University of the Pacific

Scholarly Commons

University of the Pacific Theses and

Dissertations University Libraries

1976

Evaluation Of Elementary Principals In New York State

Anthony Francis Ruocco
University of the Pacific

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds

b Part of the Education Commons

Recommended Citation
Ruocco, Anthony Francis. (1976). Evaluation Of Elementary Principals In New York State. University of the
Pacific, Dissertation. https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds/3357

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the University Libraries at Scholarly Commons. It
has been accepted for inclusion in University of the Pacific Theses and Dissertations by an authorized
administrator of Scholarly Commons. For more information, please contact mgibney@pacific.edu.


https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/
https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds
https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds
https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/libraries
https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds?utm_source=scholarlycommons.pacific.edu%2Fuop_etds%2F3357&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/784?utm_source=scholarlycommons.pacific.edu%2Fuop_etds%2F3357&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds/3357?utm_source=scholarlycommons.pacific.edu%2Fuop_etds%2F3357&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:mgibney@pacific.edu

EVALUATION OF ELEMuNTARY PRINCIPALS
IN NEW YORK STATE

‘A Dissertation
Presented to
the Faculty of the Graduate Schocl

‘University of the Pacific

In Partial Fulfiliment
of the Reguirements for the Degres

Doctor of Education

Anthony Francis Ruocco

June 1976



.Bacon for their guidance throughout the study, as well as

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The author wishes to express his gratitude to

Dr. Thomas C. Coleman, Dr. Rollin C. Fox and Dr. William

. their suggestions and criticisms.

‘Although Dr,. Neil Lark and Dr. Clifford Hand could

- not. partlclpate at the flnal examlnatlon, the writer is

1ndebted to them for thelr readlngs of prellmlnary drafts

- and their suggestlons.

-_Special.thanks'must'be given Dr. Roger Reimer and

Dr. John Schippers for. their willingness, after late notice;

“to participate during the final examination. Their comments

. were direct and meaningful.

The wrlter is grateful to Mrs. Margaret S Mart:n

- for her careful and metlculous typing, and for her maklng

.ethe flnal stage of thlS effort as palnless as p0351b1e.

Flnally, and most lmportantly, lt was, - my w1fe,
Vlrglnla, and my chlldren Mark and Claud:a, who falthfully

and lovingly coped with the moods of a full- tlme student

| and part tlme husband and father.

Vlrglnla, Mark and Claudla——thls is our. dlssertatlon._



S R SRR,

EVALUATION OF ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS
IN NEW YORK STATE

 Abstract of the Dissertation

PURPOSE: The purpose of this study was to review the literature
related to evaluation of elementary school principals, to identify
current practices, and to develeop a model which would include eval-'-
uation areas of responsibility, the nature of elementary principal
responsibilities and competencies, the procedure for evaliuating
elementary school principal functions, and how such evaluations

should be utilized. . S

PROCEDURES: The population for this study was superintendénts
throughout Wew York State in school districts containing an average
daily attendance of 5,000 te 20,000 pupils. All 164 superintendents
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 dimensions. First, general
questions were asked to determine the nature and frequency of visi-
tations and conferences conducted by superintendents for evallation
purposes.. The second dimension was designed to deétermine how
superintendents were to utilize evaluations. Flnally, the last
dimension of .the questionnaire consisted of 45 elementary principal
responsipilities and competencies., Superintendents and elementary
principals were asked to indicate whether each responsibility or
competency was an exclusive, primary, supervisory, or caoardinating
-function. In addition, administrator-respondents were asked to
indicate how each responsibility was to be evaluated--by written
communication, inspection, ox conference methods.

The guestionnaire was validated by a panel of five admiristratcra
and two psycholeogists.

ANALYSIS OF DATA: ' As a result of the study the followirg ganeraliza-
tions are drawn: (1) In a majority of the school districks surveyed
elementary pringipals are evaluated periodically; procedures for eval-
uation are informal; visitations are not conducted on a regular
basis; and evaluations are in written form. (2} <Therse is sub-
stantial disagreement among the superintendents and elementary
principals surveyed as to whether or not regular conferences for .
evaluative purposes are held with elementary principals. (3) &
majority of the school districts surveyed conducted two or three
yearly visitations for evalunative purposes during the yeur preceding
the survey. (4) A majority of the administrators surveyed sug-
gested that two, three, or four yearly visitations for avaluativa
purposes he conducted; and that two, three, or ftour evaluations be
conducted before tenure, with one or two after tenure. According

to predominant administrator opinion, an order of priority for .
utilization of evaluatior was developed.

MODELS: “Two models with a four.point rating scale ranging from
"Superior” to "Needs Improvement" were developed from the study.
The filrst model was based upon concentrated pluralities of ad-
ministrater judgements for each designated responsibility and
evaluation procedure as distinct separate guantities of analysis.
The second model was based upon the greatest concentration of
total administrator responses for combined responsibility and
evaluation procedure variables for each responsibility. Both
models provide a means fcr rating the elementary principal in the
light of the nature of each responsibility and the evaluatian
procedure to be utilized. ’

RECOMMENDATIONS: It was recommended that additional reseazch be
conductad to: (1) analyze nationwide elementary principal svalu-~
ation forms to determine evaluation criteria utilized by school
districts and attitudes of superintendents toward evaluation
processes; {2) field test the models developed in this study;
{3) determine ta what extent current ewvaluation proceduras are
pooperatively developed amang administrators: (4) analyze in
depth the supervisory relationships between superintendents and
principdls; (3) develop a similar model feor the evaluation .of
high school principals; and {6) achieve mutual agreement bstween
superintendents 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 central office personnel

evaluatesprincipals is determined by their own personalities,
competenoies, attitudes soward evaluative proééSses, intel?
lectual abilities, and effectiveness as educational leaders.
It is assumed that those admlnlstrators who possess greater

skills in human relations and admlnlstratlve leadershlp w111

organize the staff for the 1mprovement of 1nstruct10n through

evaluation proCesses.l Evaluation 1nstruments and pro"ea—

ures are often a means for increased superintendent“principal

dialogue and interaction which 1n a constructlve way can bring
about prOfESSlOnal growth for the 1nd1v1dua1 pr1nc1pdl 2 It -

is presumed that profeSSLOnal growth of principals w111 have

positive effects on teachers, pupils and the educational

program.3 Superintendents' attitudes toward the evaluation

I ‘ lEdgar L. Morphet, Roe L. Johns and Theodore L.
Reller. Educational Organization and Administration - -
(Englewcod Cllffs, New Jersey' Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1974},

 pp. 536-537.

2Ipid., p. 536.

3James Carvell. “Evaluetive Administrative Per-

-formance," Thrust forxr Educatlonal Leadership, Vol. 2, No. 2

(November 1972y, p. 32.



of ptincipals, therefore, are regarded as critical in the
educa tive and admlnnstratlve process.l

‘While there is a great deal of material available

that defines the characteristics of'the'elementary principal's

‘leadership and effectiveness, a DATRIX examination indicates

that'little has heen done as gui&elines.for measuring leader- =

ship performan'ce.2 Although authorities in the field of:

adminisﬁﬁation describe leadership, mate:iels on evaluating
these praCticeS are minimal.3 Hemphiil et al.,state:i,"Itl.
is_a'rare tegtbook in edueatienal administration which dis-

cusses evaluation of the elementary principal." According

to the National Association of Elementarv School Principals

{NEA), no research pertaining to evaluating a principal's
leadership practlces and procedures 1is avallable.s  Hig-
torlcally, when evaluatlng procedures were used in the total

 teaching~learning sltuatlon, the empha51s was upon_the

1Neal Gross and Robert Herriott. Staff Leadershlp
in Publlc Schools: A Sociological Inguiry - (New York-

- John Wlley, 1965), pp. 4 and 1Z. B

See Appendix A.

. 3John K. Hemphill, Daﬁiel E. Griffiths and Noxrman
Frederiksen.  Administrative Perfcrmance and Pexsonality
(Mew York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 1962),

P- 348.

4Ibidd.

-SSee Appendix B.



teacher. Evaluation should include the supervisor as well.l

Efforts to imp:ové the educational process must include an
evaluation of the leadérship of the school's total program.z
Recent studies substantiate the importance of the

principal's role in the elémentar& school. Several studies

indicate iﬂcreased readiness for actual change in schools
where the priﬁcipals function in a democratic rather than
an au_thorit'_arian'role.3 VFurther, a number of studies in-
dicate that a principalfs.effectiveness isidirectly relatéd
to how_he and others (e.q., superiofs, staff and Qarent

_grqups)-define‘his role.4

1W:Lllard S. Ellsbree and Harold I. McNally. :
Llemenfary School Admlnlbtratlon and Supervision (New York:

_ American Book Company, 1 59), p. 183.-

| 21bid., pp. 187-190; see also Henry J. Otto and
David C. Sanders. Elementary School Orgaanization and
Administration (New Yo*k Appleton—Century Crofts,. 1964),
"pp. 385-386.

3K1mba11 Wiles and H.C. Crobman. "The Role of the
Pr1n01pal in Curriculum Development," Educational Adminis-
tration uupplement No.,44 (1958), pp-. 10-14.

4Roald F. Campbell and John A. Ramseyer. The
Dynamlcg of School~Community Relationships {(Boston: T Allyn

: _and Bacon, Inc., 1958), pp. 19-21; see also Lawrence W.

Powney. The Task of Public EduCation (Chicago: Midwest
_Administration Center, The University of Chicago, 1960),

P. 64; see also Egon G. Guba and Charles E. Bidwell. .
Administrative Relationships (Chicago: The Midwest Adminis-
tration Center, University. of Chicago, 1957),; pp. 1, 65-68.




Ostrande?_and'bethyinaiéate that, given a'specific
situaﬁion, differént peoplerwili haﬁe varyiﬁg.idéaslas‘td
how a principalﬁéhouldfhaﬁdlé“é probiém;l Their thpﬁghts
are based upon hoﬁ they perceive the role of'thé-principalQ2
Parehts=méy ekpect the priﬁcipal to inveétigatg a diséi—

plinary matter and reserve Jjudgment (or support the teacher)

until all therfacts_have been gathered. Teachers may expect
the principal to autdmatidally support all their actions in
disciplinaryrsituations;__Althoﬁgh the supérintendent may
. .see a'disqiplinéry probiem-as‘the exciuéive responsibility
of the pfincipal, tﬂe prihcipal-nevertheless expects the
superintendént.to3bec0me involved in its resélﬂfion.S ‘Such
‘combinations of expectations which différeﬁt people may hoid
for a rcle incumbent are deéigﬁated”as "rolensetﬁ_by,Merton”'
“and other’s..4 ‘ _ | | .
ifheipriﬂ&i?aliwhb is attemptingfto fulfill the
.faxious exﬁegtations of'diffgrent ﬁéople,(rolefset)ioften
 finds expectations contradiétdry. This can resuitxin'
tensions which thwart the goals of thé.ihstructionai-préf

gram, and make the‘principalileSs effective from a leadérship

‘ : lRaymbhd H. Ostrander and Ray C. Dethy; A Values
Approach to Educational Administration -(Huntington, New
" York: Krieger Publishing Company, 1973}, p. 147.

2 3Ibid.

ibid..

. i%Robert K. Merton. Social Theory and Social
Structure (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1957}, p. 369.




point—of"view.l--HowéVér;M6n £he'qther.hand, a principai's

- total effectiveness inéreases when His own COnceptidh of his:
role agrees‘wiﬁh or‘is[éimiléf'to‘thé egpectatiOns ﬁf a
specified group.z‘ Lines.of fesponsibilify and,éuthérity

'are deflned by mutual convent, and for the overall beneflt-

of those concerned (pr1nc1pal, superior, staff and parent

group).

'Research'in Measuring Leadefship‘

Research evidence indicates‘that leadership traits
fepresent but one asﬁectrof leédérship. An early.study con-
centrated on specific personality traité which, when applied
to admlnlstrators, dlstlngulshed the leuders from the follow-
ers.4 It dssumed that successful leadership behdv1or was
_'a function ©of a partlcular‘personallty unigue to an lndl“

5

vidual. Gouldner, reviewing this'litérature, reveals the

‘fallacies of such an assumption. He indicates that the

 rpia.

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 Change and the
School Administrator, Harxy I. Hartley and George E. Halloway,
Jr. (eds.) {Buffalo: The State University of New York at ‘
Buffalo, 1965) ,. pp. 37-46.

3Morphet et al., op. 01t., p. 177;.

4Ce01l A, Glbb "The Pr1n01pals and Tralts of
Leadershlp," Journal of Abnormal and Soc:al Psychology, :
Vol. 42 (July 1947), Pp. 267-284.

“Hemphill et al., op.cit., p. 356.



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

tralts. wl

Another approach to the study of leadershlp con—

. cluded that leadership behavior is unique to any given

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

istics and skills required in.a 1eader are,determined-to'

a large extent by the demands of the situation in which he
n3 | |

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 are not all unique,
and_that_different stages of 1eédership are necessary under

varying circumstances-.4 This approach uses social system

‘analysis in examining leadership behavior in differeht

gituations..

1A vin W. Gouldner. Studies in IL.eadership

- (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1950), p. 34,

_?Ralph M. Stogdill. "Personal Factors Associated

with Leadership: A Survey of the Literature." Journal of
“Psychology, Vol. 25 (January 1948), p. 63.
3Ipid..
4

Jacob W. Getzels and Egon G. Guba. "Social Behavior

: and the Administration Proceus, School Review, Vol. 65

(Winter 1957), pp. 423-441.



‘The Problem

The problém of this study'was_to,develop a model for
the evaluation Of-elémentary school principals in school

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

”Purposes of Study

'Thepurposesofthis‘study—were—to. e
1. Review the literature related to the evaluation
- of elemeﬁtary-schooi priﬁcipals, |
2. Identify curréht‘practiéesrrelated to the eval-
_ vation of elementéryﬁéchool prihcipalsrin échoel districts
-of from 5,0001t0 20,000 ADA in the State of New York, and

{3.  Devél0p é mbdel for the evaluation of elementary
_séhool érincipals which williipclude cb_mp_etenciesr g?aluaf.
tién areés,-evidende'utilized énd the use made of evalﬁations. 
| Such-a study.coﬁld-assiét sﬁpe;intendents ana'cenﬁral
. 76ffi¢éipersonnél'iﬁjﬁore définitive evaluétién procedures |

8

_whiéh will have_increased significance for the educational

. processes for elementary'education. (A model is defined as

' aiéystem éf competencies and areas of evaiuation_coﬁsideréd
eSéénﬁi&l'in the'pfocess of determining tﬁe.effectiveness
oflelementary_pfinqipals'by”centrél office peﬁsonnel énd

, wb&thy'of imitati@n;by others and ﬁhe maﬁnei in which such

_criteria are u_tilized)-.l o

: ;This definition is an adaptation of the definition

- for the word "model" as found in: Phillip Babcock Cove,.

~ Editor, Webster's New International Dictionary of the English
Language Unabridged (Springfield, Massachusetts: G & C
Merriam Company, 1967), p. 1451. ‘




Procedure

Data for.the study were obtained-from euperintend—
enta, central qffice personnel, elementary school principals,
‘and related literature. These popuiations were studied by
means of a carefull& constructed questionnaire. Completed

gquestionnaires were analyzed to make comparisons and verifi-

cations, as well ae to describe and classify the evaluation
procedures and practices. |

: Uﬁder the aaspices of ?red Baruchin, Direetor of -
Elementary Educatlon of the New York State Educatlon Depart—
} ment, the progect was endorsed by that department and cov-
ered school dlstrlcts from 5,000 to 20,000 ADA in the State.
To lend further support to the prOJect, the survey's cover
"letter was dlrected to superintendents a“d pxlnulpalﬁ; over
the 31gnature of Dr. Thomas C. Ccleman, UnlveISLty of the
Pacific. The letter indicated that the National-Assoeiation
,ethlementary School Principals expressed.interest iﬁ.the

successful completion of this research study.

'Deﬁelopmeht_of‘the Questionnaire
a The questionnaire,.developed under the supetvision‘
of Dr; Thomas C-=Colemaa and a panel'of administrators; wae
fbasedren 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



to measure his performance. Literafure.related_to the

topic, as well és.copies of evaluation forms submitted by

 the school districts, were combined to develop the question-

naire. Five administrators and twd.psydhologists then

examined the questionnaire and made appropriate content

and psychometric suggestions. After several revisions,

Dr. Coleman approved‘the'questicnnairerfor use in the

study.

Administrator Tasks and Responsibilities

educational administration.

Critical tasks of administrators, as defined by

_Graff.and Street,l were introduced into the questionnaire.

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

, sufficiently distinct to-be identified by the gualified ob-
‘serﬁer, and its perfbrmance'may be judged.as being COnducive

to the overall'pérfqrmance of the job of édminisﬁration;"z
:"A;criticai task," Ehey continue, "is one whose:nonperformance

- will bé detrimental to the outcomes needed for successful .

"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,

and transp_ortation.4

lorin B.. Graff and Calvin M. Street. Improving

' Competence in Educational Administration (New York: Harper

and Brothers, 1956), pp. 199-215.

rbid., p. 201. - °Tbid. .  ‘Tbid., pp. 204-215.



S .

_ _organization and structure,

" judgment.

primarily on the opinions of his superiors.

i

i -

A Review of Additicnal Information

vSimiiarly; Grieder, Pierce and Jordan divide
educational administration into eight critical tasks:
instruction and curriculum development, pupil personnel,

communitywschdol leadexrship, staff persdnnel, school plant,

school finance and business

management, and schocl transportation.lV'

Hemphill et al. assert that the most common evalua-

- tion of an administrator's performance is based on subjective

"An elementary Schobl principal's progress," they
write, "his promotion, salary, dismissal‘or transfer, aepend'
Educational
administration'textbooksfrarely discuss evaluation of the
'élemeﬁtaIY'principali_.Further; becausé little research has.
been done in.this area, very_féw school systems use_fCrmal

evaluation sysfems.3 ‘Based on the results of their'study of
‘school districts, Hemphill et al. advise the introduction of

sYsﬁems of formal evaluation.

