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EVALUATION OF ELE1>1ENTARY PRINCIPALS 
IN NEW YORK STA~E 

Abstract of the Dissertat . .ion 

PURPOSE; The purpose of this study was .to review the literature 
related to evaluation of elementary school principals, to identify 
current practices, and to develop a model which would include eval­
uation areas of responsibility, the nature of elementary princip.3.1 
responsibilities and competencies, the pro,..:edure for evaluating 
elementary school principal functions, and how such e•.raluations 
should be utilized. 

PROCEDURES: The population for this study was superintendents 
throughout New York State in school districts containing an average 
daily attendance of 5,000 to 20·,000 pupils, All 104 super.int;.endents 
were surveyed and 67 superintendents (64.4 percent) responded. To 
reinforce the study, 100 elementary principals were selected at 
random in Nassau and Suffolk Counties for survey purposes. Sixty·· 
five elementary principals (65 percent) responded. 

The questionnaire used in this study was developed from a review 
of the literature and included three di.mensions. First, general 
questions were asked to determine the nature and frequency of visi­
tations and conferences conducted by superintendents for evalUation 
purposes. The second dimension was designed to determine how 
superintendents were to utilize evaluations. Finally, the last 
dimension of .the questionnaire consisted of 45 elementary principal 
responsibilities and competencies. Superintendents and elementary 
principals Were asked to indicate whether each r~sponsibility or 
competency was an excl"-lsive, primary, supervisory, or c:o<Jrdinating 
f.unction. In addition, administrator-responden-ts were asked to 
indicate how ea.ch r.esponsibility was to be evaluated--by .writton 
communication, inspection, or conference inetb.ods. 

The questionnaire was validated by a panel of five aC!..""IIir::ist.r.atcrs 
and two psychologists. 

ANALYStS OF DATA: As a result of the study the followir,g ganeraliza­
tions are drawn: (1) In a majority of the school districts· surveyed 
elementary principals are evaluated periodically; procE:ldu-c<!s for eval­
uation are informal; visitations are not conducted on a regular 
basis; and evaluations are in written form. (2) There is sub­
stantial disagreement among the superintendents and elementary 
principals surveyed as .to whether or not regular conf~rences for 
evaluative purposes are ·held with elementary principalR. (3). A 
majority of the school districts surveyed conducted two or three 
yearly viSitations for evaluative purposes during the ::-·e<~.r preceding 
the survey. (4) A majority of the administrators surveyed SU<J­
gested that two, three, or four yearly visit-ations for evalua~.:.v~ 
purposes be conducted; and that two, three, or four eval~ations be 
conducted before tenure, with one or two after tenure. According 
to predominant adnllnistrator opinion, an order of priOiity for 
utilization of evaluatior:. was developed. 

MJDELS: Two I!ICidels with a four.point rating scale ranging from 
•superior" to "Needs Improvement" were developed from ti"le study. 
The first model was based upon concent.rated pluralities of ad­
ministrator judgAmeuts for each designated responsibility a:nd 
evaluation procedure as distinct separate quantities of analysis. 
The second model was based upon the greatest concent.ration of 
total administrator responses for comb.ined responsibility and 
evaluation procedure variables for each ·responsibility. Both 
models provide a means fer rating the elementary principal in the 
light of the nature of each z·esponsibility and the evaluation 
procedure to be utilized. 

RECO~~NDATIONS: It was recommended that additional resea~ch be 
conducted to: (1) analyze nationwide elementary principal evalu­
ation forms to deterni.ine evaluation criteria utilized by school 
districts and attitudes of superintendents toward evaluation 
processes; (2) field test the models developed in this study; 
{3) determine ·to what extent current evaluation procedures are 
cooperatively developed among administrators; i4) analyze in 
depth the supervisory relationships between superintendents and 
princip<ilf:.l (5) develop a s"imilar· model for the evaluation of 
high school principals; and (6) achieve mutual agreement between 
s~:operintendents and elementary principals with regard to respon­
sibilities and changing situational demands. 
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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM AND PURPOSES OF THE STUDY 

How-superintendents_and_c_entral office p~_r,_..s._,o.._.n .. n=e~l'-------

evaluateprincipals is determined by their own personalities, 

competencies, attitudes toward evaluative processes, intel-

lectual abilities, and effectiveness as educational leaders. 

It is assumed that those administrators who possess greater 

skills in human relations and administrative leadership will 

organize the staff for the improvement of instruction through 

evaluation processes. 1 Evaluation instruments and proced-

ures are often a means for increased superintendent-principal 

dialogue and interaction which in a constructive way can bring 

about professional growth for the individual principal. 2 It 

is presumed that professional growth of principals will have 

positive effects on teachers, pupils and the educational 

3 program. Superintendents' attitudes toward the evaluation· 

1Edgar L. Morphet, Roe L. Johns and Theodore L. 
Reller. Educational Organization and Administration 
(Engle;¥ood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1974), 
pp. 536-537. 

2Ibid.,.p. 536. 

3Jarnes C~rvell. "Evaluative Administrative Per­
formance," Thrust for Education-al Leadership, Vol. 2, No. 2 
(November 1972) , p. 32. 

1 
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2 

of principals, therefore, are regarded as critical in the 

d + . d d .. t . 1 e uca..c~ve an a nunJ.s rat~ve process. 

M1ile there is a great deal of material available 

that defines the characteristics of the elementary principal's 

leadershiJ? and effectiveness, a DATRIX examina-tion indicates 

that little has been done as guidelines for measuring leader=- __ 
. . 2 

ship performance. Although authorities in the field of 

administration describe leadership, materials on evaluating 

these practices are minimal. 3 Hemphill et al.. state: "It 

is a rare textbook in educational administration which dis­

cusses evaluation of the elementary principal. "4 According 

to the National Association of Elementary School Principals 

(NEA}, no research pertaining to evaluating a principal's 

leadership practices and procedures is available. 5 His-

torically, when evaluating procedures were used in the total 

teaching-learning situation, the emphasis was upon the 

1Neal Gross and Robert Herriott. 
in Public Schools: A Sociological Inqui£[ 
John Wiley, 1965), pp. 4 and 12. 

2see Appendix A. 

Staff Leadership 
(New York: 

3John K. Hemphill, Daniel E. Griffiths and Norman 
Frederiksen. Administrative Performance and Personality 
(Ne1t1 York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 1962), 
p. 348. 

4rbid. 

5see Appendix B. 
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teacher. Evaluation should include the supervisor as we11. 1 

Efforts to improve the educa·tional process must include an 

evaluation of the leadership of the school's total program. 2 

Recent studies substantiate the importance of the 

principal's role in the elementary school. Several studies 

indicat.e increased readiness for actual change in schools 
----

where the principals function in a democratic rather than 

an authoritarian role. 3 Further, a number of studies in-

dicate that a principal's effectiveness is directly related 

t.o how he and others · (e.g. , superiors, staff and parent 

. groups) define his role. 4 

1willard · S. Ellsbree and Harold I. HcNally. 
Elementary School Administration and Supervision (New York: 
American Book Company, 1959), p. 183. 

2rbid., pp. 187-190; see also Henry J. Otto and 
David C. Sanders. Elementary School Organization and 
A&ainistration (New York: Appleton-Century Crofts, 1964), 
pp. 385-386. 

3Kimball Wiles and H.G. Grobman. "The Role of the 
Principal in Curriculum Development," Educational Adminis­
tration Supplement, No. 44 (1958), pp. 10-14. 

4Roald F. Campbell and John A. Ramseyer. The 
Dynami~.s of School-Community Relationships (Boston: Allyn 
and Bacon, Inc., 1958), pp. 19-21; see also Lawrence W. 
Downey. The Task of Public Education (Chicago: Hidwest 
Administration Center, The University of Chicago, 1960), 
p. 64; see also Egon G. Gu.?a and Charles E. Bidwell. 
Admin!~_!:r~"tive Relai:ionships (Chicago: The Midwest Adminis­
tration Center, University of Chicago, 1957), pp. 1, 65-68. 
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Ostrander and Dethy ;i.ndicate that, given a specific 

situation, different people will have varying ideas as to 

how a principal should handle a problem. 1 Their thoughts 

b d h th . th 1 fth .. 1 2 are ase upon ow ey perce~ve e ro e o e pr~nc~pa . 

Parents niay expect the principal to investigate a disci-

, plinary matter and reserve judgment (or support the teacher) -- ----1---------=---=----
! until all the facts have been gathered. Teachers may expect 

i the principal to automatically support all their actions in 

1 
j 
i 
I 

i 
i 
j. 

j 

disciplinary situations. Although the superintendent may 

see a disciplinary problem as the exclusive responsibility 

of the principal, the principal nevertheless expects the 

superintendent to become involved in its resolution. 3 Such 

'combinations of expectations which different people may hold 

for a role incumbent· are designated as "role-set". by Nerton 

· and others. 4 

I The principal who is attempting to fulfill the 

various expectations of different people (role:-set) often 

~ 

I 
I 

finds expectations contradictory. This can result in 

tensions which th,..,art the goals of the. instructional pro-

gram, and make the principal less ef.fective from a leadership 

1 . . 
Raymond H. Ostrander and Ray c. Dethy. A Values 

Approach to Educational Administration (Huntington, New 
York: Krieger Publishing Company, 1973), p. 147 • 

. 2Ibid. 3rbid. 

4Robert K. Merton. Social Theory and Social 
Structure (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1957), p. 369. 
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. t f . 1 pol.n -o -vJ.ew. However, on the.other hand, a principal's 

total effectiveness increases when his own conception of his 

role agrees with or is similar to the expectations of a 

'f' d 2 specl. J.e group. Lines of responsibility and authority 

are defined by mutual .consent, and for the overall benefit 

of those concerned (principal, superior, staff and parent 

group). 3 
---~ ----·- ·---------

Research in Measuring Leadership 

Research evidence indicates that leadership traits 

represent but one aspect of leadership. An early study con­

centrated on specific personality traits which, when applied 

to administrators, distinguished the leaders from the follow-

4 ers. It assumed that successful leadership behavior was 

a function of a particular personality unique to an indi-· 

vidual. 5 Gouldner, reviewing this literature, reveals the 

fallacies· of such an assumption. He indicates that the 

1 rbid. 

2Richard c. Lonsdale. "Maintaining ·the Organization 
in Dynamic Equilibrium" in Behavioral Administration, 
Daniel E. Griffiths (ed.) . (Chicago: National Society for the 
Study of Education, 1964), pp. 142-177; see also Raymond G. 
Hunt. "Role and Role.Conflict" in Focus on Chang:e and th~ 
.School Administrator~ Harry I. . Hartley and George E. Halloway, 
Jr. (eds.) 18uffalo: The State University of Nev;r York at 
Buffalo, 1965) , . pp. 37-46 .. 

3 .· 
Morphet et al., op.cit., p. 177. 

4cecil A. Gibb. "The Principals and Traits of 
r,eadership," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychologz, 
Vol. 42 (July 1947), pp. 267-284. 

5uemphill et al., op. cit., p. 356. 
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criteria for successful leadership, as well as the devices 

for measuring such.success, have not been universally ac-

·cepted. He concluded, "At this time, there is no reliable 

evidence concerning the existence of universal leadership 

traits. ,l 

Another approach to the study of leadership con-

eluded that leadership behavior is unique to any given 

situation. 2 Stogdill stated: "The qualities, character-

istics and skills required in a leader are determined to 

a large extent by the demands of the situation in which he 
. 3 

is to function as a leader." 

Still another approach to the study of leadership 

was based on the assumption that there is a commonality 

among all situations,- that situations aro no-t:: all unique, 

and that different stages of leadership are necessary unqer 

varying circ~mstances. 4 This approach uses social system 

analysis in examining leadership behavior in different 

situations. 

1Alvin w. Gouldner. Studies in I.eadership 
(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1950), p. 34. 

2 .Ralph M. 
with r,eadership: 
Psychology, Vol. 

3Ibid. 

Stogdill. "Personal Factors· Associated 
A Survey of the Literat.ure." Journal of 

25 (January 1948), p. 63. 

4Jacob w.- Getzels and Egon G. Guba. "Social Behavior 
and the Administration Process," School Review, Vol. 65 
(Winter 1957), pp. 423-441. 
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·The Problem 

The problem of this studywas to. develop a model for 

the evaluation of elementary school principals in school 

districts from 5,000 to 20,000 ADA in the State of New York. 

Purposes of Study 

The-purposes--of-th~s-study-we-re-to-:---

1. Review the literature related to the evaluation 

of elementary school principals, 

2. Identify current practices related to the eval~ 

uation of elementary school principals in school districts 

of from 5,000 to 20,000 ADA in the State of New York, and 

3. Develop a model for the evalua·tion of elementary 

school principals which will include competencies, evalua-

tion areas, evidence utilized and the use made of evaluations. 

Such a study could assist superintendents and central 

office personnel in more definitive evaluation procedures 

which will have increased significance.for the educational 

processes for elementary education. (A model is defined as 

a system of competencies and areas of evaluation considered 

essential in the process of determining the effectiveness 

of elementary principals by centrai office personnel and 

~mrthy of imitation by others and the manner in \vhich ·such 

criteria are utilized). 1 

1 'rhis definition is an adaptation of the definition 
for the word "model" as found in: Phillip Babcock Cove, 
Editor, Webster's New International Dictionary of theEnglJ-sh 
!~anguage Una_bridged (Springfield, Massachusetts: G & C 
Nerriam Company, 1967), p. 1451. 
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Procedure 

Da.ta for the study were obtained from superintend-

ents, centri'tl office personnel, elementary school principals, 

and related literature. These populations were studied by 

means of a carefully constructed questionnaire. Completed 

questionnaires were analyzed to make comparisons and verifi-

cations, as well as to describe and classify the evaluation 

procedures and practices. 

Under the auspices of Fred Baruchin, Director of 

Elementary Education of the New York State Education Depart-

ment, the project was endorsed by that department and cov-

ered school districts from 5,000 to 20,000 ADA in the State. 

To lend further support to the project, t:he survey's cover 

letter was directed to superintendents an.d principals, over 

the signature of Dr. Thomas c. Coleman, University of the 

Pacific. The letter .indicated that the National Association 

of,Elementary School Principals expressed interest in the 

successful completion of this research study. 

Development of the Questionnaire 

The questionnaire, developed under the supervision 

of Dr. Thomas C. Coleman and a panel of administrators, was 

·based on a study of fifteen school districts in Nassau and. 

Suffolk Counties (New York State). Each school was con-

tacted to determine the nature. of the principal's responsi­

bilities, and the evaluation procedures then used by personnel 
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to n1easure his performance. Literature related to the 

topic, as well as copies of evaluation forms submitted by 

the school. districts, were combined to develop the question-

naire. Five administrators and twopsychologists then 

examined the questionnaire and made appropriate content 

and psychometric suggestions. After several revisions, 

Dr. Coleman approved the quest.ionnaire for use in the 

study. 

Administrator Tasks and Responsibilities 

Critical tasks of administrators, as defined by 

1 Graff and Street, were introduced into the questionnaire. 

A task, as defined by these authors, is "a segment of a job 

sufficiently distinct to be identified by the qualified ob-

server, and its performance may be judged as being conducive 

to the overall performance of the job of administration." 2 

"A critical task," they continue, "is one whose nonperformance 

will be detrimental to the outcomes needed·for successful 

educational administration." 3 They further·categorize criti-

cal tasks into seven operational areas: organization and 

structure, finance and business management, student: personnel, 

·curriculum and instruction, staff personnel, school plant, 

d t
. 4 an transporta ~on. 

1orin ~ .. Graff and Calvin M. Street. 
Competence in Educational Administration (New 
and Brothers, 1956), pp. 1.99-215. 

Improving 
York: Harper 

2rbid., p. 201. 4rbid., pp. 204-215. 



A F.eview of Additional Information 

Similarly, Grieder, Pierce ·and Jordan divide 

educational administration into eight critical tasks: 

instruction and curriculum development, pupil personnel, 

10 

community-·school leadership, staff personnel, school plant, 

____ j ____ · __ or_ganization____and structure, .school finance and business 

-I 

j 

I 

i 

I 
I 

I 

I 

management, and school transportation. 1 

Hemphill et al. assert that the most common evalua-

tion of an administrator's performance is based on subjective 

judgment. "An elementary school principal's progress," they 

write, "his promotion, salary, dismissal or transfer, depend 

primarily on the opinions of his superiors."2 Educational 

administration textbooks rarely discuss evaluation of the 

elementary principal: l''urther, because little research has 

been done in this area, very few school systems use formal 

evaluation systems. 3 Based on the results of their study of 

school districts, Hemphill et al. advise the introduction of 

systems of formal evaluation. 4 

Inadequacy of Theories 

The panel decided that current theories of adminis-

tration wm:e not substantial enough to support adequately an 

1calvin Grieder, Truman M. Pierce and K. Forbis 
Jordan. Public School Administration (New York: Ronald 
Press Company, 1969) , pp. 106-107. 

2Hemphill et al., p. 348. 3rbid. 4rbid., pp. 6-7. 
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evaluation procedure for this study. They maintained that 

theory building can best be achieved_by establishing a fa­

miliarity with current practices. Thus, empirical findings 

were considered paramount in formulating the questionnaire 

and conducting the survey. The research team involved in 

the Hemphill et al. study supported this empirical research 

for two reasons: "The first, a clear recognition of the 

inadequacy of the administrative theories; the second, ad­

vances made in modern computational methods." 1 

Dr. T.C. Coleman and the panel agreed that the 

questionnaire should first delineate responsibilities and 

then determine how superintendents and elementary principals 

actually defined and evaluated them. It was also felt· that 

·a computer analysis would assist in obtaining frequency 

scores and correlations, because while school administration 

has few theories, it has even fewer facts. Such a computer 

approach would make a significant contribution to our 

knowledge of .evaluations of administrative behavior. This 

opinion was supported by the Hemphill et a!. study. 2 

Summary 

While there is considerable material available that 

describes the characteristics of the elementary principal's. 

leadership and effectiveness, research indicates that little 

has· been done in terms of measuring leadership performanc·e. 

