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A PRF1PACE

Under. the sponsorship of the National Study of School Evaluation

(NSSE) , a survey study was conducted to assess the role of local school
A

boards in self-study accreditation evaluations. This document is the

final\report submitted to NSSE under the research grant and details the

findings of that aurvey study.

A few oftments about the organization oethis report may &id the

ireader in dentifying .the sections of most interest. Units I and II

oontain the full, detailed account of the cOnduct and,results of the

study.N. These Inits are the most technical and provide the basis for

the sequemt discussions and summaries of the survey study. Unit II/

includes'-a review of the study findings and the formal recommendations

made as a result offthe study. Unit IV contains, as required under the

regearch grant, a summary of the study and, its findings suitable for

journaltpublication: Since the aud.kence

be a diverse group of evalUation practiti

or this summary was taken to

ners, accrediting agency

personhel, members o4 state school board &ssociations, and local

. administrators and school board members, the summary omits many of the 111

technicil details. The rea'der wishing merely to overview the eeport is

encouraged.to firsconsult the Unit IV summary. For,the briefest .

overview, turn to Appendix B which contains a two7rpage synopsls of the

study.

If"
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UNIT I: STUDY DESIGN r

1. Study Objectives

School boards have.traditionally,played only a minor role in school

self-study evaluations; The involvement of school boazds (i.e., boards

of control variousay called boards of.education, boards of trustees;

school committees, or school_boards). in tk-evaluation proceol-has-

generally been limited to meeting with the accreditation team to hear

their findings-and to receiving a copy Of the final evaluation report'

from the superintendent. Board members minimally participate in the

planning or conduct of the actual self-study activities.

Master (1969) reports that. mont of the board members in the 57

schools he investigated rerrted being aware Of the self-study evaluation,

I(
but not personally involved in it. Ironically, board members indicated

greater involvement in the accreditation team visit, while the

superintendents, principals, and school staffs all judged the self-study

phase to be the most helpful part of the evaluation process.

s Why school boards are so little involved in school self-study

se
evaluations is not clear. It is possible to argue from at least four

different perspectives that school boards ought to have a major role in

such studies: . (a) the formal responsibilities of school boards,

(b) the representational nature of school board members, (c) the need

to improve school board operations themselves, and (d) the pragmatic

oonstraints in improving school operations.

School boards bear the tormal, legal, financial, and
political responsibility.for school operations. As.

Manlove (1967) points out, whenever the school board
makes policy decisions it(its in.essence evaluating the

, school awl:making judgme4s about the nature and quality

1



,

z

/ of its operations. It is puzzling, therefore, that school
boards should play such a minor role in the most cOmpre-
heniive eftluations.of the schools over whicb they have
primary responsibility.

School.board members are elected .As the official repre-
sentatives of the community in educational matters.
Although parents are occasionaily included in school
evaluation activit'is, there is generally no systematic
representation of community attitudis in Such.aotivities
as the specificationW school philoso0by and objectives..
Community.attitudes ought to be- reflected in the-school-
evaluation work through the community's telected'repre-
sentatives, the members of the local school board.

With the increasing complexity of school operations, school,
boards need to periodically reassess their own operating
procedures. School boards need to conduCt their own self-
study evaluations to address such(Concerns as (a) how are
school issues being brought to the board's attention,
(b) is the board being presented with alternative plans of
action or only go/no-go options, and (c) is the board
gathering su4ficient background infprmation before proceed-
ing with difficult policy issues: School board operating
procedures could be made more efficient and responsive if
board members were more lnvolVed in the entire school review
process.

10.

Douglass (1963) argues that one of the major oUtcomes of
self-study accreditation evaluations is that they enable
school administrators to interest school board.thembers in
ways of improving school operations. Similarly, Littrell
and 411ailey (1976) argue that a)Qajor advantage of such'

6"--eyalhation pr cesses is 'that superintendents and school
boards .can c arify their respective areas of responsibility
.a..nd jointly plan for the long-range'future of the school.
Such advantages, however, are dependent on the 'early and
continuing involvement of the scheol boards in tile evalua-
tion process. It is only pragmatic to insure the involvement
of those individuals who Will have the final approval on
the major school. hanges 5u4gested by the evaluation study.

Why, if such strong arguments can be posed for school board involve-

ment, have schOol boards traditionally played such a. minor part in these

studies?, A primary reason may be that no concrete role'for school board.

involvement in this process.has ever been defined. For exampls.

Evaluative-Criteria (1969) contains few references-to school board

activitie4 during the evaluation process: .a form is provided for



rating school board .procedures. 30), school board.Members rate the

administrative staff -4p. 7), and mention is maderthat administratqrs

mayvwish to have ihe. school board approve chool philosophy statements
A

before proceeding to the statement of s;hgol objectives (p. 30).

Although it is suggested that schools may. wieh to inwlve parents and
4

students im the evaluation proCedures (p.,8), absolutely no mention is

, made of involvin4Nschool bibard members in hny s*nificant way.

It oes appear, in fact, that there is a general presumption that

school ,board.lusimbers -14411 not Se significantly Ovolved.in t104

school evaludtions. In. Evaluative Critir1.1 0,944) admini4trat6rs
7

warned tha. t sine schbol boardlethbers will not. betOillar with the

evaluation procedures, care must be taken in how study results axe-
,

presented to schOol boards (pp. 12-14)'. Finally, it has beeh repord

that in developing the evaluative review criteria fon both secondary and

junior high schools, the following groups were consultedi' teachefl,

4

administrators, subjedt-natter specialists, state department representa-

tives, and college and university instructors (Evaluative Criteria, 1969,

p. 57 Manlove,.?967, p: 72). Note that school boarllis ere qonspicuously

absent from this list.

Three findings of Master's (1969) study suggest that a new role of

. .

school board involvement might imprate the utility of self-study
.

e

evaluations if that role were compatible with school boards' governance

V.

' -
respqnsibilities.

a." Board members complain that the final report is produced
too late in.the year to be acted upon. This corripi.aint

implies that board members have not' underetood the long-
'term nature of the evaluation end.have not used the
evaluation findings as input to their own long-term
planning and policy deliberations.

A

3
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1. b. Lack.of xasources is'cited,as-the major reason for
failuro0 implement valuation recoMmendations. Thiq -

. sugges'ts that rysiommendationeAro made witho4.0ue.-regard
for(exIsting piscurce limitations. Involving school board
members, who'Control reeouroe allocaaons, sho.uld resUlt
in recommendations that &re more\financially feasibli.-.

-oe Sc4001 board members report that they are less supportive,
of t1!4\evaluatidn process than are superintendents and
printipa4.--rt lies that self-study ev&luations arr
probably doing littl 4o meet the intormation and policy
needs of school boarda\.

1K.ocedures which would increase\s board involvement in order to

insure recommendations that the board thought timely, worthy of Support,

financially feasi)le, and compatible with their governance needs, whioi

seem to be useful'additions to.the evaluation process.

Whether a"more clearly defined role ot school board involvement will;

improve the quality ot utility of school self-study evaluations is

ultimately an empirical question. As a.first'step, therefore, diet

present study empirieally'investigated the following quesions:.

How much and in what ways are school boards currently
involved in school self-study evaluations?

What is the relationship between judgments of the
quality and utility of school self-study evaluations
and the amounf,of school boatd involvement?

What the relationship between the involvement of
school board members and their subsequent approval
-of recomMended school changes?

How do school board members, school principals, and
superintendent; feel abou't .scho6l board involvement
in self-study evaluations? Specifically:

How satiSfied are they with the current level of
involvement?

* Why do they think school boards are not more
involved in such studies?

Is theke a perceived need for a new school board
role compatibleAlith the* board's governance
responsibilI4e-e?

* What materials or procedures would be useful in
increasing school board involvement?
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The answers to these-quettions have important iiMp1i6ations lot

only for schgo.1 self-study valuations, but 'tor all progralsMatic school

evaluatiOhs.

#: 2.. Survey Events

In order to address the questions posed in the previous* setion, a

survey study was monducted. This study employed a particular survey

metilodology'which efthasizes a highly personalized approach coupled with

repeated mailings (Dillman, 1972; Dillman and Frey, 1974; DillMan et al.

1974). An initial Mailing followed by three followup mailings Wats used

over a seveh-week period to'insure a high response rate. "19.rough the-use

of these procedures and a highly personalized approach (the use of hand-

signed cover letter*, followup cards, and group-specific appeals), it

is possible to consistently achieve response rates of 65.to 95

(Allman et al., 1974); The present study achieved an overall

rate of 80 percent.

percent

response

The following is a brief overview-of the major survey study events.
\

September 1977 - December 1977
Solicited lists of schools mnducting 'self-study-evaluations in
1975-1976 and 1976-1977 from regional accrediting associations
for states in the western half of the U. S. (lists included
building principal and district superintendent names and addresses;
lists Were requested froM individual states for North Central
Association, where no central file is maintained).

October 1977 - January 1978

Solicited lists of all school board members (names and addreeses)
for 1975-1976 and 1976-1977 from state school board associations
for all echools identified above.

December 1977 - February 1978
Collected backgrOund demographic information on schools
identifidd sboVe from existing 'data sources (e.g., statt;

- department records and the School Upiverse Data Book).

November 1977 - February 1978

Drafted, reviewed and revised survey questionnaire and
cover Itters.

5
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February,1978

Sampledischool board members And constructed water survey
lit.*

ih 1978 - April 1978
.

Cohducted mail survey inCtludhlg
- Initlil mailing - Marcb 6

First followup - March 13
Second followup h 27
Third tollowup A7, il.10
Cutroff date May.5

M417 1978 - June 1978
Coded and keypuncled survey data. CatagoriMedz and summarized
open-ended responses,

June 1978 - July 1978

Computer analyzed survey data

July 1978 - August 1978 e

Prepared final report. Distributed'"Summary of Results" letter
to respondents re tng a copY of survexiresults (see
Appendix B).

igt

3. Instrument Development

A- questionnaire booklet was used in this survey. The initial

pages of the questionnaire focused'on the respondent's first-hand

experience in the school accreditation.evaluation conducted the previous

year. using this focus as a basis, respondents were then asked to reply

1(to -4-series of policy-level questions.. The questionnaire Contained.

18 questions.covering the following topics:_,

4

Level and type of school board participation in the most
recent self-study evaluation

Quality of the recent evaluation study procedures and
recommendations

Impliment!!: to increased school board participation in
sych evaluations

*Survey limited to evaluations conducted during 1976-1977 due to
resource limitations and difficulty in identifying respondents for
1975-1976 period.

/14
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Desird level and typo of school board invol-vement

Desired assistance in increasing school boat'd.tnvolvemet
,\

Dem6graphic characteryitics of respondents

The questionnaire was. revised soveSal times before alMinistfation,

,

ribaged on,pilqt trials and xpert reviews. During the deVelopmental

process, the followin/ individuals provided consult*tive input and/or''

expert reviel:m.of the survey instrument.

Frank Ander on, Oblorado
Executi * Director of tfle Northern Colorado Board of
Cooperatjive Educational Services

Ed Brainard,Colorado
Colorado representative of the North Central Accrediting
Association

Roy Brubaker, Colorado

Colorado State DepartMent of Education staff member
responsible for school board trainirig

4
Don DillMan, Washington

Chairman Of Department Of Rural Sociology, Washington
State University, and survey speciallst

Don Fassotti, Oregon
Executive Director of the Northwest Accrediting
Association

Keats Garmary Oregon
Anthrop gist and community change expert experiencZ
working with school boards

Ray Jongeward, Washington
Community change specialist, past district superintendent
and school board member

Mickey:Lee, Oregon

Evaluation specialist, Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory

Don Manlove, Indiana
Executive Director, National Study it School Evaluation

/
Len Sargent, Montana

Executive Director of the Montana State School Board
Association

Blaine Worthen, Oregon
Director of the'Evaluation, Research and,Assessment Division
of the Northwest Regional.Educational LabiorStory

;

7



A copy-_Of4odohe final questionnaire and th0i)(,clakver letters used in the

study ii included in Alvendix A. Psychometric information indicating
'-

the quality oe the survey itiams is included in Unit, I: Study Results.a.
-

. Poi)ulation Identification and 801p1ing

The population of interest in this study was all sch I board

members; district uperintenden*-and building principals_ involved ih
\

conducting'self-study evaluation's, -Further, since only experience-based

judgments were desired as a 16-Sis for Making policy recOmmendations,

only those people who had acually b en recently involved in such

evaluations *were'surveyed. Medlin lists were therefore constructed

from past NSSE accreditation eval ations for the school yeir 18.76-1977

(the evaluations were conducted rom September 1976 to June ).977;

survey data were collected in b arch ,and April of 1978).

There were not sufficie resources to conduct a nationakrvey.

Although there were suffici nt resources to_survey a national sample,
)

the cost of cOlistructing s i( ch a Mailing list was prohibitive-. As

l'Idicated in the p
/

r417iou , section, considerable effort and the

collaboration of niu1tip e stateand regional agencies is required to

build such lists.
1

All districts inithe western half .of the United States which

.conducted evalUatio in 1976-1977 were included in the survey, with

the exception/of tFbse districts in Hawaii, California, and Texas.-

A total of lO dis ricts in 16 states were surveyedsee Figure 1.

(A total of 175 d stricts were initially conts4ted, but 5 districts were

droppedr wheh it as learned that, contrary to accreditation records,

they had mit conjiucted evaluations in 1976-1977) . Hawaii wat excluded

fram the sUrvey because its-educational structure, which is unlike those

8
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FIGURE 1: States Inc lu Mail Survey
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Of most other states-in thy union, do* not include school,boards.

During 1976-1977 approXimately 189 schoOls in California and 200 schools

in Texas cpnducted evaluations,-both states conducting more evaluations

-I/1

.

do,k,
than the cither 16 states coMbined. Because of limited resources and i r .

ihorder to avoid-biasing * results in favor ot California and Texas, '

they were dropped fronf the study.

No ptiVate SchbOls were inctudea in the surl.rey, and for districts,

tn which more than one school condcted an evaluation during 1976-1977, .

,--

one school wss selected at random. The cover letters accompanying the'

questionnaire named the school under study to avoid any confusion in

such districts.

Four individuals were surveyed in each cltistrict: the district

suFerintendent, the building principal for ,the school under study/ and

two randomly selected school board members. In all four cases the

kndividuals surveytvd were those people who actually held thefr position

at the time or the evaluation, even if they had subsequently left the

district or changed roles. Some board members indicated that their:1

tenure overlappe& only briefly with the evaluation activities; in

thoee cases another board member waS randomly selected.