. Iﬁadequac§ of Theories.

N . The panel decided that current theories of adminis-

tration were not substantial enough to support adequately an

Lealvin Grieder, Truman M., Pierce and K. Forbis
Jordan. Public School Administration (New York Ronald

Preas Company, 1969), pp. 106 107.

2Hemphill et al., p. 348, 3Ibid. %Ibid., pp. 6-7.
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evaluation proeedere_feretﬁislstﬁdy; They maintained thaﬁ‘
theory building'eeh best be achieved:by estaﬁlishine a . fa-

"miliarity with'eurrentp%ectides. Thﬁs,_empirical'fiﬂdihgs
wefe considered peramount in formulating.the queetionnaire

,and conductlng the Survey - The research team involved in

the Hemphill et al. study suppdrted 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 combutatidnal'methode.“l'

Dr. T.C. Colemaﬂ and the panel agreed'that‘the
guestionnaire Should fifeﬁ delineate responsibilities and
thee deterﬁine-how superietendents and elemeﬁtafy principals
actually defined and evaluated them. t was also felt' that
& computer enalysisrwould aesist in obtaining frequency
scores and cofrelatioes,'because thle‘sehool administration
~has few theeries;.iﬁ hes;eyeﬁ‘fewer fectsg 'Such a computer'
approach weuld_make ansighificant eentribution to our
frkhowledge'of:evaluatiohe‘of-adﬁinistretive behavior. This

opinion was supported by the Hemphill et al. sﬁudy{2

1'Sl:l.lrr‘:mar

| ‘Whilelfhere'is.considerable material avaiiable'ﬁhat
deecrlbes the characterlstlcs of the elementary pr1n01pal'
leadershlp and effectlveness, research lndlcates Lha+ 11ttle- 

has been.done ln,terms of measurlnggleadershlp performance.

liemphill, et al., p. 7.
21b1d. -
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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

| evaluatién of the leadership of the school's total program.

The purposes of this study were to review the

__.literature related to evaluation of elementary school prin-

SR

. cipéls, 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, aﬁd how such evaluations should be

- utilized.

: Wth the aSSLStance of the New York State Department

of ‘Education a survey was conducted of all super1n+endents -

“and a populatlon of elementary principals in school dig-

. tricts w1th an average dally attendance of from 5, 000 to

20,000 students. These populations were studled by means

- of a éarefully construcﬁéd gquestionnaire developed undef'the
. supervision of Dr. Thomas C. Coleman and a panel of

. administrators. ' | o .

. The study is bfganized into six chapters. .Chapter I
p;esénts the_problem,'and purposeélof the'stud§. :Chapter II
feﬁiéwé the litérétﬁre relating to- the appraiéal of adminisf
Jtrative_performancé;"ChapterVIII diséuéses théumethodolqu

énd-procedureé utilized to obtain the'necessary data and

~ develop the models for evaluation of elementary principals.
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In Chapter v the‘daté obtained'ére'analyzed for the pur—

'poses of bulldlng a model for the evaluatlon of elementary

principals. - Whlle two separate models are developed 1n'.
Chapter V, the second model is considered more representa-
tive than'fhe‘first-model.‘-Chaptér VI contains conclusioﬁs

and recommendations.fOr further study.




 _CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

As indicated in Chapter'i, While authorities in
educaticnal.administraticn‘describe ieadership behaviors,

' little has been writtenlin the area'of-evalnation of
elementarylprincipals. _Under,the;assumption tnat efforts .
to ?mprcve.the'educational process must include the.evalua-;
tion of the ieadership of the school's total inetructional
progran, the literatureihas_been analyzed to determine-the '
‘fnndamental_role and”functione of the elementary principal;
athe‘necessary resp0neibiiities and competencies, as well

‘as the'values, skilie and'abilitieeAhe should possess. In
-addition,—the review of.tne literatnre,examines the nnique
_situational-demands which map‘be placedrupon administratcrs,

the important relationship of the elementary‘principalrandf

. his superior, and the 1nter—relatlonsh1ps of people within

the.schcols'as a Scc1al system. The chapter also rev1ews‘
_the premlses whlch mlght underlle an appralsal process for
leadershlp performance, and examines recent trends for
evaluatlng admlnlstratlve performance in terms of‘pupll

progress and principal competencies.

14
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Man in the Middle

That the eiementary prinoipai is theifocal éoint
of curriculum cﬁange aﬁd:éualiﬁy eduoetion_has been_eﬁbw
stantiated in the.literature.; 'He has been depicted as the
"man in the mlddle.“2_ He is expected to apply sound educaw‘._

tlonal pr1n01plea, 1mplement a- modern program of eduoatton

S S

based upon established tenets of learnlng and psychology,
increase public'understahding, and mollify the opinions and
power iﬁfluences of board members and symbiotio.community“

groupsQ3'

Goldhammer and Becker wrote that talented Dr1n01pals

in quallty schools were suoerb tactlclane-

They were constantly dev151ng 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 pro grams,
~even when it meant golng 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. S ' : - .

1Kelth Goldhammer and_Gerald Becker. "What Makes
A Good Elementary Prln01pal7" American Eduoation (April
1970), p. 50. . R : , '

2Larry Burden and Robert L. Whltt, The Communlty.

| School Prlnc1pal (Mldland Mlchlgan- Pendell Publishing

Company, 1973), pP. 107.

3Edgar L Morohet ‘Roe " L. Johns and Theodore L.
Reller. Educational Organization and Administration
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey Prent1ce~Hall 1974),
pp. 374-376. : : _ _

4Goldhemmer and Becker, op.Cit.~'
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Fantini emphaélzes the destructlve polltlcal
power struggle resultlng'from unlonlzatlon and collectlve
barualnlng on the part of teacherb.l He_apserts'that the
.relatlonshlp of eduCatlogal administration to teachers
has drastibally altered "2 and'thét conflicting roie-ex—.

pectatlons are becomlng more pronounced.3 'The principal

6 N

is now 1ncxeas1ngly bound by legal contractual agreements
which force_negotiations with‘unionAbuilding representa-
-tives.4 He cannot éasi;y deal with his teéchers 6n an
ihdiviﬁu31 basis-since independent judgments on the part
of.teachéré aré‘bound by collective bérgaihing agréements.
| 'Fahtini:aisq'hotes that the changing-roie of the
éuperintendent is even ﬁore:hoticeabie._ He is “nO-lgngér
'the.chiéf leader of all professionals in the district....
.He_is manégement;'teagherS'are'labor.ﬁs He must choose
‘between the organizéd prOfeséion énd the puﬁlic; Under

such cbnditions;‘?theisuperihtendent must become a'child

1Mar¢o D..Fantini. "The School- Community Power

Struggle." ' The National Elementary Prlnc1pal Vol. 54,
No. 3 (January/February 1975), p. 54. o

b 2Ibld. - ' 3Ibld,, Pe. 58.

4Oscar T Jarv1s and Haskins R. Pounds. Organ121ng

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 Pr1nc1pa1 Vol. 67
No. 1 (September 196?), pp. 43-47.

Oipia.

5Fantln1, op 01t.

5
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advocate and protector of the public interest, and in as-
'suming'such a role, the administrator is placed in direct

opposition to the teachers.™

" National Associgtion of Secondaxry School
" Principals (NASSP) Approach to Evaluatlon

) Angapproach—tofthe¥evaiuation—eﬁ—seeendarymseheelm—fm—ff——n
principéls is developed.in'a publicatibh by NASSP.? In
this booklet é.distiﬁction is made between eﬁaluation.of'
administrétors ﬁhrough their ?erformance of objective'pre—‘
determined task-performandé critéiia and evaluation by
éxbeption.a. The brochure'points_out that administefing by

exception involves the administrator's skill of'anticipat-

" ing, identifying, recognizing, and negotiating with the

many and varied intangible Ffactors that are of critical.
importance to the achievement of sﬁccessful job—targets.4
A job—target'is defined as'"an objedtive'that relates.to
the long-range issues of school improvement "3 A task is
defined asr"some concrete duty that the prinqipal must‘.
nb

1Fantini, p. 54. o
_ 2qhe Principalship. (Washington, D.C.: National
Association of Secondary School Principals, 1971), pp. 11-~]6.

o 4 R
3rbid., pp. 11-12. ' Ibid., pp. 15-16.

6

5Tbia, Ibid., p. 16.
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The tmportahce of. tasks and job taroets lies in the ultimate
fsignificant impact on curriculum and community~relations.l
Consequently, the:principal will exercise a major portion
of his energies, creativity, and adﬁinistrative skills in
achievinglthese job targets.: Acoording to;the authors,
——the—%eb—targets—are—goa¥sethatfare—worthyeoffbeing_the;core
concern of the modern pr1n01pal 2 They'affirm-that the
pr1n01pa1 ought not to be evaluated solely by the manner

“in whlch he performs his tasks, but by how well he achieves .

his job targets..3

In addltlon, the pr1nc1pa1‘s response
"to the unpredictable,problems and intangible factors that
‘arise in the course of administering his schocl must be an
integral part of such evaluatio_n.“4

B The-srticle_ooncludes that the success of the prin-
cipél'be'primarily based upon his ability to administer by
'exception.s 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

eschoo] and communlty, will be demonstrated 6

|  lppe Principalship, p. 1l6. 2

3 41bid.  “Ibid.  TIbid.

Ibid.

Tbhid.
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‘Inter—-Relationships of People in Schools

" Formal relationships among the personnel of an

educational institution such as a school or school system

ﬁhave a unique behavioral cllmate., Gardner has stated that

1

each SOClal system has ltS own logic and dynamics., Action .

on the part of 1eadersh1p Wlthln these social institutions

 straints which affect the institution and its processes.,

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

'rfluehces, prerogatives of subordinates, and varying con-

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.? Written

criteria of expectations, job'descriptiens, polieies{ and
_,proeeduree define the-roleméet held,for administrators.in
o superordlnate 9051t10ns and asalst in 1dent1fy1ng a codified
' system of behav:.or.4 Merton mentions the varlous comblna—
ltlons of role-sets_dlfferent people hold for an incumbent

‘1_leader and the manner in which contradictory expectations

1Jonn W. Gardner. "The Antl—Leadefshlp Vaccine."

B Annua] Report, Carnsgile Foundatlon {(New York Carnegile

Foundatlon of New York 1965), pP. 5.

2Ib1d., p. 6.‘

3Max G. Abbott. “Intervenlnq Varlableb in Organlza~

"tlonal Behavior," Educational Administration Ouarterly

(Wlnter 1965), pp. 1-14.

41pid., p. 6.
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can lead to pressures and tensions for the role of the in-
curbent.l These pressures and tensions can lead to reduced
accomplishments on the part of the elementary school prin-

2

cipal and thwart achievement of educational goals. Con-

versely, by delineating the Specific responsibilities of

: thefprincipalgandgesﬁablishinggthegwrittengcriteriagupon
thch'the principal's performance is to be judged, stress
and tensions which resuit from‘contradictory'expecfations
held for the principal who is attempting to fulfill his

: role,,can be reduced.3'

_ Principal's'RespOnsibilities and Competencies

| Brick and Sanchis? based apprajsal of the princi-
.pal‘s,pérformance on two. important factors--responsibility
and acﬁountability. Responsibility is defined by these
authors as the prlnCLPal s role and job descrlptlon."5

Eleven areas of resp0n51bL11ty are llsted for the elemen—

tary school_pr1n01pal: curriculum development, instructional

| lRObert:K} Merton. Social Theory and Social :
Structure (Glencoe, Illincis: The Free Press, 1957), p. 369.

" 21pid.
'?Abbott, p. 4.

_ 4Mlchaél Brick and Robert:Sanchis, “"Evaluating the
P11n01pal,“ Thrust for Educational Leadership, Vol._l No. 1
(October 1272), pp. 32-34. -

 5Ibid., p. 32.
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strategies, pupil,pefsonnel,_communityfrelations, staff perh

sonnel, schcol maintenance, plant operations, transportation,

‘organization and structure, school finance and business

management.l Each area of responsibility has specific job

requirements. In order to achieve accountability, each

- element in the job_deScription must be transformed into a

- is agreement among the man, his job and the setting.

measureblerlevel of expected performance'objectives, and
these objectives must be‘mutually.agreed upon by the prin-

cipal:and his evaluator.zr_'

Admiﬁistratof Values

Ostyander and Dethy point out that "the success of
_the_administrator is a function of the extent to which there
| w3
They indicate that there is a set of criteria for

obeerving the edministrator in relating to his role and "

setting. - These are: 'velues;:skills, abilities, and per-

ceptions'4
Values represent choices made by the 1nd1v1dual
administrator baSed upon hls perceptlons of the comparatlve

worth of varlous alternatlve p0551b111tles. "Values are a

. function of the indiVidualk.of.the total environment, and-

lBrick and Sanchis :p. 31. 2Ibid.f,-p.'33.

: 3Raymond H., Ostrander and Ray C.. Dethy. A Val Value -

Approach to Educational Administration (Huntlngton, N, Y..

Krleger Publlshlng Company, 1973), P. 384

Ib;d,, pp.-384—386“
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of-tiﬁe."l An adminiotrator shoﬁld understand his own'vaiue
system in the context of his total settlng since he muat
operate with 1ndlv1duals around hlm Who possess vary1ng
value systems.2 Theuadmlnlst;ator must know and be able to
identify és wéll as articulate hié‘values;3 Io‘éddition,_“

an administrator needs the ability to adapt hiz own values

e T F U EE T S T R

“to the values of the society that give purpose and direc-

tion to its schools.“4

Administrator Skills and Abilities

‘The administrator needs certain skills and abili-
ties to.opérate*Within the institutional setting. Ostrander

ond Déthy, citing Katz, characterize these as technical,

human, and conceptual skills.® gkills are defined as the

admlnlstrator s "ablllty to use the knowladge one hasg in

' effectlve ways. § Technlcal abllltles 1nclude "knowledge

and ability about methodology, administrative process, and .

procedures and techniques which are needed to act as

lostrander and Dethy, p. 385.  Zibid.
31bid., p. 386.  ‘ibid.

5Robert L. Ratz. "Skills of An Effective - o

Administrator," Harvard Business Review, Vol. 33, No. 1,

(Tanudry-February 1935), pp. 33-44. Cited in Ostrander

and Dethy, p. 386.

51bld.
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J - : educétional edder.“l Human skills 1nvolve Ythe ablllty
 to work effectlvely as a group member and to lnst;ll ‘and
develop - group effort and morale.q |
AchleVLng a SatleactOlY level of performance in
37 . the arpa of human relataonshlps requires that the adminis-

trator reconcile lnstltutlonal and-1nd1v1dual dimensions

of organizational'activity.3

It is helpful to felate technical and human skills;

in terms of the two dimensions of a social system described
by Getzels--the nomothetic dimension and the ideographic di-
ménSionQ4-,The institutional goals established by a soclal

system.suoh as public'schools,-the incurbent roles estab- -

iished‘to meet institutional goals, and the expectationﬁ

et

" held for these roles which define responsibilitiesrof role
‘incumbents,_comprise the-nomothetic dimension.5 The

‘1deocraphlc dlmen51on is the personal dimension. It in-

bt e — .

volves the 1nteractlon of people and their 1nd1V1dual

personalltles and need'dlsp051t10ns.6

lOstraDaer and Deuhy, p.-387. ' 2Ibid.

‘ 3Jar‘ob W. Getzels, James M. Llpham and Ronald F.
Campbell. Educational Administration as A Social Process
(New York: Harper and Row, 1968), p- 79. :

47pid., p. 80. - °Ibid. Cibia.
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Put another way, technical skills are utilized

- to maintain the institutional nature of the organization,
while human skills are needed by the administrator to main-

‘tain the individual dimension of organizational activity.l

The administrator needs a third area of skills to

operate within an institutional settingw~con¢§3;ggl'skil}gig o

b

o RN FET

- function.

.Ouﬁstanding administrators must possessfcqncéptual skills.

Conceptual skills are those abilities and skills

" necessary to integrate all aspects of the administrator's

3 "This is the gestalt of the administrator's

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

 ‘a1l the elements within the institutional setting and per-

ceive the interQrelationships in proper perspective.s

Ostrander and Dethy state, "We believe all three
skills are necessary for efficient, effective administra-

tiona“s, However, of the three skills and abilities described,

the ability to conceptualize is the one most highly regarded.

7

lGetzels et al., p. 80; see also Richard C. Lonsdale.

.3“Ma1nta1n1ng the Organization in Dynamic Equlllbrlum," in
Behavioral Science and Educational Administration, 63rd

Yearbook of the Naticnal Society for the Study of Education, .

. Daniel E. Griffiths, Ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago
 Press, 1964), pp. 142-177. S _

'2OStfanderjand Dethy, p. 387. 3lbld

- Ypia. bl Slpid.  Trbid.
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Principal's Functions

Goldman divides-an eleﬁentafy principél's functiéns
into four areas} ‘(l)raeVéloping the édu¢ational pfoéram}
{2) obtaining and-deyeloping-personnel; (3) school-communiﬁy
relatiOns; and (4) managin§ the séhool.lr |

—

- EducationalProgram —

According to Goldman, major responsibility for de-

veloping a sound educational program is vested in the school

2

principal. In order to'dccomplish this'ﬁask; the principal

mﬁst clarify and delineate role.relationships amoﬁg teachers,

stafflspééialists, and non-certified personnel.3 He must
define folerexpéctations and,Sét.the hierarchal a:rﬁngeﬁeﬁts
‘Whiéh clarify authority and'reSpbhsibility for staff mem-
bers.4 The'principal‘fdnctions-in a ieadefship capaéity in

deﬁeloping‘curriculum:by assiSting the staff in determining

broad educational'goals,aih”planning learning experiences, in

providing'the material and huﬁan resources-necesSarynﬁo im-
plement the program, and in establlshlng and. malntalnlng a

cooperative proqram of ong01ng eva]uatlon of classroom
:-1nstruct10n.5 ' ' |

Wifhinnthe_aréa of CUrridulum, the principal

functions as & supervisor of instruction to accomplish the .

