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Evaluation of Middle-Administrative Personnel: A Component of
The Accountohilily I1rocess

Many of you I am surc read the recent announcement thad Educational Testing
Scrvice has agreed fo help the New York 'City schools develop an accouniabihily svsten,
Henry Dyer of ETS in commcq(ing on this development noted that i{ was more difficuil -

o design and implement an effective accountability system  for a large school sysiem
than it was {o put 2 man on the moon. It is nolable thatl the effort in New York will not
scel: to relate accountability {o the actions of any one group in the systan sueh as teachers
or principals, for example. This makes for a rclalively casier task., If an cevaluation
and accouniability system for a specific proup sueh as adminisivators wesc the {ask, it
would be mueh more difficuit both from a political and rescarcch viewpoint. Once could
say that if the developinent of an accountaaily system concerned simply with oulpul
measures is as difficult as puiting a man on the moon, then the development of evaluniive
and accouniability systems which will relale administrators input to school outpul is as
great a challenge as putting a man on Mavs! At the same fime I am sure you will agree
that the subject under discussion {oday is not one that can be avoided by educators.

In discussing the {crm "midde-adminisirative personnel™ with colleages, 1
discovered the expeeled, namely, that the {crm has different meanings {o different persons.
For purposcs of {he present discussion {he term will refer to school principals, both
clementary and sccondary, However, auch of what is said should have implications for
other adminisirators. In dealing \villh the definition of the much used tevim "accountability”
I shall rely upon Webster who defines accountable as "answerable {o'" or "eapable of giving
& rcckoning. " ‘Thus, in somewhat over-simplified terms school dic{ricts having a systam

for evaluating principals must have capacities for getting answered a few basic questions:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

—9.

What should principals do and why? What measures can be wsed fo judge how effeetive
principais are in doing whot they showld do? In fact, hov ceffective are they in doing what
they should do? Clearty, cvaluation has {o be conceracd with all of the rhove questions
and specifically with the latfer ene. A ninjor oulput of an evahiation systam should be
information neeessary to judge principal effcetivencss and, in turn, fo éi\'o an account
o different publics concerning school objeetives and results,

So much for some initial definitions, Now let me {urn to some of the significant
conditions bearing upon the development and implementation of systems for cvaluafing
and helping principals to Le accountable, Pul differenfly, what arc some of the factors
which uced to be considerced by those developing cvalualion sysiems for scheol principals.

Tirst, it scams clerr that incieasing numbers of groups of individuals are pressing
for more systemalic ways for evaluating principals and for helding schools accountablo,
Sciool superintendents and 601.[1‘:1] office administrators arc inercasingly corcerned whout
establishing more cffcctive modes for evaluating heads of schogls; teachers, students,
parcnts, and vopresentatives of differing community greoups and organizations e also
pressing principals to account for school decisions and outcomes, Such pressures represent
a new and growing demand for mor.e systematic middle-maragemoent evaloation in edusution.

A sccond and related condition is that principais increasingly are ealled upon by
students, tcachers, citizens, and others {o account for school resulis and aclions, As
heads of schiools, principals make decisions affecting the role and stalus of teachers and
they must be able to account {o {cachers for these decisions,  Since prineipals, espeelally
at the high school level, are increasingly confronied aboul questions of purpose, policy,

and procedurc by studenis, they must be able {o give a reckening o this group,  As

parenis and citizens, more frequently than in the past, pose searching questions about the



operation and effeciivencess of specific schoo_l:;, principals are pressed to explain what

the schools are doing, why they are doing it, and how well they are doing it, As
principals respond to demands {or accountabilily, they are inevitably cvaluated, at least
implicitly, by different groups, This pos"cs a fquestion about how informal cvaluations
should L2 related {o formal cva]uation systems in school districts,

Third, it is asswincd that the current Lrends toward sehool decenirvalization will
continze and thot these {rends will have significance for cvaluation and accountability
sysiems for principals.  As decendraljzation tendencics evolve, school systeins will
need to establish goals and guidelines which will encourage Ieadership and initiative
in all atlendance uni{s; hewever, {be speeific objectives of differing attendance unils‘
will necessarily vary beeause {he learning needs-of studenis in diffe ent schools will
differ, (he colfural {raditiens of altendance units in ditferent areas will be dissimilar,
the parent aspirations and concerns in different ncighborhood s vill be diverse, and so
forth, Because of differences such as those just noted, standard forms for evalvating
principals will no longer be enfively sufficient for school systems interested in advanceing
school leadership and more effective accountahitily systams, More specifically, since
tha learaing objeetives will differ from school 1o scheol and at different times in the same
school, scis of ciiteria for evaluating principals in different schools and at different
times will nccessarily differ, Thus, cvaluation systcins will need to belp individual
schools, which have differing objectives, be accountable o their immediate clientele
and the specific nelghborhoods served, This means that princinals themsclves will need
{o play an imporiant role in developing c;'ahm{ion sysloms;

