DOCUIIIT lnsnut RN "R
_TH 010 037

SI{/h, Nick L. _ B
The Role of School Doard: in SChool s-lf*stndy .
Evaluations. Final Report Subnitted to the National
study of School Pvaluation. -

INSTITOTION  Northwest Regional Bduca*ionalmhab., Portland, .
¢ Oreqg. '
 SPONS . AGENCY National study of school Evaluation, Arlington.
: . Va.
- PUB DATE Aug 78
.NOTE 101p. | -
--BDRS— PRICE__~———HPO1/PC05 -Plue—Postage. e e _‘__L“_“_';“T”"m""”“
DESCRIPTORS Board Administrator Relationship; *Board of Fducation '

Role: Elementary Secondary rducetion; Inservice
Education: *Institutional Bvaluation' Principals;
*Public School Systems: Research Utillization: Schood
Districts: Schecol Superintendeénts: *Surveys o

STRACT T
‘Q@ ' School board members, district superintondents, and

building principals in 170 districts in 16 western states were
surveyed to determine the role of school boards in :ﬁ}ﬁol self-study
evaluations. Analysis of the questionnaires resulted in the following
conclusions: (1) board members seldom assisted in the .evaluation |
process, especially .in larger Adistricts: (2) school administrators

{ more often perceived a higher level of board involvement and better ' .

- evaluation procedures than did board members: (3) bcth administrators
and board members ratdd *he procedures. more highly than the final ~
reconlg;gftions and felt the reeommendations would not be very useful .
for bo decision making: (u) the main reasons for lack of greater A
board involvement included lack of tiwme, uncersainty about their '
roles, and the belief tha*t they vere not needed: (5) Both -
adainistrators and board members ascribed lack c¢I initiative and =~ - - -’
interest to the other group: (6) some support existed for greater '
board involvement, especlally in reviewing administrative and
policy-.aking activities, preliminary evalua* ion recommendations, and
school”philosophy: and (7) self- instructional materials and inservice
“¢raining vere thought to be beneficial, should ke provide€d by
accrediting agencies, state schocl boaqggiﬁsociations; or atate\

departlentl of education, (The questibn ire i gppended.)'(aﬂ)"m¢_ | [ :

*« .

*“.“#‘#“‘#"#**.**t.#%ﬂ*"*#t‘##t*#“‘t*;#ﬂ##‘##**“““‘*“**‘#‘tt#

* Roproductio% supplied by BDRS are the best that can be mada »

» r . from thc.oriqinal docunent. . *
) ‘QO###O%“#‘#‘# t#tt*#t%*tt*#ttt*t*tttttttttt#tttﬂttta&tttttttt#ttt##tt

~ . . . . .-

'




Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

“PERMISSION 1O REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Dowald C. Mantoye

Natl St Sh Ewel

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) ©

U DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH  wv
GOUCATION A WERLFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

COUCATION

Trors LOCUAE NT HAS BEEN HQ"'R()».

Due b E XA Lol AS RECHIVUD PROM
Yt PP RSON OR OIRGLANIZATION ORIGIN.
ATING T POIN TS

SUSRLE Y s

SO A DR OETINTONS

.
NOT NECESSARG v REPRE .
CENT D A AT IONAL NSt TerE O

R R AT N AT T FRES L AT AT



J -

» THE ROLE OF SCHOOL: BOARDS
_ IN
SCHOOL SELF-STUDY EVALUATIONS

NICK L. SMITH

Final Report Submitted to
~The National $kudy of School Evaluation

. o

' : . -

August 1978

. t Nick L. Smith, Director _ , _
. " Research on Evaluatién Rrogram ' \
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory o
~ 710 S.W. Second Avenue, Portland, Oregoni.3204*’ '
. . . k. )

v

. . .
: . . . o . :
_ . S




’_" Auqus“t 1978 ¢
¢ Publishqd by the Northweat Reqional Ec?ucational Laboratory, a privato
nonprofit corporation. The work contained herein has been developed
pursuant, to a grant from the National Study of School Evaluation. The
! opinions expressed in this publicat10n do not necessarily reflect the
ponj.t:ion of the National Study of School Evaluation and no, officiail
endorsement by the National Study- should be inferred.

[Y N ¢




L PREFACE

L)

.Undcr.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 ;elf-study accreditatioq evaluations. This document is the
final report submitted to NSSE under the resegrch grant and details the
findings of that survey study.

A few cémments about the organizafion of this report may aid the
Qeadd} in identifyingathe\sections of most intqrth. Units I and II
contain the full, detailed account of the conduct and results of the
study.}'These &nfts are the most technical and provide the basis for

the‘yyésequemt discussions and summaries of the survey study. Unit III
. . : A )
includes ‘a review_of the study findings and the formal recommandations

X

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

ragearch grant, a summary of the study and its findings suitable for
. . : o )

journalspublication, Since the‘aﬁdience for'this summary was taken to

be a diverse group of evalﬁatiog practitipners, accrediﬁing‘agency
personhel, members of state school board aasocigﬁions, and local
~administrators and school board members, Ghe summary.omits many of the Ei
technic?l details. The reader wishing merely to overview the report {S

encouraged . to firsb\cpnsult the Unit IV summary. For the briefest.

overview, turn to Apéendix B which contains a tworpage synopsis of the
- \ ‘ .

study.

August 1978
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A

UNIT I: STUDY DESIGN [

1. Study Objectives

School boards have-traditionallyjplayed'only a minor role in school

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

s

of control variousily called boards of education, boards of trustees,
school committees, or'school_boarda).in OQe-evaluationmprocgs’~has--

generally been limited to meeting with thp accreditation team to hear'
their findinqs and to receiving a copy of the final evaluation report’
.

from the superintendant. Board members minimally participate in the

" planning or conduct of the actual self~-study activities.
Master (1969;\reports that. modt of the board members in the 57
schools he investigated reported being aware 6f the self-gtudy evaluation,

i

<

N (iit not perscnally involved in it. Ironically, board members indicated
greater involvement in the accreditation team visit, while the
superintendents, principals, and school staffs all judgad the self—study
phase to be the most heLpful part of the evaluation process.

N Why school boards are so little involved in school self-study
evaluations is not ciear. It is possible to“;rgue from at least ﬁcut
. . : . : ~
dif ferent perspectivee that schooi boards Otht to have a major role in
such studies:. (ai the formal responsibilities\of school boatds,
(b) the repreeentational nature of school board mempers,l(c) the need
to improve school boarc operations thgmselves, and (d) the pragmatic'.
oonstraints in improving school operatéone.
° School boards bhear the formal, lecal, financial, and
political responsibility for school operations. As
’ Manlove (1967) points out, whenever the school board

makes policy decisiong itsis in- essence evaluating the
. school’and\making judgmeggg about the nature and quality

[4

‘\

' lszkj - : o/ | ”1_{i' - \ .
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* sentatives of the community in educational matters.

V4

/ 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 rosponsibility.

.

e School.board members are slected is the official repra-

Although parents are occasionaily included in school
evaluation activities, there is Jenerally no systematic
representation of community attitudes in such.aetivities
as the specification bf school philosophy and objectives..
Community attitudes ought to be reflected- in the-school- - -
evaluation work through the community's @lected repre-
sqntatives, the members of the local school board.

e 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 optiong, and (c) is the board
gathering sufficient background ingprmation before proceed-
ing with difficult policy issues. School board operating
procedures could be made more efficient and responsive if
board members were more involved in the entire school raview
process., '

\ ,

) Douglass (1963) argues that one of the major outcomes of
self-study accreditation evaluations is that they enable
school administrators to interest school board members in
ways of improving school operations. Similarly, Littrell

and Bailey (1976) argue that a,mgjor advantage of such .

evallation précesses 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 sch@ol boards in the evalua-

tion process. It is only p:agmatic to insure the involvement
of those individuals who will have the final approval on

the major scho;;/changes suggested by the evaluation gtudy.

Why, if such stron arguments can be'posed for school board involve=-
ment, have gchool boards traditionally played such a minor part in these

studies? A primary reason may be that no concrete role fof‘school board:

involvement in this process has ever been defincd. For example\\

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

activitied during the evalﬁation process: ;a form is provided for

¢ -
‘ -

14
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rating school board procedures (p. 320), school board. members rate the

-

adminiqtrative staff {p. 7), and mention is made'that administrators

*

may Nish to have the school board approve -3chool philoeophy statements

o\ I
before proceedinq to the statement of s&hool objectivee (p. 30).

Althou@h it is suggested that schools may. wish to involve parentl and

_students in the evaluation proCedures (p. 8), absolutely no mention is

made of involvind\school bbard members in any significant way.
It does appear, in fact, that there is a Qeneral presumption that

school board menbers wi;l not be significantly dnvolved in these ._;“1.

0

school evaluations. _In Evaluative Crxteria 6196§) administrators ere -

. Coa . . ?
«;f“ :

o Ca
warned that since sch8ol boerdrwembers will not be" familiar ‘with the'ﬁ?;

» e i e

evaluation proceciures, cere-must be taken in how study results e-:re_-:,,,,‘,
presented to scheool boards (pp. 12-14)1; Finally, it has been repoféed'
that in_deuelopinq the evaluative review criteria for.both secondary and
junior high schools, the.following groups Qere consulted: teechefg,
edministrators, subjectdnatter specialists, state depeftment‘:epresente-

. . ¢ N
tives, and collegye and university instructors (Evaluative Criteria, 1969,

]

3
-

P- 5; Manlove,. ¥967, p. 72). Note that school boarls are gonspicuously

absent from this list.

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

school boerd-involvement midht improve the utility of self-study

o - v

3
evaluations if that role were compatible with school boards"' governance

requnsibilities. - .

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 not 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. -

+



.. ", b. Lack of xesources is cr(id as_ the major reason for

' ' failuro to implement evaluation recommendations. Thisg

.squo-ts that :,cOmmondations §re nmade withou; gue.. r.gnrd
forkalstinq/; squrce limitations. :Involving sghool board
members, who’coptrol resource allocations, should resuilt
in rocommcndation- that are mord\financially fbnliblo..

~c.¢~8cpool board mombers roport that they are lol: support&vo
of tNe evaluation process than are superintendents and
prinbipilp“"‘?h“ lies that self-study sevaluations arg
probably doing littlw &o meet the information and po&icy
needs of school board*

-l
'7&ocedures which would increase: scgggh board involvement in ordor to
_ insure recommondations that the board thOught timely, worthy of support,
financially feasi&;e,vand compatlble with their governance needs, waﬁié\

- ‘.\

seem toO be uSeful>additions to: the évaluation process,

t

Whether a more clearly defined role of school board involvement will

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

A ]

ultimately an empiriéal question. As a first step, therefore,'tﬁq
presaent study empirieally investigated the following Queséiods:,

e How much and in what ways are school boards currently :
involved in school self-study eavaluations?

® What is the relationship between judgments of the
quality and utility of school self-study evaluations
and the amounﬁlof school board involvement?' -

e What s the relationship between the involvgment of
school board members and their subsequent approval = .
“of recommended school changes?

e How do school board members, school principals, and
superintendenty feel about scho6l board involvement
in self-study evaluations? Specifically:

* How satisfied are they with ﬁhe current level of
involvement? _ v v

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

»* Is there a perceived need for a new school board
role compatible with the¢ board's governance

responsibillg}es ,

*  What materials or procedures would be useful in
increasing school board involvement?

.‘ - - ‘l\?-
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|
The answers to thele queltionl have importnnt impliéetionl not

3

only for schoql ulf--tudy evaluatione, but tor all progra!mutic gchool

‘evaluatichs. N

? 2.,  Survey Events _\ /

_ . : ’
In order to address the questiOns posed in the previous settion, 3

survey study was conducted. This study employed a particuler survey
methodology which emphasizes a highly personalized approach coupled with

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

/“-/‘\

l974).f An initial mailing followed by three followup mailings‘sz used

- over a seveh-week period to'insore a high response rate. Tﬁrough‘the“use
of these procedures and a higﬁly personalizeo approach (the use of hand-
signed cover letterﬁ, followup cards, and group-specific appeels), it

\ ‘ _

is possible to consistently achieve response rates of 65, to 95 percent
o &

(Dillman et al., 1974):. The present study achieved an overall response

rate of 80 percent.

The following is a hrief o:srview of the major survex study events,
September 1977 - December 1977

Solicited lists of schools conducting 'self-study evaluations in

1975-1976 and 1976~1977 from regional accrediting asgociations

.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 addresses)
for 1975-1976 and 1976~ 1977 from state school board associations
for all schools identified above. .

December 1977 - Februery 1978
Collected bBackground demographic information on schools
identified above from existing data sources (e.g., state

- department records and the School Unjverse Data Book).

November 1977 - February 1978
Drafted, reviewed and revised survey questionnaire and
cover letters. L




L
Fobruary 1978
Sampled school board mcmbors and conltructod master survey ’
mailinq list.,* ‘

a

gh 1978 - April 1978
Conductsd mail survey inoludth
Initjial mailinq - March 6
First followup - March 13 ' \ .
o Second followup - . Margh 27

Third followup Ry AP 11,_\1,_0 ' . ;
Cutroff date - - 'May § v _

Codod lnd keypuncuad survey data Cat-qorI!ed*and summarized
open-ended responses., N\

June 1978 - July 1978
Computer analyzed survey dabh

July 1978 - ARugust 1978 . _
Prepared final report. Distributed  "Summary of Regults" latter

to respondents re?fffting a copy of survax‘results (see

¢ Appendix B).
-

3. Instrument Development

A questionnaire booklet was used in this survey. The initial
pgges of the questionnaire focused.on the respondent's first hand

experience in the school accreditation.evaluatign conducted the previous

year, Using this focus as a basis, respondentg_!:re then asked to reply
- to 7/§;ries of policy~level questions. The questionnaire contained

18 questions. covering the following topics:,
) q _ o
e Level and type of school board participation in the most
recent self-study evaluation

° Quality of the recent evaluation study procedures and

rccommendations
¢

° Impediments to increased school board participhtion in
sych evaluations

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

/




| /
‘ ‘& Desired level ard type of lchool_board invofbonont | %
‘ ‘ ~o' _9ooir:d ;oliltanco in incrcaling school boatd &nvolvomolt - .
| ™ 'D.néqraphic character}‘tic: of roapondcnts , ) o~/
e . . The quostionnairo was. roviscd lovoial tim.s before administration, e

/baged on‘pilqt trials and oxport reviews. Durinq the developmental

process, tha followinq individuals provided consultsgtive input and/or“
. “:.'. - ’ B . . . ) . o . . -~ . Y
expert reviews of the survey instrument. : \\\
Frank Andnr on, Oblorado \ ' -
Executide Director of the Northern Colorado Board of
Cooperatiive Educational Services

Ed Brainard,fColorado - .
Colorado representative of the North Central Accrediting
Association

Roy Brubaker, Colorado . , )
'~ Colorado State Department of Education staff member ‘
- responsible for school board training : : :

Don Dillman, WAshington ‘
Chairman of Department of Rural Sociology, Washington _
State University, and survey specialist . . :

Don Fasgotti, Oregon ' ' . f\\
: Executive Director of the Northwest Accrediting
. : Association

* ' Keats Garmar, Oregon ' ' ' § )
Anthro gist and community change expert experience in ' :
working with school boards ‘

| Ray Jongeward, Washington 3 x
\ Community change specialist, past district superintendent
[ and school board member S
N Mickey .Lees, Oregon :
‘ Evaluation specialist, Nor%hwest Regional Educational Laboratqry
Don Manlove, Indiana '
. Executive Director, National Study Qt School Evaluation
/
Len Sargent, Montana
Executive Director of the Montana State School Board
Association
]
Blaine Worthen, Oregon a
Director of the‘*Evaluation, Reasearch and Asseasment Division
of the Northwest Regional Educational Labo;atory

\

.11; . .# .j




4. . Pbpulatlon Id.ntificatibn and Sampling e S B
D - — Pt \ .
. The population of interest in this study was a;;‘:2hbql_board

. conducted avaluatio

_ _ _ i ,
A copy:df,thé final qu&stionnaire and thq{cobor lottorl ulod in the

N

study il/includod in Appendix A. Psychometric information indicating

the qUAILty of the survey items is included in Unitﬁ{iikfizi? Results.

v . . ' ’
\ ;

. .
B > ~
.~ . . ®
.
) , .
’

-~ 7

~ T \

members; district ‘;perintendent§§5and building ‘principals @nvolvod ih o

\ Ju N \

conductinq self- study ovalu.tions. Further, since only oxp&rionco-based N p

\,r,

judgments were desired as a 63413 for makinq policy recommendationa, e

only those peQPle who had actually bgen recently involved in such

evaluations ‘were surveyed. Mailin

{

from past NSSE accreditation evaljations for the school year 1976-1977

lists were therefore constructed .
(the evaluations were conducted From September 1976 to June 1977; the
survey data were éollectpd in March .and April of 1978).
There were not sufficie resources to conduct a natlona&\?prvey
Although there Were suffici nt resources to survey a national sample,

the cost of cShstructinq %Ath a mailing list was prohibitive. As ‘ Vol

jndicated in the previo:;fsection, considerable effort and the

" collaboration of ﬁultip e state and regional)agéncies is required to
: ; / *

i . . /- h Y N
build such lists; ? )

- ‘;-' . -‘
All distric¢ts in/the western half of the United States which
. I . \ .

in 1976-1977 were included in the survey, with

the exception of t
/
A total of 1?0 districts in 16 stetes were surveyed--see Figure 1.

se}districts in Hawaii, California, ahd‘Texas;

(A total of 175 districts were initially contqéted but 5 distrlcts were

dropped when it was learned that, contrary to accreditation records,

they had not conflucted evaluations in 1976~1977). Hawaii was excluded

s .
from the sﬁrveyfbecause its-educational structure, which is unlike those

. ¥

\

.( ‘ . .
‘ < : (X¥) ’ . 8
. b - |



'FIGURE 1: States Included in Mail Survey
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of most othnr states .in the union, does not include lchool'boards.

