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By

Shirley Jean Hansen

Purpose of the Study

With the growing demand for educational accountability has

come a concomitant need to determine the degree to which student

learning, or the lack of it, could be attributed to educators.

The major purpose of this study was to respond to that need by

investigating the relationship between the perceived effectiveness

of principals and their associated students' achievement.

With the vesting of responsibility inherent in account-

ability has come a counter demand for autonomy; therefore, the

study also sought to provide descriptive data regarding the rela-

tive autonomy a principal is perceived to have. The-extent to

which this autonomy was related to principals' effectiveness ratings

and to student achievement was also investigated.

The degree to which the principals' tenure in positibn

affected the relationship between effectiveness and achievement

was an additional purpose of the study.
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Procedures
 

The population of Michigan K-lZ school districts with at

least two elementary schools was stratified by Community Types;

i.e., Metropolitan Core, City, Town, Urban Fringe, and Rural.

Community Type had been previously defined by the Michigan Depart-

] Sincement of Education and the districts listed accordingly.

Community Types were indirectly related to socioeconomic conditions,

the stratification was used in an effort to control this variable.

Disproportionate sampling of the strata was done to assure

a sufficient number of cases in each stratum. The total population

was used in two strata and simple random sampling was used in the

other three strata for a total sample of l59 elements. To assure

that each school selected in the study was free from matters of

mutual influence common to schools from the same district, multi-

stage cluster sampling was used with the district in the first

stage and elementary schools with at least grades 1 through 4 in

the second stage. l32 responses were received for a response rate

of 83%.

The Administrator Profile Survey was used to obtain infor-

mation from the respondents. The instrument included the Adminis-

trator Image Questionnaire developed at Western Michigan University

to measure principal effectiveness and an adaptation of McCleary and

Hencley's inventory2 to assess principal autonomy.

The study received the endorsement and assistance of the

Michigan Association of Elementary School Principals.
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The principals' immediate superiors were selected to

judge the principals' effectiveness and atuonomy. First, because

the accountability pressures associated with the position in day—

to-day operations and consideration of promotions or demotions

rested with the superiors. Secondly, the superiors through policies

and expectations were in a position to prescribe the principals'

roles as well as describe the principals' effectiveness.

Appropriate individual student reading achievement scores

were secured from the Michigan Department of Education. School

composite mean percentages were hand-calculated for all elements

in the study.

Simple correlations of effectiveness with achievement,

autonomy with achievement, and autonomy with effectiveness were

tested using the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients.

Tests holding SES constant in one instance and tenure in position

for another used partial correlations. The combined effect of

autonomy and effectiveness on achievement was tested with multiple

correlations and a regression equation was also set up to test

their predictability on achievement. An .05 alpha level of signifi-

cance was accepted for all statistical measures.

Major Findings
 

I. No significant correlation could be found in the data

between principal effectiveness and achievement by Community Types.

Effectiveness plotted against achievement showed that a curvilinear

relationship did not exist between the variables. When held con-

stant, the principals' tenure in position did not affect the
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effectiveness/achievement correlation significantly. Partialling

out the SES variable did not result in a significant correlation

between effectiveness and achievement for the entire sample. “

2. Principals' autonomy varied by function. Principals

had the most autonomy in human relations and process aspects of

their jobs. They had almost complete autonomy in school organiza-

tion and relatively high autonomy in instructional development and

in school--community/parent relations. Principals had the least

autonomy in determing school plant needs. Decision-making authority

for resources in general was relatively low.

3. Principals in Metropolitan Core Community Type were

perceived to be least effective and to have the least autonomy while

principlas in City Community Type were considered most effective

and had the most autonomy. Only principals in the City Community

Type had a significant correlation between effectiveness and

autonomy.

4. The relationship between autonomy and achievement by

Community Type did not show a significant correlation.

5. When autonomy by indicators and effectiveness were

multiple correlated with achievement the coefficients were signifi-

cant for all Community Types tested. Using a linear regression

model, variation is principal effectiveness and autonomy predicted

variations in achievement.

6. Superiors perceived elementary principals across all

types of communities most effective in attitudinal areas; e.g.,
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attitude toward their jobs, supportiveness, and appearance, and

least effective in the skill areas; e.g., ability to delegate

responsibility, to evaluate, and to communicate expectations.

 

1Michigan Department of Education, "Local District and

School Report: Explanatory Materials," Michigan Educational

Assessment Program, Third Report, l972-73, Lansing, Michigan.

leoyd E. McCleary and Stephen P. Hencley, Secondar

School Administration (New York: Dodd, Mead, and Co., IDGSI.
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

A prior logic suggests that schools exist and educators

profess on the premise that the educational institution as presently

constituted effects some measure of student learning. The extent

of this relationship is at the heart of accountability concerns.

Within this rapidly expanding movement, considerable attention is

being given to the degree to which student learning can be attributed

to the students' school and that school's personnel.

Ornstein comments,

In our efforts to introduce the concept of account-

ability, we are aiming at improving the general

educational process. Any examination of student

performance should begin with an examination of the

effectiveness of professional educators? especially

the teachers and school administrators.

If Ornstein's concern is directed toward the building

administrator, the problem becomes one of examining the relation-

ship between the degree to which a principal is perceived to be

functioning effectively with regard to identifiable tasks and the

achievement level of the students associated with that principal._

It is to this problem that this study is directed.

 

1Allan C. Ornstein, AccountabilityAfor Teachers and School

Administrators (Belmont, California: Fearon Publishers, 19731, p. 15.

1

 

 



Background of the Problem

Accountability as a term in education is relatively new,

the concept is not. Socrates was held accountable for his teachings

to the extent that in 339 B.C., he drank hemlock rather than denounce

his teachings. The Bible clearly sets forth the degree to which

Jesus Christ was held accountable for what He taught. In Victorian

England, the New Castle Report of 1858 laid the foundation for a

procedure later to be known as "pay for results." The Report

stated, ". . . the examination will exercise a powerful influence

over the efficiency of the schools."2

In America, formal accountability in education can be

traced back to the "Old Deluder Satan Law." In 1647, the Great

and General Court of the Massachusetts Bay Colony insisted every

child in the Colony be taught to read and write. "It held the

town accountable for providing this instruction out of its own
 

funds. And it backed up its mandate with an annual fine of five

pounds to be levied on any town that failed to comply."3

In the Nineteenth Century, the famous Scopes Monkey Trial

glaringly brought the concerns of teacher accountability to the

American public's attention.

 

2Lindley J. Stiles, "Policy and Perspective," The Journal

of Educational Research, LXIV (May-June, 1971), Inside Cover.

3Henry S. Dyer, "The Role of Evaluation in Accountability,“

Conferences on Educational Accountability (Princeton, New Jersey:

Educational Testing Service, 19717, p. F-2.

 



As Sidney Marland, former Assistant Secretary for Education

for the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, put it in

1972, ". . . accountability has always been with us. Until now it

did not have a name."4

What is new in the educational accountability concept is

the shift in emphasis from responsibility for what and how subjects

are taught to responsibility for those teachings being absorbed by

the learner. The growing concept that the educator should be

responsible for what the student learns is concommitant with the

evolution of the accountability movement. At the core of this

movement is the assessment of the degree to which a student has

progressed toward specified goals and objectives.

Implicit in the term accountability is the act of deter-

mining the locus of this responsibility. Ornstein and Talmadge

have stated,

Surely, most people agree that everyone, including

teachers and school administrators, should be held

accountable for their work. But what many educators

object to, even fear, is the over-simplified concept

that defines accountability as the sole responsibility

of the teacher or principal.5

This fear has been realized in Michigan where adminis-

trative positions and ratings have been and are predicated on

assessment scores. Read reported in 1973,

 

4Sidney P. Marland, "Accountability in Education," Teachers

College Record, LXXIII, No. 3 (February, 1972), 345.

5Allan C. Ornstein and Harriet Talmadge, "The Rhetoric and

Realities of Accountability," Washington, D.C.: National Education

Association Reprint. Adapted from Reforming Metropolitan Schools

by Ornstein, Daniel R. Levine, and Doxey A. Wilkerson, Goodyear, 1974.

 



Already the Michigan Assessment Program has affected

adversely many competent educators. Recently two

highly respected, experienced and well-qualified

black principals were placed on probation because the

state test norms for their schools were in the lower

percentiles. Originally, the local board of educa-

tion proposed to dismiss these pgincipals but public

pressure forced reconsideration.

House, Rivers, and Stufflebeam in their evaluation of the

Michigan Accountability Model reported, "Some principals have been

told to raise the scores of their schools or lose their jobs.“7

Martin8 reports that one regional board in Detroit went so

far as to recommend all principals be rated unsatisfactory because

student achievement was below the norms. When queried about the

9 said application couldinclusion of Detroit in this study, Rankin

be made to do so, but he would not recommend nor would he support

such a study at this time since relating principals' ratings to

student achievement was such a sensitive area.

The Michigan Department of Education in their Staff Response

to the Report: An Assessment of the Michigan Accountability¥5ystem

to House et al. state,

 

6Lawrence Read, "An Assessment of the Michigan Assessment,"

in School Evaluation: The Politics and Process, ed. by Ernest R.

House (Berkeley: McCutchan Publishing Corp., 1973), p. 67.

7Ernest R. House, Wendell Rivers, and Daniel Stufflebeam,

"An Assessment of the Michigan Accountability System," Phi Delta

Kappan, LV, No. 10 (June, 1974), 667.

8Thomas Martin, Director of Personnel, Detroit Public

Schools. In conversation, October, 1974.

9Stuart C. Rankin, Asst. Superintendent for Research and

Development, Detroit Public Schools. In conversation, October,

1974.



Evidently, the panel believes that achievement test

data have no place in teacher evaluations under any

circumstances. The Department agrees that such data

should not be the sole criterion for releasing a

teacher or administrator, but it would be unwise to

say that it could not become a component of such a

system.10

As a result of their study, Chabotar, Sederburg, and Lad

flatly state, "The Michigan educational accountability model holds

administrators and teachers responsible for results."II

Thus, there appears to be a growing assumption that a

relationship exists between the effectiveness of a elementary

principal and the students' achievement, more specifically Michi-

gan principals and the students' achievement scores on the Michigan

Educational Assessment Program tests.

As previously noted, accountability implicitly seeks a

locus of responsibility. Any consideration of the principal's

role in an accountability mode needs also to consider the latitude

the principal has to execute the functions for which she is held

responsible. As Johns has said in reviewing the financial impli-

caitons in accountability,

 

10Michigan Department of Education, A Staff Response to

the Report: An Assessment of the Michigan Accountability System

(Lansing, Michigan: Michigan Department of Education, 1974),p. 18.

1IKent J. Chabotar, William A. Sederburg, and Lawrence

J. Lad, "Implementing Education Accountability: The Michigan

Experience," Report No. 31 (East Lansing, Michigan: Michigan

State University, Center for Rural Manpower and Public Affairs,

1973 . p. 19.



Accountability, a comparatively new and sometimes

disturbing word in education, is in order today.

For every dollar put into education comparable value

should come out. . . .

Professional educators should carefully evaluate the

effectiveness of their activities and should have the

necessary freedom to make changes and adaptations

whenever necessary to increase productivity and

quality.12

Unlike so many short-lived slogans in the rhetoric of

education, the concept of accountability is rapidly becoming

cemented in legislative action. Government responsibility once

assumed is seldom relinquished. As Mr. Chief Justice Burger

observed in delivering the majority opinion in Lemon v. Kurtzman,
 

"We have already noted that modern governmental programs have

self-perpetuating and self-expanding propensities."13

In the fall of 1972, 23 states had reportedly passed legis-

14
lative acts featuring some aspect of accountability. By August,

15
1973, the count was at 27 states. The editors of Phi Delta

Kappan in June, 1974, tallied 33 states that had some form of

 

IZRoe L. Johns and Kern Alexander, "Future Directions for

School Financing," National Educational Finance Project. Gainesville,

Florida, 1971, p. 4.

I3Mr. Chief Justice Burger, Lemon v. Kurtzman (Glen Echo,

Maryland: The Horace Mann League of the United States of America,

Inc.), p. B-33ll.

14Phi Delta Kappan Editor's Page, "Holding the Account-

ability Movement Accountable," Phi Delta Kappan, LV, No. 10 (June,

1974 , 657.

 

 

15State Educational Accountability Repository, "Legisla-

tion by States: Accountability and Assessment in Education,"

(Madgson, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction,

1973 , p. vii.



accountability legislation and reported, ". . . another dozen

states are currently considering action of some kind."16

Accountability gained a firm foothold in Michigan with

the enactment of Section 14, Public Act No. 307 in August of 1969.

The act was initiated by the Michigan State Department of Education

and authorized the Department to conduct a statewide educational

assessment program. In 1970, the governor supported an act, Public

Act No. 38, which mandated a more comprehensive assessment program.

Act 38 requires the Michigan State Department of Education

to develop a program which shall:

(a) Establish meaningful achievement goals in the

basic skills for students, and identify those students

with the greatest educational need in these skills.

(b) Provide the state with the information needed to

allocate state funds and professional services in a

manner best calculated to equalize educational oppor-

tunities for students to achieve competence in such

basic skills.

This section of the Act clearly demonstrates the legis-

lature's intent to direct the Michigan State Department of Educa-

tion to establish achievement goals (objectives), assess needs and

to allocate state funds in an effort to equalize educational oppor-

tunity. Accountability in Michigan is designed for public account-

ing and to provide data for compensatory allocation of funds.

Considering the magnitude of the accountability movement

in education--its political significance, its instructional impact,

and sheer dollar expenditure--remarkably little supportive research

 

I6Phi Delta Kappan, loc. cit., Editor's Page.



has been done. As Neidermeyer and Klein commented in 1972,

". . . virtually no research on accountability has been conducted,"17

and as the editors of the Phi Delta Kappan observed in their June,
 

1974, issue, "For all of the interest and the variety of account-

ability plans being developed, we know very little as yet of their

success."18

Lack of research in accountability extends to the more

narrow concern of this study, the relationship of the principal's

effectiveness to student achievement scores. Four studies by

Levine (1966),19 Lutz and Evans (1968),20 Weber (1971),21 and

Clark (1972)22 focused primarily on other educational concerns

and often limited their studies in scope, but all did find that

school administrators played a significant role in school achieve-

ment. A more recent study directly related to state assessment

scores, limited to reading results and to only two schools, was

 

17Fred Neidermeyer and Stephen Klein, "An Empirical Evalua-

tion of a District Teachers' Accountability Program," Phi Delta

Kappan, LIV, No. 2 (October, 1972), 100.

18Phi Delta Kappan's, loc. cit., Editor's Page.
 

19Daniel U. Levine, Raising_Standards in the Inner City

Schools, Council for Basic Education, Occasional Papers #11

(December, 1966).

20Frank Lutz and Seymour Evans, The Union Contract and

Principal Leadership in New York City Schools(New York: The

Center for Urban Education, December, 1968).

2IGeorge Weber, Inner-City Children Can be Taught to Read:

Four Successful Schools, Council fbr Basic Education, ccasional

Papers #18 (October, 1971).

22Kenneth B. Clark, The Educationally Deprived (New York:

Metropolitan Applied Research Center, 1972).

 



conducted by the State of New York Office of Education Performance

Review. This in-depth study of two New York City inner-city schools

with markedly different state assessment reading scores did provide

some controls of the out-of-school variables by matching the two

schools to minimize the impact of social and cultural factors. The

findings of the New York study was consistent with the work of

Levine, Lutz and Evans, Weber, and Clark; and found "Quality and

attitude of the administration seemed to be the only real difference

between the two schools."23

These studies, then, support the assumption that there is

a relationship between administrative capabilities and student

achievement. However, a search of the research literature did not

reveal any study which specifically set out to explore this rela-

tionship. Therefore, there is a need to determine if a relationship

on a broad scale does exist between the principal's perceived

effectiveness and student achievement and to see if this relation-

ship is modified by the principal's perceived autonomy.

Statement of the Purpose
 

The purpose of this study is to contribute empirical

evidence to the field of educational administration and to the

accountability movement as to the relationship between principal

effectiveness and student achievement. The primary focus of the

 

23State of New York Office of Education Performance Review,

"School Factors Influencing Reading Achievement: A case Study of

Two Inner City Schools" (Albany, New York: New York State Education

Department, March, 1974).



10

study is to substantiate or negate the hypothesis of a significant

positive correlation between ratings of principals' effectiveness

and student achievement, more particularly Michigan elementary

principals and student achievement as measured by the Michigan

Educational Assessment Program reading test, Grade 4.

The study also seeks to provide descriptive data regarding

the relative autonomy of the building principal as perceived by

the principal's superior with reference to seven specific functions

of the principalship. It further explores the extent to which

this perceived autonomy is related to the principal's ratings and

to student achievement.

24 25
The work of Coleman et. a1., Mosteller and Moynihan,

26 suggest a strong relationship exists between studentand Jencks

achievement and the student's socioeconomic background. Since

student achievement is a major component of the hypotheses being

examined, a further purpose of the study is to investigate the

degree to which the correlations vary by socioeconomic status of

the schools under study.

 

24James Coleman et a1., Equality of Educational Oppor-

tunity Survey(Washington, D.C.: United’States Department of

Health, Education and Welfare, U.S. Government Printing Office,

1966 .

25Frederick Mosteller and Daniel P. Moynihan, eds.,

0n Equality of Educational Opportunity (New York: Random House,

1972).

26Christopher Jencks, Inequality (New York: Harper and

Row, 1972).
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Research Hypotheses
 

Hypothesis 1
 

A positive correlation exists between the effectiveness

of an elementary principal as rated by the principal's superior

and the associated school's student achievement as measured by

the Grade 4 Michigan Educational Assessment Program, 1973-74,

test in reading within each of the Michigan Department of Educa-

tion Community Types; Metropolitan Core, City, Town, Urban Fringe,

and Rural.

Hypothesis 2
 

Correlations between the effectiveness of a principal as

rated by the principals' superiors and student achievement as

measured by the Grade 4 Michigan Educational Assessment Program,

1973-74, test in reading will be significantly different in the

two Michigan Department of Education school district Community

Types, Metropolitan Core and Urban Fringe.

Hypothesis 3

A positive correlation exists between the effectiveness

of an elementary principal as rated by the principals' superiors

and the degree of autonomy the superiors belive the principals

have within each Community Type.

Hypothesis 4

A positive correlation exists between the degree of auton-

omy superiors belive principals have and the associated schools'
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student achievement as measured by the reading test Grade 4 of the

Michigan Educational Assessment Program, 1973-74, within each

Community Type.

Hypothesis 5
 

A proportion of the variance of student achievement as

measured by the reading test, Grade 4, Michigan Educational Assess-

ment Program, 1973-74, can be explained by the multiple correlation

of principal effectiveness and autonomy as perceived by the princi-

pals' superiors within each Community Type.

Hypothesis 6
 

The degree of correlation between the effectiveness of

principals as rated by the principals' superiors and student achieve-

ment as measured by the Grade 4 Michigan Educational Assessment

Program, 1973-74, test in reading will be modified by the princi-

pal's tenure in position within each Community Type.

Definition of Terms
 

Accountability: The process-responsibility concept used
 

in Michigan and defined by Porter, ". . . a quality or state of

education whereby educational institutions take responsibility for

ensuring that their students reach agreed-upon and clearly-defined

educational objectives."27

 

27John Porter, "The Future of Accountability," Conference

on Educational Accountability(Princeton, New Jersey: Educational

Testing Service, 1971), p. J-12.
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Assessment: The process of ascertaining achievement levels
 

of students, confined in this study to mean paper and pencil tests

standardized in content, format and administration. Assessment

and state assessment are also used to refer to the Michigan Educa-

tional Assessment Program tests.

Autonomy: The quality or condition of self-governance,

auto-regulation, and self-modification.28

Community types: The five categories established by the
 

Michigan Department of Education in 1971 with respect to community

size, proximity to metropolitan core and indirectly to socioeconomic

status of the community; e.g., Metropolitan Core, City, Town,

Urban Fringe, and Rural.29

Criterion-referenced test: A measured learner performance

30

 

compared to some specified behavioral criterion of proficiency.

Used synonymously with criterion-referenced measurement.

Effective(ness): For the purposes of this study, effective-
 

ness will mean the perceived degree of achieving specified job

competencies.

 

28Arthur L. Costa, "Who's Accountable to Whom?" Educational

Leadership, XXVIII, No. 1 (October, 1970), 15-19.

29The five Community Types was employed in the 1970 U.S.

Census data. For definition by type see Michigan Department of

Education, 1972-73 Third Report, Michigan Educational Assessment

Program, "Local District and School Report: Explanatory Materials,"

pp. 31-32.

30William A. Mehrens and Irvin a. Lehmann, Measurement

and Evaluation in Education and Psychology (New York: Holt,

Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1973), p. 63.
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Michigan Accountability Model: A cyclical process involving

six steps: (1) Goals, (2) Performance Objectives, (3) Needs Assess-

ment, (4) Delivery Systems, (5) Evaluation, and (6) Recommendations.31

Michigan Association of Elementary School Principals (MAESP):

A voluntary organization of elementary principals in the State of

Michigan.

Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP): The assessment

program initiated by the Michigan Department of Education in 1969.32

Concern in this study is directed only to the Grade 4 test in reading

administered in 1973-74.33

Michigan School District: For purposes of this study, a K-12
 

school district in Michigan with at least two elementary schools,

each school encompassing at least grades 1-4, or their equivalent.

Objective: A description of the behavior expected of a

learner after instruction. . identifies certain indicators

directly related to a specific goal area and for which accurate data

 

3I-Michigan Department of Education, "A Position Statement

on Educational Accountability," (Lansing, Michigan: Michigan

Department of Education, 1972), pp. 2-3.

32Michigan Department of Education with Educational

Testing Service, "Technical Report of Selected Aspects of the

1969-70 MEAP," (Lansing, Michigan: Michigan Department of Educa-

tion, 1971 .

33Michigan Department of Education, 1973-74 First, Second,

and Third Reports, Michigan Educational Assessment Program

(Lansing, Michigan: Michigan Department of Education).

34Robert H. Davis, Lawrence T. Alexander, and Stephen

L. Yelon, Learning System Design (New York: McGraw-Hill Book

Company, 1974), p. 29.
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related to a specific goal area and for which accurate data may

be collected."35 The following terms are used in the study

synonymously with objective and with each other: performance

objective, behavioral objective, educational objective, and

instructional objective.36

Objective-Referenced Test (ORT): A specific form of the
 

MEAP initiated in 1973-74 to assess performance of Michigan students

on selected performance objectives in reading and mathematics.

The test also included a Word Relationships section used by the

Michigan Department of Education as an indicant of verbal apti-

“tude for their research purposes, but will not be used in this

study.37

Principal: The administrator of a school, confined in

this study to an elementary school with a minimum of grades 1-4,

and who occupied that principalship in the 1972-73 and 1973-74

school years.

Socioeconomic status (SES): Home and community social and
 

economic status using the Bureau of Census accepted indicators of

 

35Michigan Department of Education, "Objectives and Pro-

cedures, 1973-74 MEAP, First Report," (Lansing, Michigan: Depart-

ment of Education), p. 2.

36The reading objectives tested in the MEAP-ORT, 1973-74,

as presented in Appendix A provide examples.

37Michigan Department of Education, 1973-74 MEAP, First

Second and Third Reports (Lansing, Michigan: Department of

Education).
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head of household's occupation, level of educational attainment

of the father and the mother, and the total family income.38

Superior: For purposes of this study, the superordinate

to whom the principal is directly responsible and who ordinarily

rates the principal's performance; used in this study interchange-

ably with supervisor.

Instrumentation
 

The questionnaire to be used in the study, Administrator

Profile Survey, will seek data in three major areas; autonomy,

effectiveness, and socioeconomic status. The first two will per-

tain to the principal of the selected school and the latter refers

to the school's clientele.

The autonomy portion of the survey will be comprised of

seven administrative functions adapted from the inventory used

39 These functions are personnel, organ-by Henoley and McCleary.

ization, building budget, curriculum development, instructional

development, school-community/parent relations, and school plant.

The principal's effectiveness will be assessed by using

the Administrator Image Questionnaire developed at the Educator

40
Feedback Center at Western Michigan University. In order to

 

38U.S. Bureau of the Census, Methodology and Scores of

Socioeconomic-Status, Working Paper No. 15 (Washington, D.C.:

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1963).

39Lloyd E. McCleary and Stephen P. Henoley, Secondar

School Administration (New York: Dodd, Mead, and Company, IUGS),

pp. 73-102.

40Educator Feedback Center, Western Michigan University,

Kalamazoo, Michigan.
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maintain the integrity of the instrument and rely on data from

its previous usage, the instrument is modified slightly by necessary

changes in instructions only.

The third major component of the instrument is the portion

that requests data on the heads of the household occupations, the

parents' educational attainment, and the family income to derive

a socioeconomic status score for the school attendance area. This

section of the instrument is based on the U.S. Bureau of Census

Working Paper 15.41

The demographic data requested in the instrument is the

length of the principal's tenure in position and the names of the

other schools the principal may administer. The tenure in posi-

tion is treated as a variable in the study. The school names

serve to identify the other schools for which assessment data

will be needed.

A detailed description of the development of the entire

instrument and the supporting rationale is presented in Chapter

III. A copy of the Administrator Profile Survey can be found in

Appendix B.

Assumptions of the Study

The following assumptions are made by the researcher in

the implementation of this study:

1. The respondents' answers to the survey questions repre-

sent honest appraisals, and the ratings reflect their considered

 

4IU.S. Bureau of the Census, op. cit.
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opinion of the principal with regard to each item in the instru-

ment.

2. Confidentiality to the respondents was sufficiently

assured that the lack of anonymity will not bias their response.

3. By using the entire population in two strata and random

sampling in the remaining strata, statistical inference can be

used to generalize the findings to the sampled population.

4. The 1973-74 MEAP-ORT reading test is sufficiently

reliable and valid to provide a measure of reading achievement.

Further, the faults attributed to it42 are relatively equal in

their application to all students taking the test and do not de-

tract from the use of this test for the purposes of this study.

5. The Michigan Department of Education Community Types

provide generally homogeneous groupings of school districts with

respect to community characteristics.

6. The students' socioeconomic status is a viable con-

sideration in exploring the relationship between principal effec-

tiveness and student achievement.

Delimitations of the Study
 

This study addresses itself to the relationship between

the principal's effectiveness as measured by "Administrator Image

Questionnaire," principal's autonomy, and student achievement as

measured by the 1973-74 MEAP-ORT reading test.

 

42See Chapter III, "Measurement" for discussion of the

MEAP-ORT reliability, validity, and general critique.
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The observable units of the study are principals of Michigan

public schools who were in the principalship of the selected school

in the 1972-73 and 1973-74 school years and who administer a school

with at least grades 1-4, or their equivalent. Sex, age, teaching

responsibilities, and educational attainment of the population of

principals are not considered variables. Neither are the adminis-

tering of more than one school nor the school(s)' enrollment size

considered factors in the study.

The study examines the effectiveness of the principals

as perceived by their superiors in terms of the characteristics

identified in the Western Michigan University administrative rating

form, "Administrator Image Questionnaire." While district policies

and relative emphasis in principalship functions are not univer-

sally the same and this instrument, or any instrument, does not

necessarily reflect the unique characteristics of any given dis-

trict, no other criteria of administrative effectiveness are

considered in this study. While real world situations often evoke

disparity in the relative emphasis of the criteria, for the purposes

of this study all items on the instrument are equally weighted.

The principal's autonomy is determined entirely by her

superior's perceptions with regard to the seven functions listed

in the instrument. No other criteria or judgment is used to assess

the principal's relative autonomy. All functions are given equal

weighting.

The rating a principal receives rests upon the perceptions

of the principal's superior and is confounded by the expectations
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the superior has, the skill the superior has in observation, and

in the time and understanding the superior has to get the job done.

All these variances recognize that the superiors are not likely

to be equally qualified as raters. However, the total inclusion

of the population of districts in two cases and the random selection

of districts in the other cases should reduce the effect of this

factor. It should also be noted that it is real world conditions

that the study proposes to measure. No one else in the district

has responsibility for the elementary principals and no one coming

in from outside would have the same mental set resulting from on

the job associations. It is the superior's imposed policies,

constraints, expectations and perceptions that the principal must

live with each day on the job and upon which the functions of a

specific principalship are predicated.

For purposes of this study, student achievement results

of the 1973-74 Grade 4 Michigan Educational Assessment Program-

Objective-Referenced Test in reading are the sole student achieve-

ment measure utilized. In the selected schools, scores of all

students meeting the Department criteria for the administration of

the tests are used. If the principal is associated with more than

one school, assessment scores from all schools within her adminis-

tration are considered but not pooled.

The multiplicity of accountability programs prompted

Chabotar et. al. to state, "What accountability is, therefore,

depends on the kind of accountability program that is constructed
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43 Since this study is limited to the Michiganand implemented."

elementary principal and the Michigan Accountability Model, this

study uses Chabotar's resolution of the dilemma. The terminology

and theory of accountabilty used in the research is confined to

those used by the Michigan Superintendent of Public Instruction,

adopted by the Michigan State Board of Education, and/or stated

by the Michigan Department of Education.

Statements made by the state bodies cited above are taken

at face value and are used in the study without equivocating their

merit--with the exception that the strengths and weaknesses in

the MEAP identified by scholars and pertinent to this study are

set forth.

This study will not attempt to evaluate the Michigan

Accountability Model, or the MEAP-ORT as a component of it.

Inferences from the data extend only to the sampled popu-

1ations. Correlation statistics employed in the analysis of the

data used in this study do not necessarily mean causation.

In Chapter 2, the literature pertinent to the study is

reviewed. This review includes:

1. Studies on accountability with emphasis on the

Michigan Accountability Model,

2. Function of measurement in accountability, and

more specifically the history and analysis of

the Michigan Educational Assessment Program,

 

43Chabotar et. a1., op. cit., p. l.
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3. Characteristics of the elementary principalship

as related to principal autonomy,

4. Findings of studies examining the relationship

between the elementary principal and student

achievement.

The research design is detailed in Chapter 3. The test-

able hypotheses are stated. The explicit steps for drawing the

sample, securing the data, and analyzing that data are specified.

In Chapter 4, an analysis of results with reference to

the hypotheses and interpretation of the data are presented.

Summary and conclusions derived from an interpretation

of data gathered in the study and from information found in the

review of the literature are set forth in Chapter 5. In addition,

implications for future research are also stated.



Chapter II

SELECTED REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The related literature review has been presented in four

categories: (1) accountability and the Michigan Accountability

Model; (2) measurement in accountability and the Michigan Educa-

tional Assessment Program; (3) the elementary principalship as it

relates to autonomy; and (4) research relating principals' effec-

tiveness to student achievement. These categories have not been

presented with the intention of providing a detailed description

of these areas, but rather are offered as an encapsulated form

to provide a better understanding of the conditions in which the

investigation of the study was undertaken.

Accountability
 

As the term accountability has been applied to education,

it has developed as a borad concept varied in its interpretation

and implementation. Lessinger, who is credited with having popu-

larized the term accountability in education, has defined it,

". . . the process designed to ensure that any individual can deter-

mine for himself if the schools are producing the results promised."1

 

1Leon M. Lessinger, "Accountability in Public Education,“

Today's Education, LIX, No. 5 (May, 1970), 52.

23
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Allen has noted, "Accountability is more often than not

considered in the narrow sense of assessment and measurement

rather than in its broader and more definitive meaning of being

responsible and liable."2

Estes reacting from a superintendent's perspective gave

accountability more of a legal-political tone, "Accountability is,

in essence, a statement of policy. It states that educators will

accept responsibility for their performance--or lack of it. It

implies that there is a contract between school personnel and the

public . . ."3

The over-riding political tone of accountability has been

noted by Kearney and Huyser, "One of the major limitations in any

state-wide assessment arises from inherent political considera-

tions. 'Accountability' is essentially a political word; assess-

ment programs are essentially political programs."4

Part of the answer to what accountability is seems to rest

in its origins. In 1971, at the Chicago Conference on Educational

Accountability, Allen raised the question, "Why accountability

 

2James E. Allen, Jr., "Public Expectations," Conferences

on Educational Accountability (Princeton, New Jersey: Educational

Testing Service), June, 1971, p. E-2.

3Nolan Estes, "Issues in Implementation," Conferences on

Educational Accountability (Princeton, New Jersey: EdUcational

Testing Service), June, 1971, p. E-2.

4C. Philip Kearney and Robert J. Huyser, "The Politics of

Reporting Results," in School Evaluation: The Politics and Process,

ed. by Ernest R. House (Berkeley: McCutchan Publishing Corp., 1973),

p. 49.
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now?" He explored further, asking, "Is its popularity a response

to outside criticism and lagging support, or is it a response to

an inner sense of failure?"5

6 have seenIn answer to Allen's questions, several writers

accountability primarily dating from the passage of the Elementary

Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 1965. While Section 205 of ESEA

did not hold the school systems accountable, it did call for an

accounting, an evaluation of progress. The students of account-

ability who trace its recent upsurge to this Act pointed to the

millions of dollars the Act provided to buy more sophisticated

technology, more materials, greater diversity of materials, higher

salaries, and more professional services-~all things educators

had long thought would enhance learning. Educators had long lamented

their lack of resources and felt greater expenditures would show

demonstrable results. ESEA provided much of that money, but the

measurable results in achievement scores have been discouraging.

