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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background, Need and Purpcse of the Study

Background

Each state is responsible to its citizens for the
quality of public school education within its borders. This
responsibility is authorized by state constitutions and stat-
utes. Normally, legal authority to meet such state responsi-
bility is vested in the State Department of Education, State
Board of Education or the Chief State School,Officer.; The
methods and procedures by which the State Department of Edu-
cation carries out this responsibility are a matter of vital
importance.- |

Approval or accreditation by the State Department of
Education should be a very useful tool in stimulating, en-
couraging, and assisting local school officials in the improve-
ment of their education facilities and programs. Ostensively,
the state programs further attest to the public and the school

patron that the local school district has the administration,

lFor the purposes of this study, the term "State Edu-
cation Agency" refers to the State Board of Education, the
Chief State School Officer, or the staff of the State Depart-
ment of Education as is appropriate in the context.

1
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faculty, program and facilities which should pro#ide at least
an adequate, if not an excellent, learning situation for all
students who may attend school, and that these students should
each find an equal opportunity to develop their capabilities
to the utmost.

The meaning and usage of the terms "approval" and
"accreditation" varied considerably throughout the various
State Departments of Education. What was understood to be
an approval program in one state may, in another state, be
an accreditation program. Within a given state the State
Department of Education may "approve" some schools while "ac-
crediting” others. In another state some schools may be only
"approved" while others were both "approved" and "accredited."

Accreditation of a school by a State Department of
Education almost always required an exercise of judgment of
the quality of the school, whereas the approval of a school
may, or may not, have required an exercise of the judgment
of quality. The term "approval"™ was used when the State Edu-
cation Agency was administering a specific state statute
directing that the public schools be approved for a specific
benefit.

For example, a state statute might require a school
to meet certain criteria, such as the number of days required
to be taught during a school year and the employment of cer-
tified teachers. If the State Department of Education ascer-

tained that the school had complied with the law, then the
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school would be approved and receive state financial aid.
In this situation the State Department of Education made no
attempt to inquire into or judge the quality of a school's
program and facilities.

On the other hand, a State Department of Education
might approve only certain phases of a school's progfam, such
as the course of study, textbooks, or adequacy of facilities.
The state agency might administer one or several such approval
programs without, however, exercising a judgment on the qual-
ity of the total school.

An examination of the variocus state accreditation
manuals and handbooks‘revealed a considerable diversity among
the state agencies as to the meaning of the termé "approval™
and "accreditation." The Council of Chief State School Offi-
cers defined approval and accreditation as follows:

Approval is defined as the official act of the State
Department of Education certifying that a school or a
school system complies with laws, rules and regulations
for administrative purposes.

Approval may be mandatory in some instances but in
others may be voluntary. 1In either case, the legal basis for
the approval may be a statute or a regulation of the State
Board of Education having the force of law. 1In most cases,
the criteria for approval, as opposed to accreditation, were

quantitative in character and limited in scope.

lCouncil of Chief State School Officers, Approval and
Accreditation of Public Schools, (Washington, D.C., 1960),
ppo 3—40
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Accreditation is defined as an official decision by the
State Department of Education that, in the judgment of
the department, a school or school system has met the
standards of quality established by the state.l

Accreditation may be based on minimum requirements
only or on a system of classification reflecting higher levels
of adequacy. Unless made mandatory by state statute or regu-
lation, accreditation was normally voluntary on the part of
local.schools and school systems.

The terms "approval" and "accreditation" were used
synonymously throughout this study unless otherwise indicated.
They referred to activities of the State Education Agency
concerned with standards for regulating the approval, estab-
lishment, and operation of schools within the state. This
includes activities such as the application and enforcement
of standards prescribed by law or regulation, the development
and application of rules and regulations as mandated by law,
and the establishment of accreditation that may exceed basic
approval.

Accreditation often involves one of the older kinds
of formal evaluation. It would be a difficult, if not an
impossible task, to trace programs of approval and accredita-
tion of public schools by State Departments of Education to
a definite point of origin. Generally speaking, many approval
programs of the State Departments of Education grew out of

responsibilities, delegated to them by the legislature for

lIbid., P. 5.
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the administration of state financial aids or for the estab-
lishment of uniform systems of instruction.1

Since broad authority has been delegated by the states
to local school officials for the management and operation
of the schools, states have had to establish safeguards which
would insure a minimum performance.. Approval programs have
become a principal instrument of many state educational author-
ities in the exercise of this regulatory function.

Regulatory responsibilities of State Departments of
Education varied widely, depending upon the degree to which
the legislature enacted specific standards or delegated broad
responsibilities to the state agency, the programs for approval
of schools varied greatly from state to state.2

The sixties saw many changes in the United States and
the world in technological fields, in concern about environ-
ment, and in human relationships. There will be more changes
in the decades of the seventies and eighties. Education, too,
made numerous advances in the last decade. But it lagged in
important respects and must be drastically modified and im-
proved if it is to meet the increasing demands for account-
ability. One of the significant reasons education has lagged

has been that many State Departments of Education have been

lWilliam B. Rich, Approval and Accreditation of Public
Schools, the Responsibilities and Services of State Departments
of Education. U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, Bulletin No. 36, 1960, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govern-—
ment Printing Office, 1960), p. 1. ,

2

Ibid.
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reluctant to provide leadership in bringing about needed

changes in accreditation policies and procedures.

The Concept of Accountability

Accountability has become an increasingly popular and
controversial concept among educators and laymen. Account-
ability is both simple and complex; it éan be applied tc the
activities of an individual, a school; a school system, a
community, a state or a nation. To some people accountability
suggests financial responsibility and business management;
others think of accountability in terms of student learning.
From a practical standpoint accountability can apply to these
and many other activities. The preponderance of literature
that is now available on the subject suggests that account- -
ability is a concept that could well become one of the most
important educational movements in the decade of the 1970's
and schools are undergoing increasing pressure to demonstrate
and report the effectiveness, or lack of effectiveness, of
their programs.

Several writers have attempted to explain why the tax-
payer is becoming increasingly restive with the system of
public education. One such writer, Rice, stated:

Public education is not our special birthright. Rather,

it is a tax-supported service in which teachers partici-
pate. Public education belongs to all the people, and
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all the people have the right to seek its improvement,
to determine its purposes, and to evaluate its outcomes.

According to Sciara and Jantz:

Accountability has been transformed from a theoretical
notion to a formidable force in American education
because of the grave concern shown by the federal govern-
ment, politicians, taxpayers and unhappy parents. No
longer are the majority of the taxpayers satisfied with
the old triad of the past; qualified teachers, the latest
equipment and methods, and modern school plants--indica-
tors of effective schools.?2

Another explanation of why the public has generated
an intense interest in accountability was offered in this
explanation by Roueche, Baker and Brownell:

The concept of educational accountability has been around
for many years. Perhaps the best explanation for the
historic rejection of the concept is what might be called
educational determinism and the consequent acceptance

of student failure. Simply stated, educational deter-
minism is the belief that people have a predetermined
capacity for learning, a capacity best defined by in-
telligence quotient. This being the case, it is
reasonable and acceptable that an increasing number of
students will fail as they climb the educational ladder.
Until recently this belief in a limite<d and predetermined
capacity to learn precluded the idea of accountability
for learning. Currently this belief in educational
determinism is being discarded by a growing number of
people. By now, given the evidence of many studies and
the re-examination of basic beliefs about learning, many
notable educational researchers and writers are arguing
that almost all students can learn if a variety of

1Arthur H. Rice, "Good Teachers Stand to Benefit from
Accountability Plans," Nation's Schools, 86:16, December,
1970.

2Frank J. Sciara and Richard K. Jantz, Accountability
in American Education (Boston, Mass.: Allyn and Bacon, 1972),
P. S
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instructional approaches are available and if sufficient
time is allowed each student.l

The changing keliefs about learning and what can
reasonably be expected of students, schools, and education
has led to a growing interest in accountability. No longer
will the public accept wide-spread failure and attrition.

As Silberman so aptly stated, "It is only when men sense the
possibility of improvement, in fact, that they become dis-
satisfied with their situation and rebel against it."2

The word accountability was laden with a host of mean-
ings, and, because of the newness of the term, a precise
definition has yet to emerge. The writer examined a number
of definitions of accountability coined by educational

writers. Notable among these were: Vlaanderen and Ludka,3

lJohn E. Roueche, George A. Baker, and Richard L.
Brownell, "Accountability in the Two Year College," in Account-
ability in American Education, Frank J. Sciara and Richard K.
Jantz, eds, (Boston, Mass.: Allyn and Bacon, 1972), p. 186 .

2Charles Silberman, Crisis in the Classroom: The Re-
making of American Education (New York: Random House, 1970),
p. 10.

3Russell B. Vlaanderen, and Arthur P. Ludka, "Evalu-
ating Education in a Changing Society," in Emerging State
Responsibilities for Education, Edgar L. Morphet and David L.
Jesser, eds., (Denver, Colo.: Designing Education for the
Future, 1969), p. 145.
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Snider and Hall,1 Harris and Seibert,2 Meade,3 and Morphet,
Jesser and Ludka.4

In each of the definitions of accountability presented
by the aforementioned writers, common components or character-
istics were abserved. For the purpose of this study the fol-
lowing components have constituted and embodied the meaning
of educational accountability.

Accountability accented results: Accountability
focused directly on the output of an educational system as
opposed to what goes into it. If schools existed only for
the purpose of causing learning, then educators should re-
evaluate the results of their efforts. Teaching should cause
learning. If learning does not occur, then teaching has not
taken place.

Lessinger, former Associate Commissioner of Education,

has stated clearly the urgent need for accenting results:’

lGlenn Snider and Donald J. Hall, "The Accountability
Concept and Testing Programs," The Oklahoma Teacher, (53:3,
November, 1971), p. 23.

2Yeuell Y. Harris and Ivan N. Seibert, The State-
Education Agency, U.S. Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, Handbook VII, 1970, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1970), p. 140.

3Edward J. Meade, Jr., "Accountability and Governance
in Public Education,'" (address to the Annual Convention of
the National Association of Secondary School Principals,
Atlantic City, N.J., February 12, 1968), p. 3.

4Edgar L. Morphet, David L. Jesser, and Authur P.
Ludka, eds., "Emerging State Responsibilities for Education,"
Improving Leadership in Education (Denver, Colo.), p. 86.
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e o « the American educational commitment has been that
every child should have an adequate education. This
commitment has been stated in terms of resources such
as teachers, books, space, and equipment. When a child
has failed to learn, school personnel have assigned him
a label-="slow" or "unmotivated," or "retarded." Our
schools must assume a revised commitment--that every
child shall learn. Such a commitment includes the will-
ingness to change a system which does not work, and find
one which does; to seek causes of failure in the system
and its personnel instead of focusing solely on the use
of resources.

Accountability required evaluation: Accountability
suggests that we stop counting the number of volumes in the
library, quit measuring square footage per student, and start
looking at how well students are being taught. Educators
must use relevant criteria to evaluate teaching. Learning,
the only valid evidence of teaching, can be defined as a
change in behavior. If specific behavioral objectives are
established, educators may be held accountable for students
who are able to demonstrate learning by acting in ways that
were impossible before teaching took place.

The concept of accountability was based on specifically
defined objectives, evaluation procedures that described what
the teacher intended to accomplish, and instructional methods
which insured that most students would obtain the objectives.

Accountability assumed and shifted responsibility:

Accountability assumed responsibility for the success or

£

1Leon Lessinger, "Accountability in Education,"
(National Committee in Support of Public Schools, February,
1970), p. 1.
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failure of individual schools and pupils.1 Students have
traditionally been held responsible through tests and recita-
tions for whatever they may or may nuvc have learned. Account-
ability has shifted the emphasis of that responsibility away
from the student.
Another associate commissioner, Davies, has said:
This concept of accountability . . . links student per-
formance with teacher performance. . . . It means . . .
that schools and colleges will be judged by how they
perform not by what they promise. It means . . . shift-~-
ing primary responsibility from the student to the
school. It also means that a lot of people are going to
shaken up.?2
Accountability means involvement: The accountability
concept included the notion that the school should be account-
able to the people of the state, the local school patrons and
to the student of the school for the development of the most
challenging programs for children and youth. For this end
to be achieved, the people of the community, the administra-
tion and faculty of the school and the students served by the
school should, in appropriate d=gree, be involved in identi-
fication of educational objectives and the evaluation of the
results of the educational process.
Accountability required leadership: Accountability

needs leadership at all levels of the educational enterprise.

The state education agency, which has major leadership

lMeade, op. cit., p. 3.

2Don Davies, "The Relevance of Accountability," The
School Administrator, (April, 1970), p. 1ll.
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responsibility for the improvement of public education in the
‘state, should provide leadership and services in planning and
improving the state's educational system and assist local
school systems in planning and improving their processes for
education and in evaluating progress toward attaining goals.

Accountability was far more than a passing fancy in
the world of education. 1In was an operational concept "that
comes to grips with the notion that schools should shoulder
responsibility for their pupils."1 Accountability was an
obligation and a privilege, not a burden. It calls forth
the best within us. It challenges us to examine our purposes,
to find better ways to make education responsible to our
society that pays the bills.

Under our system of government the primary responsi-
bility for education rests with the citizens of each state,
In most states a major responsibility for the governance of
education has been delegated by legislative mandate to the
state education agency. The state agency normally included
a State Board of Education (a policy-making board), a Chief
Stace School Officer and his professional staff assistants
which have the major role and responsibility for the general
direction of elementary and secondary education. The state
education agency is expected to provide the professional

leadership and services required to establish goals and

1Meade, op. cit., p. 3.
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priorities, to insure effective planning for the improvement
of all aspects of public school education, and to facilitate
changes and help implement them and finally, to provide a
system for continuous evaluation of progress.

In accomplishing these tasks, the state education
agency should recognize that the needs of education are
rapidly changing and that the roles, responsibilities and
functions of this agency also must change. All state and
local education agencies should be cognizant of the fact that

a major force that has altered the role, operation and func-

ability for the educational process and its products.

Need

School accreditation as a State Department of Educa-

tion function has, from its inception, existed for the primary

purpose of insuring compliance with constitutional and statu-
tory mandates. As accreditation standards were first devel-
oped, they tended to emphasize the quantitative (inputs)
aspects of the school. The original emphasis upon input in
terms of staff, facilities and hard and software may have
served a purpose. It served as a lever to acquire and keep
basic tools, manpower and accommodations at the local school
district level.

When a school was accredited by a regional or state

accrediting agency, patrons presumably were assured that all
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was well, that their school was a "good" school, and that
their students were getting a "good" education. The logic
was that if the tangible elements (things that can be counted)
of a good teaching-learning situation were present, the sit-~
uation itself existed.

Traditionally, accreditation standards have been
expressed in terms of certain physical conditions on the
assumption that they were ™"believed to be related to quality
education." Experienced administrators and teachers have
worked within this framework and have tended to accept it,
and the "public" has tended to accept this measure of a "good
school." Following is a statement which summarized this
approach:

For many years, regional and state accrediting agencies
have evaluated the quality of various education units
and systems. These evaluations have been largely con-
cerned with inputs to education such as the gualifica-
tion of teachers, class size and the number of books

in the library. Present and future efforts toward the
improvement of accreditation practices must emphasize
not the_process of education but the outputs of edu-
cation.

With increasing frequency the public wanted to know
what it was getting for its educational dollar. The public
wanted to know if the young people could read, could obtain
and hold a job and would successfully compete at a higher

level of education. This was a call for accountability for

results, and the call must be heeded if the quality of

lJ. Stanley Ahmann, "Assessment Programs-—--~Implications
for Education," Compact, (September, 1971), p. 16
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education is to rise above the level of mediocrity.

The current accreditation policies and procedures
used by the Oklahoma State Department of Education indicated
that a redirection of accreditation philosophy, criteria and
procedures may be genuinely needed if the Oklahoma State
Department of Education was to assume its proper leadership
role in the improveﬁent of public school education in this
rapidiy changing society.

A need existed to pursue a study which would result
in the formulation of recommendations designed to establish
accountability through the accreditation process and, hope-
fully, to assist in solving some of the problems and failures
of traditional educatior that abound in many of the public
schools of Oklahoma.

The need for a soundly plenned, sophisticated accred-
itation and accountability program operated on a continuous
basis cannot be too strongly stressed. Without such a program,
a state or local school system would expect crisis~-generated
evaluation by parents, students, legislators and others. This
study has attempted to develop guidelines and recommendations

for such a program.

The Problem

Statement of the Problem
The problem of this study was to investigate and

analyze current policies and procedures of state education
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agencies in the accreditation of public schools. More spe-
cifically, it was intended to develbp principles by which a
state education program may be evaluated; to identify prom-
ising practices and perceptible trends as they relate to the
accreditation of public schools; and to identify approaches
in relating educational accountability to the accreditation

processe.

Definition of Terms
Approval: A term used to denote an official act.of
the State Department of Education éertifying that a school
6r a school system complies with laws, rules and regulations
for administrative purposes.

Accreditation: This term is defined as an official

decision by the State Department of Education that, in the
judgment of the department, a school or school system has met
the standards of quality established by the state.

Accountability: This term shall be defined as a

responsibility of educational groups, individual educators
and individual schools or school districts to identify educa-
tional and/or teaching goals and objectives and describe the
manner and degree in which they are being realized. Account-
ability also includes the responsibility of educators and
schools to account for human and material resources in terms
of the results achieved. This involves the evaluation of

achievement in relation to goal attainment.
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Classification: A term which referred to the group-
ing of schools by various criteria within the approval or
accreditation standards of a state education agency.

Total School System: This term referred to thé total

educational program operated by a public school district.
It includés_all grade levels and all schoocl centers. operated

by the district.

Delimitations

It was beyond the scope of this study to include £he
following functions which are related,'directly or indirectly,
to the accreditation process:

1. The accreditation of private and/or parochial
' schools.

2. The accreditation of public area vocational-
technical schools.

3. The accreditation by‘regional accrediting asso-
ciations of public schools and institutions of
higher learning.

4. State laws, regulations and practices pertaining
' to public school finance.

5. Federal laws and programs which provide financial
aid to education.
The Data
The data analyzed have included selected information
obtained chiefly from the following resources:
1. State approval or accreditation manuals.
2. Current research and literature on the accredita-
- tion process and systems of accountability as

reported by the various state, federal, and
private agencies and educational writers.
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3. State statutes pertaining to accreditation and
accountability.

4, Historical literature relative to accreditation.

5« A questionnaire survey soliciting information
from State Departments of Education.

In order to assess appropriately the data received
in response to the aforementioned questionnaire, a set of
"Principles for Accreditation," was devised. The "Principles
for Accreditation,™ hopefully, are characteristic of a good
state accreditation program and were formulated following a
study of current literature and research. The "Principles
for Accreditation'" were subjected to the judgment and valida-
tion by a panel of educators noted for their expertise in the
area of public school accreditation. This procedure was de-

signed to substantiate the final results of this study.

Methodology

Procedure

A request was made to each of the fifty State Depart-
ments of Education for materials relating to programs for the
approval or accreditation of public elementary and secondary
schools. Specifically, each state agency was requested to
furnish the following materials and/or information: a cur-
rent copy of the state's approval or accreditation standards;
plans or procedures employed in the revision of the state's
approval or accreditation standards; and the results of any
recent research or planning relating to approaches to accre-

ditation and accountability.
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From the initial information and materials received,
a questionnaire was designed to elicit basic information
pertinent to the purposes of this study. The guestionnaire
survey was made in an effort to gain insight beyond that made
possible through the analysis of the printed approval or

accreditation materials.

Treatment of the Data
The data for this study were generated chiefly from
the information derived from the approval or accreditation
manual of State Education Agencies and from the results of
a questionnaire soliciting selected items of information
relative to the accreditation functions and systems of ac¢count-
ability which were employed by the various states.
Specifically, the data were organized and analyzed
within the following categories:
1. Practices of State Department of Education with
respect to their approval or accreditation
programs.

2. The legal authority to approve or accredit public
schools.

3. Terms used and classification categories.

4. Responsibilities fulfilled by the State Depart-
ments of Education relating to the approval or
accreditation of public schools.

5. The meaning of state approval or accreditation.

6. Some selected requirements for approval and
accreditation.

7. The evaluation, inspection, or visitation of local
schools by the State Department of Education.
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8. Procedures and practices used in the revision of
school accreditation programs.

9. Practices and plans of State Departments of Edu-
cation with respect to the development of a
system of accountability.
The data from the foregoing categories were presented
in a more understandable and usable form through the use of
tables and illustrations. Quantification of the data was

revealed in the tables and described in the narrative of the

studye.

Organization of the Study

This study was reported in five chapters and reference
section. The background of the problem, statement of the
problem, data to be appraised and the methodology of the study
was discussed in Chapter I. A review of the literature and
related research was presented in Chapter II. Chapter III
included an analysis and discussion of the status of current
accreditation policies and procedures of the various State
Departments of Education. The development and establish-
ment of new or revised systems of accreditation and account-
ability was described in Chapter IV. Chapter V concluded
the study with a summary, conclusions and recommendations
for the improvement of accreditation policies and practices

of the Oklahoma State Department of Education.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

In this chapter literature and research related to
the process of accreditation and the concept of educational
accountability was reviewed. The criteria for the inclusion
of these specific studies in the present investigation were:
(1) studies that were concerned with the accreditation of
public schools, (2) studies that were concerned with account-
ability for the quality of public school education by local
and State Eduqation Agencies, (3) studies that were concerned
with leadership roles in education as they related to the
improvement of education, (4) studies that were concerned
with methods, models and strategy related to accreditation
and accountability, (5) they involve studies which were re-
ported after 1959.

In searching for literature which fell within these
categories three primary resources were utilized: Education
Index; Dissertation Abstracts; and the Education Resources
Information Center (ERIC). In addition to the primary re-
sources, State Accreditation Manual, Handbooks and Administra-
tor Guides were used extensively. Of particular significance
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were the responses received from State Education Agency staff
members pertaining to the purpose, planning and organization
of their State's approach to accountability through accredi-
tation. It was hoped that this review of the pertinent lit-
erature and research would contribute to a better understanding
of the problem investigated in this study.

