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Prm0|pal Competencres

-The tesults reported in this final report of Protht ROME. -
. (Results Oriented’ Manag,ement in Education) should prove hearten--
ing to -pripcipals. sOverall, it shows that the principals who.'-._-'.--
partiupaﬁ!d in a field orlented program—hel(l Orented, Compe

B’urch Barbara’ C and ﬁanley, W. Elzie. .
- ”Supervrsory vRole Profrcrency A Self- Assessment
o NASSP Bulletini, 64, 433(February1980) DD 91 97, 1:]
e / " number not yet assigned:

hd Jtency’ Utlluatron System (FOLUS]— percelved themselvgrs as ‘more §
' ”Edum;ators wh have responsrbllrty for the |mprovement of . ' .competent after theprogram than they drd before the program.
' rnstructlon are see%m;, Jways to enhance performance in therrsuper-. S Apparently, it was.not- selfdt,ceptlon that ¢ ausod the pnncupals
visory roles. This can only be accompllshed when one has aclear ' tg.see- themselves as ‘more compett'nt Andfym mdl(‘ates thata. -
unders andrng, of the: naturf of ‘those roles, assesses performance - varlety of sources (teachers students ‘and outside obseryers) als _
cap ilities in ther, and’ determlnes the prrénty that should be - . saw the principals as more competent Of thesg groups; teachers -
assigned to eacrole.” . 8 T ' who worked. drrectlywuth the pnncrpdlson st.hoo&)rdblemssawthe
/. Burch and Dapley assert thqt it lsuptothe mstructronal Ioader to . pnnupals as more. f:equently and more eftectrvely performim, -
do his or her own assessment-of personal abilities’ and to assign his * indicatars of. compr,t(-ncy AR i
or her “own prrorrtrl—:q in the -vasious ‘areas ‘of supervisory - . The mﬁlol’lﬂy 6f ‘the report is a dosc fll)“(m of the hMOrV Tﬁd :
reﬁponsublllty, To - help admlmstrato.rs in that undertakrn;, the' -~ . de\felopment of the Geotgia Principal Assessnient System (GPAS) -
authors ‘present their Sypervisory Role Proﬂcuehcy self- asqeesment. - and: a.suimafy of the results of usrn;, the GPAS ta.evaluate the
instrument and drrectu;ns for its use. C e o ':effe( tweness of FOCUS. - - -

. The instrument pfesents- varions charactel;lstlcs and tdsks thdt 7 T he vv«lluatlon examined the frequency and effe( tiveness with
reflect the results of studies on the actmtles supervisory en;,d;,o in _;-'_"whrch the prln(..,rpdls studwd carried out the ¢ ‘ompetency indicators -
Thesc ‘eharacteristics and tasks are divided : among tenrolés that gre ' . identified earlier in the proyect Two classes of variablis were used
reported tobe inclusive of the'tasks ofsupervrsors host-geremonial, . - Input variables are’ratings of the principals’ coq;potencv in
formal-communicator, external contacts; mformatlon and disseny; administrative operations {data collecting, planning, com 1un|ca-

" ination, resourt:eallocatlon,\tralnln;, and development, obsr*rth.qon,'._ ' ting, - decmon maklm,, implementing, ‘and  evaluating) and ln.
and-evaluation, motrv‘ion crisis management, ‘and maintenance administrative ros;;onsubdrty (curnclum and instruction, staft

A person using the: instrument asslgns a score of fronrone to five persfnne, pupil personnel, sehool gommunity intérface, fiscal- '» -
(tlve is high) for his or-her capabilityin eath of the eﬁtrles under the - ‘management, support management, and systethdv policiey and—= -
ten roles, totals he score for the role, (Ilwdes ‘the total by the . opemtron) Mediating varigbles are student (ISS('sSllll.‘lltﬁ of char-
‘humber of entries under. the heddu&g and mult|plles the resulting™ .. -. acterlstl(s of ‘the s¢ hool Iearmm, enwronment and teat hers!