As Estes, Dallas Superintendent, remarked in 1971, after five

years and five million dollars they had little to show for it.7

Stake has emphasized dollars in the birth of accountability,

but, noting other problems as well, stated "Increasing educational

 

5Allen, op. cit., p. E-l.

6See Chabotar et a1., op. cit., pp. 6-7; Dyer, op. cit.,

p. F-5; and Mark R. Shedd, "Issues in Implementation," Conference

0" Educational Accountability (Princeton, New Jersey: Educational

Testing Service, 1971), Part C.

7Estes, op. cit., p. 0-4.
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mounting frustration with social and political problems have brought

higher demands for answers to an important question: what are we

getting for our education dollar?"8

Accountability also seems to be a product of changing

expectations for the schools. According to Lessinger, part of

the impetus for educational accountability has come from this

change. Instead of ". . . the old screening, sorting and reject

system that put students somewhere on the bell-shaped curve stretching

from A to F . . .," he has seen education developing in response to

the public shift to a "zero reject system" where certification assures

a student can perform specific tasks.9

This shift has also been reflected in the increased use of

criterion-referenced tests as opposed to norm-referenced tests.

While the latter served as a comparative sorter on the curve, the

former is used in response to the demand to know if certain objec-

tives have been met.

Failure in schools has long been assumed to rest with the

student, not the school. This condition has prompted Davies to

remark, ". . . education is probably the only area of our free-

 

8Robert E. Stake, "Measuring What Learners Learn," in

School Evaluation: The Politics and Process (Berkeley: McCutchan

Publishing Corp., 1973), p. 193.

9Leon M. Lessinger, "Accountability for Results: A

Basic Challenge for America's Schools," in Accountability in .

Education, Lessinger and Ralph W. Tyler, eds. (Orthington, 0th:

Charles A Jones Publishing Company, 1971), pp. 8-9. ,
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enterprise system in which the consumer rather than the produces is

held responsible for the quality of the product."10

Educational accountability proponents have sought to turn

this around, to determine how well the consumer is served, and to

place the onus of failure on the "producer."

Allen summed up the socioeconomic climate that spawned

accountability,

The push for accountability is inevitable. The

circumstances of our times--loss of public con-

fidence, taxpayer revolt, student unrest, neglect

of the disadvantaged, and demands for social

justice--have forced accountability to the very

top of priorities.11

It is apparent that the desire or demand for accountability

in education has come from many directions--mushrooming as few

educational concepts have. Lessinger recently told an Atlanta

audience that in the last four years over 4000 books and articles

12
have been written about accountability. So many have rushed

into the breach opened by the pressures for accountability and in

 

10Don Davies, “Toward a New Consumerism," in Accountability

for Teachers and School Administrators, ed. by Ornstein (Belmont,

California: Fearon Publishers, 1973), p. 129.

HJames E. Allen, Jr., and Donald B. Woodington, "Account-

ability from the Viewpoint of a State Commissioner of Education,"

Phi Delta Kappan, LIV, No. 2 (October, 1972), 91.

12A copy of the proceedings is available from Dr. B. Frank

Brown, Director, Information and Services Programs, /I/D/E/A/,

P. O. Box 446, Melbourne, Florida.
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such a short time that no clear concise concept of accountability

or its instrumentation has emerged. As Turnbull has lamented,

"So great is the interest--and so meager the clarification of the

issues and problems involved . . ."13

Concern for the semantical and operational problems

imbedded in the movement has prompted Dyer to comment,

The term accountability has lately become attached to

so many different schemes for the conduct of instruc-

tion and the management of schools that it is in danger

of losing any usefulness as a means of rational

communication. It figures prominently in discussion

related to community control for the schools. It is

invoked as one of the goals to be achieved through

such devices as performance contracting, education

vouchers, merit pay, and differentiated staffing.

. . It is a theme that runs through much of the

theorizing that seeks to apply to school administra-

tion the techniques packaged under labels like

'planning-programming-budgeting,' 'cost-effectiveness,‘

and 'management by objectives.‘ .

This diversity of usage underlines an important fact:

accountability is not a simple concept.1

The vast array of programs seeking their way into education

under the umbrella of accountability has caused the "Father of

Accountability," Lessinger, to comment, "I refuse to be held

accountable for accountability and all the things that are done in

 

13wiIIiam w. Turnbull, "Preface," Conference on Educational

Accountability (Princeton, New Jersey: Educational Testing Service,

1971), A-l.

14Henry S. Dyer, "How to Achieve Accountability in the

Public Schools," Phi Delta Kappa Fastback (Bloomington, Indiana:

Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation, 1973), p. 7.

 



29

its name. Like all movements, it had to spread and shift until it

fits everybody's predilection."15

Accountability Implementation

Much of the literature on accountability has been couched

in vague general terms. Early advocate Lessinger asserted, ". . .

16
[the] public expects greater relevance in what we teach." How-

ever, Bowers has pointed out that Lessinger treated the public

as a "unitary entity that shares a common set of values and expec-

tations."17

When attempts have been made to lift accountability from

its rhetoric and operationalize it in a pluralistic community, it

has become obvious that the phrases surrounding accountability are

not as concise nor as workable as may be superficially surmised.

After reporting some resolutions and procedures of various interest/

pressure groups, Sciara and Jantz observed,

It becomes apparent that forms of applied account-

ability rise and fall according to the support or

opposition they encounter from various concerned

groups, and because of the effectiveness inherent

in that particular form of accountability appli-

cation.I

 

15Leon Lessinger, "Lessinger: 'Not Accountable for Account-

ability'," cited in Education U.S.A., XVI, No. 21 (January 21, 1974),

111.

16Leon Lessinger, "Evaluation and Accountability in Educa-

tional Management," Academy of Educational Engineers, published by

the Society of Education Engineers,’l970.

17C.A. Bowers, "Accountability from a Humanist Point of View,"

The Educational Forum, XXXV (May, 1971), p. 480.

18Frank J. Sciara and Richard K. Jantz, Accountability in

American Education (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1972), p. 232.
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Popham gave weight to these pragmatic concerns, "Talk is

cheap. While everyones talking about the merits of educational

accountability, few mention the fact that practical procedures for

making accountability work have not been devised."19

Whether the emphasis in educational accountability has

been on the process, the products, or on both, most students of

accountability agree with Lessinger, "How to engineer accountability

for results in public education is the central problem for the

education profession."20

The focus on results has caused a gradual reappraisal of

program evaluation from one based on inputs to one based on inputs

and outputs. The reliance on input data caused Peterson, Governor
 

of Delaware, to remark in 1970 that educators traditionally think

in terms of inputs--new programs, more dollars for materials, higher

teacher salaries and the like, and he asserted, "We have files,

and wastebaskets, full of [input] statistics about education."ZI

 

19W. James Popham, "Found: A Practical Procedure to

Appraise Teacher Achievement in the Classroom," originally appeared

in Nations' Schools (May, 1972), reprinted in Accountability for

Teachers and Schools, ed. by Ornstein (Belmont, California: Fearon

Publishers, 1973), p. 25.

20Lessinger, "Accountability for Results: A Basic

Challenge for America's Schools," in Accountability in Education,

Lessinger and Ralph W. Tyler, eds. (Worthington, Ohio: Charles A.

Jones Publishing Company, 1971), p. 28.

2IRussel W. Peterson, "Accountability as a State Function,"

Compact, IV (October, 1970), 19-20.
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In noting the dilemma for educators in assessing outputs,

22 has summed up the status of the "art" noting thatCunningham

educators have done quite well in providing evidence relative to

input into educational processes. The stewardship function has

been relatively well served; however, at the heart of accountability

difficulties has been the problem of producing reasonable measures

of educational outputs, both product and performance. In trying to

come to grips with the output dimension, Cummingham has succinctly

summed up the concerns of many, "This is our chief accountability

bind. "23

Paul Mort and his following led educators and laymen alike

to equate expenditures and educational quality. While some relation-

ship undoubtedly exists, it has been simplistically presented and

often overstated.24

The public and political pressures for demonstrable educa-

tional results have been noted by Sciara and Jantz as they view the

growing dissatisfaction of the majority of taxpayers who will no

longer settle for the I'old triad" of qualified teachers, the latest

 

 

22Luvern L. Cunningham, "Our Accountability Problems,"

Theory_into Practice, VIII (October, 1969), p. 286.

23Ibid.

24Stephen K. Bailey, et a1., Schoolmen and Politics: A

Study of State Aid to Education in the Northeast((Syracus:

University Press, 1962), pp. 24-25.

I
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equipment and methods and modern school plants as indicators of

effective schools.25

And the politicians, ever mindful of changing public senti-

ment, joined the call for clearer output measures. Jesse Unruh back

in 1967, commented,

In my judgement, well-informed legislators, governors,

and administrators will no longer be content to know,

in mere dollar terms, what constitutes the abstract

needs of the schools. . . .

The politican of today is unimpressed with continuing

requests for more input without some concurrent idea

of the schools' output.26

Out of the public and political pressures for educational

accounting has come the rhetoric, the models, and the plans to

react to shifting demands placed on education. While there has

been divergence in their labelings, structure, and implementation,

there has also been a commonality.

Components of Accountability

Accountability plans under any banner, model, or acronym

consistently have at least three operational components; (1) stating

goals/objectives, (2) measuring their achievement, and (3) communi-

cating the results.

Goals and objectives.--Lopez has observed that the clearer
 

the idea educators have of what they wish to accomplish, the greater

 

25

26Jesse Unruh as quoted by Elaine Exton, American School

Board Journal, MLIV, No. 2 (February, 1967), 15.

Sciara et a1., op. cit., p. 3.
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will be their chance for accomplishing it. He summarily stated it

was impossible for him to conceive of an effective accountability

program that did not operate within the umbrella of the goal-

setting process.27

Lessinger stated, ". . . educational accountability can

be implemented successfully only if educational objectives are

clearly stated before instruction starts."28

All proponents of accountability have asserted that some

stated purpose, goal, objective, and/or predetermined level of

performance by students is a necessary component of any program to

be accountable. Divergent thinking has come with the substantive

29
nature of the goals and objectives. McKinney and Mannebach have

posed the problem of the behavior specified in the objective being

30 have raised a parallelvalid and realistic. Sciara and Jantz

question of ppp_should determine the skills, values, attitudes,

and creative abilities to be taught. Concurrence has been reached

on only the most basic skills, and the recognition that in a

 

27Felix M. Lopez, "Accountability in Education," originally

appeared in Phi Delta Kappan (December, 1970), reprinted in Account-

ability for Teachers and School Administrators ed. by Ornstein,

(Belmont California: Fearon Publishers, 1973), p. 68.

28Lessinger, "Accountability in Public Education," Today's

Education, LIX, No. 5 (May, 1970), p. 52.

29Floyd L. McKinney and Alfred J. Mannebach, "Performance

Objectives: Foundations for Evaluation," ygricultural Education

Magazine, XLII (June, 1970), p. 301.

30

 

 

Sciara et a1., op. cit., p. 23.
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pluralistic society any professional action will be approved by

some individuals and groups in the community and concurrently

disapproved by others. The framing of objectives as Barro has

observed is, ”. . . an intrinsically subjective, value laden, and

often highly political process."31

Measuring achievement.--Some manner of measurement has
 

proven to be an indispensable component of any accountability program.

Since measuring achievement within an accountability model is a

major focus of this study, it is treated in detail later in this

chapter.

Communication.--The third component of any schema of account-
 

ability is communication. Lopez has placed considerable emphasis

on this facet,

To be successful, therefore, the accountability

program must meet the following requirements:

1. It must be an important communication medium

in a responsive environment . . .3

Problems of communicating to the lay public professional

considerations has been compounded by in-house semantical difficulty.

As Mecklenburger and Wilson see it, "People who talk of management,

cost-effectiveness, needs assessment, and product emphasis rouse

 

3IStephen M. Barro, "An Approach to Developing Accountability

Measures for the Public Schools," in Accountability for Teachers and

School Administrators, ed. by Ornstein (Belmont, California: Fearon

Publishers, 1973), p. 51.
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Lopez, op. cit., p. 67.
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hostility in people who talk of the whole child, individual differ-

ences, my classroom, or the learning pppgegg."33

Regardless of the problems that have plagued the develop-

ment of the accountability components, the concept of accountability

34 has pointed out that rejecting thecannot be denied. Grobman

idea of accountability would be tantamount to saying that scho-ls

and educators are not and should not be responsible.

It has been in this realm of responsibility that much of

the dialogue has taken place and where the all important aspect of

communication has been obfuscated. At the heart of this confusion

has been the question of exactly ppp_should be accountable. And

once identified the subsequent questions have been accountable for

what and to what degree. The lack of definitive answers to these
 

questions has precipitated much resistance to the movement.

Parameters of Accountability

The broad field of organizational theory rests on the

postulates that an organization to be effective and efficient must

have clearly defined purposes or goals, spheres of responsibilities,

and some means of monitoring progress toward those goals. In a

 

33James A. Mecklenburger and John A. Wilson, “Learning

C.0.D.: Can the Schools Buy Success?" in Accountability for

Teachers and School Administrators, ed. by Ornstein (Belmont,

California: “FEaron Publishers, 1973), p. 80.

34Hulda Grobman, "Accountability for What?" in Account-

ability for Teachers and School Administrators, ed. by Ornstein

(Belmont, California: Fearon Publishers, 1973), p. 28.
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vague and general way, this theory has been applied to the educa-

tional institution. Basic to the concept of accountability in

education has been an attempt to more concisely state the goals,

more explicitly delineate responsibilities, and more precisely

measure performance. However, the proponents of accountability

who would apply an industrial model to education have found the

situations are not cleanly analogous. The generalities and vague-

ness have grown out of the public educator's need to be responsive

to many publics; the inability to control the "raw material" or

the "material" in process. Further difficulties have come from

the social scientists inability to determine the degree of progress

toward the goals, or the lack of it, that can be attributed to the

schooling process. The human dimensions of this situation have

been noted by Dyer,

Education does not deal with inert raw materials,

but with living minds that are instinctively con-

cerned first with preserving their own integrity

and second with reaching a meaningful accommodation

with the world around them. The output of the educa-

tional process is never a 'finished product' whose

characteristics can be rigorously specified in

advance . . .

It has been in this setting that the ambiguities in educa-

tional accountability have flourished.

 

35Henry S. Dyer, "Toward Objective Criteria of Professional

Accountability in the Schools," Phi Delta Kappan, LII, No. 4

(December, 1970), p. 211.
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The what in accountability.--The discussion of goals and
 

objectives in the preceding section has already alluded to the

difficulty in defining precisely what the goals of the schools

should be. Society expects the schools to perpetuate the culture,

yet the American society is a pluralistic one composed of special

interest groups who have varied expectations for the schools. The

1974 ASCD Yearbook, Education for an Open Society, devotes Part 3
 

to these conflicting demands. In the introduction to this part,

the authors have stated,

A large segment of the violence and disruption during

the past decade, in schools and society, has been

caused by those who wanted apiece of the action--

a larger share of the power and decision-making

activity.36

So from the what the dialogue quickly shifts to the pup,

Who will particiapte in deciding what shall be taught and who will

be responsible for seeing the identified tasks are accomplished.

The who in accountability.--The U.S. Supreme Court in handing
 

down its opinion in Rodriguez37 noted that the U.S. Constitution

neither implicitly nor explicitly concerns itself with education.

Yet the Federal government in its actions has become increasingly

involved in what shall be taught by the very nature of the acts

and conditional appropriations it has passed.

 

36Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development,

Education for an Open Society (Washington, D.C.: ASCD, 1974), p. 97.

37

 

"Rodriquez: The Decision," ompact (May/June, 1973), p. 5.
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The Tenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution has left the

responsibility of education with the state and its people. Every

state constitutionally assumed this responsibility. State statutes,

laws, and guidelines have continued to promulgate and delineate

this right.

Local school districts have existed at the discretion of

the state and school board members are state officers. The school

boards in turn have delegated some of the state given responsibilities

it has to its chief school officer, the superintendent.

The superintendent through his office has delegated certain

responsibilities to his subordinate administrators and to the

teachers. Within this legalistic framework the local educator has

ultimate responsibility to the state and to its people.

In a legal sense the state has the authority to decree

what shall be taught. In a practical and politically expedient

sense, much of the determination of what shall be taught has been

placed with local school districts, their professional personnel,

and the lcoal citizenry. The local board as a policy-making body

has represented the community's interests and has involved special

groups of citizens in participatory decision-making. To the degree

that the board has been elected locally and the district has depended

on locally levied funds for school support, the educational community

has also been responsible politically and economically to the local

populace.

It has been within these legal, political, economical and

social constraints that the professional educator has been obliged
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to operate. Only to the degree that the principal has been per-

mitted to do so has the determination of what shall be taught been

made by her.

These constraints placed on the local educator have given

rise to considerable concern over who shall be responsible for

results and to what degree. For these reasons, shared account-

ability has become a popular term in the accountability literature.

As Lovett has commented, "But education is a multi-faceted con-

struct and all the social elements that articulate with it must

also agree to examination and accounting."38

However, "sharing" blurs responsibility and tends to

engender circular finger pointing.

To achieve any of the conciseness the accountabilitarians

have pursued requires some resolution of this circularity. The

task has not proven easy. As Mecklenburger and Wilson have put

it, "Someone other than children must bear the responsibility for

whether children learn successfully. Who bears that responsibility,

and to what measure are questions loaded with dynamite."39

That the educational accountability literature has repeatedly

suggested the teacher should be accountable has been made clearly

evident in the position statements that have come from various

 

38Robert Lovett, "Professional Accountability in the

Schools," Kappa Delta Pi Record, VII (October, 1970), p. 6.

39

 

Mecklenburger et a1., op. cit. p. 88.
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teachers' groups. Bain, NEA president in 1970, took an early

defensive stance,

To make the easy assumption that teachers are pri-

marily responsible for the quality of education today

is absurdly naive. . . .The classroom teacher has

either too little control or no control over the

factors which migpa render accountability either

feasible or fair.

Many writers have sheared away from teacher accountability

and have dropped the load on the administrator--and more particularly

the principal.

Briner has observed, "Teachers, parents, and others appar-

ently don't want to be fully accountable for improving education.

On the other hand, administrators must be directly accountable. It

"4] He has supported thisis their essential reason bor being.

statement with the rationale, "It is not possible to hold teachers

accountable for the quality of learning. They are tool little

involved in educational management, including the allocation of

resources . . . for administrators, it is a different story. Their

principle responsibility is educational accountability."42

Wildavsky has supported Briner,

I recommend focusing accountability on the principal

of the school because he is the one with the essential

power in the system. . . .

 

40Helen Bain, "Self-Governance Must Come First, Then

Accountability," Phi Delta Kappan, LI (April, 1970), 413.

4IConrad Briner, "Administrators and Accountability,"

Theory Into Practice, VIII (October, 1969), p. 205.

42

 

 

Briner, ibid., p. 140.
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The principal, therefore, is the one who is capable of

limiting and usually does limit the teacher's discretion

. and the principal is assuwgd to have a longer-term

commitment to the school system.

In the battle of "who's on first," some writers have urged

caution. McConnell has admonished against rashly attributing

accountability,

The most enthusiastic proponents of the accountability

movement believe that it is possible to assess objec-

tively the effectiveness and also the efficiency of

whole school systems, particular schools, individual

administrators, and, finally, specific teachers. I am

not very sanguine about parceling out the contributions

to measured pupil performance, and particularly to the

subtle outcomes of education made by teachers, adminis-

trators, and school systems.44

Havinghurst has reminded the accountability proponents that

there are many variable in the learning process which cannot be

fully isolated or controlled. He noted that accountability becomes

pernicious when it places the "whole weight of responsibility on

only one of several agents who cause pupil success or failure."45

After listing six major causal agents other than professional

educators--1earning ability, family, peer group, community, school

 

43Aaron Wildavsky, "A Program of Accountability for Elemen-

tary Schools," Phi Delta Kappan, LII (December, 1970), p. 214.
 

44T. R. McConnell, "Accountability and Autonomy,"

Journal of Higher Education, XLII (June, 1971), p. 463.

45Robert J. Havinghurst, "Joint Accountability: A

Constructive Response to Consumer Demands," Nation's Schools,

LXXXIX, No. 5 (May, 1972), p. 46.
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board (facilities and policies), and pupil's self-concept, aspira-

tions, ambition and interest, he noted, "In view of the complexity

of these causal agents, any simple system of accountability is

likely to be a bad one."46

The variables mentioned by Havinghurst bring into focus

one of the greatest impediments to research in the social sciences.

The researcher has been unable to control the human dimension.

Consequently, any procedure that seeks to attribute the qualities

of an end product in this arena to a given process or processor

has been plagued by the limitations inherent in the situation.

These considerations have made the assignment of levels of account-

ability to certain educators or procedures highly nebulous.

To what degree?--The question of degree has two major
 

facets--the expected standard of attainment for the product, the

student; and the level of proficiency for the processor, the educa-

tor. The complexities of accountability have been compounded

further by the interrelationship of product/processor dimensions.47

The literature has made clear that much work needs to be

done in establishing criteria for both dimensions with consideration

for this interaction. Porter, Supt. for Public Instruction in

Michigan, has suggested,

Future improvements in education as a result of

innovative techniques will be based in part upon

the development of two specific types of information

by local school districts.

 

47Barro, op. cit., p. 50.
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1) Improved and more comprehensive student perform-

ance measures in the cognitive as well as affective

domain, and

2) Improved and more specific performance objectives

related to the functions and contributions of teach-

ers, principals, administrators, and school boards and

the parents of students.

At present, such information does not to a great

extent exist in school systems.48

The intricacies of accountability implementation can be

illuminated by looking closer at a consideration of a criterion as

an interpretation of one aspect of an objective. Cursory appraisal

generally yields the conception of a criterion as a monotonic

weighting of each performance objective that can be summarized

to determine progress toward some goal. However, Levine has noted

that a criterion is more than a simple combination rule that might

be used in assigning effectiveness, but instead has the character-

istic of usually being variable in addition,

Under the so-called 'law of diminishing returns,‘ as

a desideratum becomes more available, each additional

increment in its availability becomes less desirable.

. . . the criterion is an expression of the objectives

that: (l) recognizes the relative importance of

different performance measures in contributing to the

overall effectiveness of a program, and how that

weighting changes as a function of the ma nitude

assumed by each performance measure; and (2) utilizes

this knowledge in transforming the performance of a

system into a final valuation of effectiveness.49

 

48John Porter, "Accountability in Education," in Account-

ability in Education, ed. by Lessinger and Tyler (Wortington, Ohio:

Charles A. Jones Publishing Company, 1971), p. 45.

49Donald M. Levine, "Improving Educational Evaluation:

Analysis of New Directions," Research Bulletin, XIV, No. 4 (June,

1974), 1,2,5. Institute of Administrative Research, Teachers

College, Columbia University.
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The multidimensionality of the interrelationships involved

in the criterion aspect of accountability alone is illustrative of

the reasons that the rhetoric of accountability has sounded so

good to some and its implementation has been frought with problems

for so many. Problems in application can be exemplifeid by examin-

ing the assumptions underlying the concept of holding a principal

accountable for student achievement.

Assumptions Underlyipg Principal

Accountability

As indicated in the statement of the problem, there are

those who have assumed that a Michigan elementary principal can and

should be held accountable for the achievement of the students in

her building as measured by the Grade 4 MEAP tests; and further,

that this achievement should be reflected in the principal's rating.

To endorse such an assumption these proponents have further

implied (a) the mean of students' achievement scores can be attributed

to the respective school program; (b) that a linkage exists wherein

the principal's behavior affects teacher behavior which in turn

affects student behavior and meaningful changes in student behavior

can be measured by an achievement test; and (c) this achievement

can explicitly be measured by the Grade 4 MEAP-ORT reading test.

That student achievement scores can be attributed in any

large measure to school variables has been placed in doubt by the

50 51 52
findings of Coleman et a1., Mosteller and Moynihan, and Jencks.
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Jencks observed, "The amount of schooling an individual gets has

some effect on his test performance, but the quality of his school-

ing makes extraordinarily little difference."53 He explained,

"It simply means that variations in what children learn in school

depend largely on variations in what they bring to school, not on

variations in what schools offer them."54

However, later in his analysis Jencks, concluded, "Elementary

schooling is helpful for middle-class children and crucial for lower-

class children," but he stressed that the conclusion was based on

"problematic inferences of uncertain validity."55

There have been critics who suggested that the work of

Jencks, Coleman, and others in this vein have all been based on

"problematic inferences of uncertain validity." Their methodology,

analysis, interpretation, and conclusions have all come under attack.

The argument that schools do make a difference has been joined on

56 57 58

 

the other side by Bowles et a1., Dyer, Guthrie et a1., and

others.

53Ibid., p. 53. 54Ibid.

55
Ibid., p. 89.

56$. Bowles, "Toward Equality of Educational 0 portunity?"

Harvard Education Review, XXXVIII, No. 2 (Winter, 1968), 89-99.

57H. S. Dyer, "School Factors and Equal Educational Oppor-

tunity," Harvard Education Review, XXXVIII, No. 2 (Winter, 1968),

38-56. '

 

 

58J. Guthrie, e. B. Kleindorfer, H. H. Levin and R. T. Stout,

Schools and Inequality (Urban Coalition, 1969).
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The New York study of two schools with markedly different

state assessment scores in reading suggested that when socioeconomic

factors were controlled the school did make a difference.59

Huyser, Supervisor of the Research, Evaluation and Assess-

ment Services of MDE, reported that an analysis of the 1973-74 ORT

data Showed every objective measure had a positive correlation to

the Word Relations section (aptitude measure). The Department's

past experience has shown a relationship between Word Relations

and Community Types, the five categories which were established

by MDE with respect to community size, proximity to metropolitan

core and indirectly to socioeconomic status (SES). Huyser con-

cluded that he would expect ORT achievement results "to tie into

Community Types and SES."60

While not entirely in agreement, researchers in the field

seemed to suggest that elementary schools make some difference in

students' achievement, but that achievement per se can more

accurately be appraised if some effort to control the SES variable

is made.

The second underlying assumption requires that a linkage

exists from the principal through the teacher and ultimately to

student achievement. Each step of this behavioral chain must

support the weight of the assumption. A search of literature in

the field must yield scholarly opinion and/or research evidence

 

59State of New York Office of Education Performance Review,

op. cit.

60Robert Huyser, in conversation, August, 1974.
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that the principal does affect teacher behavior, that teacher

affects student behavior, and that these changes in student

behavior can be measured on achievement tests.

"As the principal, so the school," was the maxim offered

by Gross and Herriott and they supported their statement with

findings.61

Goldhammer commenting on the elementary schools he saw on

his "Starch crusade" indicated he found "beacons of brilliance“

to "potholes of pestilence" and he attributed the variance to the

role of the principal in the respective building. He characterized

the "potholes" as "dirty, poorly staffed buildings which lacked

leadership, where 'each room was a cell unto itself with little

interaction'."62

Berman has stated,

Leadership is an infinitely delicate sensitive process

exercised by one who facilitates the productivey of

others. Within the milieu of the school, there exists

an enormous capacity for leadership. It is naturally

expected that this leadership will come from those in

such titled positions as supervisor, curriculum

director and principal.63

 

6INeal Gross and Robert E. Herriott, Staff Leadership

in Public Schools (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1965),

p. 161.

 

62Keith Goldhammer in an address to the National Associa-

tion of Elementary School Principals, April, 1973. Reported in the

NAESP Convention Reporter (Washington, D.C.: National School Public

Relations Association, 1973), p. 31; also see Goldhammer and

associates, Elementary School Principals and Their Schools.

63Louise M. Berman, Supervision, Staff Development and

Leadership_(Merrill's Internatibnal Series in Education, 1971),

p. iii.
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Halpin concurred commenting, "School principals are adminis-

trators and jpso facto, leaders."64
 

Shartle's definition of a leader included, "An individual

who exercises positive influence acts upon others . . . in a given

office or position of apparently high influence."65

Weber's work regarding bureaucracy laid the ground work

for studies in legal-rational, traditional, and charismatic auth-

ority.66 Cuba has added a social scientist's perspective, "For

power has two aspects . . . the nomothetic formal dimension the admin-

istrator has status and exerts authority; while in terms of the

idiographic or personal dimension the administrator has prestige

and exerts influence." He added, "Although status and authority

accrue to the administrator by virtue of the office he holds,

prestige and influence must be achieved individually."67

Studies in the filed, then, have given strong support to

the effect the principalship has on the teachers; however, the

extent of the influence beyond the authority of the office seems

 

64Andrew W. Halpin, Theory and Research in Administration

(New York: The MacMillan Company, 1966), p. 27.

65Carroll L. Shartle, "Studies in Naval Leadership: Part

I," in Groups, Leadership and Men, ed. by Guetzkow, pp. 121-2.

' 66Max Weber, "Legitimate Authority and Bureaucracy,"

Organization Theory, ed. by D. S. Pubh (Baltimore, Maryland:

Penguin Education, 1971), pp. 15-29.

67Egon G. Guba, “Research in Internal Administration--

What Do We Know?" Administrative Theory as a Guide to Action, ed.

by Roald F. Campbell and James M. Lipham (Danville, Illinois:

The Interstate Printers and Pullishers, Inc., 1960), p. 123.
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to have rested with the "personality of the leader in relation to

the personality of the followers and then to relate these variables

to the characteristics of the situation."68

Lewin, Lippitt, and White's study69 launched a series of

studies establishing that leadership behavior with children affects

the children's behavior. Getzels commented on this study and

others,

Perhaps the prototype of thinking in this field is

the classic and influential study of democratic

authoritarian, and laissez-faire leadership demon-

strating the effect of group climate on task perfor-

mance. Other studies of different order show that

when teachers' social values and pupils' social

values are similar the pupils' achievement tends to

be high; when teacher-pupil values are dissimilar,

pupil achievement tends to be low.70

Getzels' summary of findings in this area suggested that

not only does teacher behavior affect the children's behavior

but this effect is measurable in the students' achievement.

Halpin has endoresed this approach and stated the expectations

 

68Don E. Hamachek, "Leadership Styles--Decision-Making

and the Principal," Selected Readings on General Supervision

ed. by James E. Heald, Louis G. Romano, and Nicholas P. Georgiady

(New York: The Macmillan Co., 1970), p. 133.

69Kurt Lewin, Ronald Lippitt, and Ralph K. White,

"Patterns of Aggressive Behavior in Experimentally Created 'Social

Climates'," The Journal of Social Psychology, S.P.S.S.I. Bulletin,

1939, No. 10, 271-299.

70Jacob W. Getzels, "Theory and Practice in Educational

Administration: An Old Question Revisited," in Campbell and

Lippham, eds., Administrative Theory as a Guide to Action

(Danville, Illinois: The Interstate Printers and Publishers, Inc.,

1960), p. 52.
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upon whichthe schools have been organized, "As a result of the year

which they spend with her [the teacher], the children . . . are

expected to show changes in behavior, especially in respect to

school achievement. . . ."7I

More recent studies have added to the growing body of

research indicating a student's self-image is related to his

academic achievement. Studies in student self-perception and

self-concept as related to student achievement by Lumpkin,72 Seay,73

and Hamachek74 have indicated a significant positive correlation

does exist between student behavior and achievement.

However, it should be recognized that these and other

studies in this area have relied on measuring factors in the

affective domain where instrumentation is still relative gross.

Dyer has observed, "The armamentarium of educational and psychological

measurement contains a good many instruments of various types for

 

7IHalpin, op. cit., p. 81.

72D. Lumpkin, "Relationship of Self-Concept to Achievement

in Reading," unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of

Southern California, 1959.

73L. C. Seay, "A Study to Determine Some Relations Between

Changes in Reading Skills and Self-Concepts Accompanying a Remedial

Program for Boys with Low Reading Ability and Reasonably Normal

Intelligence," unpublished doctoral dissertation, North Texas

State College, 1960.

74D. E. Hamachek, "A Study of the Relationship Between

Certain Measures of Growth and Self-Images of Elementary School

Children" unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of

Michigan, 1960.
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evaluating students' attitudes toward learning, toward themselves,

and toward one another. Admittedly, these instruments are still

pretty crude."75

It would appear from the literature that there has been

evidence presented which offers variable support for each step of

the linkage that the second assumption demands. Therefore, it

seems that each link of the chain has some support from the theor-

ists, but in practice each link has appeared to be situation

specific. The strength of the linkage will vary in impact at

each step and only the very limited New York study suggested that

all links were transcended to form a solid accountable chain from

principal to student achievement.

The final assumption in the theoretical foundations of

this research has been that the Grade 4 reading Michigan Educational

Assessment Program (MEAP) Objective Referenced Test (ORT) can

provide the data to measure the students' achievement.

Before giving specific consideration to the MEAP test,

the fallibility of any test should be recognized. Stake has

expressed this concern, "Just as the population census and the

bathroom scales have their errors, educational test have theirs.