: lSamuél Gol&man. The ‘School Pr1n01pa1 (New York

Center for Applled Reuearch in Education, 1967), pp. 38- 80.__":

szld.,_p. 38. . 31bia.

41pid., pp. 38-39. -Szbld,, pp. 43-46.



: 2_6_

basic ‘purposes of (l) 1mprovement of the 1nstructlonal pro-
gram, {2) 1mprovement of teacher ]Ob satlgfactlon, (3)-
improvement of currlculum, and (4) 1mprovement of physicel

_facilities.1

‘Staff Personnel

Goldman deecribes what the‘principal's'fuhction in

the area of obtaining and developing personnel encompasses

as teacher Selection, teacher'orientation,‘teacher evalu- -

ation,:as well.as teecher'growth_and deveiopment.2
CGoldman indicatee:that since the érihcipel‘is

ultimateiy.respoheible_for the achievement of teachers in

his séhoc] “he should be directly involved in their selec—

tlon.3 The elementary pr1n01pa1 must exerc1se,1ﬁadervrso

S in organlzlng orlentatlon and in- serv1ce programa to assigt’

teachers in’ 1mplement1ng establlshed educatlonal goals, and .

to help with problems related to procedures, routines, and

discipline.? Provision must be made, too, for individual

B differences.s

Teacher evaluation is an important principal func-

tion. Elementary principals must evaluate in oxder to

lGoldman p. 48. 21bid.

4

3Ibld., pp. 51- 52. Ibid.,'pp; 52-53.

5Goldman 01t1ng Andrew Halpln and Don Croft.

Organizational Climate of Schools (Chicago: Midwest Ad-

ministration Cent er,rUnlvers;ty 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.l

§ : " Teacher Growth and Dévelopment

Goldman points out that the principal is responsible

. . ._for effective—in-service programs and creatifig the appro-
} : priate_drganizational climéte within which teacher growth

and developmen£ 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.”)?

School Community Relations

A major function of the elementary school principal

is to keep the citizens of the community well informed of

the school program,4"If the public is to actively support

its schools, efforts directed toward creating interest.in
school affairs through appropriate programs are essential:

8chool 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

— 4 . . is to reflect the values of the community and also

‘ - be a pgsitive influence on the future directions
~of it. :

T RO S P VO S TR P,

-_1Goldman, The School Principai, pp. .54-58.
21pid., p. 55. o
3Goldman, citing Halpiﬁ and Croft, p. 60.

S1bid.
{ .

4G01dman, The School Principal, p. 63.
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The.elementary school prlnClpal isg in a key pOsltLon
to establlsh good publlc relatlons.l: Good school-communlty
relations are not contrLVed they are develoPed and cultl-
vated.2 Public relatlons should not be a defen51ve strategy
.to_meet publlc crltlclsm, they should be an ongoing process’

"designed to bind the'community together in a mutually reward-

" ing activity."> The elementary school principal must have
tact, discretion,_and'leadership‘ability to bring about fa-

- vorable community participation_in:the school progﬁ:am.4

School Management

Goldman states that the foulth major function of

'-the school prlnc1pal relates to school management: ox the

fsupportlve_aspects of_theglnstructlonal program.:s‘rSchqol
-maaagement ehcompassas.dertaia mattersiwhich pertain to stu-~
dent personnel,:financermattsrs, 0peration and maintenance
of Plant,-andrau}'ciliary.__ssrvi‘ce.s‘.6

Ptoblems”encoﬁntered-by the-principal invoivihg :
-student'personnel insluds{ discipliﬁe, guidance‘and'coansel;
ling}Lattendahce, student—teacher relationships,‘CHahging'7
:-enfollment; student,aCtivities;-slow'learnsrs;“gifted‘

learners, and reports on pupil progress.’

lGolaman, The School Principal, p. 69. .
21pia. . S1mia., pp. 51-62. . ‘mbial
Spia., p. 71. C1bia. | Tipia.
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Froviding special programs and services to pupil
. | ) ‘pergonnel is an ihportaﬁt part of the principal's function.
! 71,1 - ;'To a lerge extent this Wili depend upon the availabiliey
|  . L _;h of-specielists and the manner in which the specialiet, tﬁe
teacher, and the'pupils are brought together to achieve

- COMmon purposes.l Managing the details of coliecting'in—'

formation which 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

. 1 - school achievement ﬁype information.
Q.IL. ,1 o ' It is incumbent upon the pflnCJraL to rev1ew with -
.hlS staff the adequacy of resources and material available
to accompllsh the lnstructlonal obijective, to prepare mud—
‘gets,'ana-to oversee'the eﬁpenditure of funds appfopriated
_ﬁo meet the heeds of the school's program, | |
o School.managementlincludes schobl piant operation
- and various other aﬁxiliary services,_sueh.as cafeteria,
iiibrary, health, and.pupil transportation.
| | .The many varied scﬁool management skills the
grinCLPal must possess, while not dlrectly related to

Jeadershlp capablllty, are nevertheless ‘necessary to

"conduct the-school program.4 Hemphlll and others

l-G_c,)lc'irnan,_ The Schoql Principal, p. 73.

21pia. Zibia. ‘41bid., pp. 74-75.
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"indicate that managerial tasks are important to successful
‘administrative performance--that "Administrative performance

'is much more than-leadérship_and....when leadership is

stressed to the exclusion of other aspects of administra-

. . . . - 1
tion, an incomplete picture is presented."

The Principal and HiS_Supérior—ry—_—~——;m~)—(f—‘f-

-Gross and Herriott.made a study-of characteristics
descriptive of what they termed the executive performance
leadership of elementary school princ1pals.2 They deflned

this as "the behaVior of executlves of professionally -

staffed organizations that reflect efforts to facilitate

the achievement of organiéational-objeCtives-throughrin—

: fluencing staff members.“3 They found that the-principal's

immediate supericr, ﬁhatever position he holds,.is regarded
as én important referent to the school principel. They
'concluded that "there is a positive relationship betweenr
the profe531onal leadership of a princ1oal s immediate

administratlve superior and the pr1nc1pal's own executive

'performance leadership.“4 They also found that the "ex-

ecutive performance leadership of elementary school.

l-Jo'hn K. Hemphill,‘Daniel E. Griffiths and
Norman N. Frederiksen. Administrative Performance and e
Personality (New York: Columbla University, 1962}, p. 345,

: 2Neal Gross and Robert E. Herriott. The Pro-
fessional Leadership of Elementary School Principals
(Washington, D.C.: Cooperative Research Branch, Project
No. 853, U.S. Office of Education, April 1964}, p. 1l.

3

Ibid. © %1bid., p. 12.
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principais, in pext, is.affected by the support that they
u;eceive from their immediate superiors."l These data
.-suggest that.the elementary sehool principal's immediete
suberior exerts the greatest influenee 6n the administra-
‘nine_performance of an incumbent elementary'school

'principal.z : S

. Adﬁinistrative Performance and Development
Most school systems are confronted witﬁ.various
problems of maintaining'apprepriate levels of performance
. by‘the people who have been assigned to administrative
pesitions. Mqrphet,‘et al. list several of these problems:

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

Thejrequirementsiof the position may change. .

~“The ‘behavior of the individual 1n the position:
may change.

-The avallable manpower supply to flll the p0~
' 51t10n may be llmlted . )

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

B Nery'employed_petSonnel need assistance. .

- New problems, procedures, knowledge,'p051tlons,
- and developments create a need for contlnulng
- education of personnel. -

Socxal change leads to modification in organiza-
tional objectives, which in turn creates a demand
for behaVloral changes 1in. personnel.

lGress and Herriott, p. 12.° 21bid.
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Morphet et al. note that to‘identify strengths
and weaknesses and'assist administrative personnel to per-
Vforﬁ efﬁectively through an appraisal process is vital to
a school syétem.l‘ They define perfﬁrmance appraisal as

Yone of the several processes of the personnel function

designed to arrive at judgments about the past or present =

_;erformaggé and future potential of an individual to the
school system against the background of his total work_
envi:onment.“z ‘ |

| Morphet et al. indicate certain preﬁises which
might.underlie an appraisal system.3 Among these are:-
1. _Performaﬁée appraiSal‘céﬁiasSist‘in achieving
~integration of individual and ofganization interest;

2. A fundamental purpose oOf pérformance appraisal

- is to facilitate the self-development of individuals;5

3. The.érocess-of appraisal is at the core of

 the appraisal system.6

' 1Morphet et al., p. 428.

2Ipid. 3

Ibid., pp. 427-432,
i _ '4Getzels et_al.,'p.‘79} alsc see Katz, pp. 34-42.

_SMorphet et al., p. 429; see also Goldman, The
School Principal, p. 30. :

‘ ﬁMorphet et al., p. 429; also see Quest for Qualigx,
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

_effeotiveness of the performance appraisal process;l and

'5. Maintenance and improvement of the performance

appraisal system are achieved by effective application of

the controlling function, i.e., evaluatlng on a contlnulng -

~basis the extent o whlth results of the appraisal system

 are meetlng with expectatlons, 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 which-have'implioations for ad-
miﬁistrativé staff evaluation and development. . These are:

1. - Development and appraisal is aimed at changing

‘behavior of administrative'personnel.towards a pre&eter—
. mined goal which is determined by elements ielating to the

" man, the position, and the_organization:3

YMorphet et al., pp. 428-429.

: 2Morphet et al., pp. 429-430; also see Willard S.
Ellsbree, Harcld J. McNally and Richard Wynn. - Elementary
School Administration and Supervision, 3rd ed.  (New York:
Amerlcan Book Lompany 1967), p. 175, :

3Morphet et al., pp. 430-431, Also see Daniel E.
Grlfflths. Human Relations in School Administration

" (New York: Appleton-Century- Crofts, L936), pp. 4-8;
. also see Katz, PP. 33-42, .
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2. Perfo rmance appraisal is fundamental to plans

] 'ff o for improving tne performance of admlnlstratlve personnel,
I 3 _-: | © 3. Performance management is beginning to surface
fas_a replacement for the more moderate.concept'of super-l

| -;e~ - l_vision;z and | |

74.1 More autonomy w:ll be granted to each school

fff;*uir "*wrthln a school system than is now g?éﬁ%éa therefore, staff
- s development and appraisal programs of the future w1ll be de-
. Centralized and directed toward making each individual

L . . , . : 3
| T . effective in his assignment.’

-Emerging conoépts in the process of appraisal and
-develOPment oftadministrative staff peréonnel include "con-
.sideration.by 3chool ofificials of the principle that invest-
ﬁent in_human'resonrces adds to its capital formation in the

form of'skills and knowledge; that development means changldg

S S

o human behaVLOr, that learnlng theory and develoPment plans

"-are 1nseparable. 4,,

: lBernlce Cooper. "An Analy51s of the Behaviors of

o Pclnc1pals as Observed and Reported in Six Critical Incident
Studies,” The Journal of Educational Research, Vol. 56,
No. 8 (April 1963} ;. pp. 410-414. : .

. ' 2Mo'rphet et alQ, pp. 430-431; also.see'Goldman,
The School Principal, p. 33. . A

3Norphet et al., pp. 430 431; also see Donald A.
"Erickson. "Forces for Change in the Principalship," The
- Elementary School Journal, Vol. 65, No. 6 (November 19F4),
pp. 57-64. ' -

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

Hill conducted a study with the major purpose of
determining how subordlnates percelved thelr superv1aors'
to use the same leaderchlp c'tyle for each of four differ-
ent situatione.l The ev1dence in .this study clearly sug-

gested that the subordlnates 1n the sample taken believed

thatrthelr'superVLSors would alter leadership styles as

situations changed.?

Hill concludes that “effectlve performdnce reguires
the 1mplementatlon of styles approprlate to 51Luat10nal.
demands. " 3 Bowever, Hill also suggests that the ablllty
| to‘employ_aifferent leadership”styles:is important only:ift
the situation which'cdnftonts the manager-requirew flet—
.,ibi'lity.4 There may. be 51tuatlons which are so stdble that
‘-the adoptlon and cons1stent use of one style is most et~
_f_ectJ.ve.5 The data reportedlln thls study also indicate
that subetdinates heve a'significahtly greater level of

satisfaction with managere when they perceive them to

possess a high degree of leadership style and flexibility.?

- 1Walter A. Hill. "Current Developments in the
Study of Leadership," Leadership Style Flexibility, Satis-
faction and Performance, Edwin A. Fleishman and James G.
Hunt ,. Eds. (Carbondale and Edwardsville: Southern Illinois .
University Press; London and Amsterdam,-Feffer & Simons,
Inc., 1973),”pp; 62-85. - _ -
2Ib1d. ©mbid., p. 78, 41pid. - “Ibid.

_ '6Lewis L. Beall. "Evaluatihg the Principalt“ :
Thrust for Education Leadership, Vol. 2, No. 2 (November
1972), p. 36. o
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Trends for Evaluating1Administrative Performance

Pupil Progress

Since all districts in Califofnia 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 implies-thaﬁ,pgpil____

progress may be used as a basis’for evaluating principals.
Beall contends that the fuhdamental challenge to principals
is to stimulate superior teaching éﬁd learﬂing, and that
through the current commitment'in'thé,State of California
to ptilfﬁe pupil prﬁgressAés a basis for admiﬁistrative

staff evaluation, the principal's capacity‘td bfinq about

_ iﬁprovement'of instruction will be greatly increased,
7Beall concludes that pupil pngress should be used as a

~constructive lever to influence improvement, rather than

'a'basis.for dismisSiﬁg,principals; that evaluation of

principals must be baséd-on-the mutual respect of the

- principal and the evalﬁator;‘that a superior designrfor_

evaluation of prihcipals-wiil'have clear purposés and

- procedures, emphasize both people and results with a

i

primary5emphésis on people, and enable the principal to -
utilize student progress as a tool for increasing the

principal's job satisfaction.

| ‘rl ' | ' 2
" "Beall, p. 36. C Ibid..

31pid., pp. 38-39.
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‘ Principal Competencies

In response to widespread demands for accountabil-

ity,'New York State has been funding thirteen trial projects

”to.develcp means of specifying and evaluating beginning

prihcipal cOmpetehcies. The,Certification Alternative Pro~

Ject in Administr atlon and Currlculum (CAPAC) aeveloped

,com§Etenc§:based criteria for the certification of adminis-
"trative,and'supervisory personnel with the purpose of meeting

. the requlrement Lhat educatlonal admlnlstratlon in New York

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

”-1ndlcated that the pollcy board of CAPAC developed a model

based upon the four—dlmepslonal role of the prlnc1pal as
currlculum, personnel, comnunity leader, and school manager.

A .study was ‘conducted and a list of responslbllltres and

.competenczes necessary to begln to perform the principal

role,was developed.2 This study concludes that the role of -

" the principal as school manager and personnel leader is of o
-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 reiating to the selection,

. . oy - ' 3
a351gnment, superv1s1on, and evaluatlon of staff

In hlﬁ analysls of the study, Sausa argues that

' £oo much stress was placed by respondents on teacher

o lEdwxn F. Sause. "Demonstrating Competency as. A
Principal,"” National Association of Secondary School

- Principals Bulletin (September 1974}, p. 19.

. 21bid., pp. 19-20.  S31bid., p. 27.
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effectiveness and.too:little.emphasis placed upon the concern

for the produgt'of'instructiqnnl Sause calls ﬁpon us to

measure the effect 6f administrative-behaviors on student
performance. He states:
. The mddel'principél emerging from these findings

is a person who is constantly evaluating personnel
in process and is even called upon to 'diagnose and

strengthen the guality of imstruetion—in—the school'™ —

~.se..yet he is not regquired to previde instructional
programs for individual students....nor is he respon-
sible for evaluating the products of instructional
programs.,..This is truly a contradiction.

Summary_’

‘The literature substantiates that the elementary

- principalship is a focal point to guality @ducation and an

effective instructional program in the elementar?—school.-'

-While collective bargaining and various contractual &ar-
rangements have drastically_altéred the principal's role in

 relation.to his étaff.and-community,.the prihcipal who

exercises the necessary degree of leadership, courage and

~ administrative skill will_aéhiéve school and community-

objectives.

Bttempts have beén_made to evaluatée principals

tﬂrough_their perforﬁance of objéctive_preedeterminéd taSkf

' performance criteria. - It was determined in these studies

that sucqessful'administratprs were those who‘possessed'thé;

capacity er‘courage, imagination, creativity, humanity

sause, pp. 36-37, 2Ibid., p. 36.
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lingeﬁuity; integrity, flexibility, and-a deep concern fo#

~ ‘the problems of the school and community.

| Each'school.or school system has a unique behavioral
climate dr social sefting.‘ Fundémentally evaiuation‘of
Hélémentary_prinéiﬁals depends upon the orientation, atti-

tudes, and expectations held by varicus individuals and

- groups within the school system as a social institution.
Effec£ive evaluation occurs when the evaluator és well as
the eﬁaluateé have a clear perception of thé various combi-
nations of role-sets and contradictory expeétations'differn
" ent groups hold for the elementary'school principalrwithin
é school system. In order to—alleviate migconceptions,
:eéuce tensions, and esﬁablish-the leadership heéessary to
achieve_educatidnal'objectives significantsto'thé community,
‘criteria for adminisﬁrativé-performance must not oﬁly be de-
lineate&, put-must‘be understood and mutualiy agreed.upon by
' peréoné in authority, as well as those-who are evaluated.
' Several majdr éreas of elementary principal respon-
. sibilitylare repeatedly mentionéd in the litérature. These
btdad areas include: curriculum development, instructional
sérétégies,"staff}personnel, pupii;personhel,‘échéol main-
téﬂaﬁée} plant o?erationé, transportation, organizétipn and
"ét;ucture df schocl:pfogram; sghool fihance, aﬁd:business
ﬁan&gément.-lAccdﬁntability for méetiﬁg these respdnsibil—
i_iﬁiés is.aﬁhieved Whén the eleﬁenté in the job descripfioﬁ
. of each elementary-principal,resbonsibility'are'transformed

into a measurable level of job performance. In addition,
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réffectivé accountability requires that these performance
objectives be mutﬁally‘agreed upon by the elementary prin-
:cipai and his Sﬁpérior.