.5. ResPonse Rates and Respondent Characteristics

With an initial sample of 675 individuals, the survey a hieved a.

rronstrate of 89 percent for administrators (builiging principals

and distriCt superintendents) and 71 percent,for school .board-meribers

for a combined response rate of 80 percent. .The results discussed in

Unit II are thus based-on the responses of 539 individuals_(299.

r -
4. I

4 10



administrators and 240 iChool board members).* The unusually high

response rates for both groups of respondents- lends credibility to the

study findings. The response ritds for each of the 16 states included

in the survey aro displayed in Table 1. T4ratas rang. from 6g to 100

-percent, indicating that each of the 16 states was'adequately represented.4.
Table 1

Survey Response Ritai by State

State
Districts
Surveyed

Individuals
Surveyed

Percent
Response Rate

Wyoming 4 3 12 100

Kansas 16 64 89

Oregon 5. ' 19 89

Nebraska 15 60 87
'14

_

)1

Washington 15. 60) 85

New Mexico , 6 24 83

North Dakota 7 28 82

AriAni 24 96 81

Idaho 9 34 76

Montana 10 38 76

Alaska 12 75

South, Dakota 8
1

f

I

32'.

a

,

75

Colorado 15 60 \ 73

Oklahom:a 22 88 73

Nevada 5 . 20 70

Utah 7 28 68

170 675

loOf the 136 individuali whq did not complete the questionnaire,
7 adminittrators and 15 school-board members sent notes of refusal
indicating lack of time, knowledge of the evaluation or interest in the
survey study. Nothing was heard from the remaining 114,nonrespondents.

'

1
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The following'informstion desclibs the 170 distriCts included in

ttie sTrey. The surveyed districtsf-----N

Corltained from 1 to 142 schools, with an average of 13.5
schook per district istd. dev. 22.7)

school boards that ranged from 4.to 11 members, with i
in everige of 5.9 members per board (std. dev.

Inly one school having a 1976-1977 evaluation was 6onsidered iikeach

district The studinrolltiffis in the sohoolS.co'nsitdere'd ranged

from 85 to 2,584, with a moan/enrollment of 740.5 students (std. dell:

562.1). The schools considred were mostly junior and senior high

schools as illustrated in Table.2.

table 2
Types of Schools Surveyed

Grades Frequency Percent

K-6

(elem.)

7-8, 7-9
(jr. high)

9-12, 10-12
--(sr. high)

7-12
(jr. high, sr. high)

K-I2

(elem., Jr. 11,igh, sr. high)

r

11

18

118

22

6.5

10.6

69.4

12.9

1 .6

170 100.0

Since a self-study evaluation is a school-level event, a district

with 10. schools has 10 times as many evaluations to conduct as a district

with l'school. Therefore, fos the puryoses of studying school board

involvement in these evaluations, distr.icts were classified into 3 sizes,

9,)

a

1
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1

depending on whether they contained 1-3 school. (A121-1 districtsi

frequency = 58), 4-'9 schools (medium districts, frequency = 62) or 10

or more 591oo15 (large district*, frequency = 50).

For most of tile 539 respondents, information on their age, sex, and

educational role was also collected. The average age of the respobdents

was 46.0 years,(N =.512, std. dev. = 7.5. years). Note from Table 3-

o.

below that the larger th- dittriCt (in-ter-Mk of nuMber Of schools) the

older the administrators and school board members are. Also, regardless

of district size, the administrators tend to be slightl}r older than the

scho-ol board members.
.

Table 3
Respondent Average Age by Role and District Size

Administrators Board Members

Average Age Frequency Average Age Frequency

Small.District
(1-3 schools)

jp Medium District
(4-9 schools)

-Large District
(10 ot more 'schools)

Total

I. 4 .

45.9 \ 99 44.8 77

46.1 . 106 t35-.-0 74

47.9 84 46.1 72

--e-

46.6 289 45.3 223

.

Table 4 illustrates the Sex distribution of the respondents (N = 518).

Note that almost all the administrators are male, while one-quarter of the
1

school board members,arefemale. Also, the larger the district, the

smaller the perCent Of female administrators, but the greater the

percent of female board members.

13
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Table.4
spondent Sex by Role and. District Size

Administrators ard Members
4

Male . Female. Male Female

Small District 98.0% 2.0% 79.2% 20.8%
(173'schoo1s)

Medium District .98.1% 1.9% 75.0% 25.0%
(4-9 schools).

Large District 100.0% 0.0% 65.3% 34.7% /
'(10 or more schools),

Total 98.6% 1.4% 73.3% 26.7%

Respondents were identified as administrators (building principal or

district superilendent) and school board members bases on their role at

the time of the 1976-1977 evaluation. If some respondents had held

multiple roles in the past, however, then the interpretation of

administrator-school board member differences would be confounded. As

indicated in Table 5, there was a singular lack of overlap between the

two rQles. Based on this sample, administrators and school board members

apparently have had little opportunity to view the other's position from

. first-hand experience of their own.

Table 5
Respondent Educational Role Experience

Administrators Board Members
Yetirs

Experience As Frequency Range Mean Frequency Range Mean

Bldg. Principal 219 1-37 9.0 0 .... .......

District Supt. 150 1-34 10.8 1 (2) (2)

Board Member 3 148 3.3 219 1-29 5.5
e
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UNIT II: STUDY RESULTS

TO4 resulAs of the survey till be presented in the same.order in

which the respondents encountered the questions; the earlier questions

focused on the 1976-1977 self-study evaluation, while the latter que iOne N

called fOr policy-level reco endations. The basic results which krig.0
-t

presented in this unit wi be summarized and discussed further in

Unit III: Discussion and Conclusions. Since administrators and school

board members are the two groups of primary concern in this study, their

responses will often be analyze& comparatively. Further, because the

changes in school board involvement in self-study evaluations have

greater implications for the larger districts (since the number of

schools serves to multiply the level of school board work in a district),

the survey results are frequently analyzed by district size.

6. Level of School Board Particiation

The questionnaire began by asking the respondents to describe the

level,c4 school board involvement in the 1976-1977 evaluation (the

school of interest was identified in the cover letter--see Appendix

The responses to this question are summarized in Table EJ In most

districts the school board was aware that an evaluation Was taking

place, were generally aware of the procedures being used, and received

a copy of the fihal report. In very few districts did the bdard assist

in schedulinq the evaluation activities or review the performance of-

administrative staff as part of the evaluation. For 13 of the 15

items, the administrators more often reported that the board had been

involved than board members reported such involvement. Greatest disagree-

ment centered on whether the board had been asked to provide special

15



information for the evaluation study and whether y had received
*.

interim progress reports.

Table 6
Nature oilf School Board Involvement

Percent Rospondin 41f

During the solf:.study evaluation,

I was the school board aware an evaluation was
being Conducted?

2 Web the School board generally aware of what
procedureaowirebelng used to conduct the P*
evaluation?

3 Did the lchool board assist in.scheduling the
evaluatiop activities? .

Admin.
istrators Members Tptal

98.0 94.2

4 Did the School board assist with tha development
of the statement of school philosophy?

17.8 1'16.4

59.9

5 Old the School Board assist with the development
of the statement of school objectives?-. 49.,3 51.9

6 Did any individual School Board member serve on
an evaluation-working commfttee during the study? 35.6

Was the School Board asked to provido"any
particular Lnformation especially for the
evaluation study?

9 Was the School Board aaked to specify what it
wanted to know as a result of the evaluition!'l

lit 9 Did the School Board participate in a review of

23.4 30.6

42.3 23.4 34.1

340 21,5' 29.5

its own procedures as part of the valuation? 36.5 33.5. 35.2

10 Did the School board rate the performance of the
administrative staff as part of the evaluation?

Old the School Board re6eive interim rtports on

1 ' ','4--

42:94the progress of the evaluetion? 68.9 55.n

12 Was the School Board asked to review preliminary
findings or recommendations for their feasibility? 530 . ' 46.2 50,.0,

13 Did members of the School board meet with the
Site V 62.0isit Teem to discuss the-school program? .:57:5 60.0'

11

18.4 19.4 19%1

14 Wers members of the School board present to hear P, .

the report of the Site Visit Team? 645 1 61.2

15 Did the School-.Board receive a copy of the final
evaluation report or recommendations? A95.8 87.4 92.2



f
A total score for this question was comPuted-for each respondent

......;"yes" coded "1," " coded "0") and an analysis of variance'was

conducted to determine whether there were significantly different levels -

of board involvement depending on district size and role of respondent.

These results are summarized in Table 7-below. (This question thus

formed a 15-item scale with grand mean of 7.81, ,standard deViation of

3.4, and an internal consistency reliability .(alpha) _of ,812.)

Table 7
Level of Schooi Board Involvement by

Role and District Size

Level of Involvement: Mean Scores

SmalliDistticts
(1-3/schools)

Medium Districts
(4-9 chools)

Large Districts
(10 or more schools) ,

Total

Administrators Board Members Total

9.65 8.68 9.22

8.04 7.20 7.70

6.82 5.54

01,
8.22. 7.26

6.28

.7.81

Analysis of Variance

Source
Sum of Mean Significance
Squires FSquare of F

Main Effects 763.16 3 254.39 25.15 .001
Role 116.12 1 116.12 11.48 *.001.
District Size 658.49 2 329.24 32.55 .001

Inte:CaNition 3.66 2 1.83 .18 .835

Explained 766.82 5 153.36 15.16 .001
Residual ' 4582.31 453 10.12

Total 4. 5349.13 458 11.68

There were significant main effects, but no sigricant interaction.

Administrators consistently rated the /evel of schoOlhboard involvement

17



in these valuations higher than did board

Furthermore, the level of school board involvement decreased wiihin

the larger districts.

gualitz of_Evaluatione

Next, the respond4nts.were asked several questions concerning the

quality of the 1976-1977 evaluation. They were first asked if they were

familiar witti th4-41..raluation procedures used.in the study.

Table 8
Familiarity With Evaluation Procedures

kPercent Responding "Yes"

Administrators Board Members Total

Small Districts 97.0 71.8 86.5
(1-3 schools)

Mediam Districts 97.2 86.1
(4-9 schools)

(69.4

/Large Districts 94.2 52.9 75.6
(10 or more schools)

As one would expect, more administrators were aWare of th'e evaluation

procedures as were both administrators and board mesibers in smaller

A

districts.

,

Respondents wer next asked what they thoUght of the quality of the

evaluation procedures used. These data are summarized in Table 9.

Both groups were in accord, that while thelevaluations showed

good planning and organization, they less adequately mdt the Deeds of

the local school boards. Administrators and board members disagreed most

about whether all relevant lnformation had been included in the evaluation

and whether it wai worth the expense.

18



Table 9
Quality of Evaluation Procedures

a
Mean .Score

Administrators Board Members Total

To what extent would_you say
the evaluation:

1 Showed good planning and
organization 2.5 2.4-2.2

2 Addressed the most impor-,
tant school questions 2.2 1.9 2.1

3 Involved the appropriate
people 2.4 2.1 2.3

4 Was technically well
conducted

5 Included all releva]rit..

2.4 2.2

k.

2.3

information and opinions 2.1 1.7 2.0

6 Had sufficient resource's
available 2.3 2.2 2.2

7 Was worth the effort and
expense it took 2.2 1.8 2.1

8 Met the needs of the School
Board 1.9 1.6 1.8

aH
Not at all" * 0, "Somewhat" 1, "Quite a bit" * 2, "A great deal" = 3.

Again, a total score was computed-for each respondent and an analysis

of variance was conducted. (This question thus formed an 8-item scale

(with a grand mean of 17.2, a standard deviation of 4.60, and an internal

consistency reliability (alpha) of .895.) The results of the analysis

of variance are displayed in Table 10.

Significant main effects, but no significant interaction was found.'

Administrators consistently rated the quality of the evettattioa-proceduros

higher than the board members did. Also, the larger the school district,

19



the higher its evaluation procedures were. rated by both administrators

and board metibers.

-Table 10
Quality of Evaluation Procedures by Role

and District Size'

Quality of Procedures: Mean. Scores

AdMinistrators . Board Members

Small Districts 17.17 15.40
(1-3'schools)

Medium Districts 18.22 15.46 .

(4-9 ichools)

Large Districts 18.73 17.03 -"-'\
(10 or more schools)

rJ
Total

-14110,

18.00 15.81
1

Source

Main Effects
Role

District Size

interaction

lained
Residual

Total

Analysis of Variance

Sum of
Squares DF

Mean-
Square F

$98.27 3 199.42 10.04
411.85 1 411.85 20.74
152.67 2 76.34 3.84

21.93 2 10.96 .55

620.20 5 124.04 6.25.
7984.27 402 19.86
8604.46 407 21.14

Total

16.49

17.3

18.20

17.24

Significance
of F

.001

.001

.022

.576

.001

Over 90 percent of the respondents indicated that the school board

had received a copy of the final evaluation report (see Table 6 above).

The

rec

a

pondents were next asked to evaluate the quality of the report's

ndations. First they were asked if they were familiar with the

rec4tsndations. Most administrators and board members reported being

familiar with the recommendations, although fewer respondents were

familiar with them in the 3,arger.districts.

20
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Table 11
Familiaritit With Evaluation Rcommendaliens

Percent Responding "Yes".

Administrators Board Members Total

Small DiStrict 99.0 90.8 95.4
.(l-3 schools)

Mddium District 94.4 89.2 92.3
(4-9 schools)

Large Districts 95.2 70.4 83.,
(10 or more schools)

Respondents were aked 'to judge the gualitY of the recommendations;

their responses appear in Table 12. Neither administrators nor board

Table 12
Quality of Evaluation Recommendations

Mean Score
a

Admin- board
istrators Member* Total

To ;h41 best of zour memory, Woull You say the
recommendations:.

1 Were adequately presented to the School !Board 2.0 1.9 2.0

2 were presented to the School Soard at an
appropriate time of year 2.0 1.9 2 . 0

1 Were well thought out and justified 2.1 1.9 2.0

4 Addressed important school issues 1.1 1.8 2. 0

5 Were 1egaily and financially feasible 1.8 1.5 1.7

i were reasonable and practical 14%9 1.6 1.8

7 Would lead to,the improvement of local education
if accomplished 1.2 1. 9 2.0

4 Were helpful to the School Board ln.setting
school policy 1.4 1.2 1.3

4 Assisted the School !Ward In making certain
specific Secisions 1.4 1.2 1.3

:Not at all" 0, "Somewhat" 1, "Quite a bit" 2, "A great deal" 3.
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members were as positiVe about the quality of tho valuation recommendations

as they were si#out the qualit of the evaluation procedu es (ie. Table 9).

Both groups gave lowest marks tà the utility of the recmnt.ndation s in

helping the chool board set po icy and make speCific decisions.

4
A total score was computed and another analysis of variance was

conducted. (This question therefore formed a 9-item scale'with a grand

mean of 16.1, a standard.deViiiticiti-of 5-06,.--and aIiñtàrhiIiiitóny
.

reliability (alpha) of .875.) The results of the analysis are displayedo

in Table 13.