The technology and theory of testing are highly sophisticated;

 

75Dyer, Conference on Educational Accountability

(Princeton, New Jersey: Educational Testing SerVice, 1971),

p. 1-5.
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the sources of error are well known." He continues, ". . . no one

can eliminate test errors. Unfortunately, some errors in testing

are large enough to cause wrong decisions about individual children

or about school-district policy."76

Earlier MEAP tests were norm-referenced tests to be used

for comparative purposes. However, the 1973-74 MEAP test was

designed as a criterion-referenced test with the expressed purpose

of determining how well Michigan children were doing in relation

to specified objectives. This new test, the MEAP-ORT has received

qualified support from such psychometricians as Ebel and Mehrens.77

Ebel has characterized it as, “. . . a pioneering and generally

 

sound program of statewide assessment."78 However, it has also

come under rather heavy attack by House et a1.,79 Womer,80 and

Rudman.81

76Stake, op. cit., p. 195.

77
William Mehrens, Class comments, Education 464, Michigan

State University, May, 1974.

78Robert Ebel, "Limitations and Problems in Measurement

in Mandated Assessment Programs," unpublished paper presented to

Large School Systems Invitation Conference on Measurement in

Education. Cincinnati, Ohio, May 6, 1974, p. 2.

79House et a1., op. cit., pp. 666-8.

80Frank B. Womer, "Interpretation of Michigan Educational

Assessment Results," (Ann Arbor, Michigan: University of Michigan,

Bureau of School Services), January, 1974.

8IHerbert C. Rudman, "Between Us," Michigan Elementary

Principal, L, Issues 1, 2, 3 (February, April and June, 1974).
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The critics seemed relatively satisfied with the reliability

of the test.82 However, serious questions have arisen regarding

the validity of the ORT. The test items were designed to measure

the minimal objectives in reading and mathematics as adopted by

the Michigan State Board of Education. There was general consensus

that the test items were representative of the objectives, but

state wide results of the 1973-74 ORT cast doubts as to exactly

how minimal the objectives truly were.83

While this aspect in the problem with vaidity could cause

some distortion in results depending on the relative emphasis

a specific school places on reading and mathematics and on the

narrow range the tests actually measured these two areas are

universally taught and are considered the backbone of elementary

education. The Michigan Department of Education has observed,

The Department recognizes that the present testing

domain is restricted, but it seemed only reasonable

to test reading and mathematics first because they

are basic learning areas. The Department did not

by its actions intend to suggest that schools should

only emphasize reading and mathematics; however, the

Department feels that student success in these two

areas is basic, absolutely necessary, and easily

measurable.84

 

82Rudman, April, 1974, op. cit., p. 11; and House et a1.,

op. cit., p. 666.

83See House et a1., op. cit., p. 666; Womer, op. cit.,

and Rudman, op. cit., p. 12.

84Michigan Department of Education, A Staff Response to

_%he Report: An Assessment of the Michigan Accountabilitnyystem,

974.
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Therefore, it seems reasonable to assume that faults in

this aspect of validity were relatively equally dispersed and not

sufficient to nullify the basis for the final underlying assumption

under consideration.

The needs, concerns, and difficulties of the national

accountability movement and the complex considerations of attriu-

ting educational accountability to the principal underscore the

problems inherent in its implementation. These problems have

been reflected in the State of Michigan's efforts to develop and

implement an accountability model.

Accountability in Michigan

In Michigan, as in other states, elementary and secondary

public education has been proclaimed a state responsibility by

state constitutional provision. The state legislature operated

fully within its prerogatives by mandating a state assessment

with Public Act 307 in 1969 and Public Act 38 in 1970.

Historical perspective.--The Michigan Department of Education
 

(MDE) initiated and supported Act 307 which directed the Department

to conduct state-wide assessment. The governor's office initiated

P.A. 38 which passed the legislature the following year. These

two acts laid a base for the development of the Michigan Account-

ability Model. The acts directed MDE to take action in the three

. universal components of accountability; develop objectives, assess

progress, and communicate results. The body of the two acts have

been presented in Appendix C.
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Chronologically, the assessment component of the model,

Step 3, and the statement of goals, Step 1, preceeded the model's

adoption. With the enactment of P.A. 307, the MDE contracted with

Educational Testing Service to develop a norm-referenced test to be

used for state-wide assessment of reading, mathematics and English.

It was first administered in January, 1970 in grades 4 and 7. In

early 1970, the Michigan State Board of Education appointed an

advisory task force and charged its members to identify and delineate

what they believed to be the "common goals of an educational system

capable of meeting the growing and changing needs of contemporary

society."85 Of interest to this study, no building principal,

elementary or secondary, were among the 21 lay and professional

members of the task force. After acceptance of the tentative goals

by the State Board, twenty-five meetings were held throughout the

state to elicit opinions and concerns of local educators and lay

citizens. The State Board reviewed the hearing preceedings, made

some revisions and published The Common Goals of Michigan Education

in September, 1971.

The goals have been grouped into three principal areas:

(1) citizenship and morality; (2) democracy and equal opportunity;

and (3) student learning. These three goal areas have been sub-

headed with more explicit goals--22 in all. The goals were designed

85John W. Porter, "Forward," The Common Goals of Michigan

Education (Lansing, Michigan: MDE, 1971).
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in broad and generally non-controversial language and have been

likened to the Seven Cardinal Principles of Education.86

House et al.87 in the assessment of the Michigan Account-

ability Model noted the goals were unclear and lamented that no

on-going review or provision for updating them existed. Since the

goals have been considered the functional basis for both the

objectives and the revised assessment program, the panel recommended

more clarity and definite plans for periodic review and updating.

The MDE in their response to the House et a1. evaluation commented,

The Department agrees that such reviews are necessary

in the long term, and such a review of the twenty-two

goals of Michigan education will be established.

Indeed, the Superintendent of Public Instruction will

request the Council on Elementary and Secondary Educa-

tion to annually review the educational goals in

light of new information.88

 

In the November, 1971 issue of Michigan Education, the
 

MDE outlined its six point model. In March, 1972, a more detailed

description of the model adopted by the State Board was published

in A Position Statement on Educational Accountability. In this

 

86Dalton Coe, Superintendent, Bullock Creek School District,

in conversation, January, 1972.

87House et a1., op. cit., p. 664. It should be noted that

MDE's A Staff Response to the Report: An Assessment of the Michigan

Accountability System," noted in Footnote 88 felt the House et a1.

evaluation of the model was biased. The evaluation was commissioned

by the Michigan and National Education Associations. Mehrens, in

conversation, May, 1974, concurred with MDE.

88Michigan Department of Education, "A Staff Response to

the Report: An Assessment of the Michigan Accountability System,"

Lansing, Michigan: Michigan Department of Education, 1974, p. 5.
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document, the six steps of the Michigan Accountability Model were

described by the Department,

1. Identification, discussion and dissemination of

common goals for Michigan Education.

Approaches to educational challenges based on

performance objectives consistent with the goals.
 

Assessment of educational needs not being met,

and which must be met to achieve performance

objectives and goals.

 

Analysis of the existing (or planned) educational

delivery systems in light of what assessment tells
 

US.

Evaluation and testing within the new or existing
 

déiivery system to make sure it serves the assessed

needs.

Recommendations for improvement based upon the
 

above.89* (underlines supplied)

To operationalize the model, Porter, Michigan's Superinten-

dent of Public Instruction, envisioned self-renewing potentialities,

This model is a process, not a curriculum imposition.

Along with being continuous and circular, the model

is envisioned as enhancing the role of the teacher

in the edgfiational process of preparing our child—

ren. .

Prior to the adoption of the model by the State Board,

the drafting of the objectives, Step 2, was well under way. MDE's

subject matter specialists in cooperation with subject matter

 

89
Michigan Department of Education, "A Position Statement

on Educational Accountability," March, 1972.

90
Ibid., p. 1.
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referent groups drew up tentative objectives. The Commissions on

Objectives were called together in November, 1971, and charged

to "serve as panels of judges, or juries, to review, react to,

make modifications where appropriate, and develop recommendations

91
regarding: . . ." the objectives. Of the 168 who were originally

appointed to serve on the commissions only 17 commission members

92
attended the last meeting on May 30, 1973. Many members felt

they were not having sufficient input to make the effort to stay

93 94
involved. This reaction was also reported in House et a1.

It was the intent of the MDE that the objectives be mini-

mal. By involving, at least superficially, a wide representation

of educators and lay people, the Department also hoped to achieve

consensus as to the substantive nature of the objectives. A Depart-

ment spokesman has stated,

The performance objectives in reading and mathematics

and in the other areas should be viewed as a consensus

among educators at all levels of the educational system

and in all regions of the state as to the minimum

behaviors that students should be able to demonssgate

at selected levels of the educational continuum.

 

9Michigan Department of Education, unpublished communi-

cation to Commission members, November, 29, 1971.

92Researcher's personal experience.

93Commission members comments to the researcher, 1972-

1973.

94

95

House et a1., op. cit., p. 666.

As cited in House et a1., op. cit., p. 664.
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After reviewing the objectives, the procedures for selecting

the objectives for testing, and the test results, House et a1.

commented, "Clearly, the objectives so far developed do not represent

a consensus of educators and the objectives are not minimal."96

In its A Staff Response . . . to House et al., the Department
 

noted their intent had always been to deal with "minimum student

expectations," and promised to conduct a survey to ascertain if

the published objectives represented a state-wide consensus.

The survey conducted by Market Opinion Research (MOR) in

the spring of 1974, did not establish a consensus on objectives,

and, in fact, showed some confusion on the definition of educa-

97
tional accountability. Porter had attempted to lay the ground-

work, but the survey showed his message was not pervasive in the

classroom. Nor was it reaching the kitchen.

While the model was developing, Porter had offered his

definition of accountability,

. the guarantee that all students without respect

to race, income, or social class will acquire the

minimum school skills necessary to take full advan—

tage of the choices that accrue upon successful

completion of public schoolingg or we in education

will describe the reasons why. 3

 

96House et a1., op. cit., p. 664.

97Michigan Department of Education, "The Public's Under-

standing and Attitudes Toward Educational Accountability," (Lansing,

Michigan: MDE, August, 1974).

98John W. Porter, "The Future of Accountability," Conference

phyEducational Accountability (Princeton, New Jersey: Educational

Testing Service, 1971), J-l.
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In the future application of accountability, Porter foresaw

greater emphasis on educator responsibility,

I have defined accountability of the future as a

quality or state of education whereby educational

institutions take responsibility for ensuring that

their students reach agreed-upon and clearly—

defined educational objectives.99

Neither of these definitions nor the attendent publicity

in Michigan through the years of development penetrated into the

public or professional conscience. The MOR survey requested by

Governor Milliken and commissioned by MDE reported, "'Educational

accountability' is not a term with a single meaning in Michigan

"100 Of the 1165 Michigan adults and 200 teachers surveyed.today.

MOR reported, "Thirty-eight percent of Michigan residents (and

even 12% of the teachers) can verbalize no meanings for it at

aII."‘°1 The report also stated the meanings offered were diverse

and noted the greatest congruence of thinking (15%) gave a kind-

and-quality of education response that was clearly not relevant

to educational accountability.102

After receiving this report and the results of thirteen

accountability hearings held in Michigan in 1974, Porter offered

some observations and conclusions. His first observation was,

 

99Ibid., p. J-12.

100Michigan Department of Education, "The Public's Under—

sta?ding and Attitudes Toward Educational Accountability," 1974,

p. 5.

10‘Ibid. 102Ibid.
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There is a need for a concisegyclearly-understood

definition of the term 'educational accountability'--

for agreement or consensus upon a definition, and for

a maior effort to communicate such a definition to

Michigan's citizens.103i 
 

Porter's Conclusion No. 1, part 1, in the same report was,

1. That the State Board of Education definition of

educational accountability -- namely:

EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY IS DETERMINING

HOW THE EDUCATIONAL COMMUNITY, IN COOPERA-

TION WITH MICHIGAN CITIZENS, CAN IMPROVE

STUDENT LEARNING AND PERFORMANCE --

be given wide circulation among Michigan's citizens--

parents, tegghers, administrators, board members,

and others.qu
 

Obviously, the indispensable component in accountability

of communication has continually haunted the MOE. As noted earlier,

Lopez stated an accountability program requires, ”. . . communication

medium in a responsive environment." Michigan's Accountability

Model has suffered from ineffective communication and found itself

in a setting that was far from being a “responsive environment."

In the MOR survey, the respondents most frequently mentioned commun-

105
ication as a means of making schools more accountable. Porter's

Observation No. 5 that he drew after reading the report was,

There is an urgent need to establish effective com-

munication channels to overcome the opposition,

animosity, lack of understanding, and confusions

surrounding the State Board's Six-Step Accountability

Process.lUb

 

‘03Ibid., p. 113. 104Ibid., p. 113.

105 106
Ibid., p. 41. Ibid., p. 120.
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The "urgent need" was prompted by the May, 1974, MOR survey

results showing only 4% of the general public questioned was aware

of the accountability program and little more than half of the

teachers (54%) expressed familiarity with the pIan.107

Not only has the accountability program met with public

apathy, but Porter indicated at a Chicago conference in May, 1974,

that those who knew about it hardly constituted a "responsive

setting." He stated that professional educators are too powerful

and that teacher opposition eventually will scrap the plan. He

expressed fear that the whole accountability process in Michigan

would come to a "screeching halt," and remarked, "I don't see our

ever pulling it off politically."108

In January 1975, some of Porter's pessimism came home to

roost when the Michigan State Board of Education with only one

member remaining from the original Board that had adopted the

accountability model, adopted a resolution to halt any expansion

of the assessment program. The resolution as reported in the

MAESP Newsletter read,

1. The State Board of Education continue pilot

testing of assessment items for two years.

(Editor's Note--Discussion demonstrated that the

intent of this recommendation is to postpone

further expansion of every-pupil testing until

greater analysis of the value of the assessment

program had been completed).

 

 

107National School Public Relations Association, "Reading:

Issues and Actions," Education U.S.A. Special Report (Arlington,

Virginia, 1974), p. 18.

108Ibid.
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2. Resources originally planned for every-pupil

testing at the first grade level should be shifted

to further research and development. Specifically,

we need to (1) show the value of the assessment

program to policy-making at the state level, and

(2) determine the relationship between educational

programs and student learning.

3. The State Board of Education directs staff

or hire an outside consultant to prepare a state

plan for improving student learning for State Board

of Education review.

4. The State Board of Education make a commitment

to expend efforts in developing the "affective

domain" and in providing "humanistic" education

for Michigan children.1 9

Implementation of the Michigan Accountability Model has

virtually come to the "screeching halt" Porter predicted, for

assessment has proven to be its most visible and an integral part

of its implementation. Students of accountability have concurred

that the movement is broader than its assessment component, but

without the measurement aspect for analysis of product and process

there are no quantifiable data to assess the effectiveness of those

who could be held accountable.

Measurement
 

A review of accountability programs underline its uneven

trial-and-error progress and its inadequacies. At the same time,

 

109Michigan Association of Elementary School Principals,

"State Board of Education News, Accountability Program Action,"

ICAESP Newsletter, I, No. 1 (January, 1975) East Lansing, Michigan,

p. .4.
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it has brought an awareness of psychometric theory to more profes-

sional educators and helped precipitate increased efforts to improve

measurement technology. Lessinger has pointed this up, "Today

the questions focus on results obtained for resources used. The

questions are pointed, insistent, and abrasive."no

In so far as accountability rests on measurement, the

concept transposed from industry has been maladaptive. In the

industrial realm measurement of inputs/outputs has been concerned

with reducing the human variability in the process. By contrast,

in measuring cognitive and psychosocial functions of students, it

has been precisely the human factors which psychometricians seek

111
to measure and evaluate. The industrial analogy has the quality

control elements that have not been feasible in education where

neither the "raw material" nor "material in process" have been

112
controllable. Havinghurst has noted that we do not generally

consider a child's academic ability as an input measure. Lindman

has put it strongly, ". . . without the power to select its raw

material and reject defective products, the school cannot guarantee

113
it product." He has envisioned pre-established levels of skills

 

noLeon Lessinger, "Engineering Accountability for Results

in Public Education," in Accountability in Education (Worthington,

Ohio: Charles A. Jones Publishing Company, 1971), p. 28.

111

IIzRobert J. Havinghurst, "Joint Accountability: A Con-

structive Response to Consumer Demands,“ Nation's Schools, LXXXIX,

No. 5.

1133. Lindman, Conference on Educational Accountability

(Princeton, New Jersey: Educatifihal Testing Services, 1971), 8.4-5.

Henry S. Dyer, op. cit., I-5.
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as measured by appropriate tests as the inevitable consequence of

the factory analogy imposed on the educational setting, and has

concluded, “The great diversity of human talent and varying con-

tributions of the home and peer groups makes this degree of uni-

formity impossible."H4

Expectations for measurement as suggested by McConnell“5

have tended to outrun the technology and caused some to turn from

its existing capabilities. As Peterson has reminded those who

would shun it, "Even those educators who cry 'It can't be measured'

must admit that we teach with the notion that there is something

to be learned."n6

I The basic premise of psychometric theory has evolved from

the notion that "there is something to be learned“ and the desire

to find if indeed it has been learned.

Psychometric Theory

Everything that has existed has done so in some quantity;

therefore, it has the potential to be measured. That the quanti-

ties, or characteristics, have varied among individuals has proven

to be the essence of life and of measurement. Cronbach long ago

 

114Ibid, p. 3-5.

115T. R. McConnell, "Accountability and Autonomy," Journal

of Higher Education, XLII (June, 1971), 211.

116Russell W. Peterson, "Accountability as a State Function,"

Compact, IV (October, 1970), p. 20.
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noted, “Almost any task or action some men can and will do more

skillfully than others. . . . The purpose of every psychological

test is to detect differences between individuals."‘n7

Measurement error.--At the heart of psychometric theory
 

has been the desire to describe differences in achievement, aptitudes,

interests and attitudes. Running parallel to this desire has

been the recognition that a certain error of measurement exists in

any such description. The probability of specific types of errors

in measurement has been made predictable through statistical proce-

dures. Variances in scores have resulted from the subjects health,

motivation, or luck in guessing; from test conditions or adminis-

trator error; or from sampling error. Sources of error can also be

attributed to selecting an inappropriate test, scoring errors, and

errors in interpreting the test data.

1‘8 have been derived by test-Estimates of reliability

retest for stability, by equivalent forms at a point in time or

over time for equivalency and equivalency-stability, and by split-

half, Kuder-Richardson formulas, or Hoyt's ANOVA for internal

 

H7L. Cronbach, Essentials of Psychological Testing (New

York: Harper and Brothers, 1949), p. 37.

IIBReliability has been used as the consistency with which

the variance of the observed score can be attributed to the true

score variance. The reliability indicates the measure of confidence

that can be placed in a given score being within a certain range of

scores over repeated testings. Or, the reliability coefficient

shows the extent to which errors of measurement influence scores on

the test. For elaboration see Mehrens et a1., op. cit., pp. 102-123.
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119 have stated that these measuresconsistency. Mehrens and Lehman

of reliability are not completely appropriate for criterion-referenced

tests, and they have presented Livingston's formula for establishing

the reliability of criterion-referenced measures.

A test may be most reliable and consistently measure the

wrong thing. Therefore, while reliability has proven a necessary

condition for validity, it has been unable to stand alone. Validity

has exceeded it in importance. Criterion-related validity has

enabled test interpreters to predict with reasonable accuracy some

future performance from the test data or to substitute the test

results for needed information that has been difficult to attain.

Should the purpose of the test be to describe the subjects command

of a particular field of knowledge then content validity has been

the focus.

In addition to statistical errors, certain procedureal errors

have been shown to produce misleading scores. Selecting a test that

has not validly measured the content of interest has led to erroneous

assumptions. Scoreing a test has introduced errors if the scoring

is manual or subjective. Since accountability measurements have

usually involved a large number of subjects, they have generally

been machine scored. Therefore, barring student/teacher/school

errors in entry, this has not been considered a major source of

error in assessment.

 

HgMehrens et a1., Ibid., p. 121.
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Due to the pressures and the publicity attendant in account-

ability, test administration and interpretation have been discussed

at length in the accountability-measurement literature. The term

standardized test means the test has a standard format, content,

and administration. To violate the guidelines for administering

the test has the effect of distorting the results. The technical

data which were established on the assumption that the standardization

will be followed cease to have meaning and cannot legitimately be

used as a frame of reference for interpretation.

Despite these losses, the lack of adherence to the directions

for administering tests have been all too common. Dyer has commented

that thests are ". . . too often invalidated right at the source

because of maladministration."120

In addition to the more traditional problems inherent in

casual, careless or untrained administration of tests, another

problem associated with accountability has received considerable

attention. When teachers and administrators have been held publicly

accountable for results on tests they administer and when those

results have the power to hold or lose a job, the pressures associated

with results have raised the spectre of deliberate maladministration.

To assure impartial results, Ebel has recommended,

 

120Dyer, Conference on Educational Accountability_(Princeton,

New Jersey: Educational Testing Service, 1971), p. I-lO.
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The test should be administered and scored, and

the results interpreted, by persons who have no

Iiii’fiRlbllifii ZSCSEZSTIBIM ”‘e “m“

Of great concern to psychometricians has been the misuse

and abuse of test data. The veneration some have attached to a

score has been frightening in the light of Cronbach's reminder,

"Any score, and any average, percentile, or correlation, is an

estimate."122

Those who use and report test data have to be mindful of

the variety of statisticaI and procedureal errors that may be present

in any score. Dyer has commented that most consumers of achievement

test results seem to be amazingly unaware of the limitations of

scuh data and added, ". . . failure to recognize the inherent

bouciness of test scores can and does lead to all sorts of mistaken

conclusions . . ."123

Perhaps, the terminology, the implied precision, and the

sanctimonious aura that surrounds test results belong at the feet

of the educators. The dependence the general public has placed

on test data which has in turn helped to sell the concept of account-

ability can be traced directly to the professionals. Mecklenburger

and Wilson have supported this view, "The assumption is that tests

 

12IEbel, op. cit., p. 13.

1'ZZCronbach, op. cit., p. 39.

123Dyer, op. cit., p. I-lO.
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provide precise yardsticks of student progress, and educators have

allowed parents and school boards to believe in these scores. But

these tests are not precise."124

‘25 concurred noting that the professionals haveGaines

taught the high regard for test scores with their use in grouping,

tracking, college bound--indeed as a basis for life chances. It

is encumbent on the educator who uses test data to recognize the

sources of error and to ascribe to the data no more than the psycho-

metrician deems it warrants. The educator must be aware of what a

test was constructed to measure and precisely what conclusions can

be drawn from the test results. For some time, there have been

tests designed to differentiate among individuals in a comparative,

or normative, sense. Recent interest has focused on tests to

differentiate among individuals who have or have not met the stan-

dards of a specific objective.

Norm- and criterion-referenced measurement.--The change in
 

expectations the public has for education has been seen in an

increased use of criterion-referenced tests. Keppel126 has reminded

those who see criterion referenced tests as a panacea that there

 

124Mecklenburger et al., op. cit., p. 82.

125Edythe J. Gaines, ”A Way Out of the Tangled Web," Conference

on Educational Accountability (Princeton, New Jersey: Educational

Testing Service, l97l), p. G-l.

 

126Francis Keppel, "Issues in Implementation 11," Conference

on Educational Accountability (Princeton, New Jersey: Educational

Testing SErvice, l97l), p. 0-6.
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is no guarantee that a criterion-referenced test is any less subject

to skill sampling errors than norm-referenced tests, and he has

furthered warned its proponents that eventually the standard of

satisfactory performance on a criterion-referenced test depends

on someone's judgment of what is acceptable or desirable.

The norm-referenced test provided the comparative data

for sorting on the curve and the criterion-referenced test measured

the individual against a specified standard. The distinction

between norm- and criterion-referenced measures has been made

primarily on the basis of‘interpreting the test and the purposes

for which it is given.

The norm-referenced tests' purpose has been to differenti-

ate and discriminate among the students. Items that everyone or

no one has attained tend to be deleted. 0n the other hand, with a

criterion-referenced test to measure a well taught course based on

reasonable objectives; the students may well attain many of the

objectives. While a criterion-referenced test has inevitably

discriminated between the achieving and non-achieving student to

some degree, it has not been the primary purpose in the normative

sense.

There has been some disagreement in the literature as to

whether criterion-referenced tests in their current stage of refine-

ment differ from norm-referenced ones in techniques of construction.

Mehrens and Lehmann have indicated there is a difference in construc-

tion, and stated, ”. . . item analysis, reliability, and some types
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of validity are different in a criterion-referenced measure."127

128 have noted that the criteria for the test itselfPopham and Husek

that are important in a norm-referenced test are not important for

criterion-referenced test. Ebel concurred, "The constructor of the

criterion referenced test should be expected to discount evidence

of discriminatory power and choose the item which seems more rele-

vant to the goals of instruction."129

Rudman has come down hard on the other side,

What needs to be laid to rest at this point in the

notion that the construction of objective-referenced

[criterion-referenced] tests is really different from130

the construction of norm-referenced tests; it is not.

House et al.,131 would seem to support Rudman for in ana-

lyzing the reliability of Michigan's new criterion-referenced test,

the ORT, they used KR-ZO for internal consistency--a norm-referenced

procedure rather than one designed for criterion-referenced tests.

While the technical report for the l973-74 ORT has not yet been

132
published, Huyser has indicated the MDE also has checked its

reliability with KR-ZO.

 

127Mehrens et al., op. cit., p. 70.

128w. James Popham and T. R. Husek, "Implications of Criterion-

Referenced Measurement," Journal of Educational Measurement, VI

(Spring, 1969), l-lO.

129

 

Robert Ebel, op. cit., p. 9.

13°Rudman, op. cit., p. 11.

13lHouse et al., op. cit., p. 666.

132For discussion, see Mehrens at al., 0p- Cite, P- 121°
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Mehrens and Lehmann133 have agreed with Rudman to the extent

that they have stated there are more similarities than differences

between the two tests. Ebel134 has also observed that without the

labeling it would be hard to distinguish between the two on the

basis of format.

Tyler135 has become a strong proponent of criterion-

referenced testing for accountability measurement. He has discussed

discrimination in norm-referenced test construction and observed

that they have not been designed to measure growth for low achievers

from disadvantaged environments or for the advantaged student.

He has noted so few questions have been included for the slow

student or advantaged student that it has not provided a dependable

measure on either of them.‘ Tyler has emphatically stated, "Account-

ability for pupil learning is more dependably assessed by criterion

I.137
referenced tests . . and later described criterion-referenced

tests as ". . . designed to sample specified knowledge, skills, and

 

133Robert Huyser, Supervisor REAS of MDE, in conversation.

February, 1975. -

134

135

Mehrens et al., op. cit., p. 70.

Ebel, op. cit., p. 10.

136Ralph W. Tyler, "Testing for Accountability," Nation's

Schools, LXXXVI, No. 6 (December, 1970), 37-39.

137Ralph W. Tyler, "Accountability in Perspective," in

Accountability in Education (Worthington, Ohio: Charles A. Jones

Publishing Company, 1971), p. 4.
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abilities and to report what the child knows and can do of these

specified matters."138

Ebel has noted the fallacy in this argument,

The trouble with this notion is that different

objectives are not separate, discrete entities,

independent of each other. They are all inter-

dependent part of a complex whole. They tend to

resist clear definition as distrinct components,

for they overlap and interact.

While the use of criterion-referenced measures has report-

edly been increasing, most psychometricians have not regarded it

as more precise or more valid than norm-referenced measures, but

simply a different way to seek‘and interpret information about a

subject. Ways of gathering and reporting data have garnered

considerable attention in the accountability literature; however,

fear of measurement's impact on the curriculum has merited many

more lines of type.

Curricular and Instructional

Distortion
 

,Those who have decried the ill-effects of accountability

assessment on the curriculum generally fall in three categories:

(1) those who voice concern about "teaching to the test," (2) those

who are concerned with disproportionate emphasis on the tested

areas and the neglect of other curricular areas, and (3) those who

 

138Tyler, "Testing for Accountability," Nation's Schools,

LXXXVI, No. 6 (December, l970), 38.

139Ebel, op. cit., p. 10.
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are concerned with the discrepant attention given the child who

will produce on the test and conversely the neglect of those who

won't shine so brightly.

When instructional time has been devoted to teaching to

the exact questions on a test, the test has no value as a measure-

ment device and such a teacher has been labeled unprofessional

and unethical. However, there is a fine but important line between

this practice and teaching to assure that the students have command

of the areas to be tested. If the test is a representative sample

of instruction, then teaching to the topics on the test has not

only been permissible but desirable. Poor content validity on a

test that must be given and whose results will be publicly reported

has presented the danger of placing disproportional emphasis on

those aspects of the curriculum that will be tested and to slight

‘40 Chabotar has considered both sides of thethe other areas.

coin, "Does this mean that educators will not be held responsible

for student development in the analytical and affective which can-

not be measured by current testing technique? Furthermore, will

teachers then alter their lesson plans to cover only what is to be

tested . . .?"]41

 

14OTyler, "Accountability in Education," Op. Cit-. Po 3-

141Chabotar, et al., op. cit., p. 46.
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Stake,142 Wildavsky,143 and Sciara et al.144 have all

called attention to the educational detriment that may occur to the

child who is less test productive. When school mean scores are

used to determine a school's effectiveness and when a norm-referenced

test designed to discriminate is used, the slow and the advantaged

child have fewer questions to demonstrate their academic progress;

therefore, the average child will pay off better in school means.

Preferential treatment to the average child may yield spuriously

high test results. The graver consequence would be the academic

neglect of the other children.

Limitations in Measurement
 

In discussing measurement errors and the potential dangers

in the assessment aspect of accountability, the limitations of

measurement have been alluded to. So far in this study measurement

and test have been used interchangeably. However, measurement

145 and
has generally been considered a broader term than tests,

the concept of test certainly has exceeded the paper and pencil

examination. Within the accountability movement, paper and pencil

tests have become the most prevalent form of assessment because

of the demands of measuring large numbers of students as well as

scoring and reporting these results. Because of the nature of

 

142Robert E. Stake, "Testing Hazards in Performance Con-

tracting," Phi Delta Kappan, LII, No. l0 (June, 1971), 583-588.

143

 

Wildavsky, op. cit., p. l74.

l44

145

Sciara et al., op. cit., p. 6.

Mehrens et al., p. 6.
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administration, group standardized tests have invariably been paper

and pencil examinations. The constraints in such evaluative pro-

cedures are obvious. Numerous human behaviors have been identified

that cannot be measured in such a fashion.146

No one would argue that much has been taught and much has

been learned that has not been measured in the assessment programs.

The movement to hold educators accountable, however, has been

devoted to those areas which can be easily measured-~generally

with group paper and pencil tests.147

Pondering the relationship between teaching and testing,

Stake noted that while Anderson, Goldberg, and Hiddle as well as

Wittrock and Hill have been working on the problem, "neither the

test nor anyone else has developed scales or grounds for describing

the similaity between teaching and testing. . . .This is the

most grievous failing. There is not good way to indicate how

closely the tests match instruction."148

The literature has not suggested that measurement within

accountability has been weak, but rather those using it should

recognize what Barro referred to as ". . . severe limitations to

the state of the art of educational measurement."149

 

‘46Lessinger in Accountability for Teachers and School

Administrators, op. cit. elaborates on this point.

147

148

149

 

Davies, op. cit., p. l3l.

Stake, op. cit., p. 209.

Barro, op. cit., p. 5].
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In fact, most writers would support Lessinger and Allen

in arguing for education to use what it does have. They commented,

". . . the fact that the many results of education are subjective

and not subject to audit should not deter us from dealing precisely

with those aspects of education that lend themselves to precise

definitions and assessment."150

And if the problems in measurement were not great enough

within the definable limits of the school, there has also been

much discussion of out-of-school variables.

Out-of-school Variables
 

While it has not received the play in the press that Cole-

]5] in their work in Michiganman and his progeny have, David at al.

preceeded Coleman in a search for determinants of educational achieve-

ment and attainment. David found the most powerful predictor of a

child's education was the education of the father, with disposable

income second and the father's occupation third.

 

150Leon Lessinger and Dwight H. Allen, "Performance Pro—

posals for Educational Funding: A New Approach to Federal Resource

Allocation," in Accountability in American Education (Boston:

Allyn and Bacon, Inc., l972), p. 49.

15(Martin David, Harvey Brazer, James Morgan, and Wilbur

Cohen, Educational Achievement--Its Causes and Effects, Monograph

#23 (Ann Arbor, Michigan: University of Michigan Survey Research

Center, October, l961).
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The educational literature has been loaded with concern

for the impact of out-of—school variables on learning and the effect

152 was issued in l966.the school can have since Coleman's report

This report, others that followed, and critiques of their method-

ology and findings have already been mentioned in Chapter I. It

has relevance to this review in so far as the studies and discussion

Coleman precipitated have repeatedly noted that a large portion

of the child's educational determinants were out-of-school variables

or were unexplained. The more a child's achievement has been deter-

mined by out-of-school variables, there is proportionately less

that can be attributed to in-school variables, such as specific

personnel and programs. To the degree that these studies can be

supported, a test measures more than a given school has contributed.

Sciara et al. have summed up the size of the task,

Gathering information so that student learning pro-

gress can be measured objectively and attributed

honestly to the efforts of any particular teacher,

one particular program, or one particular school,

presents problems of great magnitude. Variables

such as student's health, his home environment,

socioeconomic circumstances, previous education,

already learned skills, self-concept, and 153

motivational index will have to be considered.