Yourth, il scems clear that evaluation systems can be shaped by diverse values
and emphases even at the attendance unif level, For example, there are generally {wo
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interrelated but distinguishable areas of cecountability, One area has {o do more with
the principal’s role in helping set sound school objeetives and in determiningg priorvifies
among objectives, ‘The other has to do more with the altainment of defined and established
school objeetives. Since purpose setting and priovity delermination involves political
processes, coping with conflict, and the making of value judgments, leadership is
inevitably vequired in this arvea of accountiahility., The cssenidiul (uesiions to he addressed
by those involved in {his akea arve "what should a given school do and why ?"" An cevaluation
' systom for principals must nbtain data on their role in helping groups address and resoive
satisfactorily questions of purpose setling end priorily deleiminnlion. Traditionally,
schools Lave given considerable attention to purpose setting, They have given much less
aftontion to priority defermination, Fulure cvaluation systems for principals will need to
give more altenlion to evaiuation in this arca, |
The sccond area of accountabilily is concerned more with effcetive gogl atlaiment,
Evaluation systams in this area have to produce information that will cnable principals
and other adminictrators o give an account of {he extent {c which estublished school
objectives arce in fact being achicved and the eoxtent to which and mam<r in which prineipals
arc contribating to the attainmoent of school objectives. Prineipals may oxercise Jeadersnin
in cffcetive goal attainment by helping implement program fnnovations desigaed to
achicve defined objeclives more cffcetively or they can display managemoent and support
skills in the Implementation of existing cducational policizs and programs, Central
questions to be answered through an evaluation system in this avea ave: "To whal extent
ara established school objcctives befng achieved and in what ways and to what extent are

principals contributing to the attainmoent of objertives 7"
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Leaders in school systems must decide at given times if the two arcas of
accountability are cqually significant or if one deserves more cmphasis than the other,
Sitce thore is widespread need {nday Lo elavify school objectives and to relaie these to
dota specific to atlendiance units, school system guidelines may very well scek systems
of evidu: tion that encourage principals to direct major eitention to purpose defining and
priorily determination, 1f purpose and priority scllinghave alrecady been deall with
cffectively in a school system, the evaliation system may be directed more loward
evaluating principal performance in relation to goal attainment,

Fiith, il is clear that there arve differing bascs for evalualing principal effeelive-
ness and accountability. One is whether or nol principals can pgive clear and cffcetive
oral accounts in specific sifualions concerning accountability queslions., Can they, for
example, speak clearly and witlh evidence concerning {1 ¢ objectives and underlying
rationale of the schools they head or on the extent fo which schoeol ohjectives are being
achicved? Mecasures of effeeliveness fu this case will relate to the confcnt and quality of
the principal's communization, Dafa for this typ2 of evalualtion may be c.lained from
privale interviews or from obscrvalions of principal belavior under corlitions where he
is expected to give an eccount, publicly, on school objectives and/or progicss. Such
a base for evalualion is in some ways limited, However, (he Ieadership beiravior invelve:d

“in this approach {s hecoming increasingly important at the principalship level. In addition,
many schoo! systems do nol have ways of evalaating principals in this important avca

even (hough citizens are pressing for greater clarity in school purpose and for more
cvidence concerning school effectiveness. .

Anoll}cr base for cvalualing principals is ac’aal performance over time related {o
speeified objectives. Given the assm-nptlon that a school needs to update ard re-define
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its purposcs, for example, does the prineipal in a specified {ime period lead {eachers,
sfudents, and community personncl to a consensus concerning desived school objectives ?
Or, given the deeision that an innovation (e, g., individually prescribed irstruction; needs
to be implemented does the school in fact implement the innovition and is the principal
perecived as an effective supporter, Tncilitator, and leader in the cffort ?

Finally, there are basL?s for evaluating how principal’s behavior is perecived (o
be relafed o gains or regressions in pupil performance. Such bases relate {fo the more
ultimnlc objectives of the school, 1t is difficult to assess preeiscly the relationship
between principal performance and student performance, Hewever, inferences can be
made aboud these relationships; further, {cachers and wdministrafors can certuinly define
ways ard suggest prineip: I aclions indirectly related o improved pupil performance,
Mea.surcs of these actions can shed light on the degrec o which and manner in which
principals provide suppoli and assistance {o achiceve defined pupil performance objectives,
The following sample guidelines, taken from the Grand Rapids Public Schools form for
evalualing tlic performancc of sccondary school principals, is illustrative:

1. Promotes a schoo! environment conducive to good learning and productive
fanmovation.

2. Procurcs and provides for effcetive use of instrucilional materials,
equipment, and supplies,

3. Plans and encourages meaningful inscrvice growth.
Sixth, the scientific bases of edueatlon, management, and teadership are insufficient
to ensurc infallil-'¢ evatuative judgments about principal effeelivencss, To be sure there
arc thosc who postulate a theoretical eapability for evaluating the fmpact that principals

have upon pupil performance, Stephen Barro, for example, made the following obscrvation
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in zn interesting article published in {lic Deeember, 1970 issue of the Phi Delta Kappan,

", .. .school administrators can be held accountable for relative levels of

pupil performance in their schools {o the extent that the onfeemes are not

aliributable to pupil, teacher or classroom characteristics and school

varialles that they cannot control. The question is, having adjuzted for

differences in pupil and teacker inpais and bhaving taken account of other

characteristics of the schools, are therc unexplained differences among

schools that can bie altribuated fo differences in the guality of school

Ieadership and administraiion ?"