I -
Hemphill, et al., p. 7. 

2rbid. 
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It has been common practice to center evaluating procedures 

upon teachers. However, it is considered essential that 

efforts to improve the educational process include the 

evaluation of the leadership of the school's total program. 

The purposes of this study were to review the 

.JJ: teratur~ related to evaluation of elementary school prin-

cipals, to identify current practices, and to develop a 

model which would include evaluation areas of responsibil-

ities, the procedure for evaluating elementary school 

principal functions, and how such evaluations should be 

utilized. 

With the assistance of the New York State Department 

of Education a survey was conducted of all superintendents 

and a population of elementary principals in school dis-

· tricts with an average daily attendance. of from 5,000 to 

20,000 students. These populations were studied by means 

of a carefully constructed questionnaire developed under the 

supervision of Dr. Thomas c. Coleman and a panel of 

administrators . 

. The study is organized into six chapters. Chapter I 
I 

presents the problem, and purposes of the study. Chapter II 

reviews the literature relating to the appraisal of adminis-

tra·tive performance. Chapter III discusses the. methodology 

and procedures utilized to obtain the necessary data and 

develop themodeis for evaluation of elementary principals. 
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In Chapter IV the data obtained are analyzed for the pur-· 

poses of building a model for the evaluation of elementary 

principals. While two separate models are developed in 

Chapter V, the second model is considered more representa-

tive than the first model. Chapter VI contains conclusions ~ 
J 

__ L--·---·--·_a_nd_r_e_c_ommen • .,d_.a=t..,ic--o".n..-s'--"for further study._ -··--
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CHA:PTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

As indicated in Chapter I, while authorities in 

educational administration describe leadership behaviors, 

little has been written in the area of evaluation of 

elementary principals. Under .the assumption that effor-ts 

to improve the educational process must include the evalua-

tion of the leadership of the school's total instructional 

program, the literature has been analyzed to determine the 

fundamental role and ·functions of the elementary principal, 

the necessary responsibilities and competencies, as well 

as the values, skills and abilities he should possess. In 

addition, the review of the literature examines the unique 

situational demands which may be placed upon administrators, 

the important relationship of the elementary principal and 

his superior, and the inter-relationships of people within 

the schools as .a social system. The chapter also reviews 

the premises which might underlie a:n appraisal process for 

leadership performance, and examines recent trends for 

evaluating administrative performance in terms of pupil 

progress and principal compet13ncies. 

14 
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Han in the Hiddle 

That the elementary principal is the focal point 

of curriculum change and quality education has been sub­

stantiated in the literature. 1 He has been depicted as the 

"man in the middle.• 2 He is expected to apply sound educa-

tiona! principles, implement a modern program of education 
-----

based upon established tenets of learning and psychology, 

increase public understanding, andmollify the opinions and 

power influences of board members and symbiotic community 

groups. 3 

Goldhammer and Becker wrote that talented principals 

in quality schools were superb tacticians: 

They were constantly devising strategies for better 
programs. They knew the ropes and didn't hesitate 
to manipulate the people, processes, or politics to 
get the resources they needed for those programs, 
even when it meant going over their superiors' heads. 
They were too aggressive to live comfortably within 
the administrative system. In many instances they 
made their superiors very unhappy, but since they 
delivered the goods, their maverick behavior had 
to be tolerated.4 

1Keith Goldhammer and 
A Good Elementary Principal?" 
1970) 1 P• 50. 

Gerald Becker. "What Makes 
American Education (April 

2 . 
Larry Burden and Robert L. Whitt. The Community 

School Principal (Midland, Michigan: Pendell Publ~sh~ng­
Compa.ily, 1973), p. 107. 

3Edgar L. Horphet, Roe L. Johns and Theodore L. 
Reller. Educational Organization and Administration 
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-:-Hall, 1974), 
pp. 374-376. . 

4Goldhammer and. Becker, op. cit. 
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;E'antini emphasizes the destructive political 

power struggle resulting.;Erom unionization and collective 

bargaining on the part of teachers. 1 He a:;Jserts that the 

"relationship of ed1.tcational administration to teachers 
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has drastically altered," 2 and that conflicting role ex­

pectations are becoming more pronounced. 3----'!'_h":._princip~-----

is now increasingly bound by legal contractual agreements 

which force. negotiations with union building representa­

tives.4 He cannot easily deal with his teachers on an 

individual basis since independent judgments on the part 

of teachers are bound by collective bargaining agreements. 5 

Fantini also notes that the changing role of the 

superintendent is even more noticeable. He is "no longer 

the chief leader of all professionals in the district •••• 
. . 6 

He is management; teachers are ·labor." He must choose 

·between the organized profession and the public. Under 

such conditions, "the superintendent must become a child 

1Mario D. Fantini. "The School-Community Power 
Struggle." The National Elementary Principal, Vol. 54, 
No. 3 (January/February 1975), p. 54. 

3rbid., p. 58. 

4oscar T. Jarvis &nd Haskins R. Pounds. Organizing 
and Administering the Elementary School (West Nyack, New 
York: Parker Publishing Company, Inc., ·1969), pp. 20-21.; 
see also James c. King. "New Directions for Collective 
Negotiation," The National Elementary Principal, Vol. .67, 
No. :I. (September 1967), pp. 43-47. 

5Fantini, op~cit. 
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advocate and protector of the public interest, and in as-

suming such a role, the adn)inistrator is placed in direct 

opposition to' the :teache;rs."1 

· National Association of Secondary School 
Pr~ncJ_pals. (NASSP) Approach to Evaluation 
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2\n-approach-to-the-ev-a±ua-t-ion-ef-seeondaJOy---sehooJ.-----­

principals is developed in a publication by NASSP. 2 In 

this booklet a distinction is made between evaluation of 

administrators through their performance of objective pre-

determined task-performance criteria and evaluation by 

exception. 3 The brochure points out that administering by 

exception involves the administrator's skill of anticipat-

ing, identifying, recognizing, and negotiating with t.he 

many and varied intangible factors that are of critical. 

importance to the achievement of successful job-targets. 4 

A job-target is defined as "an objective that relates to 

the long-range issues of school improvement "5 A task is 

defined as "some concrete duty that the principal must· 

perform as part of his ordinary, day-to-day routine." 6 

1 F t' ' ~4· an ~n~ , p. " . 

2The Principalship. (Washington, D.C.: National 
Association of Secondary School Principals, 19 71) , pp. 11-~_6. 

4 . 
Ib~d., pp. 15-16. 3-b'd .. l ~ .,,pp. 11-12. 

5 . 
Ibid. 

6rbid. I p. 16. 
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The importance of tasks and job targets lies in the ultimate 

·significant impact on curriculum and community relations. 1 

Consequently, the _principal will exercise a major portion 

of his energies, creativity, and administrative skills in 

. achieving _these job targets. According to the authors, 

--- --~-----.- --'E-he---j-eE>-'E-a-I'get.s-a-~e-goal-s-tchat.-a;rS-- worth;Y-O-f- being-the-core----
1 . 

concern of the modern principal. 2 They affirm that the 

principal ought not to be evaluated solely by the manner 

in which he performs his tasks, but by how well he achieves 

his job targets. 3 Inaddition, the principal's response 

"to the unpredictable problems and intangible factors that 

arise in the course of administering his school must be an 

integral part of such evaluat.ion. "4 

The article concludes that the success of the prin--

cipal be primarily based upon his ability to administer by 

exception. 5 It is in this capacity that his imagination, 

creativity, humanity, ingenuity, integrity and flexibility, 

as well as courage and his concern for the problems of the 

.school and community, will be demonstrated. 6 

, h . . 1 h' 16 -T e Prlnclpa s lp, p. • 2Ibid. 
6 
Ibid. 



19 

Inter-Relat:ionships of People in Schools 

Formal relationships among the personnel of an 

educational institution such as a school or school system 

have a unique behavioral climate. Gardner has s·tated that 

each social system has its own logic and dynamics. 1 Action 

on the part of leadership within these social institutions 
-----~--·--·- -------· 

is confronted with traditional in-bred forces, external in-
' 

I 
j 

I 
I 
I 

j 

I 
' 

I 

J 

I 

I 
I 

J 
i 

I 

fluences, prerogatives of subordinates, and varying con­

straints which affect the institution and its processes. 2 

Abbott analyzed the relationships among· behavior, 

personality and organizational structure and developed a 

model for investigating the intervening variables which 

contribute to behavior within an organization. 3 vlritten 

CJ::iteria of expectations, job descriptions, policies, and 

procedures define the role-set held for administrators in 

superordinate positions and assist in identifying a codified 

system of behavior. 4 Merton mentions the various combina­

tions of role-sets different people hold for an incumbent 

leader and the manner in which contradictory expectations 

1John w. Gardner. "The Anti-Leadership Vaccine." 
Annual Report, Carnegie Foundation (New York: Carnegie 
Foundation of New York, 1965), p. 5. 

2Ibid., p. 6 •. 

3Max G. Abbott. "Intervening Variables in Organiza­
tional Behavior,"· Educational Administra·tion Quarterl:t_ 
(Winter 1965), pp. 1-14. 

4 . 
Ibid.,p.6. 
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can lead to pressures and tensions for the role of the in­

curnbent.1 These pressures and tensions can lead to reduced 

accomplishments oil the part of the elementary school prin­

cipal and thwart achievement of educational goals. 2 Con-

versely, by delineating the specific responsibilities of 

__ I _______ · ___ the_princip_al_and_estahlishing_the_written_criteria_upon __ .. _ .... - ... 

which the principal's performance is to be judged, stress 

and tensions which result from contradictory expectations 

held for the principal who is attempting to fulfill his 

role, can be reduced. 3 

Principal's Responsibilities and Competencies 

Brick and Sanchis 4 based appraisal of the princi-

pal's performance on. two important factors---responsibility 

and accountability. Responsibility is defined by these 

authors as the "principal's role and job description."5 

Eleven areas of responsibility are listed for the elemen-

tary school principal: curriculum development, instructional 

1Robert K. Merton. Social Theory and Social 
Structure (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1957), p. 369. 

2rbid. 

3Abbott, p. 4. 

4Michael Brick and Robert Sanchis. "Evaluating the 
Principal," Thrqs t for Educational Leadership, Vol. 1, No. 1 
(October 197"2), pp. 32-34. 

5rbid. I p. 32. 
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strategies, pupil personnel, community relations, staff per­

sonnel, school maintenance, plant operations, transportation, 

organization and struct.ure, school finance and business 

management. 1 Each area of responsibility has specific job 

requirements. In order to achieve accountability, each 

element in the job description must be transformed into a 
-----

measurable level of expected performance objectives, and 

these objectives must be mutually agreed upon by the prin­

cipal and his evaluator. 2 

Administrator Values 

Ostrander and Dethy point out that "the success of 

the administrator is a function of the extent to v1hich there 

is agreement among the man, his job and the setting."3 

They indicate that there is aset of criteria for 

observing the administrator in relating to his role and 

setting. These are: values, ·skills, abilities, and per-

4 ceptions. 

Values represent choices made by the individual 

administrator based upon his perceptions·of the comparative 

w·orth of various alternative possibilities. "Values are a 

.function of the individual, of the total environment, and 

1Brick and Sanchis, p. 31. 2rbid. , p. 3 3. 

3:Raymond H. Ostrander and Ray C. De thy. A Value 
Approach to Educational Administration (Huntington, N,Y.: 
Krieger Publishing Company, 1973), p. 384. 

4rbid., pp. 384-386 ·· 
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of time." 1 
An administrator should understand his own value 

system in the context of his total setting since he must 

operate vlith individuals around him who possess varying 

2 
value systems. The administrator must know and be able to 

identify as well as articulate his values. 3 In addition, 

an administrator needs the ability to adapt his own values 

Administrator Skills and Abilities 

The administrator needs certain skills and abili-

ties to operate within the institutional setting. Ostrander 

and De~hy, citing Katz, characterize these as technical, 

human, ahd conceptual skills. 5 Skills are defined as the 

administrator's "ability to use the knowledge one has in 

6 
effective ways." Technical abilities include "knowledge 

and ability about methodology, administrative process, and 

procedures and techniques which are needed to act as · 

1ostrancler and Dethy, p. 385. 

3rbicl., p. 386. 

5Robert L. Katz. 
Administrator," Harvard 
(January-February 1955) , 
and Dethy, p. 386. 

6rbid. 

"Skills of An Effective 
Business Review, Vol. 33, No. 1, 
pp. 33-44. Cited in Ostrander 



educational leader. nl Human skills involve "the ability 

to work effectively as a grouJ? meml:>er and to instill and 

2 develop group e.ffort a.nd morale. · 

Achieving a satisfactory level of performance in 
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the area of human relationships requires that the adminis­

trator reconcile institutional and individual dimensions 

of organizational activity. 3 

It is helpful to relate technical and human skills 

in terms of the two dimensions of a social system described 

by Getzels--the nomothetic dimension and the ideographic di­

mension.4 The institutional goals established by a social 

system such as public schools, the incurrJJent roles estab-
' . 
lished to meet institutional goals, and the expectations 

held for these roles.which define responsibilities of role 

incumbents,.comprise the nomothetic dimension.S The 

·ideographic dimension is the personal dimension. It in­

volves the interaction of people and their individual 

personalities and need dispositions. 6 

1ostrander ·and Dethy, p. 387. 2Ibid. 

3Jacob w. Getzels, James M. Liphrun and Ronald F. 
Campbell. Educational Administration as A Social Process 
·(New York: Harper and Row, 1968), p. 79, 

4 . . . 
Ib~d., p •. 80. 
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Put another way, technical skills are utilized 

to maintain the. institutional na·ture of the organization, 

while human skills are needed by the administrator to main­

tain. the individual dimension of organizational activity.l 

The administrator nee.CI.s a third area of skills to 

operate within an institutional se·tting--conceptual skill§_-_2 ____ _ 

Conceptual skills are those abilities and skills 

necessary to integrate all aspects of the administrator's 

function. 3 "This is the gestalt of the administrator's 

view." 4 The administrator must be able to bring together 

all the elements within the institutional setting and per­

ceive the inter-relationships in proper perspective. 5 

Ostrander and Dethy state, "We believe all three 

skills are necessary for efficient, effective administra­

tion." 6 Hovlever, of the three skills and abilities described, 

the ability to conceptualize is the one most highly regarded. 

Outstanding administrators must possess conceptual skills. 7 

. 1Getzels et al., p. 8G; see also Richard c. Lonsdale. 
·"Maintaining the Organization in Dynamic Equilibrium," in 
Behavioral Science and Educational Administration, 63rd 
Yearbook of the National SocJ.ety for the Study of Education, 
Daniel E. Griffiths, Ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1964) , pp. 142-177. · · · 

2 Ostrander and Dethy,. p. 387. 

4Ibid. 5Ibid. 6Ibid. 

3Ibid. 

7Ibid. 
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Principal's Functions 

Goldman divides an elementary principal's funct:ions 

into four areas: (1) developing the educational program; 

(2) obtaining and developing personnel; (3) school-community 

relations·; and (4) managing the school.l 

-·----·- --------· 
Educat-iena-1-P-rogram-· ---

According to Goldman, major responsibility for de-

veloping a sound educational program is vested in the school 

principal. 2 In order to accomplish this task, the principal 

must clarify and delineate role relationships among teachers, 

staff specialists, and non-certified personne1. 3 He must 

define role expectations and set the hierarchal arrangements 

which clarify authority and responsibility for sta£fmern­

bers.4 The-principal functions in a leadership capacity in 

developing curriculum by assisting the staff in determining 

broad educational goals,. in planning learning experiences, in 

providing the material and human resources necessary to im­

·plernent the program, and in establishing and maintaining a 

cooperative program of ongoing evaluation-of-classroom 

instruction.s 

Within the area or curriculum, the principal 

functions as a supervisor of instruction to accomplish the 

lsamuel Goldman. The School Principal (New York:. 
Center for Applied Research in Education, 1967), pp. 38-80. 

2rbid., p. 38. 

4rbid., pp. 38-:-39. 

3rbi.d. 

5rbid., pp. 43-46. 
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basic purposes of (1) improvement of the instructional pro-

gram 1 (2) improvement of teacher job satisfaction 1 (3) 

improvement of curricu1Um 1 and (4) improvement of physical 

f '1' . 1 acJ. J. tJ.es. 

Staff Personnel 
----- .. ----------;---·-··--

Goldman describes what the principal's function in 

the area of obtaining and developing personnel encompasses 

as teacher ·selection, teacher orientation, teacher evalu­

ation, as well as teacher growth and development. 2 

_Goldman indicates-that since the principal is 

ult"imately responsible for the achievement of teachers in 

his school 1 he should be directly involved in t.heir selec­

tion.3 The elementary principal must exercise leadership 

in organizing orientation and in-service programs to assist 

teachers in implementing established educational goals, and 

to help with problems related to procedures, routines 1 and 

discipline. 4 Provision must be made 1 ·too, for individual 

differences. 5 

Teacher evaluation is an important principal func~ 

· tion. Elementary principals must evaluate in order to 

1Goldrnan, p. 48. 

3rbid., pp. 51-52. 

2Ibid. 

4rbid., PP• 52-53. 

5Goldrnan citing Andrew Halpin and Don Croft, 
Orgariizational Climate of Schools (Chicago: Midwest Ad­
ministration Center, University of Chicago, 1963), p. 60. 
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make decisions related to retention of probationary teach­

ers, assignment of teachers, and improvement of classroom 

·instruction. 1 

Teacher Growth and Development 

Goldman points out that the principal is responsible 

' . -_: __ . _· __ -i'or-e-f-:Eee-"E-i-ve-in-se-rvi-ce-programs --cmtl-creai:ingtne appro--

j priate organizational climate within which teacher growth 

and development can take place with a high degree of.job 

satisfaction on the part. of teachers.2 (Organizational 

climate has been defined as the "personality of the school.") 3 

School Community Relations 

A major function of the elementary school principal 

is to keep the citizens of the community 1vell info:r.l\1ed of 

the school program. 4 If the public is to actively support 

its schools, efforts directed tOI'lard creating interest in 

school affairs through appropriate programs are essential: 

School community relations define the mutual under­
standings of school program and community needs 
which exist between the professionals who work in 
the schools and the citizens who support them. 
These understandings are necessary if the school 
is to reflect the values of the community and also 
be a pgsitive influence on the future directions 
of it. 