Table 13
Quality of Evaluition Recommendations by Role

and District Size

Quality of Recommendations: Mean Scores

Administra Board Members Total

15.9Small Districts
,(1-3 schools)

Medium Distrits
(4-9 schools)

Large Districts
(10 or more schools)

Total

16.5

17.6

16%6

16.9

15.0

14.2

15.3

14:8

14.2

16.1

16.1

v
Analysis of Variance,-,__

Source

Main Effects
Role

District Size

IntAction

Explained
Residual

Total

Sum of
Squares

) Mean

/ Square of F
Significance

482.46 3 160.82 6.53 .001
474.22 1 474.22 , 19.26 .001
7.23 2 3.62 .15 -.863

90.25 2 45.13 1.83 .161

572.71 5 114.54 4.65 .001
10661.81 433 24.62
11234.52 438 25.65



There was one 0.6Tlificant main effect and.no significant-

interaction. Adminisqrators consistently rated the valuation recom

mendations higher than .the board mambers did, but there were no

significant differences in the quality of the recommendations across

ihe various district sires. ,

One final question related to the quality of the evaluation was

asked. ReeppnOents were asked to_report_how_the_school_board-had-doalt

with the evaluation recommendations. The responses, which are presented

in Tables 14 and 15 below, suffer from substantial mistking data. Since

only one-half to two-thirds of'the respondents answered this question,

the Summaries presented below should be taken as suggestive and not
e

definitive. The mean percents sum to over 100 in all cases because

Table 14 ,

Disposition of Evaluation Recommendations
by Role

,
It

Mean Percent

v
Adminis Board
trators *Members Total

Percent rejected after preliminary
review 21.1. 22.7

Percent seriously considered but
finally dropped or postponed 24.6 30.0

Percent implemented and are now being
followed 33.8 35.7

Percent already implemented and
accomplished 30.5 29.9

21.6

26.5

34.4

30.3
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Table 15
Disposition of Evaruation.hecoMmendati

by Diatrict Site

Man Percent

Small.- Mdium Large
Districts Districts, D6,tricta

(1-,-3 schools) (4-9 schools).
0 r more
sc*ioole) Total

Perceri rallOted after_
prelim nary review 23.1 23.3 16.6 21.6

Percent seriously cop-
sidered but finally
dropped or postponed 25.8 26.1 . 28.1 26.5

Percent implemented.and
are now bming'followed 33. . 34.7 35.4 34.4

Percent already imple-
mented and accomplished 30.2 31.3 28.9 30.3

individual respondents gave answers totaling filore than 100 percent.

Clear conclusions are difficult with such poor data, a1thoug4 it appears

that approximately only 60 percent of the evaluation recOmmendations were

subsequently implemented by the school botird.

0

8. Impediments to School'Bpard Involvement

Respondents were neXt asked to indicate why, based om last year's

experience, they thought school board members were not more involved in

acCreditinT evaluations. Their responses, analyzed again by role and

district size, are displayed in Tables 16 and 17 respectively.
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Table 16
Impediments to Board Invotvement by Itple

Mean Scorea

Adminis-
trators

Board
Members Total

School Boards are no more involved because:

1 Our Schodl Board meibers do not have the
time 14 1.6

Greater School Board participation is not
needed to successfully complete the
evaluations 1.6 1.4 1.5

3 Our School Board has little to gain by
being more involved 1.1 1.0 1.0

4 It is our formal district policy that.
the School Board not be more involved .4 .5 .4

;t is standard practice in our diastrict
that the School Board not be more
involved 1.0 1.1 1.0

6 It is not.clear what more our School
Board ould do in such .evaluations 1.5 1.7 1.6

7 No materials or other assistence are
available to help our School Board
members be more involved 1.2 1.4 1.3

a"DefinitelyAo" = 0, "Generally no" = 1, "Generally yes" 2,
"Definitely yea" = 3.

The three major reasons why school,:boards are not more involved in

4 *
self-study evaluations are that:

Board members do not have the time.

It is not clear what more board members could do.

Boards do noteneed to, be more involved in order to successfully
complete the evaluations.

Adminiitrators feel more strongly that boards have'little time for

involvemen't than board,members do. Notice llso that the larger the
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Table 17
Impedimnts to Board Involvement-by District Size

Mean 4core
a

Small Nedium Largo Dist.
Districts Districts (10 or more

11-3 schools) (4-1 schools) schools) Total

$0991_110agd. at* not more knvolve0
bega4091

1 Our School Board members do not
have the time

2 Greater Scticol board participation
is not needed to suoceesfully
complete the evaluations

3 Our School board hai little to
qain by being more involved

4 It la our formal- district policy
that the School board not be
more involved

1

5 It Is standard practice in our
district'that the School Board
not be more involved

Itts mot clear what more our
School !hoard could do in such
evaluations

7 No materials or other assist-
ance are available tb help our
School Board Members be more
involvird

1.5 1.6 1.5

1. 0 1.1 1.0

.4 .5 4

1.0

1. 7

1.4

1.2 1.0

1.6 1.6

A., 1.3

7
4"Definitely no" O. "Generally ne 1, "Generally yss" 2, "Definitely yes. - 3.

district, the more often it is standard practice board members not

to be involved in such,evaluations. Finally, con,jl.der that the range of

the mean scores is from .4 to 1.7; the mean responses cluster around the

option "Generally No." Perhaps none of the 7 options are major reasons

e
for low board involvement. Because of this possibtlity, respondents

were asked tksuggest other impediments to board involvement. ireir

responses ate summarized below.* One gets the impreslion.from the

commenth that follow that both administrators apd board members ascribe

low board involvement to the lack of Ttnitiative and interest on the

part of the Other group.

...."...M....+
*Numbers in parentheses indicate number of respondents.
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Re ponses from Small Districts (1-3 schools)

Administrators

(3) School board members were not asked to be involved;
. board participation was not desired."

(2) From the same district came thesi two responses: ,..

"BOE intereii4d in catering to click (; )--not to
better ed(ucation)." "Our boakd is mo concerned
kith personal Projects."

(1) From a auperintendents_ _r_Suporintendents are unfamiliar--------
with the procedure and do not recognize the importance
and value of the evaluation procedure."

.Related comments:

(2) Boards should be more involved ("On committees").

(lr "Our board is fairly involved."
.

7

(1) "Our board had ample opportunity to-be involved."

Board Members

(3) We were not asked to participate.

(3) "Board members are not.aware of its usefulness."
"Lack of sufficient familiarity with programs."
"Not close enough to the problem."

4 (1) ". . . time is the one thing we lack."

(1) "We wish.. more Icommunityl participation."

Related comments:
4

(1) ". . . we were not wanted" but served on the
committees anyway.

(1). The "teachers were very involved," so the evaluation
was biased.

'4, (1) "I. . . felt they (the faculty) .werernot objective

7(:(I

enough."

Responses from Medium Districts (4-9 schools)

Responses to this question were not always germane. Following

are those that were.

Os.

40
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Administrators

(5) School boards are too apathetic to become involved in
self-study evaluations; some members are interested,
some are not. (Participation depends on superintend-
ent's enthusiasm.)

(3) School boards are too busy already to become involved
in self-study evaluations.

(2) The school board feels evaluations are the responsi-
bility of the administration; school boards are a
policy-making body-,

(1) The-school board "felt comfortable with procedures as
outlined."

(1) "Our school board lives many miles, some 2,000, from
school. .

"

* Related comments:

(3) School boards should be more involved; school board
members should serve on more committees.

(1) "They can have copies of are (sic] teacher and
'Steering committee reports."

(1) "Our district recently completed the P.D.K. Goals arid
Objective[s] $tudy."

Board Members

(9) The bulk of responses by school board members to this
question concerned the administration's unwillingness
to allow the board to participate in the self-study
evaluation process. Sample comments: "Board was
excluded." "Lack of communication fromsupt. to board." .

"The administration did not encourage board participation."
. . participation was inhibited .and avoided." "We

were not asked to be involved." "I believe. . . educa-
* tional leaders believe the school boards lack the

intelligence to participate. . ."

(2) Further, some school boards were unaware of the
evaluation study: "Have never seen. . . reports on
evaluations in iast 6 years." "First I have heard
about this. . ."

(1) In our district, "all school' administration is the
responsibility of the B.I.A. [Bureau of Indian
Affairs] ."
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Other comments:

(1). "We felt our board was deeply involved."

(1) "Our district has an on-going K-12 evaluation."

(1) "The board should know more about the NCE before
they come."

(1) ". . . these evaluation(s) could be eliminated."

(1) "There was no specific evaluation of our board by
the team.."._

Responses from Large Districts (10 or mo4 schools)

Administrators

(3) School leadership "perceived no need for board. . .

involvement."

(2) Evaluations are not the concern of the school board.

(1) They are not interested in becoming involved.

(1) "Tradition and lack of creativity have kept the
board from becoming more involved."

(1) "Board. . . feel(s) it proper to delegate. . . these
details in a fairly large district."

(1) "Many board members. . . are a loss as to
what to do with what they'v learned."

Related comments:

,(3) !'0ur school board is involved." "Interested and
concerned." "Members serve on committees."

(1) "A follow-up provess report should be made after
6 (and 181 months."

Other commenti:

(1) "These questions'require considerable bias and
philospphy of school operations."

Board Members

(6) Our involvement is limited by the administration.
"Adminisiration feels the board is nothing more than a
figurehead." "Our superintendent. . . doesn't like
board members involved."
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(2) Evaluation is a "staff function."' "BOard'i job:is
to set policy."

(1) "Too many schoolslarge district."

(1) "Our board has never been invOlVed in:the evaluation'
process of indivklual schools."

Related comments:

(2) The board need only approve results of evaluatiOne.:.

(1)- "The team sh.t.,1o,0 interview the board at a special'mr
regular meeting.",

4

(1) "I do not know what is available, but feel we snouUr.
t be asked to participate."

Other comments:

(1) "It is difficult to respond to double negative
questions."

0. Desired school Board Involvement

-

It is possible that administrators and baard members are gerferaily

satisfied wit the level of board invqlvement.in self-study.evaluations

Or, perhaps they would only increase involvement in certain areas.

series of questions were asked to determine whether greater board

involvement was desired and what would likely result from increase&

involvement.

When askeod,"To what extent should Board M rs be more involved

local self-spdy evaluations?" the mean'respon e 103 1.5 Or halNay

between "Somewhat" and "Quite 4 bit."* Although board members favored a

little more inVolvement (mean = l.6)'than administrators (mean im 1.4),

nerither response evidenced an especially high interest in increased

board involvement.

*"-Not at all" = 0, "Somewhat" = 1, "Quite a bit" im 2, "A great
deal" =

.

3.

4
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Respondents were next asked to specify the ways in which board

members should be more involved in self-study evaluations. These

results are displayed in Table 18 :below.,

Table 18
4

Deaire tor Increased Board Involvement

Percent Responding "Yes"

Total Respondents

Should Boards be more involved in:

1 Planning the timing and actilties of
the evaluation 32.0

2 Deciding what school areas or evaluation
questions Should be emphasized 65.5

3 Developing the statement of school
philos9phy 88.1

4 Developing the statement of school
objectives 91.4

5 Serving bn-specific working cdthmittees
during the evaluation

r-
,-

6 Providing specific information for use
in the evaluaticn

7 Reviewing administrative and polity-making
activkties, inclüdiits own

1 -

8 Reviewing prelimiriazj report for accuracy
and comprehensivenes

66.0

65.5

96.4

68.5

9 Providing information to the Site Visit
Team 72.0 #

la Revidwing preliminary recommendations
for feasibility') 89.3

01.
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Both administrators and board members agreed that boards should

be inqreasingly involved in several areas especially n reviewing

,1>

administrative and policy-making activiti s. A total score for this-

question was computed tor each respondent-("Yes" coded "1," "No" coded

40") and an analysis of variance was conducted to test for role or'

district size diaferences in the responses. Theso results appear in

Table 19 below. (This question formed a 10-item scale with grand mean

of 7.2, standard deviation-of 2,10,-and an internal consistency-

reliability (alpha) of .681.)

Table 19x

Desire fqr Increased Board Involvement by Role
and District Size

Desire for Increased Involvement: Mean Scores

I
ilk Administrators Board Members Total

Small Districts 7.90 7.79 7.85
(1-3 schools)

Medium Districts 7.12 7.62 7.31
(4-9 schools)

Large Districts 6.23 6.69 6.44
(10 or more schools)

Total .7.14 7.39 7.25

Analysis of Variance

Sum of Mean Significance
Source . Squares DF Square of F

Main Effects 149.36, 3 49.79 12.18 .001
Role 6.72 1 6.72 1.64 .201
District Sine 142.64 2 71.32 17:44 .001

Interaction 8.65 _2 4.33
-.-----,

1.06 .348

ExplAined 158.01 5 31.60 7.73 .001
Residual 1803.42 441 . 4.09

Total 1961.44 446 4.40
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Administratois and .board members did not substantially differ on

ILAN tMir opinions, Although there was a significant district size ffect.

fhi\larger districts, the respondents identified fewer ariks where

boatdi -ought to be more involved.

Therefore,. there was some interest in increasing board involvement;

did anyoneofeel that boards should be less involved in self-study

evaluations? *in rtspOnse to-such a question, only 26 a. istrators

--and-19 school-board- membeft-tAltil"Yes." When asked to spooi which

areas should have Less board involvement, the following comments were

offered:*

Responses from Small Districts (1-3 schools)

Administrators

(3) School board members should not be involved in

administrative procedures of such evaluations.

(2) "Curriculum scope and sequence." "Curriculum
problems."

(2) School board members should not be involved
"in directing the evaluation," or in "technical
details."

(1) They should not- be involved in "evaluation of
staff."

(1) They should not be involved in evaluating "day-
to-day prOcedures."

Other comments:

(1) "A board should want an unbiased report without
trying to influence the outcome at all."

4

(1) "School boards should be. . . involved in every
phase of the evaluation to the fullest extent
poZsible."

*Numbers in parenthesis indicate number of reSpondents.
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Board Members

(1) "I don't believe a board momber should b. involimd
at all in the actual evaluatiOn."

(1) School Board,members'should be less involved in
"serving on specific working COMMittOGs during
evaluation."

(1) School board meimbers should be less involved in
"local governance."

(1) School board members should be less involved in
"planning and-timing the activities."

Responses from Medium Districts (4-9 schools)

Administrators

(3) School boards should be less involved in the evaluation I

of "curriculum and program development."

(3) School boards should be less involved in the evaluation
of "personnel," "personalities," and "placement of
personnel."

(3) School boards should not be involved in the "mechanics"
("general planning") of the evaluation.

(2) "Administration should be allowed to conduct the
evaluation." "Evaluation is an administrative tool.
and function."

