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Abstract 

School leaders hold the primary responsibility and power to make decisions 

aimed at improving student achievement (Seashore-Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom & 

Anderson, 2010).  Studies suggest that school leadership evaluations can have an impact 

on leadership quality and result in improved student performance (Holdaway & Ward, 

2000). However, a review of the literature by Goldring, Porter, Murphy, Elliott, and 

Cravens (2009) showed no comprehensive survey of current principal leadership 

assessment practices in the field.  

In 2014, the Avi Chai Foundation completed their fourth survey of Jewish 

education in the United States (Schick, 2014). There are 255,000 students in 861 Jewish 

private schools which is a 37% increase from 1998. Orthodox Jews represent 85% of 

students attending Jewish Day Schools in the United States. With the numbers of 

Orthodox Jewish students and schools growing, the need for impactful school leadership 

increases. 

This exploratory study reviewed the current evaluation processes of Heads of 

School at Orthodox Jewish Day Schools. Eighteen interviews were conducted with 

school leaders, using a cognitive interview framework, to understand what current 

evaluation practices are being used and explore the perspective of these leaders on best 

practices for future assessments. Of the 18 leaders, only three had experienced formal 



 

 

 

evaluations in the past three years, and three additional leaders had one evaluation each in 

their current role more than three years ago.  

Those evaluated experience a variety of processes both regarding who performed 

the evaluation and the way the data was collected. The three leaders who experienced 

evaluations during the past three years reported that the evaluation has had a positive 

impact on their practice.  

This study found that school leaders value evaluation and, when done correctly, 

embrace the practice.  When describing their perception of the best method of evaluation, 

leaders emphasized trust as the most significant factor in an effective evaluation process.  

Evaluation teams and data collection methods must be thoughtfully developed with input 

from school leader to ensure effectiveness. Finally, communication between the 

evaluators and the leader being evaluated must be clear and initiated early in the process.  
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Chapter I 

Introduction 

School leaders are the highest paid employees on the school campus. They are 

given the most responsibility and have the power to make decisions towards improving 

student achievement. Research is clear that school leaders have a significant impact on 

student achievement (Bell, Bolam, & Cubillo, 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Seashore-

Louis et al., 2010; Witziers, Bosker, & Kruger, 2003). School systems in public and 

private sectors recognize the significance of effective leadership. The leadership 

behaviors that have been linked to student achievement are also well documented in 

research.  

There are many components of developing an effective leadership structure for 

schools. Some of these include the training, recruitment, support, and evaluation of 

leaders. There are also many opportunities for training found at universities and local PD 

organizations. These educational opportunities also generally provide ongoing education 

and support to current leaders.  Many schools have components in place to implement the 

training, recruitment, and support of leaders.  When it comes to the leadership evaluation 

process, much less research is found. Reasons for this challenge in the evaluation are 

explored in the research review. The case is made that evaluations can be especially 

challenging of the Head of School of an Orthodox Jewish Day School (OJDS). This 

thesis assists in filling the gaps in knowledge of the current evaluation practices for 

Heads of School of OJDS.    
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Background of the Problem 

Studies indicate that finding practical methods to appropriately and thoughtfully 

evaluate school leadership can have a real impact on leadership quality and ultimately 

result in improved student performance (Glasman & Heck, 1992; Thomas, Holdaway, & 

Ward, 2000). Leadership evaluations should provide educators with the critical tools and 

feedback needed to improve their leadership behaviors and create environments where 

educators can be held appropriately accountable for school performance (Reeves, 2005; 

Waters & Grubb, 2004).  

Assessing principal effectiveness is a critical element of school improvement. 

Such assessments should be simple to perform and should focus on the critical aspects of 

school leadership. These evaluations should also provide important data that will drive 

professional development(Heck & Marcoulides, 1996; Porter et al., 2006; Portin, 

Feldman, & Knapp, 2006; Reeves, 2005). 

Ginsberg and Berry (1990) found a wide range of practices, but little research to 

validate these multiple approaches to evaluation. There were two issues of the Peabody 

Journal of Education dedicated to this topic. In these journals, Ginsberg and Thompson 

(1992) state that “the state of research on principal evaluation emphasizes the lack of 

empirically supported information about best practices” (p. 67). 

Reeves (2005) conducted a national survey of leadership evaluation instruments. 

His research revealed a surprising disregard for what we know concerning meaningful 

feedback and effective evaluation. Many systems have attempted to evaluate principals 

(and superintendents) based on student test scores, but rarely is there meaningful 
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evaluation of the impact of leadership on teaching and curriculum (Reeves, 2002a; 

Reeves, 2002b). 

There are multiple challenges in this evaluation which may explain why there is 

such variety in evaluation procedures.  One challenge is the complexity of the principal’s 

role. It is difficult to identify which dimensions of leadership should be assessed 

(Glasman & Heck, 1992; Hart, 1992; Huff, 2006; Marcoulides, Larsen, & Heck, 1995; 

Oyinlade, 2006). Goldring et al. (2009) assert that any leadership evaluation models that 

endeavors to cover the many subtleties of the principal’s role and to operationalize all of 

the activities of the school leader is doomed to fail. 

Author Junger (1998) expresses “the perfect storm” in his book by that name as a 

condition where different factors have come together at the same point and have created a 

negative situation for school evaluation. The Center for Performance Assessment, in a 

study led by Reeves (2002a; 2002b), called the National Leadership Evaluation Study, 

confirmed this “perfect storm” of failure: The substantive shortage of educational 

leadership has been coupled by a faulty leadership evaluation system. This current system 

discourages high impact leaders and fails to identify ineffective leaders. Reeves studied 

hundreds of principal evaluation systems and reviewed many thousands of pages of 

documents in search of an example worthy of emulation and was unsuccessful (Reeves, 

2002a; Reeves 2002b). 