During 1976-1977 approximatoly 189 schools in Californil and 200 schools

tn Texas cpnductod ovaluationa, both stateu conducting more evaluations

than the dther 16 states contbined.  Because of limitod resources and id//

order to avoid biasing/}hc results in favor o? California and Texas,

!

( 3
they were droppdd from the study. - \ ~ %
No private schools were included in the survey, and for districts

gn which more than one school condhcted an evaluation during 1976-1977,

e

one school was Sijcped 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 &istrict: the district

suPerintendent, the building principal for the school under study, and
7/

two-randomly_selécted school board members. In all four cases the
individuals survey®d were thosa people who actually held thef& position
at the time of the evaluation, even if they had subsequently left the

district or chanqed roles. Some board members indicated that their ‘

.

tenure overlapped only briefly with the_evaiuation activities; in

those cases anothar board member was réndomly selected.

5.  Response Rates and Raspondent Characteristics

With an initial sample of 675 individuals, the survey acdhieved a.
r‘iPonsﬁ.rate of 89 percent for administrators (buiﬁging principals
and district superintendents) and 71 percent,for school board-members

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

' Unit II are thus based -on thevresponses of 539 ihdividuals_(299.

.

R -
v



D . * . -
N - .
. ‘o ! M
. . . . )
- C . . ~ .
. . \

~ . ’ e . X ’
AN [ - | . |
administrators and 240 school board members).* The \unusually high f :
N - \ . ‘ . y u_“/" ) ) .
response rates for both groups of respondents lends credibility to the
7‘\\\ study findings. The response ratds for each of the 16 states included (/”
. . LS . . ‘
in the survey are displayed in Table 1. Thl.ratos range from 68 to 100
\"" : . . ' ’ ’ ) ' ’ . - . . . . .
*&4 rf*“borcont, indicating that each of the 16 states was ‘adequately represented.
S , : _ .
" o
: .Tablo 1 ) ) ~
Survey Response Rates by State o
. ‘ . - o _
‘ Districts Individuals Percent . e
State Surveyed Surveyed Rasponse Rate ¢ ‘
Wyoming ¢ " 3 12 100
Kansas 16 ' 64 89
Oregon 5 " 19 .. 89
Ne,br"asjka : . 15 60 ' 87 AR
' f
Washington 15. 60 ) 85
New Mexico » 6 24 83
North Dakota ' 7 28 : : 82
Ariz8na 24 96 . 81
Idaho - 9 .34 i 16
Montana 10 38 76 .
Alaska k! ) 12 - 75
South, Dakota 8 ’ 32- . 75 . -
Colorado 15 60 RN E - \
Oklahoma 22 88 13 )
Nevada 5 20 70 : ]
~ Utah 7 28 4 | 68 | / .
170 675 . . ' '
) o
N *Of the 136 indlviduald who did not complete the questionnaire,
7 administrators 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 ramaining 114=nonreap0ndents. v
' ' R 5
o ‘)1 .
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‘The folLowing‘iﬁformatiéh dd.cfibo- the 170 diqtriétq included in
the au§vey. The surVoyod districter— \ _ a
' e Contained from 1 to 142 schools, with an average of 13.5
v schoo;c per dintrict ‘std. dev. = 22.7) . ' 8
. A
! e Hag school boards that ranged from 4 to 11 memb‘rl, with‘
S ~ an Qyorago of 5.9 members per board (std, dev. = 1.1) .

\

qnly one school having a 1976-1977 evaluation was. 3bnsidered in each
¢ 7 ‘ .
— : district. The stud%ﬂf‘inrollmcnts in the schools’ considered ranged r
-
from 85 to 2,584, with a mean| enrollment of 740.5 students (std. dev. =
5 '

- 563.1). The schools considered were mostly junior and senior high

schools as illustrated in Table 2.

‘Table 2 ‘
Types of Schools Surveyed

Grades - Frequency Percent
. N — .
K~6 11 . 6.5
(elem.)" ?
. 7-8, 7-9 18 10.6
. (jr. high) : )
| 9-12, 10-12 c g 118  69.4
" «sr. high) '
\." : | - - .
' 7-12 : 22 12.9

(Jr. high, sr. high)

K~12 . | ‘ -6
(elem,, jr. high, sr. high)

170 ' 100.0

Since a'self—study evalﬁation is a school-level event, a district
with 10 schools has 10 times as many evaluations to conduct as a district
with 1" school. Therefore, fon,}he purposes of studying school board

involvement in:thesétevaluationa, districts were classified into 3 sizes,

0n 1 12
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depending on whether they contained 1-3 schools (sWhll districts) . N -
frequency = 58), 4-9 schools (medium districts, frequency = 62) or 10
or more sghools (large districts,'fréquéncy = 50). \ -
, ' . s .(/'
For most of the 539 respondents, information on their age, sex, and
' E ' o '
educational :ole'wa; also collectad. The average age of the respondents
N was 46.0 years»(ﬁ = 512, std. dev, = 7.5.years). Note from Table 3.
' . ‘ . s . _——
below that the larger thp district (in terms of number of schools) the '
¥ ®older the administrators and schooi board members are. Also, regardless
. - » v M X . . . -
of district size, the admin;strators tend to be slightly older than the
- ‘ _
: school board members,
e Table 3 .
Respondent Average Age by Role and District Size P
. Administrators ' Board Members /< N
Average Age Frequency Average Age Frequency
. . 4 ‘ ' -
Small -District 45.9 {\ 99 44.8 77
(1-3 schools) . ' BN '
P Medium District 46.1 . 106 457D 74
- (4~9 schools)
.Large District 47.9 ' 84 46.1 72
(10 of more ‘schools) ; ’
— — —_— —_—
Total 46.6 289 45.73 - 223

— {

R §

Table 4villustrat9§ the sex distribution of the respondents (N = 518).

Note that almost all the administrators are male, while one-quarter of the
. . ‘
schoal board members are'female. Also, the larger the district, the

smaller the percent of female administrators, but the greater the

~—

percent of female board members. i : ) *
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P Table .4 ' ‘

' ﬁgaspondent'3§x by Role and District Size
/' | .o - ‘ Adm;nistritors ' Aﬁéird Members
: Male . Female. Male . Female
' Small District 98.0%  2.0% 79.2% 20. 8%
(1-3"schools) ‘
N _
Medium District _ 98. 1% 1.9% ‘ 75.0% 25.0%
(4-9 schools) -
Large District 100.08  0.0%  65.3% 3478/
(10 or more schools) ,
Total 98.6% 1.4% 73.3% 26.7%

-
Respondents were identified as administrators (building principal or

district superin%endent) and school board members baseé 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 Se confounded. As
indicated in Table 5, there.was a singular lack of overlap between the
two rqles. Baéed on t£is ?ample, AAministrators and school board members
apparently %ave had little opportunity to view the other's position fr?p
first-hand experience of their own.

Table 5
Respondent Educational Role Experience

-

¢ | Administrators Board Members
 Years ;

Experience As Frequency Range Mean Frequency Range - Mean
Bldg. Principal 219 1-37 3.0 0 - -
District Supt. 150 1-34 10.8 1 (2) (2)
Board Member 3 1«8 3.3 . 219 1-29 5.5

: . ’
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: : : UNIT II: STUDY RESULTS \\

.

S ?pc re-ulxl og the survey ¥ill be presented in the same order in
7 \ - .

which the fospondonts encouﬁterod the qﬁcations; the eariier questions
focused on the 1976~1977 salf;study_evaluation, while thae latter‘QuééﬁiQna

!r—

called for policy-level riijﬂﬂigfftions. The basic results which i&i%ﬁ;_

y . . o
presented in this unit wil¥ be summarized and discussed further in

Unit IIXI: Discussion and Conclusions. Sinée administrators and school

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

-

responses will often be analyzed comparatively. Further, beceuse the
changes in school board involvement in self-study evaluations have

¢

greater implications for the larger districts (sidce éhe number of
schools serves to multiply the level of school board work in a distri;t),

the survey results are frequently analyzed by district size.

The questionnaire began by asking the respondents to describe the
level of school board involvement in the 1976~1977 evaluation (the

\

school of interest was identified in the'covér letterQ-she Appendix A).

. i |
The responses tod this question are summarized in Tgble 6/ In most

'

i
{

districts the school goard was aware th&t an ev;luation Qas taking
place, were genefally aware of'€h§ procedureé being used, and received
a copy of the final report. 1In very'fgw districts did the bdard assist
in scheduling the evaluation activities or review the perfofﬁance of
administrative staff as part of the evalu;tion. For 13 of the 15
items, the adminiétrators more often reported that the board had been
invol&ed than board members reported such involvement., Greatest diéagree—

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

’

15
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informatlon for the evaluation -tudy and whathor uYny had rocciwd ’ '. .
LN " ¢+ L S e
interim progress reports - - “; N W
Ay ’ \ ' ‘ . ‘ < ':

. i [ E '\1 f'-_.'v.: .
Table 6 C . e S
Nature @f School Board Involvement ) S

) ) Vs ‘\ 3 A . ’ (\'I.» .
). .

. _' { \\ _ ) Percent Responding deu; \_'E‘ .
. - : v - i ' ¢
Rdmin=~ . Board -t
> . LN .. istrators ° Members - Total
ol A ‘ o X -
Ouring the self-study evaluation: ~ 4 . R
- 1 Was the school Board awarw an evaluation was - TaT
" being conducted? o -8 . 9%98.0 : -
)l das the SQhool Board Jenerally aware of what ) " .
* ” procedures wére being used to conduct the R A ’ ~

v
evaluation? . ) ?}.2

. .

3 01d the §chool Board assist in-scheduling the

- evaluation activities? . . 17.8
. 4 0id the School Board assist with the development . - . L AN
nf -he statement 3f school philosophy? £9.9 57.9 - .. %9.1° o
Lot PR o R T
N S : : P
' $ 814 the Schocl Board assist with the d.volopm.nt - . oL ) RS T -
of “he statement of school objectives?. 4903 . s1.8 - 50.8 .. 0T ST
i i ‘m\ Lot .. :
5 Dtd any individual School Board mamber serve on : g TR R L
an evaluation-working committee during the study? 5.6 23.9 ) . 30.6 PR SN
s . _ i ‘ e e
7  Was the School Board asked to provide any . , o ,
particular Lnformn;ion especially for the . c . B 2 .
. , évaluation study? . _ 42,3 4 23.4 0 4.1 : S e
8 Was the School 3oard asked to specify what it B o ‘ .
_wanted to know as a result of the evaluation®™ 3450 L 23,8 29.5
" 9 Did the School Board participate in a review of S e ‘
ts Own procedures as part of the ovuluacion? . 6.8 33.5%. 3%.2 N -
10 Did the 3chool Board rate the pnrformnncn of the PR : . i T, -
, administrative staff as par® of the evaluation? 18.9 19.4 1941 )
. . o a »
11 0id the School Board *;b.iv. interim rppores on Co 4 : .
the proqro-n of the evaluation? : . 88,9 $%5.0 82:9°%
2 s . S '
12 Was the School Board asked to review preliminary S : .
findings or recommendations for their feasibility? . 33;0 . ' 46,2 .= $0.0.-
_ . . <N - :
’ 13 D14 nembers of the School Board meet with the LT .:ﬁ\\\\ .
Site 7isit Team to discuss the. school program? - 62.0 $7.9 F0.0'
o . . 4
14 Wers mambers of the School Board present tc hear :W S LK
\ the report of the Site Vlnitq?.;m? . . £2;5 598 .L'# 61.2
15 Cid the School:- Board receive a copy of the final - ‘ _ - '
evaluation report or recommendations? _ -95.8 . 87.4 92.2
~ . N .
' \ N ‘ \“:'l “. 2
. - X . o ’
A . . . -, . -~ L
. ¥R cueo T L -
Q . - t) N ' ' R 15 g
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A total score for this question was computed’ for each respondent e

conducted to determine whether there were significantly different levels =~

“,J"yos" coded "1,"_%no" coded "0") and an analysis of variance'was

-
-

of board invoivemont 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. 817 standard deviation of

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

-

\l“/ !
. - Table 7 ' . .
Level of School Board Involvement by
. Role and District Size s
Level of Involvement: Mean Sqgores '
Administrators Board Members Total
Small Distsicts 9.65 8.68 o 9.22
(l~3/schools) _
Medium Districts | 8.04 - © 7,20 7,70
(4=-9 schools) ’ ‘ )
Large Districts | 6.82 5,54 . 6.28
(10 or more schools) . '
Total - 8.22 7.26 ' 7.81
Analysis of Variance -
— N ~ ' +
T Sum of ’ . Mean ' Significance
* Source Squares DF 5quare F 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
' : InteZ&\pion 3.66 2 1.83 .18 .835 ' \$\\\\\\
Explainad 766. 82 5 153.36 15.16 .001 '
Regidual ' 4582.31 453 10.12
Total #~ 5349.13 458 11.68
Thare were significant main effects, but no sign ficant interaction.
. Administrators c0nsistently rated the level of schoo];board involvement
S0y 17.
Q ~ f




in these evaluations higho:.than did board mcmborq_th:?iilv.q.

* .Fu{thdrmori, tho.lov.l of schobl>board-involvcmont decreased within
the larger districts.
. é% Qggli£y 6fA§valuatioha - .
‘ Noxt; the respondents were asked several questions c;ncor;inq the
' quality of~tho 1976-1977 evaluation, ThaY-wo;e first asked if they ware
o ";flmiliif'wfﬁﬁ'thi'i?i&&&f16§“}?5€i&ﬁxg. used in the study. I
Table 8 _
Famil;aripy With Evaluation Procedures
) \Porcéht Responding "Yes"
Administrators Board Members Total
Small Districts | - 97.0 7.8 86.5
(1-3 schools) : ‘
Medium Districts - 97.2 . 69.4 86,1
(4=9 schools) - f |
Large Districts 94.2 - 52.9 756
(10 or more schools) - ' .
| '>/ ’ . | s - ‘- . y | |
As one would expact, more administrators were aware of thU'eQQIuation B
proceduras as were both administrators and board members in smaller
districts. A | . \
Res§;g5gpts were next aéked what they thought og ghe quality of the '
evaluaéion procedures ﬁsed. These data are summarized in Table 9.
;// | Both g;bupi‘w;re in accord:that whilg.the(eva¥uations showed

good planning and 6rggnization, they less adequately mét the peeds of
the local school boards. Administrators and board meﬁbers disagreed most
about whether all relevant }nfofmation had been included in the evaluation

and whether it was worth the expense.

