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]This is one of a series of papers on the principals function as

derived from authors of books listed in the 1973 editor of Books in.
Prints and periodical articles listed in _Educa“ion Index -
Additional studies of the principalship are available bv writing
the authors at Holton Hall, Kansas State University, Manhattan,

Kansas 66506 .
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Since 1916 when the Del »tment of Seconidary Schoel Principais
was organized (The Department of Elementary School Principals was
established in 1920), various concepts have been formulated con-
cerning the expected performance of cchool principals. The di-
vergent expectations of the principal have been veported by, among
others, Horowitz, et. al.l, Sergiovanni and CavverQ, Chaseg, amd

|
Miklosu. Goldhammer” seems to summarize the results best when he

states that the position of the principal is uncertain and ambiguous.

lMyer Horowitz, Gary 7. Anderson, and Dorothv N. Richardson,
"Divergent Views of the Principal's Role: Expectations Held by
Principals, T achers and Superint naents," The Alberta Journal of
Educational Research, XV (Decembe.', 1969), p. 195,

2Thomas J. Sergiovanni anu Ired D. Carver, The New School
Executive (New York: Dodd, Head and Co., 1973), pp. 175-176.

3F.S. Chase, "How to Meet Tecchers; Expactations of Leader-
ship," Administrator's Notebook, 1 (July, 1953), 2-3.

te, Miklos, "Dimension of Ccnflicting Expectations and thz
Leader Behavior of Principals" (unpublished Docter's dissertation,
University of Alberta, 1963), p. 7.

SKeith Gcldhammer and Geraid L. Becker, "What Ma'es a Good
Elementary School Principal?" American Education, Volume 6, No. 3
April, 1973), p. 1ll.




PURPOSES
It is the purwose of the paper to demonstrate through contact
analysis the differences that exist in the public school principal-
ship's functiun in Gerneral Administration, as derived from periodicals

listed in Education Index (1970 through 1973) and books listed in

the 1973 edition of Booxs In Print.

METHOD OF STUDY

Conten® analysis was <che research method used in this study.
The content variables or categories used were selected from
works by Ocker'q Melton 7 and Snyder 6. with selected categories
being added. In addition, each time a behavior was classified
under one of the categcries it was also considered in a two-
dimensicnal way. First, the behavior was classified as pertaining
to elemencary, middle, junior or high school. When no part’cular
school level was indicated for a given behavior, the variable
was coded under the classification '"Not JDetermined". Second, the
hehavior was classified as per*ziniag to the Cognitive, Affective

or Psychomoto. Domains.

6Sha*‘on Dale Ocker, "An Analysis of Trends in Educational
Administration," unputlished Ed.D. dissertation, University of
Nebraska Teachers College, 1967,

7Jcseph Melton, "Perceptions of the Ideal and Actual Role
of the Elementary School Principalship,”" unpublished Ed.D.
dissertation, Wayne State University, Detroit. Michigan, 195¢&.

8Willard S. Snyder, "Elementary School Principal's Percpetions
of his Ideal and Actual Role," unptblished Ed.D. dissertation,
United States International University, Zalifornia Western Division,
California, 1968.
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No effort was made to tally the frequency with which particular
categories of content occurred in a given publication after the initial
recording had been made unless the category referred to & different
level in the cognitive or affective domain or schsoling. The
cognitive leveis are those defined by Bloom, et al.g The
affective levels and definitions are those used by Krathwohl,
et al.10 The psychomotor domain is that defined by Harrow.ll Coder
reliability was established by using Scott’s index of reliability
as outlined in Holsti.12 Results of three raters showed +1.00

on levels of the Cognitive Domain and +0.77 on levels <f the

Affective Domain.

gBenjamin 3. Bloom, et al., eds., Taxonomy ot Educational
Objectives, Handbook I: Cognitive Domain (New York: David McKay
Company, 1nc., 1956), p. 15.

lOAnlta J. Harrow, A Taxonomy of the Psychomotor Domain (New
York: David McKay Company, inc., 1972J.

llDavxd R. Krathwohl, Benjamin S. Bloom, and BRertram B.