‘I'he logic of Barre's posilion is very prrsuasive, DPractically, however, education
has not yet achieved safliciceatly powerful rescarch designs and methodologics {o delermine
the direct and precise effeels of administrative behavior on pupil performance.  Given
such a circwmsiance, it would scem neeessary {o rely upon more infermediate eriteria
for evaluating principals, including indirect measures of {he principal's contribulions {o
desired pupil perforinance. Since evaiuation systeins for principals cennot bhe based upon
absolufc criteria, they must remain open both o new evidence on performance and {o
adjustments in evaluative judginents.

We can conclude, then, that a number of conditions need {o be considered by those
foterested in implementing new or in Improving exisling systems of evaluation for
principals, ‘I'hese conditions may be summavized bricfly as follows:

1, There is a growing and visible press on the part of various publics for betler
systems of cvaluation and accountabllity for school principals.

2. A variety of groups and Individuals are examining the purposes and process

of schools and are visibly engaged in the informal evaluation of schoo! principals,

IStcphcn Barro. "An Approach o Developing Accountability Measuies for the Public
Schools" Phi Delia Kappan, Decenber, 1970, p. 200,
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3. There is growing interest in and lreads foward sclhiool decentralization,

4.  EBvalualion systems refleet the values and purposes of school sysiems; they
may, for exumple, encourage purpese selting, priorvity determination, program nnovilions,
and olher leadarship hehaviors on the pnf't of principals or they may give grealer empiieis
fo the effective n(hnini.cfralion. of schéols within a framework of existing policics, prosrams,

- and rosources,

5. There are differs at bases for evaluation and accountabilily systems for
principals; verbul cefforts in specific sifuatioas tu account for the whats, whys, hov wells,
and the wherefores of a given school; the extent 1o which a given priority objective estihlish. d
by & school is achicved over specified time periods; and the ways in whieh principuls
indircctly contribuic or do a0l contributle to effective pupil p»- -ress gonerally.,

6. The scicnee ol educalion, management, and leadership is not sufficiently
developed w cnsure infallible systems of evaluation.

Clearly, there are imporfant action implizations which stem from the conditions
jusl noted. Some of tlic conditions, such as growing public interest in acconntability,
encourage the development of evaluation systems. Other conditions, guch as inadequade
knowledge of cducation and leadership, consirain the development of ~ffcctive evaluation
syslems, Among the action implications of interest to those involved in implementing
cvalualicn systems ave the following:

(1) 1 morc cffcelive formal evaluation and accountabilily systems e priucipals
arc {o be achleved, school suporinlﬁmlonls and central office persomiel will need (o {ake
the lead fn bringing aboul the establishmenl of these systons,

(2) Evaluation and accountability sysloms, if ey are lo be respousible to public
Interests; will nced fo be supported by plans for communteation sysicms which effectively

y "'nk school and community personnel,
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{3)  School systems instifating evaluadion ond accounlability systems in & climale
of growing citizen interest will need {o be prepared to reveal both the positive and negative
aspects of sehool sohievement.

(1) Animportant {ash of school system leaders is that of defining {the general
role of sulol princivals in ways that will enconrage initinative and leadership,

()  Principals will nced to take a greater leadership role in helping get formulatad
objcetives which ave unigue to given schools; these objectives will need to be based in parl
upon datla speceifie to given schuol populations and attendance arcas.

(6) Represeniative studenis, teachers, and parents should he eneouraged by
principals {o pavticipalc in the selling of school objectives,

(7} Tue central office of schocl systems will nced {o place less emphasis apon
standardized evaluation forms and more emphasis upon evaluaiior {hat is adapied to the
unique objectives of individual schools,

(8) DPrincipals will nced {0 have '1 significant role in specifying the eriteria for
evalualing achicvements in the scliools they head; they will a'so ueed fo involve siafls
in establishing the mcasuves by which school achicy.ment will be evalnaied,

(9) Systems for cvalualing principals should b2 open to new evidence and {o a
re-cvalualion of cxisting evidence under civermstances vhere principals helieve evaluative
judgments arc inadequale or unjust,

I sum, then, we have outlined a number of significant conditions bear ing upon
principal evaluation and accountability and have deduced certmia puidelines from thiese
condilions \\'h_ich are designed to be por[iﬁmt 1o school distriels interested in establishin ¢

evaluntion systoms fo, imtddle managers, The avgument throughout is that evaluation systems
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inevi{ahly refleet the values and aspications of school distriefs, These values may
refleet much more of an orientation toward effective handling of thic stalus quo or they
may refleet a posture of effective efforls to imvrove the status quo. We strongly beliceve
that cveluation systems for principals should be designed with the explicitl objective

of stimulating leadership and improvement cfforts.
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