Other comments:

(1) "I think they should be totally involved."

Some respondents obviously misread the question, thihking
they were to specify areas where MORE involvement is
desirable:

(1) "Board membersohould head steeririg'committees to'see
that information is gathered and to review such
information and recoMmendations."

(1) "Make and enforce policy."

Board Memllrs

(2) School board members "should stay in the background."

,

(2) SchoOl board members. should.be less involved in
evaluation of "administrative procedures" ("faculty
evaluation, program review").
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(1) "Much of the timing and activities of the evaluation
should be left to the administration.-"-

Misreading the question licited this suggestion,for greater
involvement:

(1) "Having a commitment to act on the feasible
, recommendations."

Responses from Lar4e Districts (10 or more schools)

Administrators

. (2) _ School board. members ahould.bs_lesa_involvd-in.i

"planning activities of valuation."

r comments:

(1 "In a large school district th board would not have

yi the time to devote to the self-study."

Schoo ard

(4) ool boards should be less.involved in evaluation
"building level" "administratioariprocedures."
ard does not tell the professionils how to teach."

.(1) School boards should be less inviAved in evaluation
of "curricula, cognitive models, inservice training."

.(1) ". . .board member could be a .negative factor in group
discussions because some people feel inhibited. . ."

The following responses indicate.a likely Misreading of
the question, suggesting greater involvement or proper role.
of school boards:

(1) Board members should observ(e) and set or revise
policies affected."

(1) "Follow up to see if it:commendations are actually
implemented."

(1) °Providing budget commitments and approval of short
and long range plans to implement 'improvement' programs,"

(1) "Some of the above (10 activities listed in Table 181
should go thru executive team to the board."

In order to understand at a general policy level just how much#

school boards should partfoipate in'self-study evaluations, respondents



wore asked to characterize the propr level of board involvement.

These data are displayed in-Tabls 20 and 21.

Table 20
Proper School Board Involvemnt by Role

PercentSelocting Option

Adminis- Board
trators Members Total

1 MINIMAL PARTICIPATION. School Boards
should be aware of ;11. proceedings,

but primarily justAkview and act on
the final recommendations

2 SLIGHT PARTICIPATION. In additiOn to
the above, School Boards should provide
any relevant information upon request
and periodically review the progrbss of -

the evaluation.

3 MODERhTE PARTICiPATION. In addition
the above, School Boards should,partici-
pate in planning the evaluation and in
major steps lake developing the school
philosophy and objectives,

4 FULITICIPATION. In addition to the
above, School Boards should be actively
involved in all phases of the evaluation
including working on committoes, and
conducting preliminary reviews of all
findings and recommendations.

12.1

19.5

44.5

23.9`

14.0 13.0

23.4 21.2

39.7. 42.4

22.9 23.4

100.0 100.0 100.0

Most administrators and boar4 members favor Moderate board participa-

tion, although more board members than administrators favor slight or

minimal participation. Also, notice that more respondents favor slight

or minimal participation in the larger districts. In fact, in districts

with 10 or more schools, oV%r 46 percent of the respondent's favor Only

slight or.minimal board partic ation.

.



Table 21
Proper Sch I Board Involvemnt by District Size

Fervent Selecting Option

Lasos
Small Mali= Districts

Districts Districts (10 or more
(1-3 schools) (4-9 schooli) schools), Total

..t

1 MINIMNL PARTIS/PATIO. School
boards should be aware of the pro-
ciedings, but primarily just review
and act on the final recommendations._

2 nIGHT PARTIVATION. th addition to
the above, School Boards should provide
Lny relevant information upon request
and periodically review the progress
3f the evaluation.

3 VD&PATI PaltIjcIPATION. In addition
to the above, School boards should
participate In planning thi evaluation
and in major steps like 4eveloping
th school philosophy and objectives.

4 r%LL PhRTICIPATION. In addition to
tas above, School boards should be
actively involved in all phases of
tne evaluation including working 4n
commattoes. and conductin prelimi-
nary reviews of all findL1Qa and
recommendations.

12.7

1.2,1

24.7

48.5 37.4

71.5 25.8

100.0 100.0

_20.4 13.0

28.5

42.4

11.6 23.4

100.0

Finally, r spondents were asked what would probably happen if

school boards b came more involved in eve .uations. Their responses are

summarlied in Talles 22 and 23.

Both trators and bOard member felt that negative outcomes

were slig ly less likely than positive outeomekk oven thepos ive

'outcomes were only considered to be. somewhat likely. When distr

size is taken into account, the positive outcomes again appear more

likely than the negative outcomes, but the likelihood of negative

outcomes increases as tho districts become larger.
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Table 22
Results of Incrfaied Involvement by Role

$ean Scorea

Admin- Board
istrators Members Total

If School Boards became more invol;ed:

NEGATIVE OUTCOMES:

Suoh-evaluatlons-would-take-mqxatime
to complete

School sttff and administrators would
resent the School Board intrusion

Other School Board work would suffer
from less attention

POSITIVE OUTCOMES:

There would be greater commuhity and
school supPort for the evaluations

More legally and financially feasible
recommendations would result

More evaluation recommendations would
be implemented

1.0

.5

:5

1.0

.8

1.0

1.0 1.0

.7 . 6

.4 .5

.9 .9

.9 .9

1.0 1.0

a
Not Likely" e 0, "Somewhat likely" e 1, "Highly likely" e 2.
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Table 23
Results of Increased Involvement by District Size

Mean Score
a

Large
Small Medium District'

Districts Districts (10 or mors
(1-3 schools). (4-9 sthools) schools) Total

It School board! became more involved,

=GAMY OUTCOMES

\r°

Such evaluations would take re time
to sompleta

School staff and administrators would
resent the School Soafd Lntrusiom

. .5 .6 .7 .6

Other School board work would suffer
fry, less attent

)
ion .3 .5 .6 T .5

.

JilePOSITIVE OUTCOMES ..

There would be greater community and
school support for the evaluations ....\ 1.0

,o()

1:0 ..9 .9

3ore legally and financially feasible
recommendations would result .9 .9 .8 .9

Mors evaluation recommendations would
e Lmplemented 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

a.
'Not likely" "Sbmewhat likely" 1, "Highly likely" ! 2.

Respondents were also asked to specify any other outcomes that they

felt would likely accompany increased 'board involvement.., Their comments

were as follows:*

'Responses from Small Distiricts (1-3 schools)

AdMinistrators

POSITIVE OUTCOMES:

(3) "The board.would better understand the educational
needs oir-the school," and "total school operation."

(2) The board would have a "better understanding of the
actual evaluation process" and "purpose."

(2) There would be more support. in implementation of needs.

*Numbers in parentheses indicate number of respondents.
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(A) " s 'e realizations sdme recommendations need to
itploMented."

()) "Communicatic& would be better established between
teachers and.board members."

(1) "A more true and accurate final evaluation report."

NEGATIVE OUTCOMES:

(1) "CotIld result in more school board dominance of all
school affairs."

OTHER--COMM67:S-i"-

(2) Board members do not have time or "do not wish to tkke
the time" to be involved in the evaluation process.

Board Members

POSITIVE OUTCOMES:

(5) School boards would have a greater understanding and
awareness of the evaluation and educational programs
("good /earning experience"). ,

(2) Staff, administrators and school board members "would
be working TOGETHER. . . for betterment'of schoo/."

(1) "It would tend to become a more unbiased evaluation."

. .

(1) "Maybe more thought would be taken to the size of
. the school, monies, etc."

OTHER COMMENTS:

(1) "There are areas that need improvement but due-to
finances it becomes impossible and everyone on
the team knows it." The team should recommend only
those important changes which can be implemented.

Resrinses _from Medium Districts (4-9 schoals)-

Administrators e

POSITIVE OUTCOMES:

(7) School boards woul have better understanding of the
schools' inner wo ings."

(4) School boards would "take the evaluation more
seriously," know "what preparation it takes," and
have a "more realistic idea of [its] function."
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.,

(2) "Faculty, administration, school.board rapport
may).mprOve." It would involve them in-mutual
Problem-solving.

(1) "More reldvant commendations would be forthcothing."
;

(1) "Tremendous in-service possibilities for boar4:members."

NEGATIVE OUTCOMES

(1) "Evaluation would not be as valid."

(1) "People might not want to be on yhool bodrds."

(1) "Slanted evaluation."

(1) "Danger Of t-he evaluation becoming boath_dominated."

Board Members
A

POSITIVE OUTCOMES

(4) "Board would become more aware of what'S going on in
the schools," and of "the strengths and weaknesses
in the program."

(3) Boards would be better able to assigp priorities,
"more knowledgeable of evaluated areas," and the
"evaluation process."

(g) "Board mbers would do a be9ter job."

(1) "Things that h e been negliicted would probably see
action."

(1) "Community acceptance, especially small communitys
[sic)."

(1) "Realize differences between policiA and rules;
between administrative and board functions."

(1) "Effective and efficient evaluations."
4

NEGATIVE OUTCOMES:

(1) "Staff would slack off their respective responsibility
[sic] and expect the board to initiate."

OTHER COMMENTS

(1) "We have a very aware board. . .1 but you can only
do so much."
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(3) Evaluations should be done by "professiona110," not
boards (the sentiments of-tmv board members from
one district); "the whole purpose of evaluation is
to get an outside opinion."

Respqnses from Larle Districts (10 or more schools)

Administrators

POSITIVE OUTCOMES:

(2) These would be "greater understanding of school and
its mission" and of lies) "problems."

(2) "Better board-staff relationship"; "staff w9puld profit
from personal interaction with board members."

411
(1) "The board could act from. . . first-hand information., .'

(1)- "Communication increase."

(1) "Change in diserict division between policy making
and administrationt"

NEGATIVE OUTCOMES.:

(I) "The school boards would tend to become mini-
superintendents."

(1) "Over-zealous individuals could be more eager tb:
get involved in:the implementation of policy --
administration."
,

(1) "Increase role deycreptencies (sicY between supt. and'
board."

OTHER COMMENTS:

(1) "Depends on the board. . . whether or not they want to
run the schools vs. having the superintendent do so."

(1): Board,"members do not have time; other more important
work would not be accomplished."

Board Members

POSITIVE OUTCOMES:

(5) School board members would be better informed and be
able to_make better decisions.

(1):' "Board members would feel more important."

(1) "Evaluations could be more meaningful to some."

5 )
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(1) Board members' input could resUlt in more workable
report recommendations.

(1) "Cohesiveness of programs as well as relevance."

(1) "More outcomes would be related to education rather
than work conditions."

NEGATIVE OUTCOMES:

(1) "If school board membsrs can't agree among themselves
you will hAve a hell of a mess.'"

(1) "S4bjective_opinions_ofindividual board members. , --
could affect or confuse the outcome."

.

(1) "School board members who would have. . time would
or cOu1d be dangerous if involved on an Individual
basis .

10. Desired School Board Assistance

If one did wish to increase the level oft school board iriVolvement in

self-study evaluations, what services would need to be provided to local

Aistricts, how should these servi,ces be provided, and what group ought

to provid the service? Thee issues were the focus sof the last three

items on the questionnaire.

-
First the respondents,were'asked what kinds of services wolAd be

most useful to school boards.
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Table 24
Useful Services for Increstsed Involvement by Role

*

Nit

Percent Respoadeopa
Selecting (,Ipti.dha

Adminis-. Board
trators Members Total

f ins4-171-c-tional materials 56.2

2 Ah nservice trair4nq systm avail-
upon request \\

3 echnical assistance-capability such
as local consultatiOn byexperienced
chool board members in the. region

4 ,Regular nservice training fo all
Ioard me ers

5 Other

4 a
a (

Percents total more

1

2

3

1

4

.5

47.2 52-

58.7 49.1 54.5

,31.1 30.4

47.3 38.3

1.4 4.7

.30.8

2.8

than 100 since multip e respeonses were allowed.

A

\

TablA 25
Useful...Services for)rpereased Involvement

by District Size

1_

(

Perdent Respondents Selecting Qptioa.n
.

Small

Districts
'(1-3 sctiools)

.

medium '.

tlistricts

(4:9 schools)

Large- Dist4.'.

(10 or o:.mr
.

.'iWloolsY.;._

-.---

Tbtalf,

Stlf=instructronal materials

An inservice training system avail-
able upon request

Technical aalistance capability
such as local consultation by
experienqed school board members
in, the region

Regular inservica. training for all
board membecs

.

Other"

52.6

59.1

33.3

47 . 4

1.8'

4

48.3

7
56.7

30.3

46.1

,30r4.

46%6

28.4

.35.8

.4*.4

...:

I
..

. .

- ,0

'0.8

43.5

a
.s tb t al more than 100 since multiple responses we alloyed.,

ea,

. .

.

'. -

.

.

b

4 4



Self-instructional materials and available inservice trai

were the most Populerr services, although more

board members thought they would be useful to school boards.

In general, all districts agreed as to which services would be

most useful, regardless of diitrict size. A few responder1ts offered

suggestions of other-needed services:

Administrator Comments

"Require all new board members-to-attend-training-school."

"Number 4 [regular inservice traiying for all board. memberS] must
be mandatory."

"Xway of providing more than 24 hdurs a day for the board members.
(sorry about the tone of this.)"

"None."

"Provide training for the superintendent and building principal."

Board Member ComMents

"You also believe most board members lack intelligence."

"More-instruction at school board conventions--especially state
meetings."

"Should not be increased."

"Brief explanation of purposes and.invitations to attend whenever
possible.with schedule of activities."

"All of abOve depend on the content."

"Entire' Planning meeting with local staff and boards."

"Babysitters."

* "Inservice for you, teams, admin, and faculty to reduce hubris.

"Also training from knowledgeable administrators."

"Board members do not know what accredi:EAtion is--or why have it
(North Central or State) and what should we do withAq--in terms
of budget and admin. goals."

"Lax,people (board members) probably should not be involved to
this depth."
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"None."

"1 do not believe it necessary to evaluate the school boards."

Respondents were next asked lbw these services should be provided

tb boards: As Can be seen in Table 26 below, idministrators and board

member* disagreed on the best mode of serviCi delivery.. Administrators

11
favored providing *uch assistance as part of the accreditation process,

while board_members_favored_making_such_trairang-available-upon-request.

'Table 26
Favored Modes of Delivering School Board Service

14rcent Respondents
Selecting Option

Administrators Board Members

As partvf the accrediting evaluation
forms and procedural guidelines

As separate services available for
school boards to request as needed

As separate services available to
school administrators for their use
in working with school boards

Other

40.0 27.1

34.7 50.2

25.3 21.2

0.0 1.0

The following comments were offered under the category of."Other."