1Goldman, The School Principal, pp. 54-58. 

2Ibid., p. 55. 

3 Goldman, citing Halpin and Croft, p. 60. 

4 Goldman, The School Principal, p. 63. 5rbid. 
I 
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The elementary school principal is in a keyposition 

to establish good public relations. 1 Good school-community 

relations are not contrived; they aredeveloped and culti­

vated.2 Public relations should not be a defensive strategy 

to meet public criticism; they should be an ongoing process 

"designed to bind the corrmmnity together in a mutually rew·ard­
----:r--c=- - . 

ing activity." The elementary school principal must have 

tact, discretion, and leadership ability to bring about fa-
. . 4 

vorable community participation in the school program. 

S.chool Management . 

Goldman states that the fourth major function of 

the school principal relates to school management or the 

5 "supportive aspects of the instructional program." School 

management encompasses .certain matters which pertain to stu-

dent personnel, finance matters, operation and maintenance 

of plant, ·and auxiliary services. 6 

Problems encountered by the principal involving 

student personnel include: discipline, guidance and counsel­

ling, attendance, student-teacher relationships, changing 

en,rollment, student activities, slow learners, gifted 

learners, and reports on pupil .progress. 7 

_.._.· 
1 . ·.. . 

Goldman, The 

. ' 2Ibid. 

. 5 Ibid., p. 71. 

School Principal, p. 

3rbid. ; pp. 51-62. 

6Ibid • 

69. 

4Ibid. 

7Ibid. 
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Providing special programs and services to pupil 

personnel is an important part of the principal's function. 

To a large extent this will depend upon the availability 

of specialists and the manner in which the specialist, the 

teacher, and the pupils are brought together to achieve 

common purposes. 1 Managing the details of collecting in-

formation \vhich will contribute to decisions regarding 

student progress is essential to the student personnel 

function. This encompasses selecting, gathering and main­

taining data on home environments, standardized tests and 

h 1 h . t t . f t• 2 sc oo ac J.evemen ype J.n orma J.on. 

It is incumbent upon the principal to revie\v wi t:h · 

his staff the adequacy of resources and material available 

to accomplish the instruct:ional objective, to prepare bud-

gets, and to oversee the expenditure of funds appropriated 

to meet the needs of the school's program. 3 

School management includes school plant operation 

and· various other auxiliary services,.such as cafeteria, 

library, health, and pupil transportation. 

The many varied school management skills the 

principal must possess~ while not directly relat.ed ·to 

leadership capability, are nevertheless necessary to 
.· . 4 

·conduct the school program. Hemphill and others 

1 Goldman, The School Principal, p. 73. 

4 Ibid., pp. 74-75. 
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indicate that managerial tasks are important to successful 

·administrative performance--that "Administrative performance . . . . 

is much more than leadership .and •••• when leadership is 

stressed to the exclusion of other aspects of administra-

1 tion 1 an incomplete picture is presented." 

The Principal and His Super-.io;r--.------··----

Gross and Herriott made a study of characteristics 

descriptive of what they termed the executive performance 

leadership of elementary school principals. 2 They defined 

this as "the behavior of executives of professionally 

staffed organizations that reflect efforts to facilitate 

the achievement of organizational objectives through in­

fluencing staff members." 3 They found that theprincipal's 

imrue.diate superior 1 whatever position he holds 1 is regarded 

as an important referent to the school principal. They 

concluded that "there is a positive relationship between 

the professional leadership of a principal's immediate 

administrative superior and the principal's own executive 
. . 4 

performance leadership." They also found that the "ex-

ecutive performance leadership of elementary school 

1 John K. Hemphill, Daniel E. Griffiths and 
Norman N. Frederiksen. Administrative Performance and 
Personali.!x_ (New York: Columbia University, 1962), p. 345. 

2Neal Gross and Robert E. Herriott. The Pro­
fessional Leadership of Elementary School Principals 
(Washington 1 D.c. : Cooperative Research Branch, Project 
No. 853 1 u.s. Office of Education, April 1964), p. 11. 

3rbid. 4Ibid., p. 12. 
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principals, in part, is affected by the support that they 

receive from their immediate superiors." 1 'l'hese data 

suggest that the elementary school principal's immediate 

superior exerts the greatest influence on the administra-

tive performance of an incumbent elementary school 

. . . 2 
pn.nc1.pal. 

----

Administrative Performance and Development 

Most school systems are confronted with various 

problems of maintaining appropriate levels of performance 

by the people who have been assigned to administrative 
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positions. Morphet, et al. list several of these problems: 

The selection process may produce a mismatch 
between the man and the position. 

The requirements of the posi·tion may change. 

The behavior of the individual in the position 
may change. 

The available manpower supply to fill the po­
sition may be limited. 

Personnel within the school system can be 
promoted to a new position but need training. 

Newly employed personnel need assistance. 

·New problems, procedures, knowledge, positions, 
and developments create a need for continuing 
education of personnel. 

Social change leads to modification in organiza­
tional objectives, which in turn creates a demand 
for behavioral changes in personnel. 3 

1 . . . 
. Gross and Herriot.t, p. 12. 

3 Morphet et al., p. 428. 
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Morphet et al. note that to identify strengths 

and weaknesses and assist administrative personnel to per-

form effectively through an appraisal process is vi tal ·to 

1 a school system. They define performance appraisal as 

"one of the several processes of the personnel function 

designed to arrive at judgments about the past DE_ present 

performance and future potential of an individual to the 

school system against the background of his total work 

environment." 2 

Morphet et al. indicate certain premises which 

might underlie an appraisal system. 3 Among these are: 

1. Performance appraisal can assist in achieving 

integration of individual and organization in·terest; 4 

2. A fundamental purpose of performance appraisal 

is to facilitate the self-development of individuals; 5 

3. The process of appraisal is at the core of 

the appraisal system. 6 

1Morphet et al., p. 428. 

2Ibid. 3rbid., pp. 427~432. 
4Getzels et al. , p. 79; also see Katz, pp. 34-42. 

5Morphet et al., p. 429; see also Goldman, The 
School Principal, p. 30. 

6Morphet et al., p. 429; also see Quest for Quality, 
Booklet No. 14 (Washington, D.C.: National School Boards 
Association of School Administrators, 1960), p. 44. 
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4. The nature and quality of the superordinate-

subordinate relationship influences to a high degree the 

effectiveness of the performance appraisal process; 1 and 
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5. Maintenance and improvement of the performance 

appraisal system are achieved by effective application of 

the controlling function, i.e. , evaluating on a continuing _ 
------ -----

. basis the extent to which results of the appraisal system 

are meeting with expectations, and making adjustments when 

2 necessary. 

These authors also mention several noteworthy 

emerging concepts and practices relating to staff develop-

ment in a school system vhich have implications for ad-

ministrative staff evaluation and development. These are: 

1. Development and appraisal is aimed at changing 

behavior of administrative personnel.towards a predeter-

mined goal which is determined by elements relating to the 

man, the position, and the organization; 3 

1 Morphet et al., pp. 428-429. 

2 Morphet et al., pp. 429-430; also see 
Ellsbree, Harold J. McNally and Richard Wynn. 
School Administration and Supervision, 3rd ed. 
American Book Company, 1967), p. 175. 

Willard S. 
Elementary 

(New York: 

3 . 
Morphet et al., pp. 430-431. Also see Daniel E. 

Griffiths. Human Relations in School Administration 
·(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1956), pp. 4-8; 
also see Katz, pp. 33-42. · 
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2. Performance appraisal is fundamental to plans 

for improving the performance of administrative personnel;! 

3. Performance management is beginning to surface 

·as.a replacement for the more moderate. concept of super-

. . 2 d 
v~s~on; an 

4. More autonomy will be granted to each school 

·--with-in a scnoor system than is now grant.ed; therefore, staff 

development and appraisal programs of the future will be de-

dentralized and directed toward making each individual 
. 3 

effective in his assignment. 

Emerging concepts in the process of appraisal and 

development of administrative staff personnel include "con-

sideration by school officials of the principle that invest-

ment in human resources adds to its capital formation in the 

form of skills and kno1vledge; that development means changing 

human behavior; that learning theory and development plans 

are inseparable." 4 

1Bernice Cooper. "An Analysis of the Behaviors of 
Principals as Observed and Reported in Six Critical Incident 
Studies," The Journal of Educational Research, Vol. 56, 
No; 8 (April 1963), .pp. 410-414. 

2 Morphet et ill., pp. 430-431; also see Goldman, 
The School Principal, p. 33. 

3 . 
Morphet et al., pp. 430-431; also see Donald A. 

·Erickson. "Forces for Change in the Principalship," The 
Elementi'l.E.:LJ>chool Journal, Vol. 65, No. 6 (November 1964) , 
pp. 57-64. 

4 .. 
Morphet et al., p. 431. 
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Situational Demands 

Hill conducted a study with the major purpose of 

determining how. subordinates perceived their supervisors 

to use the same leadership style for each of four differ­

ent situations. 1 The evidence in.this study clearly sug-

gested that the subordinates in the .. sample _1:aken believed_··----·· 

that their supervisors would alter leadership styles as 

situations changed. 2 

Hill concludes that "effective performance requires 

the implementation of styles appropriate to situational 

demands." 3 However, Hill also suggests that the ability 

to employ different leadership styles is important only if 

·the situation which confronts the manager requires flex-

"b"l"t 4 
~ ~ ~ y. There rnay.be situations which are so stable that 

the adoption and consistent use of one style is most ef­

fective.5 The data reported in this study also indicate 

that subordinates have a·significai:J.tly greater level of 

satisfaction with managers when they perceive them to 

possess a high degree of leadership style and flexibility. 6 

1walter A. Hill. "Current Developments in the 
Study of Leadership," Leadership Style Flexibili t:y, Satis­
faction and Performance, Edwin A. Fieishman and James G. 
HUnt, Eds. (Carbondale and Edwardsville: Southern Illinois 
University Press; London and Amsterdam, Peffer & Simons, 
.Inc., 1973), pp. 62-85. 

3Ibid. , p .. 78. 

6 . 
Lew~s L. Beall. "Evaluating the Principal," 

Thrust for Education Leaders._hip, Vol. 2, No~ 2 (November 
1972), p. 36, 
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Trends for Evaluating Administrative Performance 

Pupil Progress 

Since all districts in California are now required 

to adopt evaluation criteria which include the development 

of standards for expected student progress, any design for 

the evaluation of principals necessarily_im:elies that wpil ·--·· 

progress may be used as a basis for evaluating principals.
1 

Beall contends that the fundamental challenge to principals 

is to stimulate superior teaching and learning, and that 

through the current commitment.in the State of California 

to utili.ze pupil progress as a basis for administrative 

staff evalua·tion, the principal's capacity to bring abou·t 

improvement of instruction will be greatly increased. 2 

·Beall concludes that·pupil progress should be used as a 

constructive lever to influence improvement, ra·ther than 

a basis for dismissing principals; that evaluation of 

principals must be based on the mutual respect of the 

principal and the evaluator; that a superior design for 

evaluation of principals will have clear purposes and 

procedures, emphasize. bo·th people and results with a 

primary emphasis on people, and enable the principal to . 

utilize student progress as a tool for increasing .the 

principal's job satisfaction. 3 

1
Beall, p~ 36. 

3rbid., pp. 38-39. 

., 
~Ibid •.. · 
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Principal Competencie~ 

In response to widespread demand.s. for accountabil-

ity, New York State has been funding thirteen trial projects 

to develop means of specifying and evaluating beginning 

principal competencies. The Certification Alternative Pro-

ject in Administration and curriculum (CAPAC) developed _.,_ ____ _ 

.competency-based criteria for the certification of adminis-

trative and supervisory personnel with the purpose of meeting 

the requirement that educational administration in New York 

State must be competency based by February 1, 1976. 1 Sause 

indicated that the policy board of CAPAC developed a model 

based upon the four-dimensional role of the principal as 

curriculum, personnel, colth-nuni ty leader, and school manager, 

A study was conducted and a lis·t of responsibilities and 

competencies necessary to begin .to perform the principal 

role. ~1as developed. 2 This study concludes that the role of 

the principal as school manager and personnel leader is of 

primary importance. A principal must know how to manage 

the plant as well as the fiscal operations of the school. 

In addition, he must have skill relating to the selection, 

assignment, supervision, and evaluation of staff. 3 

In his analysis of the study, Sause argues. that 

· too much stress was placed by r,espondents on teacher 

1Edwin F. Sause. "Demonstrating Competency as. A 
Principal," National Association of Secondary School 
Principals Bulletin (September 1974), p. 19 . 

. 2Ibid., pp. 19-20. 3Ibid., p. 27. 



i 
---1--

j 
I 

38 

effectiveness and too little emphasis placed upon the concern 

f h d f . t' 1 or t e pro uct o ~nstruc ~on. Sause calls upon us to 

measure the effect of administrative behaviors on student 

performance. He states: 

The model principal emerging from these findings 
is a person who is constantly evaluating personnel 
in process and is even called upon to 'diagnose and_ 
s trer1_gtl:te11 ttte_ _ _q_uali.ty_o£-kn-s-&Fue-tcien-in-th-e-schc::mT' __ _ 

-----.:-~yet he is not required to provide instructional 
programs for individual students ••.• nor is he respon­
sible for evaluating the products of instructional 
programs., .• This is truly a contradiction.2 

Summary 

The literature substantiates that the elementary 

principalship is a focal point to quality education and an 

effective instructional program in the elementary school. 

-While collective bargaining and various contractual ar-

rangements have drastically altered the principal's role in 

_relation to his staff and community, the principal who 

exercises the necessary degree of leadership, courage and 

administrative skill will achieve school and community 

objectives. 

Attempts have been made to evaluate principals 

through their performance of objectivepre-determined task­

performance criteria._-· It was determined in these studies 
. . . 

that successful administratOrs were those who possessed the 

capacity for courage, imagination, creativity, humanity 

1 . . . 
Sause, pp. 36~37. 

2 . . 
Ibid., p. 36. 
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ingenuity, integrity, flexibility, and a deep concern for 

the problems of the school and community. 

Each school or school system has a unique behavioral 

c.limate or social setting. Fundamenta1ly evaluation of 

elementary principals depends upon the orientation, atti-

__ -,--~- _____ _J;:udes , _ _<md expectation§___b~l<L_]:)y vari.ous _individuals ~ anCl_ 

I 
I 
i 
I 

j 

I 

groups within the-school system as a social institution. 

Effective evaluation occurs when the evaluator as well as 

the evaluatee have a clear perception of the various combi-

nations of role-sets and contradict.ory expectations ·dif.fer-

ent groups hold for the elementary school principal within 

a school system. In order to alleviate misconceptions, 

reduce tensions, and establish the leadership necessary to 

achieve educational objectives significant to the comrnuni·ty, 

·criteria for administrative performance must not only be de-. 

lineated, but must be understood and mutually agreed upon by 

persons in authority, as well as those who are evaluated. 

S.everal major areas of elementary principal respon­

sibility are repeatedly mentioned in the literature. These 

broad areas include: curriculum development, instructional 

strategies, staff personnel, pupil personnel, school main-

teriance, plant operations, transportation, organization and 

··structure of school program, school finance, and business. 

management. Accountability for meeting these responsibil­

ities is acl;ieved when the elements in the job description 

of each elementary principal responsibility are transformed 

into a measurable level of job performance. In addition, 
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effective accountability requires that these performance 

objectives be mutually agreed upon by the elementary prin­

cipal and his superior. 

In evaluating elemen·tary princ"ipals, superiors 

must take into account the man, his values, the job, and 

·the capacity to articulate his values, and to measures 

these values against the social setting which lends pur­

pose and direction to a school system. 

Broadly speaking, the elementary principal niust 

possess technical, human, and conceptual skills. Technical 

skills encompass the use and application of knowledge re­

lating to administrative processes and procedures needed 

to function in a leadership role. Human relationship 

skills require that the administrator develop group effort 

through reconciling established institutional goals with 

individual personalities and need dispositions. Most im­

portantly, the administrator must have conceptual ability 

to perceive the interrelationships of elements within the 

social system and how they bear upon the total institutional 

setting. He must be able to integ-rate all of the aspects 

of· the administrative function. 

:i:t is vital to a school system that strengths and. 

weaknesses of administrative personnel be identified. How­

ever, it is important that an emphasis be placed on the 

process of appraisal. Performance appraisal should not 

be used as an instrument for terminating an administrator, 
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but rather the appraisal process should lead to the self-

-development of individuals. The basic purpose of perform-

ance appraisal ist6 unite personal individual interests 

-.with the school system's organizational goals and interests. 

In this process a great deal will depend upon the nature 

I 
.and quality of the superordinate-subordinate relationship. 

l . -----·~---~--~---·~·~· 
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titudes, values, and need dispositions of principals in order 

to integrate these with broad educational goals established 

by board policy and community interests. In addition, a 

performance appraisal system should contain flexibility. 

The appraisal system itself should be evaluated from time 

to time to determine whether the implementation of the 

system is meeting with the expectations established for it. 

There are various concepts emerging in the process 

of appraisal and development of administrative personnel 

which have implications for a performance appraisal system. 

One trend is toward greater autonomy within a school system. 

It is contended that since even greater autonomy 1r1ill be 

granted individual schools than is now granted, development 

and appraisal process will be decentralized, adjusted toward 

pa.rticular local situational demands, and directed toward 

. making .the individual administrator effective in his par­

ticular assignment. Another trend is that performance 

management is beginning to replace the more moderate concept 

of supervision. This means that performance management 
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objectives must be .more closely aligned with organizational 

goals. This concept emphasizes that in the past too much 

emphasis was placed on teacher effectiveness and too little 

upon concern for student progress which is, after all, the 

product of instruction. While recognizing that the evalua-

.tion of principals must be 

---/~·---~--specitof the prindp~land 
predicated upon the mutual re-

----·----

the superintendent, procedures 

and purposes for appraisal must include both people and re-

sults. Significantly, this trend presents a challenge to 

principals to stimulate better teaching to accomplish 

positive results in the area of pupil progress. 