18
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Quality of Evaluation Procedures \\)_

i

\ . » ’
S S . ' Mcan.Scoro\'

Administrators Board Members Total

—y

To what extent woﬁld you say : . -
the evaluation:

¢ 1 Showed good planning and '
- T Tt T - orgmiz‘ticﬂ' s s '"_"'_'2_"5_'__'_' T mm T 2_‘_2 \ '__"__'_2_;_4__"'_"—'_"__'_“' B
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 2.4 o 2.2 2.3
S5 Included all relevant . \
information and opinions 2.1 1.7 2.0 N
6 Had sufficient resqurces .
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
\ S - . ‘ -

—

AuNot at all” = 0, "Somewhat" = 1, "Quite a bit" = 2, "A great deal"” = 3.

Again, a total score was computed- for each-renpéndent and an analysis
of variance was conducted. (This'question)thus formed an B8-item scale
F%th a grand mean of 17.2, a standard deviation of 4.60, and an internal
consistency reliability (alpha) of .895.) The results og the analysis
of variance are displayed in Table 10. ~

Siqnificant main effects, but né significant interaction was found.’
Admini@trators consistently fatcd-the quality of éhe evatustien-procedures

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

O “ 29 19
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the higher its evaluation procodurot.w‘rc.ratcd.by both administrators

Y
. and board members. - {

. -Table 10
Quality of Evaluation Procedures by Role

— and District Size p
Iy . !
Quality of Procodurcl:'Mcah,Scorol
Ahﬁiniltratorl Board Members Total
. Small Districts 17.17 15.40 16.49
(1~3’schools) -
rr B .
. Medium Districts 18.22 15. 46 17.3q/\f
(4-9 schools)
Large Districts ~ 18.73 17.03 "N 18.20
(10 or more schools) ¥
<4 r;,\:( crntom it
Total i 18.00 15.81 ) 17.24
Ny
o ,
- Analysis of Variance :
, Sum of Mean : Significance
Source Squares DF Squarse F of F
Main Effects $98.27 3 199.42 10.04 . 001 |
Role 411.85 1 411.85 20.74 .001
District Size 152.67 2 . 76.34 .84 .022
! - ] +
Interaction 21.93 2 10.96 .55 .576 )
lained 620.20 5 124.04 6.25 ¢ .001
’ Residual 7984.27 402 19.86 \ﬂ\ A
Total 8604.46 . 407 21.14
A ]
¥
Over 90 borcent of the respondents indicated that the school board
had received a copy of the final evaluation report (see Table 6 above) .
. . f . | e
The rgspondents were next asked to evaluate the quality of the report's
rec ndations. First they were asked if they were familiar with the
reconmendations. Most administrators and board members reported being
familiar with the recommendations, although fewer respondents were
familiar with them in the %argor'di:trictl.
) . _‘_,] . . - 20
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Table 11 _
ramiliaritd with Evaluation Rocommondaqipns
. \ 13

5{ Percent Rocpondihq "Yes" .

\ - Administrators Board Members Total 0

L
Small Districe 99.0 90.8 95. 4
"(1-3 schools) . ) . . \
Medium District  94.4 " 89.2 92.3 o
(4-9 schools) o _ L
Large Districts | 95.2 70.4 83.9

(10 or more schools)

A

»

Respondents were asked to judge the quality of the recommendations;

L theilr responses appear in Table 12. Neither administrators nor board
Table 12 N
Quality of Evaluation Recommendations
RS

-

s _a
Mean Score

Admin- soard .
istrators Memberxs Total
To_3he best of vour memory, bould vou say the
cecommendationsg: - . ,
1 Were adequately presented to the School Board 2.0 1.9 2.0
’ 1 Were presented to the School 3card at an , _ .
appropriate “ime of year 2.0 1.9 2.0
} Were well mhought out and justified 2.1 1.9 2.0
4 Addressed imporzant school issues 2.1 1.8 2.0
. $ Were leqakly and financially feasible ' 1.8 1.8 1.7
) »
6 Naere reasonable and practical 9 1.6 1.8
7 would lead to* the improvement of local education :
Lf accomplished 3.2 1.9 2.0
4 Were helpful to the School Board in' setting
. . school policy . 1.4 1.2 1.3
9 Assisted the 3School Board in making certain

speacific decisions ) 1.4 1.2 1.3

-

‘fNoc at all” = 0, "Somewhat" ® 1, "Quite a bit" = 2, “A great deal" = 3,

21
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members were as positive about the quality of the evaluation recommendations

~

as they were afjout the qualit

of the evaluation procedjfol (see Tablae 9).
Both groups gave lowest marks td the utility of the recdmmendations in
helping the ¥chool board set poYicy and make specific decisions.

N . L J 7 :
A total score was computed and another analysis of variance was

conducted. (This question therefore formed a 9+{tem sqalo'with a grand

mean of 16.1, a standard deviation of 5.06,. and an internal cqnsistency =

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

. . 2
in Table 13. _ | ,.il.

- \
Q Table 13 -
Quality of Evaluation Recommendations by Role '
and District Size

Quality of Recommendations: Mean Scores

Administraig;ﬁ Board Members ‘Total
small Districts " 16.5 ‘ 15.0 15.9
_{1-3 schools) . R i | . q\
Medium Dist;idts 17.6 . 14.2 1432
(4-9 schools)
Large Districts 116 6 | 15.3 ] 16.1
(10 or more schools) - _
Total ° . 16.9 14:8 16.1
~ Analysis of Variance_—____
Sum of .} Mean Significance
Source Squares 1)NL\'//ISquare F ’ -og F &
Main Effects 482.46 3 160.82 6.53 .001
Role 474.23 1 474.22 . 19.26 .001
District Size 7.23 2 3.62 .15 ~.863
IntéﬂSction - 90.25 2 45.13 1.83 - .161
Explained 572.71 5 114.54 4.65 .001
Residual 10661.81 = 433 24.62 '
Total 11234.52 438 25.65
32 | 22
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There wa; one ;fg;:iicant main effect and no tiqnifictnt~; - SRR
intcract%sn. Administrators conniséohtly rat;d the cvaiuat;on recom=
mond;tionl hiqﬁon-than_Eho board mémbers did, but there were no .
significant differences in the quaiity ot.tho rocommondqtion: &Cross
e | Eho‘various district sizes. , ‘
One figal question related to the quality of the evaluation was
.?ﬁk?@a_MF!!99992§§9_!Q29_Alk0d_tomrnport"howmthq_schoo1_board_had—doalt—_—n———;mmu-
with the evaluation recdhmondationl. The responses, which are presented
in Tdbioa 14 and iS below, suffer from subttaﬁtial missing data. Sinéo
only one-half to two-thirds of ‘the respondents answered this qucntion,
the summaries presented'bélbw shoulé be taken ;s suggestive and not

a

definitive. rThe mean percents sum to over 100 in al; c;scs because

2
o ' Table 14
/ o Disposition of Evaluation Recommendations
/ : : by Role

N

f~ “;\" ' ' K Mean Pearceant

Adminis- Board
trators * Members Total
\‘\\ Percent rejected after preliminary >
' review ) ' ‘ 21.1. 22.7 - 21.6 o
Percent serliously considered but _ _
: finally dropped or postponed , _ 24.6 30.0 26.5
Percent implementéd and are now being: ) .
followed ) 33.8 | 35.7 34.4
Percent already implemented and . ’
accomplished ‘ . 30.5 29.9 30.3

23
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| Table 15 o
Disposition of Evaluation Recommendatidns
by Dibtrict Size

Moan'Poréont

Pl

Small - ~ Medium .
‘ Districts Districts
\ ) ( |
(1+3 schools) (4-9 schools). ? Total
Porc'o_nf rejedted after - oS
preliminary review _ 23.1 ‘ 23.3 16,6 ¢ 21.6 '
Percent seriously cop- \
$idered but finally .
dropped or postponad ~ 25.8 ' 26.1 . 28.1 26.5
Percent implepented and ) 3 .
are now baing followed 33. Lo 34.7 35.4 34.4
) . N '
Percent already imple- .
mented and accomplished 30.2 31.3 28.9  30.3

individual respondents éave answers totaling fore than 100 percent.

,/‘

Clear conclusions are difficult with such poor data, althoughk it appeats
) t

that approximately only 60 percent of the evaluation recommendations were

subsequently implemented by the school bo&rd. ~

8. Impediments to School' Board Invol;emdnt _ ‘
Respondents were next asked to indicat; why, basad on last year's

experience, they though@ school board membefs were not more involVéd‘in

acdreditinqhevalu;tions. Their responses, analyzed again by(rdle aﬁd

district size, are displayed in Tables 16 and 17 respesctively.
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Tablo 16
Impcdimont: to Board Invo&vomont by Rolo

Mean Score?®

Adminis-  Board _
trators Msmbers Total
™ : - -

School boards-are 606 moro involved bocaulo:

1 OQur Schoél Board molborl do not have the . .v Y
time X, 14 1.6 .
2 Greater School Board participation is not
needed to successfully complote tho _
evaluations , . 1.6 1.4 1.8

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

5 It is standard practice in our district -

that the School Board not be more - ' .

involved i 1.0 1.1 1.0 _
6 It is not clear what more our School

Bbard tould do in such wevaluations 1.5 1.7 1.6

7 No materials or other assigﬁhnce are
available to help our School Board" _
. members be more involved 1.2 o 1.4 1.3

a“Definitely;lao“ = 0, "Generally no" = 1, "Generally yes" = 2,
"Dafinitely yes" = 3,
~. \\\ N

The three major reasons why school jboards are not more involved in

' 'solf-study evaluations are that:

° .Board hembers do not have the time.

e It is not clear what-more board membors could do.

° Boards do not’ need to be more involved in order to successfully
complote the evaluations.

Administrators feel more strongly that boards have’ little time for

involvomigk than board members do, Notiée 1so that the largor.the

' - .. ' 25
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option "Generally No."

¢ .
Table 17 ,
Impédiments to Board Involvement by District Sigze °

-

Mean ¥core*

fmall

Districts
“‘(’i-) schools)

MNedi\m
Districets

{4=9 schools)

Large Dist,
(10 ox more
. schools) ' Total

35hgol Bearde are not mors involved

beqguse:

! Qur school Board memberxs do not
have the time

2 Greatsr $chool Board participation

is not needed to successfully
complete the -vliuntionl

R e e — S

] Our school soard has lic:ic to
Jain by boinq more involved .

1 It is our formal district policy

that the School Board not be
nore {nvolved
) v
$ It (s standard practice in our
district” that the School Board
not be more involved

4 It-ls not cledr what more our
School Boarxd could do in such
evaluations

7 No materials or other assist-
ance are available td help our
School Board members be more
involved

1.

1.

.8

L)

0

.2

6

1.

4.

}-3 1.3

o v

"Dofini:ciy 10 = 0, "Ganerally no"

= 1, "Generally ves” = 2,

’

e

"Dafinitely ves" e 3,

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

to be involved in such, evaluations.

the mean scores is from .4 to 1.7; the mean reséonses cluster around the
- » .

~

fbr low board involvement.

responses are summarized below,*

Fihally, con

| 3

Perhaps none of the 7 options are major reasons

Because of this possibility, respondents

¥

were asked tQ‘suggest other impediments to board involvement.

Their

One gats the impression from the

comments that follow that both administrators apd board members ascribe

low board involvement to the léck of initiative and interest on the

e

1
part of the bther groyp.

i
[y

\

*Numbers in parentheses indicate number of respondents,

3

b

{
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Rnngnscl from Small Districts (1-3 schools) _ C e

Administrators " ‘ /

(3)

(2)

(1)

School board members were not asked to be involved;

" . board participation was not desired."

From the same district came thesd two responses: = -
"BOE interested in catering to click (s#c])--not to
better ed(ucation]." "Our board is moxe concerned
with personal projects.”

From a.:uperintondantx__ESuporintondontsuaremunﬁamiiiarm—_mn_f—f~
with the procedure and do not recognize the importance
and value of the evaluation procedure.”

‘Related commeénts:

(2)

¢ (1)

Boards should be ﬁore involved ("on committees").

"Our board is fairly involved."

-

"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."
Q (1) " time is the one thing we lack."
(1) "We wish... . more [community] pérticipation.“ -
. ' 5
Related comments: . ¥
(Ly " . we were not wanted" but served on the
w S committees anyway. : _ . ‘ Co-
(1) The "teachers were very involved," so the evaluation

e k (1)

was biased. f
. / e
"I. . . felt they [the faculty] were not objective

enough."

Rasponsés from M;dium Districts (4-9 schools)

{

Responses to this question were not always gérmaﬁe. Following

are'those that were. - _ ’”“*\\

27 A



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 svaluations are the responsi-
bility of the administration; school boards are a

policy-making body. - TR -~(\; . -~

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

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

v Related comments:

(3) School boards should be more involved; school boafd
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 and
Objective{s] Study."

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 from,supt. to board." .
"The administration did not encourage board participation.”
"e v 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 boarHs were unaware of the
evaluation study: '"Have never seen. . . reports on
evaluations in last 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]." ‘



Other comments:

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

"We felt our board was deeply involved."
"Our district has an on-going k=12 6valuation."

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

". . . these evaluation(s] could be eliminated."

"There was no specific evaluation of our board by
e

the team." . N

Responses from Large Districts (10 or mo e schools)

Administrators

(3)

(1)

School leadership "perceived no need for board. . .
involvement."

Evaluations are not the concern of the school board.
They are not interested in becoming involved.

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

"Board. . . feel[s] it proper to delegate. . . these
details in a fairly large district."

"Many board membefs. . . ar:/;(fa loss as tq
what to do with what they've learned."

Related commeﬁts:

(3)

v

(1)

"Our school board is involved." "Interested and
concerned.” '"Members serve on committees."

"A follow-up progress report should be made after
6 [and 18] months."

Other comments:

(1)

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

Board Members

(6)

Our involvement is limited by the administration.
"Administration feels the board is nothing more than a
figurehead.” "Our superintqndent. . . doesn't like
board members involved."

29



(2) Evaluation is a "staff function." “Board's job is '
to set policy." _ oL . S i

(1) "Too many lchools-—largo disérict;"v~ ;m- - “‘qj Qf'.gﬁf 2{§f7ﬁf
. f - DR W ".["- . ‘l"'

(1) "Our board has never been involved in the evaluation Jf';chz'_vj
- process of individual schools.” : . S e
Related comments: : o B ‘ - f”ffg 335; ﬁf}??ﬁf
(2) The board need only approve rasults of ovaluatibna.s.-‘)'tg“'hékﬁ
et "The team shou interview the board at a speciul qr o Mijﬁ
' ‘regular meeting." : N
< ~ 0w . e ‘. . .
(1) "I do not know what is available, but feal we should e \;,A* _
«~ ( be asked to participate.’ CotL f, e
Other comments: ' >  {' ;;}i -
* B L ”
(1) "It is difficult to respond to double negative " .
questions." ., -
\
. . 4 . '../ - = °
9. Desired School Board Involvement ' ; ¢ T
It is possible that administrators and bdard members are gerferally
satisfied with the level of board invQlvement in salf-study‘evaluations; Py

a -

Or, perhaps they would only increase involvement in certain areas; A

AN . " . .

- series of questions were asked to determine whether greater board

7 NS N

involvement was\desiradJand what would likely result from increaséd»- -

involvement. .

\_ When asked, "To what extent should Board Me rs be more involved

. . . 4
. .

in local Qelf-study evaluations?" the mean ‘responge was 1,5 or halfway

betwa;n'"Somewhat" and "Quite J bit."* Although board menbers favored a . .
little more involwvement (maan = 1.6) than administrators (mean = l.4);
neither response avidenced an especially high interest in increased

board involvement,

¢

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

deal” -'3.

ST Ao | K



Betpondents were next asked to specify the ways in which board

results are displayed in Table‘letbeiow,

Table 18

[

Deéire'fo: Increased Board Involvement

.