Adritnistrator Comments

1"Number one (as dart'of accreditation guidelines] must be mandatory."
\\

"Not."
e-

"1 feel boards should involve themselves only as much as they want
to. They can find direction to do this without creating more
work by having extra training programs. Inservice appears to
be an unnecessary expense."
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Board Member Comments

"tntormation seminars."

"Seate School Board Meetings."

"Anyway - but not via superintendent. . ."

a specific step in the,prelimina
update step and a fin royal ep.

plans of the study--with an
11

Last of all, respondents were asked to identify those groups that- ..... -

ought to provide these services to school boards. Tables 27 and 28

illustrate that mo,4)t respondents felt that accrediting associations,

followed by state school boards associations and state departments of

education should provide such services. Although there were role and

district size differences, such differences did not change the relative

order of the most appropriate service agencies.

Table 27
Favored Service Agencies by Role

Percent Respondents
Selecting 004i0na

Adminis-
trators

Board
Members Total

State departments oi education 44.7 46.9 45.6

Regional and state accrediting
associations 69.0 58.9 64.7

*-
State school board associations 46.8

r+

52.2 49.1

-10.5Universities and collages 8.5 13.4

State administrators' associations 22.9 14.8 19.5

Other: 2.5 2.4 2.4

aPercents'total more than 100 since multiple responses were allowed.
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Table 28
Favored Service Agencies by District Size

torcont Respondents Selecting Option&

*Nell, .MadluM
Districts Districts

(1-3 schools) (4-6 Schools)

.:Larls.Dist..
(10 or sore
sohoole) TOtal

State departments of education 47.6 46.0 42.7 45.6

Regional and state accrediting
associations 62,7 61%5 70.7 64.7

State school boaxd associations 54.4 46.0 46.7 49.1

Universities ahd t,011014.- 13.6-

Stats administrators aseaciations 16.? 21.8 .17.3 19.5

Dther 1.2 3.4 2.7 2.4

a
Percents otal more tnan 100 since multiple responassawer. allowed.

The following suggestions were made under the "Other" category:

Administrator Comments

"State Committee Members:"

"Local secondary administrators."

"Educational Service Units."

"As a requirement for administrative certification."

"School-Boards Association." (2)

"Local administrators."

Board Aember Comments

"SchooUDirectors Association."

"Teachers' Association and citizens committees."

"National School Board Association."

"County Directors of ASBA."

"We already receive input from the above groups."

.+5

"You."

"90% aren't qualified to supply anything."
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"District's own resources and administration.".

"None.

11. Comments

The back page of the queStionnaire was left blank.and respOndents

wpre entouraged to use it to make any additional commehts they cared to
1

about the sole of school boards in self-study valuhtions. What follows

is a content analysis hnd summary of_those comments some of which_r;peat

earlier points, others raise.new issues. The comments are organized

here under the following outline:

Self-Study Evaluation
A. Necessity
B. Implemffintation

C. Quality

II School Board - Adminisrator Relationships
A. Working Relations `

III School Board Involvement
A. Involvement: What Ought to Be

1. Evaluations should involve school board
2. Evaluations should NOT involve school hoard

B. Involvement: What Was
I. Degree of qatisfaction
2. Level of involvement

C. Involvement: What HindeAd It
1. School boards untIllned: unqualified
2. School boards too busy
3. School board Involvement not allowed or encouraged
4. School board /acked interest or commitment

IV Miscellaneous
A. Particular District Explanations
B. Personal COmments

1. About the questionnaire
2. Miscellaneous
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I Setf:Study Evaluations*

A. Necessity

Administrators: ,
(1) Ôn uperintendent wrote, "A school board dosn't

. really view the evaluatiOn as always hecessary"
. bicause the state education department has updated

its curriculum guidelines. 'They also,believe they
'can do such evaluations alone on a year-to-year basis."

School Board
(3) Evaluations "should.have merit, but too often it

becomes self-serving" and crates "confrontation and
. . is there [then] a real net gain for

the school system?" ,A second school board member
said, ."[It] mounds great, but it seemed a 'housekeeping'
operation,rather than a policy aid." A third said

j simply, "Accreditations at this point do not swing
\\ much weight."

Implemetptation

Administratars:
(2) A principal stated that the evaluation would be more

/ useful "if the school district had the means to
implement. . . the recommendations of the visiting
team." A superintendent charged teachers with'tAe
responsibility for implementing changes.

School Board:
(4) Similar remarks expressing congern over their districts'

financial inabilities to implement recommendations
came fiom three school board membets, while a third
asserted 'that it,is_a_school board's responsibility
63 evaluate and to hmplement the recommendations within
the district's means;

'>

C. Quality

Administrators:
(01

1
School Board:

(5) Although no administrators comMented on the quality of
the evaluation conducted in their district, five
school board memberk had critical comments. One called
the evaluation "self---Serving," two claimed-that the
evaluation "failed to provide any useful product"

*Numbers in parentheses refer to number of responses in that category.

60

41.
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("good specific rocomMondations"), a fourth said
it "failed to show some very Teal inadequacies," and
the fifth asserted that t SChoO1'4 rating has nothing
to do with its "effectiveness in meting.

. . (the]
noodsoof the students."

II School Board - Administrator Relationships

A. Working Relations

Administrators:
(2) 'Two principals commented on school board - administrator

relations, one saying that the degree of school- board
involvement depends upon the "trust relationship" which

ts-between-the-board,-admiftistratti&Tiand school-
% staff. The second asserted that pressure from the

administration forced chang s in the evaluation's final
report to the school board.

School Board:
(2) Opposite ideas were expressed by two mcliool board

members: "the responses reflect a board - administra-
tive 'partnership" versus "school boards are being
dominated by Nuperintehdents". . . "sad state when
boards can be buffalciedi"

III School Board Invollement

A. involvement: What Ought to Be

1. Evaluations should involve school board

Administrators:
(15) While nine administrators stated in various ways

that school boards should be very much invollred
("an integral part") of self-study evaluations,
four othert specified that school board members
should serve on pertinent comMittees. Another
administrator encouraged board participation,
especially in implementation or rejection of
recommendations, while another said that the more
school board members know of the problems the
.better able to assist they are.

School Board:
(8) Eight school board-members said that boards

ought to be more involved with evaluations, to
monitor their progress, approve the Statement of
school philosoph and policy, and evaluate and
implement the recomMendations.
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2. Evaluatiqns should NOT involve school board

Administrators:
(7) Three adMinistrators stated that school boards

should "stay out of building-level administration.,"
since theY are strictly a "policY-making body,"
and two m9W1)-added that school board members are
tOo busy to become involved. A principal pointed
out, in addition, that school board members "will
involve themselves in evaluation activities to
the extent of their interest and capability."

The final administrator's comment was that school'
board involvement was not.as important as the
school itself doing a better job of internal
otgahitation; priOritizing aild following up on

/7 specific needs.

School Board:

(4) Four school board members echoed the sentiments
of the administrators, asserting) that "schoot
administration is besttqualified to evaluate
itself."

R. Involvement: What Was

1. Degree of satisfaction

Administrators:

(4) Four administrators' comments reflected satisfac-.
tion with the school board involvement:,"the
school board in this evaluation wag very helpful
and coOperative. . ." And_the "necessary parties
.[were involved] the right amOpnt of time and [in]
the right areas."

School Board
(2) Two school board members pressed satisfaction,

one because of a "presen high level of
involvement," but the other because his board
had "great confidence in [its] adAinistration"
and consequentlY did not feel any need for
greater involvement.

2. Level of involVement

Administrators:

(10) Four administrators indicated high school board
involvement by stating that their school boards
were involved in the self-study evaluations by
serving on varioue committees, while two stated
simply that their boards were very involved.
Four others, however, indicated that their
boards were only minimally involved or not
involved at all.
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School Board:
(2) Only two school board members commented on

their board's involvement, one expressing a
greater awareness of evaluation procedures since
the study was conducted, but the other remarked
1sMely "apparontly.the evaluation does not-
require the_board be more involved [or] develop
any familiarity with (regional] requirements and
recomhendations."

C. Involvement: What Hinders It

1. School boards untrained, unqualified

%.7%.

Administratorsi
(2) Two administrators asserted-that school boards

are not well trained and are unaware of 'their
appropriate role.

School Board:
(4) Twice as manyschool ard members as administra-

tors felt that boar s are "poorly equiplie.d,to do
this job,4' since they are "compriied of liy people
who_generally have no background in education,"
and. One school board member suggested there be'
annual accrediting'evaluation workshops, while

fourth recommended advisory committees to
rovide the board with inforMation and directiOn."

2. School boards too busy
2

Administrators:
(14) Ten administrator; pointed out that school board

members are simply too busy to become involved in
c\ self-study evaluations, needing to concentrate

rather on district financial and policy matters.
An eleventh added that part of a superintendent's
job is to "harbor the time of school board members"
so that they will want to continue serving on the
board. The remaining three responses related
size of district to school board involvement,:
"Board involvement in smaller districts probably
would be acceptable." In a bigger district, school
board involvement may simply be "a desirable
option."

Schoo d:

(5) Three school.board members expressed a lack of
time to participate in evaluation activities--
"too much is being loaded on non-(paid] school
board members." Two more added that there is no
time to be involved when the district is very
large ("We have 120+ schools!") or growing very
rapidly ("from 5-700 to the 2,000 plus. . . and
growing daily").
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3. School board involvement not allowed or encouraged

Administrators:
(2) One principal reported that i.he'board participa-

tion "was greatly limited by the superintendent,"
while a superintendent stated, "We were informed
the report was Ole property -of the building
principal. The involvement of the board and
superintendent was ohly courtesy involvement."

School Board:
_

(8) Typical of the eight school board responses was
this: "I saw no role whatioever for our board. .

have-not heard-any-pfetentation. . . in order to
respond." And this: "the board didn't'get
ask[ed] to participate.". One school,bpard
member asserted, "the local building administra-
tion needs to take a more active role in requesting
this involvement." Another felt that "the [self-
study evaluation].forms should include A place for
boards to take a more aCtive role. . ." In a
4ifferent vein, one school board member reported
that his board "did not participate Secause by
doing so we felt we might influence the evalua-

i . [but] we, the board, felt we were the
victias of some unfair results."

4. School board lacked interest or commitment

, Administrators:
(4) No school board members expressed a lack of

interest in evaluation procedures, but four
administrators perceived such a lack: "The
board accepted the report enthusiastically and
then proceeded to forget the whole thing.'
"There is a definite lack of commitment on ttie
part of the boards." "We had no board member
here during the. . . eviluation, . . . dinner
pf staff and team review members, . . . (or)

l'exit review." "Our school board did not take
an actil'le part. . [and) will not be very active
under the present set-up."

School Board:
(0)

IV Miscell neous lesponses

A. articular district explanations

Administrators:
(5) Five administrators elaborated upon circumstances

in their urticular districts which they felt had a

r)
bearing on their survey responses. Three concerned

111
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scho9ls run,by the Bureau of Indian Affairs oril:;

boarding schools. One explained that his vocational
school was *valuated using an instrument'designed for
non-vocational schools. A final sup*rintendent's
response explained that the evaluatiOn report's
implementation was hampered by turnover in administra7
tive pii-sonnel--"sixth superintendent In eleven years,"

School Board:

(2) One school board member complained that in his district
"too much time was spent on personal complaints'of
little conisequence to the chool," and in a similar
complaint, a second school board member revealed that
staff friction hindered iMplementation of evaluation'

_ _
reffiftWidiitteihfi:

B. Personal Comments

1. About the questionnaire

Administrators:
(1) "Some of your questions were- wtorded in t'he

negative and very hard to understand.,"

School Board
(2) "This is a very good quesVionnaire."

"I hate questionnaires and rarely reply."

. Miscellaneous

Administrators:
(2) "If this survey is for the:purpose of finding

'some areas for regional labs to become involved
in. . . you are out of place." "Because the'
summary information has just recently been
oOmpleted, I don't believe school board members
wbuld have been able to answer the questionnaire
with any letailed knowledge about the results of
the study."

Schdol Board:
(5) Three school board members_just mentioned that

Ithey were either no longer on the board or a
new board member. Two others apologized for
their delaYed responses.

C-,

I
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UNIT III: DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

12. Review of Results

The previous unit contains an extensive'coll tion of survey

results, statistical analysis, and respondent common a. It is

difficult, however, to extract an overall picture of the rsults from

\

such a detailed account. Therefore, the major survey results are

highlirEfted in this section, to be used as the basis of the

recommendations made in the following section.

W%at lids the Nature of School. $oard Participation in the SeZf,Study

Evaluations'?

School kards were almost alw s aware that such evaluations
were taking place, what progedures were being used, and they
received copies of the final report. Infrequently did boards
assist in scheduling evaluation activities or rate the -

administrative,staft. Occasionally board members served on
evaluation working committees or were asked what they wanted
to know as a result of the.evaluation.

Administrators uniformly, perceived the level of board
involvement to be higher than boardinembers perceived it to be.

In the larger districts, the school boards were less and less
involved in such evaluations.

What Did Administrators and Board Members Think of the (t,ualiSof the
7"

Se f-Studu Evaluations?

Administrators were more aware of actual evaluation procedures
than board members, though both groups were less aware in the
larger districts than their counterparts in the smaller
districts.

Both administrators and board members agreed that their
self-study evaluations were\well planned, technically well
conqucted and involved the appropriate people, but they also
agreed that the evaluations less satisfactorily met the needs
of the lOcal school board.

Administrators cAsistently rated the quality of the evaluation
'prdcedures higher than did board members.

56
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The larger the school distriL, the higher iteeyaltAtion
procedures were rated by both administrators ahd'board'm'embers.

Most administrators and bOitd members were familiar wittl study
recommendations, although fewer board memberi in.the large
districts were familiar with them.

Neither administrators.nor board members were as positive
about the quality of the'avaluation recommendations as they
were about the quality of the evaluatl..on ptbcedure--139th
groups gave lowest' marks to the ility of th'e recommendations
in helping boards set policy or make specific d4cisions.

Administrators consistently rated the quality of the evaluation
recommendations higher than did boar6Nmembers.

Although the observation is based on incomplete data, it
appears that only about 60 percent of all study recommendations
are even implemented.

APC embert; :lot More Invoived In Self-Studl? Eva1uat,10729

The primary reasons for the lack of greater involvement is
that (a) board members do not have the time, (b) it is not
clear what More board members could do, and (c). greater involvement
is not needed for successful completion of the evaluations.

Administrators feel more strongly that boards have little time
for greater involvement than lioard inembers do.

Respondent comments reveal that both administrators And board
members often ascribe low board involvement to the lack of
initiative and interest on the part of the other group.

t C,ez,e;', S:_,;:oc:. acard invcivement,.. in SeLf-Studzi Eualuations

6. There is some support, though not an excessive amount, for
increased board involvement, with both administrators and
board members Lndicating the need for increased board involvement
in reviewing administrative and policy-making activities,
preliminary evaluation recommendations and sdhool,philosophy.

