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PREFACE

This study is s survey of the various stste directors of educe-
tional accountability., The primsry objective was to obtein imforms-
tion from these directors related to their oversonel bsckrsrounds =nd to
receive data on how each of these directors felt his state's account-
ebility prograsm wss perceived by verious members of his state's
society., This dates was used to develop a genersl ides of the type of
person each director is and his feelings toward the various programs
throughout America.
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CHAPTFR I
INTRODUCTION

From the chaotic activities of the 1960's have evolved the czlling
to sccount of various hembers of our snciety in tre 1270's, Aé verious
nersons gnd orgsmnizations hzve found out, the oublic end pvoliticsl
segments of Americe csn end will hold the public servents resoonsible
for their expenditures, actions, or lesck of zctions. Perhens, then the
theme of the 1970's is one of sccountsbility, The Weshington Post
stated that education was now entefing the "Age of Accountability."1
If this is the case, then there is little wonder why such s tremendous
amount has been written and legislated towsrds holding educational ac-
tivities responsible and accountable since 1969.,2

Due to the recent surge of legislation in the field of account=-
ability, certein problems have arisen among states considering or par=-
ticipating in this type of legislation., Ilegislstors heve found it

difficult to decide which type of accountability would be best suited

for schools in their state.
Statement of Problem

The problem of which method of eccountebility is hest for e =iven
state has been comoounded by the leck of resesrch done on verious
methods of accountability. This problem of a sheortsze of resegrch cen
be related to various states' systems snd the directions they will teke
in the future. Furthermore, some informetion collected cen only be of

1



value to that paiticular state's progrem. The school systems from
which this information is received sre different from other systems to
the degree that research done on that system cannot be generalized to
other school systems., Due to this lack of cross-over of resesrch,
coupled with the totsl lack of research, the question srises, "Are the
accountability progrems being held sccountable by anyone?" With the
amount of dats that hss nresently bheen cnllected in rele*inn to this
question, one carnot be sure of the results, ¥With this in minA, one
could suspect that the short neriod nf time between the enactment of
the numerous accountability lsws and the lack nf vieble resegrch on
the various lews enacted are s séurce of incomnlete educstionel re-
search. Due to this short period of time between legislation and im-
plementation, there has been little chance to observe the results of
the programs. Consequently, there is no assurance that accountability
programs are doing whet they were developed to do.

Since accountability seems to be one of the more important issues
in education in the 1970's, it seems to deserve some attention as far
as research is concerned. The lack of research in this area seems to
be 2 problem within itself. It seems sporopriste that certain types of
research could be useful in determining if the verious conce»nts used by
the stetes in formulating lews sre doing what they were intended to do,
In en effort to nrovide further knowledge on this subject, e survey
study of how the stete accountsbility directors nerceive their stzte's
accountability hes been develoved snd usrd in this reseerch effort,

The problem of the lack of resesrch directed toward eccountebility
is one which has been overlooked by meny persons. In sn effort to»in-

stall accountability programs in meny ststes in a short period of time,



it azppears that aporopriste thought, donsideration, and deliberation
have not gone into the planning of severel accountshility plens., This,
in itself, is e problem. Are we, the taxpsyers, nsying for 2 develoning
bureaucracy for which there is no direction or reel need? In this ege
of accountasbility this would be z very poor wey of develoning sn ec=-
countability progrem, Becsuse ~f the leck nf reserrch #nd the develon-
ment of certain buresucrascies, our sccountability lsws hsve become

misled. Christopher Cory ststed in Iesrning Megezine thet for most

teschers "accountability's dead hand csn only incresse paper work and
paranoiai."3

Due to the apparent possibility that our accountzbility systems
are not all ideal, it is a necessity to evaluate these progrsms just as
you would the school systems they are constructed to evaluate. The
significance of this need to evaluate is monumental, If the movement
on accountability is in fact not being held accountsble, then our pub-
lic school systems are possibly being forced into situstions which are
not only sterile educationzlly but even harmful to our schooling -ro=-

grams, In a Phi Delts Ksppen issue of 197l it wes steted thet "virtu-
h

ally no reseerch on sccountsbility hes been done," This ~nly meegnifies
the need for resesrch to be performed to estrblish some besis for ’up-
ther advancement in the fields relsted to sccountghility systems,

Since there is sn apparent lack of reseerch in this field, one needs

to be able to establish 2 developmental reasoning for the studying of

such a diverse grouping of systems which our oresent accountability

systems now appear to be.



Need for Study

Historically, the concepts of accountsbility are not new to Amer-
icay but 1little had been legislsted until the Federal Government
entered into education. Though Federzl funding of educstion did not
start with the Title I monies from the Elementsry and Secondery Educe=-
tion Acts, this Act did set the stage for the stert of eveluation in
urban schools., A door wes ovened by which the Federel Government could
attempt 2 periodic evelustion to see if the monies spent were initieting
a positive change in educetion in the verticuler setting in which they
were being spent. The ESEA Title ﬁrograhs VII end VITI held thet edu=-
cationsl systems were responsible for predictsble and megsures®le re=-
sults for the monies spent by these programs.S The various sections
of ESEA have come sbout in the past few yeers and they were the actual
leading edge of a tremendous increase in sccountability legislation not
only on the Federal level but extending downward to the state and in
degrees to the local level,

Initially, many of the states' accountsbility programs were based
on needs assessments in relstion to the ESEA, Title 1116 progrem., As
legislators became harder pressed on the local levels for economy in
government, they found the way to satisfy certein grouns wes to in-
vestigate government expenditures in relztion to what the tewypeyers
were receiving in return, Consequently, the educestionel svstems fell
under the scrutiny of meny legislstors, This in turn 1ed to o tremen-
dous increesse of legislative action occurring in this field since 1970,
Whereas the total nmumber of laws related to sccountsbility enacﬁed'be-
fore 1969 had been seven, that year alone, thst number wss matched.7

Furthermore, ty 1971 that number had more then tripled to 22 stetes in



which there had been passed some form of educationsl accountability
legislation.8

Could this increasse in legislation have led us down 2 blind pzth?
The various theories used to develoo sccountability progrems sre no
doubt quite valugble; but one must remember they ere only theories snd
therefore are subject to testing and eveluation themselves, The ac=-
countability studies are legislated from vérious theories snd essumo-
tions relsted to educetinn whether they ore dirrcted towerd fiscel,
progrsm, or process accountegbility, Of crurse, the structure develoned
by the legislastors sre of grest exvense to these strtes, The bﬁropu-
cracy which is estsblished in esch statebdraws selaries, hes office end
travel expenses. If there is evaluétion in *hese states, the exvense
of collecting information throughout the state could bte quite costly in
itself, Thus, the idea of the cost of an sccountability prozrsm must
be weighed against the positive factors the progrsm could oresent.