_' segre by a welghtmg faotd; that ref ks @@ percent of his or he‘ : satlsfiu tion in |ob related areas. :
" time the superanr spends-in’ ‘that ol 7 : " On the whole both the external evalu.ltlon dn(l thvvvalrlqtlon by
' Concerning the use ‘of the scotes, the autho & clude "Only N _the participants support the lmpd(t of th)(' trdumu, program on the
the-user lgm aposition 16 make judgment about the adequacyofa . prlncupals perff?mance . . . S .
-proficiency s_corg}n rr_el,dtro‘n tqthe priority gss]_gned tothatrole.\ e N e AR
P N L “ . ' \, . " ' Goddu, Roland Qbservauon Instruments - for ”
: S B s £ 3 dentifying-the Competenciés of Principals iri School
Ellett, Chﬂd D. ResultS‘“Or/ented Managemént in « B .~ Practice. .No. 152, Durhany, New Hampshire: New
Educat/an ‘Project ROM.E. The Continued Ref’"‘?" SRR Inp,land Program in leacher Iducatjon |977_. 97 _'.'
:ment and bevelopment of \the Geergia Pnpc:pal £ pages, [{)14;(,17 ' . _
Asselsment System md Its Application to a, l/eld TG | P btk B
Based Training}Program for Public School Prlnk/pals soddu’s observation schec ulos are firmly within the tradition of

v (ompvtvncy ofiented principal evaluation in that they present o
mg;thod of documontlm, agtual &lassroom practice. The schedules,
howev‘t go beyond the: norm by including other actors present in
the setting in” which thv principal i’ ‘being evaluated: teachers,

. , . studvnts ‘and others (including (Iupdrtm(-nt heads, supurintvmh-nts J
e b(ﬂd‘nembeu, and parents) o IS

_ sign — Pracedures.— Instrumentation
\ —Field Test Redmlts. Final Report: Yolume I, Atlan®;
i dnd Athens: Georgia State Department ofducation; -
+ and College of Edutdtion, University of 0()l’8ldf
1976, 222 2 paes ;Dm 5%y
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For in'stzince,"_tmde@, the competency ‘“Principal ifecori\méhlds' o

candidates for employment™ there are three indicators of -the
principal’s actions (prepares’ a written sumroary of checklist and
“interview results, prepares a written recommepdation for superin: .
tendent and board action, "and reéviews_his or her recommendation
awith the faculty and the community). Others a
"pérform that are directly’ related ta. thé principal’s- actions.
Tedchers,” departmant heads, and community: members are to"

review and ‘comment-on the recommendations; board members -

‘and the superintendent a‘re,'_tg;re{}iew the recémr'ne_’ndations and
select the ¢andidate, .~ -, , 7 " S
The schedule has a separate page- for each .of twenty-two

_ " competencies. in the “areas of management of .the organization, °
N 'managgment’of reseurces, community relatiofs,-and management .

of instruction. Next to eath indicator is a place to check whether

each person invalved did ‘or did not dccomplish 'the_'.\ction 'Pn'd ‘“

. whether he'or she parﬁial_l# accomplished the task. - .
.Goddu's.approach centers on describing what actually happens

*"in‘the classroom. It is designed this way ouit of the conyiction that -

. practice is" more stable than Mpectations are and -that knowing
-what exists forms a streng foundation for making decisions.on what
to change if competence is to be demonstrated.

. ’.

' @? -, . Klopf, Gordon ). The Priﬁ_cipalarid Staff.queldpment' -

in the School (With a Special Focus on the Role of the

College of Education, 1979. 97 pages. ED 168 730: "

- Klopf writes-about the entlie process of staff dévetopment, to be
. -sure, but his emphasis is o the principal’s role in that:process. He

._./o'bsé_r\(es, *The, reaty is. that- if principals don’t assume the
responsibility for staff development and some enactment'of a real
" enabling role there'may be o one in the system to do, it.”

. ('

~ “Klopfaoutlines the establishment of a develdpment program to -
‘change attitudes and behaviors of the staff arid to increase ts’

collective competence. Consistehtly his focus remains on the skills.

of the.princ_ipal because it takes a.compi;gen_t_ printipal who can .
initiate, facilitate, energize, and make things happen” to produce.
an inservice program. Klopf lists thirty ways the principal uses him- -

solf or herself as an enabling resource for the staff. These thirty

ways are presented as.competencies, by which term Klopf includes .

knowledge, attitudes, values, and performance skills.. These
: competéncies include analyzing. the climate for change’ in the
" school and déveloping survey procedures to assess the educational
" _needs and.expectations in the community. R '
o ~Klopf presents separate chajsters dealing with the need of the-
" person, who is planning staff development: programs to u_m_Terstand

the pracess of growth and:what is meant by being an enablifig -
person. Hg.: also,cpwers such areasibthe planning and organizing of" -

a program, the activities and-processes in one, and its evaluation.
o S - .t ¢ . .
A‘§eparat«e__chapter‘ on the prlnc’npaff_s role ‘in _n’\glnstre_amlng