- in evaluating elementary principals, superiors
| - must take into account the man, his values, the job, and

the setting. The elementary school principal must have

1" . . the capacity to articulate his wvalues, and to measures
these values aéainst the sociél setting.which lends pur-
. pose and direction to a'school systeﬁ. |
Broadly speaking, the elementary principal must
' possess téchnical, hﬁman, and conceptual skills. Technical.
"SkillsfgncompaSS the use and applidatidn of knowledge re-

lating to administrative processes and procedures needed

to function in alleadership role. Human relationship
',_'Skills'require that the administrator develop group-effoft
throughlrecondiling‘establiéhed institutional goals with

" individual peréonalities and need dispositions. Most im-

- portantly, the administrator must have conceptual ability

| to perceive the interrelationships of elements within the

______ .sbéial-system and how they bear upon the'total'institutipnal
sét£ing; He must be able to integrate'ail-of'#He-aspects
of;the édministrétive function. |

It is‘vital t6 a SChoo;'systemrthat-stfengths and
'.weakneéses.of;édﬁinistrative pefébnnelrbe,identified. ‘How-
,eVeﬁ; it-is;impoftént.that an emphaéis he placed on'thé

. procéss of-appraisal. Performance appraisal shbuld'not'

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

1 -development of‘individuals. The basic purpose of perform—
| ance appraisal is to unite personal individual interests

| o ‘ _ _ '

{ " with the school system's organizational goals and interests.
| _In'this process a great deal will depend upon the nature

|

and quality of the-superordinate—subordinate relationship -

|
|
|
i- E tltudes, values, and_need dispositions of pr1n01pals in order
J Lrto integrate'these with broad educatiocnal goals established
} by'board policy and communitf interests. In addition, a
performance appralsal system should contain flex1b111ty.
The appralsal system 1tself should be evaluated from time
to ‘time to determlne whether the 1mp1ementatlon of the

'gsystem igs meeting w1th the expectations established for it.

- There are various concepts emerging in the process

L S DU S P RO

- of appraisal.and development of administrative‘personnel
whlch have 1mpllcatlons for a performance appralsal system.

One trend is toward greater autonomy w1th1n a school system.

o It is contended that srnce even greater autonomy w1ll be
P | granted 1nd1v1dual schools than is now granted, development
and ‘appraisal process will_be decentrallzed, adjusted toward.

' particular local'situational demands, and directed'toward'

maklng the 1ndlv1dual admlnlstrator effectlve ln his par-
L tlcular a»s:gament. Another trend is that performance‘
management is beglnnlng to replace the more moderate concept

L of superv151on. This means that performance management-
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-tion‘of‘principals must be predicated upon the mutual ré—

42

objectives must be more closely aligned with organizational

goals. This_concépt 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

prdduct of instruction. While recognizing that the evalua-

~“Tspect of the principal and 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.



. CHAPTER III

"METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES

‘This chapter describes the guestionnaire and how

i=—was—deVeleped?—the*group94surveyedT—fhé‘procedures for

conducting the survey, and development bf the model for

evaluation of elementary principals.

The Questionnaire

The guestionnaire 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 superintendent attitudes toward administra-
tive staff evaluation and methods of evaluating elementary

-principai‘competencies. Each of these school districts

submitted written criteria for evaluation of administrative

'1pérsonnel. An initial gquestionnaire was developed and sub-
- mitted for wvalidation to a panel of five administrators and
two psychologists. After several revisions, the guestion-

 naire waS'éubmitted to Dr. Thomas C. Coleman, Department

of Educational Administratidn, University of the Pacific,

Stockton, California for his suggestions and final-approvai.

43
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The questiohnaire 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 Principall

i

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, two or three upon the following

'-expected perfoxmance'functions (one being'thé'highest 7'

value) :

Enhance professional_growth and leadership
ability, u | |

Assist in the development of souﬁd educational
an&-administrative practices,

Make édministrative décisions relaﬁed to the-

assignment,
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Determine that the school system's adoptéd educaF

tional program is'being fo1lowed,

' Determine if the school system's policies and "

'iregulatiOns are being followed,

Agsist in identifying individual principal and

school problems,

Asgist in time of crisis,

Assist in identifying.strong administrative

practices, and

Improve morale df school principals.

Elementary Principal Responsibilities
and Competencies

This section of the questionnaire delineates the
responsibilities and .competencies of elementary principals

and was regarded as the coré_of the model which was de-

o jveloped. Réépoﬁsibilities,were classified into five ﬁajor
',areasﬁ' (1) instruction and'curriculum, (2) staff personnel,
 (3)'pupi1'personnel,‘(4) finance and business management,

1_'and (5) schbol—commﬁnity relations. L ' , -

' Administratprs 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~defiﬁed as

L"ffbllqws:

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 theileadership function in
terms of initiaﬁing'impetus toward change.

Supervisory responsibility: those decisions relat-

ing to guiding, directing and implementing school and

district policies and the achieving of school and district

i goals‘and objectives._ The purpoSerof this function is to
guide and direct the teaching-learning situation With‘the
- o expectation.that ultimate_personnel-performance will be of
superior qdality as a result of supervision.

Coordlnatlng respon81b1]1ty. those decisions

T . whlch ‘are bedt arrived at through the pattJClpatlon of the
~many and varled ideas of any'small or large group-of staff
:nemberm, or those responglbllltles whlch reqULre the con-
'51deratlon of varlous departmental 1ntere ts and pnllcres
‘within the echooi dr ﬁithin rhe schooi sys;em. |
| In addltlon to’ de51gnat1ng the nature of the
responsxblllty, the admlnlstrators surveyed were asked to
indicate hOW‘evaluatlon for each of these was to be made—mi
thet}is, by written comﬁﬁnicétioh, inspecrien or conference

methods.

Groups Surveyed
. Through the a551stance of Dr. Fred Baruchln,
Dlrector of Flementary Educatlon of the New York - State De-

partment of Educatlon, ‘all 104 superlntendents in New York
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Staté.school districté with S,OOd to 20;000 average-daily'
attendance were sﬁrveyed,.either by airect méil or non-
directive intefﬁiéwihgitéchniques; |

The'initial'survéy conducted received only 39

responSes; Since this represented only a 37.5 percent re-

sponse, an additional.effort‘was nade through the support
of Dr. Baruchin's'officé by direct telephoné contact, and
nOn—directiVe.ihterviews.with supe:intendents in Nasséu
and Suffolk Coﬁnﬁies. Additional‘persénalized question—
' naires were.maiied to the.non—responding superintendents
urging ﬁhem to'respond fo? purposes of achieving a wider
representation ofropihion. jTthugh.this eXtenﬂéd effort
an additional 28 superiﬁtendents compieted the question-
'haire. In this way, the entire population of superintend-
_ ents in New York State was surveyed (mbre than 25 percent
'through di;ect intérvieW) énd a fiﬁal'64.4 pércent return
response received. o | |

| Whilé Superinehdenﬁ'Views were éonsidéred para4_
mounﬁ,for purposes'of the study, it was feltjthét-the-
oéinions of_those evaluated, namély, elementary prihcipéls
_tﬁemSelves, Would”lend_greater‘validity tQ the study and
_permit'dofré;ations;';Accordingly,'loo élementary,principals  
were SeleCtéd:ét random_in:ﬁassau and Suffolk Counties énd'  -
an iﬁ;ﬁiai-s#rveyrwas takeﬁ.{  o |

N The initial;sur§ey-Qﬁ.looleiementarY‘princibals‘:'

resulted in 42Hrespbﬁses..-8ince this 42 percentrresponse

- was regarded_asrinadequatef strudtured'interviews were
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arranged With thosé remaining respoﬁdents‘who would grant
appointments. I£'Wa5 ohly through‘these direct cantact
'methods that an additional 23 questionnaires were completed,
and a tbtal of GS'elementary,principals (65 percent)

responded.

R 7,___Bu.:i.,ldin.cjmtf_h-e—Mede—l———fr——"—r~_—--- — —
~An IBM 375—145 éomputer'was utiiiéed to analyze the
data obﬁained; Since the quesﬁionnaire was divided:into
. three areas} the computer was programﬁed?to do several
separate computations. | |
Within the area of general Questibns,'zgi or no
:.responsesrwere sought. Basiéally; these guestions sought
to establish the overall nature of evaluation and the fre-
- quency with which evaiuations were conducted in the school.
'distiicts sufveyed. The computer was directed to deté:mine
the number and percentage of superintendents, elementary
,principals, and total administrators responding for each
_\poSifiﬁe or'negative reply; and aiso to seleét the fre—:
 quéncies'6f designated réplies.whefe-numbéis of visitationé
-ot;evaluatibns 6n a‘yearly basis were sought. |
o In order to détefmine superinﬁendent and_eleméntary
principal attitudeé toward evaluation and the manner in
'Hwhich évaluations should be utilized, the attemp£ was mader.'
.fin Section II tb.establish‘an ordér of priority for-expected

performance functions. The purpose of these data was to
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assist superintendentsrin the superordinate-subordinate

relationship in férmulating attitudes_toward performance

rappfaisal of administrétive stéff. |
Section-IiI, obtained as a fesult-of a review of

the literature and validation by the panel was‘fUndamental

responsibilities and com?etencies. It was considered that
the model would have value and_meriﬁ implementation onlf if
each responsibility or-gompetency was'defined in terms of
whethér.it was- an exclusive, primary, super?isory, br co-
ordinéting function, as defined on pages 44 and 45. Méreover;
‘determination of a.generally.accepted evaiuationAprocedure
for each of these responsibilities and competencies would
lend even g:eater‘validity to an administrative staff_ap—
praisal sys?em and furtﬁer aésist in.the-appraisal_précess.
Hence,‘it.was COncIﬁded:that thervarious'élementary pfincipal
responsibilities and competencies be divided into tﬁe areas
of instruction andICurriculum, staff personnel, ﬁupillperson—
'—nél, finance'and business management, ahd‘sdhool—community
"reiatiéns; and that each superintendent and elementary
'pfinCipal designate‘the'nature of each responSibility and-
the procédﬁre-foflévaluation. Concentrated opinion and
judgments Were;td be obtained, and the highest pluralitiesi
of judgments :eéarding the nature of elementary principal -
fesponsibilities and the méthéd for evaluation would form

the basis for developing the model for evaluatiﬁg.elemenﬁary

school principals.
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Ultimately two models'were developed. The first

J - model represents the predominant opinions of administrators

'for.each designated responsibility variable and evalua-
i , ~ tion procedure variable considered independently. The
i second, or final, model developed from the analysis of the

‘data was based upon combined responsibility and evaluation

-;—*‘Q“_““’_VEEIEBIEETf_TﬁgaEaeEmEBJESfthis the computer was directed

I o to crosstabulate, or total, the number ef administrators

__Who.seleeted the various.combinationS'of nature of respon-
sibility-ﬁariables withAthe_evaluation pfocedure variables.

Crosstabulations represent pairs of variables

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

tions were sought was that administrators who selected a

certain responsibility variable may have chosen a particular

evaluation procedure variable to match the nature of the

S T Y

responsibility. It was desirable, therefore, to know to
- what'degree such matched pairs were'selected. Since there

were four responsibility variables f(exclusive, primary,

 'supervisory, and coordinating) and three evaluation pro-
- cedure variables (written communicatiorn, inspection, and
. 7 . _
conference) there were twelve major combinations which-

might be selected by eechradministrator.

VLNV JUS Sy e .- L

Summatz '

i ' ' 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_po Dr. Thomas C. Céleman; Chairman, De-
pértment of Educational Administration, University of the
Pacific, for.additionai suggestions and final approval.
The questionnaire (Appendix C) ﬁés divided inﬁo
‘three parts: (I) General, (II) Utilization of Evaluation,

and (III) Elémentary Principal Responsibilities and

Competencies.

_General questions (Section I} sought to obtain
responses regafding the nature and frequency of evaluations,
visitations, conferences, ‘and number of evaluations con-
ductéd before and after tenure. -

In Sectiqn IT (Utilization of Evaiuations) super-
intendents and elementary principals were asked to designate
dégrees of preference for expected performance functions of.
elementary‘principais._r - |

. " Section III‘(Elementary Princi?al Reéponsibilities
and Competencies) was classified into five_areas,'i;e{, in—
struction and curriculum, staff personnel, pupil personnel,
,finance and business managemeht, and schoél community rela;
lticns."Superihtendenté and elementary principals were asked
'-wﬁether they considered these résponsibilities‘to bé ex-
clusive, péimary, supefvisory, or coordinating in nature,

- and to specify the manner-in which each of these should be
f_evaluated——by_wfittén communication, by inééection, or by'-

conference methods.
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All lQélsuperintendenté-in New YorkrState ﬁith
5,000 to 20;000.a§erage'Qai1yrattendance were surveyed.
Sixty-seven'supérinﬁendéﬁts (64{4'péfcent) requndéd; To
reinforce the.stud§[and to'obtéin correlations between

evaluatofs and those evaluated, 100 elementary principals'

wefe also sélected_at random‘ih Nésséu,and Suffolk Counties.
- 0f these elementaiy principals who were surveyed by direct
mail or pe:sonél intérviéwé,'ﬁs principals (65 percenﬁ)
responded} A computer was used in analyzingrthese-data'
from which were obtaineé'the perCéntage distributions and
crgsstébﬁlatiohs of combined responsibility and evaluatién
procédureufactOré wiﬁhin specified degrees of free&om.'

The model was built.from the pércentage-distribu_
'tions obtained;"In'the area of generél quéstidns-(Section'
I of the questiqnnaire).fhe higher_pefcentaée of adminis-
- trator opinion_or‘ffequehcies.of‘pqsitive or négative
replies determined théAéﬁtcome for;model purposes.  In
Section II'(ﬁtilizatibn of.EValuatiohsj frequehdies of
administratdr résponses“established an o:dex of p:iofityA'
for'the eﬁpgcted performance functions. Section_III |
7(Elemehtary'Principal‘Responsibilitieé and Competencies}.
providéd'the basic iﬁformation neCeSsafy toaconsﬁruct ﬁ
‘model deliﬁeéting the nétﬁie_of 45 elementafy principais'ii.-
respohsihilitieslég exclusiﬁe, primary, supefﬁisdry, 6r;

coordinatihg,-and,hOW.éach.should be evaluated. This was
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done, through the asgistance .of thé cam@uter, by selecting
the highest frequencies of total administratbr responses for

combined responsibility ‘and evaluation procedure variables.




CHAPTER IV

- ANALYSIS OF DATA FROM QUESTIONﬁAIRE RETURNS

In this chapter the results frqmﬁthguguestibnnairgg,47

sﬁrvey are presented for purposes of building a meodel for

evaluation of elementary school prinéipals.

General Questions

Question 1: Are elementary principals evaluated

periodically in your district?.

-Responsell: The results indicate that 98.8 per-
cent of:supefintendents, and 70.8 percent of the principals
-iﬁ”the districts.surveyedﬂﬂbr 79.5 percent of all adminis-
trathsf—agree that elementary princials aré evéiuatéd
periodically. | |

Question 2: Are procedures for evaluation formal

or informal?

' Response 2: Formal procedures for evaluation were

{
indicated by 52,2-percént of the'superintendehts surveyed,
Whiie.38.81percen£‘indicated that evaluation procedures were

,inforﬁal. Among the principaléVSurveyed, 58.5 percent in-

dicated that evaluation procedures were informal, while 27.7

perqent'indicated they were formal. Of all administiators

54
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48.5.percent stated that evaluation procedures were in-

formal, whlle 40, 2 percent said they were formal Approx-

'1mately 11 percent of admlnlstrators dld not respond to

this question.

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

much as SS.S'percent of the principals considered evaluation

procedures informal,-and 52.2 perééhE‘Qf the superintendents

considered them formal. However, the data suggesf that the

majority of all administrators considered their evaluation

procedures as informal.

Question 3: Are visitations for evaluatlon purposes

by central office personnel conducted on a regular baSlS7

Regponse 3: 58.2 percent of the superintendents and

692.2 percent of the principals (or 63.6 percent of all ad-

| ministrators) said. that visitations for evaluation gurposes

were not conducted on a regular basis.

‘Question 4:  Are evaluations recorded in written form?

' Response 4: 68.7 percent of the superintendents and

'52 3 percent of the principals stated that evaluations were

in written form. The dafa for all administrators combined .

indicate that 60.6 percent made this statement.

Question 5: Are regular conferemces for evaluative

' purposes held With building principalg conoerning'internal_'

building affairs?
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Respohses; 62.7 percent of fhe sﬁperintendents
stated that regulaf'conferences conéerning internal building
éffairs were held'in théir districts féf evaluative purposes.
, However,lthe principals were almost evenly divided in their
respoﬁses—;49.2 pércent-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'confefences for evalué—
tive'purposes held with building prihcipals concerning the
" leadership function? -

Response 6: 64.2 percent of the superintendents

vouched that regular conferences for evaluative purposes
'-cdngerning ﬁhe 1eaderéhi§ funqtion were held with building
principals. _On'the'qther hand, 62.5nperceﬁt among the'
buiiding,principals in&iéated thaﬁ_such conferences were

not. held.
Data for Questions 1 through 6 appear in Table 1.