This emerging trend implies that administrative 

staff evaluation may, in the future, depend directly upon 

levels of student achievement. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 

This chapter describes the questionnaire and how 

i-t.~was-deve±eped-. -the-groups-surveyed-,-'Che procedures for ___ _ 

conducting the survey, and development of the model for 

evaluation of elementary principals. 

The Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was developed in several steps. 

The literature was surveyed to determine major areas of 

elementary principal responsibilities and competencies. In 

addition, fifteen selected school districts were contacted 

to determine superin·tendent attitudes toward administra-

tive staff evaluation and methods of evaluating elementary 

principal competencies. Each of these school districts 

submitted written criteria for evaluation of administrative 

.personnel. An initial questionnaire was developed and sub-

mitted for validation to a panel of five administra'cors and 

two psychologists. After several revisions, the question-

naire was submitted to Dr.. Thomas C. Coleman, Department 

of Educational Administration, University of the Pacific, 

Stockton, California for his suggestions and final approval. 

43 
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The questionnaire was carefully constructed to 

determine the significant evaluation practices of school 

districts and to assist in building the model relating to 

elementary principal responsibilities and competencies. 

It was divided into three parts: (I) General, (II) Utili-

zation of Evaluations, and (III) Elementary___!'rincipal __________ _ 

Responsibilities and Competencies (Appendix C). 

General 

The general questions sought to ascertain the 

nature and frequency of evaluations, visitations, and con-

ferences, and the number of evaluations conducted before 

and after tenure. 

Utilization of Evaluation 

The second section was directed toward expected 

performance functions and how evaluations were conducted 

by the central administrations. Administrators were asked 

to place a value of one, tw£ or three upon the following 

-expected performance functions (one being the highest 

value) : 

Enhance professional growth and leadership 

ability, 

Assist in the development of sound educational 

and administrative practices, 

Make a&ninistrative decisions related to the 

assig-nment, 
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Determine that the school system's adopted educa-

tiona! program is· being .fo !lowed, 

Determine if the school system's policies and · 

regulations are being followed, 

Assist in identifying individual principal and 

school problems, 

Assist in time of crisis, 

Assist in identifying strong administrative 

practices, and 

Improve morale of school principals' 

Elementary Principal Responsibilities 
and Competencies 

This section of the questionnaire delineates the 

45 

responsibilities and.competencies of elementary principals 

and was regarded as the co;re of the model which was de-

veloped. Responsibilities were classified. into five major 

. areas: (1) instruction and curriculum, (2) staff personnel, 

(3) pupil personnel, (4) finance and business management, 

and (5) school-community relations. 

Administrators were asked to examine the elementary 

principals' responsibilities in each area and to indicate 

whether they believed them to be exclusive, primary, super-

.visory, or coordinating. These terms were defined as 

.·follows: 

Exclusive·responsibilities: those decisions which 

should only be made by the elementary principal. 
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Primary responsibility: those decisions which begin 

with the principal and relate to the leadership function in 

terms of initiating impetus towa.rd change. 

Supervisory responsibility: those decisions relat­

ing to guiding, directing and implementing school and 

district policies and the achieving of school and district 

goals and objectives. The purpose of this function is to 

guide and direct the teaching-learning situation with the 

expectation that ultimate personnel performance >vill be of 

superior quality as a result of supervision. 

Coordinating responsibility: those decisions 

which are best arrived a·t through the participation of the 

many and varied ideas of any small or lar9e group of staff 

members, or those responsibilities which require the con-· 

sideration of various departmental interests and policies 

within the school or within the school system. 

In addition to designating the nature of the 

responsibility, the administrators surveyed were asked to 

indicate how evaluation for each of these was to be made-­

that is, by written communi.cation, inspection or conference 

methods. 

Groups Surveyed_ 

. Through the assistance of Dr. Fred Baruch in,· 

Director of Elementary Education-of the New York-State De'­

partment of Educa·tion, ·all 104 superintendents in New York 



State school districts with 5,000 to 20,000 average daily 

attendance were surveyed, either by direct mail or non­

directive interviewing techniques. 

47 

The initial survey conducted received only 39 

responses. Since this represented only a 37.5 percent re-

__ 1 ________ El_f>Onse, an additional effort was made throug_l1 the SURJ;>Ort ______ _ 

I 

1 

of Dr. Baruchin's office by direct telephone contact, and 

non-directive interviews with superintendents in Nassau 

and Suffolk Counties. Additional personalized question-

naires were mailed tci the non-responding superintendents 

urging them to respond for purposes of achieving a wider 

representation of opinion. Through this extended effort 

an additional 28 superintendents completed the question-

naire. .In this way, ·the entire population of superintend--

ents in Nmv _York Sta·te was surveyed (more than 25 percent 

·through direct interview) and a final 64.4 percent return 

response received. 

While superinendent views were considered para-

mount for purposes of the study, it was felt that the 

opinions of those evaluat.ed, namely, elementary principals 

themselves, would lend greater validity to the study and 

permit correlations. Accordingly, 100 elementary principals 

were selected at random in Nassau and Suffolk Counties and 

an initial survey was taken. 

The initial survey of 100 .elemen·tary principals 

resulted in 42 responses. Since this 42 percent response 

was r:egarded as inadequate, structured interviews were 
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arranged with those remaining respondents who would grant 

appointments. It was only through these direct contact 

methods that an additional 2~ questionnaires were completed, 

and a total of 65 elementary principals (65 percent) 

responded. 

_ -·---Building--the-MeE!el------·-· 

An IBM 370-145 computer was utilized to analyze the 

data obtained. Since the questionnaire >vas divided into 

. three areas, the computer was programmed to do several 

separate computations. 

Within the area of general questions, yes or no 

responses were sought. Basically, these questions sought 

to establish the overall nature of evaluation and the fre-

quency with which evaluations were conducted in the school 

districts surveyed. The computer was directed to determine 

the number and percentage of superintendents, elementary 

principals, and total administrators responding for each 

positive or negative reply, and also to select the fre­

quencies of designated replies where numbers of visitations 

or evaluations on a yearly basis were sought. 

In order to determine superintendent and elementary 

principal attitudes toward evaluation and the manner in 

which evaluations should be utilized, the attempt was made 

in Section II to establish an order of priority for expected 

performance functions. The purpose of these data was to 



assist superintendents in the superordinate-subordinate 

relationship in formulating attitudes toward pe.rformance 

appraisal of administrative staff. 
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Section III, obtained as a result of a review of 

the literature and validation by the panel was fundamental 

_to the develop1nent:~f_a _:Lisj:.___c:>f 45 <Jen~J:"~l,ly recognizeC!_ ·--------­

responsibilities and competencies. It was considered that 

the model would have value and merit implementation only if 

each responsibility or competency was defined in terms of 

whether it was an exclusive, primary, supervisory, or co­

ordinating function, as defined on pages 44 and 45. Moreover, 

determination of a generally accepted evaluation procedure 

for each of these responsibilities and competencies would 

lend even greater validity to an administrative staff ap-

praisal system and further assist in the appraisal process. 

Hence, it was concluded that the various elementary principal 

responsibilities and competencies be divided into the areas 

of instruction and curriculum, staff personnel, pupil person-

nel, finance and business management, and school-cowmunity 

relations; and that each superintendent and elementary 

principal designate the nature of each responsibility and 

the procedure for evaluation. Concentrated opinion and 

judgments were to be obtained, and the highest pluralities 

of judgments regarding the nature of elementary principal 

responsibilities and the method for evaluation would form 

t.he basis for developing the model for evaluating elementary 

school principals. 
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Ultimately two models were developed. The first 

model represents the predominant opinions of administrators 

for each designated responsibility variable and evalua-

tion procedure variable considered independently. The 

second, or final, model developed from the analysis of the 

data v1as based upon combined responsibility and evaluation 
-~ ____ i __ _ 

--variaDles. In order to do this the computer was directed 

: 
to crosstabulate, or total, the number of administrators 

who selected the various combinations of nature of respon-

I 
I 

sibility variables with the evaluation procedure variables. 

Crosstabulations represent pairs of variables 

extracted from.a set of statistics. The reason crosstabula-

tions were sought v1as that administrators •vho selected a 

certain responsibility variable may have chosen a particular 

evaluation procedure variable to match the nature of the 

responsibility. It was desirable, therefore, to know to 

what degree such matched pairs were selected. Since there 

were four responsibility variables (exclusive, primary, 

.supervisory, and coordinating) and three evaluation pro-

cedure variables (written commUnication, inspection, and 
I 

conference) there were twelve major combinations which· 

might be selected by each administrator. 

Summary 

The questionnaire was .developed through a review 

of the literature and validated by a panel of five adminis-

trators and two psychologists. After substantial revision 
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it was submitted to Dx·. Thomas c. Coleman, Chairman, De-

partment of Educational Administration, University of the 

Pacific, for additional suggestions and final approval. 

The questionnaire (Appendix C) was divided into 

·three parts: (I) General, (I1.) Utilization of Evaluation, 

_____ j_ _______ ____<-tild ·(III) Elementary ~rincipal Responsibi~ities_and __ _ 

I 
I 

1 
[ 
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Competencies. 

General questions (Section I) sought to obtain 

responses regarding the nature and frequency of evaluations, 

visitations, conferences, and number of evaluations con-

ducted before and after tenure. 

In Section II (Utilization of Evaluations) super-

intendents and elementary principals were asked t:o designate 

degrees of preference for expected performance functions of 

elementary principals. 

Section III (Elementary Principal Responsibilities 

and Competencies) was classified into five areas, i.e., in-

struction and curriculum, staff personnel, pupil personnel, 

finance and business management, and school community rela-

tions. Superintendents and elementary principals were asked 

·whether they considered-these responsibilities to be ex-

elusive, primary, supervisory, or coordinating in nature, 

and to specify _the manner·in which each of these should be 

evaluated--by written communication, by inspection, or by 

conference methods. 
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All 104 superintendents in New York State with 

5,000 to 20,000 average·daily attendance were surveyed. 

Sixty-seven superintendents (64.4·percent) responded. To 

reinforce the study and to obtain correlations between 
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evaluators and those evaluated, 100 elementary principals 

were also selected at random in Nassau and Suffolk counties. 

Of t;hese elementary principals who were surveyed by direct 

mail or personal interviews, 65 principals (65 percent) 

responded. A computer was used in analyzing these data_ 

from which were obtained the percentage distributions and 

crosstabulations of combined responsibility and evaluation 

procedure factors within specified degrees of freedom. 

The model was built from the percentage dLetribu-

tions obt.ained. In ·the area of general questions (Section 

I of the questionnaire) the higher percentage of adminis-

trator opinion or frequencies of positive or negative 

replies determined the_outcome for model purposes. In 

Section II·(Utilization of Evaluations) frequencies of 

administrator responses established an order of priority_ 

for the expected performance functions. Section III 

(Blementary-Principal Responsibilities and Competencies) 

provided the basic information necessary to .construct a 

·model delineating the nature of 45 elementary principals' 

responsibilities as exclusive, primary, supervisory, or . . . . 

coordinating,·and how.each_should be evaluated. This was 
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done, through the assistance of the computer., by selecting 

the highest frequencies of total administrator responses for 

combined responsibility and evaluation procedure variables. 

------- ------- ----- --------- --~--
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA E'ROM QUESTIONNAIRE RETURNS 

Iri this chapter the results from_the_g:uestionnair<;L_ _ 

survey are presented for purposes of building a model for 

evaluation of elementary school principals. 

General Questions 

Question 1: Are elementary principals evaluated 

periodically in your district? 

Response 1: The results indicate that 88.8 per­

cent of superintendents, and 70. 8 percent of the pJ:incipals 

in the districts surveyed--or 79.5 percent of all adminis-

trators--agree that elementary princials are evaluated 

periodically. 

Question 2: Are procedures for evaluation formal 

or informal? 

·Response 2: Formal procedures for evaluation were 

indicated by 52.2percent of the superintendents surveyed, 

~1hile 38.8 percent .indicated that evaluation procedures were 

informal. Among the principals surveyed, 58.5 .percent iri-

dicated that evaluation procedures.were informal, while 27.7 

percent indicated they w·ere formal. Of all administrators 

54 
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48.5 percent stated that evaluation"procedures were in-

formal, while 40.2 percent said they were formal. Approx-

imately 11 percent of administrators did not respond to 

this question. 

There is a difference of opinion in this area, inas-

much as 58.5 percent of the principals considered evaluation 
~~-~~-···-- -~ ·~ 

procedures informal, and 52.2 percent of the superintendents 

considered them formal. However, the data suggest that the 

majority of all administrators considered their evalua·tion 

procedures as informal. 

Question 3: Are visitations for evaluation purposes 

by central office personnel conducted on a regular basis? 

Response 3: 58.2 percent of the superintendents and 

69 .• 2 percent of the principals (or 63.6 percent of all ad-

ministrators) said that visitations for evaluat.ion purposes 

were not conducted on a regular basis. 

Question 4: Are evaluations recorded in written form? 

Response 4: 68.7 percent of the superintendents and 

·s2.3 percent of the principals stated that evaluations were 

in written form. The data for all administrators combined 

indicate that 60.6 percent made this statement. 

Question 5: Are regular conferences for evaluative 

purposes held wi.th building principals conce·rning internal 

building affairs? 
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Response 5: 62.7 percent of the superintendents 

stated that regular conferences concerning internal building 

affairs were held in their districts for evaluative purposes. 

However, the principals were almost evenly divided in their 

responses--49.2 percent stated that regular conferences were 

not held, while 47.7 percent said they were. Collectively, 

55.3 percent of all respondents stated that regular confer-

ences were held concerning internal building affairs. 

Question 6: Are regular conferences for evalua-

tive purposes held with building principals concerning the 

leadership function? 

Response 6: 64.2 percent of the superintendents 

vouched that regular conferences for evaluative purposes 

concerning the leadership function were held with building 

principals. On the other hand, 62.5 percent among the 

building principals indicated that such conferences were 

not held. 

Data for Questions 1 through 6 appear in Table L 

Question 7: How many actual yearly visitations 

for evaluation purposes did you or your representative con-

duct last year for each principal? 

Response 7: This question ~<as direc·ted solely at 

superintendents~: With no limitation on the number of yearly 

evaluations, the distribution,·as shown in Table II, ranged 
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TABLE I 

11 

GENERAL EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES 
i 

(PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS) 

These percentages reflect tlie concentration of responses to general questions asked Jf superintendents and elemen­
tary principals. Fundamentally, these general questions encompass the nature of evaluations and the frequency 
with v1hi ch they are conducted. (Si nee Question 2 is re 1 a ted to formaT and i nforma 1 Rrocedures rather _than a "Yes" 
or "No" response, it was placed at the bottom of the tab 1 e.) I 

I 

Elementarl 
Total 

General Questions (1 ,3,4,5,6,2)- On Survey Admi ni s trato1· 
(Yes or No Response) Superintendents Principals Respondents 

I 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 
" 

1 . Are elementary principals evaluated I 

periodically in your district? 88.1 11.9 70.8 29.2 79.5 20.5 
. I 

~ Are visitations for evaluation pur- I .), 

poses conducted on a regular basis? 41.8 58.2 30.8 " 69.2 36.4 63.6 
I 

4. Are evaluations recorded in written 
I 

I 
form? 68.7 

i 
31.3 52.3 47.7 60.6 39.4 

I 

5. Are regular conferences for evaluative ! i 

purposes held with building principals 62.7 37.3 47.7 49.2 55.3 44.7 
concerning internal building affairs?-

I 

6. Are regular conferences for evaluative I 

purposes held with building principals 64.2 35.8 37.5 62.5 63.4 36.6 
concerning the leadership function? ! 

i I 
2. Are procedures for evaluation formal Formal 

I 
Informal Formal In~ormal Formal I informal 

or informal?* 52.2 38.8 27.7 58.5 40.2 

I 
48.5 

I 

l I --,-
' 

* Of total administrators surveyed, 11.3% did not l'espond to Question 2. 

"' .._, 
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TABLE II. 

PERCENTAGE OF SUPERINTENDENTS WHO CONDUCTED 
DESIGNATED NU~1BER OF EVALUATIONS 

Question 7 which appears in this ta.ble pertains solely to superintendents since it aske~ how many yearly visitations 
for eva 1 uati on purposes were _conducted by the superi nterident or his representative. W-ith no 1 imitation placed on the 
numbel' of yearly evaluations, a distribution v1ithin 11 degrees of freedom occurred. Itlis concludeq that two or three. 
yearly visitations were actually conducted by the plurality of respondents (25.4% + 16.f%l. _ 

I 

' 
. 

I I No 
Number of Evaluations None I 1 I 

2 3 4 5 6 10 12 20 25 Responses 
. - . 

I 

7. · Hov1 many actual yearly visitations I I -I 

i I -

for evaluation purposes did you or 
4!5 

I 
[ your representative conduct last 4.5 9.0 25.4 116.4 6.0 6.0 3.0 3.0 I 3.0 1.5 17.9 

year for each pri nci pa 1? 
- . I I --- . 

Ln 
co 

II 
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from 4. 5 percent, who s.aid tha·t no evaluations were.con-

ducted, to 1. 5 percent who stated that they conducted 25 

annually. The largest concentration (25. 4 percent) of the 

superintendents conducted two yearly evaluations for each 

principal; and 16.4 percent conducted three. 

Question 8: Wh_a:t_w_o_uld_:I"QU_c_onsider_to_be _a r_e·_·· _____ --

sponsible number of such yearly visitations for evaluative 

purposes? 