" . émphasizes specific compétencies required of the pri ,‘cip'al. Klopf *
~ presents seven broad co pelencies required for this crucial area
ap'd breaks éach inte. kndwledge, values ‘and attitudes, and actions. -

5 _ N McCabe, Dennis P and Canton, li't'k;iRoI_evAcqui-"'

" sitiorr and Competency Devglopment-of Educational
v Administratars in the Low:
- 81 pages. ED'130°383.

) S - S
Two fundamental que;tionf: are posed: "How db school admjini-,

P

strators become coimpetent? How go school administfators intérm-.

alizé acceptable role behaviors, attjtwdes, and expegtationst’

,:adminlstrgt(ar:s (principals, -assttanty principal$, superintendents,
‘assistant*Sugerintendents, ‘and contM¥ office administrators) are

. 'that university ;g!c;ia_ratior].'_is'W'cien(_;.'_imd ineff_édti_ye"' and ,thdt.l

) '.I_“ . ¥ .“‘- " ‘ , - ) v
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Iso have roles to

. r : Sy E e

.. inservice: training) are

RS) Grande Valley. 1974.

s . .

informal modes-of ledrning adrpinistrative.rolzs apd_co[npetencies
aré more important than formal modes. The study recommends that

the bést aspects of .formal and informal-modes of skill development
should be merged in university programs.. - SN R

. The authors note four-informal methods that temphasize _ihe -

" development of skills —modeling ‘superordinates, performing,

administrative-like duties, becoming certified, and learning on the

A ‘ Principal in Mainstreaming). New “York: Bank Street*= ., jbb. W_hen"asked w_hich skills led to thelr béing chosen for admini-
“strative roles, the respondents emphasized human relations and
. personal -skills and qualities that affect a person’s abily to

communicate effectively. These qualities and skills includdself-
awareness, self-confidence, a sense of humor, patience, and 4
willingness to compromise. o . :

s ‘The competencies.that shauld betaught in preparation programs.

gfall into>sgven broad. areas: human relations, communication, .

+ knéwledge of self, knowlédge of role, values, tolerdnce for-

- ambiguity, and'critical thinking. R L
. ) .

. A . - - N . . . - N
M{Intyre, Kenneth E., dnd Grant, Ed A. "How Prin-

[ 4 8
- @ . - cifjals, Teachers, and Superintendent’ View the Prin-

4 ci 'Is!wip." NASSP Bulletin, 64, 433 (February 1980),
4.+ pp.44-49. E) number not yet assigned. " T

+ Mclintyre and Grant suggest that principals.who are interested in
evaluating their awn performance might want to use_ the discrep- .
an¢y model the authors have developed. o U
Whether. one uses the model or not, every principal shauld be '
“interested in the results of the authors” examination of the pr?orit_y
rating pﬁncipals[superintenden'ts, and teachers gave to eight areas
._of-,p(incibal competence, the ratings the groups gavé to,the priny

. cipal’s performance in those areas, and the discrepancy ibetween, . - -.“.

the-sets of ratings." _ . R

- Jhe eight areas for which ratings were obtained (community
‘relations, staffing, time and®pace, goal -settihg, noninstructional
sefvices, ,rhaterials. and equipment, program evaluation, and
. ‘groupings of the thirty-two instructional
leader competencies’ .'déve'loped'('elsewhere by Mcintyre. |

" There ‘are, significant differences ‘and similarities i the ratings. ¥
For example, principals and teachers were close in their two top

* . priority ratings; principals rated staffing and comgunity relationsin -

the dfther hand, agreed with principals on the value of staffing but -

that?rder, \hereas teachers reversed the two. Superintendents,on
“pladed ggal setting secend, the area-both teachers and principals

¢ R "(a]cd fourth. ° L .
Not in university preparation programs seems to beﬂle answerto . .
AJ v . e, N . . . "
- both * questions. Among -the conclusions of this study' of -

v _In-ahinteresting case-of :agreement, when it came to evyluating

the principal’s: performance, teachers, and. prinaipals. rev_erscd the
" two top ratings, but agreed on the next six in order. Principals and
. superinténdents-wgre in agreement about the rank ordering of the

v . ¢

N R ) -y . - ., . N
v .l . ! . e “ o ‘ (DI

7ﬂncjpal's_p_g_rfOrtﬁamc in alt elgh® areas. 'I'hé_‘two' groups _di(‘.ot R



agree owever on the level of achlevement of the skills. ﬂns wal;