A Review of the Literature Pertaining
to the Accreditation Process

In reporting on the literature which was presented
in this chapter, the writer attempted to select research and
professional writing which were timely and pertinent to this
study. There was not an abundance of current research per-
taining specifically to the accreditation of public schools
by State Education Agencies. There were, however, voluminous
materials relating to the concept of educational accountabil-
ity and the emerging role of local and State Education Agencies
relating to this concept. The purpose of this chapter, there~
fore, was to report the significant professional literature
relating to accreditation and accountability.

A search of the professional literature in these areas
revealed several studies which were pertinent to the purpose
of this study. Prominent among these studies was one con-

ducted in 1960 by Statler.:

lE. S. Statler, "An Analysis of Current Secondary
School Standards of State Agencies and Regional Accrediting
Associations" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, Ohio State
University, 1960).
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Statler's study involved an analysis of secondary
school standards of state énd regional accrediting agencies.
The purpose of the study was to determine the present status
of established secondary school standards in the United
States and trends which these standards were taking. Statler
found that increasing numbers of State Departments of Educa-
tion were developing standards for accreditation and that
-horizontal growth'éééompanied by vertical growth of accredi-
tation of elementary and secondary education was producing
a trend for system-wide recognition or accreditation. The
Statler study further concluded that accreditation standards
were being developed and modified without benefit of scien-
tific study and with little regard to the role of the class-
room teacher with respect to the development of accreditation
standards. A final conclusion by Statler was that inspectional
accreditation by state departments of education was giving
way to emphasis on self-evaluation by local schools.

Huitt, in a doctoral study completed in 1964, made
a survey of elementary school accreditation practices and

1 The purpose of the study

standards in the United States.
was to conduct a review of elementary school accreditation
practices employed by state agencies in the United States in

order to obtain information which would suggest revisions for

lR. E. Huitt, "A Survey of Elementary School Accredi-
tation Practices and Standards in the United States'" (unpub-
lished Doctor's dissertation, University of Nebraska, 1964).
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improving present state accreditation standards.

Huitt's study revealed that only fifteen states pro-
vided an accreditation program for elementaﬁy schools.with
five other states being in the process ofvimplementing accred—
itation procedures. In concluding his study, Huit£ recoﬁ—
mended that: (1) procedure should require boards of education
to make application for accreditation; (2) a one or two year
period for self-evaluation should be permitted; (3) schools
should be re-evaluated every five years; (4).the basic prin—
ciple of accrediting unified, or K-12 school systéms should
be continued; (5) accreditation standards should continue to
recommend proven effective organizational plans and teaching
app:oaches but should also encourage well-planned experimen-
tation.

Another study germane to the present investigation
was one completed in 1967 by Beggs,l who made a study of the
' position of state departments of public instruction and other
educational agenqies and professional groups concerning ex-
.perimentation and innovation in public secondary schools.

The crux of the investigation was that the organizations
investigated did not encourage innovation, nor did they‘take

a positive position about innovation and experimentation.

1David W. Beggs, et al., "A Study of the Position of
State Departments of Public Instruction Accrediting Agencies
and Selected National Professional Organizations Concerning
Experimentation and Innovation in Public Secondary Schools"
(Indiana University, September, 1967), 73 p. ERIC Document,
ED-017-968. -
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One of the more comprehensive studies related to
approval and accreditation éf public schools was compiled by
Rich, under the auspices of the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare.1 This report was published in 1960, and
was concerned chiefly with the approval and accreditation of
public schools by state departments of education. The main
purpose of this report was to provide data regarding the
various approval and accreditation programs of state depart-
ments of education. The bulletin provided information on all
types of programs, including those which involved only basic
approval functions, as well as those with highly developed
accreditation criteria and evaluation procedures.

Morphet and Jesser, editors of Emerging State Respon-

sibilities for Education, described accreditation as a method

of eval‘uation.2 They took the position that although accred-
itation is one of the older kinds of formal evaluation, un-
fortunately, little emphasis has been placed on measuring
outputs with most of the emphasis on inputs. Further, most

of the evaluation criteria had not been tested empirically

lWilliam B. Rich, Approval and Accreditation of Public
Schools, the Responsibilities and Services of State Depart-
ments of Education, U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Bulletin No. 36, 1960, (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1960), 40 p.

2Edgar L. Morphet and David L. Jesser,(eds.), "The
Emerging Role of State Education Agencies," p. 145-147,
Emerging State Responsibility for Education, Improving State
Leadership in Education (Denver, Colo., 1970), 177 p. ERIC
Document, ED-047-409.
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and had not been demonstrated to have a high positive corre-
lation with desirable educational outcomes when measured in
terms of pupil accomplishment. Morphet and Jesser concluded
that standards used in accreditation had, for the most part
been developed through the use of expert judgment rather than
by empirical means. The opinions of experienced educators
based on a great many observations of pupil and teacher
behavior is not to be taken lightly, but the point to be made
was that the traditional accreditation process has not been
validated.

In 1960 the Council of Chief State School Officers
published a policy statement which is relevant to this study.l
The basic policies and principles which underlie the develop-
ment and administration of approval and accreditation programs
by which the State Department of Education may appraise the
qualitf of the public schools Qas the subject of this state-
ment.

The first section of this bulletin stated that legal
authority for public school education is mandated by state
constitutions and statutes and that legal authority to meet
such state responsibility is vested in the State Board of

Education or Chief State School Officer, and is administered

by the State Department of Education. This bulletin suggested

Council of Chief State School Officers, Approval and
Accreditation of Public Schools (Washington, D.C., 1960),
ppo 1“12.
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ways by which the State Department of Education may assess
the quality of public education. It attempted to differen-
tiate between compliance with relatively narrow requirements
and with performance at higher levels of quality. The first
section concluded with a definition and explanation of the
terms approval and accreditation.

The second section of the bulletin sets forth spe-
cific policies for the development, organization and admin-
istration of an accreditation program. In brief, these
policies provided for the State Department of Education to:
conduct a periodic review and appraisal of its entire pro-
gram of accreditation; formulate standards for the accredita-
tion of schools which are both qualitative and quantitative
in nature; and to consider a multiple-~standards type of
accreditation program.

The policies for the administration of an accredita-
tion program stress that in the area of evaluation the
State Department of Education can most effectively exercise
its leadership function in the accreditation process. The
policies relating to the administration of the accredication
program further emphasize that the evaluation procedure should
provide for self-appraisal and contribute to self-improvement.

The concluding section ofvthis bulletin stresses the
importance of involvement, cooperation and coordination be-
tween the State Department of Education and other agencies.

In this section it was pointed out that the State Department
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of Education should continually seek.opportunities for co-
operation in the evaluation of education. In order to provide
positive leadership to local educational agencies the State
Department should have full, up-to-date knowledge of the
objectives, practices, costs, and services of the varied
organizations which can lend assistance in the evaluation and
accreditation of education.

An interesting variation on present accrediting pro-
cedures was developed by the Colorado Department of Education.
This new "Accreditation by Contract" plan,l by focusing on
goals, was designed to lead to more meaningful educational
improvements through long-range planning and a better per-
spective. A school district may choose to become accredited,
or to maintain its accreditation status, by agreeing to an
improvement contract with the State Board of Education.

The success of this method of evaluation was contin-
gent upon the kinds of provisions included in the contract.

If the items agreed upon were in part of a performance nature,
the method was strengthened. However, if the performance
criteria were in terms of input only and correspond to present
accreditation criteria, little may be gained.

Evaluation was a significant ingredient in the Colo-

rado concept and must be developed prior to participation in

lColorado Department of Education, A School Improve-
ment Process--Accreditation by Contract (Denver, Colo.,
October, 1971), 41 p.
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a system of contract accreditation. A rather extensive eval-
uative effort is necessary to establish local data befofe the
terms of the contract could be formulated, especially if gains
to be made are to be in terms of pﬁpil performance. Evalua-
tion would'élso have to occur at.the‘end of the contract
perioﬁ tb determine whether or not the terms of the contract
had been fulfilled, and possibly at intervening pointé if the
contract were for a period of longer than one yeaf.

The éoncept offered some interesting possibilities.
For example, schools would have to have a clear stateﬁént of
‘goals, which hopefully, can be stated in measurable terms.
This in ifself could result in clearer thinking about purposes
and resource allocations than has heretofore been the.case.
If the terms of the contract were to be expressed in measures
of output, a system of accountability could be established.
A local school district would be contracting with an agency
of state government to accomplish certain agreed upon goals.

The Washington State Department of Education is cur- .
rently in the process of developing a new approach to the
process of accreditation. Rasp described the cohcept in a
recent article entitled, "Accountability Through Accredita-
tion. "t A brief resume of the article follows:

.Involvement was a key element in the Washington design

and accreditation was viewed as a "process" rather than a

> lAlfred Rasp, Jr., "Accountablllty Through Accredita-
tion--An Olympia-Eye View," Washington Education, (February,
1971), pp. 13-15.
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status. The state educationhagency provides leadership and
services in planning and improving the state's educational
system by assisting local school systems in planning and
improving their provisions for education and in measuring
progress toward attaining goals.

A school or school-district gains accreditation by
becoming involved in a program aimed at school improvement.
The process is one that depends on the education staff, stu-
dents, and community working together to survey needs, set
goals, develop and implement plans, and evaluate their
impact. A cycle of two to five years should be visualized
and the accreditation program should be vbluntary.

Two or more types or levels of accreditation are
possible:

Accreditation in Process—--for those schools or dis-

tricts going through the process for the first time.

Accredited-~for those schools or districts which have

completed the cycle and are ready to start again.

Accredited Exemplary--for those schools or school

districts whose programs and processes exemplified a high
degree of quality based on criteria developeg by the State
Department of Education in cooperation &i£h the local school
district.

FPinancial reimbursement should not be contingent on
accreditation of a school district; and if accredited, the

school district should be accredited as a total system rather



31
than a separate organizational structure within the system.
A Review of the Literature Pertaining'
to the Concept of Accountability
Seldom, in the history of Americén'éducation,‘ﬁas an
educational concept generated more interest and concern on
the part of educators and in fact; the general publié, than
has the concéﬁt of accountability in education. Accduntabil-
ity is viewed by many as one of the most important educational

movements in the decade of the 1970'5.1

The issue of account-
ability in education has been raised by the federal government,
politicians, taxpayers, unhappy parents, as well as private
learning corporations. Accountability has been transformed
from a theoritical notion to a formidable force in American
edﬁcation. o

The complexity of our society makes it difficult to
distinguish the major influences that brought the accountabil-
ity concept to the forefront of thinking regarding America's
schools. Some give credit to the report of the Commission
on Equal Educational Opportunity (Coleman Report), thch con-
cluded that input into a school (such as reduced class size,

new buildings, modern equipment) is not a reliable measure

of how good the school is.? Others cite the effect of the

' lFrank J. Sciara and Richard K. Jantz, Accountability
in American Education (Boston, Mass.: Allyn and Bacon, Inc.,
11972), p. 1. '

2James S. Coleman, et al., Equality of Educational
Opportunity, U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1966),
pp. 20-23. : : ’
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U.S. Office of Education when, late in 1969, it‘began requir-
ing program audits for Title VII and Title VIIi progréms.
Whereas programs funded through the U.S. Office of Education
formerly required only physical audits, this néw requirement
audited the program through previously established student
performance goals. President Nixon emphasized the concept
of accbuntability when he stated in his address on educational

reform early in 1970:

« « o From these considerations we derive another new
concept: accountability. School administrators and
school teachers alike are responsible for their per-
formance, and it is in their interest as well as in ..
the interest of their pupils that they be held account-
able.l . '
There are certain fallacies in the statement by
President Nixon that school administrators and school teachers
be held accountable for their performance in education. Ad-
ministrators and teachers may influence but they certainly
do not completely control the forces and conditions which
determine the quality of education that is existent at the 
"building" level. The influence of administrators and teach-
ers diminishes even more as it reaches the higher levels of
district and state education agencies. It is a fallacy,

therefore, to hold accountable those who exercise little con-

trol and influence over prevailing conditions.

. 1President Richard M. Nixon, Education Message of

1970, As cited by Leon Lessinger, "Robbing Peter to Pay Paul":
Accounting for our Stewardship of Public Education, Education
Technology, January, 1971. : :
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Tﬁe'Nationai‘Assessment Prqgram has been another
influence on the‘movement towards educational,‘accou.ntability.l
Attempting to establish a qualitative measure of American
education efforts, fhe program concentrated on determining
what youngsters know and can use in problem solving. A samp}e
» of the body of knowledge which persons of a certain age group
can reasonably be expected to command was utilized to make
such an assessment. Findings reported through the National
Assessment Program will undoubtedly exert some influence on
state and local education agencies and inéicate ﬁew directions
for them to take.

As the cost for education continues to rise, there
has been increasing pressure by taxpayers and parents for
school accountability. The largest portion of education bud-
gets is allocated to salaries. The public is questioning the
rélationship between school costs and student performances.
The issue has not become a question of whether to have account-
ability, but an attemﬁt to determine what kind of account-
ability is to prevail. - Congruent with.this issue is the ques-
tion of who is accountable--board members, administrators or
.teachers? The growing public demand for some system of
acéountability £hat will improve student performance appears

“evident.

: lWilliam A. Mehrens, "National Assessment of Educational
Progress,'" Childhood Education, (May, 1970), p. 33.
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In response to the question of teacher accountability,
an opinion poll of a national sample of school administrators

was conducted in 1970 by Nation's Schools.l This opinion poll

revealed that 72 percent favored teacher accountability. It
is significant, however, that only 23 percent favored the use
of internal incentive with teachers.
Wagoner, a school board member, wrote:
The ills of public education will be cured, say the
education watchers, if only school boards are made
accountable. Hold the feet of boardmsn to the fire
of accountability is the current cry. -
Wagoner denounces this as a responsibility to which school
- board members should answer. He contended it is the teacher,
because of collective bargaining power and declaration of
teacher rights, who should be held accountable. He further
stated:
In the negotiation process this means that school boards.
must bargain to establish and maintain their own rights-—-
the right to expect that teachers will improve the
performance of their students, the right to hold teachers
accountable for their pupils' failures_and to reward them
for their successes in the classrooms.3

Wagoner, unlike school administrators, favored the use of in=-

ternal incentives along with teacher accountability.

l"Large Majority Favors Teachers Accountability,"
Opinion Poll, Nation's Schools, (December, 1970), p. 33.

2David E. Wagoner, "Do You Know Anything At All About
How Well or How Much Your Teachers Teach?" The American School
Board Journal, (August, 1970), p. 21.

31pid., p. 22.
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Several writers have adopted the stand that good
teachers stand to gain from the accountability concept. One
such writer, Rice stated:
Public education is not our special birthright. Rather,
it is a tax-supported service in which teachers par-
ticipate. Public education belongs to all the people,
and all the people have a right to seek its improvement,
to determine its purposes, and to evaluate its outcomes.
Strong positions were being taken by teachers' pro-
fessional and union organizations on the issue of account-
ability. Bain, president of the National Education Associa-
tion in 1970, reflected the positioh that, "To make tﬁe easy
assumption that teachers are primarily responsible for the
quality of education today is absurdly naive."2 Furthermore,
she stated, "The classroom teacher has either too little
control or no control over the factors which might render
accountability either feasible or fair."3
As the application of the accountability concept
becomes more widespread--a change~-or perhaps a new direction
of educational purpose--will be one of the outcomes. The
efforts‘of educational writers and/or education agencies have,

to this point, failed to produce a unity of purpose. Goodlad

spoke clearly to this point when he stated:

larthur H. Rice, "Good Teachers Stand to Benefit from
Accountability Plans®" Nation's Schools, (December, 1970),
p. 16.

2Helen Bain, "Self-Governance Must Come First, Then
Accountability," Phi Delta Kappan, (April, 1970), p. 413,

31bid.




36

Few State Departments of Education and even fewer school
districts have seriously tried to determine the precise
purpose of their schools and the objectives to be
achieved. And yet Americans cling stubbornly to the
idea of local control of education while permitting,
through sheer neglect, many of the important decisions
to be made by remote curriculum planners. To develop an
increased awareness of what these decisions are and to
whom we are leaving the responsibility for making them
is a curricular debate for tomorrow. ’

At the present time, according to Sciara and Jantz, the
accountability thrust seems to be directed primarily toward
the improvement of cognitive skills as opposed to the attain-
ment of affective goals of humanity.2

Accountability is not new to teachers and schools
(although the use of the term in connection with teacher per-

formance did not appear in the Education Index until June,

1970). For the most part schools have always been accountable
to some one or some constituted authority. "The success of
education," stated Morris, '"has often.been'determined by the
performance of its end product.“3 Morris contended that the
concept of accountability i1s not new, but that its form has
varied from time to time. He identified seven reasons for

the current accountability on a public basis, the most serious
of which centers around accountability and the affeqtive

domain.4

1john L. Goodlad, The Changing School Curriculum (New
York: The Fund for the Advancement of Education, 1966), p. 17.

2Sciara & Jantz, op. cit., p. 6.
3John E. Morris, "Accountability: Watchword for the
70's," The Clearing House, (February, 1971), pp. 323-327.

41pid.
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It would be premature and beyond the scope of this
study, to try to envision all that will be required in
terms of knowledge, skills, attitudes, personnel, money, and
technology to put public education on an accountability basis
as envisioned, for example, by Lessinger.1 However, a number
of requirements which are related to this study are signifi-
cant,

First, Davies stated that accountability will require
", . « changing people . . . and changing institutions that
control education."2 Lessinger believed that ". . . educa-
tional objectives are clearly stated before the instruction
starts."3 "Since accountability implies predetermined levels
of performance by students, an educational performance con-
tract would have to be initiated prior to beginning of a
prescribed program of instruction."4

Second, accountability probably should require appli-

cation of principles involved in differentiated staffing

1Leon Lessinger, "Accountability in Public Education,"
Today's Education, (May, 1970), pp. 52-53.

2Don Davies, "The Relevance of Accountability,"
Journal of Teacher Education, (Spring, 1970), p. 128.

3Lessinger, op. cit., p. 52.

41pid.



38

similar to those advocated by Oliverol and Barbee.2 Perhaps
a more fundamental requirement, and one that may be more
difficult to secure, is self-determination of the teaching
profession. Bain stated that, "self-governance will have to
become a reality before accountability is possible.™

Third, there must be more involvement between the
community, local and state education agencies in determining
policies, programs, performance levels, and incentive criteria.
According to Rasp. ﬁ. . . involvement is the key element in
attaining accountability through accreditation.'" "The process
is one that depends on the education staff, students, and
community working together to survey needs, set goals, develop
and implement plans, and evaluate their impact."4

Fourth, instruments which are more reliable, individ-
ualized, and valid for measuring ability and performance in
the cognitive and affective areas must be developed. Lessinger
conceives of ". . . a process designed to insure that any
individual can determine for himself if the schools are pro-

ducing the results promised." The most public aspect of

lJames L. Olivero, "The Meaning and Application of
Differentiated Staffing 1n Teaching," Phi Delta Kappan,
(September, 1970), pp. 34-40.

2Don Barbee, "Differentiated Staffing: Expectations
and Pitfalls," TEPS Write-in Paper No. _1 on Flexible Staffing
Patterns (Washington, D.C.: National Commission on Teacher
Education and Professional Standards, March, 1969).

3Bain, op. cit., p. 413.
4RaSp, OE- cito 9 po 1‘4.
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accountability would be independent accomplishment audits

that report educational results in factual, understandable,

and meaningful_terms."l

The role of state education agencies as it relates
to the accountability concept has received considerable
attention from educational writers. Notable contributions
have been made by Morphet and Jesser. Following is a resume

of some of the role concepts to which Morphet and Jesser sub-

scribe:

Technological revolution, knowledge explosion, are
necessitating a new role definition for state educa-
tional agencies. This new role should be tailored
through an alliance among the state agency and citi-
zens and institutions with interests in education, an
alliance which should insure that the agency provides
creative leadership, as well as assists in developing
a planning mechanism to insure that final decisions
of the agency are both defensible by and reflective of
the needs and wishes of the people. The state agency,
in conjunction with citizens, must seek to improve
learning environments, opportunities, and procedures,
strengthen the research, develcpment, demonstration,
and dissemination; and enccurage adeguate evaluation
of education for a changing society.

Morphet and Jesser continued to press home the point
that: a state education agency cannot reasonably be expected
to contribute to the direction of the changes that are occur-
ring, or to the improvement of education and at least indi-
rectly of society, if it simply continues to do only what it

has done in the past. It must anticipate and prepare for its

1Lessinger, op. cit., 0. 52.
2Morphet and Jesser, op. cit., pp. 18-22.
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appropriate roles in the emerging future.

The Fourth Annual Report of the Advisory Council on
State Departments of Education2 indicated that state educa-
tion agencies were developing an awareness of the need and
are beginning to take steps to provide leadership in educa-
tional planning with the assistance of federal funds and by
utilizing limited state funds, some state education agencies
were developing bona fide planning competence. The progress
achieved in Colorado, Florida, Nevada, Texas, Vermont, and
Virginia, for example, is reported in several case studies
sponsored by the Improving State Leadership in Education proj-
ect. Other states have made comparable progress. Regional
Interstate Project Programs, funded by Section 505, Title V,
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), pro-
vided opportunities for state education agencies to cooperate
in developing state plans for certain federally supported
programs and in exploring the advantages to be gained from
consolidating the administrative funds available to states
from various federal programs. These examples and other
developments reinforce the point of view that the state is

the logical entity to coordinate the piecemeal and

Libid.

2U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
The State Departments of Education: Fourth Annual Report of
the Advisory Committee on State Departments of Education
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office of Education, U.S. Printing
Office, 1969).
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compartmentalized planning that is prevalent in much of edu-
cafion.l
Morphet, Jesser and Ludka, commenting on the emerging
role of State Education Agencies made the following general-

izations:

Maily state education agencies were not in a position to
ytilize financial incentives as a means of helping to
bring about change in accreditation procedures which
would enhance the accountability concept. Moreover,
since they were not directly involved with teaching and
learning, they cannot directly bring about changes in
teaching and learning procedures~-as is possible for
local agencies. Finally, if state education agencies
continued to emphasize the establishment and enforce-
ment of minimum standards that often fail to meet the
needs of a changing society, they probably will tend to
retard--or at least would not encourage needed improve-
ments in education. The chief role for the state edu-
cation agencies in the future, therefore, should be to
provide the leadership and services needed to plan and
effect improvements in education, and to evaluate
progress. It can influence change primarily to the
extent that it can convince legislative bodies to sup-
port projects which are deemed necessary and worthwhile,
and persuade, encourage and assist local-school systems
in planning and providing for quality education.