Mosia, Taxonomy of Ec Educatlonal Objectives, Handbook II: Affective
Domain (New York: David McKay Company, Inc., 1964), p. v.

1'Ole R. Holsti, Contert Analysis of the Social Sciences and
Humanities (Mento Park, Calirnrnia: Addison-Wesley Publishing
Company, 1969), p. 140,




The Principal's Function in FEvaluation Responsibility

Periodical Analysis

T:ble 1 gshows dt a grand total of 53 tallies were classi-
fied from per.odicals in Evaluaticn Responsibili<y. Of this total
number, 12 (22.6 percent) were coded at the elementary level,
zero at both the middle and junior high school levels, 15 (28.3)
percent) were coded at. the high scheool level, and 26 (49.1 percent)
at the "not determined" level.

B« ‘' les classifying each of the 53 variables according to
level of s2hooling, each of the periodical varialbles was also
classified as denoting a behavior represented in one of the sug-
categories of the cognitive, affective, or psychomotor domains.
Table 2 reveals that 40 of the variables were classified among
thR six subcategories of the cognitive domain. This represents
75.4 percent of all the tallies coded for this category. The
remaining 24.6 percent of the variables, 13 ia number, were class-
ified among the five subrategories of the affec*ive domain.

Table 1 also shows the manner in which the 40 variab.es as-
signed to the cognitive domain were distributed among the subcat-~
egorics. Twenty-five percent of the variables were assigned to
level 1 (knowliedge), 17.5 percent to level 3 (application),

.5 pevrcent to level 4 (analysisl),. 55.0 peicent to level 5
(synthesis). No variables were assigned to level 2 (comprehension)
or to level 6 (evaluation).

An examination of Table 2 shows tha: the variables were con-

centrated in the following categories: 5-1 (cooperative planning




Table 1. An Analysis of Journal Articles Denoting the Principal's Functiore
in Evaluation Responsibility.

Level Total No. Tallies Percentage Total. Tallies
Elementary School 12 22.6
Middle School 0 0.6
Junior High School 0 . 0.0
High School 15 28.3
Not Determined 26 9.1
Total 53 }00.0

Cognitive Domain

Level 1 (Knowledge) ‘ 10 25.G
Level 2 (Comprehension) 0 0.0
Level 3 (Application’ 7 17.5
Level 4 (Analysis) 1 2.5
Level 5 (Synthesis) 22 55.0
Level 6 (Evaluation) C 0.0

Total b. 100.0

Affective Domain

Level 1 (Receiving) 2 15.4
Level 2 (Responding) 1 7.7
Level 3 (Valuing) 7 53.8
Level 4 (Organization: - 2 15.4
LLevel § (Character.ization) 1 7.7

Total 13 100.0

Psychomotor Domain




tor evaluation); 5-2b (self-evaluation principal); 5-3 (evaluating
instructional leadership and techniques). No variables wcre coded
for the middle school level or the jurior high school level.

Table 2 reveals that seven variables were tallied for cate-
gory 5-1 (cooperative planning for evaluation). Five of the vari-
ables were tallied at the "not detcrmined" level with the remaining

two having been tallied at the elementary school level. It is in-

teresting to note {irst of ail that the only level of schooling
specified here was the elementary level., Second, all the vari-
ables were tallied at the cognitive level., The writers state
the.t the principal should know to whom to look for direction and
supervision, that e should cooperate with the superintendent
and others in planning the evaluation program and in planning
routine reviews and improvements of the program. He should also
understar.d that evaluation 1s an inherent component of account-
ability.

The authors placed great stress on principal self-evaluation
(category 5-ab). Hineteen variables werc tallied for this cate-
gory, three at the clementary school level, seven at the high school
level, and nine at the "not determined" level. The emphasis appears
to have been placed on the high school principal's function since
twice as many variables were asci,ned to this level than were ag-
signed to the elementary level. Yet, the large nunber of variables
tallied at the "not determined" level seems to indicate that the

writers rcgard the various aspects of the nrincipel's function in

Q
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Table 2. The Principal's Tunction in Evaluation Responsibility Assigned
by Subcategories to Levels of Scheoling from 1570 through 1973 by Analysis
by Periodicals..