(ated bath the importance of their dutle\ s and their achlevemﬁnt of
- them more hnghly than did the other two graups '
"Not only d;’d,thef rmcupals‘ rate themselves most hlghly on both

‘Miller, Bnan P., and others. Competeney~BasedCom-
'mun/ty Education Administration. Volume %

. for Communlty Education Develobment Arizgna
State Unwersrty, 1979. 58 pages, ED.168 200. .
McCleary, I.loyd E., and others. Competency—Based
Commumty Education Admlmstra.t:on Volum
Monograph: 71 pages. ED 168201.

” Paddock, Susan C., .and others.- Competency—Based
Community, .Education Admrmsrratlon Volume A
The Manual 94 pages. ED168 202.

These three volumes are the result of a long-term effort’ to

- ators, principals, and program directors. Not only was the object of
the~ study -to identify the. competencles and indicators of
mpetency, but alsosto get: the practmpners assessments of:
e best way these competencies should be Iearned and the level of
achlevement that indicates. acceptable performance :
The lists of competencnes generated by the projéct should be of..-
interest to all. admrnlstrators whether or not they are .involved in
community education. 5o, tog; should be-thelnstruments develop-’
ed. The Quadrant/\ssessmer(‘M
- ular ‘administrative role wage -competercies on an “ideal” form (to
obtain the persen’s judgment on the compet('n( ey’ nmportanw)

~ she and others.” perform the competen( ies). The information gen-
erated is intended to be useftiln, a.wide range of areas, 4ncludin
the creatlon of role descriptions, preservice programs, on-the

1 R “Principals. Maxl li Practicdm Report. 1977.245 pag,es
.  EB156 609 | -, '

. lr:h”a situation familiar to' many administ‘rators.
- confrdénted with tools inadequate for evaluating principals.and with

—a.checpdist and aigne-page summasy form ——mcluded items-that
* were difficult to measure objectively and were based on hearsay or

.': -deyglop, test, and evaluate a new method,-a competency-based
5. method of prmcnpal evaluatzn for his district. - '
f "The model Seal déveloped had four specrflc goals “To |dent|fy
P * for each’ partucrpatlng principal those management skill's needlng
improvement or development. To achieve coqperation befween the
principal and the evaluatorin the attainmint-of-school, District and .
personal ob|ect|ves Jo provide a basis for Dnstmct establishment of
" minimum. school principal competen,ce standards in specified, :
“areas. To indicate the potentiat beneflt of teassigning cert‘cfln
Y -prrncupals to areas of greater competéncy {e.g. to. the classrdom).”
« The program’has at its center a list of twentyone standa
3 compoten performance Each standard has three parts:.a state-
_ ment of general behavior, indicators that identify. thebehavnor and”

“and on a “real” form (to obtain the person s view on how well he or

assessment” of + :performance, needs assessments for inservice

Seal was’

nat,4n isblated outcome, as the mean ratings: show, that principals .

The -
~ Research Repart: Tempe: Southwest Regional Center ..

identify the competencies needed by persons in four admnmstratnve :
-roles in"community education— superintendents, dlstrrct coordln- l

odel (QAM) has persons in'a partic- -

pro;,rams and certlflcatlr)n standards™ .
' ’ ! - Seal, Edgar Z. DeveIopment Implementatlon, and
PR S Evaluation of a MOdeI f’rogram for Evaluating School

ahistory of reslstance to'suggested changes in those tools. The tools .

guesswork. This report documents the- project that Seal led to -

of.
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L
‘communicdtion, business -
school- colnmunlty relations, personnel

that include management skllls
manag,ement

managefment, currlculumlprogram development and analysrs and:

-evaluation. - Core .
The standards can ‘serve as a source-of direction for professronal )
development as a basis for determining if . principals meet the *

. minimum competence standards of the- district, and as-a basis for ...

-

" afinding that will not surpfise.many prlncipals The results dq glve

/-

+ eagh of thirty-five competencies was,

Recognized as an improvement over the prevnous method of

.the principal evaluatlon program. 4 .