There is very little data regarding evaluation measures used in Orthodox Jewish 

private schools. While many schools administer standardized tests, there is little data to 

support their employment for leadership evaluations. One reason that it may be hard to 

develop an effective evaluation model for this segment of the private school field is 
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because there is a very wide range of responsibilities assigned to the Head of School in 

private Jewish schools. In addition to the educational responsibilities shared by all school 

leaders, these leaders are often responsible for fundraising, building management, 

recruitment, board development, city-wide public relations and many other tasks that 

distract a leader from the role as educational leader.  

Statement of the problem. A gap of knowledge exists in this segment of private 

schools. It is important to understand what methods are being used in the Jewish Private 

school sector. The leadership of this school requires a complex approach to evaluation 

and there is no research available on this. Not having effective leadership evaluation 

procedures leaves the leader vulnerable to the whims of individual lay leaders with 

focused criteria based on one specific measure. Schools would benefit from sustained 

leadership that is not subject to evaluations based on the whims of current lay leaders. In 

order to evaluate if evaluation strategies are effective, it must first be determined if 

anything is currently being utilized, and if so, what is being utilized? 

Purpose of the study. The purpose of this study was to determine what methods 

are currently being used to evaluate Heads of School in Orthodox Jewish private schools 

in North America. This study assists in filling the gap of knowledge regarding available 

data and research in this area and helps shed light on a significant component of 

leadership development and retention in this sector of schools. 

Significance of the Study 

The Jewish day school movement has experienced significant growth over the 

past fifty years but has not had much formal study of this growth or trends in the field. In 

2014, the Avi Chai Foundation completed their fourth survey of Jewish education in the 
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United States (Schick, 2014). There are 255,000 students in 861 Jewish private schools. 

There has been a 37% increase since 1998 with 175,000 students in 676 schools. Trends 

indicate that student population will reach 300,000 in five years. Orthodoxy is the fastest 

growing subgroup within Jewish schools, as Chasidic schools have grown by 110% since 

1998, and Orthodox yeshiva schools have grown by 60% since 1998. These two 

categories make up 60% of total student growth. Currently, Jewish Orthodox Schools 

have 216,412 students, making up 85% of students in Jewish day schools. Many of the 

early leaders of the Jewish Day school movement were immigrants with the limited 

traditional educational background. It is only in the past two or three generations that the 

lay and professional leaders of OJDS are university-educated, and understand the value 

of data and research with regard to leadership practices. 

There can be a number of reasons that evaluations can be arduous and difficult 

processes. Although limited research has been conducted to formally identify possible 

obstacles, possible challenges can be suggested for further research. The task to evaluate 

the Head of School falls on a volunteer lay leadership team that often has limited 

experience in the field of education. These well-meaning but often underqualified lay 

leaders would need to invest significant energy and time to develop and implement an 

evaluation process of the Head of School. Additionally, these private schools are often 

funded partially by tuition revenue and partially by fund-raising, done by these same lay 

leaders. This may not allow for the hiring of consultants to perform the evaluations.  It 

would be understandable to find that evaluation techniques will be varied and that no 

single method will dominate the professional landscape. It would also be expected that 

well-liked established leaders may not be evaluated in any meaningful way.  
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So long as no systemic evaluation practices are developed by schools, they leave 

school leaders susceptible to unexpected evaluation procedures based on whims of lay 

leadership. This kind of evaluation leads to high turnover of leadership since the criteria 

are unexpected and random. This explains, in part, why there is such limited research on 

Orthodox Jewish Day Schools.  

Another area of significance is that frequent turnover can damage the school 

leader him or herself, and these experiences can negatively impact the pool of talent 

available to fill positions of leadership. Partlow and Ridenour (2008) describe the 

negative impact of leadership change to the school itself. There are a limited number of 

Orthodox Jewish schools in many cities in the United States and being let go from a 

position will often necessitate moving from one state to another to obtain another job. 

This relocating can be difficult on families and possibly would deter potential leaders 

from taking such jobs out of fear for the impact it will have on the health of their 

families. This research adds value and plays a crucial role in developing meaningful data 

about this segment of schools. 

Description of Jewish Population in the United States 

Judaism is a monotheistic religion that traces itself back about 3,000 years. The 

Torah, part of the more expansive Tanach, is the foundational (Hebrew Bible). Judaism 

has additional supplemental texts known as the “oral tradition” that are recorded by later 

works. The primary text of the oral law is known as the Talmud which has been the focus 

of much scholarly study since its completion approximately 2,000 years ago. Religious 

Jews believe that Judaism is the result of a covenantal relationship established by God 

with the Children of Israel. The history of Judaism has its roots in the Middle East during 
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the Bronze Age and Judaism's texts, traditions and values have influenced later 

Abrahamic religions, including Christianity and Islam (Johnson, 1987).  

Today, there are three primary groups of practicing Jews which are Orthodox, 

Conservative and Reform Judaism. These groups differ in their approaches to Jewish law 

and the authority of the Rabbinic tradition.  Orthodox Judaism maintains that the Torah 

and Jewish law are divine in origin, eternal and unalterable, and that they should be 

strictly followed. Conservative and Reform Judaism have been founded in the last 200 

years and are more liberal. Conservative Judaism generally promotes a more “traditional” 

interpretation of Judaism’s requirements than Reform Judaism. Reform ideology asserts 

that Jewish law should be viewed as a set of general guidelines rather than as a set of 

restrictions and obligations whose observance is required of all Jews (Johnson, 1987).   