Level of Schooling

Subcategory Eiemen- Middle Junior High Not Deter-
tary School High School mined

5-~1 Cooperative planning

for evaluation 2 _ 5
5-2b Self-evaluaticn -

principal 3 7 9
5~3 Evaluating instructional

leadership and techiques 5 6 10
5-4 Improving evaluation of

teachers 1
5«7 Use of results of

evaluation of principal 1 1
5-15 Evaluation of existing

facilities 1
5.16 Miscellaneous 1 1

Total 12 0 0 15 26

ERIC 10
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evaluation responsibility as being a common task of all principals.
The authors stated that instead of merely reacting to the account-
ability demands of others, that principals should use the movement
to initiate t..eir own self-evalui .lon thus allow:.ag them to generate
greater autonomy and to develop a rore professional function.

Evaluating instructional leadership and techniques (category
5-3) was also emphasized by the authors as indicated by the 21
variables tallied for this category. Ten of the variables were
tallied at the "not determined" level, five at the elementary level,
and six &t the high school level. The writers said that perform-
anpce standards should be formulated zooperatively by the principal
and his evaluator late in August or early September and at the
close of the school year the degree to which these goals were
achieved could be ascertained. In adddtion, the principal should
become sxkilled in the technigques of analyzing adninistrative per-
formance.

One variable was tallied for category 5-u4 (improving evaluation
of the teachers) and this was assigned to the high school level.
The author meraly stated that the high school pr.l:ncipal shpould
learn to be more adent and sophisticated in evaluating his teachers
but no mention was made as to how this might be done.

Two variables were tallied for category 5-7 (use of results
of evaluation of principal). One of the variables was assigned to
the high school level; the cther, to the "not determinad" level.

It was sugiested that i the case »i the high school principal

11
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that he should submit a thoughtful and insightful analysis of any
failures which were noted when he was evaluated. It was alsc re-
commended that the principal become familiar with the hierarchy
of administra.ive task areas.whic“ need pricritics in improvement.

Just one variable was tallied for category 5-15 (evaluation
of existing facilities). This variable was assigned to the ele-
mentary school level and the writer said that the elementary
school principal should know how to make a thorough evaluation
of the facilities.

There were no periodical variables %tallied for the pringipal's
function in self-evaluating of his teaching teehniques (category
5~2a8), selecting techniques of évaludtion of te&chers (rategory 5-5),
use of results of evaluation of teachers {category 5-6), evaluating
the pupil marking system (category 5-8), evaluating pupil progress
reporting (category 5-9), evaluation of transportation service

(category 5-10), evaluation of safety standards (category 5-11),

~evaluation of educational trips (category 5-13), and the evaluation

of opening ani closing school procedures (category 5-14).

Book Analysis

Table 3 shows that 19 book variables were coded for the princi-
pal's function in evaluation responsibility. Eleven of the variables
(57.9 percent) were ccded for the elementary school level, zero vari-
ables were coded for both the middle schosl ard junior hirh-school
levels, three ver . Goded for the high school level (16,8 percent) and
fFive (26.3 percent)-for the "nnt determined" lavel.

Tn additior to classifying the 19 variables assigned to- the
principal's function in evaluation responsibility according to

10
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level of schooling. eich variable was classified as denoting a
behavior in the cognitive or affective domains. There were no
variables classified as denoting psychomotor behavior.

Table 3 shows that 1% of the book variables (73.7 percent
of the total variables) were assigned to the cognitive domain
cne of the 14 variables was classified in level 1 (kncwledge), one
in level 2 (comprehension), zero in level 3 (applicationj, cne in
level 4 (analysis), three in level 5 (synthesis) and eignt in
level 6 (evaluation),

Five of the variables (26.3 percert of the total variables)
were assigned to the affective domain. Four were classified .n
level 2 (responding) and one in level 3 (valuing).

Table shows how the 19 book variables which were assigned
to the principal's function in evaluation responsibility were
distributed among the various levels of schooling.

