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Evaluation, accountability, what have you? Within the last

decade educators have gone wild about "accountability" Ac-
countability to "whom?" "what?" "when?" "why?" are some of

the questions that have been answered rhetorically, but not spe-
cifically.

These questions have not been answered to the extent that
the classroom teacher knows what to do, pertaining to his being
accountable to those who demand proof. The classroom teacher
only knows that if "accountability" is required in his system he
may be fired, if he has not "oriented" his students to respond
properly to the instruments that are used to determine his ef-

fectiveness.

Recently, the writer had an opportunity to attend a board
meeting in a large school system in Georgia, the board of educa-
tion contacted personnel from the large state university to work
with some of the teachers in their system. The consultants were
to provide opportunties for teachers to learn some of the com-
petencies needed to strengthen classroom instruction. The plan
was excellent until one of the assistant superintendents felt the
need for an evaluation of the program. A haphazard method of

observation with some sort of rating was devised with little

planning.

The rating plan must have appealed to the group of read-

ing experts. One professor actually recommended the firing of

one teacher to the board. He did not call names, but the seed
was planted This professor visited teachers' rooms, for not
more than a hour, and had expected to see all of the techniques
of a reading specialist exemplified by the ordinary classroom
teacher. Though this was only a small part of the report made
by the reading committee, the use of expert techniques by class-

room teachers was the rating criteria of this group.

Are teachers going to be held accountable for the ideas and
methods of consultants who spend very little time with them
and know nothing about the unique individuals in the class-

rooms of these teachers? If we are going to recommend account-
ability in the public schools, then we must state specifically the

roles of those involved. Each person must know where he stands,

what is expected of him, his responsibilities, and his limita-

tions. Persons designated to determine how well teachers have
performed will also have to be accountable to those teachers,

to the extent of their accuracy in evaluating teacher perform-

ance.

This bandwagon of accountability as it is practiced is mis-

directed, as are most "new" educational ideas (Lopez, 1970).

Lessinger (1970) used as an example for his design for educa-

tional accountability the Texarkana Project. He would, also,

require educational systems to do what is seldom done by any
other public agency, industry, profession or public service. He
would require public school systems to prepare a public state-

ment that would balance monetary income with learning out-

comes. However, the results of the Texarkana Project have been
questioned because of possible ethical violations (Harmes, 1971,

Bhaerman, 1971). The theory involved in accountability does
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not direct the practice. Accountability must begin with the top
echelon and filter down to the classroom teacher. It must be
well planned, tested and directed.

The classroom teacher cannot be unduly limited by ad-
ministrators concerning his methods and procedures of instruc-

tion. He must be allowed to do whatever is necessary to inspire

children to learn. By the same token, children cannot be lump-
ed into one group. There should be some allowances for them to

reach attainable goals within a certain period (Lopez, 1970, 234,
and Sullivan, 1969, 138). These goals should be tailored for

each individual student according to his needs and interests.

(We ire assuming that the curriculum of the institution em-
braces the needs and interests of all of its students.)

The idea of meeting the needs of all of the students may
be considered a plea for individualized instruction, but true
evaluation of the teacher's effectiveness would have to consider
the uniqu.? position of each individual student. The position

of each student at the beginning of a program would have to be
assessed before his progress could be evaluated during or at the
end of a program (Goodlad, 1966, 102; Millman, 1970). The
importance of the subject area to the individual must be ac-

counted for (Almy, 1964, 48). Besides, most evaluation is done
in terms of mastery, which primarily embraces the cognitive

domain. Granted that the cognitive domain is important, but
mastery could consist of memorization.

Once students have the idea that what is taught in schools

is of benefit to them, learning will be more pronounced. Edu-
cation should produce change. This change should be in be-

havior, rather than making students' minds archives of factual

fragments. Student performance should be measured by behav-
ioral changes (Goodlad, 1966). Educational programs and prac-
tices should be geared to involve the student in desirable change.
This change should be desired not only by the society the stu-

dent represents, but by the student (Tyler, 1967, 18). Once the
student accepts these changes as desirable, the process of teach-

ing becomes less complex. In contrast, the standard process is

that changes and goals are defined for the student and he is

forced to accept them. The student resists this forced change,
consequently he registers minus on the evaluating scale.

The point here is, evaluating for accountability is more
complex than it has been made to seem. Jf teachers are going to

be held accountable, then they should know for what they are

accountable, to whom, why. and how they are accountable. They
should know for what they are not accountable and how much
autonomy they have in the instructional program (Barro, 1970).

The classroom teacher is accountable to his students. He
may be responsible to the school system and the taxpayers, but
he is primarily responsible to his students. The student is the

most important element of any educational institution or sys-

tem, and he represents the only true product. It is the teacher's

duty to provide opportunities that will develop the mental and
intellectual capabilities of all of his students to the maximum.
Now, whether this development takes place or not when the op-
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portunities are provided is another matter; because the student
is influenced by other factors in his environment.

The teacher is required to expose his student to infinite

activities, disciplines, and ideas. Their reaction to this exposure
should not be a standard one. The teacher does not indoctrinate,
he guides. The student's reaction is related to how he analyzes
that to which he is exposed. This is what the teacher is account-
able for provided he is allov/ed the freedom to plan and innovate,
and is provided the necessary materials.

The teacher is accountable to his students during the entire

year. His professional duty may not be limited to an academic
year, he may have to recommend or issue other statements re-

garding a student. The teacher does have the right to privacy
and personal rights just as any other citizen has. His profession-

al competence should not be judged by his personal involvement
as long as he keeps them separated from his instructional duties.

A system that does not permit teachers to instruct and
create to their potential, will reduce creativity and learning in

students. Accountability must begin in the State Department
of Education and extend to the systems and the schools. Each
component should be evaluated on its own merits according to

its responsibilities. The teachers and principals should not be
used as the scapegoat for uncooperative state legislatures, school

boards, and communities. Each must recognize and live up to

its responsibilities.

Today's call for accountablity does not apply to teachers,

it applies to educational practices as a whole. Changes will have
to be made to facilitate any evaluations embracing account-
ability. The State Department of Education down to the local

boards must institute curriculum changes and programs that will

allow teachers the freedom to teach children as they need to be
taught. Then, teachers will be able to acknowledge account-
ability as a creditable educational practice.

Professional educators should plan, govern, and test any
accountability measures and instruments involving teachers.

This is the only guarantee that evaluations for determining
teacher accountability will be conducted properly. It would be
a drastic mistake for the idea of accountability to result in re-

duced mental agility for students and a loss of creativity for

teachers. Teachers could show that they have met the specifica-

tions of accountability by teaching tests (Wildavsky, 1970,

212). This obsession for testing in America is probably one of

the major causes for the rebellion of young people. They pass

academic tests, but they are unable to cope with societal prob-
lems. We do not want the case for accountability to lead us
further down the path of irrelevancy of the instructional pro-

grams in our schools.

Accountability is important, but it should help those to be
judged to become more competent, rather than insecure, in the
teaching profession. True, dedicated teachers have been ac-

countable for centuries (Robinson, 1970, 193). The present day
concept of accountability should reinforce this dedication, or it

is not applicable to the field of education (Lopez, 1970, 234).

27



Until professional educators get together and formulate prac-
tices, and principles to govern the practitioner in the field of
education, we will remain beggars for wages, whipping boys, and
mud scrappers in the eyes of the American Pubilc.
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