'Quéstion 7: How many actual yearly visitations

fdf evaluation pﬁrposes did you or yoﬁr represenﬁatiVe con-
‘duct last YEar for each principal? |

: Respbnée 7: This gquestion was directed solely at

‘superintendents. . With no limitation on the number of yearly

evaluations,-tﬁe distribution,‘as.shqwn in Table II, ranged
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GENERAL EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES
(PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS)

SR

TABLE I

These pefCentages reflect the concentration of responses to general questions asked $f superintendents and elemen-
tary principals. Fundamentally, these general questions encompass the nature of evaluations and the frequency

with which they are conducted. (Since Question 2 is related te formal and info

or "No" response, it was placed at the bottom of the tabie.)

rmal procedures rather than a "Yes"

: S o Total
General Questions (1,3,4,5,6,2). On Survey : - ETementar Administrator
(Yes or No Response) o Superintandents Principals Respondents
Yes No Yes No  Yes No
1. Are elementary principals evaluated ' : | | |
- periodically in your district? 88.1 11.9 - 70.8 29.2 79.5 - 20.5
3. Are visitations for evaluation pur- , ' ' .
~poses conducted on a regular basis? 41.8 58.2 30.8° ?9.2 : 36.4 - 63.6
4. Are evaluations recorded in written : _ _ _
- form? 68.7 31.3 52.3 47.7 60.6 39.4 -
5. Are regular conferences for evaluative . ] .
“purposes held with building principals - 62.7 37.3 - 47.7 49.2 55.3 44,7
concerning interna? building affairs? ' '
6. Are regular conferences’ for evaluative _ ‘ .
purposes held with building principals 64.2 35.8 37.5 62.5 63.4 36.6
concerning the Teadership function? | : i '
2. Are procedures for evaluation formal Formal | Iafcrmal | Formal Informat Formal Informai
or informal?* . : 52.2 - 38.8 27.7 58.5 40.2 48.5

* Of total administrators surveyed, 11.3% did not respend to Question 2.

s



TABLE II

‘ PERCENTAGE OF SUPERINTENDENTS WHO CONDUCTED

‘DESIGNATED NUMBER OF EVALUATIONS

Quest1on 7 which appears in tnis table perta1ns so1e1y to suner1nt°ndents since it asked how many yearly visitations l
for evaluation purposes were conducted by -the superinterident or his representative.
number of yearly evaluations, a distribution within 11 degrees of freedom occurred.

Wit

It

h no limitation placed on the
is concluded that two or three;
yearly visitations were actually gonducted by the plurality of respondents (25.4% +16. 4%) ‘ '

© Mo

Number of Evaluations [ MNeme | T | 2 | 3 | 4| 5 | 6 | 10| 12| 20| 25| Responses
" 7. How many actual yearly visitations
- for evaluation purposes did you or | ‘ : - | b o
. your representative conduct last 4.5 1 9.0} 25.4 6.0 | 3.0 [ 4.5 3.0 3.0 1.5~ 17.9

year for each principal?

16.4

6.0

85
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.from'4.5 petceﬁt,-whoIseia.that-ﬁe‘evaIUations were“cone
‘ducted, to 1.5 percent who stated that they conducted 25
annually. The Iargéstceﬁcentfation'(25_4 percent)'of the_
superintendehts cendueted two.yearly evaiuations.for each

principal;'and 16.4 percent.condueted three. -

Question 8: 'Ehat;wguldgygu_ggnsider;toebetamteg___figg,
sponsible number of suchlyearly'Visitations for evaluative

purposeg?

.Response 8: 'The distribution of respenses ranged
w1dely, as ‘shown in Table III While ‘1.5 Dercent of the
superlntendents and 1.5 percent of the principals said that
no yearly.v151tatlons for evaluative purposes were-neces~'
sary, I.S percent of the'superintendents and one principal,
or 0.8 percent_ef the number of total edministrator"respond"'
ents, sugqested7that 40 yearly visitations be made.

However, a plﬁrality of respondents,‘ZO.Q percent,
of the superintendents'aﬁd_zo;percent of the prineipels, Qri
20.5 percent~ef all administtstors,'considered that'three.
yearly visitationszor etsIﬁative purposes'should be cen~ o
:_ducted. In addition,rll.9 perceﬁt of the Superinendents
dné 24.6. percent of the pr¢nc1pals, ox 18 2 percent of all
admlnlstrator—respondent suggested that four wvisitations
be made for evaluatlve purposes; 13.4 percent of the super—Z
intendehts und 20 pelcent of the prlnﬂlpals, or 16 7. per"ent
of all respondents, stated that two yearly v151tdt10ns

snould be chducted.



The d1str1but10n of responses regarding the year1y visitations adm1n1s+rators wou]d cons1der to bc a
It is conc1uded that twc, three

(TABLE 11T

REQUIRED NUMBER OF VISITATIONS

'(PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS)

responsible number for evaiuation purposes is depicted in this table.
or four yearly visitations are preferred by a maaor1ty \16 7 + 20. 5 + 13.2 or tota1 of 55.4%) of
" administrator respondents.

Number of Visitations None 1 2 3 ' 4 5 6
General Question & Supt. [ Prin. [ Supt.] Prin.| Supt. | Prin.[Supt.| Prin. | Supt.| Prin. ] Supt.| Prin.| Supt.| Prin.
- What would you ' ' - .
. consider to be-a
. responsible number , oo ‘ ‘ ‘
~ of such yearly 1.5 | 1.5 6.0 7.7 1'13.47 20.0 }20.9 | 20.0 [ 11.9 1 24.6 | 11.9 4.6 9.0 4.5
- visitations for - ‘ - : : ! »
evaluative purposes?
Total Percéntage_of ' ‘ - : _ '
Administrator- 1.5 6.8 - 16.7 20.5 -18.2 8.3 6.7
Respondents : ‘
5 0 12 . 15 20 | 40 No Response
Supt. | Prin. ) Supt.| Prin.| Supt. | Prin.|Supt.| Prin. | Supt.{Prin. | Supt.| Prin.| Supt. Prin.
0.0 [ 1.5 | 9.0 46| 0.0 | 1.5/ 15[ 1.5 3.0] 15 | 15| 0.8| 9.0] 12.3
0.8 6.8 0.8 1.5 2.3 1.2 0.6
_ : | .
e
[}
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Question'Q: How many résponsible yearly evaluations

‘ohould be conducted before tenure7

Response_Q: Whlle 15. 7 percent of the admlnlstracor—

respondents did not answer thlS questlon because tenure for

new pr1n01palq had been abollshed in New York State durlng

E lthe_tlme_thefstudy_was—conducfed+fthemresultsroffedm;nlstra—

~ 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‘percent-of-the.Superintendents.and,13;8
percent oflthe princfpals{.or'16.7upercent of total admin—
istrator-respondents, suggested that two yeariy evaluations
be conducted before tenure; thet 17.9 percent of thereuper*
intendents'and 21L5 percent'of'thé principals, or 18.7

pelcent of Lotal admlnlstretor—respondente, stated that

~three year;y;evaluatlons should_be‘conducted and 10 4
”percent of-tne‘superintendents.and 12.3 percent of the
f_principals,lor 11.4.percent of'total adﬁinistretor—reSPOnd-
~ents, selected fournyeariy eValuations es_appronriate -

. before tenure.

Question 10-' How many respon51ble yearly eva]ua—

tions should4be conducted after tenure?

.Response 10- As in Questlon 9, a‘coneiderable

number of admlnlstrators dld not respond to this queet:Lon,r

and 1nd1cated that at the time of the stucy tenure no

'_longer applied for new prlnC1palshlps in New-York,State;



TABLE 1V
'REQUIRED NUMBER OF EVALUATIONS BEFORE TENURE

(PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS)

The pcfcentage distribution of administrator-respondents to Question 9 is depicted below and indicates that a

- plurality (16.7% + 19.7% + 11.4% or 47.8%) of adm1n1strator—respondents believe that -two

-evaluations skou1d be conducted before tenure.

A cons1derab]e number. (19. YA) of administrators. did not respond to th1s question and ind

Lhe surqey Was taken tenure no TOnGer applied to new pr1nc1pa]sh1ps in New York State.

» three of four yearly-

1cqted_that at the time

Number of'Evéluations i

—

5

2 . [ 3 7 . [ T
General Question 9 Supt. | Prin. .| Supt.] Prin.| Supt.} Prin.} Supt.| Prin.| Supt.; Prin. | Supt.] Prin.j Supt.| Prin.
- How many responsible | S - : . ‘ o - I E
yearly evaluations. S T S . ' : C : _ BN
should be conducted | 3.0 | 1.5 [19.4 { 13.8 | 17.9 | 21.5| 10.4 { 12.3 | 9.0 | 7.7 6.0 | 12.3:} 0.0 | 3.1
before tenure? ‘ : o : : ' E o : o R B
Total PérbentaQE'of _ o - . : L o
Administrator- - 2.3 16.7 19.7 11.4 - 8.3 9.1 - 1.5
Respondents - o » ' - ] 7 :
9 =TO _ ‘ 15 - 20 ' 24 30 - No Response
upt. jPrin. JSupt.| Prin.] Supt.| Prin.] Supt.l.Prin.l Supt. Prin. | Supt.] Prin. | Supt. [ Prin.
1.5 0.0- | 6.0 | 6.2 3.0 1.5 1.5 0.0 1.5 %;0 1.5 | 0.0 T9.4: 20.0
0.8 6.1 2. 0.8 0.8 | 9.7,

Lo

0.8

29
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Tﬁis_group comprised 15.9 percent of the total-administretore
surveyed. | |
:The distributien (Teble V) indicated that a pre-.
_dbqnderance 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 thertotal
'admiﬁistrator;respendents, stated that one yearly evaluatioh
1efter tenure WasAeppropriate, and 26.% percent of the super-
intendents and 27.7 percent of the principals, or 27.3 per-
'wCent_of—the total adﬁinistrator—re8pondents,,stated ﬁhat

two yearly evaluations should be conducted.

Utlllzatlon of Evaluatlons

Wlth regaxd to the manner in whlch evaluatlon should
be ﬁﬁillZed,-superlntendents and pr1n01pals were asked to
l'_pléce{e ﬁalue bn_ekpected performance competencies (one

 being the highest velue).

L .frpm the data set forth in Table VI, an order of
dprierity according to fhe'strongest‘opinioﬁs of total ad-
-‘ﬁiniStretor respondeﬁts was developed; that is,:evaluation

should be utilized prlmarlly to: | 7
. enﬁance profeSSLOnal growth. (80 3 percent),

b. assist in the development of sound educa-
'rtional practlce (77.3 percent),

c, .a831st in 1dent1fy1ng individual principald
and school problems (55.3 percent),



The percentages below reflect that 24.2% + 27.3% or a total of 51.5% of administrator-re
“or two yearly evaluations shouid be conducted after tenure.
Question 9 (Table IV) a considerable number of total administrator-respondents (15.9%) d
and indicated that (at the time the survey was corducted) tenuye ne 1onger obta1ned for

York State.

REQUIRED NUMBER OF EVALUATIONS AFTER TENURE

(PERCENTAGE'OF RESPONDENTS)

TABLE V

These figures are significa

spendents indicated that one
nt for model purposes.
id not respond to Question 10 |
new principalships in New

As in

Number of’Evaluations

None

- - B 2 -3 i 5
General Question 10 Supt. [ Prin. | Supt. [ Prin.{ Supt.t Prin.| Supt.{ Prin.| Supt.] Prin.{ Supt.{ Prin.| Supt. |} Prin.-|
- How many responsibie |~ | = ‘ 2 - : ' a
' yearly evaluations . - R - : : , o ' T : . :
shoyld be conducted | "0.0 | . 1.5 | 25.4 {23.1 | 26.9} 27.7} 11.9| 15.4 | 6.0 | [10.8 7.51 0.0} 1.5 | 0.0
after tenure? N N R : ' - - o P :
Total Péréentage of | ‘ . : o : ' : | - : = _ e
Administrator- 0.8 24.2 27.3 - 13.6 8.3 3.8~ 0.8
Respondents ' - ‘
8 T 10 12 5 70 55 No Response
supt. | Prin. | Supt. | Prin.| Supti Prin. Supt. Prin. Supt.| Prin.| Supt.[ Prin. Supt.i Prin.
1.5 1.5 | 0.0 | 1.5 5.0 1.51 1.5 0.0 1.5 O.D 1.5 0.0 14.9 16.9
1.5 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.8 15.9 -

9
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UTILIZATION OF PRINCIPAL EVALUATION
'(PERCENTAGE'OF RESPONDENTS)

Quest1ons 11 through 19 relate to Ut111zat10n of EvaTuat10ns Superintendents and e1ementdry pr1nc1pa15 were asked to

place a value on expected performance characner1st1cs {one being the highest value) with regard to manner in wh1ch
valuat10n should be uu111zed :

From the data obtained in this tab]e,'1t is conciuded that the order of priority for utilization of evaIuations has been
established for the following performance characteristics listed 1n the order of strongest|total administrator responses;
that s, evaIuation sbou]d be pr1mar11y utilized to: ‘

(a) _enhance professional growtn (80.3%).

(b} assist in the development of sound educational pract1ces (77.3%).

(c) assist in identifying individual principal and school problems (55.3%).
(d) assist in identifying strong administrative practices (50.0%).

(e} dimprove morale of school principals (42.4%). :

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

. The percentage also 1nd|cate that secondary s1gn1f1cance (the value of 2) for utilization of evaluations was given to
- the fo]10w1ng performance character1st1cs Tisted in the order of strongest total administrator-respondents designations:

(a) determ1ne that the school system' s adooted educational program is being followed (45.5%).
(b) make administrative decision related to assignment (44.7%). , .
(c) determine if the school system's adopted educational policies and regulations are being Followed (43.2%).

l Values Ona to Three

{One being the h1ghest va]ue) 1 ‘ ? 3 _ No Resporise
- | Total Total S Total . Total
{ Questions 11-19 ' |__Supt.| Prin. | Admin. { Supt.| Prin.| Admin. | Supt.{.Prin.{ Admin. [ Supt.; Prin. | Admin.
: , - :
| o Gendormance Pretessto™l 1 s0.6 | 80.0 | 80.3 | 7.5 {169 | 121 | 9.0) 33| 61 | 3.0 0.0 1.5
3. 12 - Assist in development ‘ ' , ' .
of sound educaticnal and 77.6 | 76.9 77.3.1 13.4 | 20.0 16.7 7.5 3.1 5.3 1.5 0.0 0.8
administrative practices. ‘ 1 : : i

59



£.

66

assist'in,identifyiﬁg strong adminis-

trative-practices (50 percent),

improve morale of school prlnc1pals
(42.4 percent), and

assist 1n tlme of CrlSlS (41 7 percent)

'These data also spe01fy that secondar:lv (the as-

—»_e__hehSLgned value of E2) evaluatlon should be utlllzed to accompllsh

‘the followrng order of prlorlty of performance functions

according to the order of strongest total administrator

responses:

=1

b.

determine that the school system's adopted
educational program is belng followed
(45. 5 percent), :

make admlnlstratlve decisions rclated to

_assrgnment (44 7 percent}), and

y%Mfﬁw¥—~weeT%7determ1ne if the school system's edopted
' _educational policies and regulations '

are being followed (43.2 percent).

"Elementary Pr1nc1pa1 Respon51b111t1es

and Pompetencres

Prior to an examination of the siqnificant results

as they perrain to each'individual area of requnsibility,

a researcher'investigating this study\éhohld'familiarize

"himself‘with the definition oprrincipai‘responsibilities

as described in the'eurvey; ‘Analysis of the deta in Tables

VII and VIII derlved from thlq study of responSJbllltles and

evaluatlon procedurea is as follows-



The table also 1nd1cates that canfentrated pluralities of adm1n1strat0r5 regard the designated elementary

e SV,
N —— e e

e e N {

| eV )
I ELEMIZNTARY PRINCIPAL RESPONSIDILITIES AD COMPETENCIES (

Prior to an examination of the resu1ts in this tab1e as they pertain to each 1nd1v1dua1 area, a researcher|shou!d fami11ar1ze h1mse1f with

the definitions of e1ewentary principal responsibilities as described in the survey (Appendix €).

In this sectien of the survey elementary school prtncwpa1 respons1b1l1t1es vere categorized into various ajpeas and superintendents and
elementary principals were asked to examine each resaons1b111ty, indicate whether they believed it to be exclusive, primary, supervisory
or coordinating in terms of the elementary principal's functions as an administrator. In addition, respoﬁxents were asked to indicate
how evaluation for each respensibility should be made (by Written Communications, InSpect1on or Cenference}.

This table dep1cts the percentage distribution of these respuns1b111ties and evaluaticn procedure designations for super1ntendent
glementary principals and total administrator-respondents. It has five sections which encompass: Instructton and Curriculum,
Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, Finance and Business Management, School-Comnunity Relations.

pr1nc1pa1 re5p0n51b111t1es
in the fe]]ow1ng Ways:

1) Twenty nine resp0n51b111t1es (20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 36, 38, 33, 40 41, 42, 43, 44, 45 47, 48, 49 51, |52 53, 54, 55, 57 58, 60,

61, 52, 63, 64) are coordinating respons1b1lit1es to be eva]uated by conference methods.

2) FEighteen responsibilities (?1 26, 28, 29 30, 31, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37 56, 53 61, 62 63, 64 65) are primary re5pons1b111t1es
to be evaluated by conference methods : .

3) Eight resp0n51bjl1t1es (26, 27, 31,34, 46, 50, 55 58) are exciusive respons1b1]it1es to be eva]uated through written
communication. )

4) Four responsibilities (36 37,.46, 58) are exclusive reSpon51bi11t1es to be evaluated by conference methods.

LY

5} _Three respons1b\11t1es (58, 59, 61) are primary respons1b111t1es to be evaluated by written communication.

_5) Two respon51b1|1ties (21 36) are superv1sory respons1b111t1es te be evaluated by conference methods.

7Y Two responsibilities (58, B1) are coordlnating re5ponsib111t‘e= to be svaluated by written cummunicat1on.