Seal not - only. outlnnes the competencnes “for “his evaluation *
proyam but includes the admmlstratlveprocedures for |mplement- SR
«ng " the .plan: Necessary forms are mcluded as well as exténsive
documentation of actual evaluations. of three principals; The _"‘
istrict's prlnClpals have responded favorably to'the model, and itis

‘valuatlon

o

- Waltess, Donald L., ed. Percepnons of Administrative “ :
Competenicies, A Survey of School Principals’ and
Superintendents. 1979. 38 pages ED 172 361.

A phrase that appears repeatedly in Walters s summary is the’
“competencies were perceived to be acjuired prlmarlly on'the job,”*

preparatlon programs some credit, however Y, ’ G
Sixty-five principals from school districts in Pennsylvanla and
New Jersey were asked to indicate howi rtant he or’she thotight
\Arltegher each competency - -
was.acquiréd primarily on the job or in'preservice training, and the
_degree to which his or hér preparatior program helped with acqui-* '
sition of'the competeney. The competenéles were divided |nfo five

| areas " curriculum -and nstruction, funds and facnlltles ‘school- . . .

griteria against which to measure the Ievel of performanc These o
twentyone standards are ranged over “areas of the. prmcip s role SR

.Community felations, spupil personnel serviges, and professmnal L.
‘support services, ; . : o
Although the principals saw that all but five competenCnes were .
Iearned primarily on-the job, they reported that, in-all areas, their
preparatlon .pragram was of ’ ‘some-assistance”’

(S

,in acqumng ‘the .

skills. The five skills learned prrmarlly before entry to the job were « .
-all in the area of curriculum and lnstr@tfon\ These, skills; werd
“related to understanding theory, mterpretlng research, applylng;
statistics; and planning programs In another bnght spot for the uni-




versrtres the .prmcrpals yqponed that preparation pr’ograms had
. been of “great as lstance” in helping them understand due process
vind develop rulej and'teculattons for studehts. . S
o _.,-' On the'whole, the: superfntandents examined were. less crltlcal of
'preparatron programs The-superintendents were asked the same
. three  questions’-as ‘the  principals .but. concerning sity-two ~
) competency s’tatements ranged into seven areas (eurriculum and
' .mstructton perSonnef orgamzatlon managt-:‘ment finance: and.
bUSrness ‘management, factllttes, political and lntergovernmentaf
e -relatronshlp and school-community relations). The sup‘enntendents o
o reported that fifteeri Competencres were acquired primarily befdre
- &ntry’on the sob The only area in whlch the preparation program;
, ."was viewed-as of no ass;stauce was pohtlcal and mtergovernmental
relatlonshlp : ° )
-+The study was conducted by the Department of Educatronal
: -Admrnlstratlon of Temple Untversuty to_ assess its program and to
plan for the future. THe competencres exan‘nned were drawn from
. .-the literature. - Prrncupals noted' that' nineteen (49 percent) of the
_skills were very unportant and the rest were important. Supennten-
_' dents rated slxty two (60 percent) very important; one (supervising-
food service o,peratrons) of little |17portance -and the.est |mportant
: Il. arat/on of Educatlonal Administrators. Tasks, Compe-
B ’tenC/es and Ind/cators of Competencies. Educational .
'_._ _' Services Bulletin No. *52, Tempe: Buréau of Ed_uca

‘honal Research Servrces Arizona. State Uprverslty, '
1977. 96 pages. ED 145 510. ' e

The I|on $ share of thls bulletin is "devated to. extensive I|sts of
~ tasks, competencies, and ihdicators-of competencles for superin-
~ “tendents, secondary.principals, elementary prrnctpavls instructional

“ - leaders, busrnas managers, and: personnel- dire tors. Although
-Wochner cautions the reader ‘that competencuefand indicators - -
~ should be: ‘takerr as representative rather than definitive and as’

' sub|ect to change, the lists ale impressive. L _
" Not on|y does Wochner deal with rhore roles in the school than -
do other wrlters the lists of competencies and mdrCat‘ors are more
detailed.’ For the superintendent alone, W, ner presents thirty-
four task ar,eas ranging fl'_om setting bis” or her tirne priorities- to
planning and effecting the ¢losing”of faculltles ‘Each task comes
“ with its own list of competencies and the competenues with listsof -
_ indicators. o Lo
_ Thgntent of the study was for Arrzona State Unlversrty to use the
<., information to heIp it design-its preparatrbn program so that future
admrnlstrators would Ieave with the skJs acceptable for entry -levél -