Since it seems accountsbility is on the upswing throughout the
states, it becomes apparént that for the reasons cf lack of substen-
tiated research in the field, increased burden on tasxpayers cdue to the
formation of a new bureaucrscy, and expected development of further
theories which will be implemented over 2 veriod of time, it would be
valusble to the states and the educstionel systems involved tn see if
accountgbility progrems are sccomnlishing whet they had been esteb-
lished to do originally, Thus this retiongslly leefs +n some hesic e5=-
sumptions necessary for this study to occur snd bhe of velue es fer rs

reliebility and construction is concerned,



Assumptions

For the purpose of this study it was assumed that accountability
was not the responsibility of any one power group but instead was a
function of & cooperative effort of legislators, teachers, admini-
stretors, the general public, znd psrents. Without this general as-
sumption there would be no need for this survey study beczuse it
would probsbly never be of value to enyone.

There hasve been five mzjor cstegories of legisle*ion evolved from
the entire spectrum of eccountebility in the United Stetes in recent
years. These categories ere es follows:

1, Stete assessment evelustinng stete testine nrocrems

2. Modern mesnagement technigques

3. Professionsl personnel evaluestion

L. Performance-based school accreditstion
5. Performance contracting9
Some form of these basic categories have been legislated or resolved in
a majority of the states in America as of 197L. Though it has been
stated by C. A, Bowers that accountzbility is incompatible with aca=-
demic freedom, we cannot be sure this is the case. With the advent of
the various accountsbility programs throuchout the states, we can
assume that these states sre now interested in ¢ measuresble technique
to see if educators are prepsring students to functinn in a2 technologi-
cel world.10 Resesrch related to sccountability could better enswer
the question of incompetibility mentioned by Rowers.

This in turn leeds to snother besic sssumntion. If the need for
accountegbility systems sre perceived es being releted to the demends

and needs of a technologicsl society, would it not be of need to those



who see fit to adopt accountsbility lsws as well ss the rest of the
American soclety? Of course, we assume the United States is technolog-
ical in nature by observing the many advancements made in ﬁarious tech-
nological fields. Thus, a need for accountability could be 2 result of
this particular type of society. Since a technologiczl system has cer-
tain aspects which demand feedback znd evalustion, a school system

would probably reflect such society by heving similsr trsits.
Limitstions

Thus s survey study is limited to 2 definite scone of eynertise,
It would be futile on the investigetor's nert to sttemt tn determine
the effect on sccountsbility thst the technoloricsl society Fes, Sut
it is possible to sssume that the investigstor could develo~ 2 cetegori-
cal division of various types of legzislation oessed ss well =s estab-
lish possible generalities from whatever type of informetion wes
collected by the investigator. The limitations this imposes on 2
study such as this are quite apparent.

It is not the intent of this study to formulaste any theories re=-
lated to why or where accountsbility is headed. Further, this study is
limited to the informetion collected by the instrument used and the
responses received from the squects in reletion to that instrument,

It is assumed that the respondents to the instruments provided accurate
and honest information as they »werceived it in their resovective states,
These ruidelines are releted snecifically to *the instrument rnd methnds

used in the study.



Defining Terminology

If one were to search books »rior to the very leste 1960's, it is
doubtful that the term "accounfability" would be in env isnleted Seg-
ment, Of course, this is no longer the cese. With the 2dvent of the
"accountgbility" in educstion since 1969, it bhes nnaw begame the "in"
word of education. A composite of severrl cefinit ons were used when
considering the meaning of asccountsbility in this study. Ieon lLessin-
. ger stated that accountability wes the "continuing sssessment of the
educetional achievement of pupils in a school system; the relsting of
levels of achievement attsined to the state end commanity's educational
zoals and expectations, to the psrents, teachers, tsxpesyers, snd citi-
zens of the community."11

Although lessinger's definition is very good, it “oes not cover
the entire realm related to this study. For this study to be differen-
tiated into the necessary cstegories, it becomes essentiel to add some
more to the definition., "Aeccountability" can e broken down into three
basic types consisting of (1) nroerem (enel), (?) orocess, =nd

(3) fiSCSlle

These three tyoes in coniunction with needs pssessments
and further evalustions of the systems conver the cenerel resnge of

accountability in the United States,
Purpose of the Study

The survey in this study is in a very strict sense zn sttempt to
collect certain data via an instrument, yet in the process not drawing
unfounded cohclusions.13 In this msnner it becomes possible to further
the research dats in the field of educationsl eccountability for future

studies over the said subject.
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CHAPTER II
A REVIEW OF SELECTED IITERATURE

Books related to the field of educational administration prior to
1969 were devoid of references to sccountsbility, Perheps they men=-
tioned financial accounting or accountant. So where did this term ori-
ginate? Perhaps the answer to the question seems too easy. Account-
ebility has been with men since biblical dsys. Ieon M, Iessinger of
Georgia State University steted it in this wezy: "Accountebility is san
old and claessicsl notion in 81l societies. The Bible tells us thet we
sre accountsble to God Himself for our stewerdship on eerth,"l

Of course we are also addressing ourselves to 2 more recent sc=-
countability move than the Massachusetts Acts of 16L2 and 1647 in which
states took the initistive to set up an educational system in which
they prescribed what would be taught.z In very recent years account-
ability has slowly ebbed into our society. With Federsl intervention
into the state's area of education, the bringing to account became a
more pronounced movement., The Federal Government indicated it would
become 2 part of the educating structure as early as 1862 and 1890 with
the Morrill Act.3 It then further extended its influence with such
lews as the National School Innch Act of 19L6! snd Public Tsw 346 of
19LL, more commonly referred to as the 3.I. Bill.q These lews clesrly
demonstrated that Federsl spending wes now into educstion ocuite deenly.

Due to the lsunching of Soutnik by *he Russiens in 1957, Americe

was brought to & rude awgkening., This discnvery that our technnlocy

10
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was not vastly superior and possibly inferior to Russia's, culminated
in the passing of the Nationsl Defense Education Act of 1958.° This
law geve the Federsl Government the greatest chance to that date to
control education throuch its spending. There was other legislation
passed related to this idea of Federzl spending but none as oronounced
as the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.7 Public Isw
89-10 at its inception provided 1.3 billion dollars to schools snnuslly
under five major titles.

The edvent of the use of Title monies in educetion nroved to be o
catalyst in the formation of sccountsbility nrogr:ms, Title I money
started evaluation in the urban schools.8 Title VITI end VIII monies
called for the holding to account for predictsble snd megsuresble

? The use of Title III money in terms of accountability was

results,
noticeable in state assessment programs or needs assessments.10

About this time legislation started appearing at the state level
in relation to accountability. This was brought about by numerous
strongest.