~  members should be more involved in eelf;ttudy evaluations. These

- Percent Reipbnding "Yes"

Total Respondents

‘b, _—

Should Boards be more involved in:

1

Planning the timing and activéties of
the evaluation . 32.0
2 Deciding what school areas or evaluation o
questions should be amphasized 65.5
3 Developing the statement of school . '
" philosgphy 88.1 ¢
4 Developing the statement of school
' objectives 8l.4
:> " S Serving omr specific working committees : _
during the evaluation _ : \ 66.0
» - r- N
6 Providing specific information for use
in the evaluation 65.5
7 Reviewing administrative and policy-making
activities, includigg its own ) 96.4 N
8 Reviewing pfelimina report for accuracy
and comprehensivenes: 68.5
9 Providing information to the Site Visit
Team T 72.0
10 Revidwing preliminary recommendations
for feasibilibv;/; 89.3
b N4
Y S

il



L

E Botﬁ_admini-tratorl and board ﬁcmborl agréed that boards should

be incGreasingly involved in several areas, .spaci&ll{lﬁn reviawing

’

administrative and policy-making activities. A total score for th;:A

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

“0")-and an an&lysis’of variance was conauctod to test for role 6}:

2 8
¥R

district size differences in the rasponses. These rosﬁlts appear in

Table 19 below. (This question formed a lO-iteﬁ scale with grand mean

.of 7.2, standard"deviation.o£'2r10,—and-an internal -consistency- -

reliability (alpha) of .681.)

7 ’

- _ &

Table 19

L4
Desire far Increased Board Involvement by Role

and District Size '

Desire for Increased Involvement: Mean Scores -

a

Adminisﬁrators. Board Members Total
Small Districts | 7.90 S 7079 - 7.85
(1-3 schools) - ' '
Medium Districts 7.12 - . 7.62 .31
(4=9 schools)
.
‘Large Districts " 6.23 . 6.69 .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
. B <
Main Effects 149.36 3 49.79 °© 12.18 .001
Role 6.72 1 6.72 1.64 .201
District Size 142.64 2 71.32 17714 .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
; K\\
N 32



g §

¥« _their opinions, although there was a significant district size effect.

Administrators and board members d

»

\ N \ B . [ B - -
gcfﬁ th‘\lqrgor districts, tho.rospgndont: identified fewer arens where

boatdinéught to be more involved,

»

-

‘Thoritoro,lthcrc was some interest in increasing board involvement)

did anyonqgfeel that boards should be less invdiv.d in self-study

- 4
evaluations? "In ré&ponlo to such a question, only 26 a
and ‘19 school board membéers #aid "Yes." When asked to speci
[ 2

areas should have less board involvement, the following comments were

offered:*

id not substantially Aiffer on

istrators

Responses from Small Districts (1-3 schools)

Administrators

(3) School board memberﬁ 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)

(1)

"A board should want an unbiased report without
trying to influence the outcome at all.”
"School boards shouwld be. . . involved in every
phase of the evaluation to the fullest extent
possible."

\
¢

\
-

*Numbers in Parchthosis indicate number of respondents.

which



‘Board Mombcrl

-

(1) .53 don't boliov. a board mombor should b. involvod
at all in the actual ovaluation*

(1) School Board members' should be less involved in
"serving on -pocific working committoot during
evaluation,”

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

(1) School board members should be less involved in

”planninqmandatimingmtho”activitinl.ﬁ_”mmm__"m_“_“."mmm._. .

Responses from Medium Districts (4-9 schools)

Administrators

(3) School boards should be less involvegd in the ovaluation
of "curriculum and program development."

¢ (3) School boards should be less involved in the evaluation
‘ of "personnel," "perspnalities," and "placemant 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 members should head steering committees to see
that information is gathered and to review such
information and recommendations."”

(1) "Make and enforce polfcy."
) _ \

Board Membgrs

(2) Schoeol board members "should stay in the background."
g’ N
(2) School board members. should be less involved in
evaluation of "administrative procedures" ("faculty
evaluation, program review"),

34
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(1) "Much of the timinq And lctiVitiOl of the evaluation
should bc left to the administration,"

Misreading the question elicitod this suggestion for greater
involvemant:

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

Responses from Large Districts (10 or more schools)

Administrators

"planning activities of evaluation."
) -
T \_. | Othér comments:

rd

?K\%l "In a large school district the board would not have
A the time to devote to the self-study."

School Woard

\ 2 h(d) 0ol boards should be less. involved in evaluation
f/"building level" "administration~procedures."
Aoard does not tell the professionals how to teach."
. (1) School boards should be less inv;}vod 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 indicat® a likely hisreading of
the question, squesting 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 tecommendations are actuafly
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 18] .
should go thru axecutive team to the board."

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

school boards should partfgipate in self~study evaluations, respohdents -

35
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. (2) _.8chool board members .should_be_less_involved. in.. ... . _ .. .
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s .
were asked to characterize the proper level of board invélvement.

These data are displayed in-Tables 20 and 21.

Table 20 - = - e
Proper School Board Involvement by Role -
il Ay '
¥ _ P
Percente Selecting Option
- AMdminis- . Board .
trators Members Total
1 MINIMAL PARTICIPATION. School Boards
should be aware of iﬁo proceedings,
but primarily just. Mview and act on
the final recommendations ‘ - 12.1 14.0 13.0
2 SLIGHT PARTICIPATION. 1In addition to
the above, School Boards should provide
any relevant information upon request ' .
. and periodically review the prograss of :
the evaluation, _ 19.5 23.4 21.2
3 MODERATE PARTICIPATION. In addition
the above, School Boards should partici-
pate in planning the evaluation and in
major steps like diveloping the school _ _
philosophy and objectives, 44.5 39.7. 42.4
4 FULL PARTMCIPATION. In addifion to the N
above, School Boards should be actively
involved in all phases of the evaluation .
including working on committees, and ' - .
conducting preliminary reviews of all
findings and recommendations, : 23.9 22,9 23.4
100.0 '100.0 100.0

~

Most administrators and boarq.membefs favor moderate soard participa- .
’ tiOn,ralthough more board members than administrators favor slight or
.minimﬁ} participation. Also, notice that.more‘rospondents févor nlighﬁ
or minimal participatiéﬁ in‘ﬁhe larger districts., In fact, in districts
with 10 or more schools, over 46 peréent of the respondents favor dn;y

slight or minimal board’partig!Lation. S ) ) . |

R

[N
e
-~



- Table 21

Proper Schjfi Board Involvement by District Size

Percent Selecting Option

T

) ' Small
‘ : . Districts
(1-1 nchog}-)

Hedium

D;ntrxct-.
(4=9 schools)

Lazge

Clatricts
(10 or more
schools)

Total

and act on che final recommendations.

MINIMAL PARTICIPATION. School

boards should be aware of the pro-
ceedings, But primarily just review
.3

SLIGHT PARTICIPATION. In addition to
the above, School Boarde should provide
any relevant information upon request
and periodically review the progrees

" 3¢ =he evaluattion. 12.7

) ? GIPATION. In addition

to the above, 3chool Boards should

participate in planning the evaluation

and Ln major steps like developing

the school philosophy and objectives. 48 %

. LL PARTICIPATIONﬂ In addition to
the above, 3chool Boards should be

Actively involved in all phases of

the evaluation including working an

committees, and conducting prelimi-

NAry reviews of all find s and
recommendations, 1.8

100.93.

N ¥ 7% ST 1 1Y U

S

4.7

17.4

0

6.5

‘a.2

42.4

3.4

100.0

school boards 5 came more involved in eva

were slig

‘outcomes/ were

Finally, respondents were asked what would probably happen‘if

SRy e

L

summari¥ed in Takles 22 and 23.

Both a trgtor; and board member

PR

<

T
~;
-

;uations.

Thelr responses are

felt that negative outcomes

\

S

outcomes increases as the districts become larger,

less likaly th&n'positive’outqomgg;(cvon.the‘pOI

only considered to be somewhat iikely. When distr
/v.
size is taken into account, the positive outcomes again appear more

iye

likoiy than the negative outcomes, but the likelihood of negative

37
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Table 22

S ' ©© Results of Increasad Involvement by Role =~ ”“'“"“jfé
) — , . ‘ . LI
- : - Mean S8core

? et sreesaate !

" - . y Admin~  Board | .

v . istrators Members Total =
! R . . _
If School Boards became more involved: ' R

NEGATIVE OUTCOMES:

- ————---8uch-evaluations-would-take mqre-time -

to complate 1.0 1.0 1.0 )
School staff and administrators would
resent the School Board intrusion , .5 .7 .6
Other School Board work would suffer R ) _
from less attention ' ' ) .4 .5 . )
: {
. . R}
POSITIVE OUTCOMES: o 5

There would be greaﬁer community and
school support for the evaluations . 1.0 .9 .9

More legally and financia}ly feasible
recommendations would result .8- .9 .9

More evaluation recommendations would . .
be implemented : : 1.0 1.0 1.0

""Not Likely" = 0, "Somewhat likely" = 1, "Highly likely" = 2.

18 ’ N 38
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Table 23 .
Results of Increased Involvement by District Size

.

Y

>

a
Nean 8core

Y

. . ' ' h " Large
Small Nedium Distriota
, : Oistrices Dietricts (10 or more
(1=3 schools) {4-9 athwols) schools) Tocal
A - "

If School Boards became more involved: \

’ NEGATY Q
-’ VE QUTCOMKS

Such esvaluations would take re time : .
.. %O dowmplete . . . __ —_ 9. 1.0 1,1 100
" $chool staf?! and administrators would

resent tie School Boadd (ntrusion .8 .6 . 2 .8

Other $chool Board work would suffer Y

{rom less ittention .3 .8 . .6 .3

! POSITIVE CUTCOMES - h .

Thers would be jFreater community and

school support €3r the evaluations 1.0 1.0 "9 9

ore legally and financially feasible ¢

recomendations would result .9 .9 : .8 .9

More evaluation recommendations would . <" g

be .nplemented 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 ™ T

7

"'Not likely® = 2, "somewhat 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

wera as follows:*

"Responses from Small DisHricts (1-3 schools)

' ~

Adininistrators o . .

S

(3) "The board would better understand the éducational
: needs ofe-the school," and "total school operation."

POSITIVE OUTCOMES:

N4
¢

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

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

. t

- ‘ : !

*Numbers in parentheses indicate number of respondents.

%
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;

(1) "Eqs ¢ realizations scme recommendations need to g _
implemented.” o B '

(1) "Communiéatioh would be bottér.o.tablishe& batwean
teachers and board members." )

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

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

O'I‘HERCOMME:I—:Sx T T Lo T T c " o T h T

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

i , POSITIVE OUTCOMES:.

(5) School boards would have a greater understanding and
awareness of the evaluation and educational programs

' // ("good learning experience").
oo . . -
t, (2) Staff, administrators and school board mehbers "would
be working TOGETHER. . . for betterment of school."
(1) fIt would tend to become a moré unbiased evaluatiom."

(1) "Maybe moré-thought @ould be taken to the size of
the school, monies, etc." .

OTHER COMMENTS: o :

(1) "There are areas that need improvément 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.

Responses from Medium Districts (4—9 schoals) - )

Admini§trators .
POSITIVE OUTCOMES:

(7) School boards would have better understanding of the
. schools' inner woykings." _

(4) School boards would "take the evaluation more

seriously," know "what preparation it takes," and
have a "more realistic idea of [its] function."

AT : _ | ) '40
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(2)

(1)

(1)

AT A . -t . D R P I
RREE Ty L TR
. w

"Faculty, Adm{nistration, school board rapport
may. improve." It would involvo thcm in mutual
problem-solving.

"More rcldvant commendations would be forthcoming."
_r»
"Tremendous in-service possibilities for board membort.

NEGATIVE OUTCOMES

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

"Evaluation would not be as valid." - \\
- — . ’/
"People might not want to be on‘;phool bodrds.

"Slanted evaluation.

"Danger of the evaluation becoming board dominated."
K}

1

Board Members . . : Y

POSITIVE OUTCOMES

(4)

. (1)

[ 4

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

Boards would be better able to assigp priorities,
"mbre knowledgeable of evaluated areas," and the
"evaluation process."

"Board members would do a betper job." .
"Things that h¥we been neglected would prob@bly‘aee
action.™ ' :

"Community acceptance, especially small gommunitys

[sic].
i

"Realize differences between policids and rules;
between administrative and board functions." |,

"Effective and efficient evaluatiqns.™

NEGATIVE OUTCOMES :

(1)

"Staff would slack off their respeciive responsibility
(sic] and expect the board to initiate."

OTHER COMMENTS

(19

"We have a very aware board. . . but you can only

do so much."

- 51! - 41
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(3) Evaluationn should be done by "profcuional‘ ' ‘not
. boards (the sentiments of two board membars from
} - one district); "the whole purpose of evaluation is
to get an outside opinion." °*

Responses from Large Districts (10 or more schools)

Administrators

4

POSITIVE OUTCOMES :

 \v,//’ § (2) There would be "greater understanding of school and
: " its mission" and of [ies] "problema." :
(2) "Better board-staff relationahip"; "staff wquld profit
from personal interaction with board membeérs."

7 : - &
(1) "The board could act from. . . first-hand information."

(1) "Communication increase."

(1) "Change in district division between policy making
and administrationy"

-

NEGATIVE OUTCOMES:

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

(1} "Over-zealous individuals could be more eager to-
get involved in the implementation of policy =--
administration."

(1)  "Increase role deycreptencies [8ic)} 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." .

? s (1) - Board "members do not have time; other more important
s work would not be accomplished "
Board Members
POSITIVE OUTCOMES :
(5) School board mombers 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."
O ' ' . ‘ i 4 2




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

(1) "Cohesiveness of programs as wall as relevance."
(1)  "More outcomes would be related to education rather
than work conditions." -

’

NEGATIVE OUTCOMES :

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

(1) "Subjective opinions of individual. board members. .. ...
could affect or confuse the outcome." .

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

. ‘\

10. Desired School Board Assistance .

If one did wish to increase the level of school board imvolvement in
self-study evaluations, what services would need to be provided to local
districts,bhow should these services be provided, and what group ought
to providé the service? These issues were the focus of the last three
' . '. n , . ' \
ltems on the questionnaire. .

First the respondents.were asked what kinds of services would be

most -useful to school boards.
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7 ' Table 24 | | R
o= R Useful Services for Incretsed Involvement by Role
- LT B T ) ) ' o ) « T . . ’ ) : ,_4;_:
' . - ‘Y ‘Percent Respondegts : C
Selecting Qption* ot

Board
Members

Adminis- .
trators

f-insyructional materials

.

nservice tiaih{ng system avail-

e,
e
)

echnical agsisgance4chpability such
as_local consultation by experienced

e upon request _\\\ s

56,2 47.2

~ Y chool board members in thae region /31.1 30.4 . 30.8
. N .
. K - v )
4 -Regular }nservice training for\all
Board medbers o R 47.3 38.3
o ) / R AN -t . .
5 Other 1.4 ¢ 4.7
« N\ . . - o
a ¢ ’ . M : ) v
Percents total more than 100 since multisls responses were allowed.
" - . v i . g
e ) o, : \\ :
. / ' : !. \ . \\'
Tabld 25 N\
’ . Useful. Services for Ipcreased fnvolvement
. : ' ' by District Size
et . i il
. Percent Respondents Selecting Q'pt:io'n_.' i
) / Soall Medium Large Oisti
Districts Districts {10 or more -
'(1=3 schools) (4-9 schools) sthools). -
1 Selftinstructional materials 2.8 48.3 N ¢ 5
. 2 An in-orvicq training system avail- R iy St R
able upon requesnt .o %91 1 %67 S L Y R
} Technical assistance capability L -
such as local consultation by \\\ Cleens < v
sxperiengad school board members - o :
‘ in the region : ) . 33.3 30.3 - RPN [ F o g
¢ PRegular tnservicq training for all ¥ IR : «‘ - o :
board membexrs ~ . 47.4 46.1 . 2 1%:8 43.5% -.‘ N
. -3 other . ' Y R T T R N S

5 o o ~

- N—"‘b“l nore than 100 “ipc. multiple responses xe allowd_._:. N A

oo T A ~
b ) v,
5 ) e . R
- : P
. R R
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Self-instructional materials and available inservice trai
were the most popular sarvices, although more aflministdatope”
- N 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 district size. A few regponde ts offered

suggestions of other- needed services:

Administrator Comments

-—~m~~~-~--m"Requiremall-new~board~members—to~attend~training_sch0017ﬂ~ém—4———-—_m?