Jews are an ethnoreligious group and include those born Jewish and converted to 

Judaism (Moore, 2008). In 2015, the American Jewish Year Book reported that the world 

Jewish population was estimated at about 14.3 million, which is about 0.2% of the total 

world population (Dashefsky &Sheskin, 2015). Approximately 43% of all Jews reside in 

Israel and another 43% reside in the United States and Canada, with most of the 

remainder living in Europe, and other minority groups spread throughout South America, 

Asia, Africa, and Australia. 

In a 2013 survey that the Pew Research Center conducted of American Jews, they 

found an estimated 6.7 million Jewish persons in the United States. Of these, 5.3 million 

are adults and over 1.3 million are children. Of the three major denominations, reform, 

conservative and orthodox, orthodox Jewry makes up only 10% or 670,000 people.  Even 

though this group is quite small, they are on average much younger and have larger 
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family sizes. This trend indicates that with time the percentage of orthodox will grow 

(Pew Research Center, 2013).  

Primary Research Questions 

There are three primary research questions in this exploratory study. One was to 

ascertain the current practice regarding the formal evaluation of school leaders being used 

by Orthodox Jewish Day Schools. Secondly, if evaluations are being done, what methods 

of evaluation are currently being used by Orthodox Jewish Day Schools. The third 

question was what do school leaders suggest be used for effective evaluations.  

Using techniques of cognitive interview with probing question provided 

opportunities to explore these questions.  

Some specific probing questions included: 

 Please describe your school including student and faculty size, ages served, 

accreditation and affiliations. Are there any unique characteristics of your 

stakeholders or program? 

 Please provide information about your background in education, the positions you 

have held, and any specific training you have had that supports you in your 

current role. 

 Please describe the leadership structure at your school, including the lay board’s 

areas of authority and as well as any rabbinic committees.   

 In broad terms, please provide an overview of your job description. What areas 

are you directly responsible for? What areas do others report to you on and what 



9 

 

 

areas are outside of the scope of your leaderships? Please make sure to include 

fundraising, facilities management, educational leadership, and discipline. 

 Reflecting back on the year, please describe your experience of being evaluated. 

 How do you interpret the goals of your evaluation? Is it intended to report on your 

performance, is it to improve performance or some other intention? 

 Please explain the timeline of the evaluation process. 

 Are the parameters of the evaluation clarified to the Head of School in advance of 

the evaluation?  

 Who performs the evaluation? Is an outside consultant brought in or is performed 

internally? 

 How are the results of the evaluation shared with Head of School and other 

parties? 

 What factors are considered and how much weight is put on them? 

 How are critical factors evaluated? Are surveys used, if so what are they and how 

were they developed? 

 What role, if any, do students, faculty and parents play in the evaluations? 

 Are there any individuals (benefactors / community leaders) whose opinion can 

override any formal evaluation process? 

 What is your perception of the evaluation process?  

 How has the evaluation impacted your practice? 
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 If you were hired to develop an evaluation system - what would it look like? 

 

Research Design 

Many OJPS belong to an umbrella organization, called the National Society of 

Hebrew Day Schools, and are listed in their national directory. This database was used to 

identify 18 school leaders open to participate in an interview.  

Due to criteria that will be described later, the pool of potential subjects is 

somewhat limited. Despite the magnitude of Jewish schools in the country, there are 

many leadership structures that would exclude the leader from this study. Additionally, 

each interviewee must be found and willing to give up an hour to discuss their 

experiences with the evaluation process. For these interviews to yield meaningful results, 

subjects must be comfortable having these conversations.  The 18 subjects who engaged 

in the interview process provided sufficient data for this exploratory study and allowed 

for the establishment of meaningful data.  

Once identified, a phone interview was conducted since the country-wide 

distribution of school leaders makes face-to-face interviews impractical.  Interview 

questions were open-ended to elicit a wide and honest response following protocol used 

in cognitive interview methodology. Since the researcher is himself the Head of School 

of an OJPS, it was easy to gain rapport and understand responses bringing the data from 

an etic to emic perspective.  Questions included an understanding of the size of the 

school, length of employment, lay leadership structure, and breadth of responsibilities. 

Once this background information was provided, questions focused more directly on 

current and previous methods for evaluation. Conversations were recorded, transcribed, 
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and reviewed for significant findings.  Techniques used in cognitive interview 

methodology were used to interpret the data. 

Assumptions, Limitations, and Scope (Delimitations) 

It is assumed that principals interviewed were answer truthful and accurate to the 

interview questions based on their personal experience and that participants responded 

honestly and to the best of their individual abilities. School leaders should value the 

importance of this study and be interested in improving the field by contributing honestly 

to the program.  

The study was limited by the number of school leaders that could be reached and 

interviewed. School leaders are quite busy and were not all motivated to participate in 

extended interviews that were needed to extract meaningful data.  

Definition of Key Terms 

Leader evaluation. Evaluation is a systematic determination of a leader’s 

effectiveness using criteria governed by a set of standards. It can assist an organization, 

program, project or any other intervention or initiative to assess any aim, proposal, or any 

alternative, to help in decision-making, or to ascertain the degree of achievement or value 

with regard to the aim and objectives and results of any such action that has been 

completed. The primary purpose of evaluation, in addition to gaining insight into prior or 

existing initiatives, is to enable reflection and assist in the identification of a future 

change of leadership.  

School leader. Also called Head of School, School Principal, Dean, and 

Headmaster, a School Leader is the most senior educational leader and manager of a 

school. In some schools, the business operations are led by a second leader known as 
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executive director or Dean. For the purposes of this study, we will only be looking at the 

singular most senior leader of the school regardless of whether he or she directly manages 

that educational process or delegates that to subordinates and focuses personally on 

financial matters.  