The problem becomes more complex if consideration is given

to the fact that environmental variables probably do not act singly,

1154
but in combination as McConnel has suggested.

 

152Coleman, op. cit.

153Sciara et al., op. cit., p. 230.

154Mctonneii, op. cit., p. 212.
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These complexities have led Nyquist to state, "Let us not

put the whole burden on the schools. Responsibility for poor housing,

poverty, unemployment, adult prejudices, and urban decay lies else-

where. Accountability is interlocking among many partners."155

Closely aligned with the general problem of identifying

out-of—school variables and their impact on learning and learning

measures has been the highly visible concern of cultural bias in

testing. However, since this has not been a consideration in the

study, it has not been treated here.

Should the millenium arrive and measurement overcome all

its limitations, measuring educational objectives could be accom-

plished completely and precisely, the dilemma would still exist as

to how to attribute the attainment, or the lack of it, to any

specific person or program. Since the variables just discussed

have not appeared to be unidimensional or to operate in isolation,

their contribution even through factor analysis has proven difficult

to assess. As Bell observed, "To be trite, learning is difficult

to quantify and measure. It is an even more perplexing task to

identify what influences learning and what causes fruition. Con-

versely, it is difficult to identify causes for learning failure."156

 

155Ewald B. Nyquist, "Measuring Purposes and Effectiveness,"

in Accountability in Education (Worthington, Ohio: Charles A. Jones

Publishing Company, l97l), pp. 25-6.

156Bell, op. cit., p. C-4.
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Though the school would appear to have a more definable

entity, attributing academic progress within the school walls has

also given rise to consternation in the accountability literature.

AttributingiResults

The essence of accountability is measuring results and

attributing those results to someone or something. Barro has laid

out the problem well,

. . if the overall effectiveness of educators and

schools is to be assessed, measurement will have to

be extended to many more dimensions of pupil perform-

ance than are covered by instruments in commone use . . .

But no program of performance measure alone, no matter

how comprehensive or sophisticated, is sufficient to

establish accountability. To do that, we must also

be able to attribute results (performance gains) to

sources.157

McConnell, Stake and Wildavsky have all voiced caution

158
in attributing results. But lest professionsls seek an escape

from responsibility, Wildavsky hastens to add,

It is true that such a test does not by any means

measure all that a teacher does or attest to all

his impact. No such test can be devised. Nor is

it necessary to do so. To say that what a teacher

does is so exotic that it cannot be measured is

simply to say that he ought to do what he pleases,

and that is not tenable. 59

 

157

158McConnel, op. cit., pp. 2l2-Zl3; Stake, op. cit., p. 219;

and Wildavsky, op. cit., p. 17.

159

Barro, op. cit., p. 50.

Wildavsky, op. cit., p. 17.
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160 has seen the repeatedly professed limitationsCunningham

on testing as a rationalization to avoid evaluation. While Ebel

has projected that professional evaluation by an outside source

is inescapable, "Teachers and school administrators need to face

the fact that external evaluation of their effectiveness is

inevitable. They cannot escape accountability to students, parents,

and taxpayers."161

Educators cannot have it both ways. Gaines has held that

standardized test scores cannot appropriately be used to judge

the effectiveness of individual teachers nor school units. However,

Gaines has rhetroically queried why such confidence has been placed

in the value of standardized test scores as measurements of success

and effectiveness. He concluded,

No, it is we educators, not the laity, who are dealing

in non sequitors and logical inconsistencies when we

say (through our behavior if not our words) that these

test scores can make clear determinations about the

performance of pupils but not about educators and

schools.

Again, we cannot have it both ways, parents undoubtedly

will give up the idea of rating educators in terms of

test results when educators give up rating children

by these measures.162

Turned around the question that Gianes prompts has to be--

if educators refuse to use test scores for their accountability,

why do they adhere to them for the student? And a further dimension

--if educators are to be accountable, what measurement would they

have to judge their effectiveness?

 

160 161
Cunningham, op. cit., p. 85. Ebel, op. cit., p. 12.

162Gaines, op. cit., p. G-5.



83

It has been in a climate of uncertainity precipitated

by questions of this kind that the Michigan Educational Assess-

ment Program tests were first administered in l970.

Michigan Education Assessment Program
 

The Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) was

initiated by the Michigan State Board of Education and funded by

the legislature initially through the enactment of P.A. 307 of

1969, and subsequently under Act 38 of the Public Acts of 1970.

The first assessment test was conducted by the Michigan Department

of Education (MDE) in the l969-7O school year and was used to

assess "the levels and distribution of educational performance for

"163 The program wasMichigan's districts, schools, and pupils.

designed and administered by the Research, Evaluation and Assess-

ment Services, MDE, with the assistance of the Educational Testing

Service (ETS).164

The assessment battery was administered to fourth and

seventh grade pupils in January of 1970.

The format of the norm-referenced test was 4 choice items.

Scores were converted for each test and scaled with a mean of SO

and a standard deviation of lo. The scaled scores were used in

all reporting.

 

163John W. Porter, "Forward," Technical Report of Selected

Aspects of the 1969-70 Michigan Educational Assessment Program,

1971, p. i.

1“mid.
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The Michigan Association of Professors of Educational

Administration formed a Task Force to review the first MEAP test.

In their position paper reported out in April, l972, they took

exception to the need for a Michigan test rather than using an

already established standardized test and noted the Michigan

population was not that unique. They further observed,

The Michigan Assessment of Basic Skills is charac-

terized by patch-work construction, poor item analysis

information, the use of untried items in the published

editions of the test, shoddy cosmetic changes in words

or letters or names of people and representing these

as 'new' items.165

They questioned the lack of support for the MDE's claim

of content validity, and pointed to the lack of evidence to support

criterion-related validity. Other concerns such as the manner and

method of reporting results also were criticized.166

However, it was primarily in response to the charges of

poor content validity by the state's educators that the Department

 

165Task Force on Educational Assessment and Accountability,

Herbert C. Rudman, Chairman. "The Michigan Educational Assessment

Program: An Abstract,“ Michigan Association of Professors of

Educational Administration, l972, p. 5.

166The test was criticized for having reported percentile

rankings of 15 and 62 for separate distircts with 3 l/2 raw score

points difference. The problem was compounded by the fact that

additional funding was provided one district and not the other on

this basis. (See Task Force report for elaboration). These mis-

leading results found their way into the press after MDE had assured

the school districts that the scores would not be publicly released

added more fuel to the fire. That the legislature instigated the

release of the test results did not salve many wounds. See

Kearney et al., op. cit., for the political by-play.
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began to frame the objectives already mentioned as a basis for

future assessment. The department continued to use the normative

tests with on-going modifications through the l972-73 school year.

A new test based on the performance objectives was first administered

in the fall of 1973.

Objective-Reference Test

The new MEAP test--called Objective-Referenced Test (ORT)

was administered in the same grades, 4 and 7, and confined to reading

and mathematics. The Word Relations section of the old test remained

as a norm-referenced aptitude measure and provided continuity in

measuring succeeding populations.

The tests were developed to measure some of the objectives

in reading and mathematics. In reading 23 objectives at the fourth

grade and at the seventh grade were measured, and 35 and 45 objec-

tives in mathematics were selected for the two grades, respectively.

Five items were developed to test each of these objectives. The

format of the test retained the 4 choice item used in the previous

MEAP test. Rather than the normative nature of the proceding

four assessment tests, MDE claimed the new ORT was designed to

"reveal specific skills that students have or have not attained."167

The objectives selected for testing were assumed to be "minimal

skill objectives“ and were defined by the Department as "ones for

which it is desirable to have all students attain."168

 

167Michigan Department of Education, MEAP First Report,

l973-74 (Lansing, Michigan: MDE), p. 3.

'581bid., p. 4.‘
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The test items were reportedly written by teachers in

four school districts with an assist from MDE. The items were

' then edited by MDE and the technical support contractor, California

Test Bureau. The Department reported that the instrument was

"successfully piloted during the l972-73 school year in five Michigan

"169 but did not clarify what constituted "success."school districts,

The Department has acknowledged that after the items were

tried out they were revised on the basis of comments from teachers

and subject matter specialists, and stated, ". . . an extensive

validation procedure was used to eliminate poor items and inappro-

priate objects, . . ." However, no validity documentation or other

information could be found in the Department literature on test

construction. A technical report on the ORT has yet to be pub-

lished.

The involvement of educators in the development of objectives

and test items has lent support to the Department's claim for con-

tent validity. However, House et al., report, ". . . even those

teachers who participated felt their involvement was rather cursory

and too much a matter of form. . . . Strong opposition and resent-

ment expressed by many teachers and some teacher groups indicates a

feeling on their part that they were not significantly involved."170

Critique of ORT

As part of the contract with MDE, the CTB attempted to

validate the MEAP for T973 as a criterion referenced test using a

 

170
169Ibid., p. 3. House, et al., op. cit., p. l4.
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sensitivity index, pre-posttest gain corrected for guessing. Rudman171

has computed and reported this index and found the highest correla-

tion was in the fourth grade reading and was only .22. Rice172

reports that the MDE would not accept this kind of validation and

requested norm construct validity, and that the CTB refused to

comply. MDE then went to another testing service for certification

of validity.

Rudman addressed the purported difference in the new ORT

over the old MEAP test,

The characteristics of test items selected for the

l973-74 test used by the Department of Education

are the same ones employed by many authors of norm—

referenced standardized achievement tests. These

include (I) teacher comments based on item-analysis

try-outs, (2) test item difficulty, (3) KR-ZO reli-

ability coefficients, (4) point bi-serial correlation

coefficients to test item discrimination, (5) rowth

in item difficulty from grade to grade, and (61 com-

paring highest fourth or fifth of a group of scores

to the lowest fourth or fifth.173

Both Rudman and House et al. agreed that the KR-ZOs and

point bi-serial correlations were acceptable for most items. House

et al. have commented that the tests have admirable reliability.”4

 

171H. C. Rudman, "Between Us . . ." Michigan Elementary

Principal, L, No. l (February, 1974) 12.

1”Arthur Rice, Accountability Specialist, Michigan Education

Association, in conversation, MEA Office, February, l974.

173

174

Rudman, op. cit., p. l2.

House et al., op. cit., p. 666.
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The l973-74 ORT results have caused the critics to assert

that despite Department claims to the contrary, the objectives were

not minimal. Womer commented in l974, 9. . . if one accepts at face

value the information now available in assessment publication and

from public statements about Michigan assessment . . . one may

conclude . . . not a single school district in this state is meeting

minimal objectives in reading and mathematics.”75

Rudman has concurred, "If we follow the reasoning of the

Department of Education, then this year's test results indicate

that all of the districts in Michigan have failed to attain mastery

of minimal objectives at grades 4 and 7!"176

Calculations of the results showed that in reading 95% of

the fourth graders and 88% of the seventh graders did not attain

the objectives. These data clearly demonstrated that if the test

items were valid for the objectives, then the objectives were not

valid for the population it measured.

ORT Changes for l974-75.--Since modification in the MEAP-
 

ORT suggests areas of weakness in the first instrument, a review

of the changes was undertaken. It was found that a number of

objectives had been dropped and that the definition for minimal

skill objective had been changed from "desirable to have all_stu-

dents attain" to "desirable to have most students attain . . ."

 

175Frank B. Womer, "Interpretation of Michigan Educational

Assessment Results," University of Michigan, Bureau of School

Services, 1974.

176Rudman, op. cit., p. l2.
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177 MDE explained, "Unfortunately. the nature 0f(underline supplied).

minimum objectives was frequently misunderstood during the last

school year. The Department of Education did not expect--based on

empirical data--that the objectives would be attained by 90 to lOO

percent of the state's students in the 1973-74 assessment."178

The Department dropped three objectives in reading and

five objectives in mathematics at both the fourth and seventh grades

and made word changes in a few others. The Department did not dis-

cuss the deletion of individual objectives, but defended the whole

procedure,

Based on the results of the 1973-74 assessment and

with the advice of professional organizations and

curriculum specialists, some objectives and test

items were deleted. Other items were clarified by

word changes or improvements in accompanying art

work.179

The Word Relationship section which had previously been

mandatory was made available at district option. Other changes

were additive in nature and did not reflect on the policies or

procedures of the l973-74 test.

Purposes and Plans for MEAP

In the first presentation of the Michigan Accountability

Model, the purpose of the "Needs Assessment" component stated,

 

177Michigan Department of Education, MEAP First Report,

l973-74, op. cit., p. 3.

1”ma.

1”Ibid., p. l6.
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Having identified the goals for children, and having

articulated the performance objectives for schools,

it is necessary to assess the existing relationship

between them. This analytical chore must utilize all

the knowledge at hand: research, testing, resource

distribution and personnel availability and a host of

others. The objective is to give local school officials

some notion of the variance between desirability of

performance obaectives and what the child or children

can do . . .18

In the Michigan Department of Education's working draft,

"Draft Long Range Plan" for the MEAP, they further articulated the

purpose of assessment,

Purpose: The purpose of state educational assessment

in Michigan is to secure information about the mastery

of minimum levels of basic skills and other common

learnings by Michigan children and youth to provide

for improved educational decision making.181

The increased emphasis on communication can be seen in

the purposes and objectives of assessment which have been set forth

in the First Reports of MEAP for 1973-74 and 1974-75. In identical

language, they state,

The first objective of the MEAP is to provide the

State Board of Education, the Executive Office, the

Legislature, and citizens with data describing the

levels of basic skills attainment and other relevant

descriptive data about each of Michigan's schools and

school districts. . . .

The second objective of the MEAP is to provide local

educators with specific information about the levels

of basic skills educational attainment of students

and of other relevant descriptive data for their own

schools and school districts. . . .

 

180Michigan Department of Education, "A Position Statement

on Educational Accountability," March, 1972, p. 7.

18(Michi an Department of Education, “Draft Long Range

Plan (Parts I-VI? MEAP," mimeographed working draft, p. 5.
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The third objective of the MEAP is to provide infor-

mation regarding the progress of the Michigan educa-

tional system as a whole and the progress of its school

districts and schools over a period of years to the

State Board of Education, the Executive Office, and

the Legislature, and citizens.182

According to Donovan,183 the Department's stated plans call

for continued testing in fourth and seventh grades but with fewer

objectives for every pupil in reading and mathematics, and for matrix

sampling for additional reading and mathematics objectives as well

as other content areas. The MDE piloted the testing of 48 first

grade entry level objectives in the l974-75 school year. Each teacher

administered only one test covering no more than two objects. The

Department has stated that its intended procedure is to follow a

similar procedure with an additional 35 first grade objectives in

1975-76 and to eventually go to state wide sampling at this level.

In January, l974, MDE published their plans in "Grades

to be Assessed," giving the following tentative timetable for

implementation as presented in Figure 2.1.

Some modifications in these plans took place in 1974, but

the most dramatic change took place as a result of the State Board

of Education's adoption of a resolution regarding assessment on

January 8, l975, as previously mentioned.

 

182Michigan Department of Education, MEAP First Report

1974-75, pp- 7-10-

183David L. Donovan, Director of Research, Evaluation,

and Assessment Serv1ce, MDE. In a presentation Extern Program,

Michigan State University, January, l975.
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Grade School Year

1973-74 1974-75 l975-76 l976-77 l977-78

 

X X X X

X X X X X

7 X X X X X

lO X X X

12 x x

 

Figure 2.l--Timetable, MEAP grades to be assessed, January, l974.

Donovan, speaking within a week following the Board meeting

suggested the timetable would probably be altered as depicted in

 

 

 

Figure 2.2.

Grade School Year

l973-74 l974-75 1975-76 1976-77 l977-78

1 Pilot Pilot X X

X X X X X

7 X X X X X

10 Pilot X? X?

12 Develop? Pilot?

 

Figure 2.2--Revised timetable, MEAP, January, l975.

Donovan noted development of the l2th grade instrument

to measure "exit competencies" may not be developed in l976-77,

because the objectives may not have been adopted in time--not

because of the Board's resolution.184

 

'84Ibid.
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A review of the evolution of MDE's broken front efforts

to make assessment a viable component of the Michigan Accountability

Model has revealed the great complexity of the task before them.

To date, the assessment program has attempted to measure only part

of one of the 22 sub-goals identified in the "Common Goals of

Michigan." The functions of the MDE to date have been limited to

gathering data, allocating money and disseminating the data. They

have yet to venture into the true realm of accountability where

differences revealed by assessment data would be attributed to

resources, people or dollars.

There have been data in the literature to support the concept

that schools do make a difference, but identifying the myriad of

factors that contribute to that difference requires sophisticated

technology and extensive resources. Michigan has found itself in

the vortex of whirling questions that neither educators nor social

scientists have yet resolved. For example, what particular facets

of the elementary principalship, what type of administrative per-

formance might be reflected in student achievement? In what areas

should the principal have the autonomy needed for responsible

decision-making? How much autonomy is desirable? The answers have

remained unclear, partially because the functions expected of the

elementary principalship have remained varied and unclear.

Autonomy in the Elementary Principalship

In considering the functional autonomy of the elementary

principal both the evolving role of that principalship and the
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aspects of autonomy deriving from the theory of organization structure

must be addressed.

A review of the literature regarding the role of the elemen-

tary principal would suggest that the role has divergence in practice,

but much commonality in its historical evolution and in identifiable

tasks associated with that role.

The Elementary Principalship
 

The historical evolution of the elementary principalship

has much to do with the current practices associated with it. The

position grew out of a synthesis of educational practices in Europe

that were brought to the American shores and the societal needs

unique to America that were placed upon education.

Historically, the principal predates the superintendency

and both the name and the concept evelved from the "principal-

teacher." The first educational administrative tasks at the build-

ing level were assumed by teachers. While the principal-teacher

of early schools performed many functions of an administrative

nature, such acts were considered secondary, or even incidental,

to the primary duty of instruction. Many administrative activities

were carried out by lay committeemen or elected officials. These

conditions established two principles early in American school

traditions; first, that elementary school administrators were

teachers first and administrators second, and secondly, policy
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decisions concerning elementary schools should be made by lay

workers.185

One of the early trestises on educational administration

was Cubberley's work. Writing in 1922, he argued for more emphasis

and responsibility to be placed in the office of the principalship,

We are not likely to overestimate the importance of

the office of school principal. As the superinten-

dent gives tone and character to the whole school

system, so the school principal gives tone and

character to the school under his control. . . .

The knowledge, insight, skill, and qualities for

helpful leadership of the principal of the school

practically determines the ideals and standard of

achievements of both teachers and pupils within

the school.186

The position of elementary school principal did not become

common in the United States until the early part of the twentieth

century. A small group of elementary school administrators formed

the Department of Elementary School Principals (DESP) of the NEA

in l920. A major concern of the DESP in its early years was the

teaching duties many principals continued to have. In listing the

five stages of development of elementary school administration in

187
the DESP Fifth Yearbook, Crouch observed that of all the steps
 

 

, 185Fred A. Snyder and R. Duane Peterson, Dynamics of

Elementary School Administration (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co.,

970 , p. 7.

186Elwood P. Cubberly, Public School Administration

(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1922), p. l90.

187Roy A. Crouch lists five stages in the development of

elementary school administration in Chapter Two of the DESP Fifth

Yearbook; (l) One-Teacher, (2) Head-Teacher, (3) Teaching Princi-

pal, (4) Building Principal, and (5) Superivsing Principal.
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none had been more significant than the releasing of the adminis-

trator from teaching duties.

Associated with the teaching-principal has been the more

clerical administrative duties. Tracing the antecedents of this

role, McCarty stated, "The modern school administrator is the

unfortunate descendent of the teaching principal, an office his-

torically restricted to second-rate clerical duties."188

The modern day principal has been unable to throw off

these historical shackles for her managerial responsibilities

appear to have increased. As Hencley et al. have reported,

From the time of the first 'principal teacher,’

the image of the elementary school principal has

developed in many communities as a person who is

competent in manageing facilities, equipment and

supplies: Allocating teaching functions; promoting,

guiding, and disciplining students; scheduling

buses, classes, and PTA meetings. All of these

tasks focus primarily on technical management

and have tended to project a low-level image of

elementary administration.189

In addition to clerical-managerial tasks, the elementary

school administrator's heritage has identified two other distinct

spheres usually associated with the principal--discipline and

 

188Donald J. McCarty, "Organizational Influences on

Teacher Behavior," Selected Readings on General Supervision,

James E. Heald, Louis G. Romano, and Nicholas P. Georgiady, eds.

(New York: Macmillan Company, l970), p. l27.

189Stephen Hencley, Lloyd McCleary, and J. McGrath, Ihg_

Elementary School Principalship (New York: Dodd Mead and Co.,

l970), p. 100.
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supervision. Early school masters willed to the principal the

image of disciplinarian complete with verbal lashing, rulers or

switches, and even dunce caps. While more humane treatment of

children and some laws that restrict physical punishment have

reduced this aspect of the principal's role, "being sent to the

principal's office" still connotes trouble--and discipline.

The sphere of supervision has had a parallel movement

away from strictness to helpfulness. From the "checking up"

inspection of the l9lOs and l9205, the supervisory functions

evolved by the l9SOs to "assistance in the development of better

teaching-learning situations."190

Expectations of elementary administrator's behavior has

changed considerably in each of these areas since the advent of

the position. During the evolution of the principalship, other

duties have been ascribed to the principal.

Functions of the elementary principalship.--Heald and

Moore described the building principal's role as one of a decision-

maker and also as the subordinate who executes decisions made by

the superintendent. The decisions she makes whether unilaterally

or by consensus, were identified by the authors and can be grouped

into personnel/pupil assignments, scheduling, utilization of space,

and development of personnel.]91

 

190Kimball Wiles, Supervision for Better Schools (Englewood

Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., T955), pp. 5-8.

191James E. Heald and Samuel A. Moore, II, The Teacher and

Administrative Relationships in School Systems (New York: The

Macmillan Company, 1968), pp. l30-l.
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After reviewing the work of Jarvis et al., Ulhorn, Billings,

Carlson, Andlurer, Ainsworth, and Frey as well as work or statements

from Ohio, Maine, Illinois, Oklahoma, Sioux Falls, Washington, D.C.,

‘92 selected ten of the most commonly repeatedand Milwaukee, Keller

functions. They were: (1) Teacher evaluation; (2) Maintaining

accurate, up-to-date records; (3) Organization of the school for

effective learning; (4) Providing resources for education in the

building; (5) Developing and implementing in-service training

program for teaching personnel; (6) Assignment of pupils to grades,

programs, teachers; (7) Selection and assignment of teachers;

(8) Planning curriculum in terms of student needs; (9) Participa-

tion in the development of system-wide policies; and (lO) Inter-

preting the school to the public.

In 1968, the California Elementary School Administrators

Association published a monograph, "Evaluation of an Elementary

Principal's Effectiveness," and enumerated five function to

evaluate: (l) educational leadership, (2) personnel operations,

(3) support management, (4) school-public communication, and

(5) professional leadership.

The Michigan Association of Elementary School Principals

defined the role of the elementary principal under six headings:

 

192Edward P. Keller, "The Territory of the Michigan

Elementary School Principal," unpublished dissertation, Michigan

State University, l972, pp. 26-36.
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Working with Central Staff, Building Personnel, Pupil Personnel,

the Profession, School Related Agencies, and the Community.193

Goldhammer194 characterized the principal as a master teacher,

educational philosopher, curriculum builder, and a catalyst and

identified the capabilities needed to fulfill the role as communi-

cation skills, skill in group procedures, and sensitivity. In

addition, he felt the principal should have knowledge of organi-

zational change process, the legal basis of school operations,

sociological and political forces existing within the community,

employee-management relations, organizational and management theory,

and social psychology.

In elaborating on the multiplicity of the principal's roles,

‘95 proceeded to cite many of the labels the principal hasLevenson

acquired using Gibb's "an innovator, a creater, and a quiet revolu-

tionary," McGowan's "a principal source of public information,"

Goodlad's "aid in construction of teacher-proof packages," Lewin's

"skillful in dealing with the teachers' union,“ and Meredith's

"curriculum organizers and directors, building managers, public

relations experts, counselors, sounding boards, financial con-

sultants, superiors, personnel developers, and scholars." He

 

193Michigan Association of Elementary School Principals.

"The Role of the Elementary School Principal" (East Lansing, Michigan:

MAESP, 1972), p. 3.

194Keith Goldhammer and Paul L. Houts, "A Conversation

with Keith Goldhammer," The National Elementary Principal, LIII,

No. 3 (March/April, 1974), 27-34.

195William B. Levenson, "School Principal: On the Crossfire

Line?" The Clearing House, XLV (December, 1970), 216.
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added to the list by stating, "Complicating the principal's task

is the mounting pressure for accountability."

Reflecting on the multitude of demands, it is not surprising

that Goldhammer commented, ". . . we've expected the administrator,

particularly the elementary school administrator, to be all things.. .

The good Lord himself couldn't perform all the roles that have been

expected of elementary school principals."196

Diversity in the principalship.-~The borad spectrum of
 

expectations has been further compounded by the diversity of situa-

tions in which the roles have been enacted. Cunningham remarked,

". . . there is enormous variation from school to school. The

configuration of programs, activities, and problems in different

schools are not the same."197

Wagstaff and Spillman have supported this view, "The princi-

palship is the most loosely defined important position in the

educational heirarchy. It's difficult, if not impossible, to

speak definitely about it from school district to school district

within a state, let alone on a national scale."198

 

196

197Luvern Cunningham, "The Principal in the Learning

Community," The National Elementary Principal, LIII, No. 5

(July/August, 1974), 42.

198Lonnie H. Wagstaff and Russell Spillman, "Who Should

Be Principal?" The National Elementary Principal, LIII, No. 5

(July/Auguest, 1974), 37.

Goldhammer, op. cit., p. 28.
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Hemphill et al. have summed up the problem,

At present there is no useful system for the classi-

fication of different school characteristics which

would make it possible to hold situational factors

constant in a study of administrative behavior.

With the bankruptcy of the search for administrative

qualifications on the one hand and with the variety

of communities and schools on the other, most attempts

to determine criteria of success for school adminis-

trators have been singularly unsuccessful. 9

As might have been expected within this milieu a call has

been heard to define the principals' domain of professional respon-

200 With reference to the elementarysibility and competencies.

principal, Goldhammer has also called for some criteria, stating,

"We need to be able to define some performance criteria that

are professionally relevant to the practice within the field, . . ."201

Despite the multiplicity of expectations and the inconsis-

tencies surrounding the elementary principalship the degree of

autonomy a principal has or should have has primarily been treated

in the literature as a unidimensional factor. Treatment of the

topic would suggest that a principal either has autonomy or does

not to the same degree in all functions.

 

199John Hemphill, Daniel Griffiths, Norman Grederiksen,

Glen Stice, Laurence Iannaccone, William Coffield, and Sydell

Carlton, Dimensions of Administrative Performance (Teachers College:

Columbia University and Educational Testing Service, 1961), I-4.

200Cogan, op. cit., p. 22.

2o‘aoidhammer, op. cit., p. 34.
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Autonomy

I would make the position of school principal

one place of fixed and definite responsibility,

and I would magnify and dignify that position

and office. I would have him feel the respon-

sibility of the place he occupies.202

So wrote Blodgett in 1903.

Cubberly echoed these words twenty years later, commenting

"Whatever can be done to add strength and dignity and responsi-

bility to the office should be done, . . ."203

Despite these early calls for responsiblity in the princi-

palship, treatment of the topic with reference to the elementary

principal has not been particularly evident in the educational

literature. Discussion of the skills of decision-making; authority

and power in the bureaucratic sense; and school decentralization

to regions, not individuals, seem to have nibbled at the edges of

the problem without sinking their collective teeth into it.

Meaning of autonomy.--Expanding on Costa's definition of

autonomy as self-governance, auto-regulation; and self-modification

that has been accepted for this study, he has also stated that it

is not inmunity, exemption, or lack of restriction, concluding,

"Autonomy and freedom are not synonymous."204

 

202A. B. Blodgett, Proceedings of National Education

Association, 1903, as cited in Cubberly, op. cit., p. 190.

203

 

Cubberly, op. cit., pp. l90-l9l.

204Costa, op. cit., p. 116.
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Clearly Costa has encompassed a sense of responsibility

into his concept of autonomy. His thinking has been close to that

205
of Trist and Bamforth's "responsible autonomy." Fayol has

206 Thus,said, "Responsibility is a corollary of authority."

it follows that autonomy ultimately rests on authority.

A great deal of the work in complex organization, both

theoretical and empirical, has addressed itself to problems of

classifying and analyzing types of organizational authority. Max

Weber's seminal ideas on the subject have been the basis for most

of these efforts.207 Central to Weber's concept of bureaucratic

type of authority was the principle that "the person in command

typically is the 'superior' within a functionally defined 'com-

cetency' or 'jurisdiction'."208

While the concept of bureaucracy was the spawning ground

for the authority upon which autonomy rests, it has also embraced

 

205E. A. Trist and K. W. Bamforth, "Some Social and Psycho-

logical Consequences of the Longwall Method of Coal-Getting," in .

Or anization Theory, ed. by D. S. Pugh (Baltimore: Penguin Education,

19 . PP. 345-6.

 

206H. Fayol, "General Principles of Management," in Or aniza-

tion Theory, ed. by D. S. Pugh (Baltimore: Penguin Education, 1971),

p. 103.

207Hans Gerth and C. W. Mills, From Max Weber: Essays in

Sociology (New York: Oxford University Press, 1958), pp. 196-244;

and Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization, trans.

Talcott Parsons and A. M. Henderson (New York: Oxford University

Press, 1947), pp. 324-341.

208Max Weber, "The Three Types of Legitimate Rule," trans.,

Hans Gerth, in Complex Organizations, ed. by A. Et21on1 (New York:

Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1961), p. 5.
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the rules, span of control, and rigidity which purports to con-

strain autonomy. Rossel referred to autonomy as a negative orien-

209 210 work did not supporttation to bureaucracy. However, Engel's

the contention that bureaucracy is necessarily detrimental to

professional autonomy. She found that doctors perceived themselves

having more autonomy in a mildly bureaucratic setting than those

in a nonbureaucratic or highly bureaucratic situation.

2]] suggested that the question of legitimationWilliams

or ethical sanctification of authority had been so thoroughly dis-

cussed in the thiry years prior to his writing that it had reached

the point of diminishing returns. Williams treated the topic

summarily by reproducing Peabody's table which has been regarded

as succinct and comprehansive. The table has been presented on the

following page with the same intent.

Building on Barnard's principle of acceptance, his "zone

of indifference," Simon reversed it into the "zone of acceptance."

Etzioni's compliance theory, an obverse view of authority, extends

212
these principles. This work has applicability to the princi-

palship in two directions. First, for the principal as a subordinate

 

209Robert D. Rossel, "Autonomy in Bureaucracies," Adminis-

trative Science Quarterly, XVI, No. 3 (September, 1971), 308-314.

210Gloria V. Engel, "Professional Autonomy and Bureaucratic

Organization," Administrative Science QuarterLy, XV, No. 1 (March,

1970), 12-21.

2"J. G. Williams, "The Concept of Authority," The Journal of

Educational Administration, VI, No. 2 (October, 1968), 152-161.

212See David L. Westby, "A Typology of Authority in Complex

Organization," Social Forces, XLIV, No. 4 (June, 1966), 484-97 for

detailed discussion.
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TABLE 1 (PEABODY)*

THE BASES 0F AUTHORITY

 

 

 

 

 

Formal Authority Functional Authority

Legitimacy Position Competence Person

Weber Legal ............ Rational Traditional

authority authority

Legal order Hierarchical Technical Charismatic

Office knowledge, authority

experience

Urwick Formal Technical, Personal,

conferred implicit in conferred

by the special by seniority

organiza- knowledge or popularity

tion or skill

Simon Authority of Authority Authority of Techniques of

legitimacy, of sanctions confidence persuasion

social (technical (as distinct

approval competence) from author-

ity)

Bennis Role incum- Knowledge of Knowledge of

bency performance the human

criteria aspect of

administra-

tion

Presthus Generalized Formal role Technical Rapport with

deference or position expertise subordinates

toward ability to

authority mediate

individual

needs

 

*

As cited by Williams, op. cit., p. 155.

Figure 2.3.--Peabody's bases of authority, Table I.
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the zone of acceptance has established constraints or perceived

constraints and has provided an identifiable area within which no

autonomy exists and the principal would not attempt to make a

decision. Secondly, as a superordinate to her teachers the principal

finds the teachers' zone of acceptance an area within which compliance

would be understood.

These considerations belong to the role and/or perceptions

of the role. The actor who occupies the role invests it with

personal power thus extending the area of authority or obviating

it through weak administrative performance.

In implementation of these premises it should also be

noted that these defined areas have seldom been all or nothing

but have been obfuscated by participatory decision-making and the

administrative team approach.

It has been suggested that the administrative team concept

was born out of the polarization of administrators in response to

213 The protestations and models

214

teacher collective bargaining.

accompanying the movement have been summarized by Wynn. He

has seen the principals' willingness to join the team as an effort

on their part to regain some lost decision-making authority. The

relationship has proven fuzzy at best and Salmon has urged a "magna

 

213Willard Fox and Neil Phlmann, "An Explicit Definition

Boardteam," The Boardman (October, 1974), 1-3.