4 In the larger districts, both administrators and board members
identified fewer areas where boards ought to be more involved.

A shiell number of administrators and board members thought
that boards ought cop be less involve in self-study evaluatiOns.

Most administrators and board members favot moderate board
participation, although.a few more board members than'administrators
favor slight or.minimal participation.

Th
-)
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In the larger districts Moreadministritors and board members
favor slight or minimal levels of bdard participation,-

Respondents indiCate that negative outcomes are a little less:
likely to occur from increased board involvement than positive' f

outcomes, although 4v/en positive outcomes are only somewhat 0..kely,

Negative outcomes arer4re likely to o.dcur froM.increased
board participation in large districts than in small districts.

W:lat o' Asa::41t4INce AouLd Be P.revidect to Tnorease School Board

Part!..c-f-PN In SeV,Stud4_Evaluatione?

Regardless of district size, self-instructional materials and
"on call" inseArice training were judged to be of most use
in increasing board inVolvement. More administrators
than board members thought they would be of use, to school

, boards though.)

Administrators and board members disagreed on how best to provide
such services to boards. Administrators favored prov-iding
such assistance ai part of the accreditatioR process, while
board mewbersjaviored making such trlining available upon
request.

Regardless of districtssize, both administrators and board
members feit that such servic,es should be provided by accrediting
associations, state school boards associations, and-state
departments of education, in that order.

Ad. Recommendations

Based on thlo foregoing survey results and on widespread phone and

mail communioa.tion with administrators and school board members'in the

.partikpatinq districts, it i4 possible to make several recommendations

concerning the need for, and the means of, increasing local school
41

board participation in self-study, accredi4lation evaluations.

1. ASSISTANCE SHOULD BE PROVIDED TO INCREASE 'THE LEVEL OF SCHOOL

BOARD INVOLVEMENT IN SELredeAUDY EVALUATIOS.

A concerted attempt heeds to be made to inerease sasilool board

involvement based on the observations that:
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..e utilit'Y of high levels of board participcion can be
1(rgued op several grounds (see Section I: Study ObjeCtives).:

. ,
M

Administi tors and board members agree t at current
1

evaluation are not meeting the needs of erds, nor helping
,then rel)re policy issues or make specific decitions.

'-.

Many evaluation ?.ecommendations are never implemented by
local bgards.

,

/1"%p The majority of administrators and board members indicate
some leveleof support for increased board involvement.

-4,---Administrators-and-boare-membersfeel that-positive
outcomes are more likely to result from increased boar'd
participation than negative outcomes.

2. ATTEMPTS TO INCREASE BOARD INVOLVEMENT SHOULD BE OF THE FOLLOWING

NATURE:

TARGETED PRIMARILY FOR SMALLER DISTRICTS

Larger districts express less of a need for, and lesS
time for increased board involvement.

Smaller d.ist are less satisfied with the'quality
of their on procedures.

Smaller disluictg ideAfied a larger number ofareas where
boards oughfc.-To bq McireP-involved than did larger districts;
larger distri'cts 91, nftight or minimal board participation.

Negative outcomes ai1,4
increased lo.catiO1
in,small

tptto
4111.0.0,

;At:14
. ..>Ns

ikely to occur from
ge diStricts than

FOCUSED ON INCVNANGtt.70L'VEMENT IN ONLY A FEW AREAS

Board member's ha e little extra time to devote to' self-study
evaluations.

Administrators and board members agree that increased
involvement is most needed in reviewing administrative
and policy making activities, revfewing p/reliminary
evaluation recommendationS, and assistin4 in the development
of school philosophy.

Many board members tn large districts favor minimal or
slight participation--they need ass4t hce in using
what little time they have most effibi ntly.
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Since it is not yet clear to either adMinistrators or
bbird Members what more boards could do, a comprehensive
invOlement plan seems unwarranted:

DELIVERED IN THE MANNER MOST iftGREEABE TO PARTIdIPANTS

Regardless of district size, administrators and board members
favor self-instruRtional materials and "on call" inservice
training systems. '

Services should be provided as a part of the accreditation
process (administrators' choice) 6r made available
upon request (board members' choice).

Services should be provided principally by accrediting
associations and secondarily by state school boards
associations and state departments of Oucation.

3. ATTEMPTS TO INCREASE BOARD IgVOLVEMENT SHOULD BE PREDICATED ON

THE FOLLOWING OBSERVATIONS

ADMINISTRATOR - BOARD MEMBER ROLE DIFFERENCES

Very few administrators and board members have ever served
in the other role, they have had little opportunity to
view school problems from the other's perspective.

Both administrators and board members 'often ascribe
low board involvement to the lack f initiative and interest
on the partof, the other group.

Administrators see the boards as being more involved,
and having less time than board meMbers perceive.

Administrators are more aware of the evaluation procedures
and consistently rate the procedures and evaluation
recommendations higher than do board members.

Administrators add board members,disagree on how assistance
to increase board participation should be provided.

;--
SMALL DISTRICT - LARGE DISTRICT DIFFETZENCES

AdMinistrators and board members in sMall districts are
more involved in the evaluations, more aware of study
procedures and study reoommendations.

Administrators and board members in larger districts
rate their evaluation procedures higher than do their
counterparts in smaller districts.
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There is no difference in the perceived quality of the eval-
uation recommendations across the- smaller to larger districts.

More administrators and board members in larger districts
favor slight or minimal board participettion, than in smaller

,districts.

Negative outcomes are seen as more likely from increased
board participation in larger than in small districts.

LOCAL DIFFERENCES

Local district differences, which Play, not be compatible
with the generalized picture given above, must be considered
in the actual delivery of services.,

Anyone delive?ing school board assistance should be
sensitive.to the range.of local conditions and attitudes,
as reflected in thy following comments.

1. I am sorry but, I can't be of help in.this study.

Having been on the board only one year, I am not familiar with this
evaluation & was told that it was done before I came on the board.

However, I am very.interested in learning more about this evaluation
& how often it is dOne. Also in the results of this questionnaire,

When was this evaluation last done in [our districti?

I definitely feel that School Boards should he involved in such
an evaluation.

I also believe that if we School Board MeMbers don't get our
rears in gear that the state & Federal Govts will & then there yrill be
no.local control at all.

Thank you.:..

2. Approximately 3 years previous we participated in contract
-accieditation with the state. The faculty & administration spent a
great deal of time for 2 ye working on this project along with
several other district & e [regional eduCational service agency].
We spent approx. $5OO,OIO.00 . This,project was almost a total waste
of time. We haVe a good System because we have a good administration
& fapport between the'teacherA & administration & board. We do not
need this material, and if something like this is going to cost time
& money. Please keep it away from (our districti.

Yours Truly -
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3. I was critical of this entire process at its begipning. But
because it was given a completely free handj full co4erition and
because it was guided by but not controlled by teachers - Pirents -
young adults - former school board merrers - a very excellent cross
section of our community - as members'of our committees took a,serious
attitude and worked 'roost efficiently.

The Boards responsibilityis mainly what will be done to improve
our school. Follow-up in prior years seems to questionable. These
evaluations could all be done away with if we fail to take action is
needed\ This is the big weakness to the entire set-up.. There must be
an accountability to these people who have done this study. As far
as I know - there is none required.

4. The School Boards and School-Accrediting Evaluations report has
been received,by ((purl District. As President of our Board of School
Trustees, I have taken the opportunity to review your evaluation
instrument. The size of our District, and the present administrative
organization, has prompted me not to respond to the individual items; but
to send this correspondence as a way of answering the questions-that
were posed.

During the past ten=year period, [pur] District has experienced
a rapid population groWth pattern, We have, through public support,
been able to open a number of new schools.and, to date, we provide
educational opFortunities for 85,000 students in over 100 educational
facilities. Fifteen (15) of 'these sites are designed for secondary
e,:lucational prdgrams.

With our growth, the Board of School. Trustees has been active
in advising our administrators of.the need for yearly evaluations of
school programs and operations. A. part of this in-depth evaluation system
is the Northwest Accrediting reports wl7lich are compiled annually, and
the self-evaluation conducted within each ten-year period.

Our Superintendent has read and signed the evaluation reports;
however, the_Board members have not beep directly involved with the
Northwest Accrediting activities from an individual school basis.
Reports on accreditatiorflare provided to ovr Board on request, and, until
there is an observed need within our District, it would be our practic*
to coninue with this operation which allows Board members an opportunity
to obtain information on accreditation without the direct involvement of4, our Board reviewing reports from each of our secondary schools.

We feel this system has been most satisfactory, and I would
hope this letter will provide a response for your survey submitted
to our l'istrict.
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UNIT IV: STUDY SUMMARY

The following unit coniains a summary of the first three
units. This summary was prepared, as requirelrunder the
research grant, in order to have a version of the study
report suitable for journal publication.
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THE ROLE-OF SCHOOL BOARDs rN SCHOOL
SELF-STUDY EVALUATIONS

School boards have traditionally played obly a Minor plc, in tchool

self-study evaluations. The involvement of school boards (i.e., boards

of control variously called boards of education, boards of trustees,

school committees, or school boards) in the evaluation prOcess has

generally-been limited- tc5 -meeting with the acCredItation team to hear

their findings and to receiving a copy of the final valuation report

from the superintendent. Board members minimally participate in the

planning or conduct of the actual self-study activities.

Master (1969) reports that most of the board members in the 57

schools he investigated reported being aware of the self2t.tudy evaluation,

\

but not personally involved in it. Ironically, board members indicated

c

greater involvement in the accreditation team visit, while the

superintendents, principals, and school staffs all, judged the self-study

phase to be the most helpful part of the evaluation process.

Why school boards are so little involved in school self-study

evaluations is nht:clear. It is possible to argue from at least four

different perspectives that school boards ought to have a major role in

such studies: (a) the formal responsibilities of school boards,

(b) the.representational nature of school board members, (c) the need

pratiriatto improve school board operations themselves, and (d) t

constraints in improving school operations.
S.

School boards bear thoz.torrne_t,4eqali

political responsibility for schibol opefationS. AS
Manlove (1967) points out, whenever- the 5-clipol.:toArd
make s po i cy decis.ort s ssailcir

school and m t:Rmtr1ts 'abczut :tile, nature erndt...ettialiy
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of its operations. _It is puzzling, therefore, that school
boards should play such a minor role in the.most compre-
hensive evaluations of the schools over which they have
primary responsibility.

School board members are elected as the official repre-
sentatives of the comnunity in educational matters.
Although parents are occasionally included in school
evaluation activities, there is generally no systematic
representation of community attitudes in such activities
as the specification of school philosophy and objectives.
Community attitudes ought to be reflected in the school
evaluation work through the community's elected-repre-
sentatives, the members of the local school board.

With the increasing complexity of school Operations, school
boards need.to periodically reessess their Own operating
procedures. School boards'need to conduct their own'self-
study evaluations to iiddress such concerns as (a) how are
school issues being brought to the board's attention,..t
(b) is the board being presented with alternative plins of
action or only go/no-go options, and (c) is.the board;
gathering sufficient background information before proceed-
ing with difficult policy issues. School board operating
procedures coula be made more efficient and responsive if
board members were more involved in the entire school review
process.

Douglass (1963) argues that one of the major outcomes of
self-study accreditation evaluatio9s is that they enable
sohool administrators to interest school board members in
ways of improving school operations. Similarly, Littrell
and Bailey (1976) argue thAt a major advantage of such
evaluation processeA'is that.superintendents and school
boards can clarify their respective areas of responsibility
and jointly plan for the long-range future of the school.

' Such advantages, however, are dependent on the early and
continuing inVolvement of the school boards in_the evalua-
tion.process. It is inly pragmatic.to insure the involvement
of those individuals.who will have the finel.approval on
the major school changes suggested by the evaluation study.

if such strong arguments can be posed fdr.school board involve-

ment,.have school boards traditionally played such a minor part in these

studies? A primery reason may be that no concrete role for school boara

involvement, in this process hs ever been defined. ,For example,
-1

-

Evaluative Criteria (1969) contains few references to school board

activities during the evaluation process: a form is provided for
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rating school board procedures (T. 320), school-board members,rate-the

administrative staff (p. 7), and mention is made that'administrators

may wish to have the school.board approve school philosophy statements

before proceeding to the statement of school objectives (p. 30).

Although it is suggesled that schools may wish to involve parents and'

students in the evaluation procedures (P. 8),
.

absolutely no mention is

-made- ot i.-dei-ving-school-board members in any significt'way;--

It does appear, in fact, that there is a ginoral presumption that-

school board members will not be significantly involved in these

school evaluations. In Evaluative Criteria (1969) administrators are

wantet tk;:t'since school board members will not be familiar with the

evaluation proeedures, care must be taken in how study results are

presented to school boards (pp. 12-14). Finally, it has beenlreported

that in ve1oping the evaluative review criteria for both second/ary and

junior high schools, the following groups were consulted: ytichers,
(

administrators, subject-matter specialists, state department ri5presen

tives, and college and university instructors (Evaluative Criteria, 1969,

p. 5; Manlove, 1967, p. 72). Note that school boards are conSpicuously

abent from this list.

Three findings of Master's (1969) study suggest that a new role of

school board involvement might improve the utility of self-study

'evaluations if that role were compatible with school boards' governance

responsibilities.

a. Board members complain that, the final report is produced
too late in the year to be acted upon. This complaint
implies that board members have pot understood the long-
term nature of the evaluation and have not used the
evaluation findings as input to their own long-term
planning and policy deliberations.
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b. Lack of resources is cited as the major reason for
failure to imOliMent eveluitiOn
suggests that recommezdations are made without due r.gard
for existing resource limitations. Involving school board
members, who control resource allocations, should result
in recommendatiOns that are more financially feasible.

c. School board members report that they are less supportive
of the valuation process than are superintendents and
principals. This implies that self-study evaluations are
probably doing little to meet the. information and policy
needs of school boards.

Procedures which would increase school board involvement in order to

insure recommendations that the board thought timely, worthy af support,

financially feasible, and c6mpatible with their governance needs, would

seam to be useful additions to the evaluation process.

Although arguments can be made thal school boards ought to

be more involved in self-study evaluations, there is no evidence

that such an increase is feasible or even desired by board members

themselves. A survey study was conducted to gather such evidence.

Study Design

During March and April of 1978 a mail survey was conducted in

170 districts in 16 western states. Every district which conaucie

at least one self-study school evaluation during the 1976-1977 sch 1

year in these 16 states was included in the survey study. Four individuals

t

in each district were surveyed: the district superintendent, the

building principal, and two randomly chosen school board members.