Three recent developments appear to have influenced the current
emphasis and concern with accountability: namely,‘the incressing pro-
portion of the aversge family's income that is spent on teves, the
recognition that e considersble frection of youth sre fziline to meet
the standards of literecy now demended for emoloyment in eivilisn or
military jobs, end the development of menagement orocedures by industry
end defense thet have increased the effectiveness znd efficiency of

certain production organizations.11
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Congressman John Brsdemass ststed an unsnoken sssumotinn of ecerunt-
gbility as follows:

the weapon we've long been seeking thst will nunish the

teachers that can't meke our children lesrn, This punitive

interpretation of accountability is, of course, what the

teachers' unions are responding to when they resist sccount-

ability in many of its forms.15
Views such as these slowly began to evolve for reasons such as men-
tioned by Tyler to the point at which sccountability programs started
to develop on the state level around 1963. With the increzsed costs of
education, a teacher surplus, a changing nation's economy, and demands
from groups like Neder's Raziders, the issue of accountsbility became a
pressing problem for many states.l3 of course, this was resolved by
state legislation to provide such an outlet and input into that state's
educa ting prorrams,

In 1963 the Pennsylvenis Reorgenization Act sterted the state's
formgtion of assessment studies which is meny csses 1led directly to
accountability laws. This wes the ovening of the flood zates ss far as
accountability legislation waes concerned., Tsble I illustrested the tre-
mendous increase that took place in sccountebility from 1962 to 197b.1b
The increase in legislation seems to have leveled off 2nd may be on the
decline., Many theories heve been suggested in reiation to this occur-
rence but one which is highly accepted is that ststes heve found out
that the accountability and assessment programs themselves are quite
costly. Fnrthérmore, it is herd to determine if these legislated pro-
grams are actually worthwhile in relation to time end exvenditures,

Therefore, by tracing sccountsbility, it becomes zpparent it has

been present in ours and other societies in mamy ferms for yesrs. It

has been translated into use by our state snd federsl rovernments in
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recent yesrs by verious restrictions out on legislation end more re-
cently by legisletion directed toward various asvects of needs sssess-
ment, menagement, and performance in education.

When investigating & controversial aspect of education such es
accountability, it is necessary to view both sides of the picture. The
idea of accountebility is not necessarily as bad as some persons would
heve one believe., It does not necesssrily hsve to be considered as
dangerous to school persomnel if it is developed and established prop-
erly. As a matter of fact, it could well be of grezt help to the
schooling populasce in various states. When one considers the bssic
types of legislstion which hss been vessed in recent yeers by verious
states, it is quite possible that some of these idees could be of srest
velue to the school oersonnel as well as the renerel oublic (lerisle-
tors, psrents, students, and texvaying oublic)., In Teble II the five
mein categories of legislation in sccountebility show just ﬁhat cen be
Jjudgeds and it is very essy to understsnd why these could be beneficiel
to educators in the following ways.15

State assessment and evaluation via the use of state testing pro-
grams are of great use to the school personnel in the following weys:
By knowing what information the stste perceives as valuable, teachers
now will be able to construct their classes so &s to incresse their
proficiencies in the said aress. Also this type arrangement would aid
in the development of objectives set by each teacher. With a system
set up like this, it would also be possible to evaluate snd conse-
quently clean out the ranks of the teachers of those who cennot funce-
tion in our school systems, This system would elso be of 2id in

develooing new programs,
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The use of modern mensgement technioues such as nrorrsm nlenning
end budeeting systems (PPBS) and mahagement by objectives (MBO) cen
bring about more fiscel responsibility within esch state's system.lé
Due to the increased spending in education and the increesed cry for
accountability in spending, it now is quite fessible end attrective to
implement such programs.

A third major category which can essily be justified is that of
professional personnel evaluation. By the use of this type of account-
ability, such improvements as incressed sbilities to develop gfoels &nd
objectives via in-service programs snd increase in teacher asnd admini-
stration evaluation will bring sbout 2 more professional end objective
view toward education of teachers end certification related to this
educating of future teachers. Consequently, the evaluation vrogrems
could be used to make the orofession more performence-oriented on s
personsl besis. This could bring sbout the formetion of e stronrer,
more professionsl tescher-bessed orgenizetion. Such en orgenizetion
could strengthen the teachers' rsnks by self-policing their members snd
striving for a high quslity membership.

The final two categories are the least accepted by the states.
Performance=-based school accreditation could be attrective for the maj-
ority of the school population but is 2 problem when related to the
slower learners in a system., Similarly, performance contracting could
be used in numerous aspects of education but would run into trouble in
the fields of crestivity and slower learners. But, keep in mind these
two methods could be arranged to be quite effective in most ceses of

accountability problems,
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By looking at these mejor cas‘terories, it becomes evident thst some
type of accountabilities could be used es effective end sound methods
to bring sbout an observsble, resovonsible change in educstion, But, is
change necesserily good? When spesking of chenge in his book Future
Shock, Alvin Toffler states, "Unless man quickly lesrns to control the
rate of change in his personal affairs s&s well as in society st lerge,
we are doomed to a massive adaptational breakdown."l? We find it nec-
essary to try and formulate acceptable éhange in the future. But is

this possible? 1In B, F. Skinner's book, Beyond Freedom snd Dignity, he

suggests that we cannot allow change to evolve in our future society;

but, instesd, a2 planned guidance must be implemented.18

Thus we per-
ceive a necessity to control an evolving change in education. This in
part cen be done by the various accountability nrogrems thet heve been
related in Tsble II,

It must further be mentioned thet B, ¥, Skinner elso f-els thst
the controlled chenge must be the correct one or our wey of life will
cezse to exist, Ceon the legislstors who have develoned the verious
accountability categories gusrantee thet these procedures will insure
the type change which will be necessary for the future of menkind end
American society? Do we know if the state testing progrems snd the
objectives developed related to these programs will be what is required
to benefit us ten years from now? C=zn we be sure modern mensgement
techniques will insure development of better methods of coping with
future problems such as energy shortages? Does performance~based con=-
tracting and accreditation promise z way for better development of slow
learners or imeginative, crestive students? If the answer could be

found to be "yes" on 21l of the zbove questions, the future of educa=-
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tion snd Americs would be very bricht., But no one is sire, Thus, one
of the main problems of sccountability cen be detected. Cen one be
sure that the use of accountability proerams will meke educstion better
now or in the future? If they do not improve education, then there is
no need to spend vast sums of taxpayers!' monies to suoport these new
accountability programs.

From previous discussion, it has become szppsrent that the concept
of accountability can be quite vaiuable to school systems as well as
nations which rely on these systems to educste the coming generation of
productive members of its socieﬁy. Thus, whenever sn attempt is made
to control what will be taucht end how it will be taurht, it is of the
utmost importence to everyone within the society. The frince of this
problem has reesred its hesd in the form of sccountebility. Throursh the
tremendous smount of stete legislation since 1963, it now becomes im-
perative that some further research be done to determine if the szc~
countability programs which heve been devised st the texoeyers' exnense
are actually doing the task they were set up to do. Now is the time to
find out if accountability is formulating fiscal responsibility without
reeking havoc in school systems and decressing their gbilities to edu-
cate. Soon it is imperative to determine if the needs and objectives
developed by and for school systems are actually increasing or decreas-
ing the type of education which is valued by our society. Thus it hss
become of utmost importance for sccountability to be held accountable
in the sense that its progrems sre doing what they were crested to do
by the various stestes' lawmakers.

