussed above, teachers considered principals
as effectively implementing each of the objectives, and principals valued
each of the objectives as being important (or very important in the case
of Objective 3).

General Implications. The overall implications were three. First,

central administrators can utilize these findings to guide them in making
decisions intended to generate increased operationalization of the
Management and Accountability System. It appeared that in areas where
Increased effectiveness may be desired--if nomothetic attention needs tfo
be increased--procedures should be utilized to increase the value princi-
pals assign to those areas. |t was inferred that value rating could be
ralsed by increasing awareness of needs and conditions--identifying what
is and what ought to be, and by motivating principals to identify with
those assessments. The findings suggested that this may be paticularly
indicated for Objectives 1 and 4.

Second, because personnel management was effectively implemented
by principals generally, and considered important by them, administrative

attention to those objectives should profitably be given for maintenance
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and only specifically in cases of identifled exceptions at the building
level.

Third, the buflding principals and central administrators could
utilize the findings of this study for direction and emphasis which they
may contemplate in individual schools or throughout the district. This
could be done by assigning a weighting factor fo each objective to reflect
the value assigned to that objective by the principals. For example,
Objective 3 has the highest value and could be assigned a weight factor
of 1.0. Objective 4 is of a lower value, in fact is 91.06% the value
of Objective 3. Therefore, the results of the teachers' questionnaire
measuring principals' effectiveness for Objective 4 would be multiplied
by .9106 to find its weighted standing. This could be done for each
objective. Objective 1 would have a value weight of .9057, Objective 2
of .9674, Objective 3 of 1.000, Objective 4 of .9106, and Objective 5 of
.9669. Such application would place the principals' effectiveness for
each objective in perspective to 1ts value. This of course would be done
under the assumption that the effectiveness in implementing the objectives
should be modified by the degree of value assigned to them. Where
objectives have high value, the value weight would be higher, and thus,
effectiveness assessments would be considered more consentaneously; where
value was low, effectiveness would be modified to reflect that value.
Such application would have the effect of relegating unimportant but
effective activities to a more commensurate position, and elevating
important activities to positions accordantly. Such an application could

be made to findings district wide or to results of individual schools.
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Recommendations for Further Study

The following recommendations for further study seem appropos:

1.

6.

This study should be replicated to determine the extent the
findings persist.

A similar study should be conducted wherein analysis of data
for each specific school can be examined to determine if
individual principals and their teaching staffs have congruent
value and effectiveness perceptions. (Does high value of
objectives correspond to high implementation at individual
schools?)

A similar study could be conducted to compare teachers'
perception of principals' effectiveness with the principals'
assessment of their own effectiveness in operationalizing
the objectives studied herein. (Do teachers and principals
agree on the principals' effectiveness?)

A study should be done to compare teachers' assessment of the
value they assign to the objectives with the principals'
value and/or effectiveness. (Do principals value and/or
effectively implement objectives reflecting the teachers'
value rating?)

Studies could be pursued to assess the extent principals
value the objectives and compare that with their perception
of their own effectiveness. (If one values the objectives,
does he perceive himself to operationalize them effectively?)

Similar studies should be developed to measure the "instructional
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objectives" of the Management and Accountability System,
comparing effectiveness and value between the respondent groups.

7. Studies should be conducted to assess the cause and effect
relationship between the value, effectiveness, and motivation
of the respondent groups.

8. The consistency between respondent groups in their interpre-
tation of the objectives could be studied. (Where people
using divergent interpretations of meaning are responding to
the same objectives, inappropriate findings result.)

9. Studies could be done to determine if and how activities of
central administration have significant effect on changing
the value principals assign to the objectives and/or change
thelr effectiveness.

10. Studies should be considered to assess the effect principals'
value rating of the objectives and/or effectiveness in imple-
menting them has on the achievement of the students.

11. The extent to which principals repetitiously emphasize
activities which they operationatize well and ignore or
incidentally implement objectives at which they are less
effective could be measured to ascertain if, indeed, such
a hypothesis is true, and if so, if methods to divert the
phenomenon could be developed.