8) Two respcns*b111t1es {56, 61) are primary responsib111t1es to be evaluated by 1nspect1on ‘ [

9) One responsibility (51} js a coordinating responsibility to be ‘evaluated by inspection. .

L9 -



o oo 1 INSTRUCTION. AND CURRICULUM
RESPONSIBILITY o ik ] : i EVALUGATION PROCEDYRE
: : - : ‘ Written ] . e
- S Exclusive Primary “Supervisory Coordinating Communication Inspection Conference
. Questions. . ° . e { ot 43 * {Tot. : : ] Tet. : » [Tot. ! I+ Tot. 3 = [Tot.p | & [Tot.
A e tiadm) B | € [admi | B | E|Adm | B £ |Adm. 8| € fadm. | 8 | T |Adn.| 2| £ jAdm.
v S 1 Res. v | & pes, okl a | Res, | @ o |Res, N o, |Res, | @ % |Res.| v} % lRes,
2G. Responsibility for i ) - _ : i _ .
: develeping curriculum, * ~ 1.5 0.9/ 0.8 17.913.8115.9 114.9 | 3.1} 9.1 |64.2 [80.0 |72.0 11.9 J13.8 [12.9 |13.4 ] 7.7110.658.2}53.8/56.1
|721. Responsibility for 1. - : . _ ) : ' ,
implementation .of instruc- 10.4( 12.3111.4 1 41.8 30.8(36.4 }31.3 |41.5] 36.4 |14.9 {12.3 |13.6 14.9 { 6.2 110.6 |25.4 {26.2] 25.8137.3]36.9|37.1
tioral program. = - : - .
22. Responsibility for ‘ | ' :
selecting instructional 1 1.5% 3.1( 2.3 16.410.8113.6 {11.9 [16.9; 14.4 [67.2 166.2 |66.7 16.4 [15.4 |15.9 114.9 | 7.7/ 11.4 {44,8160.0{52.3
materials.. L : - : ) : 5
“23. Responsibility for i ' . ~ : . : 7 T , :
determining specific ' c{ 4.5) 9.216.8( 13.416.9{15.2 (31.3 {29.2} 30.3 (44.8 {40.0 |42.4 | 9.0 7.7 | 8.3 {23.9 115.4;19.7(50.7{46.2{48.5
teaching methods. . o P . ) Lobo : : ' .
£, Lesponsibility for _
innovation and action . o ik : ‘ , ' ‘ i ' :
research resulting in. . 10.4( 4.6} 7.6 23.927.7|125.8 [14.9] 9.2 12.1 147.8}49.2 |48.5 {20.9 | 9.2 |15.2 {16.4 {13.8{15.2 144.8[44.6[44.7
change of practice. : : : 1 ) : . :
25. Responsibility for - - ' S _ | : s
formulating school poiicies. 7.5} 10.8§° 9.1 23.920.0022.0 {16.4 1 7.7 12.1 {49.3}153.8]51.5 22.4-126.2 124.2 } 7.5t 1.5) 4.5(41.8/44.6/43.2 |

89..
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TABLE VII (Continued)

STAFF PERSONNEL

‘ Quéstfcns .

RESPONSTEICTTY

Exclusive

Primary

'Superv1sorv

Caordinating

Written
Commun1cat10n

EVATURTTON PROCESURE

Inspection

Conference

Supt.

ol.
Adm,

7 Res.

Supt..'-'A

-Prin.

Tot.

Adm,
Res.

G:
"
L.
(= 9

Tot.
Adm.
Res.

: Suﬁt.

Prins

Tet,
Adm.,
Res.

Supt.

Prin.

Tot.
Adm.
Res,

. D
=3
1

Tot.
Adm,
Res.

C
—-
5
O

Tot,
Adm.

Res.

20, Responswb111ty for seloct-
ing the certificated and -
classified staff,

29,5

w
~
3

=

o

.
-

'35.4

- 34

9.8

10.8

17.4

40.3

35.6

9.0

<~ [Prin.

8.3

38.5

34.2

- Z7. Responsibility for super-

vision and evaluation of cer-
tificated and classified :
staff.

34.3

47.0

21.5

30.3

7.7

9.8

9.0

6.2

7.6

43.3

21.7

35.6

10.8

12.1

28. Responsibility for
appointing comnmittees to work
together on school problems.

31.3

2.5

38.8

27.7

33.3

7.5

15.4

11.4

16.4

32.3

24.2

22.4

13.8

18:2

13.4

1.5

7.6

56.8

¢S. Responsibility for assist-
ing teachers in solving
teacher problems.

16.4

10.8

13.6

37.3

38.5

37.9

20.9

23.1

22.0

6.4

12.3

14.4

9.0

6.2

i0.4

6.2

8.3

56.1

~30. Responsibility for free1ng
teachers ‘from non-professional

duties and interruptions that

prevent the teacher from giv-

ing his maximum effort to

- teaching.

19.4

30.5

25.0

34.3

32.3

33.3

22.4

10.8

16.7

17.9

21.5

19.7

10.4

13.8

12.1

23.9

9.2

16.7

47.7

47.7

47.7

~31. Responsibility for keepind
faculty informed on matiers of
- concern to the school.

31.3

38.5

34.8

43.3

36.9

"40.2

10.4

3.1

13.8]

1.4

23.9

2217

7.5

1.5

4.5

40.3

33.8

37.1

3Z. Responsibility for assist-
~ing teachers in identifying
educational goals and objec-
tives which are realistic.

113.4f

to pupils.

12.3

12.9

3.8

33.8

34.8

16.4

(R ]
. Y
w3

.¢|24.6

24.2

17.9

9.2

13J6

9.0

1.5

5.3

47.8

33.8

50.8

69 .



TABLE VII {Continued)

STAFF PERSONNEL (Continued) -

RESPONSiBIfITY

T EVACUATYON PROCEDURE

] ‘ Written \

. Exclusive - Primary Su ervisony Coord1nat{49 Communicatian Inspection Conference
o o o = 1 Tot.} & c Tot.| 3 i Tot.,) o . Tot.] .3 : Tct : + {-Tot. ] Tot.
Questions e { ol Adn | 2 | = [Adm| & § ° | Adn| = -E ad{ 2 | £ | Adm| & | £ | Adm. E; -E. Adm.

. L D Res,) v o Res.| « o. Res.| «» o Res.j @ o Res.| o Res.| & a Res.
33. Rnspons1b171ty ?or stimu- . | -
lating and. encouraging pro-- B ' - ' : ; ' ' e
fessicnal growth among 0.4y 12,3 1.4y 43.3§ 38.5) '40.9) 20.9] 20.0y 20.5} 17.9} 18.5{ 18.2} 156.4} 10.8 13.6y 4.5} 3.1 3.8} 53.7) 63.1) 58.3
teachers, . . - ’ ! :

" 34, ResponsibiVity for AN ‘ R . , ‘ | T : :
‘2ssigning cert1f1rated'and‘ 38.8| 69.2| 53.8| 35.8] 16.%2| 26.5] - 9.0; #6.2| 7.6 g.0] 3.1y -6.1] 32.8] 40.0| 36.4] 16.4| -6.2{ 11.4{ 29.9{ 32.3] N1
tlassified staff. R ' R ‘ .
3. Hesponsibility for main- . I
taining a high level of ' : ' ‘ S . - ) , ! ) . B
performance from all staff 25.4% 23.1| 24.21 40.3| 41.5{ 40,91 14.9] 10.8| 12.8| 14.9] 12,31 13.67 13.4} 10.8 1%.1 19.4] 13.8{ 16.7] 3B.8! 38.5{ 38.6
members., - - ‘ . : :

3. Respons1b111ty for ass1st- ' . ] _ |
ing teachers in the interpre- 8 ) ) ‘ . o ‘ ! :
tztion of data relating to | 20.9f 15.4; 18.2) 29.9 16.9] 23.5; 22.4) 26.2| 24.2) le6.4) 24.6] 20.5] 13.4]{ 7.7} 10.6} 10.4] 3.1] 6.8} 53.7} 66.2) 59.8
pupil performance and . - - ' " .- ' : ‘

_progress, |
37. Responsibiiity for ut111- R : _ ‘ : [ ' ‘
-zation of staff for the 16.4] 46.2] 31.1] 50.7] 29.2} 40.2] 10.4} 4.6 7.6; 13.4] 6.2 9.8! 10.4] 10.8 1d.6 13.4} 9.2 11.4] 53.7{ 47.7| 50.8
most effective purposes. ‘ : S ) ) ) . : ‘ i

.b'

L.




.. TABLE VII (Continued)

PUPIL PERSONNEL

_'Questiensi

38. Responsibiiity for -

RESPORSTEILITY

| EVALUATTON PROCEDURE
Hritten |- -

Supt

Exclusive

Prin

Tot,
Adm.
Res.

PFimary ]
= |Tot.-
- {Adm.

Prin

Res,

Subt.

’ Supervisarv"
: + {Tot.

Prin

Adm.
Res.

Caoordinating

Supt

Prin

Tot.

| Adm.

Res.

Communication

Supt

Prin

Fot.
Adm.
Res.

Supt

Inspection

.
=
-
i
O

Tot.
Adm,
Res.

Conference

Prin

Tot.
Adm.
Res.

maintdining discipline.

23,9

10.8

7.4

16,9

23.5

3.6

32.8

43.1

37.9

10.4

7.6

16.9

18.9

50.8

46.2

39. Responsibility for diag-
nosing pupil deficiencies.,

4.6

6.1

15.4

18.9

16.4

121.5

i8.9

46.3

49.2

47.7

13.8

9.8

14.9

4.6

9.8

56.2

54.5

40. Responsibifity for.
.generating sclutions to
individyal student problems.

€.0

3.1

4.5

24.6

2.7

10.4

12.3

1.4

§2.2

53.8

53.0

7.5

4.6

6.1

11.9

4.6

8.3

70.8

67.4

47, Responsibility for .
sbtaining community services
critical to pupil personnel
problems (e.g., welfare,
counseling, clinical, psy-
chological or medical serv-.
jces, speech therapy, etc.).

~ 3.0

16.9

9.8

34.3

126.2

30.3

16.4 .

4.6

10.6

3.8

43.1

40.9

20.9

21.5

114.9

1.5

8.3

45.3

50.8

48.5

42, Responsibility for seek-
ing parentai involvement in

the solution of academic and
non-academic pupil personnel
nroblems.

0.4

16.9

13.6

37.3

23.1

30.3

5.7

7.7

8.3

34.3

40.0

37.1

13.4

9.2

9.0

1.5

5.3

55.2

£0,0

57.6

43, Responsibility for

recognizing major problems .

relating to the health and

-safety of children (e.g.,

narcoetics, unfavorable ‘

traffic conditions, hazards,
etc. .

9.2

10.6.

40.3

18.5

29.5 -

10.4

9.2

9.8

29.9

50.8

40.2

10.4

8.2

9.8

22.4

12.3

17.4

38.8

44.5

an.7

-




" TABLE VIT {Continued) . -
. PUPTL PERSONNEL {Continued)

—_ RESPONSIBILITY. “EVALUAT [ON PROCEDURE

T S ] ‘ - i Written
o Exclusive - Primary Superviscry ‘Coordinating Communicatioﬁ' Inspection . Canference
Questions o | £ [fot. o < tlot. H = fTet. &S 0 & [Tet. J = |[Tot. | s < (lot, o = |Tot,
o 2 [ £ lAdm: & = [Adm. e ‘T Adm. g T |Adm. | & ‘£ |Adm. o 1 o= jhdm, o = i Adm,
w3 2. 1Res. v | 8 Res, v A |Res: v 8- [Res. w & {Res. v &  |Res. n o- |Res.

44, Responsibility For

T N —F : : |
determining pupil placement. 14.9 013.8 |14.4 131.3 |16.9 }24.2 |13.4 ‘6. 9.8 134.3 149.2 |41.7 [22.4 |10.8 |i6.7 | 7.5 | 3.1 [ 5.3 5078 63.

—_

56.8

™~

45,- Responsibility for pro- . ‘ | K
mption and retentfon of 13.4 [16.9 {15.2 |31.3 [15.4 [23.5°111.9 { 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. ResponsibiTity for sus- _ . _
pension or exclusion of 52.2 ©6.2 159.7 (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, : - . ' )

|47, Responsibility for main- - | ‘ ‘
taining student records, ** | 16.4 06.9 116.7 141.8 |15.4 {28.8 |14.9 [18.5 [16.7 |26.9 {35.4 [31.7 {29.9 }32.3 |31.1 |26.9 |13.8 |20.5 }20.9 |29.2 [25.0

43, Responsibility for pro-
viding adequate program of o : 1 _ T :
pupil-tzacher counselihg - 8.0 | 7.7 § 8.3 134.3 {23.1 |28.8 |16.4 |20.0|18.2 [35.8 |36.9 [36.4 {14.9 | 9.2 j12.1 117.9 | 1.5 { 9.8 }50.8 [60.0 |55.3

and conferencing., *%% . mn ' ' ot
49. Responsibility for pro- -

viding adequate program of . ‘ ‘ ) o ’ :
parent-teacher conferences 13.4 | 9.2 [11.4 140.3 126.1 |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
on pupil prograss. : ' - ) B : . )

5G. Responsibility for

(¥4

scheduling of classes. . 46.3 B33.8 140.2 134.3 {21.5 |28.0 ] 0.0 | 3.1 1.
| 51. Responsibility for deier- : _ T -

mining organizational . : : ' ' : o _ ’
arrangements of school #** . 9.0 |[9.2 [ 9.1 120.9 j21.5 |21.2 {11.9 |10.8 |11.4 55.2 {44.6 [50.0 [17.9 [12.3
{homogenecus, heterogeneous, } - : . .
graded, non-graded, ete.)

114.9 129,2 122.0¢ 132.8 35.4. 34.1 116.4 | 1.5 | 9.7 25,9 |38.5-132.6

.2-{10.4 | 0.0 | 5.3 |47.8 |64.6 |56.8

. )
[ R ——
[ ]

el



school program.

Ea S e — - \ _
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: TABLE V1 {Continied) - - : 1‘
e ' S |
‘,‘,-'»PUPIL PERSONNEL. (Continued) =~ pe i
RESPONSIBILITY ‘ i EVALUATTUN‘PROCEDURE‘Vﬁ
__ O . Written :
T Exclusive ._‘Primary *Supervisory Coordinating = | -Communication Inspection Conference
Questions . » = | 1oL, o U T T : 2 Tot. t 3 + Ty Tot, 3 - : [ Tot. . + 1 Tot.: . « 1Tot,
- = sl fam{ &1 C {adm.| & | ¢ {Ade. [ B [ F {agm | & | £ (Adm.| B [ [Aam. [ B | £ |aAdm.
- S v B tRes, | ¥ S JRes, | @ A Res. | ©» £ jRes. | @ a JRes. | @ o |Res., | & A, [Res.
5Z. Responsibility for . . i T - : : e
assessment of pupil 6.0f.6.2 6.1117.9}18.5(78.2120.9 [12.3116.7 [49.3 [55.3(52.3(16.4 |18.5 ]{.4 16.47] 4.6 {10.6 {41.8 |47.7 [45.5
progress. - : . . I \
53. Responsibility for. eval- |
uation of the effectiveness : ' -1 | _ ‘ |
of innovative or new 0.4 4.6 7.6-/28.4118.56(23.5[17.9116.9|17.4|42.3|50.8 |47.031.3| 9.2 2?.5 10.4{ 6.2 | 8.3 37.37147.7 {42.4
1 nrograns, ; il ‘ ‘ : i
54, Responsibility for eval- |
wation of the effectiveness : ) ; :
of the total elementary - 1'16.4 £ 10.8 ]3.6 20.9121.5 | 21.2 {13.4 ;10,8 1121 {47.8143,1 | 45.5°129.9 {15.4 122.7 ;16.4 | 4.6 {10.6 (34.3 (40.0(37.2
.