Thus the oroblem of the evaluatioh of the verious accountehility

progrems has sppeared. This problem is of erest significence in
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itself, Without some assurance thst these ororrems sre doing whet they
were intended to do, is it fessible for lerisletnrs to continue to vote
vast sums of taxpayers' monies st & time when teypeyers sre votins for
lawmakers who are conservative with their money?19 As lete a&s June,

197h, in an editorisl in Phi Delts Kappan, it was steted thet "virtu-

ally no research on accountability has been conducted. "0 Without some
types of documented research, it is not possible to even attempt to
judge the value of the present laws in accountability.

With the future of our educastion process in fhe belance, the need
for a justifiable and feasible accountability program is of the utmost
necessity. For this to come sbout, further research is very important.
The public and privete sector will not suoport s system of evalustion
which cannot do what it wes intended to do. With this in mind, it be-
comes appareﬁt that one wey of determining the veslidity of such oro-
grams is by use of 2z survey study directed towsrd esch stete which hes
some type of accountsbility legislation, Such 2 study would sunnly in-
formation and possibly"help the perceived oroblem of leck of reseerch
in the field of holding accountability accountable.

For the ides of accountability to be supported by both the public
and private sector, it must be assumed that both these groups have s
hand in its development and implementation. We must assume tﬁat ac~
countability is not the responsibility of any one power group; instead,
it is é cooperative function of legislators, teachers, administrators,
the generzl public, and parents, Furthermore, we should also assume
that these groups will perceive a need for evalustion studies to be
carried on in relstion to whatever legislation hss been psssed on ac-

countability projects. If these assumptions hold true, it is possible
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to develop a survey instrument with limitations which czn supply needed
information on the subject of various states'! perceptions of their
accountability programs,

The limits to & survey study of this nature ere such that s lone
as sn gttempt is mede only to survey the nerceptions of eech stete's
sccountgbility director snd revort only those findings which sre being
sought in the msnner they were sought, this study cm be mede relisble,
Under no circumstances could conclusions be drewn from this study which
were not specificelly set down in the develépment of this study.

When speaking in relation to accountability, it is necessery to
clarify just what is being used as the backzround definition for the
construction of the various assumptions and theories used. In this
particular study, leon Ilessinger's definition was the primary cuide-
line., Iessinger stated "accountability" as follows:

The continuing sssessment of the educational achievement of

pupils in a school system; the relating of levels of schieve=-

ment attained to the stete and community's educstionsl coals
agd.expectations, to t?e pgients, teachers, texosyers, and
citizens of the community.

Further terminology which mirht be of sneciel reletion to this
study is "contrecting” or "verformence contrectine", This is nnthing
more than sn attemot to make educstion more business-like in its eo~
proach to the education process being judeced by e meassureable merns in
relation to the expenditures on this psrticulsr amount of educstion.
Thus it is very easy to measure by an objective instrument the ability
of the teacher to fulfill the educational contract of "X" number of
dollars for services rendered. This approach was condemned by Girard

Hottleman who believes it is just a hoax by the "industrisl-educational

complex" to use their influence in the United States Office of Educas-



tion to get their ideas into use in Americs's school systems, Of

course, they can in turn have prepackaged educational plsns which they
can sell to the subjected school systems.
The development of this survey study does have certsain limitationé

on it due to time, amount of exvense which could be gbsorbed hy the re-
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seercher, and other factors relsted to such en individusl effort.

this in mind, certein resesrch ouestions were devised so &s to hope-

fully test for certein verceptions or fects s well es still staying

within the framework of the study.

in the study were as follows:

1.

24

3.

L.

5.

7o

9e

I definitely understand what my state's accountability
program is about.

The present accountability law provides for adequate
input into the accountability system by the public sec~-
tor (e.g. parents, students, interest groups, etc.).

Under the present accountability plan, our education
process has improved very much,

Due to the way our state's present accountability sys-
tem has affected schooling, it is now spparent that a
trend toward greater activity in accountability is
probable.

The present accountability procrsm has satisfied the
need for a systematic way of evamining the educational
process in our state.

The oresent sccountgbility lsw provides for sdecuste input
into the accountability system by the professiongl seg-
ments (e.g. teachers, sdministretors, lerislstnrs, etc.)

The educationsl sccountebility »rogrsm hes breen so effec-
tive in my state it should be instslled to £11 pheses of
state government,

The accountability program has provided the schools an
excellent chance for public relations in the community,

The teachers in our state think the accountability pro-
gram will show that they are very competent as a whole,

with

The ten instrument questions used



10, Our accountability program has been worth the financial
investment made by our state to date.

These questions will be answered by the various state accountability
directors as they perceive the legislators, administrators, teachers,

public and parents of their stastes would want them answered.
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CHAPTER III
THE RESEARCH OF METHODOIOGY

In the development of this paper it was essentisl that & set plan
be devised by which information for the psper could be obtasined, from
whom it could be obtained, and what could be develoved from this inform-
ation, With this in mind, & orecise breekdown of each erea of the
methodology for the resesrch wes required in ordér to be nositive that
there was no apnarent wegkness in the study.

There are a few basic segments in the survey which need to be
stated so as to clarify what wss done., First, it wss necessary to
isolate a particular eroup to contact in relation to sccountability
and its affect. In this psper the thirty-two ststes which hsve en-
acted legislation or by joint resolution have joined the account-
ability movement were the only subjects to be surveyed. These states!
accountability officials were sent a personsl factuzl sheet and a
Liekert-type questionnaire which contained ten different statements,

The subjects involved in this study were the accountability di-
rectors of the thirty-two states who have passed or enscted some type
of eccountability legislstion, These states sre listed in elnhsbeticsl
order gs follows: Alssks, Arizones, Arkenses, CrlLifornis, Cnloreado,
Connecticut, Florida, Georgis, Hawaii, Illinois, InAiens, Iows, Kenses,
Marylend, Masssschusetts, Michigen, Nebresks, Nevadas, New Jersey,

New Mexico, New York, Ohio, Oklshome, Oregon, Pennsylvsnie, Rhode

23
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Island, South Dskota, Texss, Utah, Virginie, Weshington, and Wisconsin,

The accountability director 6f each state was requested to respond
to the questionnaire as they perceived the majority of their state's
legislstors, school administrators, teachers, general public, and
parents would respond if given the opportunity. The selection of the
accountability officials to participate in the study was determined by
their state's formation of an accountsbility proeram and their being
one of the officials in thst progran,

This survey study wes used to obtsin selected information in re-
lation to the accountsgbility directors contected snd how they nerceived
the five groups they were asked to revresent through their stete'!s ec-
countgbility prosram, Thus the personel informetion cnllected on esch
accountability director could be used to meke a2 rrouning of steted
chéracteristics of the various state directors. The informetion col-
lected from the test instrument which asked for conclusions from the
directors in the five categories were used in developing various types
of tables and graphs of information from the available source,

The test instrument and factual questionnaire were so constructed
as to be closed-ended in nature. In this manner it was possible to get
definite ideas and facts in relation to the directors themselves and
their perceptions toward accountability in their states.