Of the 675 individuals initially c ntacted, 89 percent of the

administrators (299) and 71 percent of the school board members (240)

completed and returned their questionnaires for an overall return rate

of 80 percent. The average age of the respondents was 46.0 years,
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with almost all the adglnistrators being males, but one-quarter of the
714,-

s;c_typol board members.being females. The administrators had served
4

.as principals or superintendents an average of 9.7 years, while board

members had served their posts an average of 5.5 years.

The survey questionnaire contained a series of questions concerning
""z,

the level of board involvement in AseVf-stUdy evaluations, the quality

of theee evaluations,.the destred.level end nature .of board involvement,

'impediments to adhieving it, and the desired need and nature of services.

designed to increase board involvement. Each of these issues is

discussed in the sections that follow.

The discussion of survey results which follows frequently makes

comparisons between administrator and board member perceptions since

it was found that they often hold diffW5nt views of the accreditation

process. Comparisons are also made bercen small.districts (1-3 schools),

medium districts (4-9 schools) , and large districts (10 or more

schools). Since the number of schools in the district serves to

multiply the work load of a school board involved in school level

evaluations, such a comparison seems warranted.

Board Involvement in Evaluations

Administrators and board members were asked to indicate how school

board members had been involved in the 1976-1977 self-study evaluation.

They reported diat in most districts the school board was aware that

an evaluation was taking place, were generally aware of the evaluation

procedures being used, and received a copy of the final report. Their

/7-
----: responses tended to confirmat.he view of low board involvement in

accreditation evaluations.
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Administrators consistently rited the level of board involvement

in suCh evaluations45igher than did board members. Also,administrators

mor often felt the board had ben asked for specific stUdy-related

information than the board judged to be the. case. Finally, the level

of school board participation decreased as the size of the district

increased.

2uality.of tho Evaluations

Administrators were'more aware of the evaluation procedures and

rated them more highly than did board members. Both groups did

agree, however, that while the evaluations showed good planning and

organization, they failed to meet the needs of the school boards.

Although administrators and board members in small districts were

more aware-of the evaluation procedure used in their local evaluations,

they tended to rate the quality of the procedures lower than their

counterparts in the larger districts.

Most administrators and board members were aware of the study

recommendations, although fewer board members were aware of them in

the larger districts. Neither administrators nor board members

were as pasitive about the quality of the evaluation recommendations

as thty were about the quality of the evaluation procedures. Both

groups gave Lowest marks to the utility of the recommendations in

helping the school board set policy or make specific decisions.

Though inconclusive, the data suggest that only about 60 percent of

the evaluation recommendations were substquently implemented by the

school boards.



Desired Level of Board Involvement

Administrators and board members were asked to characterize

the proper level of board involvemi;nt in self-study evaluations.

Their responses are displayed below in Table 1.

Table 1
Appropriate School Board Involvement

Percent-Seiecting-Option--

Adminie- Board 1

trators Members Total

1 MINIMAL PARTICIPATION. School-Boards
shoulebe aware of the Proceedings,
but primarily_just review and Act on
the final recommendations

2 SLIGIU PARTICIPATION. In addition to
the above,.School Boards should provide
anr relevant information uPon. request
and p4riodically review the progress of
the evaluation.

3 MODERAMPARTICIPATION. In addition
the above, School.Boards should partici-
pate in planning the evaluation and in
major steps likevelopIng the school
philosophy and ob)ectives.

4 FULL PARTICIPATION. Th,addition to- the
above, School. Boards shokd be actively
involved in all phases of the eValuation
includin9 war-king on committees, and
'conducting preliminary.reviews of all
findings and recomMendations.

12.1 14.0

19.5

44.5

23.9

a

4

13.0

23.4 21.2

39.7 42.4

22.9 23.4

100.0 100.0 1000

Most resOondents favored moderate board,participation although
%

:

:.

more board members than administrat'ors favored slight or minimkt1 parti -

pation. When district size'was-eaken into account, it was found that
,/

more respondents favor s4ght or minimal participation in the larger

distriCts. In fact, in districts with 10 ot more'schoOls, over 46 percent

of the.respondents favored only slight or.minimal partidpation.
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Respondents were also asked to identify the specific areks fn

which board members should be more involved. As an be seen in Table 2

below,.severai areas nllsod increased bleard involvement, especially

the reviewing of administrative end allicy making ctivities.

Table 2.
Areas Needing Increased Board Involvement

, _Percent_Responding

A
Total Respondents

Should Boards bel_ more involved in:

1 Planning the timing and activities of
the evaluation 32.0

2 Deciding what school areas or evaluation
questions shoul .be emphatizeds 65.5

3 Developing th statement of school
.

I.philosophy 88.1.

4 Developing the statement of'school
.1

objectives 81.4

5 Serving on sptprific working committees,
during phe evaluation, 66. 0

6 Providing specific information for use 1

in the evaluation 65,5

Reviewing administrative and policy-making
activities, including itt- own 96.4

8 Reviewing preliminary report for aCeuracy
and comprehensivene'ss 68,5

9 Providing information to the Site Vitit
Team 72.0'

10 RevieFifig preliminary recommendations
for feasibility 84.3

Administrators ail(' board memberS did not substantially differ in their

responset to this question, but v2sPonderits in'theslarger-districtt

v.
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*identified,fewer areas needing increased/604rd involvement than did

:11A
fi

respondenti'in smaller districts.

When asXid what factors prevent bo

respondents gaveithroe major reasoOss

t.

from being more invo 4vety

Board wembors do not halft the e to be more tolfidipe,

4,- It is not clear what more boa Allembers could do.1* .A16

_
BOakdi-dö-nbt-need to be more. volved to successfully*,
complete the evaluations.

Both adinistrators and board meMbers t that negative outcomes

were slightly tess likely %12, occur froOncreased board involvement than
v

were positive outcomes, although everil positive outcomes were only
,\

considered be somewhat.likely. Takingdi\strict size jinto oonsideration,

poiitive outcomes still appear more l4ely than negative-outcomes,

I \

but the likelihood of negativtkoutcmei increases as the districts

become larger.

pes.Lred School Board Assistance

Self-instructional materials an Available inservice training

risystems were judged by bot4 administrato s: and board members to NI 1
. 1P,A

the most usefUl avenues nor increasing board involvement in accreditltion
...,

evaluations. The two groups disagreed, hqwever, on how these serv,ices

-

,otight to be delivered. .Administrators wanted thes,e services-providedi.

as ,part of the accreditation rtPocess, white board members favored

making the services simply available upon requIst. Both group
c:*

agreed that state and regional accreditin4 assoriations, tollowed
!.

state schoOl.^boa;ds associations

should be the pLmaty agencie

%

and state departments of . education ,

aieli.,rer..duc5 assistance.

I.
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Conclusions

;

Based on the survey results.and on wiaespread communication with

administrators and board mombers,-it appears thtt ilorfle istiettnce

should be provided to increase-school board involvement in self-study

accreditation evaluations. This assistance should be targeted primarily

on the smaller School districts where the need and opportunity for

Increased-involvement-is much'greater than in the larger dittritt-C
4

Any Assistance given should be focused on improving board involvement

in just a few areasi(all boards indicate that lactIvof time it a

major proble7o and ould take into account the different perspectives

of administratois and d members and the differing cOnstraints

on large versus small districts.

In summary, it appears that local districts,do not Wait and

could not accomodate aa much achool board involvement-in self-study

evaluations Atone might argue for. There is, hOwever, a real intertst,r

especialitl.y in tile smaller

These distrfCts and thetr

,

from increased schooldboard participation

(assittance become availabie. .

schools in increasing board involvement.
,.-

use of the evaluation process could benefit.

I.

fte

Si

should the app. ropriate

1
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do
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WAS YOUR SCH001. BOARD INVOLVED IN THE AC.CREDITATION

EVALUATION CONDUCTED.IN YOUR DISTRICT LAST YEAR?

.

DO YOU THINK CHANGES SHOULD BE MADE IN THE WAYS

SCHOOL BOARDS PARTICO°ATE IN SCHOOL EVALUATION'S?

This is a Suevey of western school districts that conducted self-study accrediting

evaluations duripg the 1976-77 school year. Based on the results', Policy recom-

mendations will be made to the National Study of School Evaluation concerning the

.rdle of School Boards in local accreditil evaluations.

'Please .answer all the questions: Ifyoy wish.to comment on any question or

tlualify your answers, please use the margins or a merits' sheet Of meg.

You:cooperation is moCh appreciated.

0

r

,NOrthwest Regiopal EduCatiOnal Laboratory

. 710 SW Second Avenue, RoWan, Oregon 97204

S
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0-1 We would like to begin by asking you to recall hw thi School Board was involved
in the self-study accreditation evaluation condu ted in your district last year.

41.r

oft'

Of

-

a

During the self-Study evaluation:

1 Was the School Board aware an evaluation was
being conducted? YES NO

Old this happen?

(Circle:your_answert. _

YES
I BELIEVE NOT TO MY

SO ONLEDGE

2 Was the School Board"generallTaware of what
procedures were Wng used to conduct the
evaluation? YES NO

3 Old'the School Boaro assist in.scheduling
the evaluation actiOtias? YES NO

\s,

4 Oid the School Board assist with the development .

of the statenient of school philo'sophy? YES NO

5 Oid the School Board assist with the'development
of the statement of school objectives' YES NO

5 Oid any individual School Board member serve on
an evaluation working committee during the study?. . YES NO

7 Was the School Board asked to brOvide ihy
particular information especially for the
evalulltion study? , YES , NO

g Was the School Board asked to specify what it
wanted to know as a result of the evaluitiori? YES NO

'.?

9 Oid thelchool Board participm in a review of
iti own procedures as part of the evaluation? . YES NO

10 Oid the Schooilloard,- rate the performance of the :

- .

ic administrative staff as part of the valuation? YES . 40

11 Old the School Board receive interim reliorts on
the progress of the valuation? YES NO

12 Was the School Boari.asked tp review preliminary
findings or recomMehdations for thir feasibility? . YES NO

13 lild members of the Schoo'l Board meet with the
Site Visit Ter to discuss the school program? . . YES NO

-401

14 Were members Of the School Board present to hear \

the report of the ite Visit Team? YES - NO

15 Old the School Board receive a:copy of the final
evaluation report or recommendations? ' YES NO

w

t

.Ys
A.0.4.0

.1
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0-2 Are yuu familiar with the evaluation Procedures
(Circle your answer)

IL

40 YES
GO ON 1

TO Q-4

Q-t3 What do you th hk of the quality ofjpie evaluation procedixeS used?

used in the studyf .

To what xtent *WO ou say the evaluation:

,

Showed good plennlhg and drganiption

2 Addressed themost'imbortant School questions.

3 Involved Ihe appropriatupboPle

4 'Was,technicaily well cOliducted . . .

5 'Includeeall relevant informatibh and
opinions

5 Had sufficient resources available .

7 Wes worth the effort 4nd 'ripen:a )t took .

8 4et the )11edi of .the School Board

Was this true?

(Circle your nswer)

NOT.

AT SOME- QUATE GREAT
, WHAT BIT.. OtAL

-

. NOT :SOME G-0E4

W3T : SOME Q-BIT: G-OEAL

.', NOT SOME Q-BIT G-0EAL

.-NOT SOME

,NOT,, 'SOME G-0EAL.,

NOT SOMC:.1. 078IT 6-PEAL

NOT '.SOMX. 0-8I1

NOT SOME O-BIT GiltAL

des

-
Q-4 How would you assosi the quality of the final recommendations Made to,.the Sthooi

Bdard li a-result of. the'evaluation study? Are you familiar with OA ftnil
recorriedations?- (tircle your answer)

NO

To:the belt of your memory,
say tfiir recorrmenditfons:

-GO ON
TO Q-6

woul(tydu

I Were tqAquately presented to.the School Board

2 ,Were presented to the School Board it:an
apprbpriate tim% of year

3 titre well thought out and juktified

4 .kddressed important school iiStfes.

Were IINally snd financially feasible

6 Were'reasonable'and practical , ...
46utd lead to the Iiprovement oflocal
Aducatlowif'accomsilished.

8 Were,helpful to thi Sahool'Board in setting
,schrl . . . . . - . ..... .. NOT

'9 Assittel the Sehool. Board in making certain
specflile ditisions

Was this the?

JCircli-yoUr answer)

NOT QUITE
AT SOME- 'A

AL WHAT Alit.

NOT SORE Q-BIT

NOT ,SOME Q -BIT G-OEAL

NOT SOME Q -BIT G-OEAL

NOT SOME Q -BIT G-04iAL,

NOT :SOMi- Q -BIT- G-OEAL

NOT SOME' Q -BIT G-DEAL
<

. NOT SOME Q -BIT

A

GREAT
DEAL

G-OEAL

SOME Q-BIT

NOT: SOME'j

G-0EAL

G-OEAL

;t,t4G-OEAL 4.

V.
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Q-S Since it has OW about a year since the evaluation, the School Board has
had a chance to consider these recommendations. Recall how the Board
finally dealt with the evaluation recommendations. What is your personal
estimate of the percent of the recomAendations handled as follows?

% WERE REJECTED AFTER,PRELkNARY REVIEW

----%-dfRE-SERIOUSLY-CONSIDERED OUT FINALLY DROPPED OR POSTPONED.

¶ WERE IMPLEMENTED AND ARE MOW BEING FOLLOWED

% HAVE ALREADY BEEN'IMPLEMENTED AND ACCOMPLISHED

(

1 1111=0111111.,

100 %

0-6 W. would now like to ask you some questions that will help us understand how
you think School Boards can and should be involved in such evaluations. Based
on last year's experience, Ihy do you think-School Board members Ire not more
involved in accrediting evaluations?

School Boards are not
more involved'bIcause:

I Our School Board members
do not have the tin*

2 Greater School Board
participation is not
needed to successfully
comOlete the evaluations

3 06r School Board has
little to gain.by being
'more involved

Is this true of your School Board?

(Circle yoyr ansiver)

DEFINITELY
NO
4111.

DEF-NO

DEF-NQ

DEF-NO

4 It is our formal district
;policy that the School
Board not be more involved OEF-NO

5 IOls standard practice in
our district that the
School Board not'he more
involved DEF-NO

It is not cleat' what more
our School Board could do
in such evaluations . . . DEF-NO.

7 No.materials or other
assistance are available
to help our Scho21 Board
members be more Rnvolved OEF-NO

\

-8 Other:' (Please specify)

GENERALLY
NO

GEN-NO

GENERALLY DEFINITEL
YES

GEN-YES OEF-YES

GEN-NG GEN-YES DEF-AS

GEN-NO

GEN-NO, GEN-YES

1EN-YES

GEN-NO GEN-YES

QEN-NO GEN-YES

DEF-YES

DEF-YES

DEF-YES

DEF-YES.

GEN-NO OEF-YES

1.

9.1 ir
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0.7 To what ex-tent should Board members be more involved in local self-study
evaluations?