The primary and ongoing purpose of all State Education
Agencies should be to insure, insofar as possible, adeguate
and'relevant learning opportunities for all who can benefit
from education. This concept should guide all planning
acti&ities, constitute the basis for all changes that are pro-

posed, and provide a rationale for all designs for evaluating.

lEdgar L. Morphet, David L. Jesser, and Arthur P.
Ludka, "Planning and Providing for Excellence in Education,"
Improving State Leadership in Education (Denver, Colo., 1971),
pe 17.

°Ipid., p. 1l4.
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In recent years there have been many practical and
applied approaches to the concept of accountability. An
attempt has been made to select and review some of these
approaches, irrespective of their success or failure, in
order to demonstrate the varied efforts being made to achieve
the challenge of accountability.

A statement of position of the Bureau of Elementary
and Secondary Education, U.S. Office of Education, viewed
performance contracting as a tool in the educational process
with the potential for good or evil. Important areas covered
by the author, Mayrholfer,l are elements to consider in
entering into performance contract agreements, the function
of the management support group, and a list of steps toward
employment of educational technology to meet the needs of
children and society.

Basic considerations needed to satisfy the legal
requirements for entering into a performance contract agree-
ment by a school district were covered by Martin.2 He cau-
tioned against the use of sole source contracts and stands
as an advocate for proposals which encouraged competitive
bidding and established a set of educational specifications
to be contracted for, allowing the school district to retain

control over policy matters. The two most controversial

lSciara and Jantz, op. cit., pp. 234-245.

2Reed Martin, "Performance Contracting: Making It
Legal," Nation's Schools, (January, 1971), pp. 62-63.
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areas of the performance contract--testing and payment are
discussed also.

Tylerl asserted that norm-referenced tests, which
measured the relative standings of one student with others,
were not adequate for use as accountability measures. The
small samples of knowledge assessed by these tests were poor
indicators of the skills a student has learned. Changes in
student scores from one testing to another may be due to
change variations.

McKinney and Manneback2 discussed the development of
performance objectives as a necessary requisite for account-
ability. Although the article applied to vocational agri-
culture, the strategy of development was such that it could
be readily transferred to other areas of the curriculum. In
addition to suggestions for clearly stating performance
objectives, the need to define levels of performance, and the
assessment of the worth or value of an objective were empha-
sized.

Jassen3 presented arguments favoring the use of edu-

cational vouchers, as well as those opposed to such a move.

lRalph W. Tyler, "Testing for Accountability, Nation's
Schools, (December, 1970), pp. 37-39.

2Floyd L. McKinney and Alfred J. Manneback, "Per-
formance Objective: PFoundations for Evaluation," Agricultural
Education Magazine, (June, 1970), pp. 301-302.

'3Peter A. Janssen, "Education Vouchers," American
Education, (December, 1970), pp. 9-11.
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Those favoring education vouchers believed that vouchers can
break the monopoly of public elementary schools making them
more competitive,.more responsive to the needs of children
and the wishes of parents. The past use of vouchers in some
of the southern states, to avoid desegration while using
public funds, has led several civil rights groups beyond the
point of rejection to condemnation of the principles under-
lying the voucher plan.

Fantini, Harris and Nash,l contended that consumer
choice is presently lacking in today's public schools, giving
parents a single option when many are possible. Seven possi-
ble types of elementary schools were identified as well as
seven criteria for quality public education. Although the
use of education vouchers is not identified as a vehicle for
actualizing the authors' options, the need for a similar con-
sideration was apparent.

The National Assessment Program has been identified
earlier in this chapter as one of the factors influencing
the surge of interest in the concept of accountability.
Mehrens2 presented a rather concise deséription of the phi-
losophy, goals, and methods used in the National Assessment
Program. The overview of National Assessment identified this

movement as a form of educational accountability with a well

lMario Fantini, Donald Harris, and Samuel Nash,
"Options for Students, Parents, and Teachers,"™ Phi Delta
Kappan, (May, 1971), pp. 541-543.

2Mehrens, op. cit., p. 32.
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designed approach for establishing an educational index of
American schools. The knowledge, skills, and attitudes of
four different age groups were measured in ten subject matter
areas. Mehrens explains the carefully selected sampling plan
and the unique features of the testing devices and their uses.

The rising rate of educational costs has brought with
it a correspondingly high rejection of school budgets by the
voting public. Program-planning budgeting system (PPBS) was
described as an accountability approach which was utilized
in the Pearl River School District of New York. The authors,
Alioto and Jungherr,1 claimed the PPBS has the potential for
greater community envolvement, better explanation of services,
and more relevant information for decision-making regarding
the school budget.

Lopez2 probed reasons for the failure of accountabil-
ity systems to gain acceptance and suggested an approach for
overcoming this problem. The charter of accountability
advocated was a modified version of "Management by Objective,"
also known as planning-programming-budgeting system (PPBS).
Use of the Charter approach provided for goal-setting at all
levels of the educational ladder; top, middle, and base. An

approach which established accountability measures for

1Robert F. Alioto and J. A. Jungherr, "“Using PPBS to
Overcome Taxpayers' Resistance," Phi Delta Kappan, (November,

2Felix M. Lopez, "Accountability in Education" Phi
Delta Kappan, (December, 1970), pp. 231-235.
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superintendents, principals, and supervisors, as well as
teachers, he thought, appears to be a primary step in
.minimizing opposition to accountability from various groups.

Many of the practical approaches to accountability
which have been reviewed on the preceding pages have found
application in various school districts throughout the United
States. On the following pages the writer will review the
literature which described attempts to apply the various
plans to the accountability concept.

Possibly one of the most publicized attempts to apply
performance contracting occurred in Gary, Indiana. Banneker
Elementary School received much publicity as the first school
to have its entire program managed by a private business cor-
poration. Opposition to this performance contract stemmed
from many sources, including the Gary Teachers Union and The
Indiana State Department of Public Instruction. The authors,

1 identified some major issues that

Mecklenburger and Wilson
have developed out of this conflict and described major opera-
tions of this program.

Another much publicized attempt at performance con-
tracting occurred in Texarkana, Arkansas. There has been a
lot of controversy over education's first performance contract

awarded in October, 1969, to the City of Texarkana. However,

charges of "teaching for the test" did not prevent the school

1James Mecklenburger and John Wilson, "The Performance
Contract in Gary,"™ Phi Delta Kappan, (March, 1971), pp.
406-411.
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system from continuing contracting for a second year. An

article in Nation's Schoolsl analyzed some of the strengths

and weaknesses of the first year's contract.
| According to Hendrickson,2 one of the by-products of
the accountability movement was a renewed emphasis on individ-
. ualized instruction. One method of accomplishing‘this was
through contract teaching. The author identified three
essential and unique characteristics of a tyéicalicontract
teaching plan, and he outlined the major structural components
of most contracts. The use of contracts in some North Dakota
high schools was one way accountability was being applied at
the local level. |
While many programs of accountability offered incen-
tives to students, parents, and teachers, a county in Florida
developed a plan which provided for accountability pay for

principals and other administrative personnel. Included in

an article in Nation's Schools3 was an outline of a proposal

that won bonus pay for one of the district principals. This
was one district's response to the demand for accountability

by the taxpaying public. §

l."Texarkana: The Second Year Around," Nation's
Schools, (March, 1°71), pp. 32-33. :

2Lloyd Hendrickson, "Contract Teaching--A Reality,"
North Dakota Journal of Education, (October, 1970), pp. 26-27.

3"Florida's Accountability Plan Focuses on the Nation's
Principals,™" Nation's Schools, (November, 1970), pp. 54-55
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The Michigan Assessment Prbgraml recently provided
an improved information base for research and planning. 1Its
assumptions were that education is an important investment
in human welfare, that béth school and nonschool inputs
influence educational performance, that education services
were inequitably distributed, and that resources available
for education need to be efficiently allocated. The specific
assessment in Michigan involved an immediate determination
of school performance in the areas of basic skills, then a
further determination of educational goals and procedures for
assessing them. Descriptions of the level of educational
performance and its correlates for the state, for geographic
regions and types of communities, and for each of Michigan's
local school districts were included. While this assessment
procedure will not automaticaily alleviate educational prob-
lems, it can assist state decision makers in providihg equi-

table education,

Summarx

From its inception school accreditation as a state
agency function has had as its central purpose the challengé
of providing better educational opportunity for the children
of the state. This purpose continues as both valid and

primary even though change was occurring in the general areas

lRobert L. Crowson and Thomas P. Wilbur, "Purposes
of the Michigan Assessment of Education,™ ERIC Document
ED~043-663,March, 1970.
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of evaluation and accreditation. Essentially these changes
were in rationale and methodologies rather than basic pur-
poses and were being invoked, to some degree, by the demand
for éccounfability.

Current trends and directions noted in the literature
with respect to accreditation/accountability did not repre-
sent over-reaction or perhaps far-reaching change in every
instance. Some changes were a process of evolution; others
reflected a redirection deriving from a reappraisal of
pufposes and procedures in the light of today's schools and
the complex, diverse society within which they function.

The literature pertaining to both accreditation and
éccountability emphasized that material and human resources
continue to be vital to a good instruc£i0n31 program. Several
State Departments of Education have planned and implemented
new approaches to the accreditation process, while other state
departments, moved to action by the cry for accountability,
were in the process of planning new or revised accreditation
programs. Selected models of these programs will be presented

in a subsequent chapter.



CHAPTER IIT

AN ANALYSIS OF STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
ACCREDITATION STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to present and analyze
the vital data regarding the various accreditation programs
currently being employved by State Departments of Education
over the nation. The data presented in this chapter provides
an insight into the basic state accreditation practices and
programs now operating in the fifty states. As the data is
analyzed it became readily apparent that no two state accred-
itation programs were alike, although threads of commonality
were found throughout many of these programs.

There did not appear to be a consensus of agreement
on the meaning of the terms "approval" and "accreditation,"
therefore, for the purpose of this study, the two terms were
used synonomously, unless otherwise indicated. They referred
to the procedures which the State Department of Education,
State Boards of Education, or Chief State School Officers
used in determining whether a school, or school district met

minimum requirements or standards.

50
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In this studyvthere was no attempt to categorize
precisely the public schools according to grade levels.
Therefore, the terms "elementary," "junior high school," and
"high school" were used without atfemptihg to draw a'érecise
line between them regarding the grades contained in each.

The substance of this chapter was based on information
submitted on a questionnaire which requested data on the
accreditation programs of each of the State Departments 6f
Education an& upon information contained in current state .
accreditation manuals. The initial‘draft of the "State Ques-
tionnaire" form was developed and submitted fo members of the
Oklahoma State Accreditation Committee for their review and
appraisal. The questionnaire was then sent to a group of
ten educators selected for their professional background énd
knowledge in the area of public school accreditation and ad-
ministration. Following a critical perusal of the instrument
by each of the ten educators, their recommendations were in=
corporated in preparation of the final draft of the question-
naire. A copy of the "State Questionnaire" was mailed to |
specific individuals in each of the State Departments of Edu-
cation. These individuals were previously identified as having
specific résponsibiiities relating to the state accreditation
program. A response was received from each of the fifty Stat¢
Departments of Education. A copy of this questionnaire may
be found in Appendix A. The names of educators who partici-
pated in the refinement of the questionnaire are lisﬁed in

Appendix B.
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Prior to the development of the aforementioned "State
Questionnaire" a set of selected principles for state accred-
itation of public schools was formulated and were designed
to be characteristic of a good state accreditation program.
These "Principles of Accreditation' were formulated for the
purpose of providing a basis for the evaluation of the quality
of state accreditation programs. These tentative principles
for accreditation were then submitted to a jury of eleven
professional educators recognized for their expertise in the
area of public school accreditation and administration. Each
of the eleven jurors responded and took part in the evaluation.
A principle was considered valid if there was a consensus of
opinion by at least seven of the jurors. An example of the
"Principles for Accreditation" instrument is shown in Appen-
dix C. The names of the jurors that participated in the
evaluation of this instrument are listed in Appendix D.

The following selected principles for accreditation
were judged to be appropriate elements of a good state accred-
itation program and as such, were used in this study as
evaluative principles for judging the quality of a state
accreditation program.

l. Accreditation is mandatory.

2. Accreditation is provided for the total school
system.

3. School districts must be accredited in order to
receive state financial aid.

4, Levels of accreditation are employed by State
Education Agencies.
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5. Standards for accreditation are both qualitative
and quantitative in nature.

6. Accreditation standards are formulated by the
state and local education agencies in close
collaboration with various segments of the
organized education profession and appropriate
laymen.

7. State accreditation standards are reviewed annually
by a representative body of professional educators
and laymen and the recommendations of this body
are presented to the State Board of Education.

8. Reevaluation, through self-study and a visiting
committee will occur at least once each five
years, with annual reports submitted during the
interim years to the State Department of Education.

9. State Departments of Education should not rely
entirely on regional accrediting agencies for the
accreditation of public schools.

10. The application of accreditation procedures will
be characterized by less rigidity and the
exercise of greater discretionary action on the
part of local school districts.

11. Accountability fer the quality of public school
education will be a "shared" responsibility between
the state and local education agencies.

12. The concept of "educational accountability” is an

integral part of the accreditation process.

Legal Authority for the Accreditation of
‘Public Schools

State legislatures generally delegated the legal au-
thority for the accreditation of public schools to the State
Board of Education, the Chief State School Officer, the State
Department of Educatioun or to a combination of these three.
Table 1 presents data regarding agencies to which this author-

ity was given. Twenty-five State Boards of Education, two
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TABLE 1

ACCREDITATION OF PUBLIC SCHQOLS WITH RESPECT
TO STATE LEGAL AUTHORITY

Delegated by State Delegated by State
Statute to Statute to
| State State|Chief : State State [Chief
State | Dept of |Board|{State State | Dept of| Board |State
Educ of School Educ of School
Educ |Officer Educ [Officer

(1) (2) (3) (4) (1) (2) (3) (4)
Ala. X — | —e= JlMont.| -—- X _—
aska | B0 PUT RS e | | x|
Ariz, Not est{ by law Nev. X X —_—
Ark. —_— X —-—— N.H. - X ——
Calif. | Not estd by ldw N.J. —— X e
Colo. —_— X ~==— _IN.M. — X —

Conn. —— X - N.Y,. X X X
Del. Not estd by law N.C. Not estf by law _
Fla. X —— —— N.D. X - -
Ga. —_— X X Ohio ——— X ——
Hawaii X —— —— Okla. -_— X —_—
Idaho _— X — Ore. X - —
Ill. ——— - X Penn. —— X -——
Ind. ——— X - R.I. ———— X —-———

Towa —- X - ||s.c. — | - X
Kans.,. - X —— S.D. —— X -
Ky. X X ——— Tenn. X —— -

La. X —— —— Texas — X X
Maine X X X Utah —— X —-——
(e v || x|
Mass. Not est. by lgw Va. —— X —_—
Mich. —— —— —— Wash. —— X -—
Minn. C - X - W. Va. X —— -
Miss. —— X -— Wis. -— — ——
Mo. —-— X _— wyo. | =--- X S
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Chief State School Officers, and eight State Departments of
Education exercised this authority exclusively. In two states
the legal authority was shared by the State Board of Education
and the State Department of Education, in two states by the
State Board of Education and the Chief State School Officer,
and in two states by all three.

Two states reported that accreditation was established
by state statute but not implemented, while five states indi-
cated that accreditation was not established by state statute
but was enforced through regulations developed by the State
Education Agency.

There were a variety of ways by which the legal au-
thority to accredit public schools was delegated to the State
Education Agency. There were many states in which specific
direction for the accreditation of public schools may be found
in the state statutes. For example, section 2-3.3 of The
School Code of Illinois directs the Superintendent of Public
Instruction, among other things, "to supervise all the public
schools in the state." Furthermore the Superintendent of
Public Instruction "may grant recognition by attendance cen-
ters or school districts" (Amendment to The School Code,
Sections 2-3,25 and 18-8, 1969). The Sixty-first General
Assembly (section 257.25, 1966 Code of Iowa) directs the State
Board of Public Instruction to establish standards for the
approval of all public and nonpublic schools covering a wide

range of areas . . ." Kentucky State School Law 156.160
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pro&ides for the "State Superintendent to prepare school
budgets and rules and regulations governing schools,_fof
adoption by the State Board of Education . . . Rules and
regulationé for grading, classifying and accrediting all.
common sﬁhools, and for determining the scope'of instruction
that may be offered in the different classes of schools . o
The 1970 Mississippi Legislature enacted House Bill 476 to
provide for legal accreditation. Section 1 states, "The
power and authority to prescribe standards for the accredita;
tion of public schools, insure compliance with such standards
and to establish procedures for accreditation of public
schools is hereby vested in the State Board of Education.®
The Texas Statutes stafe in Title 49, Chapter 9-B, Article
2654-3, section 3, "The State Board of Education shall review
periodically the educational needs of the State and adopt or
'promote plans for meeting these needs. It shall evaluate the
outcomes being achieved in the education program. It shall,
with the advice and assistance of the State Commissioner>of
Education: . . . Establish requlations for the accreditation
of schools; . « " |

Section 3301.7 ot the Revised Code of Ohio requires
the State Board of Education to "formulate and prescribe
minimum.étandards to be applied to all elementary and secon-
dary schools in the state for the purpose of requiring a
generél education of high quality. « . ." School districts

and non-public schools are chartered by the State Board of
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Education and may legally operate on the basis of compliance
with the adopted standards. ©Ohio is the only state which

""charters" schools.

Status of Required or Voluntary Programs
for Accreditation

Officials in each of the State Departments of Educa-
tion were asked to indicate whether accreditation practices
were related to the total system, the high school, the junior
high school or the elementary school and to designate if
accreditation was voluntary or required. The results are

described in Table 2.

TABLE 2

ACCREDITATION PRACTICES OF STATE DEPARTMENTS
OF EDUCATION

No State State State
Accreditation Accreditation Accreditation
for: Voluntary for:| Required for:
State o a -

o > o > o >

o - o] ¥ - $

o ) oo © N o}

H B 40
£ R R £ iy~ S £ e L o
~ @ oloolwoil+a oloocluol~uw o0 |lco (oo
g {cO0f|HO0|lEO|@P|lcO]lHO|]EO|mMP |20 |40 |EO
Puloglecloc|Pu|logc|lasg]og (P wjog e |log
OXN[HUIBU|IHUVUIOXNAUISU[RUVUIO>™NIHOU DU |HU
Funitunhunpnignjitn|bunlmnign v HDn [mn
(1) (2) (3)) (4)) (5)] (6)] (7)] (8)] (9)] (LO}(T1Y(12)(13)
Total 2 1 1 5 6 9 S 9 19| 15§ 13 9
Alabama | e | | =] = X X X ——] ——] -] ==
Alaska X| =] == | me | mme | wm | mm | e —— e | om—— | -
Arizona —— = —= b e L - X X{ -
Arkansas el el el BT Bt B B B o X X X
California | e | e | | | |- | - X| e | == | ==
Colorado —_— ] —— | - X | == | == | == —| = == | ==
Connecticut —— ] | - | [ —— | —— ] —— | —— —— X X X
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TABLE 2--Continued

No State

Accreditation

- for:

State

Accreditation

Voluntary for:

State
Accreditation
Required for:

. State

Elementary

School
School

Junior High

High
School
School
Elementary
School

chool
Junior High

Elementary

(1)

~—r

~~
w
N

(7)](8)](9)

n | School

fu
o
~r
—
)
i
S
—~
[
Nt

Delaware
Florida
Georgia
"Hawail

Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

South_Dakota

Ko

e

o

st

£ ] Y
—~ O ol O
g4 |.S Of-d
Punlog| g
O >™Mid1 U} 3
Hwn|lmniD
(2)] (3)3 (4
X | = | =
—|—=| X

- X X X
v X X X
S X | o | ==
— X X | ==
X |om | o | =

— ] x| X
X o | e | ==
— | x| x| x
== x
X |==|=--1]X

[ :
B g' School

|

I

>
L]

X

X| == == | ==
X | == | == | ==
X| o= | = | ==

X - g ——
— X — -
X - — J——
X —— - -

X| ==] == | ==
—| x X| —=
Xf == | == | ==
X| == == ] ==
X| =] —— ] -
—! x| x| -
X| ==] == | ==
-] X X] ——
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TABLE 2¥—Continued

‘No State State State

Accreditation | Accreditation Accreditation

for: Voluntary for:| Required for:

'g" > %‘i > "U:\ >

State g e 9 o S £

v ) I I oo M

H 2 +$
£ ~Hl4dl g g el B B £ iy g
—~ @ 0oloo|Bw O]~ O 0l 00l O O|m O ojoojouo
g+ |c0]HOjEOC|mP|cOld0|EOC| WL |cO|-HOlEO
PunjoclasjiclPanlog cclocsiPuniog|lss]os
OXNAU|[30[HUV]OXNAHAU UV OXN|HUIBU[~HTD
HFu|(Tun|hun|lmujenlZunhulnu|Brun{Zun|Pa|lmn
(1) (2)] (3)] ()] (5] (8| (7| (8)] (9) ] (Lo)f(11)(12)](13)
Tennessee —— e = | e [ == | = |- X[==]=—=1]--
Texas —— o | —— | == X joem | == | == —_ —— ] —— ——
Utah - Xl==|=—= |== |=- X X — —— ] =] -
Vermont el i Bt I T e I X| == | == | ==
Virginia el el el Rl el el el X| == | == | ==
Washington —_— -] - X [=-= X X |=-- el el el B
West Virginia| == |[== | == | == | == | == | == | == X{ ==] == | ===
Wisconsin ——— === === | == | =-- - X X X
Wyoming e Rl Bl et Rl Bl il X| = | == | ==

Returns from two states indicated that they

program of accreditation.