Taken individually, the factusl questioﬁnaire is quite different
from the test instrument, The factual questionnaire wes comnosed ori-
marily to obtein personal informstion on the individnal stete sccount-
gbility directors, Of course, such informetion ss neme, =ddress, age,
and sex were asked. In sddition, such nersonsl informetinn &s highest

degree obtained, their speciel interest in educetion, their length of
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time associated with accountability, snd their work backeround were
8lso ssked. With the resvonses to these questions, it wss possible to
develoo a sort of background on the various eccountsbility directors
throurhout the United Stetes. Thus it is nossible to use the fectuel
informetion obtsined to correlste verious items related tn esch of the
accountebility directors. An exemple of the frctuel sheet sovneers in
Appendix D.

The test instrument itself was composed of ten individusl state=-
ments which were related to various aspects of accountability. These
were then related to the states which have passed accountability}legis-
lation. These statements were so constructed as to present the oppor-
tunity to the persors who responded to display their agreement or
disagreement on that subject. There were five categories in which the
state sccountability directors were supposed to respond, Of these
categories one of five responses were possible for each individusel ’
category.

In essence, this instrument wss composed of ten stptemenﬁs which
were pres-nted to the state sccountebility directors of the various
states which have psssed some type of accountgbility legisletion, The
directors were‘esked to respond as they thought their stete's lecris-
lators, sdministrators, teschers, public, and perents would to the
test instrument., There would be & response for each of the sbove
categories by the state officials., These responses would take the
form of the following:

1., Strongly agreed

2. Agreed

3., Undecided
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L, Disagreed

5. Strongly disagreed
One of the above mentioned responses would be chosen by the stete oc-
countsbility official for esch of the five ceterories for eech stete-
ment, An exsmple of the survey sheet 2noeers in Aopendix D.

In the develooment of this survey study it wss necessery to do e
certain amount of resesrch into the tyves and styles of ouestinnnsires
and test instruments which could be used.1 Furthermore, it waé neces-
sary to formulate how they could be used in this particulsr study. The
decision was made regarding which type of factusl questionnaire would
be used and how it would be administered. It wes decided that a test
instrument composed of ten statements would be supplied to state ac=-
countability officials which in turn would respond the wey they thought
the majority of various members of their state would respond. This was
accomplished by the use of a Ilekert-type scsle which ranged from
strongly agreed to strongly disasgreed with three other points between.2

The formulation of the questionnsire snd test instrument then led
to the further development of resesrch desiecn, The entire necket in-
cluded a letter of introduction, en instruction sheet, s fectual
questionnaire, end & test instrument question sheet. But this alone
wes not the whole of this particulasr resesrch nroiject, The following
is en itemized description of the procedures used end how the survey
study was administrated.

The first step taken in this survey was the collection of informe-
tion on the subject of which ststes had passed or enacted account=-

ability legislation. An up-to-date listing of these stetes was ob-
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tained by contacting the Cooperstive Accountebility Project of Denver,
Colorado.3

Then an attempt was made to obtsin erect addresses from the stetes
which suoposedly had accountebility, This wss done by meiling sn ev-
plenstory letter asking for the address of thet stete's sccounteghility
director or mein office., With this letter wes included & self-
addressed, stamped envelope. After the responses were received, the
next step was tsken in the attempt to gether informetion.

This step was the sssembling and meiling of the reseprch packet.
As mentioned previously, this packet included s letter of introduction
which was used to explain who was conducting the study, for what pur-
pose it was being conducted, and whét was being studied. The packet
also contained the instruction sheet. This sheet explained how to fill
out the factuasl questionnaire snd the test instrument. It further em-
phasized the necessity of a response for the validity of this study to
be sustained. The factusl questionnasire was included in the packet to
collect certain personal informstion. Since this hss alreesdy been
discussed, there is no need for redundesncy st this point., Finally,
the test instrument itself was included. This 2lso hes been oreviously
discussed with the exception of one point. This noint is the evect
structure of the instrument. Ezch of the ten stestements were followed
by the five cstegories under which the Liekert scele wes listed. The
resson for this particuler structure is obvious. The nerson responding
did not become confused in this type of test structure. There wes s
better chance of confusion or mistzkes being msde if the response

section were physically seperated from the test statements.
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Also included in the meiling of this packet was a self-addressed,
stamped envelope. This, of course, was & point of convenience for the
persons asked to respond, in hoves that the number of responses re-
celved would be very high percentage-wise,

Still snother sttempt to incresse the percentare of response was
made by the use of a follow-up letter., This letter agein stated the
ideas behind the study, who was condueting the study, why it wes being
conducted, snd what wes being studied. But, s svecial effort wrs also
made to stress the necessity of the resvmonse ~f each szccountebility
official who was contscted. The essentizl nert »f the letter ves the
stsetement of the need of response for this study to be statisticsl ly
sound. Also included in the follow-up letter mgiled to the verious
accountability officisls was enother packet of instruction sheet,
factual questionnaire, snd test instrument identical to the previously
mailed packet éxcept for the introductory letter.

The informetion received from the states contacted was then broken
down into various areass. This informetion in turn was used to develop
the results of this study and present some of what wes being mentioned

by the stete accountability officials,
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CHAPTER IV
A SUMMARY OF RESFARCH FINDINGS

Of the thirty-two stetes which heve oeésed lecislation or joint
resolutions 'in relstion to educstionel eccountsbility, erch wes sent
en introductory letter which was used t» obtein en eddress and eny
additionel informst ion the states wouldvprovide. Also eesch of the
states was sent a packet which initislly included the fectual and
test instrument. The follow-up letter also included the factual and
test instrument. |

There were twenty-five states which responded to the introductory
letter. Of these states, five informed the investigator that they no
longer héd an accountability program. In s1l instances, those that
responded did supply the necéssary information requested by providing
the addresses for their state's accountability depsrtment. In some
cases these were sub-divisions of the education devsrtment or budeeting
division of the state depsrtment. Also, siy stetes sunnlied further
informetion relsted to their state's gceountgbility procrem in the form
of brochures. Due to the informstion received, the investigetor wes
then able to msil the initisl test quéstionnaire.