/

"Number 4 [regular inserv1ce training for all board members] must.
be mandatory." : : o

"R way of providing more than 24 hours a day for the board members.
(sorry about the tone of this,)" e

"None. "

"Provide training for the superintendent and building principal."

Board Member Comments
"Ybu also beliéve;most board members lack intelligence."

"More instruction at school board conventlons~~especially state 4’
meetings."

"Should not be increased."

"Brief explanation of purposes and: invitations to attend whenever
p0331ble with schedule of activities,"

"All of abdve depend on the content." )
- : " "Entire' planning meeting with local staff and boards." »
"Babysitters." : o s —

"Inservice for you, teams, admin. and faculty to reduce hubris."
"Also tréining from knowléd@eable administrators."
"Board members do not know what accredlEEtlon ig=~or why have it

(North Central or State) and what should we do with At in terms
of budget and admln. goals."” . '

i

Laz,peOple (board memberS) probably anuld rot be involved to .
this depth." ' _ ) : : N

{ '- | | | I 4s

‘""- EMC . 5(5 e
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"None." ' 1&
. - L - . oo . - L . € oo s R . R e e - - &
"I 40 not believe it necessary to evaluate the school boards." “b
Respondents were next asked Mow these services should be provided
to boards. As can De seen in Taglc 26 below, administrators and board

members disagreed on the best mode of aorv1¢i~delivory, Adnministrators

favored providing such assistance as part of the accredit;tion process,

‘Table 26
Favored Modes of Delivering School Board Service

Pércent ﬁnspondents
Selecting Option

Administrators Board Members
-As partyof the accrediting evaluation
forms and procedural guidelines ) 40.0 27.1
As separate services available for
school boards to request as needed 34.7 °, . 50.2
As separate services available to
school administrators for their use R _
in working with school boards 25.3 : 21.2
Other ( - 0.0 1.0

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

i

Administrétor Comments

Number one [as d;rt'of accreditation guidelines] must be mandatory."
. ‘:\ .
"Not . "
. ®
"I 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." _ .

46
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Board Member Comments

"Information seminars, "

v 'State School Board Meetings. "

e

"Anywhy - but not via superintendent, .

4 :'h} a specific step in the prelimina plans of the study--with an
" v

update step and a fin roval sfep. :

"None. '

Last of all, respondents were asked to identify those groups that
ought to provide th@se sarvices to school boards. Tables‘27 and 28
illustrate that moZi respondents felt that accreditiné alpbcia{ions,
followed by state school boards associations and state deéartments of
education should provide such services, Although there were role and
.districé size differencés, such differences did not change the rela:}ve

!
order of the most appropriate service agencies.

Table 27
Favored Service Agencies by Role

Percent Respondenjs
Selecting Ofion?

Adminis~ Board _
/ trators Members Total
;lj//State departments of education 44.7 - 46.9 45.6
Regional and state accrediting
associations 69.0 ‘58.9 64.7
' »
State school board associations , 46.8 ° 52.2 ~49.1
- A .
Universities and colleges 8.5 13.4 10.5
State administrators' associations 22.9 \ 14.8 19.5

Other a 2.5 2.4 2.4

v

aPercents'total more than 100 since multiple respqnses were allowed.




. Table 28
Pavored Service }gonci-l"by'DiltriccfSIll“"”"““"“

0
_—e - b

Pexcent Respondents Selecting Option®

Saall . Medium . Laxge. Dist.. :
Districts Distrigts (10 or more o
(1-) schools) (4~% schools) schools) . Total .
Scate departmants of education 47.9 _ 46.0 42.7 45.6
Reqgional and state accrediting . .
associations , 62,7 . 61,8 70.7 64,7 R
State school board associatione 54.4 46.0 46,7 9.1
TUnivarsitias And colleges - T TR YT T T T T T TN Y T T T T TR Y T T "'{(,‘_‘3—"—'— T
State administrators' amssociations 18.7 21.8 2173 19.8
dther . 1.2 ) 3.4 2.7 2.4

— ~-r

‘Por:.nc: Zotal more than 100 since multiple resporsesgeere allowed.

. ‘ S .
The following suggestions were made under the "Other" category:

Administrator Comments ~ ‘-

"State Committee Members."

"Local secondary administratorjﬂ'

"Educatiqnar Service Units."

"As a requirement for administrative certification."
"School -Boards Assocjation." (2)

"tocal adminigtrators."

Board Member Comments

"School Directors Association.”

"Teachers' Association and citizens committeesa.”
"National School Board Association."

"County Directors of ASBA."

"We already receive input from the above groups."

4
'

"You.'

"90% aren't qualified to supply anything."

O]
L
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"DiltriCt’q'own resources and adm#niltrntion."

"None."

- 11. Comments

The back page of the questionnaire was left blank_and respondents

ware encouraged to use it to make any additional commehts they cared to
- — . . N

about the

‘s

gplq of school boards in self-study evaluations. What follows

is a content ‘analysis and summary of those commenta some _of which_ nGpoqt

earlier points, others raise-new issues. The commenta are organized

here under the following outline:

I

II

ITT:

v

Self-Study Evaluation

A. Necessity »
B. Implementation

C. Quality

School Board = Administrator Relationship-
A. Working Relations “ -

School Board Involvement
A. Involvement: What Ought to Be _
1. Evaluations should involve school board
2. Evaluations should NOT involve school board
B. Involvement: What Was %
1. Degree of gatisfaction -
2. Level of. involvement
c. Involvement: What Hindegs It _
1. School boards unt ned; unqualified
2. School boards too busy
3. School Board involvement not allowed or encouraged
4. School board lacked interest or commitment

Miscellaneous
A, Particular District Explanations
B. Personal Comments '

1. About the questionnaire
2. Miscellaneous

39
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A

Soff?btudy Evaluut}ona'

A. Necessity _ T ST
Administrators: : e
(1} One cuporintondont wrote, "A school board doesn't

really view the evaluation as always necessary"
bécause 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

}

SN

7& Implemgntation

(3)

" ¥gitation. T . is there [then] a real net gain for

Evaluations "should.have merit, but too often it
becomes self-serving" and creates "confrontation and B

the school system?" A second schonl board member
said, "(It] sounds great but it seemed a 'housekeeping'
operation rather than a policy aid." A third said
simply, "Accreditations at this point do not swing

\\ much weight."”

"\ Adminlstrators

(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' tRe
responsibility for implementirng changes.

e <

Schcol Board:

(4)

C. Quality

Administrators:

Similar remarks expressing congern over their districts'

financial inabilities to implement recommendations

came {;om three school board members, while a third
asserted -that it is a school board's responsibility

to evaluate and to implement the recommendations wlthln
the district's means.

S

School Board:

(0)

(5)

AlthHough no administrators comﬁented on the quality of
the evaluation conducted in their district, five
school board membexrg 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.

Fi

Lot

§/ __ \6") I _SO |
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("good specific recommendations"), a fourth said
it "failed to show some very real inadoqdncicl," and
the fifth asserted that & #chool's rating has nothing
to do with its "effectiveness in meeting. . . {the)

, ' : needs.of 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

e : : S ‘8%istas-between—the- ‘board; "administration, and school

» staff. The second asserted that pressure from the
administration forced changds in the evaluation' '8 final
report to the school board.

’ . School Board: ‘
(2) Opposite ideas were expressed Yy two school board
members: "the responses reflect a board — administra-

tive 'partnership'" versus "school boards are being
dominated by superintehdents”. . . "sad stmte when
boards can be buffaloed!"

III School Board InvolVement’

‘A, Involvement: What Ought to Be ' .
1. Evaluations should ihvolve school board
PR Y :. h ) )
Administrators: _ T

(15) While nine administrators stated in various ways
that school boards should be very much involved
("an integral part") of self-study evaluations,
: four others specified that school board members
. should serve on pertinent committees., Another
administrator encouraged bhoard 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 philosophy and policy, and evaluate and
implement the recommendations. .
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2. Evaluations should NOT involve school board

Administrators:
R (7) Three administrators stated that school boards
. should "stay out of building-level administration,"
since they are strictly a "policy-making body, "
and two m9rb\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
Y school itself doing a better job of internal
— : f ' -~ organization, prioritizing and following up on ~
. Ve speciflc needs.

School Board:
(4) Four school board members echoed the sentiments
of the administrators, asserting; that '"school
administration is bestiqualified to evaluate

itself. "
B, Involvement: What Was
1. Degree of satisfaction

égministratbrs: .
! (4) Four administrators' comments reflected satisfac-
tion with the school board involvement: . "the
school board in this evaluation wag very helpful
and cooperative. . ." And. ;he "necessary parties
‘[were involved] the right amount of time and [in]
the rlght areas. _ 3

School Board
(2) Two school board members pressed satisfaction,
one because of a "present high level of
involvement," but the other because his boargd
had "great confidence in [its) administration"
and consequently did not feel any need for
greater involvement.

ro

Level of involVemept

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 various 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 Bourd:
(2) Only two school . bo;rd members commented.on .
: their board's involvament, one expressing a
greater awareness of evaluation procedures since
the study was conducted, but the other remarked
lamely "apparently. the evaluation does not - - . SN
require tha board be more involved [or] devolop
. any familiarity with [rogional] requirements and
3 recomfendations."

Involvement: What Hinders It

-~

1. School boards untrained, unquq;ifiad

S o L

Administrators-
(2) Two administrators asserted that school boards
are not well trained and are unawaro of their
appropriate role.

School Board:

(4) Twice as many school ard members as administra-
tors felt that boards are "poorly equipé\d,to do
this job," since they are "comprised of lay people
who generally have no background in education,”
and ‘one school board member suggested there be
annual accrediting evaluation workshops, while

/;}pfour;h recommended advisory committees to

rovide ‘the board with information and directicn."
2. School boards too busy

Administrators
(14) Ten administrators painted out that school board
members are simply too busy to become involved in
N\ 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
- 8lze of district to school board involvement,;
"Board involvement in smaller districts probably
would be acceptable." 1In a bigger district, school
board involvement may simply be "a desirable
option."

School\ Bogrd: ‘

(53)  Three school board members expressed a lack of
time to participate in evaluation activities-—-
"toc 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:boarq involvement not allowed or encouraged
Administrators:

. . (2) One pfincipal reported that the' board participa-
tion "was greatly limited by the superintendent,"
while a superintendent stated, "We were informed
the report was the property of the building
principal. The involvement of the board and
superintendent was ofnly courtesy involvement."

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

T - T - ) ‘have not heard™ &'ﬁ?"lpf@ié'ﬁfa tion. . . in order to =

. respond.” And this: "the board didn't get
ask[ed] to participate." One school. board
member asserted, "the local building administra-
tion needs to takeé 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 xole., . ." In a'
different vein, one school board member reported
that his board "did not participate Because by -
doing so we felt we might influence the evalua-
) tion. . . [but] we, the board, falt we were the
victilis of some unfailr results." '

4. School board lacked interest or commitmiif)

 Administrators: ‘ . :

i (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 tHe
part of the boards." "We had no board member

here during the. . . evaluation, . . . dinner
i _of staff and team review members, . . . ([or]
¥ exit review." "Our school board did not take

an active part. . . [and] will not be very active
under the present sgét-up." B
School Board: -
(0)

IV . Miscellaneous Responses

A. __Farticular district explanations
. : t
Administrators: . -
(5) Five administrators elaborated upon circumstances
in their particular districts which they felt had a
r) bearfnq on their survey responses. Three concerned
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. schools run_by the Bureau of Indian Affairs or}
~ boarding schools. One explained that his vocational o
school was evaluated using an instrument designed for
non-vocational schools. A final superintendent's
. response explained that the evaluation report's
. _ implementation was hampered by turnover in administra-
tive personnel--"sixth superintendent in eleven yoars."

School Board:
(2)  One school board member complained that in his diatrict
"too much time was spent on personal complaints -of
little conkequence to the school," and in a similar )
’ _ complaint, a second school board member revealed that .
. staff friction hindered implementation of evaluation-
TTooT ' " recommendations. T T It

B. Personal Comments

1. About the questionnaire %

Administrators: )
(1) "Some of your questions were worded in the
negative and very hard to understandg"
0
School Board
(2) "This is a very good questionnaire."
"I hate questionnaires and rarely reply."

.. £
ﬁ2 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
obmpdeted I don't believe school board members
w0uld have been able to answer the questionnaire
with any detailed knowledge about the results of
the study."

- School Board:

(5) Three school board members just mentioned that
jthey were either no longer on the board or a
new board member. Two others apologized for
their delayed responses.
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UNIT III: DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS v -‘

ol e L e - e e

::‘ 12. Review of Results o '

The previous unit contains an extensive’ colléction of survey

rasults, statistical analysis, and respondent comments. It is

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

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

hithidﬁted in this section, to be uaed as the basis of the

recommenda tions made in the folibwing section. .
_ .\u‘.'_'

What Yas the Nature of School Board Participation in the Self-Stud:
b ra (] 4

Evaluations?

° School Boards were almost alwayé)aware that such evaluations
were taklng place, what proq/dures were being used, and they
received copies of the final report. Infrequently did boards
assist in scheduling evaluation activities or rate the »

_ administrative staff. 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 board fnwembers perceived it to be.

In the larger disfricts, the school boards were less and less
involved in suc? evaluations.

What Dtd Administrators and Board Members Think of the Gualitw of the
. / A

Self-Studu Fvaiuations?

) 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. o -

* Both administrators and board members agreed that their
self- study evaluations were well planned, technically well
con@ucted and involved the appropriate people, but they also
agreed that the evaluations less satisfactorlly met the needs
of the local school board. = :
* Administrators co sistently rated the quality of the evaluatlon
‘prdcedures higher{than did board members. o .

\
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. _ v The larger the school distriét,'the higher its’evaluation
' procedures were rated by both administrators and board members.

e Most administrators and boatd members were familiar with study
recommendations, although fewer board mcmbcrs in the large
districts were familiar with them. -

] Neither administrators nor bo;rd membars were as positive
about the quality of the evaluation recommendations as they
were about the quality of the evaluatjon procedures. - Bgth
groups gave lowest marks to the Q‘ility of the recommendations
in helping boards set policy or make specific décisions.

) Administrators con31stently rated tbe quality of the eValuation :
recommendationq higher than did boar®wmembeéers. . . 5
Lt} - i
° Although the observation is based on incomplete data, ‘it
_ appears that only about 60 percent of all study recommendations
\ are even implemented.

Wl Are Joaxnd Members Jot More Involved In Self-Study Fvaluationg?

-

° The primary r;asons 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 Hoard members 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.

’

—_— ~r

’ What ueauv of Sernool Board 'wvccuemen*_,n Self- Svdad “ualuat"ans )

v ! VS )
L8 Lestred!

/
® There is some support, though not an @xcessive amount, for >
increased board involvement, with both administrators and
board-membefs indicating the need for increased board involvement
in reviewing administrative and policy-making activities,
preliminary evaluation recommendations and school philosophy.

~

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

o A stmgll number of administrators and board members thought
that boards ought tp be less involve@’in self-study evaluations,

o Most administrators and board members favor moderate board
participation, although-a few more board members than administrators
favor slight or minimal part1c1pation.

| s . \i B
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° In the 1arqer districts more adminiatrators and board mambera
favor sliqht or minimal levels of bdard participation.

e Respondents indicate that negative outcomes are a little less
likely to occur from increased board involvement than positiva _
outcomes, although even positive outcomes are only somewhat likaly,-*

° Nedative ‘outcomes areT;%re likely to ocdcur froﬁ-increased .
. - &6 :
board participation in large districts than in small districts.

e .