Orthodox Jewish Day School. A private school at which the mission is to teach 

children to practice the tenants of Orthodox Judaism.  Generally, these schools are 

located in communities with strong Orthodox Jewish communities and provide intense 

Judaic Studies programs as part of their curriculum.  

Summary 

The research presented in this paper suggests that effective leadership is important 

and has the ability to make a significant difference in schools. Many specific leadership 

behaviors are identified in the literature. To the extent that school leaders are trained in 

these behaviors and are held accountable for them, schools will improve. Evaluation 

processes must be developed to support leaders in their roles. Currently, while much 

research is known about behaviors leaders can do to promote student achievement, there 

is less known about the role leader evaluations play in supporting and improving school 

leadership.  

It is certainly ironic that the sections of the educational establishment where 

advanced degrees are quite common, the educational leaders and senior management 

sections, have failed to keep pace with the rest of the educational landscape in terms of 

improved assessment focused on performance. 

 



 

 

Chapter II 

Review of Literature 

This chapter will review the literature on the history of Orthodox Jewish 

Education in the United States and the history of the position of the principal. Research 

on the impact of leadership and specific leadership behaviors will be covered, as well as 

unique aspects found in the leadership of Jewish Day Schools in the United States. 

Finally, a review of the development of school leadership evaluations and current status 

of leadership assessments will be presented, followed by four distinct models used 

currently to evaluate school leadership.  

School leaders can have a profound impact on the schools they serve. Having a 

firm understanding of which behaviors impact positive results and how those behaviors 

are evaluated will improve education.  

In the United States, there will soon be a significant turnover of unprecedented 

proportions. The American Association of School Administration (Davis, Darling-

Hammond, LaPointe, & Meyerson, 2005) estimate that more than 40 percent of school 

leaders will be eligible for retirement in the near future. This change will require a new 

look at how school leaders are recruited and retained. Leadership evaluation will once 

again be an area to review and improve.  

History of Orthodox Jewish Education in the United States 

Until the late 19th century, there was very little Jewish immigration to the United 

States. Those who did come did not have many options for schools due to the small sizes 

of the communities in which they lived. Some of the wealthier immigrants could afford to 

hire private tutors. Some also used the synagogues for after school or Sunday 
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programming while their children attended public school. Some of these programs were 

quite basic and only covered very simple curriculum hoping to counter the work of 

Christian mission schools.  This program only consisted of Bible lessons, hygiene, 

behavior, and singing. While the program provided by the Hebrew Free Association had 

a more substantive program, providing classes after school five days a week, they still did 

not provide an extensive Jewish education to children. This limitation was furthered by 

the fact that children often attended the program only six months to a year (Dushkin, 

1918). Dushkin (1918) reports that the Hebrew Free School Association had only 3,500 

children enrolled in their supplementary classes in 1899.  

At the turn of the 20th century that was a significant immigration of Eastern 

European Jews to the United States. These immigrants intended to transplant the 

education environments that they had in Europe to the United States. The schools were 

known as the “cheder”. A cheder is the Hebrew word for room as these settings were 

generally one-room school houses. These schools had been successful in Europe and had 

an extensive curriculum included Hebrew reading, writing, and deep Bible study. The 

program culminated in the study of the Talmud with an aim towards independent study 

and higher level rabbinical training.  The cheder model did not take hold in the United 

States, but American schools slowly developed into community-supported institutions for 

all children.  Often children continued to attend public schools and classes were held 

daily in the afternoons. According to Grinstein (1969), the first of the full-time schools, 

referred to as a “Yeshiva”, was Yeshiva Etz Chaim which began in New York in 1886. 

By 1913 it became the Rabbi Jacob Joseph School with 500 students. In 1928 its College 

of Liberal Arts and Sciences was established as well forming the nucleus of the future 
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Yeshivah University established in 1945 and still in operation in New York City (Landua, 

2012). 

Torah Umesorah, also known as The National Society for Hebrew Day Schools, 

was the first national organization that pioneered specifically Orthodox Jewish Day 

Schools in the United States. The organization first opened in 1944. That was during 

World War II and world Jewry was under the threat of Adolf Hitler who intended the 

murder of every Jew found. Understanding that the future of the Jewish people would 

now be found in the United States, Rabbi Shraga Feivel Mendolowitz, with the 

encouragement of many rabbis, founded the organization with the goal of opening new 

schools throughout North America. (Rosenblum & Sorski, 2001). 

The founders of Torah Umesorah envisioned the establishment of a new model of 

education that was not common yet in the United States. Until that time, most schools 

were the older “cheder-style” schools that took place after a full day of public school and 

on Sunday morning. Rabbi Mendolowitz saw that the current model was not providing 

children with a strong Jewish education. He wanted to develop a network of schools that 

would provide a full day program with both a secular and Judaic curriculum in the Jewish 

environment.  In addition to providing a more expansive Jewish education, he felt that 

having children in the Jewish school environment would shelter them from the 

acculturation that many immigrants went through often dropping their Jewish identity 

completely in the process.  

The founding rabbis designed dual-curriculum day schools that provided both a 

curriculum of Judaic education for half the day and a solid general studies education as 

well. Both programs would take place in one school and under the direction of the 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Curriculum
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Curriculum
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rabbinic leadership of that school.  They looked to newly trained ordained rabbis to serve 

as the leaders of these schools. In fact, Rabbi Mendolowitz opened a principal training 

program to develop leaders for these schools (Rosenblum & Sorski, 2001). 