B TABLE vir (CQntinued)
FIHANCE AND BUSTNESS hANAGEM'—'NT

EVﬁLURTlﬁﬂ_PROCEDURE

RFSPONSIBILITY :
: : i Written| ‘
C Exclusive Pr1mary Supervisorg Cnord1nat1ng Commun1cat1on ] Insggct1on Conference
Questions - . .y Tot, . . -} Tot. . . | Tot. . Tot, . = tJot. | .S s | Tot. | o o iTot.
o B | iAdn.| & [ S [Adm *a S fadm ] B[ 2 {adm | 5 [ £ [Adm.{ & | T {Adn. | & [ ¢ |Adm.
: S a 1'& [Res. | & & |Res. | "3 a |Res. | 2 L JRes. ! =2 S jRes, | © o- .|Res, | @ A | Res.-
55. Responsibility for pre- ' : . R . | T o
paring the school budget. 14,9 115.4115.2140.3127.7 (34,1} 9.0 7.7% B.3/29.9}140.0134.8133.8123.1|31.8110.44 6.2 B.3[26.9]35.4]31.1
56. Respansibility for school} - : o . \ ' ' :
plant supervision and manage- 25.4 | 30.8 | 28.0 [ 46.3 [ 30.8 | 38.6 | 16.4 | 12:3 {14.4} 9.023.1}15.9[22.4 [ 12.3|)17.4[34.3)24.629.523.926.2]25.0
_ment, . ’ ) - N o
57, Decpons1b111ty for plan-{ . - —F T - 7
ning or remodeling an - 1.5|. 4.6 3.0 26.9|15.4|21.2(14.9} 6.2} 10.5150.761.5}157.6|19.4} 7.7|N3.6}14.9|.-4.6} 9.840.3:{50.8i45.5
elementary building. : o - ‘
53, Responsibility for order< i ' . AR . : 1
ing and receiving schogl 28,41 20.024.232.8126.1|29.5(13.4§12,3}12.,9122.4(33.8}28.0134,3]30.8([32.6}17.9710.8;14.4]26.5/|30.8]28.8
4 supplies and equipment. ' . 1 :
59, Responsibility for inven- ' ] . - _ ‘ :
tary of schoel supp1:es and | 28.4115.4122.0138,8}127,7}33.3/13.4,15.4}14.4)16.4)33.8|25.0)37.31]140.9 l39.4 17.91 15,4 116.7123.9) 20,0} 22.0
equipment. 1. B o
700 Respons1b1.$+y fpr deter— . . ‘ - : : o :
mining equipment to be - 20.912.3}16.732.8;23.1(28.0f{ 7.5{ 6.2] 6.8(35.8(49.2}{42,4(29.918.5 ‘24.2 19.4 (16,9 15.2 { 28.41] 38.5 ] 33.5
replaced or puchased. . . : :
bi. Respons1b111tv for deter ] 1. . : | T
mining repairs to buxldings 120.9)13.8117.4134.3133.8[34,1(14.9; Y.5] 2.3;26.9|41.5{34.1}20.9}18.5 |19.7 23.9|24.6.24,2128.4|29.21728.8
and grounds. : C ot X ) ' ) : i

9L




L7 TABLE VIT {Continued)

o7 SCHOOL COMMUNITY RELATIONS

RESPONSIBILITY | EVALUATION PROCEDURE
B o - . g -~ Written| : ) _
R ; Exclusive - Primary Supervisory Coordinating Communication. Inspection Cenference |
Nuestions S s |Tot. | 4 e |Jot. | W3 | & flot, | o P 1T B c 1Totl | 3 = ]Tot. - | £ 1Tot.
: ) T jAdm. i B 1 T JAdm. ] St L JAdm. | 5 ) TolAdm. ) S5 ) L {Adm. ] 2 07 jAde. ) = | T | Adm.
- ‘ _ o v B {Res., | © % JRes.| 9| & [Res. | @ & |Res. | o Jpes. | © & lRes. | @« & |Res.
57. Responsibility for . ) ] . T i - - ] .
individual school communi-- | 172.9) 15.4 116.7 {35.8 {38.5 [37.1| 9.0} 4.6 {"6.8 |[32.8{36.9 |34.8 |22.4 |26.2 (24.2 {10.,4| 4.6 ] 7.6 |41.8 |40.0 |40.9
catton media and processeés. - S : . ) : .
83. Responsibility for - ‘ . : : | ‘ : - i
citizen participation In 16.4| 7.7 |12.1 132.8135.4 ;34,1 {-6.00172.3 | %.1 |40.338.4 138.6({20.9[13.8117.4 9.0} 3.1 | 6.1 |50.8 |{56.9 {53.8
1 schoel study groups. ‘ ! . . ' NE : :
€4. Responsibility for . i S : ‘ o . : i
tnformal channels of . 1.9 3.1 7.6j35.840.,0{37.9] 7.5 7.7 7.6 {40.3 |44.6 {43.2 |13.4112.3|12.9| 9.0 | 4.6 6.8 {59.7 {63.1 {60.6
cammunication. ) ‘ 3 ) : .
85. Responsinility for main-
taining Tiaison with sym- . _
biotic commurity groups ‘ . : ] o _ S - _
(PTA, Civic Associations, - { 19.4] 12.3 (15,9 [44.8 |53.849.2 1 1.,5] 7.7| 4.528.4|16.9|22.7} 9.0410.8) 9.8| 7.5 1.5| 4.5 155.2 |53.8 [54.5
community interest groups, - ) ’ ] : S s : o
. ] etel) - A
* Significant at the .10 level for both variables.
. ** Responsibility 1s significant at the .05 Jevel - - i
- #*k Evaluation procedure is significant at the ,05 Jevel
. N l‘

Ta



This table of ¢ rosstabu1at.ons of Responsfbiiities and Evaluation Procedures pinpoints the greatest con
tota1 adm1n1<trator _rasponses for the combined responsib111ty and evaluation procedure factors.

These crosstabulat1ons are of particular importance since they are ‘particularly valuable for model purp

. Accordingly, total adm1nistrator respondents regard the 1isted e]emgntary principal responsibilities as

)

)

3

)

TABLE VIII
CROSaTABULATIONS OF RESPDNSIBIL!TIES AND I-"\’I\'I.b'n\ﬂ()l‘l PROCEDURE

Thirty responsibilities (20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 32, 36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 82, 43, 44, 45, 47, 48, 49, 51,
55, 57, 58, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64) are coordinating responsibilit1es'to be eva]ua*ed by conference met

N}nnteeﬁ responsibi fit1es {21, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, 55, 56 58, 61, 62, 63, 64,
respon51b111t1es to be evaTuated by conference methods.

Seven responsibilities (26, 27, 34 46, 50, 58, 59) are exc;u51ve reupons1bi|1t1es to be evaluated it
written communication. ‘

Three responsjbilitfes (25, 3]. 37) are exc]usive responsibilities to be evaluated by confereﬁce me
Three respdﬁsibi?fties (26, 55, 59) are primary‘retponsibi]ities to be evalvated by written communi
Two respons1b1]1£1es (21, 06) are supervisory respons1bilit1es -to be evaluzted by cenference ‘method
One respons1b1]ity (55) 1s a coordinating responsibi]ity to be evaluated by written communicatinn.

One respensibiTIty (61) is a primary respons1bility to be evaluated by inspection.

centration of =

0s8s.
foi]owsﬁ--

52, 53, 54,
hods )

65} are primary
through

thods, -
~ation.'

S.

oL
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7 INSTRUCTION AND CURRICULUM -

- Prim/

S Exel/. T R - Supv/ - Coord/ T
Resporisibility Writ., [Exel/ |[Excl/ |Writ, |[Prim/ | Prim/- (UWrit. |Supv/ |Supv/ {Urit. Coord/ | Coord/ o 9 :

) : : Comm. Insp. | Cenf. j Comm. Insp. [ Conf. | Commn. Insp. | Eonf. |Comm. Insp. | Conf. df x=. P
20. Responsibility for , : . _ : - \
developing curriculum, 0.8 0.0 |.0.0 3.0 5.3 6.8 | 0.0 .8. | 6.8 9.1 38 42,4 | 30 "} 37.58 N. S.

. 2F.. Responzibility for ol ' : . i ‘ ] ' )
_implementation of 3.0 4 2.3 5.3 6.1 9.8 12.9 1.5 ]12.9 10.6 0.0 o.8 8.3 35 - 43.78 <.05
" instructional program. : . ) ‘ :
“22. Responsibility for ‘ - ' : B i R :
saiecting instruc- 0.8 0.8 i.5 3.8 3.0 5.3 S 1.5 2.3 6.8 9.8 6.1 38.6 36 48.37 <.05
-~ ticnal materials. . : ' : ' L
23. Responsibility for RS : ‘ . : B i : ) : ‘ g
determining specific . 0.8 0.8 4.5 1.5 1.5 5.3 1.5 .8.3 12.9 3.8 4.5 25.8 56 -| 93.89 <.00}
teaching methods, - ' ‘ R ' : .
24. Responsibility for
innovation and action N ‘ : S I ] ' K : S
‘research resulting in - 3.0 0.8 | 0.0 4.5 ] 4.5 9.8 2.3 1.5 6.8 . 5.3 5.3 .4 28.0 56 85,38 <,001
_chance of practice. = ' » : .o . R E S ‘ .
25, Respensibility for E ] R - ‘ R .
farmulating -school 6.1 0.8 2.3 -] 3.8 | 3.8 8.3 2.3 0.0 5.3 [ 11.4 2.3 27.3 42 48,75 .| <.05
policies. T R A . : i

o



TABLE VIIT {continved) .~ -

'STAFF PERSONNEL

. 4

Responsibility .

~TExcT7
Furit.

Comm.

Excl/,
Insp.

Excl/
Conf.

Py
Writ,
Comm,

Prim/
Insp.

Prim/
Cont.

Supﬁl
Writ.
Comm. .

supv/
Insp,

Supy/
Conf.,

Coorﬂ?
Writ.

Comn,

Coor

Insp.

daf

Coord/
Conf.

df

|26, Responsibility for

"selecting the certifi-
cated and classified
staff.

- 3.0

10.6

121

6,1

13.6

4.5

- 0.0

2.3

(37
(%)

0.6

‘7.6

a9

35.

27. Responsibility for
supervision and evalua-
tion of certificated
and classified staff.

20,5

1.0

7.6

10.6

6.8

6.8

3.0

0.8 -

1.5

0.0

4.5

42

56.

28. Responsibility for -

-appointing committees
to work together cn
schonl problems.

6.1

L 3.0 -

12.1

7.6

2.3

1.5

6.8

2.3

17.4

42

133.

29. Responsibility for
assisting teachers in
s0iving teaching
nroblems.

2.3

0.8

5.8

3.8

3.8

22,7

0.0

3.0

15.2

0.8

8.3

56

57.

68

<.01

30. Responstbility for
freeing -teachers from

non-professional duties

and interruptions that .
| prevent the teacher
from giving his maximum
“effort to teaching.

6.1

3.8

7.6

3.8

2.1

{14

1.5

3.0

9.8

0.8

13.6

56

54,

<.01

31. Responsibility for
keeping faculty

informed on matters of
concern to the school.

9.8

0.8

12.9

10.6

2.3

15.2

2.3.

0.8

3.0

0.0

6.1

56

n.

<.001

8L




TABLE VIII (Continued) = -
- STAFF PERSONNEL: (Contfnuedj ' =~

' Responsibility

Excl/
Writ,

£xcl/
Insp.

Excl/

Prim/
Writ.
Comm.

b?im/
Insp.

Prim/

' Supv/

Writ,
Comm.

Sﬁpvl

" Supv/

Coord/

Writ.
Comm.

Coord/
Insp.

Coord/

df

32, Responsibility for
"} assisting teachers in

goals and objectives
which are realistic. .

fdentifying educational .

Comm.,

1.5

0.0.

Conf.

7.6

7.6

4.5

Conf.

15.9

0.8

Insp.

0.8

Conf.

9.8

2.3

0.0 .

Cpnf;

136

63

" 53.88 |

<.01

-~ tstimulating and
‘encouraging profess-
ional growth among '
teachers., o

33. Responsibility for .

3.0

0.8

6.8

6.1

2.3

26.5

2.3

0.8 .

12.e

.1_5h

0.0

9.8

48 -

53.25

assigning certificated
and classified staff.

24 Responsibiiity Tor

242

4.5

12.9 .

9.8

3.8

0.8

1.5

2.3

3.0

1.5

0.0

l 3.0

49

112.53

. <.’00‘! '

1 35. Respensibility for.
maintaining a -high

Tevel of performance‘f;om

all staff members.

5.3

‘5.3

7.6

5.3

7.6

15.9

0.8

2.3

5.3

0.8

0.8

9.1

48

62.15

<.001

35. Responsibility for
assisting teachers in

the interpretation of
data relating to pupil
performance and progress.

4.5

3.0

176

1.5

3.0

15.9

3.0

0.8

14.4

0.8.

0.0

16.7

63

84.27

<.001

37. Responsibility for
‘utilization of staff
for the most effective
ourposes. :

5.3

‘2.3

16.7

2.3

8.3

20.5%

N

- 0.0

4.5

0.0

1. 0.0

8.3

63

107.18

<.001




TABLE VIII (Continund)

r’UPIL PERSONNEL

Rasaonsibility

Fxcl/
Writ.

Excl/
Insp.

Exci/

Prim/
Writ.

Prim/
Conf,

Supv/

Writ.:

Corm.

Supv/
Insp.

Supy/

Cbord[ i

Writ.
Comm.

Coord/
Insp.

Coord/
Cont,

df

{738 Responsibfiity for
maintaining discipline.

_Comm.

4.5

3.0

Conf.
5.3

Comm.

2.3

9.1

0.0

2.3

Conf,

5.8

1.5

5.3

20.5

43

70.28

<001

39, Responsibility fer
d1dgn051ng pupil
deficiencies.

1.5

.-j;sL

0.8

].'5

10.6

1.5

1.6

13.6

1 5.3

1.5

28.0

48

91.08

<.00%

49, Respon51b1l1ty For -

generating solutions
to individual student
probiems.

0.0

1.5

1.5

2.3

3.0

14.4

0.8

1.5

9.1

3.c

1.5

-39.4

48

82.98

<.001

141, Responsibility for
obtaining community
services critical to
pupii personnal prob-
jems (e.g., welfare,
counseling, clinical,
psychological or
-t medical services,

| speech therapy, etc.)

2.3

0.0

5.3

8.3

3.8

2.1

3.0

[ 3.0

' 7.6

1.5

48

102.43

<.001

42. Responsibility for:®

seeking parental
involvement in the
solution of academic
and non-academic pupil.
personnel problems.

3.0

0.0

- 7.6

4.5

48

16.7

0.0

0.8

3.8

; 3{0

- 0.0

24,2 .

45

57.10.

< .01

43, Responsibility for
| recegnizing major prob-
fems relating to the -

.{ health and safety of
children {e.g.,
narcotics, unfaverable
traffic conditions, .
hazards, etc.)

3.8

1.5

3.0

3.0

6.1

9.3

0.0

3.8

3.8

3.0

3.8

22.0

63

66.21

<.00f"

) '

08



TABLE Vi (Continued) ':'Tf Lo ‘
CPUPIL. PERSONEL {Cont1nued) B | .

. ] 7 Excl/ . ) - Prim/ ' : Supv/ ' e ‘., Caord/ o]
" Responsibility - Writ, | Excl/ | Exci/ { Writ.{ Prim/ | Prim/- |Writ. |Supv/ |Supy/ |[Writ. fCoord/ | Coord/

- " Comm. | ‘Insp. | Conf. | Comm. | ‘Insp. 1 Conf. Comm. | Insp, |Conf. |Comm. ! Insp. Conf, df ] _p

44, Responsibility for - . . R ‘ _ ' | ‘ ) R
“determining pupil SRR & 6.1 1.5 4.5 5.3 1.5 12.9 . 1.5 1.5 + 4.5 .4 3.8 -1 0.8 | 28.0 . [56 £4.06 < .01
placement. S N P : L : . | 1 ,

45, Respansibility for . - |
promotion and reten- - 3.8 1.5 3.0 6.1 2.3 - 9.1 "1 0.8 0.8 6.1 | 6.1 0.8 28.8 49 79.49 <001
tion of pupils. - : ‘ ) :

46. Responsibiiity for .
suspension or exclu- ' - T : ' : ‘ : : . : _ :
sien-of pupils from 24.2 1.5 | 1.4 6.1 2.3 | © 7.6 1 0.0 0.9 3.0} 0.8 6.9 6.1 56 |121.68 <.001

schaal,- . : . L . . o . |
47, Responsibility for T — = - " :
maintaining student .1 6.8 § 5.3 2.3 9.1 3.0 6.1 5.3 4.5 4.5 9.1 6.1 10.6 56 65.26 <.001
records. S o . . : - ;

48. Responsibility fo.
providing adequate | o C L ‘ o . ' ‘ 7
program of pupil- "~ ‘ 0.8 | 2.3 § 0.8} 6.1 2.3 121 3.9 1.5 11.4 2.3
teacher counseling and ' i R . . S S .
conferencing.

n
.

5.0 a2 | 522 | <.

49, Responsibility for . ]
providing adequate o . o ‘ ' ' ) ‘
program of parent-teacher 3.0 0.8 3.8 9.1 4.5 12.9 1.5 2.3 6.8 | 1.5
conferences on pupil o . : ;o S ' -

progress.

22.7 |s6 | 76.90 |<.001.

...
ot

50. Responsibility for
10.6 5  |101.06 < .00

o

oo

scheduling of classes. | i7.4 | 5.3 | 10.6 {121 | 3.0 | 9.1 1. 0.8 (0.0 | 3.0

18



- TABLE_YIIT {Continved) .

", PUPIL PERSORNEL (Continued)’ ~ . =

ﬁesponsibiiity

-Exclf

Writ, |
Comm.

Eﬁchf

Insp.

Excl/
Conf,

Prim/
Writ.
Commi

Prfm/{l

Prim/
Conf.

Supv/

Writ.

Comm.

Supv/'
Insp.

Supv/

'Coord/

Mrit,
Cormm,

Coo
Ins

rd/

Coord/|

Conf.

df

. | 51. Respensibility for

‘| determining organiza-
tignal. arrangements of
'school (homogeneous,
hetercgenecus,  graded,
non-graded, ete.) :

30

| 1.5

2.3

3.0

Insp,

- 10.8

1.5

1.5

Conf.

4.5

.775‘

56

131.00° | <.001

5Z. Fesponsibitity fer
azsessment of pupil
progress. :

3.0

0.8

2.3

3.8

8.3 ..

2.3

58

6.1

9.1

27.3

56

§1.48 | <.o01

53. Responsibility for.

‘I evaluation of the
effectiveness of innova-
tive or new programs.

. 2.3

REN

1.5

4.5

3.0

© . 9.8

3.8

2.3

6.1

8.3

24.2

56

70.74 | <.001 -

54. Kesponsibility for
evaluation of the
effectiveness of the
total elementary

5.3

‘0.8'

2.3

‘3.8

4.5

6.8

3.6 .

2.3

3.8

10.6

22.7

63

74.60 | <.001

schogl program.