Chapter Summary

The findings of this study rejected the null hypothesis for four of

the five considered objectives selected from the Clark County School



109
District's Management and Accountability System for Elementary Schools.
There were found to be significant differences between response patterns
with .01 level of confidence for Objectives 1, 2, and 4, with effective-
ness of the principals being higher than the value they assigned to the
objectives in each case; and with a .05 level of confidence for Objective
3--value, in this case, being higher than perceived effectiveness.
Except for Objective 3, these findings were predicted by the research
hypothesis. No significant difference was found between principals'
effectiveness and value in regards to Objective 5, and the null hypothe-
sis was not rejected for that objective. The possibility of a type two
error precluded judgment regarding this objective.

Non-hypothesized findings indicated that principals ranked the
leadership responsibility of promoting morale and staff effectiveness
significantly higher than other objectives of the System, placed in a
median position routine personnel management and routine plant management
tasks, and considered establishing community confidence in the school and
utilizing the prescribed management model both to be of significantly
lesser importance. Teachers perceived a significant difference between
the effectiveness of principals for each objective, but ranked personnel
administrative functions and leadership higher, and routine plant mange-
ment in the lowest postion, with principals' effectiveness in utilizing
the management system and effectiveness in establishing community
confidence in the central positions.

Three overall conclusions were drawn. First, while cause and effect

characteristics were not firmiy established, the relationships between
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value and effectiveness was positive. Second, for practical application,
effectiveness and value were essentially the same for each of two of the
objectives--personnel leadership and routine personnel management--but
were different in regards to establishing community confidence In the
school and utilizing the management mode! prescribed by central administra-
tion. The third concluslion was that, even so, teachers considered
principals as effectively Implementing the objectives of the System and
principals regarded them as important.

The study prompted three implications for application:

1. Central administrators can utilize the results of this study
to give guidance to the emphasis placed on increasing the
implementatlon of the System.

2. Personnel functions need only maintenance attention generally,
and specific attention only in cases of building level
exceptions.

3, Statistical application of the results of this study can
be employed 1o modify future assessment resuits measuring
principals' effectiveness by weighting the effectiveness
factors by the value factor principals assigned to the
objectives of the System.

Recommendations were made for continued studies, including

replication and extension of the concepts studied herein.
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APPENDIX A 2

ELEMENTARY “ZHOOL TEACHFR. QUESTIOMNMNAIRE

s . e e

- e

To Elcmcnrary Schionl Teachers:

The statements in this questionraira refresent ceriain conditions and objectives we would like to
ochieve in cach school. Your rezpanses will be compiled with those from the other tcachers in the
schoul aad used by your principal ord faculty to determina where progress has been made and where
further improvemant is needed. Please respond to each staterment the way you perceive conditions
to be in reletion 1o yourself and your school, -

. Thank you. _ : ' .| School:

Dr. Theron Swainston, Assistant Supe rintendent Date:
" Elementary Education, Clark County School District

A = Strongly Agree B =Agree C =Disagree D =Strongly Dizagree
1. The principal is wiiling to make adjustments in plans to achieve the

schocl's objuctives that conccrn me when batter methods are suggested. A B C D
2. The prmcupol assists me in |0thf/|'13 classroom prlonfy objectives. = A B C D

3. The staff is provided with pertinent m.ormcmon rcnorumg CCSD

' pohc:es and rc,,ulohons. : - A B cC D
4. The schqo.f has an effectively orguanized parent greup. . - A B C D
5. The pr?nribol rainfarcas gond perfarmance of tcochers, A e ¢ o
6. * The principa! provides for interacticn regarding the establishment of _
the school’s prioriiy objectives that concern me. . A B cC D
7. Specific procedures are used by the principal to provide maximum staff
" input for decision-making. ' - A 8 C D
8. The parent-teacher conferences | have candicted have been valuable. A B C D
9. Supervision of students during noninstructional time is ooproprmtely
mol.aged . A B C D
10. The principal provides training for the staff as needed. ' . A B C D
1. The commmunity is kept well informed regarding 'school ob|echves,
programs and procedures. . A B C D
12. When plans to echieve ebjaclives that éoncern me are established in .
tha scheol, they are implemented und followed 1o completion, A B cC . D
13. Tha cbjcctivas far the school that concern me are cleorly stated in
measvisble ters, ‘ A B C D
14, The principal has implumented personnel management procedures
vihich help to improve instruction, ' - A B C o