Alaska--Accreditation was required by state

is not being practiced.

They were:

had no

law but

It was reported, however, that a set

of Evaluative Criteria for the Accreditation of Elementary

Schools was being developed and will be field tested in sample

schools and put into final working form during the summer of

1972.

A position within the State Department of Education

was requested for fiscal year 1974, which will be that of an

accreditation officer and whose responsibility will be to

establish procedures and goals of state accreditation.
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Hawaii--This state school system was unique, in that
it has a single statewide public school system operated under
an elected Board of Education and a Superintendent and his
staff. Under this organizational structure, Hawaii does not
officially consider accreditation as a function of the admin-
istration although there has been built into the operating
procedures such things as a State Master Plan for Education,
The Foundation Program for Public Schools in Hawaii, the
- State Minimum Testing Program and Evaluation Studies.

Twenty-five states reported that public school accred-
itation was provided for the total school system. Of these
twenty-five states, six states indicated that accreditation
was voluntary for the total system while nineteen states re-
ported that accreditation for the total system was required.
Fifteen states accredited individually the high schools,
junior high schools and elementary schools within the district
but they did not accredit the total system.

Six states stated they did not have a program of
accreditation for elementary schools while one state reported
it did not accredit junior high schools. Utah indicated that
it did not provide state accreditation for high schools in
that the regional accrediting association provided this ser-
vice and this satisfied minimum requirements for state approval.
In that accreditation by regional accrediting associations is
voluntary, it was not clear if Utah required high schools to

be accredited by the regional association.
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Of the states which had voluntary programs, twelve
percent accredited the total system and twelve percent
accredited iﬁdividualiy the high school, junior high scﬁool
and elementary school. Of the states in which accreditation
was mandatory, thirty-eight percent accredited the total
system while eighteen percent accredited the school segments

separately.

Classification Categories and Terms

An examination of Table 3 clearly indicated a wide
divergence in the practices of State Departments of Education
regarding accreditation classification terms and categories.

State statutes, in many states, prescribed for the
"classification" of schools. The term "classify" is normally
used in two ways. When used in one context “classify" does
not pertain to the accreditation of schools, but to grouping
of schools by various combinations of grade levels. For
example, an elementary school may be classified as grades one
through six; the junior high school including grades seven
through ninej; and the high school encompassing grades ten
through twelve.

The terms "classify" and "classification® were also
used, as they were in this study, to indicate schools which
are accredited; for instance, in the high school accreditation
procedures and standards of the State of Texas public schools
are classified for purposes of accreditation as: "fully

accredited," "advised," "warned,® and "dropped."
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TABLE 3

RELATING TO CLASSIFICATION CATEGORIES

Applies to
Classification
State Categories and Attendance Center
Terms J
Total Elem Hiéh High
o~
System | Sch Sch Sc
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Ala. Accredited = = = = = - - - - - - - X X X
Advised
Warned
Alaska None = = = = = = = = = =« = e e e i
Arigz. Class I = = = = = = = = = it X X
Class II
Class IIT
Ark. Class A = = = = = = = = = - - - - X X X
Class B
Class C
Calif. Noneg = = = = = = = = = = - i N e R R
Colo. Standard = = - = = = = - - - X SR A
Contract
Conn. Approved = = = = = =« = = = i N i CoE T R ¢
Del. Accredited = = =~ ~ - - - -~ Sl e X
Approved
Fla. Accredited = = = = = =« - - - - - - X X X
Non-accredited
Ga. Accredited = = = = = = = = - - - - X X X
Hawaiil Nong = = = =« = = = = = = «~ el R R I
Idaho Approved = = = = = = - = = - - - - X X X
Advised
Warned
I11. Full recognition = = = - = - X - — == - -
Probationary recognition
Non-recognition
Ind. Certified - = = = = = - - - = - - X X X
Continuous Commission
First-class Commission
: Special First-class Comm.
Towa Approved = = = = = - = = = - X e i L
Provisionally approved
Non-approved
Kans. Accredited comprehensive = |- - - - X X X
Accredited
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TABLE 3--Continued

Applies to
Classification
State Categories and Attendance Center
Terms Ir
Total Elem Hiéh High
System | Sch sch Sch
(1) (2) (3) | (4) (5) (6)
Ky. Comprehensive — = = = =~ - - - - - X X X
Standard
Basic
La. Approved = = = = — = = = o X —_— et - - d -
Maine Accredited = = = = = = = < N A ¢
Basic Approval
Md. Approved = = = = = = = = = X e
Mass. Approved = = = = = = = = - - = = - -t - =d X
Mich. Approved = = = = = = = = - —_ - ad - =4 X X
Minn. Classified = = = = = = = = - - - X X X
Miss. Accredited = = = = = = = 4 - -4 X X X
Class A
Class AA
Mo. Class AAA = = = = = = = = o X i R
Class AA
Class A
Mont. Multi-year = = = = = = = 4 - -4 X X X
Regular
Advised and probationary
Neb. Accredited AA - - = -~ = - 7 X i A
Accredited Basic
Approved
Nev. Approved — = = = = = = - o X R A A
N.H. Approved comprehensive - o = = - o4 X X X
Approved schools
N.J. Approved = = = = = = = = = X i N
N.M. Approved with commendation X R T -
Approved
Approved-advised
Approved--conditional
Disapproved
N.Y. Registration - - = = = - 4 - - - - =4 X X
N.C. Accredited - = = = = = = = - - -4 X X X
N.D. CLevel I = = = = = = = = = 4 X X X X
Level II
Level III
Ohio Chartered = = = = = = = = = X | = = 4+ = = J - -
Okla. Accredited - = = = = = = o - - - X X X
Non-accredited J
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TABLE 3-=Continued

State

Classification
Categories and
Terms

Applies to

Attendance Center

Elem
Sch

Jre.
High
Sch

High
Sch

(1)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Ore.,

Penn.

R.I.

S.Ce

Tenn.

Texas

Utah
vt.
Va.

Wash.
W. Va.

Wis.
Wyo.

Standard
Conditionally Standard
Non-standard

Approved
Conditional approved
Approved
Accredited (All-clear) - -
Advised
Warned
Probation
Dropped
Grade A
Grade B
Grade C
Fully accredited
Advised
Warned
Dropped
Accredited
Approved
Accredited
Accredited-advised
Accredited-warned

Not accredited

Standard accreditation - -
Temporary accreditation
Probationary accreditation
First class
Second class
Unclassified
None
Accredited
Accredited with advise
Not accredited

- eem em e e - e -
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The accreditation manual of the Missouri State Board
of Education listed standards for the following classifica-
tions: 'accredited," "class A,"™ and "“class AA." The admin-
istrative handbook for Indiana schools published by the
Department of Public Instruction listed standards for the
following classifications: ‘'certified schools,!" "continuous
'commissioned.schbol," "first-class commissioned school," and
"special first-class commissioned school."

Generally, the term "classify" as used in legislative
statutes referred to the grouping of schools by various
grades, while the term "classification" as used in programs
of accreditation usually referred to the grouping of schools
by various criteria within the accreditation standards. The
various state statutes, in delegating authority, usually
directed the State Education Agencies to do one or more of
the following: accredit, apprcve, commission, recognize,
charter, classify, grade, register, standardize or rate.

In Delaware evaluation by the Department of Public
Instruction does not represent official accreditation. It
provides approval of each secondary school as a prerequisite
for accreditation by the Middle States Association of Colleges
and Secondary Schools. In Maine, as of January 1, 1972,
state accreditation for secondary schools can be gained only
in conjunction with a visitation by the New England Associa-

tion of Schools and Colleges.
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In Michigah, the State Departmen£ of Education did
not accredit directly the comprehensive aspects of Michigan
public school programs. The local school districts have
maintained considerable autonomy in planning and management
of education programs, except the 180 instruction day require-
ment for receiving the full amount of state school aid, and
a high school civics course requirement for a high school
diploma. Many Michigan secondary schools participate on a
voluntary basis in the extra-legal accreditation programs of
the University of Michigan and of the North Central Associa-
tion.

In New Hampshire accreditation services were provided
by the New England Association of College and Secondary
Schools. The approval of schools, however, was implemented
by the Division of Instruction of the State Department of
Education. Schools were designated as "approved comprehensive"
programs if facilities, prcgrams and staffing provide that
type of education. The narrow academic school programs were
approved as "approved schools."™ In case the minimum.standards
for approval were not met or negotiated, the school would not

be approved.

Purposes of State Accreditation Programs
An examination of the state accreditation ranuals and
administrative handbooks gave some indication relative to the

purposes and objectives of the accreditation process. Most
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of the maruals and handbooks were written and organized in
a manner which was designed to be helpful and encouraging
to échools seeking accreditation, rather than setting up
rigid standards in inflexible terms, which must be met to the
finest detail. Many states clearly stated that excellence
in meeting one standard may compensate for a deficiency in
another. Another statement that was found in most of the
manuals specifically encouraged experimental and innovative
programs, subject in many cases to priof approval by the
appropriate State Education Agency.

In some of the manuals it was rather difficult to
determine the difference between required standards and recom-
mendations because of the manner in which they are inter-
spersed. It should be noted, however, that in manuals of
more recent revision, precisely distinguishing between stan-
dards and recommendations was simpler.

Many of the states provided a statement of the pur-
poses of accredifation. Some of the statements of purpose
emphasized the more traditional aspects of accredifation such
as: (1) to stimulate growth and improvement in the educa-
tional program; (2) to implement the law; (3) to provide
evidence of certification of high school graduation; (4) to
facilitate the transfer of students between high schools; and
(5) to guarantee minimum acceptable standards.

The following excerpts were taken from state manuals

and were considered to be representative of traditional
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statements of purposes expressed by State Education Agencies:

Alabama--The purpose of accreditation is to give
stimulus to the State Course of Study and to set
forth procedures for organized curriculums; to ex-
pand instruction in terms of quality education so
that pupils who have finished the prescribed courses
may be eligible for college, trade schools, and other
post high school courses, and be acceptable for em-
ployment in certain areas without further study.

Idaho--The purpose of secondary accreditation is to
stimulate growth and improvement in the educational
program. The accreditation procedure also serves
other purposes and functions: (1) provides evidence
of certification of high school graduates for admis~
sion to college and post high school activities;

(2) facilitates the transfer of students between
high schools; (3) provides data essential for the
development and administration of a more efficient
program of education; (4) ensures the performance

of certain specified duties legally required of the
educational program.

Tennessee--The rules, regulations, and minimum stan-
dards of the State Board of Education are adopted
pursuant to the provisions of law and are intended

to: (1) implement the law, and (2) provide a broad
framework of policies under which local school systems
operate in providing education opportunities for all
the children of Tennessee.

While some states conceptualized their purposes of
accreditation in a more traditional manner, other states
adopted purposes which represented a more contemporary ap-
proach to the accreditation process. The following excerpts
were representative of this point of view:

Colorado--Better education through better planning

is the central purpose of accreditation by contract.

More specifically, accreditation by contract is

proposed by--

1. A way to individualize school district accredita-

tion by basing it on the particular needs of the
students in each district.
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2. A way to implement comprehensive, continuous,
long~-range planning by establishing specific
staff responsibilities and district-wide
procedures.

3. A way to make the best possible use of all avail-
able resources by better relating: a) school and
community, b) needs, goals, and objectives, c)
programs, practices, and services, d) program
planning and budgeting, e) inputs, processes,
outputs, and f) costs and benefits.

4. A way to determine results by establishing
measurable objectives.

5. A way to take timely action by charting a long-
range operational plan of who is to do what
at what time.

Florida--These standards have been developed to stim-
ulate involvement and utilization of a systems
approach to school evaluation. The multi-level and
multi-type standards incorporated in this document
provide for recognition of improvement above the
minimum and describe differences among levels of
improvement of instructional programs . . . This
accreditation program as it is phased into the long-
range plan for evaluation is considered a major step
forward in meeting the demand for accountability.

Ohio--The State Board of Education placed great
emphasis on the efficacy of a broad and individually
oriented curriculum in this revision of standards.
While the standards are minimum, they are not
intended to be restrictive--rather, guiding, sugges-
tive and directive. Schools are encouraged to
achieve above the minimal and to develop innovative
programs that are responsive to the needs of the time.
The purposes of accreditation were closely related

to what State Educational Agencies profess to be functions

of the accreditation process. Table 4 shows the responses

to item thirteen on the "State Questionnaire'" which sought

data on different major purposes which might be fulfilled by

State Departmer*s of Education through programs of accredita-

tion.
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PURPOSES OF STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION RELATING
TO THE ACCREDITATION OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS
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A majority of the states fulfilled, through prbgrams
of accreditation, those objectives dealing with the general
supervision of the public‘school program. .Responses showed
that programs of accreditation also fulfilled, to some degree,
objectives in forty-four states for stimulating the growth
and improvement of the quality of local schools; in thirtyF'
nine states for providing for the general guidance and direc-
tion of schools throughout the state; and in forty-three
states for assuring a uniform minimum level of education in
all public schools.

Responses presented in Table 4 also showed that the
objective is fulfilled in forty-four states for enforcing
legal requirements which must be met by all public schools
‘or school systems, in thirty-four states for encouraging ex-
perimentation and innovation, and in thirty-six states for
-encouraging self-evaluations by local schools, however only
a few states included this as a requirement in their accredi-
tation criteria.

State financial aid is directly related to the accred-
itation program in thirty-five states, while the responses
from twenty-seven states indicated that incorporating the con-
" cept of education accountability into the accreditation pro-
cess was an objective. The extent to which the accountability
concept has been incorporated into state accreditation pro-
grams will be a major point of discussion in the following

chapter.
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The Meaning of State Accreditation

The tabulations shown in Table 5 were in response to
a question seeking the meaning of state accreditation. Since
the responses were to the specific questions shown in the
table, they did not, in some cases have much significance due
to the nature of the particular state programs.

Forty-two state officials indicated by their answers
that accreditation meant that the local schools which were
accredited met, or exceeded, minimum acceptable state stan-
dards. Among these are several whose states do not base
their accreditation on the meeting of a compréhensive set of
standards or criteria. These responses show that throughout
the country there are minimum state standards which local"
schools are required to meet. Though an indication as to
the extent of the standards may be found through a study of
published standards or criteria, it was difficult to deter-
mine the degree to which minimum acceptable standards were
enforced. The extent to which local schools were required
or encouraged, to meet or exceed, minimum acceptable stan-
dards was apparently determined in a large measure by state
supervisory policies and activities.

Responses to question four as shown in Table 5 indi-
cated that thirty states endorsed the quality of the school's
program through their accreditation program. It was not the
intent of this study to attempt to determine the degree to

which individual states endorsed the quality of the local
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TABLE 5

MEANING OF STATE ACCREDITATION

Accreditation means that the State Dept. of Education

State

Officially
accepts and
acknowl-
edges the
existence
of the
school

Officially
sanctions
the opera-
tion of
the school
or school
system

Certifies
that the
school
meets all
legal re-
quirements

Y Endorses

the
quality
of the
school's
program

Certifies
that the
school meets
or exXceeds,
minimum
acceptable
standards

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Number
checked
appli-
cable

N
O

N
O

w
(]

w
o

'
N

Ala.
Alaska
Ariz.
Ark.
Calif.
Colo.
Conn.
Del.
Fla.
Ga.
Hawaii
Idaho
Ill.
Ind.
Iowa
Kans.
Ky.
Lae.
Maine
Md.
Mass.
Mich.
Minn.
Miss.
Mo.
Mont.
Neb.
Nev.
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TABLE 5-~-Continued

Accreditation means that the State Dept. of Education
Officially | Officially|Certifies | Endorses|Certifies
accepts and| sanctions |that the the that the
State acknowl- the opera-| school quality |school meets
edges the tion of meets all | of the or exceeds,
existence the school| legal re~ | school's|minimum
of the or school |quirements| program |acceptable
school system standards
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

N.J. X X X X X

N.M. X X X X X

N.Y. X X X X X

N.C. - X - X X

N.D. X X X X X

Ohio X X X X X

Okla. X X X X X

Ore. X X X X X

Penn. X X X X X

ReI. X X X X X

S.C. - - X - X

S.D. X X - X X

Tenn., X X X X X

Texas X X X - X

Utah X X X X X

Vt. - - - - X

Va. X X X - X

Wash. - - - - X

W. Va. - - - - X

Wis. X - - X X

Wyo. X X X X X

X Applicable

Not checked as applicable

program. Since a majority of states emphasized in their stan-
dards that accreditation was based on minimum standards, it
was inferred that these states are endorsing an acceptable,
but minimum, quality. The several states, which included
categories in their accreditation programs, were apparently

categorized in schools or school districts by level or quality.



76
Education officials from thirty-one states indicated
that accreditation meant that the state certified school had
met all legal requirements; while twenty-nine states indicated
that accreditation, when conferred, meant that the state ac-
cepted and acknowledged the existence of the school. Offi-
cials in twenty-nine states indicated that it meant that the -

state officially sanctioned the operation of the school.

Review and Revision of Accreditation Standards

Table 6 showed that forty of the State Departments
of Education had established procedures for the review or
revision of their standards for accreditation of public
schools. The frequency of meetings for the purpose of review
or revision of accreditation standards, however, varied con-~
siderably among the various State Departments of Education.
Sixteen state officials indicated that meetings were held on
an "as needed" basis to give special attention to the review
of accreditation standards. Eight states reported that a re-
vision committee is currently meeting for the first time in

fifteen years.

In seventeen states the responsibility for the revision
of accreditation standards rested exclusively with personnel
in the State Education Agency. Fourteen states utilized, to
some extent, the services of persons in the various categories
shown in columns two through seven of Table 6. Laymen, most

frequently involved in the review of accreditation standards,
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TABLE 6

INVOLVEMENT IN THE REVIEW AND REVISION OF STATE DEPART-
MENT OF EDUCATION ACCREDITATION STANDARDS

Accreditation standards are reviewed and revised by

State |Public Public| College|Profes-|Lay~-| Fre-
educa=-| school school| or uni-|sional |men |quency
St tion adminis-| teach-| versity| edu- of
ate . .
agency| trators | ers per- cation meetings
per- sonnel |organi-
sonnel zations
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Ala. X - - - - -~ | Weekly
Alaska | Not applicable - - - - —
Ariz, X X - X - —— Each 4 mos.
Ark. X - - - - - Annually
Calif. - X - - - - As needed
Colo. X - - — - —— 7 years
Conn. Not applicable - o - - —
Del. Not applicable - - - - -
Fla. X - - - - - As needed
Ga. X - - - - - As needed
Hawaii | Not applicable - - — - -
Idaho X X X X X X As needed
I11. X X X X X X Annually
Ind. X - - - - - As needed
Iowa X X X X X X As needed
Kans. X - — - - - Annually
Ky. X X X X X X -
La. X - —— - - - N/A
Maine X X - - X - Monthly
Md. Not applicable - - - - -
Mass. Not applicable - - —— - ~——
Mich. Not applicable - - - - -
Minn, X - - - - - Annually
Miss. X X X X X X Bi-annually
Mo. - - - - - X As needed
Mont. X X X X X X -
Neb. X X X X X X Annually
Nev. Not apﬁlicable - - - - -
N.H. X - - - — - As needed
N.J. X X X X X X -—
N.M. X X X X X X As needed
N.Y. X - —— - - - As needed
N.C. X X v X X X As needed
X —— - - - Monthly

N.D.
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Accreditation standards are reviewed and revised by

State |Public Public|College| Profes—|Lay~| Fre-
educa-|schocl school |or uni-|sional |[men | quency
State tion adminis-| teach-|versity} edu- of
agency|trators | ers per-~ cation meetings
per- sonnel |organi-
sonnel zations
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) {(7) (8)
Ohio X X X X X X As needed
Ckla. X - - - - - Annually
Ore. X X X X X X Bi-monthly
Penn. X - - - - - -
R.T. X X - - - X As needed
S.C. X X - — X - -
S.D. X X X X X X Annually
Tenn., X X X X X X As needed
Texas X - - - - - As needed
Utah X X X X X X | Annually
vt. X - - - - - Weekly
Va. X X X X X - As needed
Wash. X X X X X X Quarterly
W. Va. X - - - - - Monthly
Wis. Not applicable - - - - -
Wyo. Not applicable - - - - —

were members of state and

students.

local boards of education and

Public school administrators were involved in the

review procedures in twenty-two states; public school teachers

participated in seventeen states; college or university per-

sonnel assisted in eighteen states; and professional organi-

zations were represented in eighteen states.

In correspondence received from school officials in

the State Departments of Education of Kansas, Iowa, Michigan,

Missouri, Oregon, and Wyoming, a description of the procedures
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used in the revision of their accreditation programs was
developed. Although the methods, procedures, and policies
of revision programs varied from state to state, they con=-
tained certain common elements, such as provision for
participation by local school personnel or an emphasis on
the leadership role of the State Department of Education
officials. Following are some selected examples of the
revision process:

Kansas—--According to state statutes we must update

and revise our accreditation rules and regulations

annually. We also, according to statute, must

submit such revisions of the rules and regulations

to the Professional Standards Board for Approval

and then to the State Board of Education for final
adoption.

Each year, as part of the accreditation process,
we work with various curriculum committees as to
proposed revisions. We also seek additional infor-
mation from educators in the State of Kansas through
a statewide referencum. Our research seems to in-
dicate that educators are interested in having the
kind of accrediting rules and regulations that allow
for a great deal of flexibility of choice as regards
program implementation.

Towa reactivated its Advisory Committee on Approval
Standards for the purpose of updating standards and pro-
cedures. The short-range objective of this committee was to
develop certain amendments and new standards for the existing
framework. Then, as a long-range objective, attention was
being paid to possible new approaches to the identification
of school quality and ways to improve it. The progress of
this committee and its implications with regard to the concept

of accountability will be discussed in the next chapter.
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In Michigan, the State Department of Education did
not accredit directly the comprehensive aspects of Michigan
public school programs although a concerted move was being
made in this direction, as indicated in the following com-
ments by Dr. Ki-Suck Chung, Research Consultant for the State
Department:

In recent years the State Board of Education has raised,
repeatedly, the issue of accrediting Michigan secondary
schools as an attempt to improve the quality and equality
of educational programs available to all Michigan's
children and youth. Viewing that the traditional ac-
creditation programs have emphasized only the input
conditions for educational processes, the staff recom-
mended to the State Board of Education an output-
centered evaluation program as a pilot study project.