214Richard Wynn, "Theory and Practice of the Administrative

Team," (Arlington, Va.: National Association of Elemntary School

Principals, 1973).
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carta" or "management manifesto" that will delineate the administra-

tive team responsibilities, authority, accountability, composition,

right, working relations, and agenda-building processes.215

The advent of educational accountability and the applica-

tion of cost-benefit analysis systems have promoted a renaissance

of interest in scientific management in educational administration.

The original "architect" of scientific management, Taylor, regarded

administration as a technological system. This approach has found

specified administrative functions, tall hierarchical organizations,

and a high degree of central control compatible with it. However,

it has led Wynn to surmise, “This concept of administration holds

216 and later he raisedlittle place for the administrative team,"

the question, "Are our concepts of individual accountability com-

patible with our concepts of group participation in decision-

making?"217

Those who view accountability in scientific management

terms have difficulty reconciling autonomy and accountability. Some

writers have seen them as conflicting concepts while others have

viewed them as part and parcel of the same movement.

Autonomy and accountability.--The California School Adminis-
 

trators urged the principal, as a middle manager, to "move toward

 

215Paul 8. Salmon, "Are the Administrative Team and Collec-

tive Bargaining Compatible?" Compact, VI (June, 1972), 3-5.

216

217

Nynn, op. cit., p. 15.

Ibid., p. 29.
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more autonomy and more accountability about all decisions affecting

instruction."218

Wynn has seen them as inseparable no matter which aspect

is considered first, "The superintendent cannot expect to broaden

the accountability of subordinate administrators without a commen-

surate broadening of their authority over those variables that

impinge on the success of their jurisdiction."219

McConnell on the other hand, has regarded autonomy and

accountability as a possible dichotomy stating, "An individual

loses autonomy to the extent to which he is answerable to an exter-

220
nal agent," or at least in conflict as he later commented,

"There will be inevitable tension between the demands and require-

221
ments of accountability and the desire for autonomy."

Lopez has considered the relationship in another way,

he suggested, "Accountability is to be distinguished from respon-

sibility by the fact that the latter is an essential component

of authority which cannot be delegated."222

 

218California Elementary School Administrators Association,

"Evaluationoof an Elementary Principal's Effectiveness" (Burlingame,

California: CESAA, 1968).

219

220T. R. McConnell, "Accountability and Autonomy," in

Accountability in American Education (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc.,

1972), 201.

221

Wynn, op. cit., p. 40.

Ibid., p. 213.

222Lopez, op. cit., p. 65.
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Elementary school administration and autonomy.--The English

223

 

influence of building autonomy prevailed in the early organization

of schools in America. Reflecting that Reich in his history of the

elementary principal called the years from 1880 to 1920 the "golden

age of the elementary school principalship," Cogan noted, "the

principal was almost autonomous and often had nearly complete

control of teacher selection, placement, promotion, and salaries.

He enjoyed almost total control of supervision . . ."224

However, with the rapidly expanding population came the

more complex school system and the realization expressed by Morphet

et al., "No school group is completely autonomous in authority.

A11 school groups, both formal and informal, are subgroups of the

total organization."225

The "golden age" has turned dime store geen with the

continued encroachment on what was once the principal's domain.

As Lutz et al. commented:

Whereas it was once the accepted practice for the

building principals to select their staffs, schedule

personnel and programs, select materials, and develop

 

223For a comparison of the autonomy in English, French,

and American school systems see Snyder and Peterson, Dynamics of

Elementary School Administration (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company,

1970), p. 4-8.

224Morris L. Cogan, "The Principal and Supervision," 113;

National Elementary Principal, LIII, No. 4 (May/June, 1974), 21.

225Edgar L. Morphet, Roe L. Johns and Theodore Reller,

Educational Organization and Administration: Concepts, Practices

andiissues (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967),

p. 127.
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program, today we find many of these functions re-

stricted, and some totally removed from the principal's

jurisdiction.225

The literature abounds with notations on impingement on the

principal's territory. Cogan has offered one list,

. today's principal must work within an unparalleled

array of imperative demands; militant and often irrecon-

ciable parent groups, rioting ifiudents, merciless budget

cuts, unionized teachers . . .

From another perspective, Keller has added to the constraints

by listing tradition, the history of her school; legal limitations;

rights and privileges of parents and children; requirements of

teamwork, realities of community expectations; . . .228

The most "votes" for lost ground have gone to teachers'

negotiations. Wynn has proven representative of much of the think-

ing in this area as he commented,

Principals are understandably frustrated when they

find their former prerogatives traded off at the

bargaining table. The agreement, which is often

negotiated without their consultation strips them

of some of their authority while ggcreasing the

constraints upon their behavior.2

A close second in the literature is the often repeated

concern with the tedium of tiny tasks. Costa has summed up this

dilemma,

 

226Frank Lutz, Lou Kleinman, Sy Evans, Grievances and Their

Resolution (Danville, 111." Interstate Printers and Publishers, 1967),

p. 79.

 

227 228

229

Cogan, op. cit., p. 21. A. J. Keller, op. cit., p. 24.

Wynn, op. cit., p. 7.
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A comnon practice is for district administrators

to consider the building principal as the 'instruc-

tional leaders' of the schools. Yet at the same time

the principals are given burdensome tasks, meaningless

audits, su erfluous inventories, and other 'adminis-

trivia'.23

Goldhammer has illustrated the principal's problem more

graphically,

. . . you don't need a master's degree to devise a

playground schedule or to order the toilet paper

. . . burden him with chores that somebody with a

good high school education could do. It's about

time we reserve that professional capability for

strictly professional responsibilities.231

Other constraints on the principal's autonomy that have

been mentioned in the literature are the endless meetings, central

office personnel, technical advances, urban problems, integration,

and the educational bureaucracy, or the organizations tolerance for

variation.

Ironically, accountability has been born out of the public

disenchantement with public education--a climate and a movement

that in itself provides constraints.

The number of chunks carved out of the principal's terri-

tory as suggested in the literature has raised the question if she

has any room left to stand her ground. Happily, there are those

who have some optomistic thoughts. Snyder and Peterson have placed

much of the determination of autonomous boundaries with the principal

 

230Costa, op. cit., p. 120.

23lGoldhammer, "A Conversation with Keith Goldhammer,":fly;

National Elementary Principal, LIII, No. 3 (March/April, 1974) 32.
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herself suggesting that she will function according to what she

perceives as important to herself and to the organization.232

Wrenn has driven the point home, "Lack of autonomy is often held up

as a constraint on principals, but I believe that most of us have

more autonomy than we assume," and she added, "Autonomy is in large

measure a state of mind, one that requires courage, conviction,

and willingness to be held accountable."233

Redfern has suggested that principals can make better appli-

cation of human resources in the negotiations arena without loss

and maybe some gains,

Perceptive principals can adjust to the new order

without loss of effectiveness. It is largely a

matter of reassessing administrative prerogatives,

finding more meaningful ways to make cooperative

decisions and to utilize teachers and other staff

personnel as human resources capable of contribut-

ing far more than they may be doing at present to

advance the total program of the school.23

While growth of state and federal participation in the

educational enterprise has expanded with almost every session

of these legislative bodies and courts have added to the volume

of case law, Johns has offered hope to the legally beleagured

 

232Snyder, et al., op. cit., p. 80.

233Elizabeth H. Wrenn, no title, The National Elementary

Principal, LIII, No. 3 (March/April, 1974)] 37.

234George B. Redfern, "Negotiation Changes Principal-

Teacher Relationships," The National ElementaryAPrincipal,

XLVII (April, 1968), 25.
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principal asserting that the power over education is not a fixed

quantity and increased participation at one level does not neces-

sarily lessen the power at another level of government. He has

viewed the continuum as a partnership where federal, state and

local each assume responsiblity for those processes that can be

dealt with most effectively at each level.235

Though the restive public has increased its demands

through accountability, the flip side has been a concommitant call

for more responsible autonomy. The Michigan Association of Elemen-

tary School Principals' only official position on accountability

has been offered in conjunction with other professional organiza-

tions and lay groups in the state. This coalition, The Michigan

Forum of Educational Organizations, reached consensus on seven

minimum criteria for developing an educational accountability

plan. Criteria 3 and 5 have particular relevance to the dimensions

of autonomy in accountability,

3. An accountability plan should make clear that

a11_persons involved in the education process have

important responsiBilities and’that these persons

are accountable, not for or to each other, but for

the effort to reach agreed-upon goals. . . .

 

5. The local school district should have the pri-

mary responsibility for the development and imple-

mentation of an accountability plan, and basic

 

235R. L. Johns, "State Organization and Responsibility

for Education,“ Implications for Education of Prospective Changes

in Society, No. 2 of Designing Education for the Future, Edgar

L. Morphet and Charles 0. Ryan, eds. (New York: Citation Press,

1967), p. 263.
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planning should be centergd in the individual

school buildings. . . .23

Goldhammer has urged superintendents to give principals

. all the opportunity, praise, and reward necessary to pick up

the ball and run with it. It's time for us to eliminate the

chain-of-command concept."237

A report has come from one school district, Lansing,

Michigan, where the ball has been tossed,

My school district has implemented a model providing

for building-level autonomy. While this form of

organization places more responsibility in the hands

of the principal, it certainly allows the school

administrator the opportunity to make more expedi-

tous decisions. . . Under our philosophy of 'responsi-

ble autonomy' (the superintendent's term), each 238

building must be accountable for its own operation.

The writer did not indicate if the sense of accountability

extended to achievement scores or the organizational patterns

effect on them. Indeed, there has been very little evidence to

date as to organizational or principal characteristics that are

related to student achievement.

 

236Michigan Forum of Educational Organization, "Criteria

for Developing an Educational Accountability Plan," as published

in The Michigan Elementary Principal, L, No. 2 (April, 1974), 23.

237Goldhammer, “A Conversation with Keith Goldhammer,"

The National Elementary Principal, LIII, No. 3 (March/April,

1974), 32.

238Shirli Vioni, "On Autonomy and Diversity," The

National Elementary Principal, LIII, No. 4 (May/June, 1974),

27.
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Related Research Studies

Research literature relating administrative characteris-

239 foundtics to student achievement has not been extensive. Heim

in his search of the field only four studies that related the ratio

of administrators to students. None of these studies found a cor-

relation between the quantity of administrators and student achieve-

ment.

Those researchers who have studied the quality of adminis-

tration found a relationship between the effectiveness of an adminis-

trator and student achievement. However, in considering the

results of these studies the reader is reminded that the terms

"quality" and "effectiveness" were not defined consistently.

Weber's study first identified four schools that were

notable exceptions to the pattern of low reading achievement in

inner-city schools. After testing the students to confirm achieve-

ment levels and rather intensive observation of the school setting,

Weber found eight factors common to all schools; strong leadership,

high expectations, good atmosphere, strong emphasis on reading,

additional reading personnel, use of phonics, individualization,

240
and careful evaluation of pupil progress. Commenting on the

key variable "strong leadership," Weber observed, "Strong leadership

 

239John Heim, Variables Related to Student Performance

and Resource Allocation Decisions at the School District Level

(Albany: New York State Education Department, 1972).

240George Weber, Inner-City Children Can Be Taught to

Read: Four Successful Schools, Councilifor Basic Education,

Occasional Papers #18 (October, 1971).
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is not surprising. But it was striking that all four schools have

clearly identifiable individuals who would be regarded as outstanding

leaders by most people who are knowledgeable about our public

schools."241

After exploring means to raise standards for children in

the inner-city schools, Levine concluded that an adequate level of

education in a low-income school is not likely to be attained

"unless its administration is vigorous and highly skilled in working

to overcome the forces responsible for the abominable situations

which presently exist in the large majority of inner-city schools."

He stressed the need for administrators who could offer an unusually

high level of professional leadership.242

Concentrating on one facet of the principalship, Lutz and

Evans studied union contract implications in New York City and

explored how successful principals manipulate the contract in

working with teachers.243

Kenneth B. Clark concluded from his study that the effective

principal acts as an educational leader in relation to the teachers.

He listed the following characteristics:

 

241

242Daniel U. Levine, RaisingiStandards in the Inner City

Schools, Council for Basic Education, Occasional Papers #11

(December, 1966).

243Frank Lutz and Seymour Evans, The Union Contract and

Principal Leadership in New York CityiSchools (New York: The

Center for Urban Education, December, 1968).

Weber, op. cit., p. 26.
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-sets and implements established curriculum and

performance goals;

-has high expectations of his teachers and insists on

regular diagnostic assessment of student performance;

-helps his staff to reinforce their strengths and correct

their weaknesses through workships, staff development,

direct supervision;

-keeps in direct touch with classroom performance;

-involves teachers in program planning;

-defines roles and responsibilities clearly;

-focuses on student erformance rather than classroom

control as primary.

The New York Office of Performance Review undertook an

in-depth study of two elementary schools who had significantly

different achievement on the state reading scores and were matched

to minimize the impact of social and cultural factors on the fol-

lowing characteristics: median family income, percentage of

families on welfare, pupil ethnicity, percentage of pupil with second

language difficulties, percentage of pupil eligible for free

lunches, and pupil modility.245 After extensive testing, inter-

views, and observations by teams from the Office, they concluded,

"The findings of this study suggest that the differences in pupils'

reading achievement in these two schools were primarily attributable

to administrative policies, behavior, procedures and practices."246

 

244Kenneth B. Clark, A Possible Reality as cited in School

Factors InfluencingyReading Achievement (Albany: Office of Education

Performance Review, 1974), p. 5.

245State of New York Office of Education Performance Review,

School Factors Influencipg_Reading Achievement; A Case Study of Two

Inner City School, 1974.

2461pm, p. 20.
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It should be noted that all of the studies reviewed here

as pertinent to the topic of this research.were conducted in low

SES schools and in most cases were limited to an in-depth case study

approach of relatively few schools. In all cases, they concentrated

on achievement or negotiations and the "fall-our" was the effective

principal.

Summar

If we could first know where we are and whither

we are tending, we could better judge what to do

and how to do it.

Abraham Lincoln

The selected review of the literature has provided an over-

view of "where we are" with reference to the elementary principal,

her functions and autonomy, and “whither we are tending" within

the accountability movement.

The accountability movement has evidenced rapidly expanding

support from politicians and those who felt its effectiveness in

the industrial realm. The difficulties of applying the account-

ability mode to the education institution have been considered

with particular attention to the Michigan Accountability Model.

The indispensable components of accountability; goals/

objectives, measurement, and communication were presented. Special

attention was given to measurement's contribution to accountability

along with the positive and negative ramfications of its use in

the accountability movement.
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The development of the current role of the elementary

principalship and its functions were reviewed. The merits of

autonomy for the elementary principal with reference to account-

ability were considered.

Finally, studies pertinent to the area of consideration in

this study were presented.

This selected review has presented the conditions under

which the need for the study evolved and were pursued to "better

judge what to do and how to do it."



Chapter III

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the research

design. The characteristics of the population, the sampling

procedures, the instrumentation, the procedures for securing the

, data, and a delineation of the datamethodology are presented.

Population

The elements of the population under consideration in this

study were Michigan elementary schools housing at least grades 1-4,

or their equivalent. They were part of K-12 school districts which

had at least two elementary schools. Further, in order to satisfy

the conditions of the study, the principal of the selected school

had to have occupied that position during the l972-73 and 1973-74

school years. By design, every type of Michigan community; rural,

urban, suburban, town, and city was represented in the study.

Sampling_Design_

District policies and matters of mutual influence prevent

the researcher being assured independence exists between schools

within a given district. While statistical independence was not

needed for correlational treatment, it was desirable to be sure

each element represented a discrete entity. In order to preserve

120
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independence, multi-stage cluster sampling was used. The elements

of the first stage of the sampling frame were the K-12 school dis-

tricts in Michigan; and elements of the second stage were the

elementary schools. The school principal's rating, perceived degree

of autonomy, and the students' achievement scores for each of the

schools selected in the second stage provided the observable data.

To be assured a representative sample of all the K-12

school district community types were represented, The Community

Types as defined and listed by the MDE1 were stratified and either

to total population or a random sample was drawn from each stratum.

The school districts and schools that comprised the entire sample

are listed in Appendix E.

The stratification of the first stage sampling frame was

also done in an effort to increase precision. As noted previously,

there is a growing body of evidence to substantitate a significant

positive correlation between SES and achievement test results. To

the extent that the strata are more homogeneous with respect to

SES which is related to the dependent variable, student achieve-

ment scores, the sampling error should be reduced.2

 

1Michigan Department of Education, l972-73 MEAP Third

Report, "Local District and School Report: Explanatory Materials,"

(Lansing, Michigan: MDE), pp. 33-39.

2Earl R. Babbie, Survey Research Methods (Belmont,

California: Wadsworth Publishing Company, Inc., 1973), p. 98.



122

The sub-population by Community Type, the strata, were

sampled disproportionately to insure sufficient number of cases

of each type for analysis. The total population of districts

designated as Metropolitan Core was included in the study with the

exception of Kalamazoo and Detroit districts. In Kalamazoo,

elementary schools have been organized in a manner that does not

satisfy the conditions of this study; e.g., grades 1-4, or equiva-

lent in a given school. As noted earlier, Detroit's assistant

superintendent of research and development has indicated he would

not recommend nor support research in this sensitive field at

this time. Where less than the total-sub-population was used,

the needed sample size of 40 was determined by use of the Biometrika

Tables for Statisticians Confidence Coefficient 0.95.3 Table 3.1
 

lists the Community Types, the number of districts in Michigan

eligible by definition for inclusion in the study, the sample

sizes, and the percentage of the population represented by the

sample.

Samples were drawn by simple random sampling using a table

of random numbers. Sampling frames for each school district selected

were then constructed. One school from each district was chosen by

simple random selection.

 

3E. S. Pearson and H. O. Hartley, eds., Biometrika Tables

for Statisticians, 2nd ed., as cited in Statistical Methods in

Education and Psychology, by Gene V. Glass and Julian C. Stanley

(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1970), p. 537.
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TABLE 3.l.--Population and sample size by Community Type.

 

 

Community Population Sample Per cent

Type (Eligible Size of

Districts) Population

Metropolitan

Core 13 13 100

City 26 26 100

Town 76 4O 52

Urban Fringe 111 40 36

Rural .2111 :e _4_8_

TOTALS 310 159 51

 

Since schools eligible for inclusion in the study must

have had a principal who occupied that position in the l972-73 and

1973-74 school years, determination of the tenure in position during

both school years was confirmed by referring to the Michigan Educa-

tion Directory and Buyers Guide,4 l972-73 and 1973-74 editions.

This was further verified in the survey by the tenure in position

question in the instrument which also served as a filter question.

In cases where the principal of the selected school had

not served in those years, the school was deleted from the study

and the school next to it in the sampling frame was selected. In

 

4Michigan Education Directory, Michigan Education

Directory and Buyer's Guide, l972-73 ed. and 1973—74 ea:

(Lansing, Michigan: Michigan Education Directory).
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instances where no principal/school within the district met the

conditions of the study, the district was deleted and an additional

district within the stratum was randomly selected.

Instrumentation

In order to gather the information needed to test the hypo-

theses and conditions of the study, it was necessary to prepare a

questionnaire that would yield some measure of the principal's

autonomy, effectiveness, tenure in position, and other buildings

administered. It was also deemed advisable to request an approxi-

mation of the socioeconomic status of the respective school's

clientele. In accordance with these needs the Administrator Profile

Survey was prepared with the subsections Autonomy, Tenure in Posi-

tion, Administrative Image Questionnaire, and Socioeconomic Status.

Autonomy

No evidence could be found in the research literature that

‘the level of principal autonomy had been surveyed either in a

gglobal nature or by task. In order to acquire this information,

11cC1eary and Hencley's5 inventory was adapted to those potential

decision-making functions within the elementary principalship. As

tfris portion of the instrument was primarily designed to provide

descriptive data, the instrument was judged for appropriateness,

5Lloyd E. McCleary and Stephen P. Hencley, Secondary School

5991inistration (New York: Dodd, Mead and Company, 1965), pp. 75-94.
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comprehensiveness, and clarity. The judges were selected by pur-

posive sampling6 and included: (1) seven practicing supervisors,

(2) nine practicing principals, (3) the Executive Secretary of

MAESP, and (4) five former superintendents including the Executive

Secretary of the Michigan Association of School Administrators.

The following indicators were submitted for consideration

to the judges:

1. Personnel

Organization

Building Budget

Curriculum Development

Instructional Development

School--Community/Parent Relations

N
O
‘
I
U
'
I
-
n
w
a

School Plant

Illustrative questions were supplied with each item to help

clarify the nature of that function. A11 judges endorsed the indi-

<:ators as specified. A few word changes in the illustrative remarks

were suggested, modifications were made accordingly, and the Auton-

orny sub-section was submitted to the other judges.

The questionnaire asked the respondents to indicate the

degree of autonomy they perceived the principal had or could dele-

9&1:e with regard to each function. A scale of l to 5 was used

wit:h the descriptors: l. Rarely; 2. Seldom; 3. About Half;

GBabbie, op. cit., p. 106.
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4. Usually; and 5. Almost Always. These terms were defined in

relation to a span of twenty percentile points each; i.e., "2.

Seldom: 20-40% of the time."

The complete Administrator Profile Survey has been included

in Appendix 8.

Effectiveness

The "Administrator Image Questionnaire“ (AIQ) developed by

Western Michigan University's Educator Feedback Center was used

to assess the principal's effectiveness. Permission to use the

instrument was granted by Dr. Roth and a copy of his letter has

been presented in Appendix D.

Except for minor changes in instructions the original AIQ

format was preserved to maintain the integrity of the instrument.

Twenty-three indicators with illustrative comments were presented

with a descriptor scale of Poor, Fair, Average, Good, and Excellent.

Following the Center's procedures, these terms were later quantified

on a l-5 scale.

In evaluating their instrument the Center reported, "The

reliability coefficients from the different scaled questionnaire

items range from .82 to .93."7 In the 1968-1970 school years,

7004 nonprobablistic sample of individual ratings of administrators

welee compiled. Means and standard deviations for each item and

7Educator Feedback Center, Western Michigan University,

"In terpreting and Utilizing Your Administrator Image Profile"

Ka lanazoo, Michigan: Western Michigan University, N.D.), p. 3.
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the total questionnaire were computed. On a 1 to 5 scale for each

item, the mean of the means for the questionnaire was 3.854 and

the standard deviation was 0.512.8

Tenure in Position

Within certain ranges the principal's tenure in the posi-

tion under consideration (excluding the 1974-75 school year) was

requested. The ranges used were (1) 2-5 years, (2) 6-10 years,

and (3) over 10 years. Principals with less than two years did

not meet the conditions of the study. The responses where it was

indicated that the principal had spent less than two years in the

position were excluded from the study. In this manner, the ques-

tion not only provided demographic data but acted as a filter

question.

Multi-building Administration

A place was provided on the questionnaire for the respondent

'to list any other school the given principal might administer in

addition to the selected school. This information was used to

gather achievement scores for all schools administered by the prin-

cipal under study.

Sc ioeconomic Status
‘

Brookover9 in his work found some SES variability within

Connnmnity Types and some changes in SE5 over time. An attempt was

—.¥

8Ibid., pp. 4-5.

9Wilbur B. Brookover, in conversation, October, 1974.
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made to strengthen this aspect of the study by securing information

on current SES with regard to each school in the study. In this

way, it could be determined if the schools selected within each

Community Type were relatively homogeneous with respect to SES;

and, if not, would provide the data to control the SES variable

in examining the correlations.

The respondents were, therefore, requested to provide

data that would confirm the MDE 1971-72 information. Using the

United States Bureau of Census to derive a composite socioeconomic

‘0 the respondent was asked to approximate, (l) the percent-index,

age of heads of households in certain occupational categories,

(2) the percentage of parents having specific levels of educational

attainment, and (3) the percentage of families whose income would

fall in a given range.

Finally, the respondent was asked to indicate if he would

want to receive the results of the study.

Data Collection Procedures

Endorsement

The researcher requested the endorsement of her study by

the Michigan Association of Elementary School Principals. On

November 14, 1974, the Executive Committee of that body voted to

10Bureau of the Census, Methodology_and Scores of

.Socioeconomic Status, Working Paper N0. 15 (Wasington, D.C.:
‘

.S. Department of Commerce, 1963).
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endorse the study, and provided the services of their office to

conduct the survey.

The cover letter for the questionnaire was sent out on

MAESP letterhead and co-signed by Dr. E. P. Keller, Executive

Secretary of that organization. Printed envelopes were also

provided so that the respondents might return their questionnaires

directly to the MAESP office.

Survenyrocedures

In addition to informing the respondents of the nature

of the study, the letter described the degree of confidentiality

that would be maintained. They were informed that the school

identification coded on the questionnaire would be known only to

the researcher and would be destroyed as soon as the data was

(compiled. They were further assured that no one would ever be

able to identify the school or the district in the reporting or

publication of the data. '

State assessment in Michigan has been characterized as an

11
anathema to the superintendents of the state. Despite the fact

that it was predicted that the mention of "assessment" would depress

12
the response rate and could bias the response, keeping faith

with the superintendents for this study and subsequent studies

1lDonald Curry, Executive Secretary, Michigan Association

Of School Administrators, in conversation, November, 1974.

12mid.
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was an over-riding consideration. For this reason, the respond-

ents were informed that assessment would be one component of the

study.

Essentially the same information in an abbreviated form

was presented in the follow-up cover letter for the second mailing.

Both letters have been included in Appendix B.

The letter and questionnaire were sent to the superintendent

of the district selected in the first stage of the cluster sampling.

He was informed that a school in his district had been selected

for inclusion in the study and the name of that school was written

on a "clip-off" corner of the questionnaire for his convenience.

He was further informed that the questionnaire was coded so that

the responses could be correlated with other criteria.

The superintendent was asked that he, or his designee,

to whomever the principal was directly responsible, respond to

the questionnaire regarding the principal of the school selected.

The first mailing was sent December 24, 1974. The second

mailing was made January 17, 1975. The data from those responses

that had been received by February 5, 1975 were used in the analy-

ses of the data. Table 3.2 indicates that an overall response

rate of 83 per cent was obtained with the return rate by Community

Type ranging from 77 to 88.5 per cent.

Of the 132 responses, 11 were not usable. Table 3.3

indicates the number and reasons for not using the responses.
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TABLE 3.2.--Number and percentage of response by Community Type.

 

 

Community Type Sample Number of Percentage of

Size Responses Responses

Metropolitan

Core 13 10 77

City 26 23 88.5

Town 40 32 80

Urban Fringe 4O 33 82.5

Rural _151 _331 87.5

TOTALS 159 132 83

 

TABLE 3.3.--Number and reason for unusable responses.

 

 

Number of Unusable Reason

Responses Unusable

2 refusal--employee privacy

3 district realignment

e.g., new superintendent

3 principals had left district

3 new principal used in

response

11 TOTAL
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Table 3.4 presents the distribution and percentage of

usable cases for data analysis for each Community Type. The

percentage of usable responses for the entire sample was 76%

and they ranged by strata from 75% to 77.5%.

TABLE 3.4.--Unusable responses, remaining number and percentage

of responses by Community Type.

 

 

Community Sample Responses Unusable Usable Responses

Type Size Responses No. %

Metropolitan

Core 13 10 O 10 77

City 26 23 3 20 77

Town 40 32 l 31 77.5

Urban Fringe 4O 32 2 3O 75

Rural A). .32 .5; 39. _7_5__

TOTALS 159 132 11 121 76

 

Assessment Data
 

The assessment results of the MEAP-ORT, 1973-74, were made

available by the Research Evaluation Assessment Services (REAS)

division of MDE. A letter of permission for access to the data.

from Mr. Robert Huyser of that division has been included in Appendix

D.

Since the ORT was designed as a criterion-reference test,

no school composite scores were available. The school summary
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data of the ORT 1973-74 provided the number of students who responded

to each objective and the percentage of students who attained 80%

'3 of REAS it was decided aor better. In consulation with Fisher

school composite could be derived by using the MDE's criterion of

80% and ascertaining the mean percentage of students having met

that criterion. This was derived by using the formula

9

.2 (pi)(n1-)

 

1-1

pni

i-l

Where

"i = number of students responding to each objective

p = number of objectives

P = percentage of students attaining 80%

When the number of students per objective (n1) was con-

stant across all objectives for a given school, the formula was

reduced to

 

In fact, if the number of students responding to the

objectives did not vary more than two from a mean number of

responses, the formula was still used without a loss of needed

 

13Thomas Fisher, REAS of MDE, in conversation. APV11. 1974-
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accuracy. For example, in an instance where the number of students

responding varied by six from objective to objective, or approxi-

mately three each way from the mean number of students, the two

fOrmulas differed by only .0009.

The composite achievement score was derived for every

school in the study so that the data could be inspected to see if

a difference existed in achievement between the responding and

nonresponding elements. Achievement scores were also calculated

for additional schools administered by the principal of a selected

school in order to compare the achievement scores of various

schools under one administration.

Treatment of the Data

Socioeconomic Status

To identify the relative socioeconomic status (SES) level

of the schools selected, the U. S. Bureau of Census general metho-

dology was adopted--using occupation, education attainment, and

family income as components. The many categories under each

component used by the Bureau were adapted into broader headings

to simplify the list for the respondents.

Each respondent was asked to approximate the percentage

of (1) heads of household within five occupational categories and

unemployed; (2) the levels of educational attainment for the

father and for the mother in the broader groupings of finished

elementary/some high school, finished high school, some college,

and college degree; and (3) the total family income that fell in
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the specified ranges below $5000, above $25,000 and gradations of

$5000 in between.

These levels were given quantifiable scores by referring

to Appendices II, III, and IV of Methodology and Scores of

14 which provided tables of scores for theSocioeconomic Status

levels of the three components, respectively. Where levels or

categories were grouped, the score for the highest category repre-

sented was used.

Methodology and Scores . . . had been based on a 1960

15 it was decided that thedollar. In consultation with Carter,

1960 dollars be adjusted by the 1960 to 1974 Consumer Price Index

ratio of .666; i.e., 1960 dollars e .666 wbuld yield 1974 dollars.

The resulting figures were used to adjust the quantifying scores.

The provided or adjusted scores were then multiplied by

the percentage given by the respondent. These products were summed

for each component. For educational attainment the father's and

mother's summative scores were averaged. Following the Bureau's

16
procedures a simple average of the three component scores was

then calculated. Thus, a SES Composite Index for each school was

obtained.

 

14

15John Carter, Family and Individual Income, Statistics

Branch, United States Bureau of Census, in conversation, November,

1974.

Methodology and Scores . . ., op. cit., p. 13.

16Methodology and Scores . . ., op. cit., p. 3.
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It should be noted that while the above description out-

lined the efforts made to treat the data concisely, the calculations

rested on the respondent's approximations and the final composite

index should be regarded only as an estimate of the school's SES.

A few respondents either felt this formation was too

sensitive to submit or did not have it available. Of the usable

responses in the study, Table 3.5 shows the number of respondents

by Community Type that provided usable SES data and the number

that offered incomplete data, uninterpretable data, or no data

at all with reference to SES.

TABLE 3.5.--Number of respondents providing usable and unusable

SES data by Community Type.

 

Community Metropolitan City Town Urban Rural Totals

 

 

Type Core Fringe

Usable

SES Data 10 19 26 24 25 104

Unusable

SES Data 0 l 5 6 5 17

TOTALS 10 20 31 3O 30 121

 

To quantify those schools where SES data was not clearly

provided, the MDE's 1971-72 data and the researcher's personal

inquiry were used. The percentiles of the 1971-72 data were

adjusted only when those contacted who were familiar with the

school area assured the researcher the socioeconomic conditions

were no longer represented by the 1971-72 figures.
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To establish a basis of quantification, a frequency

distribution in deciles of the SES Composite Indexes was made

from the supplied data. The percentiles reported or adjusted

from the 1971-72 data were located on the distribution and the

numerical value of the decile mid-point was assigned as the

school's socioeconomic level.

Processing the Data

Upon completion of the survey and the ensuing calculations,

the data were coded and punched on data control cards for statis-

tical treatment by the Michigan State University's CDC 6500 computer.

Statement of Testable Hypotheses
 

Hypothesis I
 

Null Hypothesis 1: No correlation exists between the

effectiveness of an elementary principal as rated by

the principals' superiors and the associated schools'

student achievement as measured by the Grade 4, MEAP,

1973-74, test in reading within each of the Michigan

Department of Education Community Types; Metropolitan

Core, City, Town, Urban Fringe, and Rural.

 

Symbolically: Ho: pxy] = 0

9,0,2 = 0

0,0,3 = 0

0,0,4 = 0

oxys = 0

Where, x = principal effectiveness

y = achievement

.
_
a

I
I

Metropolitan Core
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City

Town

Urban Fringe

0
1

D
(
A
)

N

l
l

Rural

Alternate Hypothesis I: A positive correlation exists

between the effectiveness of an elementary principal

as rated by the principals' superiors and the associated

schools' student achievement as measured by the Grade 4

MEAP, 1973-74, test in reading within each of the Michi-

gan Department of Education Community Types; Metropolitan

Core, City, Town, Urban Fringe, and Rural.

f 0

l

xyz f 0

o #0

p #0

oxysfo

Symbolically: H]: pxy

p

Where legend is the same as the null form.