15.  When making dezisions, the principol is vsually sensitive to teacher '
concerns, . ‘ A B C 0



Elementary Scheol Teacher Que sionnaire

page 2

16, The principal's perceplion of the general morcle of the teaching
staff is vsually accurate,

17. My teuching performance is evaluated in terms agreed upon in
advance.,

18.  When students are referred to the office, appropriate action is
taken by the principal.

19.  Routine scheol management functions reflect efficient operating
procedures,

20. The school's objectives that concern me are realistically
obtainable.

21. Convenient means are provided for parents to express their opinions
and suggestions regarding the school.

22, 1om involved in dcvgloplng plans to ochnevu the school's
objectives that concern me,

23. The prmcnpcl communicates his schoolwide assessment of mstrurhon ’
tc the teaching stalf. ‘

24. The princioal provides effective means fer pareats to be involved

_ at the school.

25. The principol has a working knowledge of the CCSD curriculum
guides.

26. 1 am commilted to the school's objectives that concern me.

27. The school buildings and grounds eppear clecan and well maintained,

28. Purchesed supnlies and equipment are usually a reflection of
identificd instructicnal goals and prioritics.

. 29. | use checklists of observable criteria to assess my instructional

program. )

30. The library resource center program of the school enhances
the instructional activities of my clasiroom.

31, Supplies and equipment are made available on a reazonable basis.

32. The principcl has a woarking krowledge of proven psychological

principles of learning (Element No, 5),
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33, Tha office personnel of the school are understanding and helpful.,

34, Thereis good student discipline in the school.

35. The princigal assists me in plunning to achieve priority ob|cchve'
that concern me,

36, . Meetings dirccted by the principal are cffective,

- 37. The principai assists me in obiaining the nceded resources to
‘ ochieve my objectives,

38. Standord school regulations and management procedures are clcar(y
written in a stuff handbook.

39. | feel free to discuss important issues with the principal,

40. The principail employs effective strategies in establishing and main~
taining the confidence of the community.

41. The principal uses checklists of observeble criteria to assess my
instructioral program.

42. The principal ensures that the school staff is held accountable for
all applicebls employee ehligntion:.

43. The principal makes frequent visits to my classroom to directly

: observe the instructional program.

44, The principal promotes confidence and trust within the staff,

45, The principal's ussessment of my instructioral pregrom is effectively
communicated to me.

scf

7-19-6
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APPENDIX B -

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE

To Elementary School Principals:

The statements in this questionnaire represent certain conditions and objectives

for the elementary school, Please respond to each statement in the way you per-

ceive the IMPORTANCE to be in relation to yourself and your school.

Thank you.

115

4 = Very Important 3 =

Important 2 = Of Some Importance 1 = Of Little Importance

HOY IMPORTANT IS IT:

].

9.

10.

1.

12.

‘That the principal should be willing to make adjustments

to plans to achieve the school's objectives when better
methods are suggested?

That the principal should assist the teachers in identifying
classroom priority objectives?

That the staff should be provided with pertinent information
regarding District policies and reguiations?

That the school should have an effectively organized parent
group?

That the principal should reinfo;ce good performance of
teachers?

'.That the principal should provide for interaction regarding
. the establishment of the school's priority objectives as they

concern the teachers?

That specific procedures should be used by the principal to
provide maximum staff input for decision making?

That parent-teacher conferences conducted by teachers should
be valuable?

That supervision of students during non- -instructional time
should be approupriately managed?

That the principal should provide training for the staff as
needed?

That the community should be kept well informed regarding
school objectives, programs and procedures?

That when objectives are established in the school, plans to
achieve them should be implemented and followed to completion?

. OBJECTIVE OR CONDITION . IMPORTANCE RATING



Elementary School Principal Questionnaire
Page Two

HOW IMPORTANT IS IT:

13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20,

21.

22.

23.

24,

25,

26.

27.

28.

29.

That objectives for the school should be clearly stated
in measurable terms? -

That the principal should implement personnel management
procedures vhich help to improve instruction?