As an outgrowth of the pilot study project metnioned
above, the Michigan State Board of Education recently adopted
an accountability model designed to coordinate the statewide
efforts to improve the quality and equality of education.
This model included six interrelated elements: The Identifi-
cation of Common Goals; The Development of Performance Objec—
tives; The Assessment of Needs; Analysis of Delivery Systems;
Evaluation of Programs; and Recommendations for Improvement.
Details of this project will be discussed in the following
chapter.

Missouri reported that it is presently taking another
look at its classification program. Eleven regicnal educa-
tional conferences were conducted where one of the topics for

discussion was the classification and accreditation program.

Approximately 3,000 persons including school administrators,
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school board members, parents, teachers and students partici-
pated in the discussion of the classification program. Fol-
lowing these group meetings throughout the state, advisory
committees were appointed to continue the process of discuss-
ing the classification program with members of the department
staff.

Oregon was still in the process of standardizing
schools, but they were working to move the program toward
local school accountability., State school officiais, in co-
operation with local school administrators, were reconstruct-
ing and retooling the standardization program as well as the
elementary and secondary guides to assist local schools in
establishing goals and objectives. Evaluation of the local
programs will be on the basis of what a school or school
district says it will do or is doing.

The Wyoming Board of Education has a revision currently
under consideration for their accreditation standards. The
plan is to divide evaluation and accreditation. Accreditation
will be based on statdtory requirements and state board regu-
lations. Each school district will be required to develop
long-range comprehensive plans based on evaluative criteria.
The long-range plans and criteria will vary from district to
district as they develop their own criteria from a needs

assessment based on their own standards.
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State Accrediting Committees

A number of states have permanent committees which
have varying degrees of responsibility with regard to the
accreditation process. In some cases these committees have
the final responsibility for accreditation. In other in-
stances the committees serve in an advisory capacity and
make recommendations on accreditation policies and procedures
to thé appropriate State Education Agency. Listed below are
the names, composition, and functions of some selected accred-

itation committees.

The Alabama State Committee for Recommendations on
Accreditation for Junior and Senior High Schools is
composed of the staff members of the Division of
Secondary Education of the Alabama State Department
of Education . . . The primary functions of the
committee are evaluation and policy recommendations.
Accreditation standards must be approved by the State
Board of Education. Procedures and criteria for
accreditation must be approved by the State Superin-
tendent of Education,

The Arizona State Committee on Accreditation is com-
posed of nine members. Three are secondary prin-
cipals elected for a three-year term by the Arizona
Association of Secondary School Principals. Two
members—-at-large and two advisory members are
appointed by the Committee for two-year terms. A
representative from the State Department of Education
and the High School Visitor are ex officio members.

The State Committee is responsible for making
decisions relative to the classification of approved
schools, and for initiating, promoting, and carrying
into effect plans for the upgrading of secondary
education. '

The functions of the State Committee were:
l. To review the annual reports from member schools

and making recommendations regarding their
classification.
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2. To formulate policies to guide member schools in
all instances where the Committee has discre-~
tionary powers.

3. To interpret to member schools the policies and
programs for secondary education.

4, To assist the High School Visitor in planning
and participating in evaluation programs for
schools seeking high classification.

5. To hold such meets as are necessary to carry out
the responsibilities of  the Committee.

The Rhode Island State Board of Education, iﬁ approv-
ing revisions to accreditation standards, also approved the
following recommendation made by an ad hoc Advisory Committee:

It is recommended that there be established a

standing Advisory Committee on Secondary School Stan-

dards whose membership be made up of secondary school
principals, school superintendents, members of the
staff of the State Department of Education and other
professional educators to be appointed by the Com=-
missioner of Education. Such a committee would meet
once a year, would continue the study of secondary
school standards in Rhode Island and would be pre-
pared to recommend revision, modification, or expan=-
sion of the criteria as the experience of the schools
with these outlined herein would be on a continuing
basis.

" The Texas State Commission on School Accreditation
has a membership of twenty-eight persons, representative of
college, administrative, instructional, and school board per-
sonnel, appointed by the State Commissioner of Education, sub-
ject to confirmation by the State Board of Education.

The functions of this Commission were: (1) to advise
the staff of the Division of School Accreditation concerning
application of standards to the school systems'of the state

and development of new materials relating to school
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administration; (2) to make recommendations to the Commissioner
of Education and the State Board of Education concerning stan-
dards for school accreditation and policies for applying these
standards; (3) to receive the reports of the Director of the
Division of School Accreditation concerning the status of
accreditation in individual schools and to make recommenda-
tions to the Commissioner and to the Board concerning action
to be taken; and (4) to hold a hearing on eppeal by a school
system on any recommendation of the Director, Division of
School Accreditation, and submit its recommendations on the

appeal to the State Commissioner of Education.

Practices Concerning On-Site Visits

Various procedures are used by State Depaftments of
Education relative to the evaluation, inspection, or visita-
tion of local schools to insure compliance with accreditation
standards. Table 7 deals primarily with information relative
to who performs this function and the frequency with which
it is performed. The normal procedure used by State Depart-
ments of Education to insure that schools or school systems
were complying with accreditation standards was accomplished
by on-site visitations and/or the requirement that local
schools file periodic status reports.

Thirty-nine states reported that on-site visits were
conducted. These visits are conducted exclusively by person-
nel from the State Department of Education in twenty states.

In seven states, state and local education officials combine
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TABLE 7

CF STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION

CONCERNING ON=SITE VISITS

Local schools are evaluated,

inspected, visited by

State Educa-|State and Local|State and Local| Frequency
State tion Agency |Education Education of on-
personnel Agency person- |Agency Faculty |site
only nel only and Laymen visits
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Ala, X - - As needed
Alaska - - X As needed
Ariz. - - X 7 years
Ark. X - - 7 years
Calif. | Not required - - -
Colo. - - X Std 3 yrs
Contr 1 yr
Conn. Not required - - -
Del. Not required - - -
Fla. - - X 3 years
Ga. X - - As needed
Hawaii | Not required - —-— -
Idaho - X —— 10 years
I11. - X - 3 years
Ind. X - - As needed
Towa X - - 2 years
Kans. X - - 10 years
Ky. X - - Annually
La. X - - As needed
Maine - X - 10 years
Md. Not required - - -
Mass. Not required - - -
Mich. Not required - - -
Minn. X - - As needed
Miss. - - X 10 years
Mo. X - - 1l year
Mont., e - X As needed
Neb. - - X 10 years
Nev. - - X Annually
N.H. - X - Annually
N.J. - X - 5 years
N.M. - —— X Annually
N.Y. - X - 5 years
N.C. - - X 5 years
N.D. X v - 7 years
Ohio X - — 4 years
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TABLE 7-~Continued

Local schools are evaluated, inspected, visited by

State Educa-|State and Local| State and Local| Frequency
State tion Agency |Education Education of on-

personnel Agency person- | Agency Faculty |[site

only nel only and Laymen visits

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Okla. X - - Annually
Ore. - - X 5 years
Penn. X - - 5 years
R.TI. X - - Annually
S.C. X - - Annually
S.D. Not required - - -
Tenn. - ' - X As needed
Texas X - e 5 to 17 yrs
Utah - X - 3 years
Vt. X — i - As needed
Va. X - - As needed
Wash. Not required - - -
W. Va. X - — As needed
Wis. Not required - - -
Wyo. Not required - - -

to conduct an on-site evaluation, while twelve states indi-

cated that a combination of state and local education officials

as well as community representatives were involved in the

evaluation process.

The remaining eleven states indicated

that on-site visits were either not required or only recom-

mended.

If state education officials indicated that on-site

visits were conducted, they were asked to specify the frequency

of these visits.

to each ten year period.

The frequency of visits ranged from annually

Eighteen states reported that on-

site visits were required and conducted within a five year
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period. Seven of these states noted thatvannual visits were
conducted, and in most cases by a representative from the
State Department of Education. Eleven states reported that -
on-site visits were conducted on an "as needed" basis. Gen-
erally this occurred when there was an indication that a
school or school district was not complying with accredita-
tion standards; or when a new school was seeking accredited
status; or when a school applied for upgrading its level of

classification.

Summarx

The purpose of this chapter was to present and ana-
lyze information concerning the status of current programs
of accreditation by State Departments of Education. An
examination of the data revealed a wide Qariation in the
various state programs as they relate to accreditation pol-
icies and procedures. A number of the programs were the
result of careful planning for development or revision,
whereas others were the accumulation of sporadic pieces of
legislation or piecemeal revisions added from year-to-year
by state education officials.

In most cases it would appear that those who have the
responsibility for administering state accreditation pro-
grams were on the alert for revisions which might be useful
in improving standards, procedures, and reporting. Minor

revisions often were made from year to year. Such changes
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were placed into effect as new report forms were issued or
as accreditation manuals or handbooks were reprinted. For
the most part, major changes resulted from serious and
detailed study of the problem of the revision of standards.
Often such revision resulted from the leadership and efforts
of one or more individuals in the State Department of Edu-
cation. In other instances, the revisions resulted from a
periodic review of the standards involving extensive study
and discussion by a broad representation of professional and
lay people.

Models of new state accreditation programs will be

presented and discussed in the following chapter.



CHAPTER IV
ACCOUNTABILITY, ACCREDITATION AND LEADERSHIP

Accountability, as a basic idea, is not new. Educa-
tors over the years have been accountable, but the account-
ability of the past had much to do with materials and budgets.
This has been a rather convenient application of accountabil-
ity, and the tendency has been not to question it. But the
old accoﬁntability deserves questioning, because it is con-
cerned only with the input of things which, when misplaced
or misdirected, influence the outcomes of an educational
program.

The new accountability is not"thing-centered," but
student centered. It deals, among other things, with skills,
attitudes, adjustment and accomplishments of the student.

The new accountability can only be considered successful if
it helps the educational process to the extent that the goals
and objectives of education are continually modified to meet
the changing needs of children and youth; and if educational
programs are continually modified to facilitate the attain-
ment of those objectives. Many State Education Agencies have

directed their actions or operations toward this process to

89
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analyze programs and to introduce alternative educational
practices.

In this chapter, several alternative practices were
examined which illustrate the manner in which various state
education agencies applied the concept of accountability to
the accreditation program. Equally significant were the
changes in leadership roles that evolved as these new state

programs were planned and implemented.

Legal Responsibilities for State
Accountability Programs

One area investigated in this study related to the
practices of State Departments of Education with regard to:
(1) legislation dealing with educational accountability;

(2) the responsibilities of state agencies in planning and
implementing a system of public school accountability; and
(3) plans by state agencies to incorporate the accountability
concept into the accreditation program.

Responses by state officials to items listed in the
State Questionnaire (Appendix A, Items 21, 22 and 24) indi-
cated that in ten states, educational accountability legis-
lation had been enacted. Twenty-three states reported that
the responsibility for planning and implementing a system of
accountability was vested in the State Department of Educa-
tion, either by legislative enactment or by direction of the
State Board of Education. Twenty-five State Departments of

Education were planning for, or have recently completed major
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revisions in their accreditation programs. Many of these
revisions were undertaken for the expressed purpose of estab-
lishing a system of accountability. It is significant-tﬁat
6nly ten states have enacted legislation dealing with account-
ability. It is noteworthy that many State Departments of
Education have initiated plans for accountability/accredita-
tion programs as a result of leadership initiative on the
part of individuals within the organizational structure of
the state agéncy.

The purposes and responsibilities set forth in State
Accountability Laws were identified in the following descrip-
tion of legislation enacted by the State Legislators of
Florida and Colorado. Each of these states have implemented .
the law through its programs of accreditation. These account-
ability laws were not selected as being exemplary, but,
rather to give the reader a clearer insight pertaining to the
intent and provisions of this type of enactment.' The relative
merits or shortcomings of these laws were not considered to
be an important point for discussion. A detailed discussion
of the Colorado and Florida accountability/accreditation pro-
gram are presented in a subsequent section of this chapter.

Florida--Several sections of the statutes bear on the
question of accountability. The State Board of Education has
the general powers to determine, adopt or describe such
policies, rules, regulations or standards . . « as it may find

necessary for the improvement of the state system of public
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education. (229.053(1). The Commissioner of Education is
"td assemble all déta relative to the preparation of the
long-range plan for the development of the state system of
public instruction.. . ." (229.512(6) and to "utilize all
- appropriate modern management tools, techniques, and précf
tices which will cause the State's education program to be
more effective and which will provide the greatest economics
in the management and operation of the State system of edu-
cation," (229.551(4). The major legal base is in Chapter
229.57 enacted by the 1971 Florida Legislature. This law has
five major purposes:>

1. To provide for implementation and further develop-
ment of education assessment procedures.

2. To provide for the establishment of educational
accountability in the public school system of Florida.

3. To assure that education programs operated in the
- public schools of Florida lead to the attainment of
established objectives for education.

‘4, To provide information for accurate analysis of the
costs associated with public education programse.

5. To provide information for analysis of differential
effectiveness of instructional programs.

This law reaffirmed the responsibility for the State
Board of Education to adopt uniform statewide educational
objectives. It also required the Commissioner of Edﬁcation
to administer statewide assessment and to make a pubiic report
of results. It required local school boards to make a public
report of results. It required local school boards to‘issue

accountability reports beginning in 1973-74 and required the
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consolidation of state assessment objectives and accredita-
tion standards by 1973-74.

Colorado--The Colorado Department of Education, work-
ing with the local districts, has moved, step by step, toward
valid assessment. The order to make this first step emerged
with the passage in 1971 of an Educational Accountability Act.
This act required every district of the state to adopt, by
July 1, 1972, an accountability program for the 1972-73 school
year. Thereafter they must report on and revise that plan
annually.

There were two important aspects of the act that
deserve mention:

1. The purpose of the act was "to define and evaluate
quality in education, and thus to help the public schools of
Colorado to achieve such quality and to expand the life oppor-
tunities and options of the students of this state."

2. The act required each school district to appoint
an Advisory Accountability Committee including, minimally,
~ a teacher, a school administrator, a parent, and a taxpayer.
Colorado Depértment of Education rules and regulations further
suggested strongly that each committee have representatives
of students and minority groups.

Profiles of New State Accreditation/
Accountability Programs

In April, 1972, seven states embarked on an account-

ability project touching directly on the roles to be played
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by various groups on the question of accountability. The
project was called the Cooperative Accountability Project and
is described by Woodington, Colorado State Commissioner of
Education:

The Cooperative Accountability Project (CAP) was entered
into by the State of Colorado, Florida, Maryland, Michi-
gan, Minnesota, Oregon, and Wisconsin, with funding from
the U.S. Office of Education under ESEA, Title V, Sec-
tion 505, for three years. Colorado is the administering
state. The project Operations Board consisted of the
seven Chief State School Officers or their designees.

The project has five specific objectives that will
be pursued by one or more of the states:

1. Legislative Mandate. The existing constitutions
and legislation of all the states will be analyzed
insofar as they relate to accountability. The adminis-
trative policies of state boards of education will also
be examined. CAPF's aim was to find commonality and,
ultimately, to draft model legislation for account-
ability. The State of Wisconsin has this work in hand.
CAP expects to publish preliminary findings in 1972.

2. Criterion Standards. Baseline federal, state
and local district criterion standards (such as levels
for student performance and date requirements) for the
development and operation of a state accountability
system will be analyzed and reported. Florida has
accepted this responsibility and will be assisted by
Maryland.

3. Model Identification. The aim here, through the
literature and through examination of actual operating
accountability systems, will be to define several models
that could be adopted generally. Minnesota will apply
effort to reach this objective.

4. Role Expectations. This will be an attempt to
define the roles of all possible participants--teachers,
administrators, boards, students, parents, taxpayers,
community groups--in accountability, and to determine
the information they need in order to perform their
roles well. Colorado assumed this responsibility.

5. Reporting Practices and Procedures. One of the
absolute requirements of accountability is reporting,
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accurately and intelligibly, to those involved. This

aspect of the CAP study will be to examine both what is

being done and what can be done, with Michigan doing the

necessary work.

The hope of all seven states embarking on this project

was that the project output will be useful in assisting

states and local districts to avoid some of the problems

related to accountability--unnecessary pitfalls of time

and resources. It is an ambitious project that deals

with the most significant issues and problems in educa-

tion today. The project has established its goals and

objectives, has devised programs to attain them, will

measure performance and the amount spent per program

and report fully. In other words, the project itself

will reflect a model for accountability.l

While some states were collectively approaching the
problem of devising a system of accountability, other states
were developing the accountability concept and implementing
it, in varying degrees, through accreditation programs.
Several state accountability/accreditation programs

are presented which appear to be consistent, for the most
part, with the "Principles of Accreditation," as listed on
page 52 of Chapter 3. The programs described on the follow-
ing pages should not be regarded as the final word for
accountability/accreditation models. They do, however, con-
tain certain elements considered appropriate for the inclusion
in a good accountability/accreditation plan.

Washington--The State of Washington has not lagged

behind in its efforts to make school accreditation a meaning-

ful instrument for school improvement. Elementary and

1Donald D. Woodington, "Accountability from the View-
point of a State Commissioner of Education," Phi Delta Kappan,
(October, 1972), pp. 96-97.
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secondary school administrators, under able leadership from
the State Department of Education, were seeking a process
that was something more than a response to resource criteria.
State Department of Education personnel providedlleadership
and encouragement to bring about changes in present procedures
to include K-12 education, to broaden the base of the program
so that, in reality, it became a process for school improve-
ment, and to insure that accountability originated in the
local district as it worked with the community to meet the
needs of children and youth.

The design for establishing "Accountability Through
Accreditation"1 started with the assumptions ‘that involvement
is a key element and that accreditation is viewed as a
"process" rather than a "status." The design also rests on
the assumption that the State Education Agency will provide

leadership and services in planning and improving the state's

educational system; and will assist local school systems in
planning and improving their provisions for education in
measuring progress toward attaining goals.

In Washington, a school or schéol district can attain
accredited status by becoming involved in a program aimed
at school improvement. The process is one that depends‘on
the education staff, students, and community working together
to survey needs, set goals, develop and implement plans, and

evaluate their impact. A cycle of two to five years was

1Rasp, op. cit., pp. 13-15.
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visualized and the accreditation program would be voluntary.

Using a school or school district as an example, here,

step by step, is the idea of accreditation by process:

1.

10.

1l1.

The school staff declares its intent to become involved
in the accreditation process by making application
to the State Department of Education.

The school staff, students; and community establish
school goals and objectives and prepares a descrip-
tion of the present school program.

The school staff, students and community cooperatively
survey student needs, determines desired outcomes,
study instructional processes, inventory resources,
and develop appropriate methods of measuring outcomes.

The school staff develops an action plan for school
improvement based on student needs and desired out-
comes. The plan describes specifically how the goals
and objectives are to be achieved, including time
and resource allocation and assessment techniques.

The plan is submitted for approval to the appropriate
educational agency.

A decision is made on the ability of the plan to
improve education in the school or school district.

The school publishes the approved action plan with
sufficient copies to circulate among staff, community
and news media.

The work of implementing the action plan begins and
continues for the time specified.

As culminating activity during the final year of
implementation, the school will invite an evaluation
team to visit the school to assess its progress in
terms of the objectives and evaluation techniques
developed in the action plan.

An accreditatior. report will be prepared by the visit-
ing team recommending specific action by the State
Board of Education.

Following action by the State Board (if action is
favorable) accredited status will be awarded when the
process is successfully completed. To maintain accred-
itation the school or school district must "recycle"
within two years.
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The Washington plan for accreditation visualizes two
or more types of accreditation:

Accreditation in Process-~for those schools or school

districts going through the process for the first time.

Accredited~-~for those schools or school districts

which have completed the cycle and are ready to start again.

Accredited Exemplary--for those schools or school

districts whose programs and processes exemplify a high degree
of quality based on criteria developed by the State Department
of Education in cooperation with the local school district.

Other aspects of Washington's plan for establishing
"Accoﬁntability Through Accreditation" specified that: (1)
state financial aid should not be contingent on accreditation
of a school distri;t; (2) the school district should be
accredited as a total school system rather than separate
organizational structures within the system; (3) accredita-
tion would not focus specifically on educational resources
but more generally on a broader program of accountability{

During the Fall of 1970, a series of input sessions
focusing on the "new design," were conducted throughout the
State of Washington. The meetings were presented by personnel
from the State Department of Education and almost 1,000 admin-
istrators representing elementary and secondary schools and
central offices attended and expressed their views.

Reactions of school administrators to the Washington

plan are presented in the following:
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As method for systematically improving all schools, I
would rate the new plan as follows:

Good or very good 56.5%
Fair 20.3%
Poor 7.6%

I do not understand it well enough for judgment 15.7%
The greatest strength of this plan is:

a. The plan is an active process with much
involvement 14%

b. The plan leads to self-improvement and con-
tinual evaluation 23.5%

c. The plan emphasizes local responsibility 21%

d. The plan promotes proper improvement through
the setting of goals, developing plans, and
evaluation 19.3%

e. The plan provides equalized opportunity for all
children--all levels 9.3%

f. The plan is based on State Board goals for
education 5%

g. Other 7.9%

The area of greatest weakness is:
a. The plan requires additional staff and money 32.2%
b. The process is too complicated 25.2%

c. The roles of participating agencies are not
clearly defined 13.1%

d. The plan is too idealistic--~lacks incentive,
should not be voluntary 9.6%

e. The plan should include a set of minimum stan-
dards 11.5%

f. The sequence of procedures is not appropriate 2.3%
g. Other 6.1% (based on 519 responses)
Should accreditation be by school or school district?

School 25.5%, school district 57.5%, both 13.5%, other 3.6%
(based on 505 responses)
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Prov1d1ng consultative help and gu1de11nes are available,
would you be willing to participate in. a pilot project
~beginning in 1971-727 |
Yes 47.8%, maybe 23.9%, not yet 26.3%, other 2.1%
(based on 431 responses)l
According to Rasp,2 "the reactions to the 'new design'
seemed to say loud and clear that the idea was worthy of
further investigation and that the process of self-improvement
with local responsibility was its strength." He continued,
"the challenge was to simplify the process and make it work~

able."