In 1920 there were only 1,000 students enrolled in Jewish Days schools in the 

United States. Over the past 100 years those numbers have increased dramatically. The 

Avi Chai Foundation completed their fourth survey of Jewish education in the United 

States in 2013. They found that there are currently about 250,000 students enrolled in 

Jewish schools in the United States of America. This number reflects an increase of 

27,000 students or 12% since the census that was done in 2008 and an increase of 37% 

since the first survey that was done 1998. In that survey, there had only been 184,000 

children in school and over the 15 years between the surveys, student enrollment has 

grown by 70,000 students.  

Orthodox Jewish schools have grown at a faster pace than other Jewish schools 

both in terms of students enrolled and number of schools. Data on the Orthodox 

population has only been gathered formally since 1998 and since that time the numbers 

have increased. As of 1998 there were 141,605 students in Orthodox Jewish Days School 

and in 2013 there were 216,412 which is an increase of 74,807, nearly a 50% increase in 

just fifteen years, as shown in Figure 1. At this rate of increase there will be 324,618 

students in Orthodox Jewish Day Schools by 2028 which is a little over ten years from 

the date of this study.  
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Figure 1. Jewish day school student enrollment in USA. Adapted from “A Census of 

Jewish Day Schools in the United States 2013-14,” by M. Schick, 2014, Avi Chai 

Foundation.  

 

Table 1 

Orthodox Jewish Day School Student Enrollment in USA 

 Total Students 

Enrolled in Jewish 

Days Schools in 

USA 

Total Students 

Enrolled in 

Orthodox Jewish 

Days Schools in 

USA 

Total Students 

Enrolled in Non-

Orthodox Jewish 

Days Schools in 

USA 

1920 1,000 data n/a data n/a 

1940 7,317 data n/a data n/a 

1960 37,012 data n/a data n/a 

1980 56,671 data n/a data n/a 

1998 184,333 141,605 42,728 

2003 205,035 158,852 91,183 

2008 228,312 184,256 44,056 
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2013 254,749 216,412 38,382 

Note: Adapted from “A Census of Jewish Day Schools in the United States 2013-14,” by 

M. Schick, 2014, Avi Chai Foundation. 

 

The Avi Chai(2013) survey found that there were 861 day schools in 2013-14, 

which is 59 more schools than reported in 2008 and over 200 more than reported in 1998, 

as shown in Table 1.  In terms of school size, the survey found that when dividing the 

number of students by the number of schools, the average per school is 296 students. It 

also found Jewish Day Schools in 37 states and the District of Columbia. In 10 of these 

states, the enrollment numbers are lower than 100 (Schick, 2014).  Orthodox Jewish 

schools have grown from 496 in 1998 to 659 in 2013, as shown in Table 2, while non-

Orthodox schools have only grown from 180 to 202.  

Table 2 

Number of Jewish Day Schools in USA 1998-2013 

Year Total Jewish Schools 

in USA (All 

denominations)  

Orthodox Jewish 

Schools in USA 

Non-Orthodox 

Schools in USA 

1998 676 496 180 

2003 759 515 244 

2008 802 580 222 

2013 861 659 202 

Note: Adapted from “A Census of Jewish Day Schools in the United States 2013-14,” by 

M. Schick, 2014, Avi Chai Foundation. 

 

History of Principal Position 

During colonial times, there was little school structure. Each school house was 

run by an independent educator who followed their own educational philosophy and 
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abilities to provide an education for children. These schools did not follow any 

regulations or standards and left the educators vulnerable to the resources and attitudes of 

the small groups supporting them (Rousmaniere, 2013).  

It was not until the mid-1800s that schools began hiring leaders as a separate role 

from teachers. This role grew out of the high school-level schools which were celebrated 

by communities as the final preparation of students for life. Community leaders invested 

heavily in this school and wanted to make sure the education was effective. This 

development led to the formation of public school systems that were then called 

“common schools.” These systems were loosely organized and lacked clear guidelines 

and expectations for schools. The original model for the school system was based on the 

vision of a factory (Rousmaniere, 2013).  This vision was summarized by the statement 

of the common school reformer of that time Henry Barnard who wrote that schools were 

to secure the harmonious action and progress of each department (Cohen, 1974). 

The role of principal was poorly defined due to the unresolved question of who 

was ultimately responsible for the schools. Was it to be a community leader, clergy, 

parents, teachers or school leadership? This ambiguity regulated school leadership to 

simple administrative tasks, such as scheduling and building management (Rousmaniere, 

2013). 

It was not until the turn of the 20th century that school leadership began to grow 

in number and scope. This change did not take place due to the efforts of principals but 

rather due to the advocacy of “administrative progressives” who believed in the impact 

strong school leadership could have. Between 1890 and 1920, the number of supervisory 

officers increased in a significant way. In Baltimore, for example, the number jumped 
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from 9 to 144, and in Boston from 7 to 159. Cleveland saw an increase of 10 to 159 

(Rousmaniere, 2013).  Reformers saw a need to separate the principal into an 

independent office. From that location, the school leader could manage the school using 

the modern techniques such as documents and filing systems. Over the next fifty years, 

principals would be encouraged to leave their office and begin to hire clerks to help with 

the administrate tasks that would keep them inside and at their desks. Over time, the 

principal began to be seen as responsible for the quality of instruction in the classrooms 

and not simply the school operations. Slowly over the next century, the principal 

continued to move from a bureaucratic role of efficiency in school management to one of 

its original conceptions as an educational leader (Rousmaniere, 2013).  