A

at Tune o Assistance Should Be Provided to Imerease School Board
N N B L4 \_ N

Lgfji“uaiéu In Self-Study Evalugtions? . . Lo

IA

/
) ?eqardless of district size, self-instructional materials and
"on call" inserVice training were judged to be of most use

in increasing board involvement. (More administrators
\ ; than board members thought tley would be of use to school
i » boards though.) > '

° Administrators and board members disagreed on how best to provide
such services to boards. Administrators favored prowviding

such assistance as part of the accreditation process, while - >
board members. favored making such training available upon
regquest. v -

. Regardless of dlstrlct size, both administrators and board
members felt that such services should be provided by accredltan
assoclations, state school boards associations, and state
departments of education, in that order. P

Recommendations

. . '

- Based on tﬁﬁ foregoing survey results and on widespread phone and

mall communication with administrators and school board members in the
w Lo
4

.partiéipating districts, it ig possible to make seVera} recommendations ,
concerning the need for, and the means of, increasing local school

pA
board participation in self-study, accredidation evaluations.

l.. ASSISTANCE SHOULD BE PROVIDED TO INCREASE THE LEVEL OF SCHOOL

BOARD INVOLVEMENT IN SELP~#TUDY EVALUATIONS. -

A concerted attempt needs to be made to increase saticol board-

invaolvement based on the observations that:




“ . . -

- ) 1e utllity of high levels of board participation can be
v~35% : rqued on several grounds (see Section I: Study Objectives). éﬁy
S . ‘ \ ki
° IAdministf tors and board members agree that current _ i
evaluations are not meeting the needs of ards, nor helping
,then resol policy issues or make specific decisions. \
° Many evaluatlon }ecommendations are never lmplemented by
) " local bpards _ . ot
S “
) A o ’o The majorlty of administrators and board members indicate
some leveWof support for increased board involvement.
T :
mmm— ... e Administrators- ‘and-board members— feel“that -positive " — - — =
outcomes are more likely to result from lncreased board
participation than negative outcomes.
2. ATTEMPTS TO INCRFEASE BOARD INVOLVEMENT SHOULD BE OF THE FOLLOWING
’ NATURE :
,\\\\yﬂ' , _ TARGETED PRIMARILY FOR SMALLER DISTRICTS
° Larger districts express less of a need for, and less
time for increased board involvement.
‘ e Smaller disggi are less satisfied with the quality
~of their on procedures. S
¢ | * Smaller dis ictd idene}fled a larger number of areas where
v - boards ought o bg morefinvolved than did larger districts;
‘ larger distrivts f&vg\fhgqph&%pt or minimal board part1c1pation
oy . 8 .

likely to occur fpom
Mpoe districts than

c‘~'-
° Negative out.comes ar\ c% &*)re

increased boaan tl
in small dlsgg

FOCUSED ON 1NCR§A$§NGE
N,
° Board member% ha%e llttle extra time to devote to self- study
evaluations. . p
. /
® Administrators and board members agree thaft increaséd .
' involvement is most needed in reviewing administrative
and policy making activities, reviewing gﬁellmlnary
evaluation recommendations, and assisting in the development
of school phllosophy o

. .
f o I

® ~ Many board members in large dlStrlCtS favor minimal or’
slight partlc*patlon~ they need a551tiznce in using

what little time they have most effi ntly.
% 't# 4
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° Since it is not yet clear to either administrators or
' board members what more boards could do, a comprehensive
involvement plan seems unwarranted. ' .

DELIVERED IN THE MANNER MOST AGREEABLE TO PARTICIPANTS

® Regardless of district size, administrators and board members
favor self- instrug}ional materials and "on call" inservice
training systems.

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

—h— _
.

° Services should be provided principally by accrediting
associations and secondarily by state school boards
associations and state departments of aducation,

¥
ATTEMPTS TO INCREASE BOARD INVOLVEMENT 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 admlnlstrators and: board members often ascrlbe
low board involvement to the lack ¢f inibtiative and interest
on the part.of 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
recommendatlone higher than do board members,

° Administrators and board menbers disagree on how assistance
to increase board paptipipation should be provided. '

SMALL DISTRICf - LARGE DISTRICT DIFFERENCES

) Administrators and board members in s&all districts are
more involved in the evaluatlons, more aware of study
procedures and study recommendations,

° Administrators and board members in larger districts
rate their evaluation’ procedures higher than do their
counterparts in smaller dlstrlcts '
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-accheditation with the state. The faculty & administration spent a

ot _E.‘l'

b ' . :
' . There is no difference in the perceived quality of the eval- R
N\ uation recommendations across the smaller to larger districts. il

° 'Mdre admlnistrators and boagd members in larger districts
, favor slight or minimal roard participation, than in smaller
” .districts. -

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

LOCAL DIFFERENCES

e  Local distrigt differences, which may not be compatible
with the generalized picture given above, must be considered
in the actual delivery of services., '
) Anyvone delivering school board assistance should be
sensitive to the range of local conditions and attitudes,
‘ as reflected in the followina 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 4
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 1t is done. Also in the results of this questionnaire,

When was this evaluation last done in [our district]?

I definitely feel that School Boards should be involved in such
an evaluatrion,

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

Thank you. -

2. Approximately 3 years previous we participated in contract

great deal of time for 2 vye working on this project along with
several other districtog/tﬁip?reqional educational service agency].
Ve spent approx. $500,000.00. This, project was almost a total waste
of time. We have a good System because we have a good administration
& tapport between the teacherd & 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 districty.

Yours Truly - . v

-

~3
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3. I was crltical of this entire process at its begipning. But
because it was given a completely free hand & full coogcrition and
because it was guided by but not controlled by teachers - Parents -
young adults - former school board me rs - a vorY excellent cross
section of our community - as members of our committees took a serious
attitude and worked moat efficiently.

The Boards responsibility .is 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 as
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

teen received. by (our] District. As President of our Board of School
Trustees, I have taken the opportunity to review your evaluation
ingtrument. The size of our District, and the present administrative
organization, has prompted me not to respond to the individual items, but
to send this corréespondence as a way of answerlng the gquestions that

were posed,

During the past ten-year period, [our] District hasg exXperienced
a rapid population growth pattern, We have, through public support,
been able tc open a number of new schools and, to date, we provide
educational opportunities for 85,000 students in over 100 educational
facilities. Fifteen (15) of these sites are designed for secondary
educational prdgrams,.

witﬁcour growth, the Board of School Trustees has been active
in adviging our administrators of the need for yearly evaluations of
school programs and operations. A part Qf this in-depth evaluation system
is the MNorthwest Accrediting reports which 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 been directly involved with the
Northwest Acérediting activities from an individual school basis.

Reports on accreditatiom are provided to oyr Board on request, and, until
there is an observed need within our District, it would be our practice:

" to continue with this operation which allows Board members an opportunity
to obtain information on accreditation without the direct involvement of

our Board reviewing reports from each oflour secondary schools.

we Peel this system has been most satisfactory, and I would-
hope this letter will provide a response for your survey submltted
to our Histrict,




REFERENCES
(For Units I, II and III)

Dillman, D.A. 1Increasing mail questionnaire roéponld in large samples
of the general public. The Public Opinion Quarterly, 36, 1972,
254~257. -

a

Dillman, D.A., & Frey, J.H. Contribution of personalization to mail
quest ionnaire response as an element of a previously tested method.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 50(3), 1974, 297-301.

i .

Dillman, D.A., Christenson, J.A., Carpenter, E.G., & Brooks, R.M. -,

© TT7Increasing mall questionnalre response: & four state comparison..
American Sociological Review, 39, 1974, 744-756,

Douglass, H.R. Junior high schools evaluated and accredited. NASSP '
Bulletin, 47(280), 1963, 125-128.

Evaluative Criteria. National Study of Secondary School Evaluation:
Washington, D.C., Fourth Edition, 1969.

Littrell, J.H., & Baile;, G.D. The accreditation process: Focusing on
the advantages. NASSP Bulletin, 60(401), 1976, €8-70.

Manlove, D.C. Evaluation in junior ﬁigh schools. Teachers College
Journal, 39(2), 1967, 70-72.

aster, L.S. An examination of the attitudes of teachers, principals,
superintendents and board members toward the process of secondary
school evaluation in fifty-seven North Central Association high
schools. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Indiana Univergity, 1969.




e UNIT IV STUDY SUMMARY -

The follbwing'uhit contains a summary of the firat three
units. This summary was prepared, as requiredgunder the
research grant, in order to have a version of the study

report suitable for journal publication. 4
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*
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THE ROLE OF SCHOOL BOARDS IN SCHOOL
SELF~-STUDY EVALUATIONS

School boards have traditionally played only a‘hinor role in school
self-stﬁdy evaluations. The involvement of school boards (i.a:, board;
of control variously called boards of education, boards of trustees,
school committees, or school boards) in the evaluatiép process has
-generdily-been limited'td'meeting“with'thé‘aééféaffiffdﬁ“fiiﬁ“ﬁé"HEE?_“”““““
their findings and to receiving a copy of the final evaluation report
from the superintendent. Boa;d members minimally participat;-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 béing aware of the self5§tudy evaluation,

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

i .
greater involvement in the accreditation team visit, while the

superintendents, pr;ncipﬁls, and $chool staffs all judged the self-study
rhase to be the mos#-ﬁelpfpl part of the evalwation process.

Why school Qogfds arg so little involved in school self-study
eyaluations'is nbt;élear;i It is possible to argue from ag least four
dif ferent perspectives tﬁat school boards ought to have a major role in
such‘;tudies: .(a) the formal responsibiliti;s of school-boards,

(b) the representational nature of School board members, (¢) the need

to 1mprove school hoard operations themselves, and (d)wihéiﬁféqﬁaﬁiéfﬁffl;”ﬁ

constraints in improving school operatipns. )
° School boards bear the\formaL“,leqall financxab, and
political responsibility for school operations. As"' -
Manlove (1967) points out, whenever- the school: boa:d
makes policy dec151OQ§ it-is gn-essancé‘ﬁﬁilﬁﬁ&in@ #hé S »
school and magzng 3@@£rqnts ebqut the nature’ and*qualaty- f;q%pgi_jf-=-,*f‘

.1‘ - ’




of its operations, It is puzzling, therefore, that lChQOl
boards should play such a minor role in the most compre-
hensive evaluations of the schools over which they have
primary . rolponlibility.

School board members are elected as the official repre-
sentatives of the community in educational matters.
Although parents are occasionally included in school
ovaluation 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 increasinq 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 hddress such concerns as (a) how are
school issues being brought to the board's attention,_A

(b) is the board being presented with alternative plans of
action or only go/no-go options, and (c) is the boar2
gathering sufficient background information before proceed-
ing with difficult policy issues. School board operating
procedures could be made more efficient and responsive if
board members were more involved in the entire school review
process, M

Douglass (1963) argues that one of the major outcomes of
self-study accreditation evaluatiogs is that they enable
school administrators to interest school board members: in
ways of improving school operations. Similarly, Littrell
and Bailey (1976) arque thAt a major advantage of such
evaluation processes is that superintendents and school
boards can clarify thelr respective areas of responsibilijty
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 only pragmatic to insure the involvement
of those individuals who will have the flnal approval on

‘the major school changes suggested by the evaluation study.

‘

wny; if_such strong arguments can be posed for school board involve-

AN

ment,,havé éch56l_boqrds traditionally played such a minor part in thege

studie;?>

A-prim&fy reason may be that no concrete role for school board

ihvolvém;nt/id'thié process has ever been defined. . For example,
= -7 :

-

EValuaﬁive Criteria (1969) contains few references to school board

- activities during the evaluation process: a form is provided for

66



- -made- of- inve in9wschoolMboard~m.mbart—in—any“ligntfic(;t‘way. =

ratinq'school board procedures (p. 320), school -board members.rate the -
adninistrative staff-(p. 7) » and mention is made that‘adminiltrator;
may wish to have the -choolﬁboard approve school philoaophy'qtatomants
before brocccdinq to the statement of schoél obj.ctivos (p. 30).
Although it is suqq.sg.d that schools may wish to involve parents and

students in the evaluation procedures (p. 8), absolutely no mention is

It'dbet appear, in fact, that there is a general presumption that-
L 4
school board members will not be significantly involved in these

school evaluations. 1In Evaluative Criteria (1969) administrators are
warne® tﬁgilsgnce school board members will not ba familiar with the
evaluation proéedures, care must be taken in how study results are
presented to school boards (pp. 12-14). Finally, it has been,reportad

. : // //
that iﬁ\aqgg;oplnq the evaluative review criteria for both aecohdﬁry and

junior high schools, the following groups were consulted: selghers,

administrators, subject-matter specialists, state depattment ;Eprésen a-
. { *

tives, -and college and university instructors (Evaluative Criteria, 1969,
' |

P. S; Manlove, 1967, p. 72). Note that school boards are conspicuously

absent from this list,

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

school board involvement might improve the utility of self-study

-

¢ A ) “
evaluations if that role were compatible with school boards' governance

N

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 not 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.

v’

e
-
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b. Lack of resources is cited as the major reason for
failure to implement evaluation recommendations. This
suggests that recommandations are made without due regard
for existing resource limitations. Involving school board
members, who control regource allocations, should result
in recommendations that are more financially feasible.

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

—

Procedures which would increase school board involvement in order €6
insure recommendations that the board thought timely, worthy of support,
financially fea;iblo, ana‘cbmpatigle with their governance needs, would
seem to be useful additions to the evaluation process.

Although arguments can be made tht} 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 con&ucé%
at least one self-study Ségool evalu;tion during the 1976=1977 schgbl
vyear in these 16 states was included in the survey study. Four individuals
o

in each district were surveyeé:_ the district superintendent, the

. building principal, and two randomly chosen school board members.
Of the 675 individuals initially é&:tacted, 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 adéhnistrators being males, but ocne-quajy

school board members being females. The administrators had served
. )

‘as principals or superintendents an average of 9.7 yoarl; while board

4
members had served their posts an average of 5.5 years.

The survey questionnaire contained a series of quoltibns concerning

the level of board involvement iniboxf-study oQaluations, the quality

of these @VQLQAtiQni,_thcmdesirodileyel_and"naturcnof_bdard“involvemant,____“m_____

impediments to acﬁieving it, and the desired need and nature of services -
designed to increase board involvement. Each of these issues is
discussed irf the sections that follow.

The discussion of survey results which follows freéuentiy makes
c§mparisons between administrator and boérd member percgptions since
it was found that they often hold differant views of the accreditation
process. Comparisovs are also méde be;ggen sqgll-districts (1-3 schools),
medium districts (4-9 schools), anﬁ large districts (10 or more
schools). Since tha numbef 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’Inyo}vement in Evaluations

Administrators and board members were asked to indicate how school
board members had been inyolved in the 1976-i977 self-study evalpation.
They reported éhat in most districts the school board was aware that
an evaluation was taking place, were generally aware of the evaluation
procedures being uéed, and received a copy of the finai report. Their

/////wﬁ”“‘< responses tended to confirm®he view of low board involvement in

accreditation evaluations.
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Administrators consistently rated the lovoi of bo;fd ;AVOIVtmont
‘in iﬁéh cvaluations‘ﬁigﬁcr than did board m;ﬁbcrl. Also;;Aﬁinisﬁratdrt
more often felt the board had been asked for specific study-related
information than the board judged to be the case. Finally, the level
of”:chool board participation decreased as the size of the district

increased.

-

Quality.of the Evaluations

Administrators were more awa?e of thé ovalu#tion 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 awaré”offthe evaluaﬂion 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
reéommendations, although fewer board members were aware of them in
the larger districtg. Neither administrators nor board members
were as positive about the éuaiity of the’evél;ation recdmmendatiohs
as theyrwere about the quality of the evaluation procedures. Both
groups gave lowest marks to the utility of the recommendations in
helpiné_the ;chool board set policy ;r make specific décisions..
Though inconclusive, the data suggest that only about 60 percent of
the evaluation recommendations were subsequéntly implemented by the

school boards.



Desired Level of Board Involvement

(,(

Adminiltrators and board members were asked to charactorize'

the prOpox level of board involvement in self-study evaluations.

Their responses are di-playod below in Table 1.