That the principal should be sensitive to teacher concerns
when making decisions?

That the principal should have an accurate perception of

.thg general morale of the teaching staff?

That teachers' performance should be evaluated in terms
agreed upon in advance? .

That when students are referred to the office action
should be taken by the principal?

That foutine scheol management functions should reflect
efficient operating procedures?

That the scheol'é objectives should be realstically
obtainable?

That convenient means should be provided for parents to
express their opinions and suggestions regardina thea school?

That teachers should be involved in developing plans to

* achieve the school's objectives that concern them?

That the principal should communicate his school-wide
assessment of instruction to the teaching staff?

That the principal should provide effective means for
parents to be involved at the school?

That the principal should have a working knowledge of
the adopted curriculum guides?

That teachers should be committed to the school's
objectives that concern them?

That the school buildings and grounds should appear
clean and well maintained?

That supplies and equipment purchases should reflect
identified instructional goals and priorities?

- That teachers should use the checklists of observable

criteria to assess their instructional program?

5]
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HOW IMPORTANT IS IT:

30.

31.

32.

33.

35.

36.
3z.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

45.

That the library resource center program of the school
should enhance the instructional activities of the
classroom?

That supplies and equ1pment should be made ava11ab1e on
a reasonable basis?

That the principal should have a working knowledge of
proven psycholegical principles of learning?

That the office personnel of the school should be
understanding and helpful?

That there should be good student dlsc1p11ne in the
school?

That the principal should assist teachers in planning
to achieve priority objectives that concern them?

That meetings directed by the principal should be effective?

o v wowsie

needed resources to ach1eve their obJectwes7

That standard school regﬁ]ations and management procedures
should be clearly written in a staff handbook?

That teachers should feel free to discuss important issues
vith the principal?

That the principal should employ effective strategies in
establishing and maintaining the confidence of the community?

That the principal should use the checklists of observable
criteria to assess teachers' instructional programs?

That the principal should ensure that the school staff is
held accountable for all applicable employee obligations?

That the principal should make frequent visits to classrooms
to directly observe the instructional program?

That the principal should promote confidence and trust
within the staff?

That the principal's assessment of the instructional program
should be effectively communicated to the teachers?
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A study of the Relationships of Principals' Values
to Effectiveness in a Selected MBO Program

Roundy, C. Owen, Ed.D.
University of Nevada, Las Vegas, 1977

Chairman: Dr. George Kavina

ABSTRACT

Purpose
The Division of Elementary Education in the Clark County School District

(Las Vegas, Nevada) utilizes a systems approach to managing elementary schools.
Given the objectives of the system and the responsibility of the elementary
principals to accomplish the expectations of the system, the purpose of this
study was to seek an answer to the following question:

What is the relationship between principals' effectiveness in implementing

certain objectives and the importance they attach to those objectives?

Procedure

Two groups of respondents were surveyed: the elementary teachers in
Clark County, who reported their perception of existing conditions relating
to the specified objectives, and the elementary principals in Clark County,
who reported the value (importance) they assigned to those objectives. The
results received an inferential statistical analysis utilizing the Chi-square

test of significance. Differences at the .05 level were considered significant.

Findings
0f the five objectives analyzed by this study, four were found to have

significantly different responses reporting effectiveness and value, i.e.,



ii

principals’ effectiveness in implementing these objectives was perceived as

being higher than the value the principals placed on them. These four objectives
dealt with: 1) using the management model, 2) managing personnel according

to prescribed standards, 3) promoting staff effectiveness, and 4) establishing
communi ty confidence. No significant difference was found between effectiveness

and value on one objective which dealt with school-plant management.

Conclusions

1. While cause and effect characteristics were not firmly established, the
relationship between value and effectiveness was positive.

2. For practical application in this District, value and effectiveness were
essentially the same overall for each of two objectives -- personnel
leadership and routine personnel management -- but were different in

regards to establishing community confidence and utilizing the management

model.

Implications

1. Results could be used to guide decisions regarding increasing implementing
of the system.

2. Personnel functions of schools using the system need only maintenance
attention.

3. Statistical application of the results could be used to weight value and

effectiveness considerations in assessing the utiization of the system.
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