In the mid-1900s, schools experienced an increase in the complexity of 

administrative responsibilities of school leadership. With the significant changes such as 

racial integration, the principal remained at the center of school operation, while the 

scope of school’s role broadened to a large extent due to social changes. Another 

significant change took place in 1957 with the launch of the Soviet Sputnik, the first 

satellite. This development led to the passage of the National Defense Education Act 

(NDEA) in 1958. This law provided federal funding for science and technology. This was 

followed by the Elementary and Secondary School Act of 1965 which provided further 

federal funding to improve the education at public schools. Following this, the Supreme 

Court made a few rulings between 1968 and 1975 which acknowledged the diverse 

populations needed to be serviced in the public school system such as the 1975 Education 

for All Handicapped Children Act (Rousmaniere, 2013).  
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 This quote from an educational leader in the late 1970s sums up the multilayered 

challenges that had developed for the principal: 

The popular picture of the urban principal is that of the man in the middle, caught 

up in the storm of angry and frequently contradictory demands. Besieged by noisy 

delegations of students, parents, teachers, or community residents, he finds 

himself simultaneously to blame for poor facilities, too much homework, 

insufficient time for faculty planning, and students’ misconduct on the way to 

school. (as cited in Rousmaniere, 2013, p. 96) 

Leading into the twenty-first century, the job of the principal did not become less 

complex. Additional legislation, social diversity, and funding difficulties have 

compounded the challenges facing the modern principal.  In a 2012 article, Jones 

describes a modern school leader as a hard-charging leader capable of single-handedly 

turning around a low-performing school. Indeed, school leaders are being asked to solve 

the challenges facing our communities through leadership in schools. Due to 

underperforming schools, the focus of legislation has been to remedy these 

underperforming schools (Anyon, 2003). Improving the performance of these schools, 

which are most often found in socially challenging communities, has become the main 

focus of school reform in most developed countries (Leithwood, 2010). In fact, the 2009 

economic stimulus bill included $4.35 billion dollars to fund Race to the Top (RTTT) 

federal grants which puts the accountability on school leadership.  

In summarizing the role of the modern principal, Dr, K. Rousmaniere (2013) 

points out that in addition to the critical management tasks associated with the principal, 
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the principal’s office carries within itself many of our deepest questions about 

public education. Indeed, the history of school principals epitomizes the many 

conflicts and contradictions, highs and lows, of American public schools. How are 

the community and national values about education translated into the day to day 

activities in schools?   (Rousmaniere, 2013, p. 152).   

Davis, Kearney, Sanders, Thomas, and Leon (2011) note that we now find ourselves at a 

point where “a principal’s job security rests squarely upon his or her success in 

promoting and sustaining acceptable levels of student achievement” (Davis et al., 2011, 

p. 5).   

This historic look at the role of the principal brings into focus the importance 

placed in the position by society. Although the role has evolved from the early 18th 

century, the school principal has been seen as a key participant in the success of our 

schools. The scope of the job focuses on management and has evolved to the expanded 

role we currently see school leaders play. Research supports the significance of this 

educational leader being seen a linchpin in the success of a school. 

Impact of School Leadership 

Scholars studying leadership in schools have found a positive impact of the 

leadership of the principal on student learning (Bell et al., 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; 

Seashore-Louis et al., 2010; Witziers et al., 2003).  

Robinson, Lloyd, and Rowe (2008) performed a meta-analysis of school 

leadership practices associated with student achievement increases. They found that 

behaviors improving classroom practices made the strongest contribution to achievement 

(Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008).  
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A study conducted in England (Day et al., 2009) as well as a similar study 

performed in the United States (Duke, 2010) shows that critical internal conditions for a 

successful school such as trust, collaboration, innovation, and a relentless focus on 

teaching and learning, are not randomly developed or found in schools but they are 

created with purposefulness and developed carefully by school leaders. 

The Wallace Foundation published a major report on the impact of school 

leadership on student performance. They found that “leadership not only matters: it is 

second only to teaching among school-related factors in its impact on student learning, 

according to the evidence compiled and analyzed by the authors” (Leithwood, Seashore-

Louis, Anderson, Wahlstrom, 2004, p. 4). After acknowledging that evidence regarding 

leadership may be hard to interpret, much of the current research has underestimated the 

impact of leadership. They report that the “total (direct and indirect) effects of leadership 

on student learning account for about a quarter of total school effects” (Leithwood et al., 

2004, p. 6). Certainly this number applies when we reflect on the many factors that 

contribute to student performance.  

A second finding of the report is that “Leadership effects are usually largest 

where they are needed more” (Leithwood et al., 2004, p. 6). This finding is most 

significant as we reflect on the greatest challenges facing our educational system. The 

inner city and underperforming schools benefit most from strong leadership. They state 

that “indeed, there are virtually no documents instances of troubled schools being turned 

around without intervention by a powerful leader” (Leithwood et al., 2004, p. 6). While 

they acknowledge that other factors contribute to a turnaround, it is the leadership which 

is the catalyst for the change.  
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An interesting finding of the Wallace Foundation that underscored a significant 

study by researchers at the University of Minnesota and the University of Toronto relates 

to an empirical linkage between improved student performance and school leadership. 

Based on careful study of case studies and including large-scale quantitative analysis, the 

research indicates that most of the variables found in schools, when considered 

separately, have a small effect on learning. Significant achievement gains are made when 

these different variables join together to create a critical mass. School leadership is 

consistently rated only second to instruction in the classroom among school-related 

factors that impact the learning students experience in schools (Seashore-Louis et al., 

2010).  When asked, “Why is leadership crucial?” the Minnesota and Toronto researchers 

responded that “One explanation is that leaders have the potential to unleash latent 

capacities in organizations” (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010, p. 9). 