Table l‘
Appropriate School Board Involvemant

L ad

. v
- Percent-Selecting-Option - '”““m“:*
Adminis- Board
. trators Members Total
MINIMAL PARTICIPATION. School- Boards
shoul® be aware of the proceedings, !
but primar?ly-just review and act on _ ‘ . .
the final recommendations ' 12.1 14.0 13.0
2 SLIGHT PARTICIPATION. In addition to |
the above,.School Boards should provide ) .
any relevant information upon request ¢
and p&rlodically review the progress of
the evaluation. . _ 19.5 23.4 21.2
3 MODERATE PARTICIPATION. In addition
the above, School. Boards should partici-
pate in planning the evaluation and in
major steps lika\developing the 3chool
phllosophy and objegtlves. 44.5 \ 39.7 v 42.4
FULL PARTICIPATION. Ih.addition to the
above, School Boards shodld be actively
involved in all phases of the evaluation
including working on commlttees, and
‘conducting prelimlnary reviews of all _ .
findings and recommendatlons. R 23.9 22.9 23.4
. V . . s
100.0 100.0 ° 100:0

Most respondents favored moderate board- partlcipatlon although
\

more board members than administrators favored sllqht or minim\l parti

pation When district size'was'faﬁqn'into account, it was found that
- o - , _ '

more respondents favor sléght or mihimal particiﬁation in the larger

districts. 1In fact, igadistricts withylo or more -schodls, over 46 percent

of the respondents favored only sligh;_or'ﬁinimal particpation.

{{_-’ié?j
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Respondents were also a:kod_to\idontify the specific areas #n
which board members should be more involved. As cln be seen in Table 2

below,_lcvtral arocas niad increased baard involv‘m.nt, onpﬁcially

\

thc reviewing of admini:trativo and pﬁlicy making qctivitios. —

N * i

Table 2. - e By éﬁ
Areas Needing Increased Board Involvement ' ‘ -

. Percnnt Responding "Yes"

Total Rnipondonts

/ ! i . 2 i . _— = .g..

A

Should Boards be more involved in:

1 Planning the timing and activities of o ’ _g :,

( the evaluation o _ ' .. 32,0
\ S . : | 1
2 Deciding what school areas or evaluation >
questions should-be emphagized: - 65.5
3 Developing the statement of school

philosophy . - 88.1.

4 Developing the statemeht of school

objectives - o - 81.4
S Serving on spd&iflc worklng commlttees " .~ e " . £
durlng phe evaluatlon L I _ 66.0 .
6 Providing specific informatlon for use - i: R I
in the evaluation A * 65.5
N : : S ' '_ !
» .7 Reviewing administrative and pollcy*maklng _ - R :
o activities, including its own . _ 96.4 . .
8 Rev1ew1ng prellminary report for acéuracy
and comprehensiveness . , , 68.5 . . . Y

9 P:bviding information to the Site Vigit '

Teant o M ~ 72.0:
. - 10 Reviewirig preliminary recommendations . 0 'L -
~ for feasibility , . L 7 89.3

r—

A

Administrators and board members did’ not substantially differ in their

responses to this question, but §espondents in the larger districts

¢ -
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_rolpondonti*in smallor districts. Pfﬁ

\ig;,. When askcd what factor: provent bon“ from being more invoLi:fL/)>,~/—\\\
rupondents gavdf throo major reasons: 1 | ' ' |

. A _, h’/‘ﬁ’ “ ) i .
[ ) Board pembers do not have thc/ fme to be more v:lﬂd.?
. s '™ oA
.

3 Bt
njmnmbers could do,g. ' %

e - It is not clear what more boa

'@  Boards d6 fiot need o ba more’

hvolved to successfullyi. -\
: ' complete the ev&ldationd. IR

H

Both adﬂinistrators and board members gﬁ t that negative outcomes

o Jn
were slightly Less likely o occur fror ncreased board involvement than

'  were positive outcomes, althongh even %ﬁ positive gQutcomes were only
"~ considered be somewhat likely. Takihé@district‘size #to consideration,
[5Y - \ i )
positive outcomes still appear more_li&é;y than negative outcomas,

but the likelihood of nethivg*outCQmeL increases as the districts

become larcer. _'-‘

¢ - Loiyrg ¥
t' 'd

g 3!
Desired School Board Assistance . 7,7i?3

;}vailable inservice traininq "
systems were judged by both administrators and board members to bé ¢
¥y
the most useful avenues for increasing board involvement in accredibation »

' Self-instructional materials an

evaluations. The two groups disadreed, hqwevor, on how these serv;ces
Ny

,ought to be delivered. Administrators wanted these services providedc

as part of the accreditation d%ocess, while board members favored

makinq the services simply available upon requﬁst Both grOUD

,, v
agreed that state and regional accredltinc as:ociations, followed

R state school boa;ds associations and state departments of education,

R should be the primary agencij} to delxvnrusucﬁ assistance,

-a . . -
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e - Conclusions

v

. ." ~
Based on the survey results -and on widespread comnunication with

- administrators and board members, it appears that some assistance
should be provided to inc;ca:c'iéhool board involvement in'l.lf-ctudy
accreditation evaluations. This assistance lhohld be taig.tod primarily

on the smaller school districts where the need and opportunity for

S “-{neraaécd—tnvolv-m.nt~is*much“grtatlr—than“in_th.“ltrqgr_dfitfféti.

2 . Any isliéganco given should ba focused on improving board involvement
. : _ ¥ .
in just a few ar;na\(all boards indfcate that la$§xof time is a s .
¥

major probloyﬁ and . ould take into account tholdifferent perspectives
of administrators and rd members and the differing cbnstra;nt- RN
on la?gc versus small districts. |

In summary, it éppoars'that local districéhldg ndt_%iﬁ} and

.could not accomodate as muéh achool board involv&ﬁdht-in self;study

evaluations a‘ne might arque for. There is, howsver, a real interdst, /
~ | | : -5 _

elpocia%}y in ;ﬁe smaller schools, in increasing board involvement. .

, — : . ;

Thase districts and thefr use of the evaluation précess could benefit

from increased schdqi‘%oard participation should the appropriate

~assistance become available. . o » - . -
. . 1 : ’ \ -~ »
4 R . -
R4 ’ ) ) . o . Al - // -
- » /
¢ - ’ -
1." k
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qnd .
‘School

Evaluatio

_ -'School\
| Boards

| Accrediting

ns

A

WAS YOUR SCHOOL BOARD INVOLVED IN THE ACCREDITATION
EVALUATION CONDUCTED-IN YOUR OISTRICT LAST YEAR?

. N Al . N ‘ .
00 YOU THINK CHANGES SHOULD BE MADE IN THE WAYS

- SChool, BOARDS PARTICfbATE IN SCHOOL EVALUATIONS? '

This 1s’a survey of western school districts that conducted self-study accraditing

“~

qualify your answers, please use the margins

You ‘cooperation g mudh'e

T

poreciated.

B /
-

~

-Northwest Regioval Educational Laboratory

« 710 SW Second Avenue, PoPtIang. Oregon 97204 .

‘.
-

evaluations dqr1ng the 1976-77 school year. Based on the results, policy recom-
mendations will be made te the National Study of Schoo! Evaluation concerning the
role of School Boards in local accrediting evaluations. : '

'P)ocsi.answor all the questions: [f .yoy wish to comment on any question or
or a separate sheet of papey.
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s : Q-1 We would like to begin by asking you to recall how the School Board was involved ‘
R . in the self-study accreditation evaluation condugted {n your district last year.
- ‘ ‘. 01d this happen?
e ___“m_mi_“_";____“___"_Tir_‘ S (Circle. your_answr). | . .
’ YES NO
: Ouring the self-3tudy evaluation: I BELIEVE - NOT TO MY ’
' SO KNOWLEDGE -~
W -
3 1 Has the School Board aware an evaluation was  ~ ’ ' Y
being conductad? . . . . . . . .. .. oL YRS NO '
:). . - .
S - 2 Was the Schco! Board “generalTy aware of what
e, - . procedures were np1ng used to conduct the : :
oL, evaluation? . . . R 3 NO
, -9 _ : : : . ,
3 01d the School Boarg assist in scheduling .
L . the 0va1up§1?n actiwveies? . . ., . . . . . .- . . YES NO
. -
4 Did the School Board assist with the development : s
a of tho statement of school philosophy’ WS e .. YES NO
. <, 5 Did the School Board assist with tho dovolpmnont _ P .
) ‘- of the statement of school objectives? . . . . . YES NO /
] 3 C, ; 5 D1d any individual School Bogrd member serve on _
: ' an ovaluat1on working committee during the study?. . YES NO
R 7 Was the Schoo! Board' asked to provide §hy
{ . ’ particular information espectally for tho » -
evalugtion study? P £ & . NO
3 Was the School Board asked to specify what it .
wanted to know as a result of the evaludeion? vy YES NO
S . 9 .D1d the School Board participrte fn & review of
. 1ty own proctduros as part of the evaluation? ... .. YES X NO
10, 0id the Schooﬂoam rate the perfarmance of the Joe
. ( adminfstrative staff as part of the ova\uat1on? ., YES . NO
<11 Did the Schoo! Board receive interim r;oorts on, _ '
& ’ L the progress of the evaluation? . . . . ... . .. . YE NO
N . e
12 Was the Schoo! Board.asked tp review preliminary ~ .
findings or recommandations for their feasibility? . VYES NO
o 13 4d members of the School Board meet with the : .
- Stte Visit Team to discuss the school program? . . . YES - NO
. . _ 14 Were members of the Schoo! 8oard brosont to hear . . v ‘
- T the report of the Site Vistt Toam? cood oo YES . ND :
. - ¢
\ _ 15 Did the School Board receive a-copy of tha final s N
) . evaluation roport or recommendations? . 7 SR YES NQ
r l . M R . .
Y \ & ‘ . i
v : -~ :
s . ) ¥ Fa . - - I8 ’ -
N ’ < ( 2 - v
3 4 « . N - . - {‘. (. X ‘2" i o
. . v . 3 _ !
: . o oL ' ’ . y
. B ¥ - . > ¢
. .8y . S
"?*E' . ’ . ] » "\! ’ ': ‘ -
Al A ~ > hRW - ! - R . . -'_
.« . - g \b\ o\: * ..\_..' ‘
v : -J - ) Bl ‘ ~ ] .'.. l'\l. v
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Q-2 .Are yuu familiar with the evaluation procedures used in the study"?".'.
(Ctrcle your angwer) e
: N YES L
G0 ON
N r 7‘.* - o R
T T T ly et do you enfhk of tho quaHny of/mo ovaluauon procedures used? ’
. Hu this truo? K
" (Circle your angwer) * P
' . .- ) NOT® QUITE - A ‘,
- To what extent woyuld vou say thq evaluation: - | AT  SOME- - A GREAT
. e - & WHAT BII %L A
.. L % s
! Showed good planning and organization - . . [ .NOT -SQNE .Q SIT: G -DEAL ' :
- 2 Addressed the most ‘important schaol qucstions NOT =~ SOME  Q-BIT G-DEAL ,
; 3 lnvolved Yne sppropriate-pbople . . . . . .. NOT SOME " Q-BIT G-DEAL
R 4 "Was mmncmy well cbnductod : .- NOT. fs_omz o BIT G-0EAL . -
S “ 5 'Includedtall rﬂovant informatibn and ‘ e Ay
\ opinfons . . . | © oo . NOT- . SOME QW8T G-DEAL Lo
S § Had sufficient ruour'ccs avaﬂabio - ’ s . NOT  SOME™:, Q-BIT G-DEAL
7 Was worth the effort and eipense it togk T . . NOT SoME"- Q-BIT G-DEAL . .-
S . Met the ‘ho«is of the School Board . o . NOT 'SOHE - Q-BIT G'O'CAL" REIN
Q-4 Mow wOuId you ass.oss the quality of the final rocomondations made ta.the Schaof ' ‘
Bdard ‘as a.result of the evaluation study? Are you familiar with the final _
rec datiang?. (®ircle your answer) st -~
, w‘_ . i~ ) i A RO .
[ JEE - YES NO ~—ei" GO ON : Was thig thue? ‘
L g S | T0 Q-6 | : .- {Circ1e your answer) '
’ . To. the best of your memory, would’ lgu NOT QITE A L.
- T Slj Eﬁr recommendations: AT SOME - A  GREAT .
VLo . ' A v WHAT g |
1 dare cq«zuatﬂy presanted to the School Board. NOT SOME_' Q-BIT G-DEAL -
. 2 Nere presented to the School Board at-an . C T S
. appropriate time of y®rr .o NOT SOME Q-8IT G-DEAL (
3 Were wal) _thought out and Jummd .‘ ... . NOT  SOME  Q-BIT G-DEAL ¢
R 4 Aﬁdrusod important school ‘tesdes’ . . oo . . NOT SOME - Q-8IT G-D&ALl )
n s Horo lfqa\ly and financially feagible . .- . NOT SOME.  Q-BIT™ G-DEAL
6 Were reasonable and practfcal e v oo . U NOT SOME  Q-BIT - G-DEAL
- . - _'Z""HOuid lead to the hg?rovomont of local ) S : :
T _ IR cducaMon i accompl shed . . . . . . ...\ . NOT - SOME Q-BIT G-DEAL _
Lo 8 .Horo helpful to the: Schoo! Soard in utting o ‘ ' .
: : schgol polfey . .o o o L. oL L . NOT . SOME Q-8IT G-DEAL *
, : o "9 - Assistad the Schoal. Board fin making certain Y T /‘“
AT A spect docisions coee e oo oo U NOT O SOMET Q-BIT . G-DEAL !
o o oy : ) . ) . ¢ ) - - ) .
. oo - o
™~ . I Y ' ,; - - B
’ o : '
¢ iy . . »
.'J —:&' . ! o s \" \ . ’ K
. .“‘; :r . '. .. . . ) b .. - v o )
Lo A R ‘89 . 4’79 -
o T Lo T vy SRR R
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Q-5 Since ft nas been about a year since the evaluation, the Schoo! Board has

Had a chance to consider these recommendations.

finally dealt with the evaluation r
estimate of the percent of the rec

____ % WERE REJECTED AFTER PRELIMINARY REVIEW
2% WERE-SERIOUSL Y CONSTOEREDBUT FINALLY DROPPED0R™POSTPONED
_____% WERE IMPLEMENTED AND ARE MOW BEING FOLLOWED

% HAVE ALREADY BEEN INPLEMENTED AND ACCOMPLISHED

100 ¥

. Recall how the Board
osmendations. What {s your personal
Indations handled as follows?

b
Q-6 we would now like to ask you some questions that will help us understand how
you think School Boards can and should be involved fn such evaluations. Based
on last year's experience, ¥hy do you think ‘Schoo! Board members are not morg
e

more 1nvolved decause: DEFINITELY  GENERALLY  GENERALLY  DEFINITEL
NO NO YES
9 v 5
1 Our Schoo! Board members X
do not have the time . ., . OEF-NO GEN-NO GEN-YES DEF-YES
2 Greatar School Board
participation is not
needed t0 successfully -
complete the evaluations . . DEF-NQ GEN-NO. GEN-YES DEF-vES
3 Our School Board has - ‘
little to gain by being . .
more fnvolved . . . . . . . OEF-NO GEN-NO QEN-YES DEF-YES
4 [t {s our formal district - '
‘policy that the School :
3oard not be more involved . DEF-NO GEN-NO, GEN-YES DEF-YES
5 Iﬁs standard practfco {n ‘
our district that the w
School Board not™be mor . o '
fnvolved . . . . .. . . . . DEF-NO GEN-NO GEN-YES DEF-YES
- 6 [t is not clear what more A .
our School Board could do - : .
in such evaluations DEF-NO GEN-NO GEN-YES DEF-YES
7 No.materfals or other . -
assistance are available . ; _ '
to help our Schog! Board a K S
nembers be more ¥nvolved . . OEF-NO GEN-NO GENoY_ES‘ DEF-YES
.8 Other (Please spo§1fy) . =
. Yr“ . « .
. e [ ;
. o )
\. - &i . ) |
N . . ' - P e
. . @ ‘ . : . . ‘ 80
- 9 . B
ta'f.',"l.' CLor N e , ’ )

involved in accrediting evalyations?

Schoo! Soards ary not

[s this true of your School Board?