Here again, thirty-two states wer= sent the questionnsire men-
tioned above and responses were received from thirteen of these thirty-
two states. Nine states returned the factual information and test

instrument, Two of the thirty-two states did not feel they could
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respond becguse of the particular condition their nrogr-m wes oresently
in., A check list was made of those states which responded to the
questionneire within & two-week period of time. These states were not
included on the mailing list for the follow-up packet which was sent at
the end of this two-week waiting period.

There were twenty-three stetes which were msziled the follow-up
packet. Since there had been only nine states who responded to the
factual questionnaire and test instrument prior to the meiling of the
folloy-up, it can be assumed that the remaining twelve states which
" responded were either tardy with their oririnal response or were re-
sponding to the follow-up.

Of the twenty-one states! directors who responded to the fectual
guestionnaires, it wes found thet the eversge 2ge for this nositinn
was forty-five., Teble III shows the freouency with ~hich sccount-

gbility directors' ages appesr.

TABIE III

FREQUENCY OF ACCOUNTABILITY DIRECTORS' AGES

Frequency of Ages

x
X X
X X XX X XXX X X

x
x
X X
25 30 3% Lo L5 50 55

Directors!' Ares
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Also it was lesrned that there were two femele directors of eccount-
gbility as‘compared with nineteen msle directors., Generzlly, *+he hirh-
est degree obteined was that of doctorate., Table IV shows the free
quency at which various degrees were oresent in this survey, It is
clearly evident thet doctorste degrees were the most numerous of the

states! directors.

TABLE IV

FREQUENCY OF ACCOUNTABILITY DIRECTORS' DEGREES

)]

()]

[0]

19

L T4]

)

a

) X

°f x x

o x x

5 ox x

a3 x X x
o1 x x x
Elox X x ¥ X x ¥

L

*h. D. Td. D. CAGS ¥, K.+ ¥, 5.+ ¥, 5., W, Fd.

Degrees obtezined by Directors

There were numerous designations for the occupstionsl position held,
Seemingly the only relstion between these states' titles for the direc-
torg! steted position was that they did have "accountability" in the
title. Again, there seemed to be no specizl interest group which fit
the director's mold. On the contrary, they were quite s diverse group
in their interest. The length of time which the directors had been

sssociated with accountability slso varied tremendously. There did



33

seem to be some generality established between the state directors in
the field of work background. Teble V presents information related to

the various work backerounds of the directors.

TARIE V

WORK BACKGROUNDS OF ACCOUNTABILITY DIRFCTORS

Teacher XXXXRXAXKXXX XXX

fAssist, Prin. XXXXXXXX

(0]

.H 3 3

HPrincipal XXXXXXXX

w

o -

P+nssist. Supt. XX
Superintendent XXXXX

Frequency of Various Positions Held
By Accountability Directors

All but three of the directors had been teachers and many had been
administrators., Fifty per cent hsd been gssistent orincinsls or
princivals and thirty-five ver cent hed been sunerintendents nr sssist-
ant superintendents. Thus, in a2 sense, it is ennerent thet mns* of
these directors ceme up thfough the educstional renks, Also it is
worthy to note that they did have en administretive bsckground. For
fprther study, an itemized list of the various directors' responses to
such questions as age, sex, highest degree, speciel interests, yeers
associated with accountability, and work background is provided in

Table VI,
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Also Tsble VII illustrates an itemized list of responses received
from the test instrument. These responses were then used to formulate
an ides of the genersl consensus of the groups of which the directors
surveyed represented. This consensus is listed as Table VIII,

Table VIII wes developed by using the results given in Table VII
and finding the meen score for esch of the five rroupvs in each of the
ten statements. The procedure for this develooment of the meen wes
quite simple., By setting SA equsl to 1, A eousl *o 2, U equel to 3,

D equal to L, and SD equsl to 5, it wes nossible to scerunt numericelly
for each response given by the vsriouvs directors releted to eech sevgr-
ste group, By multiplying the totel number of resnonses listed under g
certain heading by whichever numericel vslue had been designsted for
that sub-heading (i.e. SA), it was possible to then derive the mean
score. This was sccomplished by adding the numericel values of each

of the five sub-headings end then dividing by the total number of re-
sponses which had been received on that particulsr heading (i.e. leg-
islator). This mesn score was then used to determine what the consensus
ovpinion was on each particular heading.

The investigator arbitrarily desirnated the numericsl limits to

the various consensus opinions, These limits were e&s follows:

Strongly agreed=-----meecmee= -1 to 1.5
Agreede—cmmmcmem e aeeen 1.6 to 2.5
Undecided===cocmcnmccaccaccnaa 2.6 to 3.5
Disagrerdececemeccmcmmcecacaca 3.6 to L.5
Strongly disagreed=~-====-====li,5 to 5

The various mean scores were then interpreted into the consensus opin-

ions of esch stztement's headings. These opinions were the ones used
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to develop Table VIII, The use of Teble VIII indicstes the general

consensus in relation to esch question, Tables VI, VII, end VIII sre
illustrated in the following pages of this chapter. The state direc-
tors transmitted this consensus opinion via the test instrument when
they responded for the legislators, administrators, teschers, public,

and perents,



TABLE VI

ITEMIZATION OF FACTUAL QUFSTIONNAIRE INCIUDING
SUBJECTS OF AGE, SEX, HIGHEST DEGREE,
YFARS ASSOCIATED WITH ACCOUNTABILITY
AND PROFESSIONAL WORK BACKGROUND

Years Work Backzround
Hirchest in Assist. Assist,
State Are Sex Degree Account, Teacher Prin, Prin, Supt, Suot,

Alasks e
Calif. L6 M Ed4. D. 19

Colorado 51 M M, A.+ L x x x ¥ x
Florida 38 M Ph, D. 5 x

Georgia L2 M Ph., D, 5 x x x

Hawall uw ¥ Ph. D, 8 x

Illinols L8 M Ed. D. 3 X

Indiana 39 M Ed. D. A7 x x X X

Iowa 48 M Ph, D, 7

Kansas 50 M M, S.+ 14 X - ¥ x
Mass, 655 M CAGS 3 X X X X
Michigen L3 F M. S. 5 X X X

N, Jersey 31 M Ph, D, 1 X X

N, Mexico 29 M M, A.+ L X

New York 50 M Pn, D. 5

Oklahoma LO M M, A.+ 3 X X

S. Dakota 43 M Ed. D. 21 X X X
Texas bl M Ph, D. 5 X X X
Utah 52 M Ed. D, 10 x X X X
Virginia 50 M M, Ed. 1 x x x x x
Virginia 35 M Ed. D, 2 x x
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TABLF VII

RESPONSES TO TFST™ INSTRITMFNT AS PFRCWIVFD BRY THE
STATE DIRECTOR OF FDUCATION ACCOUNTARILITY

(SA) Stronely Aecreed (A) Agreed (U) Undecided
(D) Disagree (SD) Strongly Dissgree