Response 8: The distribution of responses ranged 

widely, as shown in Table III. While 1.5 percent of the 

superintendents and 1.5 percent of the principals said that 

no yearly visitations for evaluative purposes were neces-

sary, 1.5 percent of the superintendents and one principal, 

or 0. 8 percent of the· number of to.tal administrator-respond-

ents, suggested that 40 yearly visitations be made. 

However, a plurality of respondents, 20.9 percent, 

of the superintendents and 20 percent of the principals, or 
. ,• . 

20.5 percent· of all administrators, considered that three 

yearly visitations for evaluative purposes should be con-

ducted. In addition, 11.9 percent of the superinendents 

and 24.6 pe.rcen.t of the principals, or 18. 2 percent of all 

administrat:or-respondents suggested that four visitations 

be made for evaluative purposes; 13.4 percent of the super-

inte.ndents and 20 percent of the principals, or 16.7 percent 

of all respondents, stated that two yearly visitations 

should be conducted. 
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TABLE III 

REQUIRED NUt4BER OF VISITATIONS 

(PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS) 

The distribution of responses regarding the yearly visitations administrators would consider to be a 
responsible number for evaluation purposes is depicted in this table. It is conc1t)ded that two, three 
or four yearly visitations are preferred by a majority (16.7 + 20.5 + 18.2 or total of 55.4%) of 
administrator respondents. · / 

I 

Number of Visitations None l 2 3 4 ' 5 I 

General Question 8 Supt. Pri n. Supt. Prin. Supt. Pri n. Supt. Prin. Suot. Pli'i n. Suot. Pri n. 
- Hhat would you 

I 

consider to be· a 
I responsible number 

of such yearly 1.5 1.5 6.0 7.7 I 13.4 . 20.0 20.9 I 20.0 11.9 2Lf.6 11.9 4.6 
visitations for I evaluative purposes? I 

I 

I 

Total Percentage of I 
Administrator- 1.5 6.8 16.7 20.5 18.2 8.3 
Respondents 

I . . 

8 10 
SJpL r . +- JPt 

15 20 I 40 
Supt. ' Prin. Supt. Pri n. u c. n n. ::.u . Pri n. Supt. Prin. Supt. Pri n. 

. o.o I 1.5) 1.5 0.0 1.5 9;0 4.6 1.5 3.0 1 5 1.5 0.8 

0.8 6.8 0.8 I 1.5 . 2.3 1 

1.2 I 
' 

6 
Si.iDt. Pri n. 

9.0 4 .. 5 

I 
6.7 

No Resoonse 
Supt.l Pnn. 

! 
9.0 1 12.3 

1 o. 6 

m 
0 

I 

I 

I 
' I 

i 

I 
I 

I -i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
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Question 9: How many responsible yearly evaluations 

should be conducted before tenure? 

Response 9: While 19.7 percent of the administrator-

respondents did not answer this question because tenure for 

new principals had been abolished in New York State during 

- -·· ·-.-the-.time-the-study_was_conducted., __ the_.r_es_ul ts_o_f_admini stra­

tor opinion are considered valid. 

The distribution of responses is depicted in Table 

IV. Although the distribution varies widely, it is signif-

icant that 19.4 ~ercent of the superintendents and.l3.8 

percent of the principals, or 16.7.percent of total admin-

istrator-respondents, suggested that two yearly evaluations 

b·e conducted before tenure; t.hat 17.9 percent of: the super--

intendents and 21.5 percent of the principals, or 19.7 

percent of total administrator-respondents, stated that 

three yearly .evaluations should be conducted, and 10.4 

percent of the superintendents and 12.3 percent of the 

principals, or 11.4 percent of total administrator-respond-

ents, selected four yearly evaluations as appropriate 

before tenure. 

Question 10: How many responsible yearly evalua-" 

tions should be conducted after tenure? 

Response 10: As in Question 9, a considerable 

number of administrators did not respond.to this question, 

and indicated that at the time of the study tenure no 

longer appLied for new principalships in New York State. 
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TABLE IV 

REQUIRED NUf-1BER OF EVALUATIONS BEFORE TENURE 

(PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS) 

The percentage di stri but ion of" administrator-respondents to Question 9 is depicted be 1 ow and indicates that a 
plurality (16.7% + 19.7% + 11.4% or 47.8%) of administrator-respondents believe that twd, three of four yearly 
evaluations should be conducted before tenure. I . 

A considerable number (19.7%) of administrators did not respond to this question and indicated. that at the time 
the survey ~1as taken tenure no longer applied to new principal ships in New York- State. 1 

I 

Number of Iva 1 uati ons 1 2 3 4 5 I 6 8 
General Question 9 Supt. Pri n. Supt. Prin. Supt. Prin. I· Supt. Prin. Supt. Rrin. Supt. Prin. Supt. 

1 

- Hovi many responsi b 1 e 

I 

yearly evaluations 
should be.conducted 3.0 1.5 19.4 13.8 17.9 21.5 10.4 12.3 9.0 17.7 6.0 12.3 0.0 
before tenure? 

. 

. 

j 

I 

. 

Total Percentage of 
.1\dmi ni strator- 2~3 16.7 19.7 11.4 8.31 9.1 1.5 

i 
Respondents 

I 

Prin. 

3. 1 

. ·. 

9 . 10 15 r 20 24 I 30 No·Response I 

Supt. Prin. Supt. Prin. Supt. Pi-in. Supt. 

.1.5 0.0 6.0 6.2 3.0 1.5 I 1.5 

0.8 6. 1 2.3 
.· - .. 

Pri n. Suot. P!nn. 

o.o 1.5 I ro 
0.8 0.8 

' 

I 

Supt. Prin. 

1.5 0.0 

0.8 

Supt. 

19.4 

19.7 

Prin. 

20.0 

"" N 

I 
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This group comprised 15.9 percent of the total administrators 

surveyed. 

The distribution (Table V) indicated that a pre-

ponderance of opinion favored one or two yearly evaluations 

after tenure. This is substantiated by the data in Table V 

which indicates that 25.4 percent of the superintendents and 

23.1 .percent of the principals, or 24.2 percent of the total 

administrator-respondents, stated that one yearly evaluation 

after tenure was appropriate, and 26.9 percent of the super-

intendents and 27.7 percent of the principals, or 27;3 per-

· cent. of the total administrator-respondents, stated that 

two yearly evaluations should be conducted. 

Utilization of Evaluations 

With rega1:d to the manner in which evalua.tion should 

be utilized,· superintendents and.principals were asked to 

place a value on expected performance competencies (one 

being the highest value). 

From the data set forth in Table VI, an order of 

priority according to the strongest opinions of total ad-

ministrator respondents was developed; that is, evaluation 

should be utilized primarily to: 

a. enhance professional growth (80. 3 percent) , 

b. assist in the development of sound educa­
tional practice (77.3 percent), 

c, assist in identifying individual principal 
and school problems (55.3 percent), 
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P.EQUIRED NUt~BER OF EVALUATIONS AFTER TENURE 

(PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS) 

The percentages bel ow reflect that 24.2% + 27.3% or a total of 51 . 5% of administrator-respondents indicated that one 
·or two yearly evaluations should be conducted after tenure. These figures are significaht for model purposes. As in 

Question 9 (Table IV) a considerable number of total administrator-respondents (15.9%) d~d not respond to Question 10 
and indicated that (at the time the survey was conducted) tenur-e no longer obtained for new principalships in New 
York State. / 

I 

I 

Number of Evaluations None . 1 2 .. 3 4 I 5 6 
General Question 10 Supt. Pri n. Supt. Prin. Supt. Prin. Supt. Pri n. Supt. Prin. Supt. Prin. Supt. Prin; 
- How many responsible . . I 

yearly evaluations . 
I 

should be .conducted 0.0 1.5 25.4 23. 1 26.9 27.7 11.9 15.4 6.0 ~0.8 7.5 0.0 .1.5 0.0 
after tenure? .· . 

I 
. 

. 

Total Percentage of 

I Administrator- 0.8 24.2 27.3 . 13.6 8.3 3.8 . 0.8 
Respondents 

I I . 

' 

8 . 10 . 12 15 20 I 24 No Response 
Supt. Prin. Supt. Prin. Sunt Pri n. Supt. Prin. Supt. IPri n. Supt. Prin. Supt. I Prin. 

•. 

i 

I 
1.5 1.5 0.0 1.5 0.0 1.5 1.5 0.0 1.5 0.0 1.5 0.0 .14.9 16.9 I 

1..5 0.8 0.8 0.8 

-1 
o.J 0.8 

I 

' 

15 .. 9 

"' .... 

' 
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UTILIZATION OF PRINCIPAL EVALUATION 

(PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS) 

Questi.ons 11 through 19 relate to Utilization of Evaluations. Superintendents and element~ry principals were asked to 
place a value on expected performance characteristics {one being the highest value) with r~gard to manner in v1hich 
evaluation should be utilized. . . I · 

From the data obtained in this table, it is concluded that the or·der of priority for utiliJation of evaluations has been 
established for the following performance characteristics listed in the order of strongest! total administrator responses; 
that is, evaluation should be primarily utilized to: I 

(a) .enhance professional growth (80.3%). 
(b) assist in the development of sound educational practices (77.3%). 
(c) assist in identifying individual principal and school problems (55.3%). 
(d) assist in identify·ing strong administra.tive practices (50.0%). I 

(e) improve morale of school principals (42:4%). I 

(f) assist in time of crisis (41.7%). . 

The percentage also ind'icate that secondary significance (the value of 2) for utilization bf evaluations ~1as given to 
the following performance characteristics listed in the order of strongest total administr~tor-respondents designations: 

I 

(a) 
(b) 
(c) 

determine that the school system's adopted educational program is 
make administrative decision related to assignment (44.7%). 
determine if the schoo 1 system's adopted e.ducationa 1 policies and 

I Va 1 ues One to Three 
-l (One being the highest va 1 ue) 1 ' 2 

Total 
Supt.! Pri n. 

Total 
l Questions 11-19 Supt. Prin. Admin. Admin. Supt. 

1 

Q. · 11 - Enhance profession a 1 80.6 80.0 80.3 7 5 r ,, o 12.1 9.0 and leadershio abilitv. • · _J I 0: J 

Q. 12 - Assist in development 
, ~ 4 I "o n l of sound educational and 77.6 76.9 77.3' 16.7 7.5 

administrative practices. 
. _,. I !.. • u 

I .. 

bein~ followed (45.5%). 

regullations are being followed (43.2%). 

I 

3 I 

I Total . 
. Prirl. Admin. Su_pt. 

. 3.11 6.1 3.0 

3.11 5.3 1.5 
I 

' 

No Response 

Prin. 

0.0 

0.0 

Total 
Admin. 

1.5 

0.8 

"' "' 
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1. 

d. assist in identifying strong adminis­
trative practices (50 percent) , 

e. improve morale of school principals 
(42.4 percent), and 

f. assist in time of crisis (41. 7 percen·t). 

· Th-ese data also specify that secondarily (the as-

66 

-- __ sign_eiL value of 2) evaluation should be utilized to accomplish 

the following order of priority of performance functions 

according to the order of strongest total administrator 

responses: 

a. determine· that the school system's adopt.ed 
educational program is being followed 
(45.5 percent), 

b. make administrative decisions related to 
assignment (44. 7 percent.), and 

- -------- --~e-.-- -determine._if_tha sch_ool ...E.YS tern' s adopted 
. education·al policies and regulil"ti"c:ms 
are being followed (43. 2 percent). 

Elementary Principal Responsibilities 
and Competencies 

Prior_ to an enamination of the significant results 

as they pertain to each individual area of responsibility, 

a researcher investigating this study should familiarize 

·himself with the definition of principal responsibilities 

as described in the survey. Anaiysis of the data in Tables 

VII and VIII derived from this study of responsibilities and· 

evaluation procedures is as follows: 
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TABLE VII 

ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL RESPONSJUILITIES Al10 COHPETENCIES 

Prior to an examinatiQn of the results in this table as they -pertain to each individual area, a researcher! should familiarize himself with 
the definitions of elementary principal responsibilities as describ~d in the survey (Appendix C). . _I 

In this section of the sur:vey elementary school principal responsibilities v1ere categorized into various areas and superintendents_ and 
elementary principals were asked to examine each responsibility, indicate \'lhether they believed it to be e~clilsive, primary, supervisory 
or coordinating in terms of the elementary principal's functions as .an administratOr. In addition, re-spon1~ents were asked to indicate 
how evaluatio~- for each responsibility should be made (by \4ritten Communications, Inspection or Conferenc,). . 

This table depicts the percentage distribution of these responsibilities and evaluation procedure designations for superintendents, 
elementary principals and total administrator.;.respondents. It has five sections which encompass: Instrudtion and Curr~cul_um, 
Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, Finance and Business flanagement, School-Community Re_lations. 1 

The tab1e also indicates that concentrated pluralities of administrators regard the designated elementary ~~rincipal responsibilities 
in the following ways: · · ' ! 

1) Twenty nine responsibilities (20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 47, 48, 49, 51,152, 53, 54, 55, 57, 58, 60, 
61, 62, 63, 64) are coordinating responsibilities to be evaluated by _confere":ce methods. I 

2) Eighteen responsibilities (21, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, 56, 58, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65) are primary responsibilities 
to be evaluated by Conference methods. . .. i 

3) Eight responsibilities (26, 27, 31, 34, 46, 50, 55, 58) are exclusive responsibilities to be evaluated through written 
cOrnrm.:ni c..at ion. · .1 

4) Four responsibilities (36, 37, 46, 58) are exclu~ive responsibilities to be evaluated by conference mlthods. 

5) Three responsibiliti-es (58, 59, 61) are primary ~esponsibilities to be evaluated b; written communicJtion. 

6) .Two responsibilities (21, 36) are supervisory responsibilities to be evaluated by conference methods.) · 

7) · Two responsibilities (58, 61) are cciordinating responsibilities to be ,,valuated by written communication. 
. ! 

8) Two responsibilities (56, 61) are primary responsibilities to be evaluated by inspection. 

9) One responsibility (61) js a coordinating responsibility to be ·evaluated by inspection. 

. "' 

.:\' ' 

.• 

a. 
" 
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INSTRUCTION AND CURRICULUM 

-- RESPONSIBiliTY 

Exclusive Primary 'Supervisory Coordinatinq 
Questions .; .: Tot. .; .: Tot • .; .: Tot. .; " 

Tot. 

120. Responsibility for. 

"'- ·;:: Adm. "'- ·c Adm; "'- ·c Adm. "'- ·;: Adm. 
" " " " V> "- Res. V> "" Res. V> "" Res. V> "" Res. 

1. 5' 0.() 0.8 17. 13.8 15.9 14.9 3.1 9. 1 64.2 80.0 72.0 deve-loping curriculum. * 
- -zr:-Responsi bi 1 ity for 

implementation -of ins true- 10.4 12.3 11.4 41. 30.8 36.4 31.3 41.5 36.4. 14.9 12.3 13.6 
tion~oqram. · ---u-:--- espoi1sibi 1 ity for 
selecting instructional 1.5. 3.1 2.3 16.4 10.8 .1 3.6 11.9 16.9 14.4 67.2 66.2 66.7 
mat~rials. 

· 23. Res pons 1 b1 T1 ty for . 

determining speCific 4.5 9.2 6.8 13. 16.9 15.2 31.3 29.2 30.3 44.8 40.0 42.4 
1 teachinq methods .. 

. . 
· 2~. ia~~ponsibility for . 

. 

I innovation and action · 
research resulting in 10.4 4.6 7.6 23. 27.7 25.8 14.9 9.; 12.1 47.8 49.2 48.5 
chance of ~ractice. 
25. Responsibility for 
formulating school_]Jo1icies. 7 .s 10.8 9.1 23. 20.0 22.0 16.4 7.' 12.1 49.3 53.8 51.5 

.. •· 

' 
I E 

f/n tten 
Communication 

.; I· Tot. 
"'-

,s: Adm. 
" 

"( 
V> ?- Res. 

11.9 da 12.9 
' 

14.9 61.2 10.6 
' 

16.4 151.4 15.9 

9.0 
I 

l7 8.3 

20.9 
I 

F 15:2 

22.4 
I 

26.2 24.2 

UAT JN PROCEDURE 

Ins ection Conference 
.; .: 
"'- ·;: 
" V> "-

13.4 7.7 

25.4 26.2 

14.9 7.7 

23.9 15.4 

16.4 13:8 

. 

7.5 1.5 

Tot. .; 
Adm. "'" " Res. V> 

10.6 .sa. 2 

25.8 37.3 

i1.4 44.8 

1.9. 7 50.7 

15.2 44.8 

4.5 41.8 

I 

,: !Tot • 
·c IAdm. 
a... Res. 

53.8 56.1 I 

36.9 37 .. 1 

60.0 52.3 

46.2 48.5 I 

44:6'44.7 

44.6 43.2 

"" 00 
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I Exclusive 
Questions 

il ~ 0 •• ...; 
t•dm. ·;: a. 

" 0.. Res. V) 

26 •. Responsibility for se.)ect-
ing the certificated and · 20.9 38.5 29.5 32.8 
classified staff. 
27. Respons1Dil1ty.ror super-
vision and evaluation of cer-
tificated and classified· 34.3 60.0 47.0 38.8 

/ staff. -, 28. Rrsponsib-ility for . . 
· appointi-ng committees to work 31.3 21.5 26.5 38.8 

tooether on school problems. 
£:9. Responsibility for ass1st-
ing teachers in solving 16.4 10.8 13.6 37.3 
teacher oroblems. 
30. Responsibility for freeing 

·teachers ·from non-profe~sional 
duties and interruptions that 
prevent the teacher from giv- · 19.4 30.8 25.0 34.3 
ing his maximum effort to 
teachino. 
31. Responsibility for keepin 
faculty informed on matters of 31.3 38.5 34.8 43.3 
concern to the school. 
32. Responsibility for assist-
ing teachers in identifying . 
educational goals and objec- 13.4 12.3 12.9 35.8 
tives which a·re realistic 
to pupils. 