North Carolina--The North Carolina State Department

of Public Instruction has completed the process of changing
its approach to accreditation. The plan focuses on state
accreditation of school administrative units and embodies many
of the "Principles of Accreditation" subscribed to in Chapter
3 of this study.

State officials reported that all areas of the State,
all levels of the educational community and representatives
of different interest groups participated in the formulation
of the "Accreditation of School Administrative Units."3 The
plan was based on the assumption that recent ‘developments in

~education dictated a change of focus and direction of the

1Rasp, op. cit., pp. 14-15.
2Rasp, op. cit., p. 15.

3North Carolina State Department of Public Instruc-
tion, State Accreditation of School Administrative Units in
North Carolina (Raleigh, N.C., August, 1972), 15 p.
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state accreditation program.
Among the more significant developments which influ-
enced this change were:

l. The administrative unit level is the center of
responsibility for school operations, curriculum
improvement, and staff development.

2. Introduction of comprehensive planning which includes
a continuous cyclical process of evaluation/accredi-
tation rather than a "one-shot" effort at intervals
of from five to ten years.

3. The emphasis in accreditation has shifted to educa-
tional outcomes and accountability and away from
quantitative measures of resources.

4, Accreditation at the administrative unit level rather
than at the individual school level.

‘5. Leadership prerogatives of local unit personnel
inherent in educational accountability were being
recognized.

. 6. Reorientation toward outcomes or results in terms
- of student learning achievement, and Erogress and
away from input in terms of '"things."

It was the opinion of state officials that reorienta-
tion of the evaluative processes in terms of learning,
achievement, and progress of students was possibly the most
essential of the developments listed and would be the most
difficult to accomplish.

The transition from the quantitative to the qualita-
tive aspects of assessing the effectiveness of schools neces-

sitated changes with respect to instruments, techniques, and

concepts. The process, according to the educational planners,

11pid., p. 1.
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could be greatly facilitated by the introduction into educa-
tion of some of the principles of planning and management
borrowed from the business and industrial community.

Architects of the North Carolina plan advocated that
a status study, as a point of departure, would be a well
- established procedure. Local units and schools would first
conduct a needs assessment of the community and the pupils
served. Out of the findings derived from a needs assessment
the school staff would develop a statement of philosophy and
objectives. A school self-study based upon its own statement
of philosophy and objectives and upon findings of the school
and community survey would conceivably result in the estab-
lishment of specific objectives.

Comprehensive planning, as envisioned in the North
Carolina Plan, would be a continucus process with the emphasis
upon results and these results would be derived from clearly
stated long- and short-range objectives. Briefly, the
sequence was stated as follows: Assessment - -~)» planning - =)
implementation - -9 reassessment - =) and recycle. It was
anticipated that schools and administrative units would con-
tinue to identify deficiencies and weaknesses. It was sug-
gested that establishing priorities, fixing responsibility,
and assigning resources (human and material) to high priority
objectives may represent new tactics in some instances.

’ According to provisions of the plan, schools and

administrative units would move ahead with a continuous
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pattern of comprehensive assessment/planning and accredita-
tion would become an integral part of a system of account-
ability. The focus on the administrative unit and the school
would be on results accruing to children rather than on
accreditation as an isolated and perfunctionary process
engaged in at irregular intervals.

Proponents of this plan suggested that the local
school administrative unit would become the centerpoint for
accreditation functions. The local board of education along
with the superintendent and his immediate staff would con-
étitute the control center, in many respects, for all schools
in the unit. The plan does not imply that the central office
would assume a more authoritarian role over schools within
the district, but that leadership in these areas would be
viewed as a shared responsibility involving appropriate
representation from administrators, supervisors, teachers,
pupils, patrons and state agency personnel.

Several significant factors were presented in the
North Carolina Plan that indicated the desirability and
feasibility of the administrative unit as the level for accred-
itation. The administrative unit should be the center of
control and the seat of reéponsibility for staff development
and curriculum planning. In-service education was viewed as
an administrative unit concern, not a responsibility of each
teacher or.a separate matter for each individual school within

a unit. The rapid change in student population from one
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school attendance area to another and the emphasis on quality
and equality of education suggests the need for a ﬁigh degree
of inter-school coordination with respect to programming and
materials selection; more frequent sharing of staff and
services, and a greater utilization of leadership talents.

A central element in the concept of the State Plan
was the provision for a high degree of local on-site involve-
ment, leadership, and autonomy. The self-study would play
" an important role as units and schools engaged in the several
stages of sequential, comprehensive planning. Resources out-
side the administrative unit in the form of éonsultants and
advisors would have a prominent place in the accountability/
accreditaticn process. Essentially, however, personnel at
the local level would play the dominant roles. These roles
would relate primarily to the responsibilities and routines
having to do with providing the best possible educational
opportunity for children and youth. Only secondarily would
these roles relate to the accreditatior process. This would
apply equally well to the professional staff of the Depart-

ment of Public Instruction. These staff members were visual=

ized as resource people to assist local units and schools

and their primary role would be that of improving schools and

education throughout the state.

In order to demonstrate the sequence or plan of action
of the program described on the foregoing pages, the following

example was presented which is illustrative of the process.



105
It should be understood that the calendar for each local
unit may vary.

First vyear

July —--Superintendent and the unit's Instructional
Leadership Team brief the local board of
education on the new accreditation program,
the planning process, and the purposes to be
achieved. This briefing might include an
over~view of the Mission Statement and the
continuing objectives which have been devel-
oped. The board should officially adopt a
position policy on the program and give
direction to the staff.

August --Other staff members and lay groups are briefed
and their cooperation and participation are
solicited.

September--The organizational structure is developed,
leadership is identified and trained, and a
schedule of activities is prepared.

October =-The philosophy and objectives for the unit
are finalized and the status study is begun.
If the organizational structure was perfected
in September and the leadership was trained,
the various committees know their assignments
and can get down to business. The status
‘study may take from six months to a year
depending on the number of people involved,
the amount of time they can spend on this
assignment, and the amount of data already
available. The importance of an in-depth
analysis of the situation cannot be over-
emphasized, because the credibillity of the
plan is ‘dependent on an accurate analysis of
the status.

March -~Based on the analysis of the situation, the
local unit is ready to develop specific
objectives. Dependent on staff and time,
this phase of the planning process should take
from three to six months. State Agency per-
sonnel as well as outside consultants can be
helpful in developing specific objectives.

June --Strategies are developed for each specific
objective in the plan. Broad participation
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in decision making about strategies will result
in bringing about changes in the schools and
classrooms. As strategies are developed in
program areas, the school board can consider
these in the budget making process. Priorities
must be set since the unit will not have
sufficient resources to do everything.

August --The plan is presented to the board of educa-

tion and accepted with any desired modifica-
tions. The plan is implemented when school
opens.

Second Year

The second year is a year of implementation

of the plan. Specific assignments of responsi-~
bilities should be made for the implementation
of various components of the plan. The super-
intendent or his designee is responsible for
overall implementation. State Agency staff
members will visit the unit and observe the
progress being made in implementing the plan.

A continuous monitoring program should be
carried out by the local unit, Frequent
progress reports should be made to the local
board of education and an official annual
report to the board and to the public. Such

a report should address itself to the spe-
cific objectives and should speak specifically
to the progress made in language laymen can '
-understand. The annual report becomes the
basis and instrument for contlnulng State
Accreditation.

Parallel to the plan of action initiated by the local

administrative unit were thé steps in the accreditation pro-

cess as envisioned in the North Carolina Plan:

1.

A comprehensive plan for education embracing all
areas of the school system's program is developed
and approved by the local board of education.

An abstract of the plan is submitted to the State -
Superintendent. This summary of the plan should
include the major findings in areas of objectives,
status, strategies, and a plan for evaluation.

lIbid. 9 ppo 10_120
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3. The State Superintendent will review the abstract and
upon recommendations of the staff of the State Depart-
ment of Public Instruction who have worked with the
unit will give tentative approval to the plan.

4. State Agency staff will work with the unit for a
period of time approximating a school term in imple-
menting the plan. Within this year, the plan will
be submitted to the State Agency for official
approval.

5. State Agency approval signifies that the administra-
tive unit schools are accredited. Continued accredi-

" tation will be contingent upon the content of annual
reports which the unit makes to its local board and

citizenry, a copy of which will be reviewed by the
State Superintendent.

6. Accreditation‘will be continuing subject to approval
of the annual evalua*tiocn reports. However, a major
review and refinement of the unit's total plan and
accreditation status may be anticipated at five year
intervals. Major reorganization of schools in the
unit itself might require a change in the five-year
sequence.l
Florida--The Florida State Department of Education,

in 1971, adopted new and sweeping changes in its "Accredita-
tion Standards."2 The adoption of these standards were a
‘result of more than four years of planning, discussions,
writing, pilot studies and revisions. Involved in the change
process were students, classroom teachers, administrators,
district staff members, university personnel, department of
education staff and lay public. Florida's new accreditation

program was initiated at the beginning of the 1971-72 school

- year, and according to state education officials, the program

l1pid., p. 13.

2Florida State Department of Education, Accreditation
Standards (Tallahassee, Fla., 1971), 82 pp.
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is meeting all expectations. On the following pages the major
features of the Florida "Accreditation Standards" are described:

The major changes that were reflected in this accred-
itation program were designed to be far-reaching and should
serve as a challenge to all interested in improving the edu-
cational opportunity of public school students. The scheme
of the Florida plan for accreditation encompassed the concept
of accountability by including standards which evaluated
student progress or "product." More flexibility was provided
in standards which encouraged more innovative and experimental
programs, but greater responsibility was also placed on local
school districts and individual schools to evaluate more effec-
tively the results of these programs in terms of what students
learn and what they could do as a result of their participa-
tion.

According to state education officials, one of the
significant features of the 1971 adopted standards was the
addition of the "district section."™ Standards were designed
for the evaluation of services provided schools and students
by the school district. The district office staff was
expected to evaluate the compliance with standards on the
services provided schools and students in the district.
Compliance with district standards would be applied to the
percentages of each school as one factor in arriving at the
school's accreditation classification. The school district

office would not receive an accreditation classification since
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the standards are intended only for evaluating the services
provided the students and schools. The district's self-
evaluation report would be filed as a single document and
the percentages of compliance with standards would be made
a part of the school's evaluation through data processing
procedures.

.The accreditation document was distributed in five
sections; section one--district; section two--overall;
section three--elementary; section four--junior high and
middle school; section five--senior high. The reason the
total document was divided into five sections was that it
made the document smaller in size and easier to utilize in
the evaluation process and as a reference document.

There were three types of standards included in the
accreditation program. These were Status, Process, and
Product. A definition and example of each were provided:

Status--These standards contained quantitative or
observable requirements to which compliance was easily
determined. This type of standard applied to such areas
as student-teacher ratio, number of certified teachers,
square footage requirements, minimum course requirements,
length of school day and any other area that a "yes" or
"no" compliance could be observed or easily determined
by counting and/or measuring.

Process--These standards specified action of the staff
in implementing the planned educational program. This
type of standard was found primarily in the district
and overall sections and relates to programs offered,
resources provided and staff action.

Product--These standards specified outcomes of student
performance resulting from the implementation of a

planned educational program. This type of standard was
found primarily in the subject area divisions of the

’
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accreditation document. Compliance with these standards

were not reported "yes" or "no" but were reported by the

percentage of students who met requirements.

| Each school was required to conduct a self-evaluation
and report compliance on only two of the three types of stan-
dards for accreditation purposes. All schools within a
given district were required to report on the same type of
standards. It was the responsibility of each district school
board to designate which standards would be used for report-
ing by the schools of that district.

Compliance with product standards were reported in
percentage quintiles rather than "yes" or "no" answers. Each
school was aksed to report whether 0, or 1-25, or 26-~50, or
51-75, or 76-100 percent of their students complied with a
given standard. Schools reported compliance on a random
sampling of their students in accordance with instructions
provided with the input forms completed by the school.

A state-wide evaluation system in lieu of self-
evaluation was a unique feature of the Florida accreditation
plan. As evaluation instruments were develcped and programs
implemented under pupil assessment, cost-effectiveness
analysis and process-effectiveness analysis, the self-
evaluation accreditation process would be phased out and the
output from the state evaluation system will be used for the

purpose of assigning accreditation classification of schools.

l1pid., p. vii.
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Only two types of accreditation classifications were to be
issued; "accredited" and "non-accredited."™ This replaced
the four classificatiqns in the 1963 standards: (1) accred-
~ited; (2) accredited-limited deficiencies; (3) accredited-
warned; (4) non-accredited.

The accreditation process also provided for a visita-
tion program conducted by members of the Department of Edu-
cation Staff. Each school would be visited by at least one
member of the Department of Education Staff every three years.
The visitation would focus on an assessment of the evaluation
procedures used in the self-evaluation.

In addition to the types of standards discussed above,
there were three levels of standards: Level 1, Level 2, and
Level 3. The meanings of the three levels were indicated

as follows:

Level 1 Standards: These standards delineated basic
indispensable essentials in the school program. They
related to what a school has, to the measureable prac-
tices employed in implementing the program and to
behavior expected by a majority of students. The
standards tended to be objective and gquantitative in
nature and included items which are easily appraised.
Most Level 1 Standards were required to be met for a
school to be assigned an accredited classification.

Level 2 Standards: These standards were reported to be
of great importance, but in contrast to Level 1 Standards
they were not considered so significant that missing one
or two of them would cause a school to be classified as
non-accredited. These requirements were intended to
insure functionality of the school as an institution,
give scope and effectiveness to its program and delineate
desirable performance by a relatively high percentage

of students.
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Level 3 Standards: Level 3 Standards designated quanti-
ties or qualities which made it possible for a school
meeting a large number of such standards to achieve
added effectiveness in its program. Level 3 Standards
were designed to define the schools of tomorrow, to
offer goals for long-range planning and achievement, and
to portray achievement to a high degree in selected
objectives. The basic minimum accreditation requirements
for each school were: (1) compliance with most of the
Level 1 Standards; (2) compliance with a stipulated per-
centage of Level 2 Standards; and (3) compliance with a
smaller percentage of Level 3 Standards.

If this system can be properly implemented, it should
offer excellent possibilities for improving the schools of
Florida through establishing an indispensable minimum standard
of compliance below which no school may go and be accredited
and through offering substantial stimulation to those schools
with richer possibilities for achievement. By establishing
Level 1 and Level 2 Standards as incentives, this system
should enable schools to plan and pursue desirable long-range
goals.

Michigan--ihe Michigan State Department of Education,
in response to changing demands, has undertaken the develop-
ment and implementation of a major new approach for its
delivery of educational services.l This new approach was
designed around a process or a model which contained six
basic elements. The process was aimed at achieving genuine
educational reform and, thereby, improve education for all

children, youth, and adults in Michigan. The six basic

1Michigan State Department of Education, Developing
3 New Role for the State Education Agency: The Michigan
Experience (Lansing, Mich., 1971), 19 pp.
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elements in the accountability model were:

1. Identification, discussion and dissemination of
common goals for Michigan Education.

2. Approaches to educational challenges based on
performance objectives consistent with goals.

3. Assessment of educational needs not being met, and
which must be met to achieve performance objectives
and goals.

4. Analysis of the existing (or planned) educational
delivery systems in light of what assessment revealed.

5. Evaluation and testing within the new or existing
delivery system to make sure it serves the assessed
needs.

6. Recommendations for improvement based on the above.1
State officials viewed this six-step accountability

process as being applicable to the entire state educational
system, as well as to the several sub-systems within the

state system. It was believed that the process could serve
as a guide for the overall activities of the State Department,
as well as each of the subdivisions of the state educational
system.

Although the elements were not considered to be novel,
the commitment of a state's entire educational system to such
a program of coordinated improvement was considered to bel
new. . It'was realized by educational leaders that the assump-

tion of responsibility by individuals at all levels of the

educational system would have to accompany this commitment

lMichigan State Department of Education, A Position
Statement on Educational Accountability (Lansing, Mich., 1972),
Pe 2e
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if the program was to be carried forward.
Following is a step by step explanation of the six
basic elements in the model and the general activities employed

in developing and implementing each of these steps.

The Identification of Common Goals

In this step the aim was to delineate a common set
of purposes toward which all public schools in Michigan
should be working, without denying the existence and desir-
ability of additional goals and purposes that might have
been unique to a given school or school district. The idea
was to assert that there was a commonality of educational
purposes throughout the schools of Michigan.

Educational planners found that the common aims of
Michigan's public schools could be identified and that con-
sensus could be reached among educators and lay citizens as
to what these common aims could or should be. The following
procedures were used to achieve this product.

In 1970, the State Board of Education appointed an
advisory task force composed of Michigan educators, students
and lay citizens. This task force was given the charge of
identifying and delineating what they felt should be the
common goals of an educational system capable of meeting the
growing and changing needs of society. In June, 1970, this
task force presented its recommendations to the State Board.

. ‘\ N
The State Board reviewed the recommendations and made revisions
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and additions. A document of the revised goals was dis-
tributed to educators and citizens throughout the_state.;
Twenty-five public meetings were held throughout the state
to elicit the opinions and concerns of local educators and
lay citizens regarding the tentative common goals. The
State Board reviewed these opinioﬂs and concerns, revised
the tentative common goals accordingly and adopted the goals

as State Board Policy éffective September, 1971.

The Development of Performance Objectives

As educational goals were developed, state officials
reasoned that these goals would become useless unless they
were translated into measurable objéctives. The question,
"What is it that schools should do?" had to be asked and
answered in general terms as well as in very specific terms.
This was the purpose of step two;

In step two the task was to develop criteria to
measure the degree to which specific objectives within the
goal areas were being met. For example, one of the Common
Goals of Michigan Education reads as follows:

Michigan education must assure the acquisition of basic
skills to the fullest extent possible for each student.
These basic skills fall into four broad categories:

(1) the ability to comprehend ideas through reading and

listening; (2) the ability to communicate ideas through
writing and speaking; (3) the ability to handle

1Michigan State Department of Education, The Common
Goals of Michigan Education: Tentative (Lansing, Mich., 1970),

11 pp.
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mathematical operations and concepts; and (4) the
ability to apply rational intellectual processes to
the identification, consideration, and solution of
problems.l

Within this statement can be found broad purpose and
general direction. How were specific objectives to be
obtained under this goal? 1In terms of the goal, what was
the child to accomplish by the time he reached the sixth
grade? What should he have accomplished in terms of his'
ability to handle mathematical concepts? Or his ability to
comprehend ideas through reading? It was reasoned by the
program planners that there was a need to develop a set of
specific objectives for each of the goals, and thatjthe goals
should be translated in specific statements of what the
schools should do.

At this point the State Department Staff identified
and the State Board adopted seven priority instructional
aréas drawn from and based on the common goals. These
priority areas included: (1) communication skills; (2) mathe-
matics; (3) social science; (4) science; (5) fine arts;

(6) health and physical education; and (7) occupational
skills. It was in these seven goal areas that the staff
developed statements of objectives by grade level. This work
was done with the assistance of and in conjunction with local

- school personnel. As an outgrowth of this planning a document

1Michigan State Department of Education, The Common
Goals of Michigan Education (Lansing, Mich., September,
1971), p. 5.
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was developed and adopted which presents common program
objectives for grades kindergarten through six in the priority

. . 1
instructional areas.

Assessment of Needs

The third element in Michigan's six-step program
called for an assessment of needs. The assessment program
gathered and reported three basic kinds of information
descriptive of the educational system: (1) student's back-
ground characteristics; (2) school and school district char-
acteristics and resources; and (3) student and school
performance. |

In the first year of its operation, the assessment
program gathered student performance information on fourth
and seventh grade students in four areas of academic skill--
vocabulary, reading, mechanics of written Ehglish, and
mathematics. These areas were chosen by the State Board
because together they constituted the skills which were basic
to each child's elementary education and were considered to
be thé foundation for all further educational development.

In its second year, the assessment plan again assessed
students' performance in the basic skills with the important
difference that the instruments used were altered so that

results would be reliable and valid for individual students

1Michigan State Department of Education, Program Objec-—
tives for Elementary School Subjects (Lansing, Mich., July,
1971), 36 pp.
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‘rather than, as in the previous year, reliable and ﬁalid.only
for groups of stﬁdents. With thisrchange, the results of

the 1970-71 Michigan Assessment Program also could be used

to identify. individual students whose needs in the basic
skills required further investigation.

By combining the data on individual students, infor-

‘mation was created which provided measures of average educa-
tional need for each school and for eéch school district in
the state. By combining the scores on all students‘in»
Michigan, a measure was created of the educational need of
all students in the state. This system of assessmenf pro-
vided measures of educational neea at four levels: (1) indi-
vidual student; (2) school; (3) district; and (4) state.

State officials saw the assessment effort serving
two basic purposes at the state level: (1) it pfovided
informatibn to help in making decisions regardind the alloca-
‘tion or distribution of resources and (2) it provided addi-
tional information to help in making decisions regarding
the structuring of major educational programs.

The role of the assessment program in locél applica-
tions of the Board's six-point proéram was to provide basic
information‘which would guide locai officials in the areas

 of student need and system operation which required ihtensive
examination.

State officials emphasized that the assessment pro-

gram was not designed to serve as a local evaluation-.
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instrument. Data from the assessment program only indicated
areac requiring further investigation in order to carry out
local evaluations and to make specific recommendations which

were appropriate in each local area.

Analysis of Delivery System

The fourth element in the model investigated the ways
the system used its human and material resources. In this
step, educational planners were concerned with procedures
through which the maximum utilization of buildings, books,
materials, people, methods and other resources could be
attained in the development of programs and projects.

- Efforts in this area centered around developing a
new role for curriculum consultants. The idea presehted was
to merge these consultants with the existing consultant
staff in the areas of school district organization, trans-
portation, school lunch, and pupil personnel services, thus
developing a team of instructional specialists who would
become skilled in analyzing the several diverse components

that comprise any instructional program.l

Evaluation

The basic premise of this step was that there are

. components which are common to the design of any sound

lMichigan State Department of Education, Staff Posi-
tion Paper Relative to the Instructional Specialists Program
of the Department of Education (Lansing, Mich., February,
1971), p. 13.
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evaluation. These components were placed in four categories:
the purpose category, the instructional category, the pro-
cedural category, and the decision~facilitating category.