Three variables were tallied in category Y-l (cocperative plan
ninn) for svaluation), *wo of which were assigned to the elementary
schodi lavel ad 2ne to the high : zhool level.

0.« variable was tallied inm dategory 5-2a (self-evalijatidn-
teacher) and this variable was assignes 1o the elemcntary school
level., Thoe author doclared that the peincival must eXercise lsad-
ership in helping teachers rocdpnize the need {or self-evaluation
by developinyg ajrced-unpon critorda {or evaluation.

There were two variahdes tallied ti category 5-2b (self-eval-
uation-principal) and theae var-iables were assigned to the elaemen-
Tn2 author averred that

tary school and "not determined’ lavals.
the high uchool weincipal must <tep back from time to time and
obiectively and impartiaily criticize his own efforts.  This

stattement wae supported by the second author,

ERIC 7
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Table 3. An Analysis of Selected Books Denoting the Principal's TFunction
* in hvaluation Responsibility.

PR

Level Total No. Tallies Percentage Total Tallies
Elementary School 11 57.9
Middle School 0 0.0
Junior High School 0 0.0
‘ligh School 3 15.8
N~t Determined 5 26.3
Total 19 100.0

Cognitive Domain

Level 1 (Knowledge) 1 7.2
Level 2 (Comprehension) 1 7.2
Level 3 (Application) G 0.0
Level 4 (Analysis) 1 7.2
Level 5 (Synthesis) 3 21.4
Level 6 (Evaluation 8 57.0
14 ) 100. 00

Affective Domain

Level 1 (Receiving) 0 0.0
Level 2 (Responding) 4 80.0
Level 3 (Valuing) 1 20.0
Level 4 (Organization) 0 0.0
Level 5 (Characterization) G 0.0

Total 5 160.0

Psychomotor Domain

Total 0 . 0.0

-
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Table 4. DBook Analysis of the Principal's Function in Evaluation
Responsibility Assigned by Subcategories to Levels of Schooling.

- -

Level of Schooling

—

. tqg . ) . . . o
Subcatngory Eleme' - Middle Junior High Not Deter-
_tary School :ligh School mincd

5-1 Cooperative planning 2 1

for cvaluation
S5-2a Self-cvaluation-tcacher 1
5-2b Self-evaluation-principal 1 1
5-3 Evaluating instructional

lcadership and techniques 1 1
5-t  Improving evaluation of

teacl.ers 1
5-5 Selecting techniques of

evelu.tion of teachers 1
5-6 Use of results of evalu-

a:icn of te=chers 1
5-, Usge of risults of cvalu-

ation of principals , 1
5-8 Twveluacin® pupil marking

systenm 1
5-3 Impr.ving pupil progress

reporting 1
.-12 Evaluation of 1library

prograr 1

5-13 FEvaluation of educaticnel

trips 1
5-15 Evaluation of facilities-

existing 1
5-16 Miscellaneous 1 1

Total 11 , 0 0 3 5
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Two variables were also tallied for the principal's function
in evaluating instructional leadershiy and techniques (category 5-3),
one of which was assigned to the elementary school level and one to
the high school level. The importance of the high school princi-
pal conducting periodic evaluations of his own instructional lead-
epship and techniques was emphasized by one author. The second
author declared that the principal should evaluate the quality of
his instructional leadership and translate the results of this
evaluation into more effective leadership.

One variable each was tallied for and assigned to the "not
determined" level for the principal's function in improving the
evaluation of teachers (.:ategory 5-4), using the results of his
own evaluation (category 5-7) and in evaluating existing facilities
(category 5-15).

Just one variable was tallied for and assigned to the ele-
mentary school level for the principal's function in each of the
following instances: evaluating pupil marking system (category 5-8);
improving pupil progress reportin~ (category 5-9); evaluating the
library program (category 5-12); evaluating educational trips
(category 5-13). Nothing was written by the authors of the analyzed
books about the middle school, junior high and high school princi-
pal's responsibilities in these functions.

There were no book variables tallied in the following categories:
5-10 (evaluation of transportation service); 5-11 (evaluation of

safety standards); and 5-12 (evaluation of library programl.

L Oy