Hypothesis II

Null Hypothesis II: No difference will be found in the

correlations between the effectiveness of a principal

as rated by the principals' superiors and student achieve-

ment as measured by the Grade 4 MEAP, 1973-74 test in

reading in the Community Type Metropolitan Core and

in the Community Type Urban Fringe.

 

Symbolically: HO: p = 0

Where the legend is the same as the null form Hypothesis 1.

Alternate Hypothesis II: Correlations between the effec-

tiveness of a principal as rated by the principals' superiors

and student achievement as measured by the Grade 4 MEAP,

1973-74, test in reading will be different in the two

Michigan Department of Education school district Community

Types, Metropolitan Core and Urban Fringe.



Symbolically: H]: p f p

Where the legend is the same as the null form Hypothesis I.

Hypothesis III

Null Hypothesis III: No correlation exists between the

effectiVeness of an elementary principal as rated by the

principals' superiors and the degree of autonomy the

superiors belive the principals have by Community Type.

Symbolically: Ho: pxz1 = O

pxz2 = 0

px23.= 0

pxz4 = O

pxz5 = 0

Where, x = principal effectiveness

2 = principal autonomy

Alternate Hypothesis III: A positive correlation exists

between the effectiveness of an elementary principal as

rated by the principals' superiors and the degree of

autonomy the superiors belive the principals have.

f O

l

f 0

2

f 0

3

f O

4

f 0

5

 

Symbolically: H1: pxz

pXZ

pXZ

pXZ

pXZ

Where the legend is the same as the null form Hypothesis III.
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Hypothesis IV
 

Null Hypothesis IV: No correlation exists between the

degree of autonomy superiors believe principals have

and the associated schools' student achievement as

measured by the reading test Grade 4, MEAP, 1973-74,

by Community Type.

 

Symbolically: HO: pyz1

pyzz =

p =

YZ3

O
O
O
O
O

pyz4

p'YZS =

Where, y achievement

2 autonomy

Alternate Hypothesis IV: A positive correlation exists

between the degree of autonomy superiors believe princi-

pals have and the associated schools' student achievement

as measured by the reading test Grade 4, MEAP, 1973—74,

by Community Type.

 

Symbollcally: H]: pyz1 # 0

f 0

f O

o f 0
yz4

Opy25 f

p

.Yzz

p

.YZB

Where the legend is the same as the null form Hypothesis IV.

Hypothesis V
 

Null Hypothesis V: None of the variation in student achieve-

ment as measured by the Grade 4, MEAP, 1973-74, reading test,

can be explained by the multiple correlation of principal

effectiveness and autonomy as perceived by the principals'

superiors.

 



Symbolically: Ho: py.xz]

p
y.xz2

p
y.xz3

D
y.xz4

II

C
O

O
O

O

D
y.xz5

Where, y = achievement

x = effectiveness

2 = autonomy

Alternate Hypothesis V: A proportion of the variance of

student achievement as measured by the reading test,

Grade 4, MEAP, 1973-74, can be explained by the multiple

correlation of principal effectiveness and autonomy as

perceived by the principals' superiors by Community Type.

f O

 

Symbolically: H]: py.xz]

0-f0
y.xz5

Where the legend is the same as the null form Hypothesis V.

liypothesis VI

Null Hypothesis VI: The principals' tenure in position

does not affect the correlation between the effective-

ness of a principal as rated by the principals' superiors

and student achievement as measured by the Grade 4, MEAP,

1973-74, test in reading by Community Type.

 

Symbolically: Ho: pxy.t] -

pxy.t2 = 0

pxy.t3 = 0

pxy.t4 = 0

O
pxy.t5 =
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Where, x = effectiveness

y = achievement

t = tenure in position

Alternate Hypothesis VI: The degree of correlation

between the effectiveness of principals as rated by

the principals' superiors and student achievement as

measured by the Grade 4, MEAP, 1973-74, test in reading

will be modified by the principal's tenure in position

by Community Type.

Symbolically: H]: f O
pxy.t1

pxy.t5 f 0

Where the legend is the same as the null form Hypothesis VI.

Analysis of the Data
 

A zero order correlation test, the Pearson product-moment

formula17 was used as a means of calculating the correlation coeffi-

cient for each pair of variables in Hypotheses I, III, and IV.

Huyser18 mentioned that the proportion of students attaining

the reading objectives when plotted formed a U shaped curve. Since

student reading achievement constituted the dependent variable in

the study and such a distribution might produce a non-linear rela-

tionship, principal effectiveness was plotted against achievement

for each Community Type and for the entire sample to see if a non-

linear relationship existed.

 

17Glass, et al., op. cit., p. 114.

18Huyser, op. cit., in conversation, February, 1974.
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Multiple correlation was used to test the combined effect

of autonomy and effectiveness on achievement as stated in Hypothe-

sis V. To identify the extent that autonomy and effectiveness

could serve as predictors of achievement the following formula

is used:

.
< l

' 8o 1 lel 1 82X2

Where 81X1 effectiveness

82X2 = autonomy

Partial correlation was used to test the'effect of tenure

in position on the correlation between effectiveness and achieve-

ment. The formula used was:

 

_ r - r r

rxy.t — xy xt yt

l - r2 l - r2
xt yt

Fishers Z transformation of r provided a means of testing

Hypothesis II to determine if a significant difference between the

correlations for Metropolitan Core and for Urban Fringe existed.

The test statistic was

  

The strata were collapsed and assigned weights inversely

to their probability of selection.19 The pooled weighted data

 

19Babbie, op. cit., p. 102.
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were examined for the correlation between effectiveness and achieve-

ment controlled by SES using the partial correlation formula:

rxy _ rxsrys

xy.s

1 - r2

 

2

xs 1 - rys

The unidimensionality of the autonomy survey was examined

by simple correlations of every item to the other and to the mean.

The same process was used for the AIQ.

The .05 level of confidence was selected as the signifi-

cance level for not accepting the null hypotheses.

Summar

The purpose of this chapter has been to describe the

procedures and instrumentation used to fulfill the objectives and

conditions of the study. The population was described and means

of selecting the sample was outlined. Steps in the preparation of

the instrument were set forth as well as the data collection pro-

cedures. Treatment of the data in preparation for analysis was

described. The testable hypotheses, both null form and alternate

form, were stated and also presented symbolically. Finally, the

procedures and formulas used to test the hypotheses were given

and an alpha level of .05 was accepted.



Chapter IV

ANALYSES OF THE DATA

This study had two rather discrete intents. One aspect

of the research focused on the degree of relationship between

certain variables while the other aspect was of a more descrip-

tive nature. Therefore, this chapter is divided into two major

sections. In the first part, data are presented in relation to

(the hypotheses of the study. The second section focuses on a

description of the dimensions of autonomy revealed in the study

as well as discussion of the item responses with respect to prin-

cipal effectiveness.

Tests of the Hypotheses
 

To examine the magnitude of the correlation between prin-

cipal effectiveness and student achievement, and the impact of the

variables of autonomy, tenure in position, and socioeconomic status

on this relationship, six major research hypotheses were developed.

They were presented in null form in Chapter III. In order to test

these hypotheses, various correlational measures were used and

have been reported in relation to the specific hypothesis tested.

For each of the statistical analyses, the .05 alpha level of

significance was established.
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Prior to consideration of the specific hypotheses, the reader

should recall that the data were gathered and analyzed by stratum to

test the hypotheses; and in stratum l, Metropolitan Core, and stratum

2, City, the entire population was included. Under these conditions,

in the strictest sense no inferential statistics can be employed.

However, if it is generalized that the populations in these two

strata represent infinitely large populations of similar schools,

then the data can be treated inferentially. Therefore, what has

been termed meaningful significance in interpreting and reporting

the data has been drawn from what would constitute statistical signi-

ficance and can be treated by the reader in the same fashion. The

other three strata; Town, Urban Fringe, and Rural, were sampled and

the data were treated with statistical inference.

Within this context, the hypotheses, the techniques employed

for testing those hypotheses, the findings and the analysis are

presented.

Principal Effectiveness and

Achievement

 

 

The purpose of Hypotheses I and II were to determine if a

relationship existed between principals' effectiveness and the student

reading achievement by community type and among community types.1

Expressed in null form, the first hypothesis reads as follows:

 

1Table 4.12 presented on page 173 has depicted correlations

of effectiveness item means with achievement by Community Type.
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Null Hypothesis I: No correlation exists between

the effectiveness of an elementary principal as

rated by the principals' superiors and the associated

schools' student achievement as measured by the Grade 4

Michigan Educational Assessment Program, 1973-74, test

in reading within each of the Michigan Department of

Education Community Types; Metropolitan Core, City,

Town, Urban Fringe, and Rural.

 

Symbollcally: H0: pxy1= O

pxy5= 0

Where, - principal effectiveness

y= student achievement

l...5= community types, and

E(rxy)=is biased estimator of pxy

If both variables are continuous, the Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficient provides the most stable correlation;

i.e., the smallest standard error.2 As the needed conditions

could be satisfied, the Pearson product-moment was used to test

Hypothesis 1. Table 4.1 indicates the rxy values for each Community

Type. Clearly, whether referring to meaningful or statistical

significance, the findings support the null hypothesis and it

cannot be rejected.

As mentioned previously, one reason for stratifying by

Community Types was an attempt to control SES as the correlations

 

2Walter R. Borg and Meredity D. Gall, Educational Research

(New York: David McKay Company, Inc., 1963), p. 326.
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3
were explored. However, an examination of the SES data suggested

the schools in the study were not particularly homogeneous with

respect to SES by community type. The data were therefore, collapsed

as described in the research design. Partial correlation was used

to hold the SES variable constant based on the assumption that

"the factor held constant has a causal influence on the other two

variables."4

TABLE 4.l.--Correlation between principal effectiveness (Administra-

tive Image Questionnaire) and student achievement by

Community Type.

 

Community Type n Correlation Between Effectiveness

and Achievement

 

Metropolitan Core 10 r = .073a

xyl

City 20 = arXyz .108

Town 31 = brxy3 .044

Urban Fringe 30 r = .027b
xy4

Rural 30 = b
1 rxy5 .061

 

a .
Not meaningfully significant.

Not statistically significant.

 

3The SES data giving ranges by Community Type have been

presented in Table F-l in Appendix F.

4Ibid., p. 339.
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For the entire sample using weighted pooled data, the

correlation between effectiveness and achievement, rxy’ was -.005.

This correlation hardly warranted further statistical analysis;

however, to satisfy the concern for the effect of SES on the relation-

ship of effectiveness with achievement, the statistical procedures

were undertaken. The partial correlation of effectiveness and

achievement with SES partialled out was .021. This reaffirmed the

findings by community type for Hypothesis I as cited above and

offered further support for the null hypotheses.

As mentioned previously the state-wide distribution of

reading scores on the MEAP-ORT, 1973-74, followed a U-shaped

pattern.' While this distribution was for individual reading scores,

it raised speculation as to the distribution of the school composite

reading scores. In order to learn more about the properties of the

dependent variable, a histogram of all the school scores in the

study was developed. This distribution has been presented in

Figure 4.1.

It can be observed by referring to Figure 4.1 that the

distribution of the school composite scores for the sample was

not U-shaped, but rather showed a negatively skewed distribution

approaching a normal distribution.

At the same time the histogram was being developed, a

computer program to plot the bivariate relationship between effec-

tiveness and achievement by community types and by the entire

sample was undertaken to see if a non-linear relationship existed.
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The scatter plots, Figures 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, G.4, G.5, have been

included in Appendix G. The diffuse pattern evident in these

plots clearly shows that neither a linear nor curvilinear relation-

ship of any significance existed. While not significant, the

tendency of the City schools toward a negative relationship in

Figure 6.2 may be of interest to the reader.

Null Hypothesis II: No difference will be found in the

correlations between the effectiveness of a principal

as rated by the principals' superior and student achieve-

ment as measured by the Grade 4 MEAP, 1973-74, test in

reading in the Community Type MetropolitanCore and

the Community Type Urban Fringe.

 

Symbolically: Ho: p = 0

Where the legend is the same as Hypothesis 1.

Since neither r for Metropolitan Core nor rxy for Urban

XV

Fringe were significant, there was no purpose in testing4this

hypothesis.

Autonomy

The third hypothesis refers to the relationship between

the principals' autonomy and the principals' effectiveness. The

fourth hypothesis explores the relationship between the princi-

pals' autonomy and the associated students' achievement in

reading.

Before considering the findings of Hypotheses III and IV,

it should be recognized that the primary purpose of the autonomy

dimension of this study was to gather descriptive data. The data
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were gathered with an instrument which had been adapted from an

instrument developed and used by McCleary and Hencley.5 The

adapted form was carefully judged, but it was not tested prior to

usage for the explicit purpose or the particular population for

which it was used in this study. The measures yielded by the

Autonomy subsection of the Administrative Profile Survey should

be viewed with this in mind and the results weighted accordingly.

Null Hypothesis III: No correlation exists between

the effectiveness of an elementary principal as rated

by the principals' superiors and the degree of autonomy

the superior believes the principal has by Community

 

Type. '

Symbolically: Ho: pxz] = O

pxz2 = 0

pxz3 = O

pxz4 = 0

pxz5 = 0

Where, x = effectiveness

2 = autonomy, and

E(rxz) is a biased estimator of pxz

Table 4.2 has presented the correlation coefficients

resulting from the use of the Pearson product-moment treatment

of the data for each Community Type.

 

5Lloyd E. McCleary and Stephen P. Hencley, Secondary

School Administration (New York: Dodd, Mead and Company, 1965),

pp.i75-94.
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TABLE 4.2.--Correlations between principal effectiveness (AIQ) and

principal autonomy.

 

Community Type n Correlations between Effectiveness

and Autonomy

 

Metropolitan Core 10 rxz] = -.O63a

City 20 rx22 = .534b

Town 31 rx23 = .325c

Urban Fringe 30 rx24 = .321c

Rural 30 rx25 = .021C

 

aNot meaningfully significant.

bMeaningfully significant.

cNot statistically significant at .05.

An inspection of Table 4.2 reveals that only the population

of the City community type has a correlation of significance. The

relationship of effectiveness and autonomy for principals in this

type of community showed a moderately6 meaningful significance.

Therefore, the following null hypotheses are not rejected:

 

Ho: pxz] = O

pxz2 = O

pxz3 = 0

pxz4 = 0

pxz5 = 0

6
Moderate is used in the sense Glass et al., op. cit.,

p. 117, use it as "About +.50."
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The null hypothesis:

H : pxz = O is rejected in favor of the alternate

2

H : p f O.
1 xz2

Since the rater judged both variables, effectiveness and

autonomy, the possibility of spuriously high correlations existed.

While four of the five correlations were not significant, this

possibility should not be totally disregarded in attributing

significance to the relationship revealed in City communities.

results

Null Hypothesis IV: No correlation exists between the
 

degree of autonomy superiors believe principals have

and the associated schools' student achievement as

measured by the reading test Grade 4, MEAP, 1973-74,

by Community Type.

O
O
O
O
O

Symbolically: H : p
o yz1

pyzz ‘

Dyz3 =

oyz4 =

pyZS =

Where, y = achievement

2 = autonomy, and

E(ryz) is a biased estimator of pyz'

The correlation was tested with the Pearson r and the

have been presented in Table 4.3.

The findings reported in Table 4.3 supported the null

hypothesis and it cannot be rejected.
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TABLE 4.3.—-Correlations of principal autonomy and reading achievement

by Community Type.

 

 

Community Type n Correlation between Autonomy

and Achievement

Metropolitan Core 10 r = .243a
.Yz]

. = a
City 20 ryzz .157

= _ b
Town 31 ryz3 .170

Urban Fringe 30 r = -.043b
yz4

_ 6
Rural 30 ryZS - .207

 

aNot meaningfully significant.

bNot statistically significant at .05.

Achievement and Effectiveness,AAutonomy
 

The fifth hypothesis sought to examine the multiple affects

of the principals' effectiveness and autonomy on student reading

achievement and in null form reads as follows:

Null Hypothesis V: None of the variation in student

achievement as measured by the Grade 4, MEAP, 1973-74,

reading test, can be explained by the multiple corre-

lation of principal effectiveness and autonomy as

perceived by the principals' superiors by Community

Type.

Symbolically: Ho: py.xz] = O

p =0
y.xz2

0 =0
y.xz3

p =0
y.xz4

= OD
y.xz5



156

Where, y = achievement

x = effectiveness

= autonomy

This relationship was studied using a general linear model

Y= BO+B1X1 + . . 'Bij

The CDC 6500 LSTEP computer program was used in testing the model.

The multiple correlation coefficients, R, which gives the

correlation of the predicted achievement, Y, with the actual achieve-

ment, Y, are reported by Community Type in Table 4.4. The squared

multiple R, R2, which gives the proportion of variance accounted

for is also reported in the Table.

TABLE 4.4.--Multiple correlation coefficients and squared multiple

R of principal effectiveness and autonomy for achieve-

ment by Community Type.

 

Community Type n Multiple Correlation Coefficients

Squared Multiple R

 

Metropolitan Core 8

City 20 R2 = .6450b R3 = .4160

Town 30 R3 = .4l99c R3 = .1763

Urban fringe 30 R4 = .5628c R2 = .3168

Rural 28 R5 = .379lc R? = .1437

 

aAs the number of variables in the regression equation

equalled the number of cases in the Metropolitan Core, singularity

existed and there was no value in testing this relationship.

bMeaningfully significant.

cStatistically significant at .05.
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The correlation of indicator means with the over-all autonomy

mean have been explored in the second section of this chapter.

Suffice it to state here that these correlations were so varied

within a community type; e.g., Metropolitan Core ranged from .075

to .802, that the representational value of using the autonomy mean

was cast in doubt. Therefore, the multiple regression equation

was extended to effectiveness and each indicator of autonomy as

variables. The formula was

1 T 8o T lel T B2X2 T B3x3 T B4x4 T B5x5 T Boxe T B7X7 T Baxe

Where, 81X1 = effectiveness

32X2 autonomy, personnel

B3X3 = autonomy, organization

84X4 = autonomy, building budget

85X5 = autonomy, curriculum development

86x6 = autonomy, instructional development

87X7 = autonomy, school--community/parent relations

88X8 = autonomy, school plant

The independent variables, effectiveness and the autonomy

indicators, in combination were found significant in predicting

achievement in all community types tested. The R values were all

significant and the null hypotheses that were tested; i.e.,

Ho: py.xz2 = 0

py.xz3 - 0

= O
py.xz4

p = 0 were rejected.
y.xz5
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The squared multiple R showed that a portion of the variation

in reading achievement could be accounted for by variations in the

principals' effectiveness and the individual indicators for autonomy.

A relatively high ratio of variables to the sample size,

n, tends to increase the probability of a linear "fit." Since

the ration was relatively high in this test, the multiple correla-

tion coefficients and the squared multiple R reported in Table 4.4

should be interpreted cautiously with this factor in mind.

Tenure in Position

The sixth hypothesis was developed to explore the impact

of the length of tenure in position on the correlation of effective-

ness with achievement.

Data were gathered regarding tenure in position in three

ranges; (1) 2-5 years, (2) 6-10 years, and (3) over 10 years.

The frequency and means of tenure in position by ranges, not

years, for each community type has been reported in Table 4.5.

Reference to the table discloses that principals in

Metropolitan Core and City communities tended toward greater

longevity in position while principals in Towns, Urban Fringe,

and Rural communities were more apt to fall in the first range

of 2-5 years. These figures, of course, were for principals

who had been in that principalship at least two years prior to

the study.
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TABLE 4.5.--Frequency and means of tenure in position by ranges

for each Community Type.

 

Tenure in Position
 

 

Community Type n Ranges Mean

1 2 3 Range

(2-5) (6-10) (Over 10)

Metropolitan Core 10 2 4 4 2.20

City 20 8 3 9 2.05

Town 31 15 6 10 1.84

Urban Fringe 30 15 7 8 l 77

Rural _ifli iii _ii _ii 1.80

TOTALS 121 54 28 39 l 88

 

A partial correlation test was used to hold the effect

of tenure in position constant while exploring the correlation

between effectiveness and achievement. In Table 4.6, the results

of this test have been reported along with the simple correlation,

rxy’ for comparison purposes.

As can be seen from Table 4.6, no significance was found

and the null hypothesis was not rejected. However, of passing

interest to the hypothesis under study, the population of Metro-

politan Core with the highest mean range of tenure in position

in this study provided the greatest change from the simple cor-

relation to the correlation with tenure partialled out.
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TABLE 4.6.--Correlation of effectiveness and achievement with

tenure in position controlled for each Community Type.

 

Correlation Effectiveness and

 

 

. Achievement

Community Type n Tenure in Position

Simple Controlled

Metro olitan Core 10 = . = . ap rxy] O73 rxy.t] 25

Cit 20 = -. =-. ay rxy2 108 rxy.t2 096

Town 31 = . = . brXy3 O44 erOtB 067

Urban F i 30 = -. = . br nge rxy4 027 rxy.t4 013

R ral 30 = -. = . bu rXys 061 rxy.t5 O76

 

aNot meaningfully significant.

bNot statistically significant at .05.

Of the six hypotheses set forth in this study, only Null

Hypothesis V was rejected in favor of the research hypothesis

across all community types. The findings were not consistent with

the findings of other studies in the area of concern. Possible

reasons for the lack of concurrence could be the differences in

methodology or in their respective purposes.
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Relationship to Previous Studies
 

The findings in this study do not support the work of

7 9
the previously cited studies of Weber, Levine,8 Lutz and Evans,

Clark,‘0 11and the New York Study. Only when both effectiveness

and autonomy were multiply correlated with achievement was there

support for the previously conducted studies, and reports of the

other research do not suggest they considered the principal's

autonomy as a variable in their studies.

Of these studies, all but Clark's work were intensive

in-depth studies of 2 to 4 low SES schools by teams of judges.

In contrast, this study attempted a broader state-wide survey.

It also relied on the principals' superiors' judgement, for one

of the major intents of this research was to study the on-the-

 

7George Weber, Inner-City Children Can be Taught to Read;

Four Successful Schools—(Council for Basic Education) OccasionET

Papers #18, October, 1971.

8Daniel U. Levine, Raising Standards in the Inner City

Schools (Council for Basic Education), OccaSional Papers #11,

December, 1966.

9FrankLutz and Seymour Evans, The Union Contract and

Principal Leadership in New York CityASEhools (New York: The

Center of Urban Educatidna, December, 1968).

10Kenneth B. Clark, A Possible Reality as cited in

School Factors Influencin Reading Achievement (Albany: New

York Office of Education erformance ReVlew, 1974), p. 5.

1New York Office of Education Performance Review,

School Factors Influencing Reading Achievement; A Case Study of

Two Inner City Schools, 1974.
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job situation. As Borg and Gall have said, ". . . the behavior

of the individual as seen through the eyes of his supervisor,

although different perhaps from the objective behavior of the

individual, still has an important meaning in educational re-

search."12

The use of the superiors' judgment, however, introduced

the variability in raters which could have affected the results.

The criteria of measurement used in the instruments

could also have led to discrepant results. The studies cited did

not clearly set forth their criteria of effectiveness and what

was stated was not consistent across studies; therefore, it is

feasible that some of the discrepancy could be attributed to

variations in criteria of effectiveness.

The differences between the measurement of the dependent

variable, achievement, in the other studies and this one could

be a contributing factor. This study relied on the Michigan

Educational Assessment Program Objective-Referenced Test, a

criterion-referenced test--a measurement approach which is rela-

tively new and a given test which has not been subjected to all

the rigors of standardized test development. While the weaknesses

of the MEAP-ORT as pointed out by the experts did not seem suf-

ficient to rule it out as a measuring device in this study, it may

bear some responsibility for the differences in results between

this study and others.

 

12Borg, op. cit., pp. 248-9.
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In the New York study and in the work of Weber and Levine

all of them started knowing the achievement scores; and, in fact,

school selection was purposively based on the achievement results.

Knowing the achievement, these studies sought to attribute the

results to specific factors. The schools in these studies, then,

were not randomly selected and no inferences can be drawn from

them. Further, knowing part of the data in advance may have

produced a mental set in the members of the observation teams

and inadvertently caused a bias in the findings.

All of the schools involved in the studies cited with the

possible exception of Lutz and Evans work had low SES clientele.

The study reported here crossed socioeconomic lines and was repre-

sentative of all social and economic conditions. While an attempt

was made to control SES in this study, part of the conflicting

results between the studies cited and this study could be due to

the differences in the respective target populations.

Descriptive Aspects of the Study
 

To avoid redundancy throughout the following discussion,

it should be prefaced by a few remarks. First, with respect to

both autonomy and to effectiveness, the reported data were based

on the perceptions of the principals' superiors. Secondly, the
 

descriptive data referred only to the population of interest in

this study; Michigan K-12 school districts with at least two ele-

mentary schools. Finally, the reader is reminded that the data

pertained to the total population of Metropolitan Core and City
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community schools and were generalized to similar situations while

the data descriptive of Town, Urban Fringe and Rural community

schools were treated through statistical inference.

Autonomy

Prior to an inspection of the data yielded by the autonomy

instrument, the characteristics of the instrument itself should

be considered.

The instrument.--0f importance to the interpretation of
 

the data was the unidimensionality of the instrument for the

population of interest in the study. Table 4.7 has depicted each

indicator's correlation to the mean autonomy by community type.

It should be noted prior to studying these results that the mean

included the indicator under consideration.

By referring to Table 4.7, it can be observed that in

the Town and Rural communities the indicators had moderate to

strong correlations with the mean but were not consistent in

their relationship. Metropolitan Core and Urban Fringe princi-

pals had relatively erratic correlations and City principals had

a relatively weak picture across all indicators. The results

of this study suggest that autonomy may not be uniform across

tasks in some communities or across communities for some tasks.

It would appear that the unidimensionality of the instrument and

the construct upon which it was based is in doubt. To develop

an instrument that could more fully assess autonomy may require
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adherence to a construct that recognizes autonomy as situation

and/or task specific.

TABLE 4.7.--Correlation of mean indicators with mean autonomy

by Community Type.

 

Community Autonomy Indicators

Type 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

 

Metropolitan .430 .637 .784 .802 .119 .075 .776

Core

City .336 .480 .434 .635 .112 .561 .414

Town .753 .778 .828 .558 .748 .750 .622

Urban .391 .659 .760 .601 .524 .233 .565

Fringe

Rural .601 .734 .671 .830 .772 .853 .626

 

Levels of autonomy by function.--The nature of this vari-

ability can be observed by inspecting Table 4.8. In this table,

the mean score of each indicator by community type has been.pre-

sented in the cells. An investigation of the means in each cell

shows a range of 2.67 to 4.85 on a potential range of 1 to 5.

The autonomy means by community type, column means, and the‘

indicator means across community type, row means, have also been

presented.

The least autonomy for a given function showed some

commonality across community types. Even though Metropolitan

Core principals had the least autonomy in personnel matters and
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the Urban Fringe principals in curriculum development, City, Town,

and Rural principals had the least autonomy in determining general

facility needs, maintenance and renovation. Metropolitan Core

and Urban Fringe principals also were perceived to have relatively

low autonomy in this function. The low level of decision-making

responsibility for this task across all community types was re-

flected in the indicator mean of means as "School Plant" had the

lowest mean.

TABLE 4.8.--Autonomy indicator means by community type.

 

 

 

 

Community Types Mean

Autonomy Metro. City Town Urban ’T’Rural of

Indicators Core Fringe Means

1. Personnel 2.67. ,4.45 4.03 4.17 4.31 3.93

2. Organization 4.80 4.70 4.48 4.80 4.70 - 4.70

3. Bldg. Budgets. 3.60 4.35 3.64 4.23 3.83 3.93

4. Curr. Dev. 3.40 3.85 3.80 3.70 4.06 3.72

5. Instr. Dev. 4.78 4.85 4.45 4.63 4.56 4.65

6. Sch.-Comm. ' 4.20 4.65 4.41 4.73 4.33 4.46

7. Sch. Plant 3.40 3.65 3.25 3.73 3.23 3.45

MEAN OF MEANS 3.85 4.36 4.01 4.28 4.13

 

There was even more commonality for the function that

offered the most building level authority for the principal. For

all but the City principals, the most autonomy could be found in
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the principals' responsibility to organize the school in placement

of teachers and students. City principals had the high level of

autonomy with respect to this function also. The high indicator

mean across all community types of 4.70 out of a possible 5.0

reflected this uniformity. Clearly the superiors perceive this

function as a principals' responsibility.

To the extent that autonomy means by community type were

representative of the total principals' autonomy, Metropolitan

Core principals had the least autonomy and City principals had

the most autonomy. A comparison of the cell means with the indi-

cator means would support this position as City principals' autonomy

was above the indicator mean for every function while Metropolitan

Core principals were below the mean in five of the seven functions.

Summarily, it would appear that, in general, the principals

in the population of interest have less autonomy regarding resources:

personnel, budget, facilities, and curriculum development (which

involved the selection of curricular materials). More autonomy

seems to reside with the principals in the process and human

relations aspects of the job; school organization, instructional

development, and school--community/parent relations.

The discussion to this point has been in relative terms

and should be expanded to the definitional terms. On the scale

of l to 5 each quantitative numeral was provided a descriptor which

was defined as follows:
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1. Rarely: less than 20% of the time

Seldom: 20-40% of the time

About half: 40-60% of the time

#
0
0
“
)

Usually: 60-80% of the time

Almost always: More than 80% of the time.

According to these definitions, it would appear that in

most instances the principal has more to say about her building's

operations than anyone else. At least her boss thinks she has!

Of the 35 cell means reported, only 13 were below 4 (60-80%) and

only 1 was below 3 (40-60%). The notable exceptions were school

plant where three means fall below 3.5 (or 50%) and personnel

matters for Metropolitan Core principals.

Autonomy and achievement.--Of interest in the study was
 

the impact a principal's perceived autonomy had on her associated

students' achievement. The correlations of the means of autonomy

indicators with achievement have been presented in Table 4.9.

TABLE 4.9.--Autonomy indicator means correlated with student

achievement by community type.

 

Communityiiypes
 

Autonomy

 

Metro. City Town Urban Rural
Indicators Core Fringe

1. Personnel .47 .26 -.13 .34 -.08

2. Organization .19 -.13 -.28 .07 .26

3. Bldg. Budgets .17 .57a -.25 -.17 .01

4. Curr. Dev. .09 -.26 -.05 .07 .19

5. Instr. Dev. -.001 .09 -.08 -.19 .29

6. Sch.-Comm. -.O3 .12 .06 -.16 .34

7. Sch. Plant .16 -.10 -.O8 -.15 -.02

 

aMeaningfully significant.
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Even a cursory glance of Table 4.9 reveals that the autonomy

level of any indicator does not have a consistently significant

relationship across all community types. In fact, only the prin-

cipals' autonomy regarding building budgets in City schools showed

a significant relationship to achievement. The lack of significant

correlation by specific indicators supports the previous acceptance

of Hypothesis IV in the null form.

Autonomy and effectiveness.--Also of interest was the
 

relationship that autonomy had to the principals' rating for

effectiveness. The correlations of the mean of each autonomy

indicator with the mean effectiveness has been depicted in Table

4.10.

TABLE 4.10.--Correlations of autonomy indicator means with the

effectiveness (AIQ) mean by community type.

 

Community Type
 

 

Autonomy @3520. City Town gppzne Rural

Indicat°rs (n=lO) (n=20) (n=3l) (n=33) (n=30)

1. Personnel .50a .17 .21 .20 .17

2. Sch. Org. .07 .35 .36b .21 -.06

3. Budgets -.43a .19 .06 .36b -.03

4. Curr. -.30 A .47a .48c -.06 .03

5. Instr. -.39 -.01 .25 .21 -.09

6. Sch.-Comm. -.18 .22 .25 .12 -.ll

7. Plant .20 .12 .13 .18 .17

 

aMeaningfully significant.

bStatistically but not meaningfully significant.

cStatistically and meaningfully significant.
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While statistical and meaningful significance was found

in a few isolated situations, the level of autonomy for any one

indicator did not consistently correlate with the principals'

effectiveness across community types. Nor did any community

type show a consistent correlation across the indicators.

Before too much import is attached to these correlations,

or any of the above autonomy findings, or any of the results

presented in the following discussion of effectiveness, a word

of caution seems warranted. Statistical procedures would indicate

that with an alpha level of .05 in one hundred cases, five cases

could be significant merely by chance. With the great many cor-

relations reported in this descriptive section, it is well within

statistical probabilities that those identified as significant

could be attributed to chance. The lack of any consistent pattern

lends support to this possibility. Since statistical procedures

cannot guarantee significance or the lack of it, all significant

findings are treated as such, but any interpretations of these

findings should be done with this precaution in mind.

Effectiveness

The unidemensionality of the Administrative Image Ques-

tionnaire (AIQ) was examined by correlating each of the twenty-

three items with the AIQ mean. The results showed a generally

moderate to strong relationship for all items across all community

types. The correlations are presented in Table H.l in Appendix

H.
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While the items correlated relatively well with the AIQ

mean, an analysis by item mean and community type provided an

interesting picture of perceived effectiveness by function in a

given community setting. This information has been presented in

Table 4.11 in the cell means. The row means depicting the mean

of means for items across community types and the column means

showing the mean of means for community type across items have

also been provided.