State offiéials perceived evaluation as having three
purposes: (1) to determine whether or not the program was
effective; (2) to determine why the program was effective or
why it was not; and (3) to enable decision makers to make
recommendations as to modification, expansion, or continuation

of the program.l

Recommendations for Improvement

The sixth step of the model encompassed all five of
the previous elements and was intended to provide specific
answers to the question: "How can a state educational system
be altered so that it can be responsive to the need§ of all
those it serves?" The common goals outlined the general
areas in W%ich the 'system must direct its efforts. The per-
formance objectives gave the specifics of student needs and
desired system responses. Needs assessment was designed to
measure the degree to which the student needs were met.
Delivery system analysis examined the ways in which the
system responded to these needs. Evaluation drew conclusions

about the effectiveness of the system's responses. In the

final element, information provided through each of the five -

1Michigan State Department of Education, Some Compo-
nents of Educational Evaluation (Lansing, Mich., March, 1971),
p. 12.
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activities would be assembled and recommendations for spe-
cific changes in the system would be proposed. Designers
of this médel asserted the importance of the final elemenf
but noted that it would be of little value if the other five
activities were not carried out effectively.

Colorado--The Colorado State Department of Education
has moved from a.traditional "minimum input-level'" accredita-
tion program to an output oriented approach which was
described as "Accreditation by Contract."l Under the new
procedures, those local districts which contracted to effect
total school improvement received accreditation status from
the Colorado Board of Education upon submission of a com=-
prehensive school improvement plan. Accreditation was
conditional upon successful completion of the plan.

The key to contract accreditation was the development
and implementation of an action plan which would best meet
the educational needs of children and youth. Under the new.
plan, accreditation was granted when a local school district
committed itself to a plan of action designed to improve the
quality'of education, at which time a contract was entered
into between the local board of education and the Colorado
State Board of Education.

According to state officials, the new accreditation

program offered local agencies the opportunity to be accredited

1Accreditation by Contract, op. cit., 41 p.
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on the basis of developing specific objectives uniquely suited
to the educational needs of their students and then carrying
out a planned sequence of activities designed to attain those
stated objectives. The focus was on the requirements of the
future, rather than standards of the past. The emphasis was
changed from measuring inputs to evaluating results and from
meeting minimum standards to striving for self-developed
objectives consistent with the needs and capabilities of the
local district. ,

Better education through better planning was reported
to be the central purpose of accreditation by contract. More
specifically, accreditation by contract was proposed as:

l. A way to individualize school-district accreditation
based on the particular needs of the students in
each district.

2. A way to implement comprehensive, continuous, long-
range planning by establishing specific staff respon-
sibilities and district-wide procedures.

3. A way to make the best possible use of all available
resources by better relating (a) school and community;
(b) needs, goals, and objectives; (c) programs, prac-
tices and services; (d) program planning and budgeting;
(e) inputs, processes, outputs, and (f) costs and

benefits.

4. A way to determine results by establishing measurable
objectives.

5. A way to take timely action by charting a long-range
operational plan of who is to do what at what time.l

The procedures for developing an accreditation by con-

tract were perceived by state planners as including five basic

 1bid., p. 4.
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and sequential steps; The steps were: (1) Commitment;
(2) Pre-Planning; (3) Planning; (4) Approval; and (5) Imple-
mentation.
The major steps emplqyed in attaining accreditation

by contract can be analyzed as follows:

Step 1l: Commitment

The initial step to be taken would be a letter sent
by the local school board to the State Commissioner of Educa-
tion indicating the district's intent to enter into the
planning activities leading to accreditation by contract.
This first step was necessary to plan ahead for the type and
extent of consultant services which the iocal district may
request of the State Department of Education. In order to
provide services with dispatch, two members of the State
Department are assigned to each participating district to

serve in a liaison capacity.

Step 2: Pre-—Planning

A pre-planning phase was deemed necessary before
launching into the multiple activities involved in developing
a district-wide plan for education. Mény people in many
roles were involved in the process, in fact, school staff and
patrons were most certainly involved in the initial decision
of the board of education to enter into the contract accred-
itation program. Immediate and continuous involvement of

all interested parties was considered imperative in the
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developmenf 6f'long-range plans for education. Parents,
teachers; students, school adhinistrators; school board mem-
bers and concerned citizens should be involved, representing
every social, economic, racial and ethnic”group of‘the ’ ‘
cbmmunity.

A.coordinating or steering commiftee was usually
given the responsibility for anéwering such pre-planning
questions as:

1. What public information procedures would be necessary
to bring about the involvement of all groups in the
community?

2. What jobs would need to be done, and how would they
-be shared?

3. Are any changes necessary in the present assignments
of the school staff? What outside consultant ser-
vices may be necessary?

4. Should assignments and committees be organized

district-wide, by grouping of schools,_by individual
schools, or be a combination of these?

Step 3: Planning

Designers of the Colorado‘Plan for Accreditation by
Contract advanced the notion that there were two parts to
the planning process,2 The first half of the planning process
involved analyzing the problem in terhs of the questions:
Where are we? <-'- -> Where do we want to go? Before a solu-

tion to any problem can be developed, the problem should be

l1pid., p. 6.

Ibid., p. 8.
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thoroughly analyzed. Needs were defined as the difference
or distance between (1) where we are and (2) where we would
like to be. Once this difference was determined, solutions
can be developed for closing the gap.

The second half of the planning process was to
develop a solution to the problem in terms of the questions:
How do we get there? {- - -=> How will we know? Once the
problem has been identified, the development of a solution
was a matter of deciding upon (1) ways to close the gap as
well as ways to measure the extent to which the gap was
being closed.

Using the above rationale for problem solving, state
officials applied this process as a model for analyzing
student needs, quality education, student information, pro-
gram information, staff information, facilities information,
and financial information. Numerous examples of charts and
and survey forms were presented as procedural planning
guides for use by the participating school districts.

Planning was closely allied fo the evaluation design

in the Colorado Accreditation P.\:og:p:'am.'l Student and staff.

evaluation was considered to be an intricate part of the
planning process.
Student evaluation was viewed as a process of gather-

ing, recording, and interpreting data which would indicate

11pid., pp. 38-39.
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the extent to which stated behavioral objeqtiveslfbr students
were attained. Staff evaluation was explained 55~a-process
of_gathering, récording, and interpreting data which would
indicate the extent to which stated pperational_data for
staff had been achieved;

"The point was made thét it was programs, rather than
students, that were évaluated. For example, the extént to
which a student succeeded or failed was a measure of the
extent to which a given prééram succeeded or failed for the
student. In short, programs were considered successful when
theylheléed the students to acquire the knowledge, skills,
and attitudes necessary to meet their needs. Thérefore, when
a course failed to meet student needs it was assumed that the
course failed the student as opposed to the student failing
the course.

Evaluation was perceived as a means for determining
the extent to which desired results and actual results
coincided. Each stated objective for student and staff was
designed as an evaluation checkpoint for determining progress
to that point. Checking the accomplishment of both inter-
mediate and terminal objectives resulted in a system of
continuous evaluation. Such continuous evaluation of student
and staff performance provided thé "feedback" necessary for
making timely revision in the program to meet the needs of

students.



127

Step 4: Approval

Following the completion of the first three steps,
a contract committing the school district to implementing
the plan would be drawn up by the local board of education
and submitted to the Commissioner of Education and the
State Board of Education. The Contract-Accreditation Review
Committee would evaluate proposed'contracts on the basis of
the following check list:

1. The extent of school-community 1nvolvement in the
improvement plan.

2. The thoroughness with which present plans were
analyzed.

3. The thoroughness with which future goals and objec-
tives were determined.

4, The thoroughness with which improvement plans were
developed.

5. The thoroughness with which evaluation procedures
were developed.l

Agreement to the contract and the subsequent imple-

mentation of its commitments would constitute accreditation

by contract.

Step 5: Implementation

The action plan described on the previous pages was
designed for educational improvement based upon specific,
measurable objectives which made it possible to manage the

plan on the basis of those objectives. The central thrust

l1bid., p. 40.
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of the action plan was management-by-objectives. Each objec-
tive for student and staff constituted a checkpoint for the
implementation of the plan. The action taken at each check-
point was dependent upon continuous feedback or evaluation
concerned with progress at that point. Continuous evaluation
and managemént-by-objectives were, fherefore, reported fo be
inseparable. A commitment to accreditation by contract was,
then, a commitment to the implementation of planned improve-
ment based on continuous evaluaticn and management by student
and staff objectives. |

The Contract Accreditation Plan was implemented by
the Colorado State Department of Education during the 1971-72
school year. It cannot be said, at this point, that the plan
has met with unqualified success. It should be noted, how=
ever, that this and the other models for accountability/
accreditation described in this chapter could have far-
reaching implications for the changing role of leadership on
the state and local levels.

The concluding section of this chapter, then, will.
be concerned with the emerging role of state and local educa-~
tion agencies with respect to 1eadership responsibilities
for the improvement of education.

Leadership Roles and Responsibilities
of State Education Agencies

Over the past few years, there has been much said and

‘written about the changing role of the State Education Agency
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with respéct to its responsibility for providing léadership
in the development of new systems of accreditation consis-
tent with the emerging demands for accountability in education.
This notion was expfessed by the observations of two authors
who recently wrote:

. Educational organizations change as do other organiza-
tions; they respond to technological and social changes
by modifying their own behavior--by providing more, or

- fewer, or different services . . . state departments of
education are organizations which have and must continue
to react appropriately to new conditions if they are to
be relevant to the educational enterprise . . . depart-
ments of education are today faced with new conditions
and providing the stimulus for the emergence of a new
role.

Examples have been presented earlier in this study
which would indicate that perceptable changes in leadership
roles were occurring in the State Departments of Education
of Florida, North Carolina, Colorado, Michigan, and Washington
as evidenced by the new or revised programs of accreditation
initiated to incorporate varying degrees of accountability.

State Education Agencies cannot reasonably be expected
to make a viable contribution to the changes that are occur-
ring, or to the improvement of education if it continues to
do only what has been done in the past. State Agencies must
have the vision and foresight to anticipate and prepare for

its appkopriate roles in the emerging future. In the areas

~of accreditation and accountability, it is a matter of

1Ronald F. Campbell and Gerald E. Stroufe, Strength-
ening State Departments of Education (Chicago: Midwest
Admlnlstratlon Center, 1967), pp. 76-77.
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conjecture whether or not tne Oklahoma State Department of
Education has appropriately discharged its responsibilities
for leadership initiative.
If State Education Agencies are to assume the responsibility
for leadership in education, traditional organizational and
operational concerns must be replaced by new leadership and
service activities that are less bureaucratic, less regula-
tory, less bound by tradition and structures, and more
concerned with planning, develophent, and change.

The term, "leadership," is often either misunderstood
or misused because it has meant different things té different
people. According to Morphet and Jesser,l "The fundamental
purpose, or function, of leadership consists of providing
assistance in the identification and attainment of goals that
have been established by and for the organization." It is
in this context that leadership, as both a role and function,
is crucial to the State Education Agency."

It is in this vein that the agency can and must pro-
vide leadership of the type suggested by Morphet, Johns and
Reller2 who observed that constructive leadership may be
found when assistance is provided in: (1) Defining tasks,

goals and purposes of the organization; (2) Achieving or

lMorphet and Jesser, Op. cit., pp. 18=22.

2Edgar L. Morphet, Roe L. Johns, and Theodore Reller,
Educational Organization and Administration: Concepts, Prac-
tices and Issues (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall,
Inc., 1967), p. 127.
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attaining the tasks, goals and purposes of the organization;
and (3) Maintaining the-organization by accommodating emerging
as well'as.présent organizational and individual needs.

Quite often people, and especially educators, are
faced with a basic dilemma relating to the concept of power
and leadership. Can a person be a leader without having power
and authority? Conversely, does the existence of power and
authority result iﬁ leadership? |

These questions were crucial as State Agencies pre-
pared to assume leaderéhip roles in education. Power and
authority may be wvalid ;omponents of leadership, but there
was a difference between '"power over"™ and "power with.ﬁ As
Wiles observed:

Under the group approach to 1éadership, a leader is not
concerned with getting and maintaining personal authority.
His chief purpose is to develop power that will enable

the group to accomplish its goal. He does not conceive

of his power as something apart from the power of the
group. He is concerned with developing the type of rela-
tionships that will give him "power with" the group.

When State Education Agencies shift from traditional
regulatory roles to greater reliance on the leadership role,
more poéitive aspects of leadership must be utilized; and
greater care must be taken to avoid the potential misuse of
leadership. Leadership, and all that it implies, must be

clearly understood and accepted by all concerned. As Morphet,

Johns, and Reller have indicated:

lKimball Wiles, Supervision for Better Schools (Engle-
wood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1955), p. 164.
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No school group is completely autonomous in authority.
All school groups, both formal and informal, are sub-
groups of the total organization. The ultimate "group"
that has the final authority to determine school goals
is the people . . . Participation in decision making by
‘all groups and individuals concerned is now being widely
advocated. As groups participate in decision making,
it is vital that the  limits of authority of each group
be clearly defined. The administrator-leader must also
make clear to groups and individuals participating in
decision making, the decisions that he reserves for
executive decision making and the decisions in which they
- can share.

Whyte has offered some cogent observations relatlng
to "democratic leadership'" that redirects attention to some

of the basic problems of leadership:

The leader of a group or organization is expected to be
"democratic." He is expected to get results through
encouraging "participation" on the part of group members
in the decision-making process . . . We are inclined to
be more than a little suspicious toward anyone in a
position of authority. At the same time, we recognize
that a complex society cannot run without exercise of
some. authority and without some limitations upon individ-
ual “reedom. Perhaps, then, we can find our way out of
the dilemma if we try to make our organization more
democratic and substitute "democratic" for "autocratic"
leadership.2

The details of how the leadership roles and functions
may be assumed by State Education Agénéies have been the
subject of many recent studies, including those mentioned
abovg. They were also of primary concern in this study.

The roles and functicns of State Education Agencies in assum-

"ing leadership for the improvement of education in public

lMorphet, Johns, and Reller, op. cit., p. 41.

2William.Foote Whyte,'Leadership and Group Participa-
" tion (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University, New York State School
of Industrial and Labor Relatlons, 1953), p. 1.
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schools were described as six primary tasks. They were:1

Goals: The first step in improving education involved
choosing and clearly stating appropriate goals. Efforts to
improve schools will be ineffective if the goals are not
clearly defined. Goals must be related to specific courses
of action. The goals are the major targets and they must be
acceptable to the majority of the persons concerned with
them: the students, their parents, the public that finances
education, and the educators who are charged with seeing
that they are attained. Many goals will be statewide in
nature while some goals will be designed to meet special
locél needs. No systematic improvements wouid be likely to
occur until some reasonably firm consensus regarding what
society expects from the educational system has been achieved.
The State Education Agency would have the major responsibility
for leading in the development of statewide'goals. It would
also have the responsibility for assisting local systems and
local schools in developing their supplementary or local
goals.

In establishing goals, every effort would be made to
insure broad representation of students, parents, interested
citizens and professional educators and consultants.: All

goals for education should be directly or indirectly concerned

1Clifford L. Dochterman and Barron B. Beshor, "Direc-
tions to Better Education,;" Improving State Leadership in
Education (Denver, Colo., 1970), pp. 13=22.
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with and designed to facilitate quality or excellence in
student learning.

Policies: A goal and a policy are related to the
extent that a goal is a fixed objective while a policy is a
general guide for future decisions and actions. It indicates
the course to be followed. Once policies are agreed upon
they should be put in written form to avoid the possibility
of misunderstanding and dissension.

The developmeni of sound workable policies required:
(a) assembling and analyzing data; (b) systematic study of
data to determine the implications of proposed policies and
to identify alternative policies; and (c) the use of value
judgmenté where evidence is inconclusive. When value judg-
ments are used in formulating policies a working consensus
of all concerned should be sought.

Planning: To design education for the future requires
continuous planning. The only way a state can make progress
in improving education is to proceed seriously and continuously
to identify the needs of society and systematically plan for
change.

Educational planning is a complex process involving
many interrelated activities, such as: ‘

l. Determining present problems and unmet needs of
students and society.

2. Identifying and stating clearly long-range goals.

3. Finding alternative ways to auvtain the goals and
selecting the best.
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4, Establishing priorities.

5. Collecting appropriate data and obtaining resources
needed to establish and implement plans.

6. Utilizing the most creative imagination and helpful
technologies available.

There were certain important areas of responsibility
and that should be conducted or initiated at the state level.
They included:

1. The responsibility of the State Agency to plan its
own role, functions, services and procedures in order
that it may provide leadership in improving education
at the local district level. :

2. State Education Agencies should develop leadership
resources and provide the coordination needed o
assist local schools and school districts in sys-
tematic planning. While the State Agency should
provide leadership assistance and services, it should
not do the actual planning for local districts.
Developing plans for a local school district should
not be a function of a State Education Agency.

3. Competent and concerned lay persons, educators,
planning experts, consultants with special skills,
local school boards and state school boards must be
actively involved in long-range planning. Expert
consultants would give valuable guidance and assis-
tance, but would not be expected to make the basic
policy decisions for the representatives of the
school or the state if the goals were eventually to
be accepted by a majority of those affected. Sig-
nificant educational improvements occurred when the
people concerned or affected were realistically
involved in planning the improvements.

4, Tt must be recognized that some of the needed improve-
ments in education would require changes in existing
laws, special funding, adoption of new attitudes,
extensive retraining and reorientation.

Priorities: It would not be realistic to expect that

the state or school districts could undertake all of the needed

improvements at once. The demands on staff, students and
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economy wouid be too great. For these and other reasons,
priorities or sequential steps should be established. Cri-
teria that should be considered in establishing priorities
were: |
1. Humane Concerns: The activities, programs or changes

that would contribute most to the solution of both
current and long-range problems of society.

2. Range of Influence: The potential significance for
those served, including the seriously disadvantaged.

3. PFeasibility: The probability that what is proposed
would make a significant difference.

4, Public Acceptance: The prospects that the change
would attract favorable attention and acceptance
throughout the state.

Implementation: The election of qualified school

boards, selection of a highly qualified staff, establishment
of goals, planning and the other things that go into making
a good educational system would be of no avail without imple-
mentation. Steps to implement new plans, regardless of their
merit, could be expected to generate a certain amount of
controversy. Developing a detailed strategy for implementing
any plan for improving education was considered to be as
essential as creating the basic plans.

Implementation required several things:

1. Widespread involvement in the process of developing
plans and full communication would be essential if
public and staff misunderstandings and resistance are
to be avoided or minimized.

2, A basic commitment of human and economic resources

would be a necessity if improvement is to be
accomplished.
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3. Extensive reorientation or retraining of faculty and
staff members will probably be needed.

Evaluation and Accountability: The goals established

by the state or local agency are only as effective as the
methods used to evaluate them. Evaluation must be a contin-
uous process. Tt must determine the effectiveness of the
organization and programs and provide a valid measurevof
the progress of students. Many of the evaluéting procedures
and techniques of the past have been inadéquate, inappropri-
ate or ineffective.

Local education agencies can be assisted by the State
Education Agency by:

1. Developing, with the assistance of a representative
committee, the criteria needed by local school
districts to evaluate their own organization, pro-

cedures, programs, reporting and progress.

2. Assist local schools and school districts in making
realistic evaluations and reports to the public.

3. Assist in developing, evaluating, utilizing and
interpreting measures of cost effectiveness.

4, Evaluating'state objectives, programs and progress
and suggesting revisions where necessary.

Evaluation and accountability can be possibie only
when the educational goals are clearly defined. Evaluation
should be viewed as a means for determining the worth of a
process. An effective evaluation process must be employed
to determine the educational benefits to students; i@_is
essential fo provide better information on which decisions,
including those involving the allocation of resodrces, can

be made.



138

Evaluation provided the feedbackvthat education
decision makers must have before judgment could be hade about
the soundness of proposed or operative programs. Sound evalu-
ation techniques were considered essential in the quality of
the "outputs" of an educational system can be determined.

The role and functions of many State Education Agencies
are being redefined based on the changing needs and expecta-
tions of the public which they serve. Because public educa-
tion should be considered a primary responsibility of each
state, the State Edﬁcation Agency, in close collaboration
with local schodlAdistricts, should be in a logical position
to facilitate needed changes in education. |

The future success of education in Oklahoma should
rest largely with the State Education Agency and the leader-
ship énd services provided to plan and effect improvements
in all aspects of education and to establish appropriate

procedures for evaluating outcomes.

Summary
In this chapter the writer identified five State
Departments of Education which were considered to be model
accreditation/accountability programs. These states were:
Washington;ANorth Carolina, Michigén, Florida, and Colorado.
’ The new programs in Colorado, Florida, and Michigan

were operational whereas the Washington and North Carolina

programs were still in the planning stage.
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Although each of the model programs contained varia=-
tions in their approach to accreditation/accountability,
there were common elements identified in each. Specifically,
each state emphasized the importance of involvement by a
broad repreéentation of educators, students and lay people
during all phases of the planning process. There was some
variation in terminology, but each state stressed the signif-
icance of sequential steps in fhe formulation of new programs.
These steps included, but were not limited to: (1) a commit~ |
ment by the local school district; (2) a needs assessment;

(3) the planning phase (formulation of goals and objectives);
(4) implementation phase; (5) evaluation; and (6) modification
phase (recommendations for improvement). This process was
visualized as being cyclical, normally on a five year basis.
Evaluation was the phase which each of the states devoted

much attention and, presumably, it was this element in the
process that was the most difficult té perfect.

Of equal importance in this chapter was the role and
functions of State Agencies in providing leadérship and ser-
vices to local school districts as they planned and imple-
menﬁed new accountability/accreditation programs.

If State Education Agencies do only what they have
done in the past, they cannot be expected to make much contri-
bution to the improvement of education. It became increasingly
clear, dﬁring the course‘of this investigation, that the tra-

ditional State Agency needs revamping if it is to carry out
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its major role effectively: providing leadership and services
in planning and helping others to plan for quality education.
Its roles and functions can no longer be limited to the tra-
diticnal tasks of moﬁitoring compliance with regulations,
teacher certification, and various custodial functions.