·c 

TABLE VII (Continued) 

STAW PERSONNEL 

Rmo~srmm 

Primar Supervi sorv Coordinatlno. 
Tot. ...; ~ Tot. ...; ~ Tot. 

c Aam. a. ·~ Adm. a. Adm. 
:t " '-· " 

·;: 
Res. V) 0.. Res. . V> 0.. Res. 

46.2 39 •. 4 16.4 3.1 9.8 23.9 10.8 17.4 

21.5 30.3 11.9 7.7 9.8 9.0 6.2 7.6 

27.7 33.3 7.5 15.4 11.4 16.4 32.3 24.2 

38.5 37.9 20.9 23.1 22.0 16.4 12.3 14.4 

I 

32.3 33.3 22.4 10.8 16.7 17.9 21.5 19.7 

36.9 40.2 ' 10.4 3.11 6.8[ 
J· 

9.0 13.8 11.4 

I-

16.41 160 1' 71 ?3 0 33.8 34.8 • Jl ~. I - -- 24.6 24.2 

' ! I < 

I 

I 
I 

! 

I t' 
Hrltten ' 

Communication I 

...; ~ lOt. 
Ad~. a. ·;: 

" V) 0.. Res. 
I 

40.3 30.8 35!6 
I 

43.3 27.7 3516 
. 

I I 
I 

I 

22.4 13.8 18!2 
I 

9.0 6.2 7j6 
i 
I 

i 

10.4 13.8 12h 
I 

I 

23.9 21.5 2217 

17.9 9.2 1316 
'I 

' 

i! 

' 

ALUA JUri I 
Inspection Conference 
...; ot. ...; ~ Tot. 

c ~dm. a. ·~ Adm. a. ·;: " 
,_ 

" V) 0.. Res. V) 0.. Res . 

9.0 7.7 8.3 29.9 38.5 34.2 

13.4 10.8 12. 1 20.9 21.5 21.21 

13.4 1.5 7.6 44.8 69.2 56.8 

10.4 6.2 8.3 61.2 50.81 56.1 

23.9 9.2 16.7 47.7 47.7 47.7 

. 

7.5 1.5 4.5 40.3 33.8 37.1 

9.0 h5 5.3 i 47.81 53.8 50.8 

.. 

"' "' 



-~--~-----~---· ---~---· --'"--. ·--- ----·-----·--------. -. -·--· --~-. --------+- ----- -------------------

Exclusive 
._; c ! ot. 

Questions c. ·~ Adm. 
" '-

. . V) ·c. Res. 
.;_,, Kespons10111ty :or st1mu-
lating and.encouraging pro-· 
.fesslonal groNth amon-g 10.4 12.3 11.4 
teachers. 

· 34. Respons1b111ty for 
·assigning certificated· and 38.8 69.2 53.8 
classified staff. . . . 

jj"S~---KEsponsibility for main- . I taining a high level of 
performance from all staff 25.4 23.1 24.2 

1 
members·. 

' 36. Responsibility for assist,.. 
ing teachers in the fnterpre-
tation of data relating to 20.9 15.4 18.2 
pupil performance and ' 

_llro_g_ress. 
37. Responsibility for utlll" 

.zat·ion of staff for the 16.4 46.2 31.1 
most effective E:Url:!·oses. 

'b 

TABLE VII (Continued) 

STAFF PtRSONNEL (Continued) 

l<j:SPONSI IIL!TY 
liri tten I 

. · Primar Su ervisory Coordinating 

• I EVALOA IIONPROCEOURE I 
Communicati01n Ilispection "Conference 

..; .: Tot. ._; .: Tot. ..; : Tot. .J ~ rpt. ...; c ·Tot. # i ~ Jot. c 
"- ·~ Adm. c. ·~ Adm. c. . ·~ Adm. g. ·s: A~m. g- ·;: Adm. §- 't:· Adm. 
" '- " '- " '-V) a. Res. V) a. Res. V) a. Res. V') a.. Res. <n a.. Res. V) a.. Res. 

! 

43.3 38.5 40.9 20.9 20.0 20.5 17.9 18.5 18.2 15.4 10.8 13.6 4.5 3.1 3.8 53.7 6:i. 1 58.3 
! 

26.5 
I . 

35.8 16.9 9.0 6.2 7.6 9.0 3.1 6.1 32.8 40.01 36.4 _]6.4 6.2 11.4 29.9 32 •. 3 31;1 
! 

. 

. 

I 
I 

40.3 41.5 40.9 14.9 10.8 12.9 14.9 12.3 13.6 13.4 10.8 12.1 19.4 13.8 16.7 38.8 38.5 38.6 
. . I 

! 

29.9 16.9 23.5 22.4 26.2 24 .• 2 16.4 24.6 20.5 .13.4 7.7 lq.6 10.4 3.1 6.8 53.7 66.2 59.8 

I I 

29.2 u! J3.4 9.8110.'4 ld.6 50.7 . 40.2 10.4 4.6, 6.2 10.8 13.4 9.2 11.4 53.7 47.7 50.8 
l 
l 

' -
' 

I 

I 

...., 
0 
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I Questions 

38. Responsibility for 
maintainin~ discipline. 
39. Responsibility for.diag-
nosi~g __ p~deficienc1es. 
40. Responsib1l1ty for . 

. gene!·ating solutions to 
individual student problems. 
41. Responsibility for 

1 obtaining community services 
critical to pupil personnel 
prob.lems (e.g .• o-1elfare, 
counseling, clinical, psy-
chological or medical serv-
ices. speech therapy, etc.). 
42. Responsibility fo.r seek-I ing parental involvement in 
the solution of academic and 
non-academic pupil personnel 
problems. 
43. Responsibility for 
re~ognizing major problems 
relating to the health and 
safety of children (e.g., 
narcotics, unfavorable I 
traffic condi'ti ons, hazards, 
etc. 

I 

I 

~~---~-~-··--~----------- ---'--' -·------.. ~-----<--------·- 1~--

. 

Exclusive 
. . .: rrat. ...; .... 

Q. ·;: Adm. a. 

" Res. " "' a.. "' 
23.9 10.8 17.4 29.9 

7.5 4.6 6.1 22.4 

6.0 3.1 4.5 20.9 
.. . .. 

3.0 116.9 9.8 34.3 

. 

10.4 16.9 13.6 37.3 

11.9 9.2 10.6. 40.3 . 

. TABLE VII (Contiimed)· 

fUPIL PERSONNEl 

.SIB .. ITY 

Primary · Superv i sor.v Coordinatinq 

.: Tot. ...; I 
. 1ot. ...; .: Tot. 
" ·;: Adm. c. ·;:: Adm. c. ·~ Adm. 

" " ... 
a.. Res. "' a.. Res. "' a.. Res. 

16.9 23.5 .9.0 18.5 13.6 32.8 43.1 37.9 

15.4 18.9 16.4 2L5 18.9 46.3 49.2 47.7 

24.6 22.7 10.4 12.3 11.4 52.2 53.8 53.0 

2.6.2 30.3 16.4 I 4.6 10.6 38.8 43.1 40.9 

23.1 30.3 9.7 7.7 8.3 34.3 40.0 37.1 . 

. I 
18.5 29.5. 10.4 9.2 9.8 29;9 50.8 40.2 

1 

i 
I 

I -EV 
wntten 

CommunicatiOn 
...; .: ljTot. 
c. ·~ Adm. 
" '- 'Res. "' a.. 

10.4 4.6 7.6 

6.0 13.8 9.8 

7.5 4.6 6.1 

II 
. 

20.9 21.5 ,21.2 
I 

I 

I 

13.4 I 9.2 11.4 

1: 

I 

10.4 9.2 9.8 

LUI,Tlll!T 

Inspection 

I· i .: 1 Tot. 
·;:: Adm. 

" "' 
.,_ Res. 

20.9 16.9 18.9 

14.9 4.6 9.8 

11.9 4.6 8.3 

14.9 1.5 8.3 

9.0 .1.5 5.3 

22.4' 12.3 17.4 

I Conference 
...; . . \Tot. I 

"' I c. ·~ 1Adm. 
" 

,_ 
"' a.. Res. 

41.8 50.8 46.2 

52.2 56.9 54.5 

64.2 70.8 67.4 

46.3 50.8 48.5 I 
I 

55.2 60.0 57.6 

' 
I 

38.8 44.6 41.7 

I 



"~·~..!.1.......... 

0 

I 

I 

---~~--~... ---~----1~· -

TABLE VII (Continued) . 

·PUPIL PERSOilNEL (Continued) 

r j RtSPONS!B .liY .. i :VALUAi!ON PROCEDURE 
1 Writbni 

. . II _Exclusive .• Primary . s_upervl_scry . c_oordinatino co.mmunic_atlon _Inspec.tio~ _confer_ence 
Quest1ons . ..., c:. Tot. +J c::: Tot. ..., c Tl?t. +-) c: Tot. ..f.) c: Tqt. ....., c:. 1ot. I ...., c: Tot. 

I. ~ -Adm· ~ - Adm ~ - Adm ~ - 'dm ~ - Adm ~ ~ ~ - ~. 

i ::S S... ' ::J S... ' :::3 S... ' :::1 S... ,'"\ • ::3 S... I • :.::1 S... ' ::l S... 
· ~ ~- Res. ~ ~ Res. ~ ~ Res: ~ ~ Res. ~ ~ Res. ~ ~ Res. ~ ~ Res. 

144. Responsioility for I 
1 determinino puoil placement. 14.9 3.8 14.4 31.3 16.9 24.2 13.4 6.2 9.8 34.3 49.2 41.7 22.4 10.8 16.7 7.5 3.1 5.3 50.8 63.1 56.8 

45.Responsibilityforpl·o- . I J · 
mbtioo and retentioo of 13.4 16.9 15.2 31.3 15.4. 23.5 · 11.9 7.7 9.8 40.3 49.2 44.7 23.9 9.2 16.7 9.0 1.5 5.3 46.3 !55.4 50.8 
pupils. * ! 

4b. KesponslDl!lty tor sus-
1 

pension or exclusion of 52.2 fi6.2 59.1 28.4 13.8 21.2 3.0 6.2 4.5 10.4 7.7 9.1 37.3 24.6 31.1 9.0 1.5 5 . .3 29.9 35.4 32.6 
pupils from school. I 

47. Responsibilfty for main- i 

taining student records.** · 16.4 16.9 16.7 41.8 15.4 28.8 14.9 18.5 16.7 26.9 35.4 31.1 29.9 32.3 31.1 26.9 13.8 20.5 20.9 29.2 25.0 
J8. ResporisibiiTiy for pro- 1 

vidi~g ad~quate program of . 
pupil-teacher counseling 9.0 7.7 8.3 34.3 23.1 28.8 16.4 20.0 18.2 35.8 36.9 36.4 14.9 9.2 12.1 17.9 1.5 9.8 50.8 60.0 55.3 
and conferencing. *** I 

49. Responsibility for pro- I 

viding adequate program,of i 

parent-teacher conferences 13.4 9.2 11.4 40.3 26.1 33.3 9.0 15.4 12.1 32.8 35.4 34.1 19.4 10.8 15.2 13.4 6.2 9.8 44.8 55 .. 4 50.0 
~.!!2llJ:>rogress. · i 

50. Responsibllity for I 
scheduling of classes. 46.3 b3.8 40.2 34.3 21.5 28.0 0.0 3.1 1.5 14.9 29.2 22.0 32.8 35.4 34.1 16.4 1.5 9.1 25.9 38.5 32.6 
51. Responsibility for deter.. I 

mining organizational . 
arrangements of school *** 9.0 9.2 9.1 20.9 21.5 · 21.2 11.9 10.8 11.4 55.2 44.& 50.0 17.9 12.3 15.2 10.4 0.0 5.3 47.8 64.6 56.8 
(homogeneous~ heterogene~us~ I 

g1·aded, non-graded, etc.J i· 1 
. ' 

I ..., 
N 



I 
' 
I 

Questions 

5<-KesponSJ bllTty fQr 
as~essment of pupil 
pro\"Jress. 

,_5T:-Rcsponsibility for.eval­
-_1. u_atinn of the effectiveness 

of innovative or new 
pruyt .::ms. *** 
54: ilesponsibiTily for eval­
uation of the effectiveness 
of the total elementary 
school program. 

"' 

L.'--~,--. 

TABLE VII (Continued) 

-PUPIL PERSONNEL. (Continued)_ 

~- -~---------

I 

- I 

I 

- I 

I 

I 

i 
- I 

I RESPONSI8ll!TY --
Written 

1 Communication Exclusive Primar Coordinating ., 
I 

c I Tot. .; I .i 
1 

Tot. 
c. ·;:: Adm. c. - Adm. " " 

_,_ 
<n 0. Res. 1 

<n c. Res. 

... I c I iqt. i 
c. -- Adm. 
!:1 $.. ' 
V) a.. . Res. 

6.0 I 6.2 
I 

6.1 117.9 118.5 118.2 120.9 112.3 116.7 149.3 155.3 152.3 116.4 118.5 llj:4 

10.4 4.61- 7:6-l28.4ll8.sl23.5 117.9116.9 117.4 142.3 l5o.8 l47.o 131.3 9.2 21l.5 
I 

I 

16.4 110.8 113.6 120.9 121.5 121.2 113.4 1·10.8 ]12; 1 147.8 143.1 145.5 129.9 115.4 122.7 

' .... 

:~; 

I 

i 

I 

.OAf! ON PROITDUR~ -~---- -~, 

Tit ion I 
., ! Tot. 
"- j Adm. 
" v, Res. 

16.4 I 4.6 110.6 

10.4 6.2 8.3 

16.4 4.6 10.6 

Conference 
.; 

" . I Tot. . J: 
c. ·;:: Adm. 
" 1 Res. <n 0. 

' 41.8147.7 145.5 

I 
37.3 47.7 

34.3 40.0 

42.4 I 

I 
37.2 I 

I 

,, 
w 



.. · 

• I 

I Questions 

55. Resronsibi 1ity for pre-
paring the school budget. 
56. Responsibii Hy for school 
plant supervision and manage~ 
ment. 
57. Responsibility for plan-
ning or remodeling an 

· t!!elt:entary-bu;ldiilg. 
58; Responsibility for order-
ing and receiving schoql 
Supo-l i2s and erUiQment. 
~9. Respons·tb1 1ty for 1nven 
tory of school supplies and 
~ment. 

60. Responsibi1_ity f?r deter 
mining ~quipment to be 
replaced or puchased. 
61. Responsibility for deter 

I mining repairs to buildings 
a·nd grounds. 

7) 

'-'---------'----.. ~·~,..........____·----:,-~.~--.-~--~-----'--'------· ~--~_-4--·--·:---------L.. ···--~--- ~~~-~ ---
:~·~---····---· 

Exclusive 
..; ,; I Tot. 

Adm. "- ."[ .;; Res. 0. 

14.9 15.4 15.2 

25.4 30.8 28.0 

-1.5 4.6 . 3;0· 

28.4 20.0 24.2 

28.4 15.4 22.0 

20.9 12.3 16.7 

20.9 13.8 17.4 

. ' 

TABLE VII (Continued) , 

FHlANCE AND BUS fNESS ~lANAGEMENT 

RESPONSIBILITY ·. 

Primary · Supervisory Coordinatinq 
..; .. Tot. ...; c Tot. .,_; c Tot. 

c Adm. Aclm. Adm. c. ·;:: c. ·;:: c. ·;:: 
" Res. ·=> Res. => Res. "' 0. "' a. "' 0. 

40.3 27.7 34.1 9.0 7.7 8.3 29.9 40.0 34.8 

46.3 30.8 38.6 16.4 12;3. 14.4 9.0 23.1 15.9 

26.9115.4 21.2 14.9 6.2 10.6 50.7 61.5 57.6 

32.8 26.1 29.5 13.4 12.3 12.9 22.4 33.8 28.0 

38.8 27.7 33.3 13.4 15.4 14.4 16.4 33.8 25.0 

32.8 23.1 28.0 7.5 6.21 6.8 35.8 49.2 42.4 
' 

34.3 33.8 34;1 14.9 1.5 .3.~,26.9 41.5 34.1 
i 

I 
\~ri ttenl 

I 

! 

· CommunicatJon 
.,_; I ,; , Tot. 

·;:: J ~dm. c. 

" a. Res. 

38.8 23.1 
I 
B1.8 

22.4 12.3 
I 

r7 .4 

' 

19.4 7.7 113.6 
I 
I 

34.3 30.8 132.6 

37.3 40.0 !39 4 
I . 

29.9 18.5 124.2 
' 
I 

20.9 18.5 119.7 
. 

·)· 

I, 

mcumDI-1 PROCE~ORE I 
_ Inseection Conference 

..; 

1 

c: Tot. ..; ,; 1 Tot. 
g.· '[ Adm. "- ·;:: I Adm. 

" If) o.. Res. "' "- Res • 

31.1 I 10.4 6.2 8.3 26.9 35.4 

34.3 24.6 29.5 23.9 26.2 25.0 I 
14.9 4.6 9.8 40.3 50.8 45.s I 

17.9 10.8 14.4 26.9 30.8 28.8 
. 

17.9 15.4 . 16.7123.9 20.0 22.0 

19.4 16.9,18.2 

23.9 24.6 24.2 

28.4 I 38.5, 33.s 

28.4 · 29.2 _28.8 I 

" "'" 

I 



~.-. -·--............ ........c......~c. .-..w.....L......_ ________ .·~;--<"c-'" --~.,......-. -. :~----~------'---- .. --

I 
I Exclusive 
I Questions ... .: Tot. ...; 

c. ·;:: Adm. c. 

" " V> c.. Res. V> 

62. Responsibi11ty for 
individual school communi-· 1} .9 15.4 16 .• 7 35.8 
cat~on media and processes. ·. 

o3. Respons1b1 !1ty for 
I citizen p.articipat.ion in. 16.4 ·7. 7 12.1 32.8 

school studv qroups. . -164. Responsibility for - ' . 
1ntormal channels of 11.9 3.1 7.6 35.8 
communication. 
65. Responsibility for main-
taining liaison with sym-
biotic community groups 
(PTA, Civic Associations, 19.4 12;3 15.9 44.8 
co~}nity interest g·roups. 
etc. · · ~ · 

* Significant af the .10 level for both variables. 