N

Wochner., Raymond E. ed. Competency-Based Prep

" The - Educatronal Resourcesulntormatlon Center (ERIC) s a -
_national information system opérated by the National Institute of
.- Education. ERIC sérves educators bsrdussemmatmg research result
" and other resource irformation that can be used in developing mor

. effective educational programs. The C Clearinghouse o
. Educational Management, one of everal uc units in the system,
was established at the- versrty of Qreggon in° 1966. The
. Cleannghouse and its comp lOn units process research reports .

N

bulletins, (
Besides 'processing docyments and journal artucles the
. Clearinghbuse preparesg brblrographres literature reviews;
.- monographs and other rnterpretrve research studlaa an toprcs in |ts
educational'area. N
This pubhcatrqn was preparéd pursuant to a contract wrttt the
NNational - Institute.. of -Education,. U.S. Department of* Haalth,
. Edugation, and Welfare. Cont? ctors undertaklngﬂuch pro]ects‘
© & under government sponsorshif, are encouraged’to express freply’
" -their judgment .in profewonal ahd technical matters. Prior to -
~ "' publication, the manuscan'waa submitted to the Assdciation of
Callfornta School Admlniatrators tor cuttcal ravraw and

and journal artrcles for annou emiehtin ERIQ L] lndex and abstract

- i L
hd . L .. - ' . EE

"~ positions &, mos

are also thought to be, useful in such’ argas:as the evaluatlonof the

school drstrrcfs Nevertheless the competencles
* are not intended to be useful soIer in the preparation program but

skills of ;job appllcants and the design of inservice programs. ' s

TD ’Ereate the competencies and- indicdtors, teams of admini-
+ strators, in the’ p0s|t|ons being studied gathered under the auspices
of the. umversuty to, among. other ‘thins, react ‘to“two basic
\ questionsx*(1) What tasks are normally expected of ) persons in these

“respettive positions? and (2)-What scompetencies rare regurred CH

accompllsh each of these tasks at a.satisfactory professtonal level

- of quality?” The competencles and-indicators. listed g ;,rew out-of the -

d|scuss|on and subsequent efforts to refine the work, *

ILIL - Instructional Leadershlp Domaln?" NASSP Bulletln,
: 01, 413(December1977) pp 21-25.F 169 758

“Yes" says Zechman to the quest|0n in thetitle of hi artlcle the
secondary school principal of today demonstrates tf is sub-
ordinates and his’ superordrnates those |nstruct|onal |
competencies that are needed.”

This was the encouraging . conclusion of Zechman’s research to’
discover the ‘competencies most’ critical to the. instructional .
leadership role of the secondary principal. To accomplrsh this task.».
Zechman took the thirty-two instructional leadership competency

state;nents mdentlfled by Mclintyre and had. superlntendents
“segondary teachers, and secondary prrncrpals in forty Pennsylvania

Lo

were asked to create lists of the ¢ompetencies that are needed by

principals and those that prrncrpals ‘demonstrate.” = f-":- .

The lists of theten hrg est rated “needed” ‘and "demonstrated"
- competencies lndrcate agreement amang the .groups that .the
" principal is doing his job. Sorinstance ‘eachg g,roup ’s list included the

-- supervisory competenclés of observrng, and evaluating teachers,
- dssigning and reassigning staff members, and recommendrng, the -
_ hiring or reemployment of staff.-Although tHis ag,reement that the -

principal is deing what needs tb- be done-is. stpng support- for the

Zeéhman, Harry 'I'""Are Principal‘s Competent in the S

dership

e e
L

* school districts rate which are the most critical? Ths respandents .’

-

pritcipa), there is one area of, concern. Zechman found that- prin; o . .

“cipals. do,.not demonstrate three competencles (settmg g,oals
relating student needs to g,oals and communlcatlnr, about g,oals
“and needs) that each group rated as an important- peed.

On the whole Zechman's results agree with those of Mclntyre .

- and Crant m establishing that teachers.and principals are i close
' agreement atiout the competencre§ that are{ficeded and demon
‘strated by principals. Superintendents als agree, but- not 50
strongly I '

.ar oprnrons however, do not

‘necessarily raﬁrea nt the offitial view or opinioh of either the
. A N
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