The AIQ used in scale of 1 to 5 using descriptors Poor,

Fair, Average, Good, and Excellent. Of the 115 cell means, no

item for any community had a mean below 3.0. Indeed, only four

means were at or below 3.5 and all four of these were in Metro-

politan community setting. Sixty-nine means were above 4.0 in

the "Good" range. Four means were above 4.5 and all had reference

to Item 3, "Attitude Toward Job."

Not unexpectedly, then, the item with the highest mean

was "Attitude Toward Job." The principals were perceived to be

least effective in #8 "Performance Under Stress," and #11 "Ability

to Delegate Responsibility." A ranking of the behaviors of princi-

pals across the state perceived as most effective and least effec-

tive have been presented in Table 4.12.

Relating Table 4.12 to Table 4.11 showed the items of

most effectiveness and least effectiveness were relatively con-

sistent across all community types.
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TABLE 4.ll.--AIQ item means by Community Type and for entire sample.

 

 

 

Community Type Mean

AIQ Items Metro City Town Urban Rural of

Core Fringe Means

l. 3.80 4.28 3.97 3.79 3.87 3.91

2. 4.40 4.37 4.23 4.07 4.13 4.20

3. 4.40 4.74 4.74 4.30 4.53 4.55

4. 3.70 4.26 4.16 3.97 4.10 4.07

5. 3.80 4.32 4.16 3.83 4.10 4.06

6. 4.20 4.47 4.39 4.47 4.47 4.42

7. 3.70 3.79 3.94 3.70 3.90 3.82

8. 3.50 3.84 3.77 3.73 3.77 3.75

9. 3.40 4.05 3.81 4.00 3.97 3.90

10. 3.60 4.16 4.16 4.03 4.17 4408

11. 3.70 3.89 3.77 3.70 3.70 3.75

12. 3.70 4.42 4.13 3.80 3.87 3.99

13. 3.50 4.26 3.84 3.60 3.87 3.82

14. 4.10 4.32 4.19 4.17 4.27 4.22

15. 3.80 4.00 4.00 3.83 3.93 3.92

16. 4.00 4.16 3.97 4.13 4t10 4.07

17. 3.80 4.32 4.03 4.00 4.07 4.06

18. 3.30 3.95 3.90 3.60 3.87 3.77

19. 3.70 4.37 4.03 3.63 3.93 3.93

20. 3.70 4.26 4.03 3.93 3.83 3.97

21. 3.80 4.16 4.10 3.97 3.93 4.01

22. 3.70 4.00 3.94 3.79 3.93 3.89

23. 4.20 4.47 4.39 4.20 4.30 4.32

MEAN OF MEANS 3.804 4.25 4.09 3.93 4.03
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TABLE 4.12.--Effectiveness mean ratings across Conmunity Types--

top five and bottom five levels.

 

 

Ranking Mean AIQ Item # Description of Item

1. 4.55 3 Attitude toward job

2. 4.42 Supportiveness

3. 4.32 23 Appearance

4. 4.22 14 Fairness

5. 4.20 2 Consideration of others

19. 3.90 9 Openness

20. 3.89 22 Leadership skill

21. 3.82 7 Flexibility

3.82 13 Success in communicating expec-

tations

22. 3.77 18 Evaluating Ability

23. 3.75 11 Performance under stress

3.75 8 Ability to delegate responsibility

 

If the mean of means for community types across items was

used to gauge the perceived over-all effectiveness, then the

Metropolitan Core principals would be ranked lowest and the City

principals highest. The reader is cautioned that variation in

rater expectations and situational conditions could be contri-

buting to these differences.

Effectiveness and achievement.--Within the scope of the
 

study has been an interest in how much achievement scores reflect

the principals' effectiveness with respect to certain aspects of
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the job. Therefore, correlations were developed for each AIQ

item with achievement by community type. Table 4.13 has reported

these correlations.

The over-all pattern shows little relationship between

principals' perceived effectiveness and achieVement. Between

Metropolitan Core principals' appearance and achievement was a

strong correlation and between their ability to delegate respon-

sibility and achievement was a moderate correlation. Urban Fringe

principals' consideration, City principals' attitude toward their

jobs, and Metropolitan Core principals' flexibility were all

found to have a moderate inverse relationship to achievement.

Again, these significant findings could be ascribed to the number

of correlations under consideration. Lack of consistency across

community types suggests an unstable nature in replication unless

all of these effectiveness items were situation specific.

Ancillarnyata

Information was obtained and compiled in two areas con-

tributing to the study but not central to it.

The mean percentage achievement scores of the non-

respondents were derived to see if a nonresponse bias was evident

in the dependent variable. Table 4.14 has reported the mean

achievement by community type of the respondents and nonrespon-

dents.
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TABLE 4.13.--Correlations of A10 item means with achievement by

Community Type.

 

Community Type
 

 

Metro City Town ‘TUrBan Rural

AIQ Items Core Fringe

(n=9) (n=20) (n=30) (n=29) (n=29)

l. .07 .31 .23 -.13 .03

2. .25 -.09 .32 -.47b -.11

3. .01 -.45a .01 .20 .01

4. .26 -.14 .15 .02 .18

5. .09 .01 -.19 .26 .11

6. .18 -.11 .09 .03 -.2o

7. -.53a -.16 .07 -.22 .01

8. -.46 -.08 -.19 -.04 -.13

9. -.32 .05 -.10 -.29 -.01

10. .35 -.29 .05 .01 -.27

11. .55a .22 .23 .03 -.12

12. -.41 .01 -.08 -.10 .09

13. -.14 -.01 -.16 .22 -.07

14. .35 -.23 -.01 .05 -.03

15. .40 -.29 .23 .12 -.23

16. .02 -.26 -.03 -.19 -.15

17. .04 .22 -.09 .01 .08

18. -.01 -.04 .01 .03 .30

19. .01 -.03 .17 .O6 .12

20. .02 -.03 .05 -.15 -.11

21. .03 -.29 -.07 -.10 -.13

22. .18 -.28 -.01 .17 .02

23. .84a .22 -.01 .10 -.14

 

aMeaningfully significant.

bStatistically significant at .05.
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TABLE 4.14.--Mean percentage achievement scores by community type

and sample for respondents and nonrespondents.

 

Community Type Metro. City Town Urban Rural Mean of

 

Core Fringe Means

Mean percentage

achievement for 46 58.7 60.4 59 55 53

respondents

Mean percentage

achievement for 42.2 61.2 57 60.1 49.7 55.6

nonrespondents

 

The mean percentage achievement scores for nonrespondents

as shown in Table 4.14 fluctuated above and below the respondents'

scores. No set pattern in reference to the dependent variable,

achievement, that might be construed as a response bias was

evident.

In those situations where the principal of the selected

school also administered other schools, the mean percentage achieve-

ment for all schools was derived. If the hypothesis was supported

that principal effectiveness impacted on student achievement, then

some commonality in achievement of the schools under one adminis-

trator should be observable. The derived mean percentage for

respondent schools has been reported in Table 4.15.

Visual comparison of the data seemed sufficient to establish

that schools under one building administrator do not necessarily

have comparable achievement. The results support the acceptance

of Null Hypothesis I.
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TABLE 4.15.--Mean percentage achievement score for multi-

administered schools; selected school and schools

also administered.

 

 

 

 

 

 

Community Type Selected School School(s) also

Administered

City a .653 a .520

b .589 b .674

c .438 c .519

d .775 d .740

Town 6 .608 a .446

b .548 b .815

c .694 c .753

c .686

d .613 d .547

Urban Fringe a .691 a .666

b .632 b .636

Rural a .490 a .527

b .650 b .469

c .524 c .705

c .619

d .518 d .568

d .526

Mean of Means .602 .613

 

While not central to the study, it is germaine to the

consideration of the principals' role and student achievement to

note that the mean percentage achievement scores for the multi-

administered schools were higher than for the sample as a whole.

To recognize the respondents' contribution to the study

a copy of the results was offered on request. As a measure of

the interest in accountability and the dimensions of this study,

71% of the respondents expressly asked to see the results.



the study, Table 4.16 has been constructed.
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Summar

To summarize the findings regarding the hypotheses of

TABLE 4.16.--Summary of hypotheses, tests and decision.

 

Hypotheses

Description

Test Reject/Do no Reject

Null at .05

 

II

III

IV

VI

Effectiveness/

Achievement by

Community Type

Effectiveness/

Achievement;

difference

Metropolitan

Core and

Urban Fringe

Effectiveness/

Autonomy by

Community Type

Achievement/

Autonomy by

Community Type

Achievement/

Effectiveness,

Autonomy by

Community Type

Effectiveness]

Achievement by

Tenure in Posi-

tion for each

Community Type

Not tested

Did not test Metro-

politan Core ‘

Multiple Correlation

Multiple Prediction

Partial Correlation

Do not Reject

Rejected null for

City only

Do not Reject

Reject Null

Do not Reject
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Inspection of Table 4.16 reveals that while a correlation

was not significant between principal effectiveness and achievement

or principal autonomy and achievement, effectiveness in combination

with the seven autonomy ihdicators could significantly predict

achievement. Therefore, Null Hypothesis V was rejected in favor

of the Alternate Hypothesis V. As noted in Table 4.16, all other

null hypotheses were not rejected except for City principals in

Hypothesis III.

As analysis of the data suggested that autonomy was not

a unidimensional function and appeared to be task and/or situation

specific. City principals appeared to have the most autonomy and

Metropolitan Core principals the least. Across all community types,

principals had a great deal of autonomy in school organization

and relatively little in determining school plant needs. In general,

the principals had more autonomy in process and human relations

functions and less decision-making authority regarding resources.

More detailed analysis of correlations of autonomy indicators

with achievement and with principal effectiveness by community

types found only sporadic isolated correlations of significance.

Inspection of each of the twenty-three items in the

effectiveness measure, the Administrative Image Questionnaire,

disclosed the relative effectiveness of principals in relation to

certain behaviors. Principals rated highest in attitude toward

job and supportiveness of staff. They rated lowest in ability to

delegate responsibility and in performance under stress. Correla-

tions of the AIQ items to achievement was sketchy and inconsistent
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with the strongest correlation, .84, between Metropolitan Core

'principals' appearance and achievement.

In Chapter V, a summary of the study, the findings, and

conclusions generated by these findings are set forth along with

their implications for administrative practice, administrative

training, and further research.



Chapter V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

In this final chapter a summary of the purposes, literature,

and the research design are presented first. Conclusions generated

by the analysis of the data are set forth followed by implications

for administrative practices, administrative training, and further

research.

Summar

Purpose of the Study

With the growing demand for educational accountability

has come a concomitant need to determine the degree to which

student learning, or the lack of it, could be attributed to educa-

tors. The major purpose of this study was to respond to that need

by investigating the relationship between the perceived effective-

ness of principals and their associated students' achievement.

A search for the loci of responsibility has been implicit

in the educational accountability movement. With the vesting of

that responsibility has come a counter demand for decision-making

autonomy in areas where educators are to be held accountable.

Therefore, the study also sought to provide descriptive data re-

garding the relative autonomy a principal is perceived to have.

181
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The extent to which this autonomy was related to principals' effec-

tiveness ratings and to student achievement was also investigated.

For two major reasons, the level of effectiveness and

autonomy of the principals was judged by the person to whom the

principals were responsible. First, within the accountability

movement much of the pressures associated with the job in the

way of promotions, demotions, and day-to-day operations has rested

with the principals' immediate superior. Secondly, the super-

ordinate through policies and expectations was in a position to

prescribe as well as describe a given principal's effectiveness.

Review of the Literature
 

Four major areas related to the purposes of this study

were selectively reviewed. Those areas and the dominant findings

were as follows:

1. A review of educational accountability with emphasis
 

on the Michigan Accountability Model.--The emerging accountability
 

movement in education has been deeply rooted in political action

and has been frought with controversy. Definitions, purposes,

and implementation were inconsistent in the literature and were

generally situation specific. Born in industry, many aspects of

accountability have been maladaptive to the educational setting.

Accountability plans under any acronym or banner appear to

consistently have at least three operational components; stating

goals/objectives, measuring their achievement, and communicating

their results.
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The statement of goals and of objectives have constituted

the first two steps in the six step Michigan Accountability Model.

The third step of the model was labeled "Needs Assessment" as the

measurement component. The other three steps were "Delivery System,"

"Evaluation," and "Recommendations." While part of the legislative

mandate, the communication component was not explicitly stated in

the model. The lack of a consistent communication program appeared

to be a very basic problem in the implementation of the Michigan

Model.

2. The function and impact of measurement in accountability--

and more specifically, the history and analysis of the Michigan

Educational Assessment Program.--The accountability movement has

focused increased attention on measurement technology. There has

been a gradual shift toward criterion-referenced measurement

particularly by accountability proponents; however, most psycho-

metricians have not regarded it as more precise or more valid

than norm-referenced measures, but simply a different way to seek

and interpret information. Pressures associated with measurement

in accountability have raised the specter of teaching to the test

as well as placing disproportionate emphasis on the content and

the students that will "pay off."

The Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) tests

were norm-referenced at their inception in 1970. The tests pre-

ceded the development of the Model and were authorized by the

Michigan legislature. In 1973-74, the Michigan Department of
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Education shifted to a criterion-referenced test, the Objective-

Referenced Test (ORT), which was based on the objectives previously

developed by Michigan educators and adopted by the Michigan State

Board of Education. Lauded by some for their efforts, The Michigan

Department of Education also appears to have had its difficulties--

primarily, in the correct grade level placement of the objectives

and/or the appropriate criterion plus problems in communicating

test results.

3. Characteristics of the elementary principalship as

related to principal autonomy.--The historical evolution of the
 

principalship has ascribed three nearly universal duties to the

principal; discipline, supervision, and clerical tasks. Beyond

these areas, the multiplicity of the expectations surrounding the

position has been compounded by the diversity of situations in

which the principal functioned.

References to autonomy in the educational literature were

sketchy. Autonomy appears to rest on authority so that bureau-

cratic organizations both foster and constrain autonomy. The

literature was increasingly devoted to the subordinates' role in

legitimizing authority which has relevance to the principal both

as a subordinate and a superordinate.

Many internal and external forces work to impinge upon

the principals' operational autonomy. These constraints were

most frequently attributed to teacher negotiated contracts, admin-

istrivia, and increased central office staff.
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4. Related studies examining_the relationship between
 

the elementary principal and student achievement.--Research as

reported in the literature relating administrative characteristics

to student achievement has not been extensive. The work of Weber,

Levine, Lutz and Evans, Clark, and the State of New York Office

of Performance Review'were presented. All the studies concentrated

on known achievement scores in low SES schools and sought to

attribute the learning achieved to in-school factors. In most

cases, the research was an in-depth study in only a few schools.

All the studies cited found achievement attributable to adminis-

trative policies, behavior, procedures, and practices.

Design of the Study
 

In order to test the hypotheses of the study, it was

necessary to obtain some measure of principal effectiveness and

of principal autonomy. The Administrative Image Questionnaire

developed at Western Michigan University was used to rate princi-

pal effectiveness; however, it was necessary to develop an instru-

ment to assess principal autonomy. McCleary and Henoley's inven-

tory was adapted for this purpose.

The population of Michigan K-12 school districts with at

least two elementary schools was stratified by Community Type.

Disproportionate sampling of the strata was done to assure a

sufficient number of cases in each stratum. The total population

was used in Metropolitan Core and City and simple random sampling

was used in the three Community Types; Town, Urban Fringe, and
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Rural for a total sample of 159 elements. To assure that each

school selected in the study was free from matters of mutual

influence common to schools from the same district, multi-stage

cluster sampling was used with the district in the first stage

and elementary schools with at least grades 1 through 4 in the

second stage.

Of the 159 elements, 132 responses were received for a

response rate of 83%. As 11 responses were not usable, data were

analyzed for 121 cases.

Individual student reading achievement scores were secured

from the Michigan Department of Education's Research Evaluation

and Assessment Services department, and school composite mean

percentages were hand-calculated for all elements in the study.

A growing body of evidence suggesting that a strong

relationship existed between SES and student achievement prompted

the use of survey techniques and statistical procedures to control

for SES in the study.

The hypotheses that involved simple correlations of

effectiveness and achievement, autonomy and achievement, and

autonomy with effectiveness were tested using the Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficient. Tests holding SES constant in

one instance and tenure in position for another used partial

correlations. The combined effect of autonomy and effectiveness

on achievement was tested with multiple correlations and a re-

gression equation was also set up to test their predictability



187

on achievement. An .05 level of significance was accepted for

all statistical measures.

Findings of the Study
 

Results of the statistical analyses performed on the data

regarding the relationships of concern in the study have been

summarized below.

1. No significant correlation could be found in the

data between principal effectiveness and achievement by Community

Types. Effectiveness plotted against achievement showed that

a curvilinear relationship did not exist between the variables.

When held constant, the principals' tenure in position did not

affect the effectiveness/achievement correlation significantly.

Partialling out the SES variable did not result in a significant

correlation between effectiveness and achievement for the entire

sample.

2. The relationship between autonomy and achievement by

Community Type did not show a significant correlation.

3. Only City principals had a significant correlation

between effectiveness and autonomy.

4. When autonomy by indicators and effectiveness were

multiply correlated with achievement, the coefficients were sig-

nificant for all Community Types tested. Using a linear regression

model, it was found that some of the variation in achievement could

be accounted for by the variations in effectiveness and autonomy.
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5. When the twenty-three criteria for effectiveness were

correlated with achievement several isolated correlations were

significant, but none were consistent across types of communities.

Metropolitan Core principals' appearance was found to have the

strongest correlation with achievement, .84, and they had a

moderate correlation between achievement and the ability to dele-

gate responsibility. Other significant correlations: considera-

tion, attitude toward job, and flexibility, had a moderate inverse

relationship to achievement, but each was found only in one

community type.

6. The highest means of effectiveness by item were the

principals' attitude toward their jobs, supportiveness, and

appearance. These results were consistent across all types of

communities. Principals were least effective in their ability to

delegate responsibility, perform under stress, evaluate, and

communicate expectations.

7. City principals were the most effective and Metropolitan

Core principals were least effective according to superordinates'

perception.

8. Principals had the most autonomy in human relations and

process aspects of their jobs. They had almost complete autonomy

in school organization and relatively high autonomy in instruc-

tional development and school--community/parent relations.

9. Principals had the least autonomy in determining school

plant needs. Decision-making authority for resources in general such

as personnel, budget, and materials selection was relatively low.



189

10. Metropolitan Core principals were perceived to have

the least autonomy while City principals had the most.

Conclusions
 

Based on the findings of this study and in reference to

the population of interest, the following conclusions are offered:

1. The level of effectiveness a principal was perceived

to have by her superior was not related to student reading

achievement.

2. The amount of autonomy possessed by a principal did

not affect student reading achievement or the principals' perceived

effectiveness. The possible exception to the later was for

principals working in City communities.

3. The length of time beyond two years that a principal

had been in a given position did not make a difference in the

relationship between effectiveness and achievement.

4. Some variation in student achievement can be accounted

for by variations in princiapl effectiveness and autonomy. If the

values found for the squared multiple R are looked at in the light

of the conditions in which the relationships existed, they gain

additional import. Out-of-school variables reportedly account

for much of the variation in achievement. All in-school variables

could only be related to that portion of achievement variation not

affected by the out-of-school variables. Within these narrower

confines, the R2 values of .14 and .18 for the predictor variables

in Rural and Town communities respectively take on considerable



190

interest. The R: = .32 (Urban Fringe) and R: = .42 (City) indi-

cated a large portion of achievement variability not accounted

for by out-of-school variables rested with variations in the

predictor variables, principal effectiveness and autonomy.

These values also suggest that the import of the predictor vari-

ables on achievement varied considerably by community type.

5. The perceived level of the principals' effectiveness

varied by community type.

6. While autonomy and effectiveness were not significantly

correlated, ranking community types by the mean effectiveness and

mean autonomy of the principals showed Metropolitan Core principals

had the least autonomy and were perceived to be least effective

while City principals had the most autonomy and were perceived to

be most effective.

7. Principals' autonomy varied by the task and by the

type of community.

8. Principals seemed to have less autonomy in reference

to resource allocation than they did in process and human rela-

tions functions.

9. When individual criteria of effectiveness were considered,

no single criterion of effectiveness was significantly related to

student reading achievement across all community types.

10. When specific behaviors of the principals were appraised

for effectiveness, highest mean ratings went to attitudinal aspects

of the job; e.g., attitude toward job, supportiveness, appearance,
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fairness, and consideration. Those behaviors receiving the lowest

ratings showed a high incidence of skill oriented activities; e.g.,

ability to delegate responsibility, evaluating ability, success in

communicating expectaion and leadership skill.

Implications for Administrative

Practice and Training

 

 

If reading achievement prevails as a commonly accepted

goal in elementary education and if accountability toward achieving

that goal persists publicly and politically, then the results of

this study have significance in both administrative practice and

training.

While in-depth studies which were narrow in scope have

observed that principals do make a difference in reading achieve-

ment results, on a broader scale even with SES controlled the

data supplied by the superordinates in this study did not support

this contention.

Administrative Practices

The wide-ranging implications of the principals' superiors

perspecitve deserves careful consideration. In schools where

reading achievement is high why were some principals not perceived

as highly effective? Conversely, in schools where achievement was

low what contributing qualities would cause a supreior to perceive

a principal as effective? Placed in the framework of organiza-

tional theory where administrative tasks are viewed as directing

resources toward organizational goals the questions rephrased are:
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If the principal was attaining a major organizational goals, why

wasn't she considered effective? Or, if the principal was not

attaining this goal, how could she possibly have been considered

effective?

Implications of effectiveness and achievement findings.--

Situations vary and a number of answers to the above questions are

possible. First of all, reading may not be the organizational goal

it's espoused to be. Or, the superiors may not be skilled in

perceiving those administrative qualities that lead to high reading

achievement. With the growing emphasis on achievement results

within the educational accountability movement from other quarters,

if either of these conditions exist, it would behoove the elementary

principal to educate the person to whom she is responsible, for

"the boss" has a great influence on the elementary principal's day-

to-day functions, on retaining her present position, and her access

to promotions. It is critical to the elementary principal's role

in an accountability climate that the expectations and criteria

be relatively consistent among her major publics.

This leads to a consideration of the criteria themselves

used to measure effectiveness. The possibility exists that the

criteria were not relevant to the organization goal of improved

reading skills. The findings that leadership skills, staff morale,

managerial skill, and decision-making ability are not related to

student reading achievement runs counter to many of the precepts

imbedded in theories of educational administration.
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The lack of a relationship between certain accepted admin-

istrative behaviors and the organizational goal of reading opens

up for re-examination the pragmatic functions of the elementary

principalship and the theoretical constructs upon which it has

been based. A closer look at just one dimension of educational

administration often mentioned in the literature, leadership,

provides an inkling of the possible ramifications percipitated by

a lack of relationship between leadership and reading achievement.

If it is assumed for the moment that the principal's leader-

ship capabilities were honestly and forthrightly appraised, a num-

ber of potential considerations for explaining the absence of a

significant relationship between these two variables are raised.

If reading is an espoused goal, not a real goal, or is not a major

goal, leadership may not have been evaluated with this goal in

mind. The perceived leadership skills may have been directed

toward other goals which really have primacy in the superior's mind.

For example, a principal may really have been judged for how well

she insulated the central office from vocifereous parents regard-

less of reading achievement in that school. It is also possible

that the principal may have appeared to be effective in leader-

ship skills toward reading goals when, in fact, she was ineffec-

tive in directing resources to that end. A further possibility

is that the territory within which leadership could have been

exercised was constrained to actions that did not have an impact

on the reading goals. Within the reading processes augmented in
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the school the dynamics of the situation may limit the most effec-

tive of leaders from realizing that effectiveness in improved

reading scores. For example, the principal may not have been

"calling the shots" regarding reading. This eventuality gains

support when it is recalled that the principals autonomy in

curriculum development, including the selection of instructional

objectives and materials, was relatively low. It may have been

that the primary responsibility for the reading program belonged

to the reading coordinator, for instance. Other factors within

the school situation such as teaching personnel, plant conditions,

or available resources may have had such intervening effects as

to reduce the potential impact the principal could exert. Closely

aligned to this possibility is the lack of control a leader has

in a school setting to regulate external forces. While an attempt

was made in the study to control for SES in exploring the relation-

ship of effectiveness and achievement, there undoubtedly existed

many comfounding variables beyond the SES factors considered and

beyond the principals' control which affect reading achievement.

The in-school and out-of-school variables in combination could be

so extensive as to leave little latitude for the principal's

leadership skills to be reflected in achievement. The above cited

conditions or others operating in a school setting are contingencies

which suggest that the construct of a relationship between leader-

ship skills and the realization of organizational goals in a

school situation may need further definition.
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The above illustration of possible explanations for the

lack of correlation between leadership skills and achievement

might be similarly drawn for other effectiveness variables. Such

an examination of conditions would help the practicing administrator

become more cognizant of the real goals and expectations of the

organization and the criteria upon which she is to be judged as well

as understanding the limits of effectiveness within which she works.

These understandings are becoming increasingly important for survival

as an administrator in the current accountability climate.

Implications of effectiveness and autonomy findings.--A
 

priori logic would suggest that the more effective a subordinate is

perceived to be the more decision-making authority the subordinate

would have. Elementary principals' superiors sampled in this study

either did not subscribe to this line of reasoning or the constraints

from other sources kept this from happening. Only to a moderate

degree was a relationship between these variables fround for prin-

cipals in City communities. The discrepancy and the forces at work

across the sample to precipitate these findings could have been

teacher negotiated agreements, community conditions, bureaucratic

traditions, or other designated to fulfill given functions. The

elementary principal would profit from knowing precisely why she

does not have autonomy consistent with perceived effectiveness and

the source of the constraints.

An analysis of the findings of this study indicated

principals' autonomy varied considerably by task in some communities
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and by communities in some tasks. This has relevance to the practi-

tioner who needs to know the parameters of her responsibilities.

The principals' superiors stated how much autonomy they perceived

the respective principal had. In many respects, the principal's

autonomy is as great as the superordinate perceives it to be. The

principals, therefore, should know the extent of that perceived

autonomy and fully exercise responsibility within it, for the

superior's delineation of autonomy tends to be prescriptive of what

he expects the principal to take responsibility for and for which

she will be held accountable. If the two areas, autonomy and

accountability, are not congruent, it is incumbant on the adminis-

trator to reconcile them in practice or apprise her superior of

the inconsistency.

The fact that principals have less autonomy with regard

to resources than in process/human relations functions is germaine

to the principals operating in an accountability arena. Principals

should be very conscious of the responsibility for what goes into

a process when they are to be held accountable for what comes out.

Predictive value of effectiveness and autonomy.--Neither

mean autonomy nor mean effectiveness of the principals were signifi-

cantly correlated with the associated reading achievement. However,

when these variables were placed in a regression equation, it was

found that some of the variation in reading achievement could be

accounted for by the variations in effectiveness and autonomy.

In practice this predictive value is important, for it suggests
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that if a principal is perceived to be effective and also has a

relatively high level of autonomy on the indicators, the level

of achievement can be predicted to a significant degree. The

principal and her superior should know that this predictive value

seems to be related to the type of community in which a principal

is operating and the relevance to their respective situation.

It is just as important to note, however, that high effectiveness

ratings and relatively high autonomy do not necessarily gaps§_

high achievement.

Effects of mobility and multi-administration.--Wide-spread
 

implications for the elementary principalship are suggested in the

findings that neither tenure in position beyond the two year base-

line nor milti-administration of buildings affected reading achieve-

ment. Principal mobility among buildings in a district or the

administration of more than one building appeared not to benefit

or adversely effect reading achievement. However, this intimates

that reading achievement is the sole concern. Other expectations

for the elementary principalship could very well preclude the

advisability of applying these findings in practice.

Expectations and accountability.--The implications of

this study repeatedly suggest a need to specify the expectations

held for the elementary principalship concisely and consistently

for the many publics it serves, to delineate the criteria for meeting

those expectations, and to reconcile the discrepancies between

specifications and practice. The call has been made before but
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the public clamor for accountability makes the need imperative

and immediate.

The findings and conclusions of this study should not be

construed to suggest that the principal should not be held account-

able. It does suggest that the principal cannot be all things

to all people and there should exist some consensus for those

functions for which a principal could and should be held account-

able.

The results of this study do respond to the legitimacy of

the assumption set forth in the statement of the problem, "a

relationship exists between the effectiveness of an elementary

principal and the student's achievement." A significant relation-

ship did not appear to exist and based on the findings in this

study the assumption is erroneous. Only when effectiveness and

autonomy were considered in a regression analysis was any corre-

lation established, but the results of the simple correlations

indicated principals' jobs should not be held in jeopardy with

assessment scores as the determinants. Conversely, the results

of this study also suggest a principal cannot "take credit" for

high reading achievement in her school. Of course, these comments

are predicated on the integrity of the devices used to measure

the variables. Again, a lack of consensus as to what criteria

should be used to assess the effectiveness of an elementary

principalship clouds the issue.

There is a great need for elementary principals, indivi-

dually and collectively, through their working relationships with
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other professionals in the field, through their Associations, and

in consultation with educational administration experts at the

university level to arrive at a concise description of the elemen-

tary principalship and communicate to the various referent groups

a caveat of reasonable expectations. Until such time as this is

done elementary principals may well be held accountable for "all

the roles the good Lord himself couldn't perform."1

Much of the previously stated implications for the prac-

ticing administrator has import for those who offer administrative

pre-training and in-service training.

Administrative Trainipg
 

If the superiors' ratings of principals were indicators

of how successful the administrative preparation was, university

personnel were quite helpful in over-all preparation. The varia-

tions in the means of certain behaviors indicated there were areas

where their clients could profit from more help.

The superordinates who held the reins for the elementary

principals daily operation and professional future saw them as

quite effective in attitudinal matters, but ranked behaviors that

lend themselves to skill training lower.

Careful analysis of the relative proficiency of princi-

pals with respect to the indicators might suggest areas where

 

1Paraphrased from quote previously cited p. 99 by Keith

Goldhammer and Paul L. Houts, "A Conversation with Keith Goldhammer,"

The National Elementary Principal, LIII, No. 3 (March/April, 1974),

27-34.
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graduate instruction needs greater emphasis or different teaching

strategies. The results also point to the areas where in-service

for practicing administrators would be beneficial. These state-

ments, however, have been based on the assumption that "Ability

to Delegate Responsibility," "Evaluating Ability," "Leadership

Skill," and other indicators that received relatively low scores.

are valued behaviors in the school setting. If they are, then

the principals in the population should look to these areas to

increase their perceived effectiveness and university personnel

should seek ways to meet these needs.

The relative weakness of elementary principals to

"Perform under Stress" may have significance in the training of

prospective administrations, but it may have more profound impli-

cations for the criteria for the selection of candidates for

administrative training.

There is also a role for those involved in training educa-

tional administrators at the university level to assist in rede-

fining the elementary principalship. Once defined such a statement

is no more than a paper document unless the practicing and prospec-

tive elementary principals receive training consistent with those

expectations. Only when administrators in the field cease to

accept responsibility for being all things to all people will the

boundaries of accountability become manageable. The university

personnel cannot only help establish realistic parameters but

can assist principals in methods of educating other professionals

and the lay public as to what are legitimate expectations.
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The underlying theme through much of the discussion of

practical implications has been the need for further research.

As research is wont to do, this study seems to have raised more

questions than it has answered.

Implications for Further Research
 

The review of the literature, the findings, conclusions,

and practical implications generated by this study have prompted

suggestions for further research. Some of the areas that appear

to warrant further consideration are offered below.

1. Replication of this study as set forth or with some

modifications seems warranted. There is a dearth of research in
 

the area this study sought to explore. Since this appears to be

the first study comparing principal effectiveness and student

achievement on a state-wide basis and since it is in conflict2

with the few narrower, in-depth studies that were cited previously,

replication would add support to the findings reported here or

could add credence to other studies.

Replication using other instruments to assess the variables

would be of value. As the Michigan Educational Assessment Program

Objective-Referenced Test is a pioneering effort and the technical

literature has yet to be published, there remains some doubt as

 

2Only when both effectiveness and autonomy were multiply

correlated with achievement was there support for the previously

conducted studies, and reports of the other research did not suggest

that the principals' autonomy was incorporated in these studies.
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to the contribution this test made to measuring the dependent

variable. A norm-referenced standardized test in reading or achieve-

ment measures in other areas such as mathematics would contribute

to understanding the relationship of interest. Interpretation of

data related to human behavior is complex. Obtaining that data

is often more difficult. Other measures to rate the principals'

effectiveness could provide additional insight.

A modified replication using other referent groups instead

of, or in addition to, the superordinate would be of value. Of

particular interest would be the perspective of the subordinates,

the teachers, in a similar study. Any variation in perceptions

could add considerable insight into the context within which the

principal operates.

2. A study of the bases upon which superiors judge elemen-

tary principals' effectiveness would be of value. Such a study of

one or several criteria for effectiveness considered in this study

would add information to the scant body of data regarding the real

expectations under which principals work.

3. A longitudinal study of the same relationships but

with the prior knowledge of the parties involved should be under-

takgp, This procedure would offer several benefits that a cross-

sectional study cannot provide. With respect to the dependent

variable, data could be gathered from successive groups of children

thus reducing the variability resulting from using one class or

grade level. More importantly, the value of specified expectations

and advance planning might be tested if the principal had prior
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knowledge of those aspects of her job upon which she would be

measured and held accountable.