28




|
. ' TABLE VIII (Continued) - o K
- FINANCE AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT ... - - f'
L . : Excl/ - - ‘ Prim/ . : supv/ Coord/
- Responsibility Writ:  |Excl/ jExcl/ Writ. | Prim/ | Prim/ | Writ. | Supv/ | Supv/ | Writ. | Coord/] |Coord/
- Comm. . {Insp. |Conf. Comm, | Insp.. | Conf, | Comm. ] Insp. ) Conf. | Comm, | Insp. Conf. | . df - . P
'55. Responsibiiity for | ) R O S ‘ } ‘ : '
preparing the school . 5.8 | 0.0 4.5 11.4 6.1 9.1 3.0 1.5 3.0 9.1 0.8 [12.9 42 48.04 <.05
_budget, : . ' : . o i )
“Ghs RESPONSIDITILY 10T ] _ ‘ j
school plant super- 7.6 7.6 6.1 4.5 121 11.4 3.0 4.5 2.3 1.5 4.5 J 5.3 35 33.18 N. S.
vision and management. S :
57. Responsibility for - . ‘ ) '
ptanning or remodeling 0.0 0.8 1.5 2.3 3.8 ‘8.3 1.5 2.3 3.0 9.8 2.3 1 30.3 . 63 89.56 <.001
an _elementary building. S : . . s a | )
-1 8. Responsibiiity for ’ B
-erdering and receiving C - : . ) - . '
school supplies and 12.9 4.5 3.8 8.3 6.1 10.6 5.3 2.3 3.0 6.1 1.5 i 10.5 49 106.18 -] <.G01 .
equipment. t ‘ B Co C . ] [
53. Responsibiiity for - . B : i . . ,
inventory of school 12.9- - | 3.0 3.0 11.4 . 6.8 2.3 7.6 { 1.5. 3.8 6.8 { 5.3 .l 5.3 49 107.9¢ <.001
supplies and equipment. . i - R . | Do
&0. Responsibility for _ T v
determining eguipment ’ I . ' o AR " N :
tc be replaced or 8.3 3.8 1.5 8.3 4.5 2.1 1.5 0.8 3.0 6.1 8.3 18.2 | 49 117.54 <00
purchased. = . . ] : : . : o ’ - .
&1, Responsibility for T T R ! ; A T ; J T .
determining repairs to 7.6 3.8 | 1.5 8.2 10.6 1.4 2.3 2.3 3.0 4.5 7.6 j 11.4 56 79.53 <.001

buildings and grounds. -

r

£8



: .
B ‘
. | -
" TABLE VIIL (Continued) . 70 |
- SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS |
o Exci/ . | Prim/ - o Supv/ o - [Coord/ ' B
Responsibility - Writ. | Exc1/ | Excl/ | Weit, | Prim/ { . Prim/| Writ., {Supv/ [Supv/ [Writ. |[Coord/ } Coord/] . |- o
- Comm. | Insp. + Conf. | Comm. |.Insp, Conf.{ Comin. ([Insp, . IConf. |Comm. {Insp. | Conf. df p
3¢. Responsibitity for o N : ‘ - ! i
individual school commi~ . . _ : T ' . . J ' o N
vication media and 6.1 3.0 3.0 |. 8.3 4.5 | 14.4 | 0.8 9.0 3.8. 7.6 | 0;0 2.9 30. 79.58 - <.00%
IrGCesses. : ' . ) - K : ) i . -
:3. Rasponsibility -for o C ) o . . . - . B T
:itizen participation . 3.0 0.8 6.1 6.1 .4.5 -.15.9 2.3 0.0 4.5 4.5 0.8 25.0 36 - 43.78 <.05
1t school study groups. - - = . . g ] .' 4 :
4. frsponsibility for i C : S o - ' ! - .
nformal channels of 0.8 0.0 4.5 5.3 | 2.3 23.5 g.8. 3.0 3.0 4.5 1.5 29.5 30 55.90 <.01
ommunication. - S Lo : : : : - §
‘5. Responsibiiity for- ‘
wintaining liaison ] :
ith symbiotic: community : T 1 ey ' | 1 .
roups {PTA, civic _ 2.3 1.5 8.3 4.5 '].2.3 27.3 0.8 0.0 2.3 1.5 0.8 13.6 47 78.39 <001 .
ssociations, communi ty R S : o S ' - . :
nterest groups, etc.) |
|
o
|
.
o | .
t ’ ‘
- .

K8 ..



o o 85

A. Instruction and Cur¥riculum

guestion 20: Résponsibilitjjfor developing:

- curriculum.

Responge 20{- 64,2 percenﬁ of the_superintendents

and 80 percent of the_principals,'or‘72 percent of the total

,4%gadministratox:respgndentsqfielt—thatedevelepiancurficuiumfgf —

was a coordinating respoﬁsibiliﬁy (Table VII): 58.2 percent
7 of_the superintendentsfand 53.8 perceht of_the principals,
or 56.1 percent of total administrator-reSpondents,_felt‘ 
that the procedure for evaluatidn-of this elementary @rin—
cipél‘reSPOnsibility should be through means of a conference
(Table VII). o |
In ﬁhe crosstabulations of item Gf'responéihilitf-
rﬁith the item of eVaiuatiQn procedure,:42.4 percent of the
total admihiStrator—respondents étated that developing-cur—.
Iriculum'is.a'cpofdinatiﬁgirééﬁonsibility Which should be

evaluated'by conference'(Tablé,VIII).

gpeétioh 21: Résponsibility for implementation of
instructional progrém.

.Resbbnée 21:_'Wﬁile Bi,B'percent of the suéér—
intendents and-41.5_p§r¢ehtibf tﬁé,pfincipéls,lbr'36.4
percéﬁt of thé tofal.administrator—respondents,'regérde&_l
the implémentation'of the insﬁructiohal program'as,a:
supérﬁisory.fespohsibility,'41.9Vperéent of the Supérinw_i

tendents and 30.8 percent of“the principals, or 36.4
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percent {an equivalent percentage) of the totél adminis-
 trator“reSpondentS decided that implementation of the
instructional program is arprimary responsibility of the
'relementafy princiéal (Table VII). |
Superintendehts, 37.3 percenf, and principals,

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

~trator~respondents, stated that the evalunation procedure

'._should'be by conference (Table VII).

Opinion is therefore equally emphétic that this
responsibility is_primafy and superﬁisory in nature. This
:is‘éubstantiated in the crosstabulations (Table VIiI).
Here the combined primary-conference variable is 12.9 per-
cenf,.ahd the combined supervisory-conference variable is
iQ;G,percent.  However, a substantial percentage (12.%
pérceﬁt) §f administrators have combined the.sﬁpervisory-

' function wifh the inspection procedure._.it-is'iﬁportént,
‘thérefoke, that‘inspectionrbe a part of the evaluation
,pfOCédﬁre_for this responsibility, along with cOnfeience

‘ lmethods.

- “'Quegtion 22: Responsibility for,selecting

" instructional materials.

Response 22:‘ 67.2 percent of the superintendents

"ahd 66.2 percent of the principals, or 66.7 percent of
'.'total'administrator—respondents,‘stated that selecting"
';instfuctional materials is a coordinating responsibility

_ (Table VII).
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58.2 percent:of the_superihtendents and 53.8 per--
cent of the priﬁcipals,-or 56.l-percent of totel adﬁiniSn
trator—respondeﬁts,rfelt:thatche procedure for evaieation

~of this elementary;principal responsibility should be -
, throu@h_means‘of a confereﬁce (Table VII).

In the crosstabulations of 1tem of respon51bility

with that of evaluation procedure, 42.4 percent of the
total'administretor—respondents agreed that developing cur-
riculum is a coordinating responsibility which should be

evaluated by conference (Table VIII).

Question 23: Responsibility for determining spe-
cific teachingemethods.

Response 23: 44.8 percent of the superinteﬂdents:

-and 40 percent of the pr1nc19als, or 42.4 percent of the
Vtotel adminnstrator—respondents, stated that determining
'specific teaching methods_is a-coordinating resp0n51bility
(Table VII). | | | i
25. 8 percent of the superintendents and 22 7
percent of the prinCipals, or 24.3 percent of the total
=aadministiator—respondents, declared_that_conferenCing with
principalsfis the‘appropriate'evaluation procedure.
(Table VII) | | |
25 3 percent of the total administrator—respondents
in the crosstabulations of those ‘two. variables agreed Lhat
determining spe01flc teaching methods was a coord:natlnq
responsibility to be evaluated thiough a conference pro—

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

action reseaxch resulting in change of practice.

Response 24: 47.8 percent of the superintendents

and 49.2 percent of the principéls, or 48.5 percent of the
total administratornrespondents, thought that innovation

and’ actlon research resultlng in change of practice was a

coordlnatlng respon51b111ty (Table VII)

‘44,8 percent of the superlntendents and 44.6 percent

- of the pr1n01pals, or 44,7 percent of:the total administra-

Lor—regpondents, 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-

_tlce, 28 percent of the total admlulstrators selected boLh

the coordlnatlng responsibility and the conferenc; EValua“

tion procedure (Table VIII).

Question 25: Responsibility for formulating school
policies.

- ResponSe 25: 49.3 percent of the‘suﬁerintendents

. and 53.8 perceht of the principals, or 51.5 percent of teotal

‘a&ministrator-respOndents, held that formulating school
policies wasua coordinating responsibility (Table VII).

41.8 percent of the superiutendentsland 44,6 percent

" of the prineipals, orxr 43.2_pe;eent of the total administrator-

respondents, thought formulating school policies.a respon-
Slblllty that should be evaluated through the conference‘

procedure (Table VII).
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In.thercroestetuiaticns-cf'these tnc variables |
B ., | l(Table VIII), 27. d.percent of the tdtal adminiStratcrm
respondents regarded the respon31b111ty for formulatlnq
school policies to be a coordlnatlng respon51blllty to be

evaluated-by conference procedure,

B. Staff Personnel ﬁ;_' [ -——é—fﬁtr'frr—“j

Question 26" Respon51b111ty fcr selectlng the

I - certl -jcated and classified staff.

7 Response 26: 32.8 percent of the;superintendente

J o - and 46.2:percent of the principels, or'39;4 percent of total

| administrétor-reépondents, stated that selectlng the certl-
fied and ClaSSlfled staff is a prlmary respon51blllty. _It
i;s also 31gn1f1cant that 20.9 percent of,the superintendents'
and 38, 5'percent of the.principals, of 29 5 percent of the

| total admlnlstratorwrespondents, stated that this was an ex-
clu51ve re5pon51b111ty of. the prlnc;pal (Table VII)

Evaiuatlon through wrltten communlcetlon was desig—-

"nated by 40. 3 percent of‘the superintendents and 30'8 percent -

of the pr1nc1pals, or 35 5 percent of the total admlnlstrator—
respondents (Table VII) | |

. Of almost equal 51gn1flcance is -the result that 29 9
percentlof the suberlntendents and 38.5. percent of he prlnﬁn
cipele, or 34 2 percent of total admlnlstrator respondents,"
thoﬁéht,tnat-the procedure,for evaluatlon should belthrough :

the COnference'method,(Table‘VII).
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Fourlcrosstabulations are of almost equal signifi-
cance. These areifound in Table VIII, but are listed below

for convenience:

Responsibility for Selecting the
Certified and ClaSS1f1ed Staff

Re5pon51b111ty and Evalu- ' , $ Tot al
ative Procedure ‘ ‘ ‘ ' _ﬁgmin; Resp.
.4nnnn4;~}—méfﬁ—~Exclus1ve and conference . 10.6 -
' S " " written communlcation : -11.4
. Primary oo o "o ' 12.1
o H . "

conference R ' 13.6

Question 27: ReSponsibility for supervision and
evaluation of certificated and classified staff.

Response 272 - 34.3 percent cof the superintendents

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

“-administrator—respondentsf stated that the supervision and

evaluation of eertificated and classified staff is the ex-
eluSIVe_responsibility of the principal (Table VII).

L 43.3 percent of the superintendents and 27.7 percent

- of the principals, or 35.6 percent of the total administrator-
;'respondénts, believed that evaluatibn of this responsibility

-should be through written communication (Table VII)

In the rrosstabulatlons, 20 5 percent of our total ad-

'mlnistrator—respondents described the respon51h111ty for supexr-

v1s1on and evaluation of certificated and cla531f1ed c't_aff as

an exciuSive respon31bllity to be evaluated . through

;wrltten communncatlon (Table VIII).

Question 28: Responsibility for appointing committees

to werk'togetherisn school problems.



ofthe principals, or 56.8 percent of total administrator-

gl

Response 28: 38.8 percent of the'supérintendenﬁs

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

total administrétor*respondents, declared that appointing

- committees to work together on school problems is a primary

responsibility (Table VIII).

44}8 perceht of the superintendeﬁts and 69.2 percent

g respondents, thought that this responsibility should be

~ evaluated through the conference procedure (Table VII}.

In the crosstabulations, 20.5 percent of total

o administratorfrespgndents-stated that appointing committees-

to work together on school problems is a primary respon-

$ibility to be evaluated by the confefence procedure

 (Table VIII).

Question 29: Responsibility for assisting teachers
in solving teaching problems.

Response 29: 37.3 percent of the superintendenté

' and 38.5 percent of the principals, or. 37.9 pércent of

total édmihistrator~respondents, stated that assisting- B

teachers in solving teacher problems is a primary respon-

sibility (Table VII).

' 61.2 percent of the superintendehts_ahd 50.8 per-

"éent of the principals, or 56.1 percent of the total admin-

iStraﬁor“respdndehtS felf-that this responsibility should

_ be evaluated thrbugh the conference procedure.

‘Crosstabulations indicaté that 22.7 percent of

total .administrator-respondents consider the responsibility
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"ef 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).

Question 30: Responsibility for freeing teachers

from non-professional duties and interruptions that prevent

. the teacher from giving his maximum effort to teaching.

-RespenSe 30: 34.3 percent of the superintendents

" and 32.3 pereent ef the_principals,-or 33.3 percent of the
total administrator—reepohdents, thought that it'wae'the
"jpfincipal?s primary ?esponsibility for freeing teachers from:
non—pro£e551onal dutles and lnterruptlons that prevent bhe
teacher from giving his maximum effort‘to teaching
'(Table vII). R
47. 7 percent of the superlntendean and 47 7 pereenf
Jof the-pr1301pals; or 47.7“percent of the total administrator-
'reepondents, theught'this requnsibility for freeing teachers
‘should.be.evaluated through a conference procedure (Table VII).
| e'The-crdsstabulations of the respoﬁSibility factor
and the evaluatlon procedure factor reveal that 14 4 percent
5rof the total admlnlstrator-respondents, stated that this
‘respon51blllty was prlmary and should be evaluated through a

"éonference procedure (Tzble VIII).
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Duestion 31: Responsibility for keeping faculty

informed on matters of concern to the school.

.Response 31: 43.3 percent of the superintendents

5and_36;9 percent of the principals, or 40.2 percent of the
total adminiﬂtratOr—respondents, believed that it was a

_rlmarj respon51b111ty of the pr1nc1pal to keep facu1ty

: 1nformed on matters 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 tctal administrator-
respondents, felt that tnis was the principal's exclusive |
,_respon51blllty (Table‘VII) |
40.3 percent of the superlntendente and 33.8 percent
of the pr1n01palo, or 37.1 percent of the tota1 administratcr—
respondents, stated that this responSLbllwty should be
evaluated by conference (Table VII).
-; 23 9 pelcent ‘of the. superlntendents and 21 5 percent
';-of the pr1n01pals, or 22.7 percent of the total admlnlstrator—
_reSpondents,'stated-that this responsgibility should be
;ievaluated tnrough written communicaticn'(Table VII).
| The crosstabulaﬁions kconsisting of two variables for
';reépOneibility and evaluation prOcedure),Vindiceteuthat 15.2
percent of total admlnlstrator—respondents declared this re-
'spon31b111ty to be prlmary requlrlng evaluatlon by conference,
'r;and 12.9 percent Qf total admlnlstrator—respondents.declared
:this,responeibilitY'to ce exclueive fequiring evaluation by

';_conference (Table VIII).
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‘ It can be concluded, therefore} that keeping fac-
L A

i : ~ulty informed in matters of concern to the school is both
an exclusive and primary function reguiring evaluation

through written communication as well as conference methods.

QUestion 32% Responsibility for assisting teachers

in ldentlfylng educatlonal . goals and objectives which—are—

reallstlc to puplls

ResponSe 32: 35.8 percent'of the superintendents

5__; ‘ " and 33.8 percent of the pr1nc1pals, or 34.8 percent of the
| | | total admlnlstrator -respondents, thought that a351st1ng
'teachers in 1dent1fy1ng educational goals and objectives
which are realistic to pupils was a primary reSponsibility.

47.8 percent of the Superintendents and 53.8 percent

by conference methods.

In the crosstabulation-of the two variables inherent

TS SV DS VU SO YO :

'in Question 32, 15.9 percent of the total administrator-

:respondents, declared this a primary respon81blllty to be--
evaluated through conference; 13.6 percent of total adminis-

'-trator—resnondents con31deredrthls a coordlnatlng responsi-
_blllty to be evaluated by conference methods (Table VIII).

- It is therefore concluded for model purposes that

- this'ls both a prlmary,ana coordlnatlng responsrblllty_to,be

;evaluated by'conference.

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

'reséondents,,believed this responsibility should be evaluated
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Question'BB:- Reéponsibility_fdr stimulating and

encouraging professionalﬂgrowth'among_teachers.

Response 33: 43.3 percent of the superintendents
and 38.5 percent of the prihcipals,'or 40.9 percent of the .
total administratoréreSandents, believed thét stimulating

and encouraging professional growth among teachers was a_. — — -——

primary responsibility-df principals (Table VII)-.

| 753.7 pefcent of thé superintendents and 63.1
percént of the principais,-or 58.3 percent'of the total
administrator~respondénts{ helieved that the conferéﬁce
method is the abpropriate evaiuation procedure (Table VIIf.

In‘the crdsstébulations, 26.5 percent Qf_total;adw

ﬁinistrator;respondents; selected the combined.primary and
'conference factoré'(fable VIIY). |
| IE can be concluded, théreforé,‘that stimulating
and encouraging proféssioﬁal groWﬁh:among teéchers is re-
garded as a primary fdﬁction of the principal, whiéh should
be evaluated 5y sﬁperintendents through the conférehceu”

procedure.

| Queétibn 34:  R£sponsibility_for assigning‘Cer-

tificated .and classified staff.

Response 34:’ 38.8 percent of the superintendents
and 69,2.percent of. the principals,ror 53.8 percent of the
totél“administrator—respondents, stated that it is the

exclusive reSponsibility-of the principal to assign cer-

tificated and classified staff (Table VII).
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