Question Tegisistor Administrator Tescher Public Parent

Number [SATATUTD[SDIISA[A[UTD]SD || SA[A[UID[SSATA[U[D[SD|[SA[AUD]SD
1, 1|5]3/8/0 {2 |20{3|3]0 | 1 [8[L]|L{1 ][]0 |5(3{9{1 ][0 [6{L]|5]|2
2, 2 [10]2]olo [l |7{1[1lo || 2 [9]2|2]a{lo [9]3|a[1 ]|z |7]|5]o]2
3. lolslolslo lla [8]slslo 1l 2 lsl7lu]ollo |ul8lul1llo 5]8ls]o
L. L 1 7(3]1f{1 [I5 J10/0{1]1 || 3 [9{2f1{1j0 |6]8(1]1 |l0 [6[8]1]1
Se 1]6/6]L|0 {|3 |8]3]L|O 1 |8|3|L]1]|0 [6[6]5/0 ||0 |6]{7]|5]|0
6. L {9]1]ojo (|5 |8]1fojo || L |7]1{2]0|[2 [8[2[1]0 |3 [9]|2|0|0
Te 0 [L]6]2]2 (|2 |u|7]4l2 || 2 |1|9|ku|2{[1 |3]8]3][2 {|o|3][2]|k]|2
8. 1 10{4]1)0 ||5 | 7]|3]2|0 3 (9]2]2]0flo |9|3({Ljo|]2]8L{2]|0
9., 0|3|8[L1]lo]s5|6/6/0 || 1]5/6/2]2]lc |s|8[Llo]|lo]39]L]o
10, 316|7(210 116 |7]2(2|1 || 2 |Lj6]s|ofl1 |32 0]f1]|5m]0]o
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TABIE VIII

RESULTS OF GFNFRAL CONSENSTIS FRNM "RST INSTRUMENT

AS PFRCEIVED RY STATF DIRFCTOR OF

EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTARILITY

Question Iegisiator Admini- Teacher Public Parent
Number strator
1. undecided agree undecided ] undecided | undecided
24 agree agree agree | undecided agree
3. undecided undecided undecided | undecided | undecided
b, agree. agree agree undecided | undecided
5. undecided undecided | undecided | undecided | undecided
6o agree agree agree agree agree
Te undecided undeéided undecided | undecided | undecided
8. agree agree agree undecided | srree
9. undecided undecided | undecided | undecided | uncdecided
stroncly
10, agree agree undecided | undecided | undecigded
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CHAPTER V

THE SUMMARY, CONCLUSICNS, AND RFCOMMFNDA TIONS

FOR FURTHER STUDY

This survey study wss constructed to suoply additionsl informsetion
in the field of educational accountsbility. The primsry course of
study were those areas designed to elicit response in the factual
guestionnaire and the test instrument. But certzin other findings came
to light which through earlier resesrch had not been known. Specifi-
cally, a certsin number of states have either dropped their account-
ability orograms or curtasiled the activities to the point of
non-existence. Furthermore, other ststes have develoned their account-
sbility systems in such ways that they have been sbsorbed by certain
segments of their state's rovernmentsl structure.

It seems that in some csses the szccountebility was tno ernensive
for the benefits thst were received from the orocrsm, This wes the
main reason Kentucky curtsi led their accountebility ectivity. Further-
more, &8s in many stete agencies, once the progrem is stertecd, it is
tied to some existing department. Ususlly the existing depertment is
such that it partially sbsorbs the accountsbility's individuality es e
prorram. When this occurs the resulting system takes on the buresu-
cratic structure of the previously existing department.

In obtaining the responses in this particulsr study, two particu-

lar problems are ever present in the survey. The primary problem was

39



e}

that the stzte directors of zccountsbility resoponded as they felt the
various majority consensus would be on each item, It is ouite nossible
thet the director might not have & *rue feeline for wvhat the verinus
segments actuslly think, If this is the case, then the test instrument
section of the survey could be severely weekened hecguse nf such re-
sponses, Though no true way of messurins wzs used tn gccommodste for
the sbove-mentioned oroblem, it should be mentioned thst vrerious oues-
tions on the test instrument and s few entire instruments were returned
without responses. Those persons who rsturned the intruments statéd
they did not feel they could respond properly due to their lack of
knowledge in the various aress on which they were asked to respond in
the test instrument.

The second mazjor problem which appesred wes the limited number of
respondents to the instrument. With an slreszdy restricted total number
(32), and the number of returned questionnzires (21), it was very im=-
nortant that every nossible response he receiv-d., Fvery eoffort wes
made to incressé the response fezctrry vet the prohlem still existed.
When such & limited number of nerson, thirty-tvo in =11, ere surveyed,
the study orogresses only to whatever voint the c~1llected infoarmetion
sllows., The finel resvonse vercentege for the duestisnneire or infor-

mation wes 78 per cent.
Conclusions

Thus, certesin problems compound the research method used in such
a2 study as this one., Yet, some viable informastion cen be collected.
By drawing from the limited responses obtained from the fectusl

questionnaire, one might attemot = few generalizations into the besic
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person who might be chosen as an accountability director. As a whole,
this grouv of versons are in their esrly forties and have at the leest
a Master's Degree plus additionzl hours college credit. They sre
usus1ly meles snd have been in the business of ercountehilitv aporovi-
mately five yeers. Their nrofessinnsl ha ckeround éonsistnd of terching
and sdministretive jobs., There sre exceotinns to these ~enerelities,
of course., But, teken as g whole, these deoict meny ~f the cherscter-
istics that the majority of the stetes' directors hsve.

From this information it is possible to conclude thst sccount-
ability prograsms have been kept within the control of educstors. The
experience of these various directors wss ststed in Chapter IV in
Table VI. Furthermore, it can be concluded that administrative experi-
ence is s very desirable trait to have if you are seeking a state ac-
countability director's job. From the wide range of azes it does not
seem necessary to have many years' experience; but the majority of the
directors are over forty, so it could be steted that experience does
vlay a part. Finally, it is apparent thet most of the Airectors hesve
advanced degrees of some type. Conclusions which cen he drewn from
this ere very visible, St-rtes szopoint nersons to this »nosition who
have at lesst some exoerience snd afvenced desgrres. These eccount-
ability directors sre school neonle in beckrrrund snd exerience.

Other conclusions which mizht be drewn is that szcecountability is
not maintaining its degree of growth and strength which reseerch trends
seemed to indicate. As a matter of fact, from the responses received,
many states either feel their present system of accountability.is not
doing the job or did not do the job and have since done away with ac-

- countability on the state scale. Various reasons could hsve brought
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this about. If no perceived increase in education was detected, there
was no reason to contimue such an expensive program aé eccountability.
It must do its job of holding.aspects accountable to better the state
system of education. Furthermore, the insbility to determine what is
"oood" for that stete's schools mey affect the accountability systems,
If sccountability systems cennot determine, then they are not doing
what some of them were déveloped to do.