** Responsibility 1s significant at the _.05 level 

TABLE VII (Continucdr 

. SCHOOL C.OMMUNITY RELATIDrlS 

• · KtSPUNSJUI.IIY· '. 
Primarv • I Suoervisory_ Coordinating 

.: Tot. .: Tot. ...; .: I Tot. ... 
·;:: Adm. c. ·;:: Adm. c. 

" " ·;::. · Adm. 
c.. Res. Vl c.. Res. V> c.. Res. 

38.5 37.1 9.0 4.6 . 6.8 32.8• 36.9 34.8 

35.4 34.1 6.0 12.3 9.1 40.3 38.4 38.6 

40.0 37.9 7.5 7.7 7.6 40.3 .44.6 43.2 

. 

53.8 49.2 1.5 7.7 4.5 28.4 16.9 22.7 

. 

· *** Evaluation procedure is sign~flcant at the .05 level 

'' 

,. 

·:u 

. I . 

I 

I 

~lri tten I 
Communication 

...; I .: Tot. 
c. ·~ fidm. " ... 
'" c.. ~es. 

I 
22.4 26 •. 2 24.2 

! 
I 

I 
20.9 13.8 17.4 

! 

13.4 12.3 
I 
12.9 

I 

9.0 10.8 9.8 

' 

I 

m.[O~TlO~ PIWCtDORE 
' I I Inspection 

...; = Tot. 
c. 'S: Adm. 
" V> c.. Res. 

10.4 4.6 7.6 

9.0 3.1 6.1 

9.0 4.6 6.8 

7.5 1.5 4.5 

.• 

Conference 
...; .: I Tot • c. -·;:: Adm. 
" V> c.. Res. 

41.8 40.0 40.9 

50.8 56.9 53.8 

59.7 63.1 60.6 

55.2 53.8 54.5 

I 

I 

..... 
V1 
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TABLE VI II · · II 

CROSSTABULATIONS OF RESPONSIBILITIES AND EVALUATION PROCEDURE . I . . 

This table of Cross tabulations of Responsibfl!ti~~ and Eval~ation Procedures pinpoints the greatest colentr·ation of 
total administrator responses for the combined responsibility_ and evaluation procedure factors. ! . · 
These crosstabulations are of particular importance since they are ·pa~ticularly·valuable for model pur oses. . 

Accord·lngly, total administrator respondents regard the listed elementary principal responsibilities as follows': 

1) Thirty responsibilities (20, 22, 23, 24, 25, ~2, 36, 38, 3~,.40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 47, 48, 49, 511, 52, 53, 54,. 
55, 57, 58, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64) are coordinat1ng responsib1l1tfes to be evaluated by conference methods .. 

2) Nineteen .responsi.bilfties (21, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, .33, 35~ 36, 37, 55, 56, 58, 61, 62, 63, 64, 16

1

5) are primary 
responsibilities to be_eval?ated by conference methods. . 

3) Seven responsibilities (26, 27, 34, 46, 50, 58, 59) are exclusive responsibilities to b~ evaluated rhrough 
written .communication. 

. ' . 
4) Three respons~b~l~tfes (26, 31, 37) are ex~lusfve respo~s~b~l~ties to be evaluated by ~onference m~~ho~s, ·. 

5) Three responsJbllltfes (26, 55, 59) are pr1mary respons1b1ht1es to be evaluated by wr1tten communJ~atJOn. 

6) Two res»onsibilities (21, 36) are supervisory responsibilities ·to be evaluated by conference methods. 

7) One responsibility (55) is a coordinating· responsibflity to be evaluated by _written communication. 

B) One responsibility (61) Is a primary responsibility to be evaluated by inspection. 

I 

...., 
Ci' 



,- Responsi-bility 
EXCI/ 

Excl/ Hrit. 
Comm. !nso. 

20. Responsibility for 
dcvelO~inq -curriculum. 0.8 0.0 

~ 21.~ Responsibility for 

I 
implementat.ion of 3.0 2.3 
ins tructi ana 1 proqram. 

I 22. Responsibil1-ty .for 
se·lecting instruc- 0.8 - 0.8 

• ticnal materials. 

I 23. Responsibility for 
determining specific. 0.8 0.8 

I teachinq methods. I 24. Responsibility for 
innovation and action 

·research resulting in 3.0 0.8 
chance of ~ractice. ' 25-. Res pens i bil i ty for 

I formulating school 6.1 0.8 
I po 1 i c_i e_s_. ____ __:_ ____ --'~· · ~-- ___ 

" 

! 

I 

,---,---+:~"----'""'--.-- ~~-.·~ ... c-,"~ .. c.~-··'·:·-: . ~. -1 ~. 

· ..... 

. .iNSTRUCTION AND CURRICULUM 

Exc1/ 
Pn'!'/ 

Pri.m/ 
Supv/ 

Writ. Prim/ WriL 
Conf. Connn. Inso: Conf. Comm. 

. 0.0 3.0 5.3 6.8 o.o 
5.3 6.1 9.8 12.9 1..5 

.· 

1.5 3.8 3.0 5.3 1.5 

4.5 1.5 1.5 5.3 1.5 
I 

0.0 4.5 . 4.5 9.8 2.3 
.·· 

. . 

2.3 3.8 3.8 ~-3 2.3 
----

Supv/ 
Inso. 

.8. 

12.9 

2;3 

. 8.3 

1.5 

o.o 

. ' 

I 

Supv/ 
.Coord/ Co~rd/ Writ. 

Conf. Comm. Inso. 
I 

6.8 9.1 3~8 
I 

10.6 o.o 01.8 

6.8 9.8 ,.1 

12.9 3.8 4·5 
' 

6.8 5.3 J.3 
I 

5.3 . 11.4 ~-3 
--~ ------~ L_ ~ 

-I 
I 

Coord/ 
Conf. 

42.4 

8.3 

38.6 

25.8 

28.0 

27.3 

df x2 

30 37.58 
rc 

35. 43.78 

36 48.37 

56 93.89 

56 95.38 

42 48.75 

p 

X._ S. 

<.05 

<.05 

< .001 

< .001 

< .05 

"~~ ~-

" ..., 



' 
. ~~~~~ I Responsibility 

Comm. 
~6. Respons!Dl 11ty for 

.selecting the certifiR 
cated and classified 11.4 
staff. ·. 

27. Responsibility for 
supervision and evalua-
t; on of certificated · 20.5 
and classified staff. 
28. Responsibility for 
appointing committees 
to work together on 6.1 
school problems. 
29. Responsibility for 
assisting teachers in 
solving teaching 

.• 
2.3 

problems. 
30. Respons1bility for 
freeing teachers from 
non-profess i ana 1 du ti ~s · 
and interruptions that 6.1 
prevent the teacher 
from giving his maximum 
effort to teachinq. 
31. Responsibility for 
keeping faculty 
informed on matters of 9.8 
c2nc~rn tQ_the school. 

---.. -~........c.........L..~ "--'-- '~-~.,..______ - ~--L--- ------- -~ --- --- ~---- ··---- ', 

Excl/. Excl/ 
J>rl~/ 
Writ. 

Inso. Conf. Comm. 

3.0 10.6 12.1 

3.Q 7.6 10.6 

3.0 12.1 7.6 

0.8 6.8 3·.8 
. 

. 

3.8 7.6 3.8 

. 

0.8 12.9 10.6 

TABLE VIII (Continued) 

STAFF PERSONNEL 

Supv/ 
Prim/ Primi Writ. 
Inso. Conf. Comm •. 

6,1 13.6 4.5 

I 

6.8 6.8. 3.0 

2.3 20.5 1.5 I 
. 

3.8 22.7 o.o 

9.1 14.4 1.5 
I 

I 
[._ 
I 

I 2.3 15.2 I 2.3 
' 

. 
coo~d/ . I 

Supv/ Supv/ \~ri t •. Coord/ 
Inso. Conf •. Comm. Insol --, 

o.ol o.o· 2.3 5.3 
I 

0.8 1.5 o.o ul 
1.5 6.8 2.3 o,~ 

' 

I 

3.0 15.2 0.8 0.9 

I 

I 

3.0 9.8 0.8 o.s 
I . 

.. 
I 

I 

0.8 . ! 

3.0 o.o 0.8 
! 

Coord/ 
Con f. df 

7.6 49 

I 
4.5 42 

17.4 42 

8.3 56 

I 

13.6 56 

6.1 56 

0 ... 

35.61 I N.S. 

56.78 < .01 

133.36 I < .001 

57.68 < .01 

54.76 <.01 

71.16 <.001 

..... 
Cl> 

I -· 



• 

' Excl/ 
Responsibility Wrft. Excl/ 

Comm. Inso. 
32. Responsibility for 
assisting teachers ·in 
identifying educational. 1.5 0.0 
goals and objectives 
which are· realistic. 
33. Responsibility for 
stimulating and 
encouraging profess- 3.0 0.8 
ional grm·1th among 

. • t.~nch~rs·. 134. Responsibility for 
14.5 ?SSigning certificated 24.2 

and classified staff. 
135. Responsibillty for 

maintaining a-high 
level of performance from 5.3 "5.3 
all staff m·~mbers. -~ 
36. Respons1billty for I assisting teachers in 
the interpretation of · 4.5 3.0 
data relating to pupil 

1 
performanc_e and pro9ress. 

137. Responsibility for 
·utilization of staff 
for the mast effeCtive · 5.3 .2.3 

1 ~uq~oses. · 

'" 

-~---~---:~~~ 

. Prim/ 
Excl/ Writ. 
Conf. Comm. 

7.6 7.6 

6.8 6.1 

12.9 " 9.8 

7.6 5.3 

7 •. 6 1.5 

16.7 2.3 -

TABLE 'viii (Continued) 

STAFF PERSONNEL (Continued) 

" 

Supv/ 
Prim/ .Prim/ Writ. Supv/ 
Inso. Conf. Comm. Insp. 

4.5 15.9 0.8 0.8 

I 
2.3 26.5 2.3 0.8" 

I 

3.8 9.8 J. 5 2.3 

7.. 5 15.9 0.8 2:.3 

3.0 15.9 3.0 0.8 
'. I 

I 
I 

8.3 20.5 3.0 i . 0.0 

_·_ 
' Coord/ 

Supv/ Writ. Coord/ I 
Conf. Comm. Insp, 

I 

9.8 2.3 0.0 
. 