In a report to the Wallace Foundation, Seashore-Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, 

and Anderson (2010) wrote that when they developed a starting point for their six-year 

study they asserted that leadership was second only to classroom instruction as an 

influence on student learning. They concluded after six additional years of research that 

they were even more confident about this claim after the additional years of study 

(Seashore-Louis et al, 2010). 

Leadership Behaviors 

One constant need of all communities, organizations, states and nations is that of 

quality leadership. Northouse (2007) describes school leadership by stating that it is “a 

process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common 

goal” (p. 3). Northouse defines a “process” as a collection of systems in which the 
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leadership and member of the school share in the development and delivery by joining 

behavior, policies and focus. In these many ways, an effective leader must embody 

certain competencies and behaviors. 

Bolman and Deal (2003) identify four “frames” that relate to good leadership 

practice: (a) “The Structural Frame” relates to making key organizational decisions based 

on a lens that considers unique environmental factors, (b) “The Human Resource Frame” 

that accounts for building,  knowing, empowering and investing in the individual who the 

organization is comprised of, (c) “The Political Frame” requires that leadership make 

assessment of their choices using a healthy balance of political, integrity and power, 

finally (d) “The Symbolic Frame” utilizes metaphor to focus on the narrative of success, 

solve issues that exist in the organization and make sure that all are motivated to see the 

vision through. 

Each of the four aforementioned “frames” require a careful balance among each 

other. They require planning, careful communication, building of strong relationships, 

and monitoring. Bolman and Deal (2003) assert that a successful leader understands their 

personal strengths, and will work hard to find a way to expand them. They will build 

teams that provide leadership to the organization in all of the four frames: structural, 

political, human resource, and symbolic. When focused on team building the leader must 

balance the values of participation and collaboration through their own leadership 

behaviors and competencies. 

The pressures around student achievement have put added pressure on principals. 

These pressures have caused important questions to be raised about the principal’s 

behaviors and the effect on those behaviors (Davis et al., 2011).  
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Pellicer, Anderson, Keefe, Kelly, and McCleary (1988) pulled data from 1970 

through 1990. Based on that data they concluded that at that time school leaders focused 

primarily on student activities and operations. These aspects were focused on even if they 

had a negative impact on teacher development. In their estimation principals were 

spending too much time on district demands and school-wide behavior. They were not 

spending enough time on planning and instructional development. 

Carr (1997) conducted case studies of four schools in the Midwestern United 

States. This school had minority populations and showed that leaders needed to model 

and live as examples of the behaviors they want their stakeholders to exhibit. Carr also 

found that it was important for the leader to be of aware of the experiences, cultural and 

ideologies of the members of the school community. 

In summarizing the research on the impact of the principal, Hallinger and Heck 

(1998) concluded their research by stating that one of the critical ways in which the 

principal impact school improvement is by shaping school improvement directions, 

developing school wide goals and policies and practices. They also improve structures in 

school as well as the networks (both social and organizational).  

Leadership of schools, and specifically when the principal provides instructional 

and transformational leadership, is widely seen as a significant factor in promoting 

processes and conditions that permit student learning (Lieberman, Falk, & Alexander, 

1994; Louis, Marks, & Kruse, 1996; Rosenholtz, 1989; Sheppard, 1996). School 

administration that can effectively lead improvements in instruction can assist in 

addressing the excellence and equity challenge that exists in many urban schools (Barth, 

1986; Leithwood, 1994). 
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New Leaders for New Schools, which is a national research organization that 

prepares school leaders, describes highly effective principals as having “fostered a 

workplace where teachers wanted to stay and grow. They showed their teachers that they 

were valued and fostered community among colleagues. They delegated leadership and 

responsibility, and in doing so, gave teachers owner- ship over school decisions and 

initiatives” (Ikemoto, Taliaferro, & Adams, 2012, pg. 3). 

Seashore-Louis at al. (2010) came to the conclusion based on their meta-analysis 

of principal effectiveness studies that many principals are able to influence student 

achievement through influencing school contexts. 

Heck and Marcoulides (1996) assert that empirical evidence can be documented 

to span a variety of settings and times so that when school leaders monitor teacher work, 

they have an indirect impact on student learning. These leadership behaviors include 

supervision, providing professional development, and coordination of the curriculum.  

Heck and Marcoulides (1996) also write that research indicates that the actions of 

the principal do not directly affect school outcomes but rather there is an indirect 

relationship. The accumulation of research, therefore, suggests principals achieve results 

through others (Heck & Marcoulides, 1996). 

Another major place that a principal can influence student achievement is with 

regard to teacher working conditions. These conditions are defined as the teachers’ own 

perception of the school and their working conditions. Collegial, team-based, supportive 

and trusting are ways to describe positive teacher working conditions. Such conditions 

also promote the use of data and ethical behavior (Ladd, 2009). Principals often are 

empowered to oversee the hiring of faculty, as well as the placement, evaluation, and 
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professional learning of the staff. These factors influence the working conditions of 

teachers by managing the makeup of the faculty (Kimball, 2011; Milanowski & Kimball, 

2010). 

Policy makers in many nations ranging from the USA to Hong Kong have 

focused on school leadership as a way to build a more effective  “learning focused” 

environment in schools (Harris, 2003; Leithwood, Mascall, & Strauss, 2009; Leithwood, 

Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Leithwood, Day, Sammons, Harris, & Hopkins, 

2006). 

The Wallace Foundation (2010) study identified three sets of practices that make 

up the basic core of successful leadership practices. A leader setting direction finds the 

largest impact. Setting direction is defined by helping the school leadership team develop 

a shared understanding with regard to vision and direction of the organization. One of the 

primary motivators for people is having goals that they find personally compelling. 