As previously mentioned, vossitle trends in the cenerrl consensus
of accountsbility programs csn be studied in Teble VIII (illustreted in
Chapter IV)., This table is one wrich has teken eech set of responses
individually and determined what the consensus on accountability ques=-
tions of that group is as perceived by the stete directors. By the use
of this table and the others provided, it is possible to get some idea
of the persons who are working in the ares of accountability and how
they perceive various states' groups' idees towarc the present system.
This informstion was obtained by a systematic epproach of dsta col-

lecting.
Recommendations

By obtaining this dets, certsin conclusions e~uld be drewn which
micht in turn be tested or investizated in snme future reseereh into
accountsbility programs. Possible recommendetions for further reech in
the eres of sccountability include the following:

1. Go directly to the persons within the five segments of

each state'!s soclety mentioned in this study &nd conduct
a survey using a similsr type of instrument but on a
personal basis.

2. Conduct further studies which would address themselves

to other facets of accountability not studied in this
surveye.
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3. Develop theories related to the dropping of account-

ability orograms and see if these theories hold true
in the situations where states did drop accountebility.

Of all of these possibilities for future study, it must be kept in
mind that this study as well 2s any others performed sre only es gond
as their design, In 8 survey study such as this one, no hesty conclu-
sions were drawn end no intended speculation wes meznt., Only observed
segments of deta wes collected in resoonse tn the tvve of questions
asked and en itemized distribution of these resvonses wes developed,
Certain genersl consensus wss shown in this study; hot, until repested,
these generalities can only be held true to this study elone.

But, information collected from this study could be valusble in
the area of the type of verson who generally holds the accountebility
director's positinrn and how various aspects are perceived st esch
state level by this director. This study could spawn idezs for future

study as well as supply information to be used in the area of sccount=

ebility research of the future.
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26

3.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR QUESTIONNAIRF ANT INSTRITMENT

Please fill out fectual questionnsgire st the bottom of this
page.

Answer each question by circling one response for esch of the

interest groups mentioned in the response section below each
question,

Plesse make sure you have responded once to each question for
each interest group (or five times per question).
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2,

3.

L,

5.

9e

10.

SCHEDULE OF INSTRUMENT STATEMENTS

I definitely understand what my state's accountability progrem
is sbout.

The present accountability law provides for sdequete input into
the accountability system by the public sector (e.g. varents,
students, interest groups, etc.).

Under the vresent accountebility plen, our educetinn nrocess
hss improved very much,

Due to the way our stete's present sccountsbility system hss
affected schooling, it is now eopsrent thest 2 trend towerd
greater activity in sccountability is orobsble.

The present accountebility progrem has satisfied the need for s
systematic way of exemining the educational process in our stste.

The present accountability law provides for sdequate input into
the sccountability system by the professionsl segments (e.g. :
teachers, administretors, legislators, etc.).

The educational accountability progrem has been so effective in
my state it should be installed to 211 phases of stete government.

The sccountability program has provided the schools 2n excellent
chance for public relations in the community.

The teachers in our state think the accountability progrem will
show that they are very competent as a whole,

Our sccountability progrem has been worth the finsncisl investment
made by our state to date,
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TABIE I

NUMBER OF STATES WITH IEGISIATION
IN FIVE ACCOUNTABI LITY-REIATED

CATEGORIES
1973-197L
Number
Category of
States
State Assessment/evaluation;
State testing progrems 18
Modern management techniques 16
Professional personnel evaluation 13
Performance-~based school sccreditation 3
Performance contrscting ?

Source: Phyllis Hawthorne, legislation by the States: Accountsbility
and Assessment in Education (Denver, Colo., 197L), o. 3.
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TABIE I1

NUMBER OF LEGISIATIVE ACTS SUPPORTING ACCOUNTABITITY CONCFPTS
1963-197k

No., laws
22
21
20 A
19
18

|

/

17 I
16 i
/
/

15
1
13 /
12 7
11 I
10 T

4+
1

_—1

/[
/[
/
[

OMHMNDWEVILON VO

1963 196l 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 197k

Source: Phyllis Hawthorne, Iegislation by the States: Accountsbility
and Assessment in Education (Denver, Colo., 197L), v. 3.
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Instructions:

1, Plesse fill out factuel questionnsire st the bottom of
this page.

2. Answer each question by circling one response for eech
of the interest groups mentioned in the resvonse section
below ezch question,

3. Plesse make sure you have responded once to eech question
for each interest group (or five times per question),

Factual Questionnaire

Name

Address (official)

Are Sex Highest degree obtained

Present Occupstional Position

Your speciel interest in education is

How long heve you been associsted with sccountability?

Work Beckeround: (Check 211 that spnly)
Classroom teacher Assistant Principal Principsl

Assistant Superintendent Superintendent

Other (plesse specify)
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Test Instrument Question Sheet

Respond to these questions in the spaces provided below.

(1) Strongly agreed (2) Agreed (3) Undecided (L) Disagree

1.

2

3.

h.

(5) Strongly Disagree

I definitely understand what my state's accountability progrsm is
about.

Iegislators Administrators Teachers Public Parents
1235 123L5S 123LS5 123L5 1223k5
The present sccountebility lsw oprovides for adeocuvsate input into
the accountability system by the public sector (e.r. perents,’
students, interest grouns, etc.)

Iegcislstors Administrators Teachers Public Perents

12345 12345 123L5 12345 123Lk65

Under the present sccountebility plen, our educetion orocess hss
improved very much.

Iegislators Administrators Teachers Public Parents
12345 123L5 12345 123L5 123L5
Due to the way our state's present accountability system has
affected schooling, it is now appasrent that a trend toward greater
activity in accountability is probable.

legislators Administrators Teachers Public Parents

123L5S 123L5 123L5 123L5 123L5

The present accountability program has satisfied the need for s
systematic way of examining the educational process in our stete.

Iegislators Administrators Teachers Public Parents
123L 5 12345 123k5 12305 123Lh5
The present accountebility lsw provides for eceanste innut into
the sccountsbility system by the professionel segments (e.g.
teschers, sdministrators, legislators, ete.).

lecislators Administrators Teechers Public Perents

123L5 12345 123&5 123h5 122Lh5
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Test Sheet Page ?

Te

9e

10.

The educstionsl accountsbility procrem hes been so effective in my
state it should be instslled to gll oheses of stete government.

legislators Administrators Teachers Public Perents
12345 123L5 123L5 12345 12345

The accountability program has provided the schools an excellent
chance for public relations in the community.

legislators Administrators Teachers Public Parents
12345 12345 12345 123L5 123L5S

The teachers in our state think the accountability program will
show that they are very competent es a whole.

legislators Administrators Teachers Public Parents
12345 12345 123LS 12345 123L5

Our esccountsbility progresm hes been worth the finsncizl investment

made by our state to date.

Iecislators Administretors: Teschers Public srents

123L5 123LS 123L5 123L5 1223L5
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