I

Shodld Boards be more involved?

(Circle your answer)

-NOT-----SOMC, --QUITE- A GREAT
AT ALL WHAT A BIT DEAL

GO ON
TO Q-9

1 1_

r--------
Q-8 In what ways should School Boards be more involved in thes evaluatioill?

Boards shguld.be mOre involved in:

planAing th4140m1ng and activities of the
tvaldkt10-

2 Oecfding what school a'rlas or evaluation
OUestiont should.be emphasized YES NO

3 Oeveloping the statement of school philosophy YES -NO.

4 Developing the statement of school objectives YES NO

5 -Serving on specific working committees firing
the evaluation YES t NO

6 Providing specific information for use in the
ev on YES NO

lowing adminlstrative(and policy-making
ctivities, including its own YES NO

Do you agree?

(Circle your answer)

YES NO
elpw -41a.

4
YES NO

8 Reviewing preliminary report for accuracy,and
comprehensiveneks YES NO

,

4' Providing information to tile Site Visit Team . YES NO

10, Reviewing preliminary recommendations for
feasibility YES

...No

Qo9 Are there areas where School Board members should be lefl involved in such
evaluations? (Circle your answer)'

NO YEt (Please specify areas),

e1
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%Q-10 In general, what is the proper role for School Boards in self-study evaluations?
(Circle one)

I mININI_PARTICIPATIop. School Boardi should be aware of
the 17roceed1ngS, but.primarily just review and act on the

- fihal reqommendations.

ILI;HT PARTIcIPATI7C--IKTidditiiitelthi-above, School
Boards sliOuId provide any relevant information upon request
and periodically review the progress of the evaluation.

3 MOMATI-PARTIgIPATION. In addition to the above, School
herds should perlfcipate in planning the evaluation and
in major steps rike developing the school philosophy and
objectives.

4 FU P T p . In addition to the above, School Boards
s ou act ve involved in all phases of the evaluation
including worki on committees, and conducting priliminary
revifts of all f mdings and recommendations.

011 What will probably happen if School Boards become more

If School Boards became more involved:

involved in evaluations?

Is this likelY to happen? -

(Circle your answer)

NOT SOMEWHAT HIGHLY
LIKELY LIKELY LIKELY

411- 41110,

I Such evaluations would take more time to
complete 40T SOMEWHAT HIGHLv

2 There would be greater community and scnool
support for the evaluations NOT SOMEWHAT HIGHLY

3 School stiff and administrators would
resent the.SChool Board intelision 4 NOT SOMEWHAT .HIGHLY

4 More legally and financially feasible
rfcommendations would result NOT SOMEWHAT HIGHLY

5 Other School Board work would suffer
from less attention NOT SOMEWHAT HIGHLY

6 !fore evaluation racommendationt would
be impleMented NOT SOMEWHAT HIGHLY

What other outcomes 'are likely? (Please specify)

4-

92 '*82
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Q-12 If School Board involvement In self-study eviluations were to be increased, what
kinds of services wouldlbe most useful to School Boards? (Circle all that apply)

I SELF-INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

2 AN INSERVICE TRAINING SYSTEM AVAILABLE UPON REQUEST

3 TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE-CAPABILITY-SUCH-AS-LOCAL-CONSULTATION---
BY EXPERIENCED SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS IN THE REGION

4 REGULAR INSERVICE TRAINING FOR ALL BOARD MEMBERS

5 OTHER (Pleate specify)

0-13 HOW should these services be provided to School Board members? (Circle one)

I AS PART OF THE ACCREDITING EVALUATION FORMS AND PROCEDURAL
GUIDELINES

2 AS SEPARATE SERVICES AVAILABLE FOR SCHOOL BOARDS TO REQUEST -

AS NEEDED

3 AS SEPARATE SERVICES AVAILABLE TO SCHOOL'ADMINISTRATORS FOR
THEIR USE IN WORKING WITH SCHOOt BOARDS

4 OTHER (Please specify)

Q-I4 Which groups ought to provide these services to School Boards?
(Circle all that apply)

1 STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION

2 REGIONAL AND STATE ACCREDITING ASSOCIATIONS

3 STATESS.ROOL BOARD ASSOCIATIONS

4 UNIVOSITIES AND COLLEGES

5 STATE ADMINISTRATORS ASSOCIATIONS

6 OTHER (Please specify)

Finally, we wOuld like to ask.you SOme questions to help with the statistical analysis.

Q-I5 What is your age?

Q-16 What is your sex?

Q-17 How long hitt you been:
(Answer all that apply)

YEARS

MALe= FEMALE

A BUILDING PAINCIPAL:

A DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT:

A SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER:

9 3

YEARS

YEARS

YEARS-.
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Art there any other bomments you wou like to Mike about the role of School Boards
in self-study accrediting evaluations If SO, e use this Space for that
purpose.

1

your assistanci with this siovey is very much aporeciated.--If you wOuld like' a

summary of the results, please print your nail* and oddness on the back.of the

envelope (not on this questionnaire) with the words. "copy of results requested."

Thank you ur help.

94 84
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!NSW As Natelpf nductinq ovtaustion
INSIRT It: "the -d perintendoner

"the bUildiPSI principal*
"a scheol'boatd mAyAr"

Ageonio
aducetiorkg _ It.
Laboratory 401.....imp 710 S.W. Second Avenue Portland. Oregon 972141 TtiophOna (503) 248-6800

.
1.

March-6, 1978

During 1976-77 i school in your district, {Insert A], conducted a
self-Lstudy evaluation. It was one of several hun4red schools acibss
the nation that underwent ap eveluation as part of the regional and
state accredition process. )144though local school boards are kPected to
implement the evaluation recommendations, some boards are.highly involved
in the actual evaluation process while others are not involved at all.
We are conduqing this study to find out why.

This national survey it sponsored by the National St0dy of School
Evaluation (NSSE, the national school accrediting association) with the
cooperation of the state and regional Accrediting association,_and the
state school boards' associations. Because yoU were,(Insert Ol 'during
last year's evaluation study, you have firsthand knowledge abdut the role
of your school board in the yaluation process. Since only'two school
administrators.and two school'board members frOm your Zlistrict are being
asked for their opinions, it is vital that your questionnaire be completed
and returned. Please complete and return it today, if'possible,

You may be assUred of complete anonymity. Each questionnaire contains
an identification number for mailing puxpose4 only.' this is so that
we can check your name off the mdiling list when your questionnaire is
returned. .YOUr name will not be placed on the questionnaire and pe
results of the study will be grouped so that an answer on any sAcile
queetionnaire cannot be identified. ik 4

101
. I

Based,on the results of this survey, policy recompendations will be .

made to NSSE concerning the role of School Boards in local acCrediting
evaluations:. The rasults will also be shared with regional and state
-accrediting associations, state school bbards' associations, and all
interested citizens. You may receive a summary.of th,e results by writing
"copy of.iesults requested" on the back'of the return envelope, and
printing.your name and address below it. Please ao not put this information

.

4004044
4

.on the questionnaire itself.'

I would be most happy to Answer any questions you might have. Please
Awrite or call (503) 248-6845.

jiThank you for your assistanc

Sincerely,/

Nic}C L. Smith
- Senior Research Associate

and Project Director

95-

ROUAL.OPPORIUNITY EMPLOYER
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FIND' rotzowuP
(Postcard)

-Laat-week-l-sent-you-s-quistibMaitiFfiking-kiiw yotir school board
was involved in an accrediting.evaluation conducted in your district
jest year,,

I .

If you have already sent it back, pleas* ocicept rey,sincere thanks..
Your contribution-to this study is most appreciated. If you have
not yet returned it, pleas* do so today. Because the questionnaire
was *sotto only four people in your distriCt. it is4ssentialthat
we have tour questionnaire if we are to undersulf ..ifhat really
happened in your district.

If by.some chance you did not receive the questionnaire, or% it got
misplaced; please call me right nolo, collect (503) 248-6845 and I
Will get another dne in the mail to you today.

Nick L Smith
Senior Research Associate and Pr.oject Director

*S

4'
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argon rcztLowup INSERT Al 'Nana Of 0Otiool cOndutting evaluation
INSERT Bs "tba district. auperintendant"

"the.building
*s school board member"

710 S.W, Second .41:venue PoPtlend. Oreggn 97204 Tlphone o5o3)34&48043

Marth 27; 1:978

(
About three weeks ago I wrote to, you aski.ng for your opinions about

.

how your local school board was, involved'in last year's'self-study
evaluation of (Insert A) in your district. As of yet ',we have not
received your cOmpleted questionnaire.

This study is being conducted with the cooperation Of the national,
regional, and state sChool acdreclitingassociations fnd the state
school boards' associations to understand how school boards can better
be involved in local.schoof evaluations.

I am writing to you again because'of the importance of including your
questionnaire in our study. Only four'people in your district were
asked for their opinions,And because you were (Inserf B) at the time
of the evaluation, it is essential that you 4t.urn your questionnaire
if the results of tIle study are to accurately reflect your distri'ct..

In the event that your questionnaire has been misislaced, I have enclosed.
anottler copy. If you have ghy questions or-comments, pleerse don't "-

hesitate to write or call (503/248-6845).

Your cooperation is areatly appreciated.

Sincerely

4

Nick L. Smith
Senior Research Associate
and Project Director

'

Ls; Irl 'A' 1"PPrilfil tilI1f ' rman
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THIRD muomp

,

Nortfimm0

Ecimmetkmal
Umboratory

iNSERT A: -Name of school conducting,svitluation

710 S.W. Sacond Avant,* Portland, Oregon 97204 Tolophon. 18031 248-6800

April lb, 1978

I am writing About the questionnaire I. sent you asking how your local
school board was involved in last year's accrediting.evaluation'of
(Insert A] in your district. To the best of my knowledge, I have still
not received your response. k

TIvil large nUmber of questionnaires returnd is very encouraging.
HdWever, since oaly four people in your district "were.Aeed for their
opinions, not having your questionnaire .may leave Ue with incorrect,
results. Those people from your district whó have already responded
may feel differently. about -what haippened than you ao. We would very
much like to include your.Views in our resultt. In case the earlier
questionnaires did not_reach you or,have"been misplaced, I have
enclosed a riblacement.

In order for the results--to be timely and useful, 'we need.to proceed
promptly with'sulTAriaing them. I hope that you will leturn your
q4estionnireright away. If you have any questions, immediately
call me collect-at (503) 248-6845.

c

The.results o....this survey will be made available tO all interested
citizens. Many o those who have already rkturned their questionnaires
have requested c pies of the results. I would be happk, to send you a
copy if you put your name and address on the back of the re'turn envelope
with the words "copy of results requested."

a

Thank you 4ery much for your consideration and help.

encl.

Sincerely,

Nick L. Smith
Senior Research Associate

and Projectl Director

T1 11411TV IP K 11,1111
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Noriftwma

Educadonal
yoboratory

August 1918

710 $.W Second Avenue 'Portland, Ofogon 97204 Telephone (803) 248-6800

During March and April of this year WO conducted.a survey of administrators
And school board members In 170 districtslin 16 western states. These 1

districts 'had conduCted self-study adcreditation evaluations of their
schools during the 1976-1977 school year, and we wanted to know local
opinions about-the roll of school boards in such-evaIuttions-.;--We-were-very-
grateful that you +Initiated da by completing and returning your questionnaire.
As you may recall, At the time of the survey we promised to supply you with
a copy of the results when the data Were tabulated. Thepe, then, are the
results we prOmised.

Of the 675 questionnaires mailed out, 89 percent of the administrators (299)
and 71 percent of the school board members (240) completed and re-turned
theirs.

t ,
.

Ma found that in th a. larger districts, school boards are less and leas
t

involved in accreditation evaluations, although they are aware that the
evaluation is being conducted, what procedures are being used, and they do
receive a copy of the final report. Administrators tend to know, more about
the evaluation procedures and recommendations and rate them higher than
board members, but both groups agree that the evaluation recommendAtions
generally do not meet the.needs of the school board in helping them set
policy dr decide specific questions.

We asked administrators.and board members how much involvement boards* should
ha/e in accreditation evaluations. As you can see froal the table below,
over 40 percent of the total group t ought moderate Participation was
appropriate.

hdminis- Board
tXitorn Members Total

1 4IN1J.L PKATICIPATICNf School Bo#rds
should be aware of the proceedings,
but primarily just review and act on
the final recommendations

.

IL
2 SLZGRT PAXTICIPATION. .In ambition to

the above, School Boards sh8uld provide
any re/event-information upon request
and periodically. review the progress of
the evaluation.

3 mOOBRATI PAPTI0IPATION. ti addition
the abovi, School Boards should partici-
pate. in planning the evaluation and in
major steps like developing the school
philosophy and objectives.

4 rut:. joAKTICIPAT/ON,,--4011,adciition to the
above, ichoollkards should be actively
involved in all phases of the evaluation
including working on committees, and
conducting pielimi%ary reviews of all
finding% ind recommendations.

;

12.1 14.0 13.0

19.45 23.4 21.1

44.5 39.7 42.4

23.9 12.9 23.4
MOII

100.0 100.0

1 0
AN toumloPPoltruNInc EMPL9Y4A
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Neict, we asked what areas school boards should be more Involved in.
AdbOrding to the responses, boards should-certainly be more involved in
reviewing administrative and 'policy-making activities.

Percant Responding "Yee"

Total Respondents

Should %bards ne more invglvad int

1 Planning the timing and activities of
the evaluation

V Deciding whAt school areas or *valuation
Tractions should bo emphasized

3 Developing the statement of school
philosophy

4 Developing the statement of school
objectives

5 Serving on specific working ,:ommittelts
iuring the evaluation

6 Providing specific information for use
in the valuation

Reviewing administrativt and policy-making
activities, including its own

32.0

55.5

88.1

81.4

66.0

96.4

6 Raviewing preliminary report for accuracy
and comprehensiveness 58.5

4 Providing information to tho Sit. Visit
Tdiam 72.0

\.0 Paviewing preliminary recommendations
for feasibility 99.3

Most people thought self-instructional materials and an available inservice
training system would be most helpful in increaling school board involvement.
Administrators thought-these services ought to bie provided as part of the
abcreditation process, wAiA board members thought the services should just
be available on.request. Both gyoups agreed that regional and state accred-
iting associations should primarilly prOvide these'services, with. state
school board associations and state departments of education secondarily
providirig soma assistance.

There iS a need for greater school board involvement in accreditation evalua-
tidhs, especially in smaller districis. Latger districts (10 or more schools)
indicate that the board\has too little time to be involved and more people
favor only slight or minimal looard Oarticipation in these districts.

4

We wish to thank you againlor piuticipating in the survey. If You have any
further questions, I would be moit-happy to Answer them.

Sincerely,

Nick L. Smith, Director
Research on Evaluation Program
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