4. A study focused on the predictor variables, effective-

ness and autonomy, and the criterion, achievement, could yield

fruitful results. This study might explore in greater depth the

effects of community type on this relationshp; and if differences

by the type of community persist, seek to ascertain the conditions

that prompt those differences.

5. A more comprehensive, detailed instrument to measure

autonomy in relation to certain tasks should be developed. Such

an endeavor could provide a valuable instrument and could also

yield data regarding the degree of specificity by task and/or

situation autonomy has.

6. The congruence of perceived autonomy and exercised

autonomy should be investigated. Such a study could assess the

amount of autonomy the principals' superior perceives her to have

as well as address such questions as the degree of available

autonomy the principal is perceived to actually use, the amount

of autonomy the principal herself believes she has; and what, if

any, discrepancy exists in these perceptions.

A companion pursuit might study the implications of

Etzioni's Compliance Theory in relation to autonomy by surveying

the elementary principals' subordinates, teachers and non-

certified personnel, in this regard.
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Autonomy in relation to the elementary principalship proved

to be a most fascinating aspect of the study--a facet of educational

administration that has been virtually unexplored. In the age of

accountability, the dimensions of autonomy certainly need further

study.
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READING OBJECTIVES

Grade 4

Objective

Number

1. 2.1 Given a reading selection at the third grade level,

the learner will match a series of words in the

selection with appropriate definitions.

 

Given a set of phrases, the student will indicate those

phrases which have the same meaning.

3. 3.1 Given a reading selection at the third grade level, the

learner will answer multiple choice questions with words

and/or phrases extracted from that selection.

4. 3.2 Given a reading selection at the third grade level in

which every fifth word has been replaced with a blank,

the learner will Choose the exact word appropriate to

the blank space at 50% accuracy.

5. 4.1 Given a method of arranging data, the learner will

identify the method (e.g., color, size, importance,

time, etc.).

6. 4.4 Given a series of randomly placed words, the student

will be able to alphabetize the words through the first

three letters.

Given a series of reading selections, the learner will7. 5.1

indicate those which are factual.

8 5.2 Given a series of reading selections, the learner will

indicate those which are fictional.

9 6.1- Given a reading selection, the learner will be able to

6.3 identify the author's purpose (e.g., persuasion, enter-

tainment, propaganda, etc.).

10. 7.1 Given a reading selection at the third grade level, the

learner will select from a list of possible titles the

one most appropriate as the title for that selection.



12. 7.3

13. 8.4

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

9.3

10.2

10.3

10.6

11.2

13.1

13.2
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Given a reading selection at the third grade level, the

learner will select from a series of still pictures the

one picture most appropriate in dipicting the main idea

of the selection.

Given a reading selection at the third grade level, the

learner will select from a number of short sumaries

the one which best sumarizes the selection.

Given a reading selection at the third grade level, the

learner will match a series of direct quotations from

the story with the character who is speaking.

Given a reading selection at the third grade level, the

learner will correctly answer a series of multiple

choice questions relating to the sequence of events or

ideas presented in the selection.

Given three or more selections at the third grade level,

the learner will choose the two most alike in the mood

expressed.

Given a reading selection at the third grade level, the

learner will choose from a series of sentences that

sentence which best describes how a given character

feels in a story.

Given a selection containing figurative language, the

learner will identify the definition of that phrase.

Given a reading selection at the third grade level, the

learner will correctly match a series of causes with a

corresponding series of effects.

Given a reading selection at the third grade level with

the conclusion of the story deleted, the learner will

select from a series of possible conclusions the one

most appropriate to the selection.

Given a locational question, the learner will choose

from a series of reference sources where that item

will be found.

Given a locational question about newspapers, the

learner will select the section where he would find

the answer.



23.

w
u
—
l
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- Given a reading selection at the third grade level, the

learner will answer correctly a series of multiple

choice questions relating to meanings, generalizations,

or conclusions not expressed in the selection itself.

Given a reading selection at the third grade level, the

learner will correctly answer a series of multiple choice

questions relating to motivation.
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ADMINISTRATOR PROFILE SURVEY

 
Please respond to the following questions for the administrator

of the school noted in the above right hand corner.

Upon conpletion, please send to MAESP by JANUARY 13.

AUTONOMY

Constraints on bulding principal 's autonomy may come from many sources;

i.e., teachers' contracts, district policies, conmunity conditions,

etc. Please circle the degree of autonomy/responsibility this prin-

cipal has (or HE MAY DELEGATE to his staff) in executing the following

functions.

The Principal makes decisions in this area:

Rarely: less than 20% of the time.1.

2. Seldom: 20-40% of the time. g

3. About Half: 40-60% of the time. t g

4. Usually: 60-80% of the time. >, E 5‘3- 3. j

5. Almost Always: more than 80% of E § § 7:5, g

the time. g g 2 g E

l. PERSONNEL (Does he select teachers,

determine transfers, or termination 1 2 3 4 5

of teachers in his building?)

2. ORGANIZATION (Does he decide the

internal structure, placement of

teachers and students within the

l 2 3 4 5building?)

3. BUILDING BUDGET (With the money

allocated to the building by the

district, does he decide cate-

gories for spending; i.e.,

instructional materials, A-V,

1 2 3 4 5etc.?)

 

 

 

 



226

A
b
o
u
t

h
a
l
f

A
l
m
o
s
t

A
l
w
a
y
s

R
a
r
e
l
y

S
e
l
d
o
m

U
s
u
a
l
l
y

4. CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT (Does

he decide on instructional

objectives, select classroom

materials; i.e., one set of I

supplemental reading materials

over another?)

5. INSTRUCTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

(Does he evaluate and rate

teachers, plan teacher in-

service?)

6. SCHOOL--COMMUNITY/PARENT

RELATIONS (Does he decide

on news releases, news-

letters, parent meetings?) 1

 

7. SCHOOL PLANT (Does he

determine general facility

needs, plan maintenance and

renovation needs?)

TENURE IN POSITION

What is the principal's length of tenure in this

position through 1973-74 (excluding the 1974-75

2-5 yearsschool year)?

6-10 years

Over 10 years

If this principal administered buildings

in 1973-74 othar than the one selected

for this study, please list those

buildings here
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ADMINISTRATOR IMAGE QUESTIONNAIRE-2*

Please respond to the following questions honestly and frankly regard-

Fill in the blanks below which representing this administrator.

your reactions to each question. All responses are absolutely confi-

dential. Be sure to fill in only one blank for each question.

A
v
e
r
a
g
e

G
o
o
d

E
x
c
e
l
l
e
n
t

WHAT IS YOUR OPINION CONCERNING THIS

ADMINISTRATOR'S:

l. VERBAL FLUENCY:

his ideas smoothly?

ulate?)

2. CONSIDERATION OF OTHERS: (Is he

patient, understanding, consid-

erate and courteous?)

3. ATTITUDE TOWARD HIS JOB: (Does

he show interest and enthusiasm

toward his work?)

4. TECHNICAL COMPETENCE: (Does he

have a thorough knowledge and

understanding of his field?)

5. ACHIEVEMENT DRIVE: (Does he

have the initiative and per-

sistence needed to accomplish

meaningful goals?)

6. SUPPORTIVENESS: (Does he

support those responsible

to him?)

FLEXIBILITY: (IS he able

to adjust rapidly to

changes in plans or pro-

cedures?)

PERFORMANCE UNDER STRESS:

P
o
o
r

F
a
i
r

(Does he express

Is he artic-

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

  

(How does he function

under pressure?)

OPENNESS: (Does he

  

cons i der di vergent

vi ews ?)
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10. ENCOURAGEMENT OF STAFF PARTI-

CIPATION: (Does he encourage

staff to raise questions and

express opinions?)

ll. ABILITY TO DELEGATE RESPON-

SIBILITY: (Does he assign

tasks to personnel ca able

of carrying them out?)

12. INNOVATIVENESS: (Is he

willing to try new

approaches or methods?)

13. SUCCESS IN COMMUNICATING

EXPECTATIONS: (Does he

clearly define and explain

what is expected of staff

members?)

14. FAIRNESS: (Does he treat

staff members in an unbiased

and impartial manner?)

15. MAINTENANCE OF STAFF MORALE:

(Does he create a feeling of

unity and enthusiasm among

those in contact with him?)

16. SENSE OF HUMOR: (Does he

have a sense of the ridicul-

ous? Does he laugh at his

own mistakes?)

17. DECISION-MAKING ABILITY:

(Does the evidence indicate

that he is able to make

constructive decisions?)

18. EVALUATING ABILITY: (To

what extent does he objec-

tively evaluate programs and

practices?)

20. AWARENESS: (To what extent

is he conscious of the pro-

blems that exist on the staff

level?)

P
o
o
r

F
a
i
r

A
v
e
r
a
g
e

G
o
o
d

E
x
c
e
l
l
e
n
t
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P
o
o
r

F
a
i
r

G
o
o
d

21. SELF-CONTROL: (Does he

maintain control of his

emotions when things are

not going right?)
 
 

22. LEADERSHIP SKILL: (Does

his leadership result in

the attainment of mutually

acceptable goals?)
 

 

 

23. APPEARANCE: (Are his

grooming and attire in

good taste?)
 
 

*Prepared by the Educator Feedback Center, Western Michigan

University, Kalamazoo, Michigan. (Form CB-968, revised-0869).

Used by permission. Modified by instructions.

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS

Date parallelling that requested below has been previously supplied

by your district to the Michigan Department of Education. Your

responses to these items for the selected school will help confirm

the 1971-72 information which is the most recent data available to

the researcher from the Department.

Current data is highly desirable to the study, so please respond to

these items.

1. Indicate approximately the percentage of heads of the household

that fit in the following occupational categories:

unemployed _%

unskilled, semi-skilled _%

skilled worker _%

clerical, sales _%

manager, professional _%
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2. Approximately what percentage of parents have only the following

levels of educational attainment,

Father Mother

finished elementary

and/or some high school % %

finished high school % %

some college, technical

or special training

(post high school) % %

received college degree % %

 

3. Please approximate the proportion of families in the selected

schools whose total income would fall in the following ranges:

Above $25,000. _____%

$15,000 to $24,999 _____a

$10,000 to $14,999 _%

$5,000 to $9,999 _%

Less than $5,000 _____%

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP!

Please mail to MAESP Office, Room 9, Manly Miles Building, 1405 S.

Harrison, East Lansing, Michigan 48823 before JANUARY 13.

Please check here if you would like results of the study.
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® MICHIGAN ASSOCIATION ofELEMENTARY507001 PRINCIPALS
Affiliated Vflth The National Association 01 Elementary School Pnncipals

ROOM 9. MANLY MILES BLDG. o 1405 S. HARRISON RD.

EAST LANSING. MICHIGAN 48823 0 PHONE 517 353-8770

December 26, 1974

[IICUTIVI MAID — I”!

Eggcé;0:10:33; President Dea r

mine bunting. President-Elect

IOC Bm-r Dme

I::::$?Wuhnmm How is the effectiveness of a principal judged? What criteria

iflflfihi should be used to rate a building principal? How much autonomy

“mgflmsum"y should a prinClpal have? These questions are often topics of .,i

RHZIZflfikwn discussion but little research has been done in this area. As

m",mM,nuw", a former Michigan principal turned doctoral student, Shirley

Hansen 1s inmersed in an MAESP-endorsed study that addresses
(MIR Harm inn

Kingdom 1980)

mama limcl, ”I“, Replcsentalwc these QUESt‘I ans 0

11'1'1 hurrme N

(,nml Riplas 49‘105

InumlmuM1.meMehflWumml By random selection, an elementary school in your district has

been chosen for inclusion in the study. Would you please take

time from your busy schedule to have the person to whom elemen-
COMMISSION CHAIM!!! . . . . .

o D ‘ tary princ1pals are directly respons1b1e in your district,
um laws. Cumrulum Instruction . . .

mm you or your deSlgnee, fill in the forms enclosed? Respond

regarding the principal who served in that building in the

1972 73 and 1973-74 school years whether or not he is still

If the principal is no longer in the district, please

Surrey

I‘llII i,’ I' 4908]

HI (11111

WW 4805]

 

lonn Springer, Prolessloml Wellarc

Ill ShPIm-m

Iathr 49751

Manlyn Inna. leadership Arlmllcs there-

gfljfifigfig' return the forms and so indicate.

°°"°°'°'"°'°" The school name on the form is for your convenience only and

erfififi""' can be detached if you prefer. All results will be absolutely

' 'MM'MI' confidential. The coding for the school identification will

HVHRMHP“” be known only to the researcher and will be destroyed as soon

lgjfzmtr' as the data are compiled. No one will ever be able to iden-.

[IknnggA tify the school or the district in the reporting or publication

Mnnlwuh’ of the data. At the risk of your "chucking" this, 1t seems

53.;"31 only right that you know state assessment scores will be one

,Hmauunm, component of the study. But please don't file it! The

CHnPn...uao findings will provide ypp_with additional information as the

fiwyiwwymm movement rolls along.

111.. 1 1111??

“"HTETTZM. Every individual response is really important to assure the

an.1;m... validity ahd’accuracy of the results. To ihsure that your

"”"'?jfl, _?m response will be included in the research data, try to return

1 -' 1.1 " it to the MAESP Office by January 13. Use the stamped,

fitrfififinflr' addressed envelop enclosed for your convenlence.

1.:111 w1-11-1uh05

"“‘ff? In.“ nnw In recognition of your valued assistance, the results of the

3:;“;;;n study will gladly be supplied at your request. Thank you very

;;H:.1 ;:.1u.m much for your time and consideration.

IIJwrc-ncc DCVaoku

;."'.::;.‘.’..”""’ Sincerely .

Barry-7 Paterson

i 1.1_ .-l \ D1111:

(11.111 iwril

gaggpummv Shirley J. Hansen, Edward P. Keller,

{1.in/annm Researcher Executive Secretary, MAESP

Dr Edward P ‘leller fucvuiwe Sent-tary

1’13 1!.1nli.'1;i::“:\.fll.-t,3 SJHibh

Beryl Grant:.tl-rlvxrlustratlvc As~.1\.t.irit EnC‘ .

1H,: -1r823I Ier‘
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® MICHIGAN ASSOCIATION orELEMENTARYSCHOOL PRINCIPALS'
Altiliated With The National Association at Elementary School Principals

\/ ROOM 9. MANLY MILES BLDG. o 1405 s. HARRISON 120.

EAST LANSING. MICHIGAN 48823 0 PHONE 517 35311770

January 17, 1975
EXECUTIVE IOIID — 1913

Charles Cromar. President

2006 Creslhill

Roy“ Oil 48073

fl?&$fi$k""m"“"' Dear Superintendent,
Sazmaw 48603

£§§§¥ZVMPMMM' This is a follow-up to our initial request dated December 26,

CuwumSumuy requesting your cooperation with an MAESP-endorsed study being

éffififififluwu done by Shirley Hansen at Michigan State University.

[lleen Prince, Treasurer

fifigfiflnm As you may recall, the study will investigate criteria for

rating principals and the degree of autonomy principals are

At the risk of the request residing in

Richard flinch, ”ESP Representative

ihfiififliJés perceived to have.

rwnm1mnusmwwwu1nqumwl the circular file, you were also informed that state assessment

However, pleasescores ill be one component of the study.

 

32111111535331

I II ‘ II

coirmssloir CIIIIIMEI don t p‘tCh this ° - r we need .YOU-

:ifiiz'i'i'iiizfdummm‘ 1...... Every single re5ponse is important! Please take a few minutes

“Mgwméhpmn”wm,wwue from your busy schedule to have the person to whom elementary

HL?HXI principals are directly responsible in your district, you or

“"WnnmLINMMMthmms your designee, fill in the forms enclosed._ Respond regarding

“"mmmnmm' the PrlHCipal who served in that bUilding in the l972-73 and

’ If thel973-74 school years whether or not he is still there.

principal is no longer in the district, please return the forms

and so indicate.

0\\Iflu‘ll‘ 49/66

IOIIO 0f DIRECTORS

WIIIIOM Huh)",

S’Wfififilb11‘” I 1

'fi?flfifi?"" All results will be absolutely confidential. The school name

:‘;;:"inf’ on the form is four your convenience only and can be detached

pp§;§1;pwl if you prefer. The coding is known only to the researcher and

“”"leNY will be destroyed as soon as the data are compiled No one

3311111. will ever be able to identify the school or the district in

“,w,“.hn the reporting or publication of the data.

tri‘ilhp'II‘LD-r "1000

nuutw 9mm Your prompt reply will be greatly appreciated so that your re-

“..1ih1 sponses can be included in the research data. A stamped, add-

qypsfmgnm ressed envelope is included for your convenience. In recognition

11 u 1W1 of your valued assistance, the results of the study will gladly

fiyq'ngm _?m be supplied at your request.

I 1n 1111 IF" I‘)

f9?f?7”fl?' If you have recently returned the questionnaire, please disregard

;.;;;;;.1LVA%
this request.

111 1.11 11 1n H111 011w

:;;f:;;n Thank you very much for your time and consideration

(Jurence DeVoozd SinCEY'EIy,

..f‘5 I: I1'11""“'

Darryl Potterson

L..L17'?‘3”" Shirley J. Hansen Edward P. Keller

Gerald cannot!

H‘l'} I),1h11l.1 SJH :bg

l1.-.lrrT I 11i1- 1'1111136

Dr ”Edward P Keller fictuhVC Secretary
Encl.

I'l

IV“ )3

rmmrxtrativr- ASH-flan?

[.2’11‘

JFH?!

I 1 I” I r1 1111

Daryl Gan". 1‘1

i “.,' PJA'”

l 1 I l.1r‘-.irr,'
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MICHIGAN

Act No. 307 enacted in 1969 was initiated by the State

Department of Education and authorized a statewide

educational assessment program. htblt'c Act No. 38,

enacted in 1970, was introduced by the Governor and

mandated a more comprehensive assessment program for

Michigan. Both Acts are quoted below:

SECTION 14. PUBLIC ACT N0. 307

(Enacted in August, 1969)

Sec. I4. The department of education shall begin to plan

and develop a state program for the purpose of conducting

a periodic and comprehensive assessment of educational

progress. Such plan shall include procedures for the

objective measurement of instructional outcomes among

the elementary and secondary school students pursuing the

various subjects and courses that commonly comprise

school curricula. Such plan shall be made statewide in

application among the elementary and secondary schools.

Such plan shall include procedures for the presentation of

periodic evaluation reports of educational progress for the

state.

Also the department of education shall provide for an

annual test or tests of pupil achievements in the basic skills.

Such test or tests shall provide for the objective measure-

ment of pupil learning outcomes in reading, mathematics.

language arts and/or other general subject areas. Such test

or tests shall be undertaken at one or more grade levels

among elementary and/or secondary school pupils and shall

be made statewide in application insofar as is necessary and

possible.

PUBLIC ACT NO. 38

(Enacted in 1970)

AN ACT TO PROVIDE FOR ASSESSMENT AND

REMEDIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS OF STUDENTS

IN READING. MATHEMATICS, AND VOCATIONAL

EDUCATION.

The pe0ple of the State of Michigan enact:

See. I. A statewide program of assessment of educa-

tional progress and remedial assistance in the basic skills of

students in reading. mathematics, language arts and/or

other general subject areas is established in the department

of education which program shall:

(a) Iistablish meaningful achievement goals in the basic

skills for students, and identify those students with the

greatest educational need in these skills.

(b) Provide the state with the information needed to

allocate state funds and prol‘essronal services in a manner

best calculated to equalize educational opportunities for

students to achieve competence in such basic skills.

(c) Provide schoolfiy‘stern’s with strong incentives to

introduce cducaiional programs to improve the education

of students in such basic skills and model programs to raise

 

the level of achievement of students.

(d) Develop a gatem for__edu_qitional self-renewal that

would continuously enluate the programs and by this

means help each school to discover and introduce program

changes that are most likely to improve the quality of

education.

(e) Provide the public periodically with information

concerning the progress of the state system of education.

Such programs shall extend current department of educa~

tion efforts to conduct periodic and comprehensive assess-

ment of educational progress.

Sec. 2. (l) The statewide as_se_s§mgm program of educa-

tional progress shall cover all students annually at t_wo grade

levels in public schools.

(2) The department of education, hereinafter referred to

as the department, shall deveIOp and conduct the program,

and may utilize the assistance of appropriate testing

organizations and/or testing spec-list. The program shall

expand the current basic skills testing inventory in grades 4

and? coordinated by the department.

(3) The program shall assess competencies in the basic

skills and collect and utilize other relevant information

essential to the assessment program.

(4) Based on information from the program, students

shall be identified who have extraordinary need for

assistance to improve their competence in the basic skills.

(5) Information from the program ghall be given to each

school as soon as possible to assist it in its efforts to

improve the achievement of students in the basic skills.

Sec. 3. (_ 1) Based on information from the mathematics,

reading and language arts assessment program, the depart- .

ment shall provide remedial assistance programs, as funds ‘ ‘
'7’

are made available by law to school districts to raise I)

competencies in basic skills of students identified pursuant

to subsection (4) of section 2. A funded program shall

include but not be limited to the following components:

(a) Diagnosis of each student's performance difficulties

and the development of an instructional program best

suited to his individual needs.

(b) Provision for selection, adaption and installation of

instructional systems that take account of individual

student needs.

(c) Provision for an evaluation of the program in order

to identify changes needed to improve program effective-

ness.

(2) The department shall establish guidelines and specifi.

cations for the program components. The department shall

provide technical assistance to each school district in its

implementation of the guidelines and specifications. The

department shall conduct such evaluation necessary to

provide adequate information for the setting of guidelines.

(3) The department shall provide for preservice and

in-service training of staff who would be involved in the

school programs.

(4) The department with the cooperation of selected

schools shall establish demonstration projects in basic skills.

(5) A remedial assistance program shall be audited as

23.0
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part of its evaluation by an agency independent of the state

department of education to facilitate the accountability of

each school for its programs.

Sec. 4. A vocational education demonstration program is

established in the department of education to develop, test

and evaluate the following innovative programs:

(a) A vocational education assessment and counseling

system using computer and other automated techniques.

(b) A new career development program to devise

curricula and materials for new careers in the labor market.

See. 5. (I) The vocational education demonstration

program shall be developed and tested in not more than 3

school districts. The department shall formulate plans and

rules. select the demonstration districts and develop

instruments for measurement of the program. Demonstra-

tion programs shall be operated in school districts during

the l97l-72 school year.

(2) The department shall evaluate the program and

recommend to the governor and the legislature a statewide

vocational education assessment, counseling and evaluation

program by December 31 , I972.

Sec. 6. The department shall promulgate rules necessary

to carry out the mansions—orthis act, lin'accordance with

and‘su‘liject to the provisions of Act No. 306 of the Public

Acts of 1969, being sections 24.20l to 24.3l3 of the

Compiled Laws of l948.

This act is ordered to take immediate effect.
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Lansing, Michigan 48902

"A" ”AID OF EDUCATION

DR. contort RIFTHMIIIJER
JOHN W. PORTER

President

JAMES F. O'NEIISuperintendent at

Public Instruction AUEUSt 28) 1974 Fire Pmmm:

DR. MIt'IIAEI. I. own

Serretarr

BARBARA A. l)l'Mt)l'(‘llF.I.l.F

Treasurer

MARILYN JEAN KELLY

ANNETTA MILLER

, WILLIAM A. SEDERnURo
Mrs. Shirley Hansen nomosnraVANnrrn:

2013 nghboro Way Gov. WIIIIAM (a. MIIIIKI-N

Falls Church, Virginia 22043 ”“0”““

 

 

Dear Mrs. Hansen:

4
9

'
I

~
n
i
r
é
p
4
fi

I
n

This letter will acknowledge your telephone contact with me

on August 27, 1974 in which you requested permission to have access

to the state assessment results for 1973-74 in connection with a

.doctoral dissertation which you plan to complete as part of your

doctoral studies at Michigan State University. 0n the basis of

our discussion, I see no serious problems of appropriateness or

availability of the data for your study.

As I indicated to you by telephone the results are criterion

referenced in nature and contain a great many indices on each school.

We have done a little work at combining these indices to get a

count of the number of reading objectives and a count of the number

of mathematics objectives attained. While the resulting distributions

are non-normal, the scores derived by that means have high reliability

(in the middle 90's). The results are kept in a standing four drawer

file and will be made available for your personal inspection or

copying in connection with your doctoral studies.

Please contact me or Dr. Donovan when you are ready to collect

the achievement data.

Sincerely yours,

xv ‘ '

”:0 /’./ ‘-.///; "//

Robert J. Huyser, Supervisor

Assessment Program

Research, Evaluation, and

Assessment Services

RJHzet

cc: David L. Donovan

  
M ICLi liGIA‘N
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WESTERN MICHIGAN

 

IINIV!RSITY

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION unnunzoo. MICHIGAN

Imus-ch, Evaluation. Development, 616-383-0234 ”WI

Experimentation Center

October 7, 1974

Ms. Shirley Hansen

West 719 Owen Hall

Michigan State University

East Lansing, Michigan 48824

Dear Ms . Hansen:

You have my permission to use the Administrator Questionnaire

form for your dissertation.

S' r1neee—1§y,)fl ./

i /'

. /
4;.

Rodney w. Roth, Ph.D.

Director, REDE Center

RWRms

b
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TABLE E.l.--School districts and schools in sample.

 

 

School Districts Schools

Addison Public Schools Devils Lake

Adrian City Public Schools Prairie

Albion Public Schools North

Alcona Community Schools Lincoln

Allegan Public Schools Dawson

Allen Park Public Schools Arno

Alma Public Schools Hillcrest

Alpena City School District Sanborn

Ann Arbor Public Schools Stone

Auburn Heights School District Graham

Bangor Township Schools Edison

Battle Creek City Schools Roosevelt

Bay City School District Brissette

Beecher Schools Northgate

Belding Area Schools Washington

Bently Schools Johnson

Benton Harbor School District Fair Plain Nest

Benzie County Central Schools Betsie Valley

Big Rapids Public Schools Brookside

Birmingham City School District Valley Woods

Blissfield Community Schools South

Bloomfield Hills School District Hickory Grove

Brandon School District Belle Ann

Bridgeport Community School District Kaufman

Buchanan Public Schools Stark

Bullock Creek Schools Floyd

Byron Center Public Schools Northwest

Cadillac Area Public Schools Cooley

Carlton Community Schools Neidermeier

Caro Community Schools Schall

Carson-Crystal Area Schools Crystal

Cass City Public Schools Deford

Central Montcalm Public Schools Stanton

Charlotte Public Schools Galewood

Cheboygan Area Schools East

Clawson City School District Hunter

Coldwater Community Schools Washington

Coleman Community Schools Coleman

Coloma Community Schools Pier

Colon Community Schools Colon
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TABLE E.l.--Continued

 

School Districts Schools

 

Comstock Public Schools

Corunna Public Schools

Crosswell-Lexington Community School Dist.

Davison Community Schools

Dearborn Public Schools

Dowagiac Union Schools

Durand Area Schools

East Detroit Public Schools

East Lansing School District

Eaton Rapids Public Schools

Edmore Public Schools

Edwardsburg Public Schools

Elsie Area Schools

Escanaba Area Public Schools

Essexville-Hampton School District

Ferndale School District

Flint City School District

Flushing Community Schools

Fraser Public Schools

Fremont Public School District

Galesburg Community Schools

Gerrish Higgins School District

Grand Blanc Community Schools

Grand Haven Public Schools

Grand Rapids Public Schools

Granville Public Schools

Gross Isle Township School District

Gull Lake Community Schools

Hamilton School District

Hamtramck City Schools

Harrison Community Schools

Haslett Public Schools

Highland Park City Schools

Hillsdale Community Schools

Holland Public Schools

Holly Area Schools

Holt Public Schools

Houghton Lake Community Schools

Hudsonville Public Schools

Inkster Public Schools

Ironwood Area Public Schools

Ishpeming Public Schools

Ithaca Public Schools

Jackson Union School District

East Comstock

Meyer

Meyer

Central

Snow

Justus Gage

Bertha Neal

Forest Park

Pinecrest

Union

Second Street

Eagle Lake

East

500 Hill

Bush

Grant

Sobey

Springview

Einstein

Cedar

Augusta

St. Helen

Myers

Peach Plains

Kensington

Riverbend

Meridian

Bedford

Hamilton

Holbrook

Amble

Nilkshire

Hillard

Gier

Harrington

Davisburg

Midway

Merritt

Bauer

Douglass

Central

Birchview

North

Longfellow
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TABLE E.l.--Continued

 

School Districts Schools

 

Jenison Public Schools

Kellogsville Public Schools

Lake Orion Community Schools

Lamphere Public Schools

Lansing Public School District

Lapeer Public Schools

Lincoln Park Public Schools

Linden Community Schools

Livonia Public Schools

Lowell Area Schools

Maple Valley Schools

Manchester Public Schools

Manistee Public Schools

Manistique Area Schools

Marquette Public Schools

Marysville Public Schools

Menominee Area Public Schools

Michigan Center Public Schools

Midland City School District

Milan Public Schools

Monroe City Public Schools

Montague Public Schools

Morley Community Schools

Mt. Clemens Community School District

Mt. Pleasant Schools

Muskegon Heights Public Schools

Muskegon Public Schools

Munising Public Schools

Niles Community Schools

North Dearborn Heights School District

Northwest School District

Novi Community Schools

Onaway Area Community Schools

Otesgo Public Schools

Owosso Public Schools

Oxford Area Community Schools

Perry Public Schools

Petoskey School District

Pinconning Area Schools

Plymouth Community School District

Pontiac City Public Schools

Portage Public Schools

Port Huron Area Schools

Redford Union Schools

River Valley School District

Bursley

West Kellogsville

Blanche Sims

Lessenger

Forest View

Irwin

Raupp

Linden

Randolph

Bushnell

Fuller

Pleasant Lake

Madison

Lakeside

Parkview

Marysville Gardens

Central

Clement

Chestnut Hill

Brainard

Waterloo

Oehrli

Stanwood

Macomb

Vowles

Edgewood

Froebel

Central

Oak Manor

Warren Valley

Parnell

Orchard Hills

Millersburg

Dix Street

Green Meadows

Oxford

Perry

Ottawa

Central

Smith

Emerson

Milham

Michigamme

Volney Smith

Chickaming
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TABLE E.l.--Continued

 

 

School Districts Schools

Rockford Public Schools Crestwood

Rogers City School District No. 1 Rogers City

Romulus Community Schools Romulus

Roseville Community Schools Wellington

Saginaw City School District Longfellow

St. Johns Public Schools

St. Joseph Public Schools

St. Louis Public Schools

Sault St. Marie Area Public Schools

Sebewaing Unionville Schools

Shelby Public Schools

Sheperd Public Schools

Spring Lake Public Schools

South Lake Schools

South Lyon Community Schools

Tahquamenon Area Schools

Taylor School District

Three Rivers Community Schools

Traverse City Public Schools

Troy Public Schools

Walled Lake Consolidated Schools

Watervliet Public Schools

Waverly Schools

White Pigeon Community Schools

Willow Run Schools

Wittemore-Prescott Area Schools

Wyandotte City School District

Yale Public Schools

Perrin-Palmer

Brown

Michigan

Malcolm

Unionville

New Era

Winn

Nunica

Maxine

New Hudson

Newberry

Taylor Center

Lake Section

Bertha Vos

Leonard

Wixom

South

Elmwood

Central

Ford

Prescott

Washington

Yale
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TABLE F.1.--Socioeconomic (SES) data by Community Type.

 

Composite Index SES Scores
 

 

 

Community

Type n Mean Median *Lowest Highest

SES SES

Metropolitan

Core 10 53.28 52.92 35.24 77.19

City 20 66.72 66.27 36.47 93.53

Town 31 66.56 61.73 48.99 75.28

Urban

Fringe 30 66.51 67.07 43.62 91.82

Rural 30 57.48 57.87 40.17 71.76
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Figure G.5.-—Scatter plot: effectiveness and achievement,

Rural communities.
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TABLE H.1.--Correlations of Administrative Image Questionnaire

item means with AIQ mean.

 

CommunitygType
 

 

AIQ Item Metropolitan City Town Urban Rural

Number Core Fringe

l. .71 .50 .46 .74 .52

2. .69 .65 .44 .57 .64

3. .83 .69 .69 .51 .49

4. .80 .81 .61 .76 .52

5. .79 .59 .84 .71 .66

6. .91 .59 .81 .68 .69

7. .71 .73 .65 .65 .73

8. .55 .77 .76 .73 .79

9. .64 .57 .77 .64 .68

10. .77 .59 .59 .65 .61

ll. .62 .73 .68 .58 .54

12. .48 .75 .34 .67 .33

13. .66 .80 .65 .80 .70

14. .75 .85 .55 .56 .70

15. .76 .66 .77 .72 .87

16. .45 .49 .72 .58 .53

17. .63 .77 .74 .8l .73

18. .58 .69 .77 .74 .62

19. .69 .82 .75 .82 .90

20. .94 .77 .72 .85 .90

21. .37 .78 .46 .61 .78

22. .82 .85 .83 .89 .89

.22 .33 .59 .55 .47N w 0
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