(Circle yoyr ansiver)
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. .
Q-7 To what extent should Board members be more involved in local self-study
evaluations? '
* l Should Boards be more involved?
_ (Circle your angwer)
e e s e s e QT - S OMES—— —QUITE T AGREAT T - —
AT ALL l_EJHAT ABRIT DEAL [
- ' GO ON 1 .
10 Q-9 ..___J v
- o ' . $
‘ Q-8 In what ways should School Boards be more involved in these evaluations?
Do you agree?
Boards shguld be mde involved in: (Circle your answer)
~ ¢ YES NO
- 9
! Phnan thi‘:fnﬂnq and activities of tne . -
gval t'loﬂ" . T 1 NO %
- ' hd
0 o 2 Oqcidinq what school ardaas or evaluation
“ + questions should be emphasized . . . .. . : . . . VYES NO
- . ’ . ' ’ : - -
2 _ ! ) ) 3 QOeveloping the statement of school philosophy . . YES * NO-
o N L | - .
E -
. , 4 ODeveloping the statement of school obJoctivos .. YES . NO oot
1 . - ‘
: . . b s -Serving on spacific working caun1ttocs during S
: the evaluation . . . . . . . . . e .. YES NQ
T § Providing specific information for use in the .
3 oN . . ., e e e e e YES NO
fewing adm1n*stra;1vo‘and 9011Cy-mak1nq
_ ct1v1t1os. including its own . . .. . ., ., . YES . - NO
_ ar )
;*“\\\\ : o, -8 R|v1ow1nq préliminary report for ICCuracy,and S
\; - g comorohonsivono;s Ce e e YES NO
z < 5’ Prov1d1nq information to the Site Visit Team', . .  YES N0
10, Reviewiny pr011m1nary rocomondations for .
ms1b111ty vss *NO
Qp? Are there areas whoro School Board mombors should be 10:3 1nvolvod in such
evaluations? (Circle your answer)* Gh _
ce NO vES (Please specify areas) ~ : ' '
. _ | : p . /
{“ i )
¥ -
* <. )
' _— v
» \ \ ’
’ 4 - ) N
N ! .8_1 ’ ,
* H * o .
o ' 9 L ‘ A
_._Q ., - { : . .

N



N} §
\Q-10 In general, what s the proper role for School Boards in self-study evaluations?
{Circle one)

1 MIN PARTICIPATIQN. Schoo! Boards should be aware of
e proceedings, t.primarily just review and act on the
- final recommendations. -

e T T [ A 1§ “PARTICIPATI Tm"IﬁfiadifWBﬁ_fE_Eﬁi”SBGViT_§55631_"”____””__“"_—m"“”""'”
' - oards spouid provide any rtlevant information upon request
: and periodically review the progress of the evaluation. .

’ 3 ;gggsélg'PARTIQIPATION. In addition to the above, Schoo!
‘Soards should participate in planning the evaluation and
: in major steps Tike developing the school philosophy and ' .
objectives. . - ‘ '
|
In addition to the above, School Boards .
tnvolved in 211 phases of the evaluation

including workinflion committees, and conducting preliminary
reviews of all findings and recommandations.

Q-11 what will probably happen if School Boards become more involved in evaluations? . e

-

Is this 1ikely to happen?
{Circle your answer)

NOT SOMEWHAT  HIGHLY
LIKELY LIKELY LIKELY
N 4 N

[f School Boards became more involved:

1 Such evaluations would take more time to

complete . . . . ... ... L. NOT SOMEWHAT  HIGHLY
2 There would be greater community and school . . ~
support for the evaluations. . . . . . . . . .. NOT SOMEWMAT  HIGHLY
' 3 School stdff and administrators would
. resent the School Board 1ncrbsion5(. . . . . . 4 NOT SOMEWHAT . HIGHLY
' 4 More lagally and financially feasible
recommendations would result . . . . . . ., | | NOT SOMEWHAT  HIGHLY
’ 5 Other Schoo! Board work would suffer | ' )
5 ‘ from less attention. . . . . . . . . . ... .. NOT SOMEWHAT  HIGHLY
6 ‘ore evaluation recommendationd would .
be implemented . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. NOT ° SOMEWHAT  HIGHLY -
"7 What other outcomes ‘are likely? (Please specify) )
¥ -~
£
N -
tl
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Q-12 1If SChool Board involvement in self-study oviluations wtrc to be inereased, what
kinds of services would be most useful to School Boards? (Circle all that apply)

4] 7

1 SELF-INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS
¢ AN INSERYICE TRAINING SYSTEM AVAILABLE UPON REQUEST

-y | BY EXPERIENCED SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS IN THE REGION
d 4 REGULAR INSERVICE TRAINING FOR ALL BOARD MEMBERS
5 OTHER (Please specify)

4

Q-13 How should these services be provided to Schoo! Board members? (Circle one)

1 AS PART OF THE ACCREDITING EVALUATION FORMS AND PROCEDURAL
GUIDEL INES

v ¢ AS SEPARATE SERVICES AVAILABLE FQR SCNOOL BOARDS TO REQUEST -
: AS NEEDED

3 AS SEPARATE SERVICES AVAILABLE TO SCHOOL AOHINISTRATORS FOR
THEIR USE IN WORKING WITH SCHOOL BOARDS

4 OTHER (Please specify) 3

Q-14 Which groups ought to provide these services to School Boards?
(Circle all that apply)

STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION

REGIONAL ANO STATE ACCREDITING ASSOCIATIONS \\J,

STATE//CHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATIONS

UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES , '

STATE ADMINISTRATORS ASSOCIATIONS

OTHER (Please specify)

(o TN Y L IR - RS A S

Finally, we would like to ask you some questions to help with the stat1;t1cal'analysis.

Q-15 What is your age? YEARS '
Q-16 What ts your sex? MALE* FEMALE - R
Q-17 How long habe you been: A BUILOING PAINCIPAL: | YEARS
(Answar a1l that 2mply) 4 prerRicT SUPERINTENDENT: YEARS .
A SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER:  *© YEARS

/ . ' '

-3~ TECHNICAL-ASSISTANCE-CAPABILITY -SUCH-AS -LOCAL CONSULTATION —————— ~— =~ -

g
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Are there any other Comwants you wou
tn self-study accrediting evaluations
purpose.

)

-

-
1 4

Your assistance with this survey fs very much appreciated.- If you would 1ike a

summary of the resuits, please print your name and addness on the back of the

- envelope (Qgg on this questionnaire) with the words "copy of rasults requested." —

Thank you y6ur help. .




»

INSERT A: Name of Bhool gb ﬁ bggu:tion
INSERT B: "the d ~gtperintendent™
L "the bailding principal*
"a schdoljboatd.mtjegr” ‘

. ) ' ’
. N . !

710 S.W. Second Avenus « Portiand. Oregon 97204+ Telephone (803) 248-6800

March 6, 1978

A

During 1976-77 a school in your district, {Insert A], conducted a ol
self-study evaluation. It was one of several hundred schools acrbss

the nation that underwent an evaluation as part of the regional and .
iEiE;"EEE?CHIEIBHME¥55;i}ffyAltﬁ5hgh local school boards are ekpected to

implement the evaluation recommendations, some boards are highly involved
in the actual evaluation process while others are not involved at all,

We are conducting this study to find out why. v . _ v~

This national survey is sponsored by the National Staﬁy of School . t
Evaluation (NSSE, the national school accrediting aglociation)'with the
cooperation of the state and regional ‘accrediting associations and the

state school boards' associations. Because you were [Insert gy\during

last year's evaluation study, you have firsthand knowledge abdut the role

of your school board in the gyaluation process. Since only two school .
administrators and two school ‘board members from your district are being -
asked for their opinions, it i1s vital that your questionnaire be compretgd

and returned. Please complete and return it Eoday, if7possible,

You may ba assured of complete anonymity. Each questionnaire contains )
en identification number for mailing purposed only. This is so that [ -
we can check your name off the mailing list when your questionnaire is '
~returned. Your name will not be placed on the questionnaire and the '
{* results of the study will be grouped so that an answer on any sifigle
"quéstionnaire cannot be identified. . a
) - ' . vy )
- Based on the results of this survey, policy recommendations will be
made to NSSE concerning the role of School Boards in local accrediting
. evaluations. The results will also be shared with regional and state -
'&ccreditinq associations, state school bbards' assoctiations, and all
intetgsted citizens. You may receive a summary of the results by writing
"copy of results requested" on the back qf the return envelope, and
printing your name and address balow it. Please ég not put this information .
ion the questionnaire itself. - : ' ' o g ,

~:I would be most happy to answer any-questiqns you might have. Please -
“write or call (503) 248-6845. o 4 .

i A

Thank you for your assistance®

'Sincerely,/

Nick L. Smith .
Senior Research Associate
and Project Director

' Q5 S 85
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FIRST FOLLOWUP
' (Postcard)

- ‘ Al
. - ' . e
. .' 3 v
. : -\ .

* -

’

B © 7 Lest week Tl sent you 8 questionné 'iﬁiiiiﬁw—ﬂ_ﬁﬁl'ﬁi&“" ‘! I

was involved in en accrediting. evaluation conducted in your district . G

it you heve aiready sent it back, please accept my-sincere thanks. .
Your contribution to this study is most spprecisted. If you have
not yet returned it, please do 30 today. Because the questionneire

- was sent to only four people in your district, it is entis| that
we have your questionnaire if we are to unders what really

. happened in your district.

if by .some chance you did not recqive the questionnaire, or it got
misplaced, please call me right now, collect (503) 248-6845 and |
will get another dne in the mail to you joday. :

“ o Sincersly—o » I
o LY

Nick L. Smith , - : .
'Sénior Reseerch Associste and Project Director L

ri
. ,/: -
[

»

L)

E
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INSERT A: Name of school conducting evaluation

INSERT B: “the district. auperintendent®
"the building prineéipal®
“a school board member"

A
.

. P ” . s N .
cond Avenue « Poltland, Oreggn 97204 « Telephone (503)3}8‘6800

March 27, 1978

About three weeks ago I wrote to, you asking for your opinions about
how your local school board was involvedrin last ybar?siself-study
evaluation of [Insert A] in your district. As of Yyet, we have not
received vour completad questionnaire.

This study is being condlicted with the cooperation of the hdtionil,
regional, and state school accrediting, associations and the state
school boards' associations to understand how school boards can better
be involved in local "school 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 [Insert B] at the time
of the evaluation, it is essential that you turn your questionnaire
1f the results of the study are to accurately reflect your distrivt.

{ : y
In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, I have enclosed .
another copy. If you have ahy questions or.comments, please don't “
hesitate to write or call (503/248-6845). | ’ _ o

[

Your cooperation is greatly‘apprqciated. ‘ _ . .
. Sinceiiipf . ) s

Nick L. Smith
Senior Research Associate
and Project Directdor

’

7
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INSERT A: Name of school conducting.evaluation

710 S.W. Second Avenue * Portiand, Oregon 97204 + Telephone (503) 248-8800

April 10, 1978

»

I am writing about the questiohinaire I 'sent you asking Now your local

" school board was involved in last year's accrediting evaluation of

{Insert A] in your district. To the bast of my knowledge, I have stiL;
not received your responsae. s S

The larqe number of questionnaires returned is very encouraging
Hdwever, since only four people in your district werse asked for their
opinions, not having your questionnaire may leave us with incorrect.
results. Those people from your digtrict whé have already responded -
may feel differently about what happened than you do. Wa would very
much like to include your views in our results. In case the earlier
questlonnalres did not.xaqph you or .have“been misplaced, I have
enclosed a rdhlacement -

In Qrder for the results to be timely and useful we need, to proceed

promptly with’ summdrizinq them. I hope that you will geturn your

qu;stionnﬂire right away. If you have any questions, immediately
call me collect at (503) 248~6845 )

p §
The results og‘this survey will be made available to all interaeastad
citizens. Many 2{ those who have already raeturned their questionnaires
have requested cépies of the results. I would be happy to send you a
copy if you put your name and address on the back of the return envelope
with the wonds "copy of results requested,"

Thank you Jery wuch for your consideration and help.
- . . .

\ . '_ Sincerely, v

Nick L. Smith
Senior Research Asgsociate

t . and Project! Director
5. '
encl.
4 :
\ < . - 95
Iy
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS
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710 $.W. Second Avenue « Portiand, Oregon 97204 + Telephone (503) 248-8800

~ August 1978

\

During March and April of this year we conduqtod a survay of administrators
and school board members in 170 districts 4n 16 western states. These
districts had condutted self-study adcreditation evaluations of their
schools during the 1976-1977 school year, and we wanted to know local
opinions about- the-role of-school boards-in such-evaluations: —We wers- very -
grateful that you assisted us by completing and returning your questionnaire.

. As you may recalil, at the time Qf the survey we promised to supply you with

a copy of the results when the data were tabulated. These, 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) complotod and returned
theirs

.w. found that in th% largef districts, school boards are ieas and less

involved in accreditation evaluations, altROth‘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 hiqher than
board members, but both groups agree that the evaluation recommendations

_gqnerally do not meet the. needs of the school board iﬁ helping them set

policy or decide specific questions.;

We asked administrators.and board members how much involvemnnt poards'should
have in accreditation evaluations. As you can see from the table below,

ever 40 percent of the total group t ouqht Moderate Participation was =
appropriate ~
’ i _ Mainis- Boaxrd
. - trators ~ Members Total

I MINIMAL PARTICIPATICN.” School Beards ’

ahould be aware of the procoodinqt,

but p:inaxxly just review and act on

the final recommendations _ 12.1 14.0 13.0

-

3 SLIGNT PARTICIPATION. .In aﬁdition to

the above, $chool Boards should provide

any relevant information upon request

and ponodiculy\ reviey the progresa of .

the &valuation, ° 19.8 23.4 21.2

)} MODERATE PARTICIPATION. In addicion
‘ the above, $chool Boards should partzici-
S . pate. in planning the evaluation and in
major steps like developing the school . )
philosophy and qbjectives. ‘ 4¢.5 39,7 . 42.4

4 FULL vnxrxcxvarron.,~1ﬁ!!Ldicxon % the
- above, $chool $dards should be actively
involved in all phases of the evaluation
including working on committees, and ) . . .
conducting pkelimihary reviews of all _ .
findingw and recommendations. £3.9 12.9 ©23.4

100.0 00.0 - 100.0

C 108y
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Next, we asked what areas school boards should be mors involved in.
- Actording to the responses, boards should certainly be more involved in
reviewing administrative and Policy-making activities. .

Percent Rasponding "Yes” b

Total Respohdents

Jhould %gards be more involved in:

1

® Ceciding what school areas or evaluation
questions should he emphasized 8%.9%
3 Daveloping “he statemant of school
philosophy 88.1
4 DOeveloping -he statement of school
oblectives 8l.4
S Serving on specific working -ommittees
juring <hs evaluacion 6.0
6 ?roviding specific information for use
in the evaluation .S
. ; .
T Reviewlny administrative and policy-making '
activities, including 1ts own 96.4
8 Reviewing preliminary report for accuracy .
and comprehensiveness 68.%
9 Providing informatfor mo che Site Visit .,
. Team ’ 72.0
iO Reviewing preliminary recommendations i
for feasibdility / 89.)

Most people thought«self-instructional’material

Planning che timing and activities of
~he evaluation

32,

and an available inservice

training system would be most helpful in increaging school board involvement.
Administrators thought -these 3ervices ought to He provided as part of the
atcreditation process, whil® board members thought the services should just . ¥
be available on request. Both 370ups agreed that regional and state accred- 56;
iting associations should primarily provide these ‘services, with state ks
" school board associations and state dcpartments of education secondarily
providing some assistance, _ .
There iy a need for greaéér school board involvement in accreditation evalua-
tions, especially in smaller districts. Larger districts (10 or more schools)
indicate that the board has too little time to be involved and more people
favor only slight or minimal board participation in these districts.

I 4 4
We wish to thank you again “for p*;ticipating in the survey.
further questions, I would be most happy to answer them.

If you have any

Sincerely, | ﬁ;f

Nick L. Smith, Director . I
Research on Evaluation Program i

\ L1y