12.9 " 1.5 0.0 

·_ 

3.0 1.5 I o.o I 

5.3 .0.8 0.8 

I 

14.4 0.8. o.o I 

4.5 o.o o.o 

! 

~~~ 

I 

Coord/ 
Con f. df 

13.6 63 

9.8 48 

.3.0 " 49 

9.1 48 

16.7 53 

8.3 63 

58.84 

" 

53.25 

112.53 

62.15 
" " 

84.27 

1107.18 

_. 

-~--~-~· ~ 

p 

< .01 

<05 

I < ,OQl 

< ._001 

<.001 

I 
<.001 

I 

I 

_, 
"' 



. Excl 
Res?onsibilfty Writ. 

.. Ccmm. 
38; Responsibility for 
ffiaintaininq di$cipline. 4.5 
39. Responsib1lity for 

L5 cliag;,osing pupil 
deficienc-ies. 
40. Responsi.bi11ty for 
generating solutions . 

to individual student 0.0 
. 

~oblems. 
4.1. Res pons ibi 11 ty for 
obtaining community 

: Sf:t' 1Ji-::es critical to 
pupi 'I personne i prob-
1ems (e.g-., Nelfare, 
counseling, clinical, 2.3 
psychological or 
medical services, 
speech theraov, etc.) 
42. Responsibility for • 
seeking parental 
involvement in the 
solution of academic 3.0 
and non-academic pupil 

! personne1 problems. 
43. Responsibility for 
recognizing major prob-
1ems relating to the 
health and safety of 
children (e.g., 3.8 
n~rcotics, unfavorable 
traffic cond~i1ons, 
hazards, etc. 

'!> 

-"'------~;----~'-;"......_~ __ ..w.__.,___. ---. ---·-:-"---;L...-.-.-~--· .-- ------,-'... _, ___ ---·-· -+-· ----- ~---------~--'------·-·~-----~-

Prim{ 
Excll Excll Writ. 
Ins c • Con f. Comm. 

3.0 5.3 2 • .3 

. 1.5 0.8 1.5 

1.5 J..5 2.3 

.. . . ' 

0.0 5.3 8.3 

. ' 

0.0 7.6 4.5 

. 
1.5 3.0 . 3.0 

. . 

.. TABLE VIII (Continued) 

PUPIL PERSONNEL 

Supv{ 
Prim{ Prim{ Writ. Supv{ 
Inso. Conf. Comm. ln>p_. 

7.6 9.1 0.0 2.3 

4.5 10.6 1.5 ].5" 
. 

3.0 14.4 ·o.8 1.5 
-

3.8 12.1 2.3 3.0 

3,.8 16.7 0.0 I 0.8 
I 

t I 

I I o.o 6.1 9.8 3.8 

i 

Coord{ . 
Supv{ Hrit. Coord/ 
Con f. Comm. Insp. 

9.8 1.5 5.3 

13.6 5.3 1.5 

9.1 3.0 1.5 

\ 

3.0 7.6 1.5 

. 

3.8 3.0 '0.0 

3.8 3.0 3.8 

lcoordf 
IConf. df 

I 20.5 49 70.28 

128.0 48 91.08 

. 39.4 48 82.98 

I 

25.8 48 102.43 
' 

I 

24.2 45 57.10 

I 

22.0 63 66.21 

' 

I 
· . 

p 

<; 001 

< .001 

< .001 

< .001 

< .01 

< .001 
' 

I 

"' 0 
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.TABLE VIII (Continued) 

. PUPIL PERSONNEL (Continued) 

I Excl/ Prim/ Supv/ 
I Res pons ibll ity · Writ. Excl/ Excl/ Nrit. Prim/ Prim/ Writ. Supv/ 

Comm. · Inso. Con f. Comm. Inso. Con f. Comm. · lnso. 
44. Responsibility.for . 

determining pupil , . 6.1 1. 5 4.5 5.3 1.5 12.9 . 1.5 1.5 
placement. · · 
45. Responsibil1ty for 
promotion and reten- 3.8 1.5 3.0 6.1 2.3 9.1 o.8 0.8 
tion O[J!!JP"ils. · 
46. Responsibility for· . 

. 

suspension or exclu-
sion of pupils from 24.2 1.5 1"4 •. 4 6.1 2.3 7.6 1 o.o o.o 
school. -

--47. Responsibil1ty for 
maintaining student 6.8 5.3 2.3 9.1 3.0 5.1 5.3 4.5 
records. 
48. Responsibility for 
providing adequate , 

12.1 
I 

program of pupil-· 0.8 2.3 0.8 6.1 2.3 3.0 1.5 
teacher counseling and 
conferencinq. . 

49. Responsibility for 
' providing adequate 

program of parent-teacher 3.0 0.8 3.8 9. 1 4.5 12.9 1.5 2.3 
conferences on pupil 
proqress. . . 

50. Respons1bi 1 ity for . . . I o.s schedulinq of classes. 17.4 5.3 10.6 12. 1 3.0 9.1 0.8 

I • 

'") 

"' 

. . 

coo~d/ ' 

Supv/ Writ. Coo·~d/ 
Con f. Comm. Inso. 

I 
4.5 3.8 0.8 

I 

I 
6.1 6.1 0.~ 

I 
I 

I 
3.0 0.8 0.0 

I 

'. 4.5 9.1 6.1 
I 

I 

' 11.4 2.3 2.~ 

I 

.. 

I 

6,.8 1.5 1.5 
I 
i . 

I 

·o.o 3.0 0.8 

I 

Coord/ 
Con f. df 

28.0 56 54 .. 06 

28.8 49 79.49 
. 

I 6.1 56 121.68 

10.6 56 65.26 

25.0 42 52.12 

22.7 56 76.90 

10.6 56 101.06 

, 

p 

< .01 

1 < .001 

< .001 

< .001 
I 

< .01 

< .001 

< .001 

00 ,..., 

I 

I 
' 

I 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) . 

. PUPIL PERSONNEL (Continued) 

1- Ex~~/ 
Excl/ · Exc1/ 

I Prl~/ 
Prim/ Prinr/ 

I >UPV/ . 
1 coorar 

Co+d/ ~ "''""''''''" 
Writ. Writ. Writ. Supv/ Supv/ Writ. Coord/ 

1. Res pons i bi 1 it)• for 
Comm. . Insp_. Con f. Comm. Insp. Conf. Comm. Insp. Conf. Comm. Insp. Conf. df . . p ' . 

I 
~ I 

I 

.· 
etermining organi.za- . ! ional arrangements of 
chool (homogeneous, 3.0. 1.5 2.3 3.0 1.5 10.6 1.5 1,. 5 4.5 7.6 0.18 34:8 56 131.00 < .001 

heterogeneous, ~)~ded, 
non..;qraded, etc. · · . 

52. Respons10111ty ror -
· 1 .!5 a:::se-=:sment of pupi 1 3.0 o.8" O.B 2.3 3.8 8 •. 3 2.3 3.8 6.1 9.1 27.3 . 56 81 .48. < .001 

proqress. I 

53. Responsibility {or. I ! 

evaluation of the 

1.15 effectiveness of innova~ 2.3 1.5 1.5 4.5 3.0 9.8 3.8 2.3 6.1 8.3 24.2 56 70.74 < .001 
tive or ne•.·l programs. 

1 54. Responsibi'lity for . . 

/ evaluation of the 
: 

I 
I effectiveness of the 

0.8 4.5 •'. total elementary 5.3 2.3 3.8 6.8 1 3.0 2.3 3.8 10.6 1.5 22.7 63 74.60 < .001 
school p:-ogram .. -----·-- ·-- - --- ---·-·--- --- --'---- I ._I 

. . I 

00 
~ 

~ 



Responsibility 
Exc~f 
Writ; 
Comm. 

>5. Respons1bllity for. 
pteparing the school 6.8 
budqet. I O,b, Respons;b111ty .or 
school plant super- 7.6 
vision and manaaemcnt. 
5.7. Responsibility for 
planning or remodeling 0.0 
an elementary bui1dinq. 

, 5R. R~~p_onsib11ity for 
· ordering and- receiving 

school supplies and 12.9 
equipment. ' 
59. Responsibility for 
inventory of school 12.9 
suoolies and equipment. 
60. Responsibility for 
determining equipment 
to be replaced or 8.3 
~urchased. 
51. Responsibility for 
determining repairs to J . 7.6 
buildinqs and qrounds. · 

·~~~~·-~-~~~·--~--.----;--·-~ 

Excl/. Excl/ 
Pr1~( 
Writ. 

Insp. Conf, Comm. 

0.0 4.5 11.4 

7.6 6.1 4.5 

0.8 1. 5 2.3 -.. 
4.5 3.8 8.3 

. 

.. 
3.0 3.0 11.4 

3.8 1.5 8.3 

3.8 1.5 8 .• 3 

'. 

- -·----.--·-~·-~-

! ' 

... 

TABLE VIII (Continued) 

FINANCE i\~0 BUSINESS MANAGEMENT . 

Supv/ 
Prim/ Pdm/ Writ. Supv/ Supv/ 
In;p .. Cont. Comm. Insp. Conf. 

6.1 9.1 3.0 1.5 3.0 

12.1 11.4 3.0 4.5 2.3 

3.8 "8.·3 1.5 2.3 3.0 

6.1 10.6 5.3 2.3 3.0 
.. 

6.8 8.3 7.6 . 1. 5. 3.8 

4.5 9.1 1.5 0.8 3.0 
' 

10.6 11.4 2.3 2.3 J.o.· 

. 

. . 

Coo:df 
Writ. 
Comm. 

9.1 

1.5 

9.8 

6.1 

6.8 

6.1 

4.5 

j 
.I 

I 

I 

I 

-

fcoord/ Coord/ 
Insp. Conf. .df . 
. 

112.9 0.8 42 
I 

I 

4.5 i 5.3 I 35 

2.3 
I . I 30.3. 63 

I 
1.5 110.6 49 

5.3 I 5.3 49 
i 

.· 

' 

8.3 I 18.2 49 
I 
I ·. . 

7.6 i 11.4 56 

'. 
·I 

I . 

I 

1/ 

. p 

48.04 <.05 

33.18 N. S. 

89.56 < .001 

106.18 <.COl I 

107.99 < .001 

I 
117.54 < .001 

79.53 < .001 . 
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Responsibility 
Excl/ 

. Writ. Exc1/ . Exc1/ . Cornm. Insp. Con f. 
i2. Responsibility for 

I. 
individual school commU-. 
tication media Jnd 6.1 3.0 3.0 
)rocesses. . 

i3. Responsibility for:-
:itizen participation 3.0 0.8 6.1 
n school st_l!.Cix groups. · . 

:4_ Re-sponsibility for 
nformal channels of 0.8 o.o 4.5 
ommunication. 
,5. Respons_ibil ity for . 
1aintaining liaison ' 
ith symbiotic community 
roups (PTA, civ_ic 2.3· t.5 8.3. 
ssociations, communi-ty 
nterest grOU>JS, etc.) .~ L__ ____ ·~· L._____, __ _:__ 

v 

··-.-~-. ~--~-~-.• 

TABLE VIII (Continued) 

SCHOOL -COM~!UN ITY RELA Tl ONS 

.Prim/ Supv/ 
Writ, Prim/ Prim/ Writ. Supv/ 
Comm. Insp. Con f. Comin" Insp •. 

8.3 4.5 14.4 0.8 0.0 

. 

6.1 4.5 . 15.9 2.3 o.o 

5.3 2.3 23.5 0.8. 3.0 
. 

... I ' ' I "·' 0.8 0.0 

------· ·~ --- --- .. 

-~_:_ . 

. 

I 

I 
~~c···~.~~~j 

' 

Supv/ 
Coo~O/ 
Writ. Coord/ 

Con f. Comm. Insp. 

3.8. 7.6 0;0 

4.5 4.5 0.8 

3.0 4.5 1.5 

2.3 1.5 . 0.8 

. . -

' 
I 
!t'oord/ 
~onf. 

jl8.9 

I 
25.0 
I 

' 

:!~.5 

I 
' . 
I 

1a.6 
I 

I 

. . . I 
. I 

i . 
i 
! 

J 

. i· 

•.. 

. 

df 

30 79.58. 

36 43.78 
· . 

30 55.90 I 

47 78.39 

c..:_ __ 
~----

D 

<.001 

<.05 

<.01 

<.001 I 
~- -~~ 

00 ..,.. 



A. Instruction and Curriculum 

Question 20: Responsibility for developing· 

curriculum. 

85 

Response 20:- 64.2 percent of the superintendents 

and 80 percent of the principals, or 72 percent of the total 

-· ~- ·---· _____ adminis-tra.tor~J:'ssponden.tc£-,~feJ. t-that-deve;Lopin~· eur~~ieu±um- -

was a coordinating responsibility (Table VII): 58.2 percent 

of the superintendents and 53.8 percent of the principals, 

or 56.1 percent of total administrator-responden-ts, felt 

that the procedure for evaluation of this elementary prin­

cipal responsibility should be through means of_a conference 

(Table VII) • 

In the c:r.osstabulations of item of responsibilit.y 

with the item of evaluation procedure, 42.4 percent of the 

total administrator-respondents stated that developing cur­

riculum is .a coordinating responsibility which should be 

evaluated by conference· (Table VIII). 

Question 21: Responsibility for implementation of 

instructional program. 

~esponse 21: · While 31. 3 · percent of the super­

intendents and 41.5 percent. of the principals, or 36.4 

percent of the total administrator-respondents, regarded 

the implementation of the instructional program as a 

supervisory_ responsibility, 41.8 percent of the superin- . 

tendents and 30.8 percent of the principals, or 36.4 
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·percent (an equivalent percentage) of the total adminis­

trator-respondents decided that implementation of the 

instructional program is a primary responsibility of the 

elementary principal (Table VII) • 

Superintendents, 37.3 percent, and principals, 

36.9 percent, or a total of 37.1 percent of all adminis-

. trator-respondents, stated that the evaluation procedure 

should be by conference (Table VII). 

Opinion is therefore equally emphatic that this 

86 

responsibility is primary and supervisory irt nature. This 

.is substantiated in the crosstabulations (Table VIII). 

Here the combined primary-conference variable is 12. 9 pe.r-

cent, and the combined supervisory-conference variable is 

10 .• 6 percent. However, a substantial percentage (12. 9 

percent) of administrators have combined the supervisory 

function with the inspection procedure. It is important, 

therefore, that inspection be a part of the evaluation 

procedure for this responsibility, along with conference 

methods. 

Question 22·: Responsibility for selecting 

instructional materials. 

Response 22: 67.2 percent of the superintendents 

·and 66.2 percent of the principals, or 66.7 percent of 

total administ:r·ator-responden·ts, ·stated that selecting . 

instructional materials is a coordinating responsibility 

{Table VII) •. 
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58.2 percent of the superintendents and 53.8 per-· 

cent of the principals, or 56.l·percent of total adminis­

trator-respondents, felt that the procedure for evaluation 

of this elementary principal responsibility should be 

through means of a conference (Table VII). 

In the crosstabulations of item of responsibility 
-·-·­·----·--··­----·--·-

with that of evaluation procedure, 42.4 percent of the 

total administrator-respondent.s agreed that developing cur­

riculum is a coordinating responsibility which should be 

evaluated by conference (Table VIII). 

Question 23: Responsibility for determining spe-

cific teaching methods. 

Response 23: 44.8 percent of th" superintendents 

and 40 percent. of the principals, or 4.2.4 percent of the 

total administrator-respondents, stated that determining 

specific t~aching methods is a coordinating responsibility 

(Table VII). 

25.8 percent of the superintendents and 22;7 

percent of the principals, or 24.3 percent of the total 

.administrator-respondents, declared that conferencing with 

principals is the appropriate eyaluation procedure 

(Table VII). 

25"8 percent of the total administrator-respondents 

in the crosstabulations of those two variables agreed that 

determit1ing specific teaching methods was a coordinating 

responsibility to be evaluated through a conference pro-

cedure ('rable VIII) . 
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Question 24: Responsibility for innovation and 

action research resulting in change of practice. 

Response 24: 47.8 percent of the superintendents 

and 49.2 percent of the principals, or 48.5 percent of the 

total administrator--respondents, thought that innovation 

and action research resulting in change of practice was a 

-coordinating responsibility (Table VII), 

44.8 percent of the superintendents and 44;6 percent 

of the principals, or 44.7 percent of the total administra~ 

tor-respondents, thought the procedure for evaluation should 

be by conference (Table VII). 

In the crosstabulations of these two variables for 

innovation and action research resulting in change of prac-

tice, 28 percent of t.he total administrators selected both 

the coordinating responsibility and the conference evalua-

tion procedure (Table VIII). 

Question 25: Responsibility for formulating school 

policies. 

Response 25: 49.3 percent of the superintendents 

. and 53.8 percent of the principals, or 51.5 percent of total 

administrator-respondents, held that formulating school 

policies was a coordinating responsibility (Table VII). 

41. 8 percent of t.he superintendents and 44. 6 percent 

of the principals, or 43.2 percent of the total administrator-

respondents, thought formulating school policies a respon­

sibility that should be evaluated through the conference 

procedure (1'able VII). 
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In the crosstabulations of these two variables 

(1'able VIII) , 27.3 percent of the total administrator-· 

respondents regarded the·responsibility for formulating 

school policies to be a coordinating responsibility to be 

evaluated by conference procedure~ 

B. Staff Personn£1___-.-·-·· 

Question 26: Responsibility for selecting the 

certificated and classified staff. 

89 

Response 26: 32.8 percent of the superintendents 

and 46.2 percent of the principals, or 39.4 percent of total 

administrator-respondents,. stated that selecting the certi-

fied and classified staff is a primary responsibility. It 

is also significant that 20;9 percent of the superintendents 

and 38.5 percent of the principals, or 29.5 percent of the 

total administrator-respondents, stated that. this was an ex-

elusive responsibility of the principal (Table VII) • 

Evaluation through written communication was desig-

nated by 40.3 percent of the superintendents and 30.8 percent 

of the principals, or 35.5 percent of the total administrator-

· respondents ·(Table VII) • 

Of almost equal significance is the result that 29.9 

percent of the superintendents and 38.5 percent of the prin-

cipals, or 34.2 percent of total administrator-respondents, 

thought that the procedure for evaluation should be through 

the conference method (Table VII). 
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Four crosstabulations are of almost equal signifi-

cance. These are found in 'fable VIII, but are listed below 

for convenience.: 

Responsibility for Selecting the 
Certified and Classified Staff 

Responsibili_:!:y and Evalu­
ative Procedure 

------Excius±ve---a:na·confe-rence 
" " written comirmnication 

Primary " " " 
" " conference 

%Total 
Admin. Resp. 

10.6 
11.4 
12.1 
13.6 

Question 27: Responsibility for supervisionand 

evaluation of certificated and classified staff. 

Response 27: 34.3 percent of the superintendents 

and 60 percent of the principals, or 47 percent of th" total 

administrator-respondents, stated that the supervision and 

evaluation of cert.ificated and classified staff is the ex-

elusive responsibility of the principal (Table VII) . 

43.3 percent of the superintendents and 27.7 percent 

of the principals, or 35.6 percent of the total administrator-

respondents, believed that evaluation of this responsibility 

should be through _vlri tten communication (Table VII) . 

In the crosstabulations, 20.5 percent of our total ad-

ministrator-respondents described the responsibility for super­

vision and evaluation of certificated and classified staff as 

an exclusive responsibility to be evaluated through 

written communication (Table VIII). 

Quest~on 28: Responsibility for appointing committees 

to work together on school problems. 
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Respons.e 28: 38.8 percent of the superintendents 

and 27.7 percent of the principals, or 33.3 percent of the 

total administrator-'respondents, declared that appointing 

cornmi ttees t.o wo.rk. together on school .problems is a primary 

responsibility (Table VIII). 

44.8 percent of the superintendents and 69.2 percent 

--uf ___ Ene~prtncipais, -or_S-6-:-:r percent of total administrator-

respondents, thought that this responsibility should be 

evaluated through the conference procedure (Table VII). 

In the crosstabulations, 20.5 percent of total 

administrator-respondents stated that appointing committees 

to work together on school problems is a primary respon­

sibility to be evaluated by the conference procedure 

(Table VIII). 

Question 29: Responsibility for assisting teachers 

in solving teaching problems. 

Response 29: 37.3 percent of the superintendents 

and 38.5 percent of the principals, or 37.9 percent of 

total administrator-respondents, stated that assisting 

teachers in solving teacher problems is a primary respon-

sibi1ity (Table VII). 

61.2 percent of the superintendents and 50. 8 per-

. ·cent of the principals, or 56.1 percent of .the total admin-

istrator··respondents felt that this responsibility should 

be evaluated through the conference procedure. 

Crosstabulations indicate that 22.7 percent of· 

total-administrator-respondents consider the responsibility 
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of assisting teachers in solving teacher problems a primary 

responsibility of the elementary principal, and that it 

should be evaluated by the conference procedure 

(Table VIII) . 

puestion 30: Responsibility for freeing teachers 

_____ __!rom_non-professional duties __i!nd interruptigns that_prey~nt _ 

·the teacher from giving his maximum effort to teaching. 

Response 30: 34.3 percent of the superintendents 

and 32.3 percent of the principals, or 33.3 percent of the 

total administrator-respondents, thought that it was the 

principal's primary responsibility for freeing teachers from 

non-professional duties and int.erruptions t.hat prevent the 

teacher from givinghis maximum effort to teaching 

(Table VII) • 

47.7 percent of the superintendents and 47.7 percent 

of the principals, or 47.7 percent of the total administrator-

respondents, thought this responsibility for freeing teachers 

should be evaluated through a conference procedure (Table VII) • 

The crosstabulations of the responsibility factor 

and the evaluation procedure factor reveal that 14.4 percent 

of the total administrator-respondents, stated that this 

responsibility was primary and should be evaluated through a 

·conference procedure (Table VIII). 
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Question 31: Responsibility for keeping faculty 

informed on matters of concern to the school. 

Response 31: 43.3 percent of the superintendents 

and 36.9 percent of the principals, or· 40.2 percent of the 

total administrator-respondents, believed that it was a 

rimary responsibility of the principal to keep faculty 

informed on mat·ters of concern to the school (Table VII) • 

31.3 percent of the superintendents and 38.5 percent 

_of the principals, or 34.8 percent of the total administrator-

respondents, felt that this was the principal's exclusive 

responsibility (Table VII). 

40. 3 percent of the superintendents and 33. 8 percent: 

of the principals, or 37.1 percent of the total administrator-

respondents, stated t.hat this responsibility should be 

evaluated by conference (Table VII). 

23.9 percent of the superintendents and 21.5 percent 

of the principals, or 22.7 percent of the total administrator-

respondents, stated that this responsibility should be 

evaluated through written communication (Table VII). 

The crosstabulations (consisting of two variables for 

·responsibility and evaluation procedure), indicate that 15.2 

percent of total administ.rator-respondents declared this re­

sponsibility to be·primary requiring evaluation by conference, 

and 12.9 percent of total administrator-respondents declared 

this responsibility to be exclusive requiring evaluation by 

conference (Table VIII). 
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It can be.concluded, therefore, that keeping fac-

ulty informed in matters of concern to the school is both 

an exclusive and primary function requiring evaluation 

through written communication as well as conference methods. 

Question 32: Responsibility for assisting teachers 

~~-identifying educati.onal_ggals and_ob;jecti-ves-wh-ieh--a-re--·-­

. realistic to pupils. 

Response 32: 35.8 percent of the superintendents 

and 33.8 percent of the .principals,· or 34.8 percent of the 

total administrator-respondents, thought that assisting 

teachers in identifying educational goals and objectives 

which are realistic to pupils was a primary responsibility. 

47.8 percent of the superintendents and 53.8 percent 

of the principals, or 50.8 percent of the total administrator-

respondents, believed this responsibility should be evaluated 

by conference methods. 

In the crosstabulation of the two variables inherent 

in Question 32, 15.9 percent of the total administrator-

respondents, declared this a primary responsibility to be 

evaluated through conference; 13.6 percent of total adrninis-

trator-respondents considered t.his a coordinating responsi-

bility to be evaluated by conference methods (Table VIII). 
. . 

It is therefore concluded for model purposes that· 

this ·is both a primary imd coordinating responsibility .to be 

•evaluated by conference. 



Question 33: Responsibility for stimulating and 

encouraging professional_growth among teachers. 
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Response 33: 43.3 percent of the superintendents 

and 38.5 percent of the principals, or 40.9 percent of the 

total administrator..:.respondents, believed that stimulating 

and encouraging professional growth among teachers _wcas_ a_ 
---- -

primary responsibility of principals (Table VII) • 

53.? percent of the superintendents and 63.1 

percent of the principals, or 58.3 percent of the total 

administrator-respondents, believed that the conference 

met~10d is the appropriate evaluation procedure (Table VII). 

In the crosstabula·tions, 26.5 percent of total ad-

ministrator-respondents, selected the combined primary and 

conference factors (Table VIII). 

It can be concluded, therefore, that stimulating 

and encouraging professional growth among teachers is re-

garded as·a primary function of the principal, which should 

be evaluated by superintendents through the conference 

procedure. 

Question 34: Responsibility for assigning cer­

tificated and classified staff. 

Response 34:· 38.8 percent of the superintendents 

and 69.2 percent of the principals, or 53.8 percent of the 

total-administrator-respondents, stated that it is the 

exclusive responsibility of the principal to assign cer-

tificated and classified staff (Table VI!). 
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