In a time of rapid change and growing demands for
accountability, the State Education Agency is under preésure
from many sides. It i1s subject to challenges and demands
that tend to shape the kind and quality of educational leader-
ship that can be provided. As evidenced by examples given
in this chapter, there are State Agencies that have responded
to the challenge for a "new" kind of leadership and they are
paving the way for those who have the vision and courage to

followe.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summarx

The problem of this study was to investigate and
analyze current policies and procedures of State Edﬁcation :
Agencies in the,aécreditation of public schools. More
speéifically, it was intended to develop principles by which
a state education program may be evaluated; to identify
promising practices and perceptible trends as they relate
to the accreditation of public schools; and to idenfify
approaches in relating educational accountability to the
accreditation process.

The research was characterized by three principal
steps: first, each State Department of Education was requested
to send a copy of its current accreditation manual along with
printed materials, or an explanation, describing any current
plans or research pertaining to accreditation and/or account-
ability. Each of the fifty State Departments of Education
responded to this request.

Secbnd, two instruments were developed and tested for
the collection and assessment of data presented in this inves-
vtigation. These instruments were referred to in this study

141
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as the State Questionnaire and the Principles for Accredita-
tion.

A set of Principles for Accreditation was formulated
and regarded as basic to a good state accreditation/account-
ability program. Thesé principles were developed from the
professional literature to provide a basis for evaluating
state accreditation programs. This tentative list of prin-
ciples was then submitted to a jury of eleven professional
educators recognized for their expertise in the area of
public school accreditation and administration. A principle
was accepted if there was consensus of opinion by at least
seven of the jurors.

The State Questionnaire was developed and submitted
to a second group of ten educators selected for their
knowledge in the area of public school accreditation and
administration. Following a critical perusal of this instru-
ment by each of the ten educators, their recommendations
were incorporated in the refinement of the final draft of
the questionnaire. A copy of the State Questionnaire was
mailed to specific individuals in each of the State Depart-
ments of Education. A response was received from each of the
fifty State Education Agencies.
| The information gained from the administration of
the State Questionnaire and other sources was'categorized,

tabulated and analyzed as follows:
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1. Legal authority for the accreditation of public
schools.

2. Status of required or voluntary programs for
accreditation.

3. Accreditation classification categories and terms.
4, Purposes of accreditation.
5. The meaning of state accreditation.

6. Practices relating to the review and revision of
accreditation standards.

7. Practices of State Departments of Education concern-
ing on-site visits.

8. State legislation pertaining to accountability.

9. The responsibility of State Departments of Educa-
tion in implementing a system of accountability.

10. Leadership procedures used by State Departments of

Education to incorporate accountability into the
accreditation process.

L9

The third step employed in the development of this
study included the identification of model programs, by
State Departments of Education, which incorporated the con-
cept of accountability into the accreditation process. Of
primary importance was the change or redirection of the

leadership role and functions of State Education Agencies

emerging as an outgrowth of these new programs.

Major Findings

l, Sixty-six percent of the State Departments of
Education indicated that accreditation wzs mandatory and a
majority 6f the states affirmed that a purpose of accredita-

tion was to certify the eligibility of school districts to
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receive state financial aid.

2. Twenty-five State Departments of Education re-~
ported that accreditation was provided for the total system.
Nineteen states required accreditation of the total system
while in six states accreditation for the total school system
was voluntary.

3. Seventeen State Departments of Education provided

for levels of classification above the minimum level for

basic accreditation. Eleven states used only one term in

its classification category while eight states used classifi-
cation terms in descending order from the level of basic
agcreditation.

4. Forty-three State Departments of Education stated
that a purpose of accreditation was to insure a uniform
minimum level of education in the state public schools.

5. Thirty-six states reported that a purpose of
accreditation was to encourage self-evaluation in the local
scﬁool districts, while thirty~-four states indicated that
encouragement of experimentation and innovation was a purpose.

6. Forty State Departments of Education indicated
that procedures were established fof the review and/or
revision of accreditation standards and policies. Sixteen
states reported that meetings for the purpose of review and/or
revision of accreditation standards were scheduled "as
needed," while sixteen states scheduled these meetings at

least on an annual basis.
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7. State Department of Education personnel were used
exclusively for the review and/or revision process in seven-
teen states, while fourteen states reported that review and/or
revision committees were broadly representative of state and
local education agency personnel and lay people. Laymen most
frequently represented were state and local board of education
members and students.

8. Thirty-nine State Departments of Education affirmed
that on-site visits of local schools or school districts were
conducted. Nineteen states reported that the on-site visifs
were conducted at intervals of five years or less. The on-
site visits were conducted exclusively by State Department
of Education personnel in twenty states; by state and local
education personnel in seven states; and by a broader repre-
sentation, including lay people, in twelve states.

9. Ten State Departments of Education reported that
State Legislation pertaining to educational accountability
had been enacted. Twenty~five states indicated the intention
of developing a system of accountability which would be
closely allied with the accreditation concept. Most of the
states that were developing a system of accountability were
assuming this responsibility in the absence of statutory
mandate. |

10. The emphasis on accountability and new approaches
to accreditation indicated a redirection of the leadership
role and functions of personnel within many State Education

Agencies.
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Conclusions

The findings made as a result of this study warranted
a number of conclusions:

1. The concept being accepted by many State Educa-~
tion Agencies is to make accreditation mandatory and to pro-
vide‘accreditation for the total school system.

2. The practice of most State Agencies of requiring
schools to comply with only minimum accreditation standards
did not appear to provide the necessary incentive for local
education agencies to improve the quality of education.

3. The provision of multiple, rather than single,
levels of accreditation is a practice which probably encour-
ages school program improvement at the local level.

4. Although a majority of the State Education Agencies
affirmed that a purpose of accreditation was to encourage
experimentation and innovation, the degree to which this was
accomplished appeared gquestionable.

5. There appeared to be a trend toward seeking
broader representation, involving educators and lay peépie
outside the state agency, to assist in the review/revision
of accreditation standards and procedures.

6. Many State Education Agencies are incorporating
accountability programs into the accreditation process in
part, perhaps,‘to forestall inappropriate legislative action

aimed at public schools.
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7. The findings indicate strongly that many State
Educétion Agencies are providing effective leadership in the
improvement of local school programs.

8. The findings of this study strongly éuggest that
the leadership role and functions of many other State Educa-
tion Agencies must be modified or changed before any positive
progress can be realized in the improvement of public school

education.

Recommendations

The foregoing conclusions suggest the following
recommendations which, if initiated, might significantly
‘alter and improve public school education in Oklahoma and
many other states:

l. Accreditation standards should be changed to
provide for the accreditation of the total
school system and accreditation should be
mandatory.

This change of procedure to accreditation of the
total system, rather than individual public schools, should
_strengtﬁen State Education Agency relationships and partici-
pation in individual school programs. Many of the past
problems related to the accreditation of individual schools
have arisen because of the inequitable distribution éf
resources necessary for the accreditation bf the secondary

school. Often, this misdirection of resources has been at

the expense of elementary education.
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2. Levels of classification which exceed minimum

standards should be applied to the total school
system.

The adoption of this principle of accreditation should
provide for the stimulation and recognition of quality on

levels higher than the minimum. This element of the accredi-

tation program should be designed to require progress and

improvements on the part of all schools regardless of their

previous attainments. There would be no financial inducements
for meeting higher levels of classification. Prestige,
recognition, and the desire to serve student needs in the
best possible way are the primary incentives.

3. Accreditation should be determined by the effec-
tiveness of a school district's comprehensive,
continuous, short and long~range planning.

To be comprehensive, planning should be based ubon
broad and intensive school-community involvement. Planning
should be continuous and appraisal procedures should be built
into the plan to insure that the means selected are achieving
the ends desired. A cyclical pattern of assessment - - -
planning - -~ - implementation - - - reassessment should be
established and recycled at intervals of not more than five
years. Accountability should be built in as an integral,
operational aspect of the total accreditation process.

4. Appropriate steps should be taken to appoint a

State Accreditation Committee whose primary
function would consist of an annual appraisal
of accreditation standards and procedures.

The membership of this committee should be represen-

tative of secondary school principals, school superintendents,
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ciassroom teachers, members of the staff of the State Depart-
ment of Education and other professional educators and appro-
priate lay people appointed by the State Superintendent,
subject to confirmation by the State Board:of Education. Such
a committee would meet once a year or more often if needed,
would continue the appraisal of accreditation standards and
would be prepared to recommend revision, modification, or
expansion of the criteria as the needs emerged.

5. On-site visits to local school districts by a

representative team of professional educators
and appropriate lay people should be an integral
phase of the accreditation process and should
occur at intervals of not more than five years.

As a suggested new accreditation program is initiated
in a State, local school districts are informed of the State
program and process to be followed. The school district then
plans and conducts its self-evaluation after which it notifies
the State Education Agency that it is ready for an on-site
visiting committee. Following the on-slte visit an accredi-
tation report is then prepared by the evaluation team recom-
mending specific action by the State Board of Education. If
action by the State Beard is favorable, accreditation is pro-
vided. The school district is expected to then begin to think
and plan for subsequent self-evaluation and external visits.
To maintain accreditation the school district would be
required to undergo a reevaluation within a five year period.

School districts may be required to submit written reports

during the interim years between visitations.
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6. State Education Agencies should exercise leader-
ship initiative by assisting local school dis-
tricts in the development and implementation of
a system of accountability. The concept of
accountability should be closely allied with
the accreditation process.

The State Education Agency can assist local school
districts by developing, with the assistance of a representa-
tive committee, the criteria needed by local districts to
evaluate their own organization, procedures, programs and
progress. The State Agency should also evaluate state objéc-
tives, programs, and progress and make changes as necessary.
The State Accreditation Committee should be involved in this
responsible task.

7. The leadership role and functions of State
Education Agencies should be modified or changed
to meet the emerging demands for accountability
in education and this may often call for higher
levels of professional competence in the staff
of State Education Agencies.

Models were presented in this study which would indi-
cate that perceptible changes in leadership roles and func-
tions were occurring in many'State Education Agencies as
evidenced by the new or revised programs of accreditation
planned to incorporate, to varying degrees, the concept of
accountability. State Agencies must have the vision and fore-
sight to anticipate and prepare for bold new plans and methods
for the organization, operation and financing of the educa-
tional program.

If State Education Agencies are to assume the respon-

sibility for leadership in education, traditional organizational

!
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and operational concerns.must be replaced by new leadership
and service activities that are less bureaucratic, less
- regulatory, less bound by tradition and structures, and more
concerned with planning, development and change. ' Different.

approaches to staffing appears obvious if this need is met.
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THE OKLAHOMA ASSOCIATION OF SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

'STATE ACCREDITATION COMMITTEE
STATE QUESTIONNATIRE

: In completing this guestionnaire, please keep in mind
that the term "accreditation" is defined here as a level of
attainment which is achieved by a public school that either
meets the recognition for, or exceeds the minimum requirements
established by the state.

Please check or write in the appropriate response to each
of the questions or statements given below. If an item is not
applicable in your state, so indicate with (N/A).

1. Accreditation of public schools is a function of the state
education agency. YES NO

Comments

2. If your answer to the previous statement is '"no," what
~agency, if any, should perform this function?

3. Do the regional accrediting association standards:

a. Encourage or influence the state department to
reguire higher standards

b. Serve as a minimum for state standards

| c. Have no noticeable effect on the state o
accreditation program

4, State accreditation is:

Not required Voluntary Required
for for - for

Total System

High School

Jr. High

Elementary
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a. State department professional education per-
sonnel only.

b. State and local professional education per-
sonnel only.

c. Local school faculty and staff only.

d. Local school faculty, staff, and community
representatives., .

e. All of the above.
f. Others (please specify).
16. If the answer is YES to the previous question, what is the

frequency with which an "on site" evaluation, inspection, or
visitation of the local school is conducted?

17. What agency, group, committee, commission or division is
responsible for the review and revision of accreditation
standards?

18. Indicate the representation of the above group.
(check all which apply)

a. State education agency personnel
b. Administrators

c. Public school teachers

d. College or university personnel

e. Professional education organizations

f. Laymen

19. How often does the above group meet?

20. To what agency or person of the state department of
education does this group report?

2l. Has legislation dealing with the concept of "educational
accountability™ been enacted in your state?
* YES NO
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5. A school must'become accredited in ofder‘to receive state’
aid. YES - NO :

Comments

6. Accreditation is provided on an annual basis. YES NO

Comments

7. If not annual for how long is accreditation provided?

8. The legal authority to accredit public schools is estab-
lished by state statute. YES NO

9. If the answer 1s YES to the previous statement, to which of
the following agencies is this authority delegated?

a. State Department of Education

b. State Board of Education

c. Chief State School Officer

d. Others (please specify)

10. Are levels or classes of accreditation provided?
YES NO

11. TIf levels or classes are provided, indicate what they are.

12. The level or classification of accreditation applies to:
a. Total system
b. Elementary
c. Junior High -

'd. High School



13. Check each item. whlch is an objective of the state accred-
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itation process.

de

b,

i.

Stimulate growth and improvement in locai school
systems. :

Certify eligibility of school districts to
receive state financial aid.

To insure legal operation of the local
school system or school :

Insure a uniform minimum level of educa-
tion in all public school districts.

Provide for the general guidance and
direction of schools throughout the state.

Encourage experimentation and innovation.

Encourage self-evaluation by local school
districts.

To incorporate the concept of Educational
Accountability into accreditation process.

Other objectives.

14, Accreditation, when conferred, means that the state edu-
cation agency: (Check each item that is applicable)

Ae

b.

Officiaily accepts and acknowledges the
legal operation of the school system.

Officially sanctions the operation of the
school or school system.

Certifies that the schooi meets all legal

requirements.

Endorses the quality of the school's
program.

Certifies that the school system meets, or
exceeds, minimum state standards.

15. Does the state education agency require an evaluation,
inspection, or visitation of the local school as a part of
accreditation procedures?

YES

NO If "YES" indicate by checklng each of the

following which performs this functlon.
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22; Has the state education department or agency been vested
with responsibility for implementing any state program of public
school accountability?

XES NO Comments

23. Has any attempt been made to incorporate the concept of

"accountabll;ty" into the accreditation process?
- YES NO

If "YES"™ briefly describe, or attach materials which will
describe any plans which are being contemplated or implemented.
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SELECTED PRINCIPLES FOR STATE ACCREDITATION
OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS

There is considerable variance among the State Depart-
ments of Education as to what constitutes an optimal set of
standards for the accreditation of public schools. The purpose
of this inquiry is to determine if there are certain accredi-
tation standards and practices that are judged to be charac-
teristic of a good state accreditation program.

As you complete this inguiry, please keep in mind that the
term "accreditation" is defined here as a level of attainment
which is achieved by a public school that either meets or ex~
ceeds the minimuwn requirements established for accreditation.

This inquiry has two parts. The first part deals with
principles for accreditation; the second part seeks opinions
pertaining to accreditation practices. Following each item
listed below, indicate YES or NO if you believe the item would
be characteristic of a good state accreditation program. Addi-
tional space is provided for any comments you may wish to make.

PART ONE
1. Accreditation shall be voluntary on the part of local pub-
lic schools and school systems. YES NO
Comments

2. The allocation of state financial aid to a local school
district should not be contingent upon that schools attainment
of accredited status. YES NO Comments

3. Levels of accreditation should be employed by the state
education agency in accreditation of schools or school systems.
YES - NO Comments

4, Accreditation should apply to the total school system.
YES NO Comments

5. Reevaluation, through self-study and visiting committees,
should occur at least once each five year period with annual
reports submitted during the interim years to the State Depart-
ment of Education. YES NO = Comments
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6. Standards for accreditation should be formulated by the
state education agency in close collaboration with various
segments of the organized education profession and appropriate
laymen. YES NO

Comments

7. Standards for accreditation should be both qualitative and
quantitative in nature. YES NO

Comments

8. State accreditation standards should be reviewed annually
by a representative body of professional educators and laymen
and . the recommendations of this body should be presented
directly to the state board of education for action.

YES NO

Comments

PART TWO

9. State education agencies should rely entirely on regional
accrediting agencies for the accreditation of public schools
and not accredit schools which do not meet regional accredita-
tion standards. YES NO

Comments

10. State education agencies, if thelr accreditation standards
are appropriate, should have complete responsibility for the
accreditation of all public schools. YES NO

Comments

11. Regional accrediting agencies should accredit the total
school system rather than only segments of the school system.
YES NO

Comments
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12. The application of accreditation procedures should be
characterized by less rigidity and the exercise of greater
discretionary action on the part of local schools.

YES NO

Comments

13. Accountability for the quality of public school education
should be a '"shared" responsibility between the state and local
education agencies. YES NO

Comments

14. The major responsibility for incorporating "accountability"
into public school education should rest with the state depart-
ment of education as a part of the accreditation process.

. YES NO

Comments

15, The concept of '"accountability" should be a basic part of
the accreditation process since the local school or school
system should demonstrate that it is satisfactorily achieving
its appropriately identified and developed education objec-
tives. YES NO

Comments
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OKLAHOMA ASSOCIATION OF SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS
Oklahoma Education Association
323 East Madison, Oklahoma City 73105

December 9, 1971

Dear

The Accreditation Committee of the Oklahoma Association
of Secondary School Principals, in cooperation with the
Oklahoma State Department of Education is currently involved
in the revision of our accreditation standards and procedures.
We are attempting to obtain from the various State Depart-
ments of Education information on their respective accredi-
tation standards and programs of accountability. Furthermore,
we would be extremely interested in the results of any cur-
rent research undertaken in this area as well as any plans
you may have regarding revision of the accreditation process.

I should also mention that this information will be
used as supportive data for a doctoral study now being con-
ducted by the undersigned. :

Any assistance you can give us in this matter will be
greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Bill E. Martin
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OKILLAHOMA ASSOCIATION OF SECONDARY SCHOOIL PRINCIPALS
Oklahoma Education Association
323 East Madison, Oklahoma City 73105
October 2, 1972

Dear

The State Accreditation Committee of the Oklahoma Asso-
ciation of Secondary School Principals, under the auspice of
the Oklahoma State Department of Education, has authorized
an inquiry into the accreditation procedures as practiced by
the State Departments of Education. A questionnaire has been
prepared and will be sent to each of the State Departments
of Education soliciting information relative to the various
aspects of state accreditation of public schools.

In order to appropriately assess or evaluate the data received
in response to the aforementioned questionnaire, a set of
principles for state accreditation of public schools will be
devised which, hopefully, will be characteristic of a good
state accreditation program. In our opinion the principles
for accreditation should first be subjected to the judgement

. and validation by a panel of educators who are noted for

their expertise in the area of public school accreditation.

The purpose of this letter is to request that you, as
one who is eminently qualified, serve on a panel of twelve
jurors to judge the validity of selected principles for state
accreditation. After you have considered this request would
you please indicate your decision on the attached form and
return it in the self-addressed envelope?

Should you agree to serve on this panel you will be
mailed the principles for accreditation along with instruc-
tions for judging thelr appropriateness. 1In most cases
direct, one-word responses will be all that is required with
additional space provided for other comments.

I should also mention that this information will be
used as supportive data for a doctoral study now being con-
ducted by the undersigned.

I sincerely hope that we will receive from you an
affirmative response.

With best regards,

Bill E. Martin, Chairman ,
State Accreditation Committee
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OKLAHOMA ASSOCIATION OF SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS
Oklahoma Education Association
323 East Madison, Oklahoma City 73105
October 30, 1972

Dear

Attached is the instrument relating to the accredita-
tion of public schools which you kindly consented to judge.
Please bear in mind that these principles were selected to
investigate specific aspects of the accreditation process,
rather than the broad spectrum of accreditation standards.

Cur estimated completion data for this study is Febru-
ary, 1973, at which time we plan to have ready a set of
recommendations for the improvement of the Oklahoma state
accreditation standards and procedures for presentation to
the Oklahoma State Board of Education.

I should also mention that this information will be
used as supportive data for a doctoral study now being con-
ducted by the undersigned.

Your interest and participation in this matter is
greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Bill E. Martin, Chairman
State Accreditation Committee
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OKLAHOMA ASSOCIATION OF SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS
Oklahoma Education Associlation
323 East Madison, Oklahoma City 73105
December 22, 1972

Dear

The State Accreditation Committee of the Oklahoma Asso-
ciation of Secondary Principals and the Oklahoma State
Department of Education have authorized this inquiry into
the approval and accreditation policies and procedures of
State Departments of Education.

The purpose of this inquiry is to gather data which will
facilitate an analysis of current approval or accreditation
standards and to aid in the identification of promising trends
and practices now being used or contemplated by state educa-
tion agencies. It is hoped that this inquiry will assist in
the development of a set of recommendations designed to im~-
prove the accreditation standards of the Oklahoma State
Department of Education.

Your previous response in sending materials related to
our study was most helpful and is greatly appreciated. Your
kind offer to be of further assistance has prompted this
request. :

You, or members of your staff, can make an important
contribution to our work by completing the enclosed question-
naire and returning it at your earliest convenience. Since
we believe this survey may be contributive we will gladly
send you a copy of the results.

I should also mention that this information will be used
as supportive data for a doctoral study now being conducted
by the undersigned.

Thank you for your help, 1t is truly appreclated.

Sincerely,

Bill E. Martin, Chairman
State Accreditation Committee
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OKLAHOMA ASSOCIATION OF SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS
Oklahoma Education Association
323 East Madison, Oklahoma City 73105
October 24, 1972

Dear

Attached is the questionnaire relating to accountabil-
ity and accreditation of public schools which you kindly
consented to scrutinize. As I explained to you during our
telephone conversation, the questionnaire, when perfected,
will be sent to each State Department of Education. Data
generated in response to the questionnaire will be used by
the OASSP Accreditation Committee to support recommendations
for the improvement of the accreditation process in Oklahoma.
I should also mention that the questionnaire will be used as
supportive data for a doctoral dissertation now being under-
taken by the undersigned.

Your interest and assistance in this project is greatly
appreciated. :

Sincerely,

Bill E. Martin. Chairman
State Accredit.tion Committee