Having their goals articulated by a leader gives meaning and motivation to the team. This 

motivation translates into good production to improve the organization. Specific actions 

that help develop a sense of shared goals are  

 identifying and articulating a vision,  

 fostering acceptance of group goals,  

 creating high-performance expectations,  

 monitoring organizational performance, and  

 promoting effective communication throughout the organization.  

Another behavior of leaders that the Wallace Foundation found on a consistent 

basis was developing leadership with the team. This is not only found in educational 
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settings but holds true in many organizational setting. High motivation is influenced by 

interactions members have with leadership. Leaders provide opportunities for intellectual 

stimulation and a supportive environment. Leaders also provide appropriate models of 

practice that are fundamental to the success of the organization.  

A third key behavior identified by the Wallace Foundation is regarding the 

redesign of the organization. Organizational conditions can interfere with the impact of a 

motivated and engaged leadership team. An example given is the use of high stakes 

testing being over emphasized by leadership which will inhibit teachers from truly 

engaging students in growth oriented learning. Successful leaders must shield their 

organization from internal and external influences that differ from the shared goals. This 

can require modifying organization structure and building collaborative processes. These 

changes are done with the aim of allowing the organization to focus on the goals they 

have embraced with a shared vision.  

An additional role that is found in research as affecting school achievement is 

establishing a cohesive, instructional effective and democratic organization (Hallinger, 

Bickman, & Davis, 1989; Leithwood, 1994). 

A component of school leadership that is identified by Seashore-Louis et al. 

(2010) in the Wallace Foundation report is that referred to as Collective Leadership.  This 

term refers to how much direct influence that members in the organization and other 

stakeholders exert in the decision-making process found at schools. This fundamental but 

narrow view of school leadership brings into focus the need to combine all aspects of 

leadership, including all stakeholders, in school leadership. The leader is seen as one who 
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must incorporate the many different components of the school into the decision-making 

process (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). 

This conceptualization of leadership overlaps with Miller and Rowan’s (2006) 

idea of organic management, defined as follows  

a shift away from conventional, hierarchical patterns of bureaucratic control 

toward what has been referred to as a network pattern of control, that is, a pattern 

of control in which line employees are actively involved in [making] 

organizational decision[s,] [and] staff cooperation and collegiality supplant the 

hierarchy as a means of coordinating workflow and resolving technical 

difficulties. (Miller & Rowan, 2006, p. 219-220) 

After completing a quantitative study, Seashore-Louis et al. (2010) concluded that 

in a school leader’s efforts to improve student achievement, leaders would be well 

advised, based on the research, to include all stakeholders in the decision-making 

process. These stakeholders include all members of the school community including 

faculty, parents, and even student. They found that when comparing lower achieving 

schools to higher-achieving schools, the higher achieving school regularly included all 

stakeholders in the decision-making process (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). 

National Policy Board for Educational Administration (2015) summarizes the 

state of education leadership as the “expanding base of knowledge from research and 

practice shows that educational leaders exert influence on student achievement by 

creating a challenging but also caring and supportive conditions conducive to each 

student’s learning” (p. 7). National Policy Board for Educational Administration also 

identifies that they vigorously support teachers, try to create working conditions that are 
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positive, endeavor to allocate resources effectively, develop policies and systems for the 

organization that support the greater school mission, and regularly engage in complex 

work outside of the classroom that has impacts significantly on what happens inside it 

(National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 2015). 

This new conception of school leader will “model the way, inspire a shared 

vision, challenge the process, enable others to act, and encourage the heart” (Kouzes & 

Posner, 2002, p. 23). Leithwood, Jantzi and Steinbach (1999) and Heifetz and Linsky 

(2002) focus leaders to keep a vision with a clear direction which includes a goal, vision, 

and high expectations. A modern leader must emphasize developing followers by 

differentiated support and modeling.  They also must reframe and reflect while 

embracing the input from all stakeholders. This will result in building relationships for a 

positive, healthy, and strong culture. 

Leadership of Jewish Day Schools in the United States 

Providing quality leadership to private schools in contemporary Jewish Day 

Schools in North America has evolved into a complex task. The needs and number of 

stakeholders have grown while resources have become scarcer.  This financial challenge 

is further complicated by the objective many day schools have to offer a Jewish education 

to any student in need. Varied skills and competencies are required to manage these 

diverse needs which in many ways reflects the challenges faced by American Jewry in 

general. One clear symptom of this problem is expressed in the high turnover of school 

leaders. This turnover rate underscores the challenges that school leadership possesses 

and the increasingly draining reality of leadership roles at Jewish Day Schools (Kidron, 

Greenberg, & Schneider, 2016). 
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The leaders of Jewish Day Schools play a critical role in sustaining, nourishing, 

and shaping Jewish commitment. Much research highlights the importance of Jewish Day 

Schools in developing Jewish engagement as well as teaching the skills and knowledge 

that are required to be a full participant in Jewish living.  This research indicates that 

effective educational leadership is critical to the success of Jewish Day Schools (Chertok 

et al. 2007; Cohen & Kotler-Berkowitz, 2004; Wertheimer, 2009).   

            Many leadership qualities that have been documented in this, and many other 

research reviews, are essential in all schools and can be applied to all school leaders.  For 

example, teacher supervision, the use of data-driven instructional decision making, and 

building safe and supportive learning environment (Glanz, 2012; Clifford, Behrstock-

Sherratt & Fetters, 2012; Elliott & Clifford, 2014). 

There are leadership actions that have been identified as unique to Jewish Day 

School leaders (Hamilton et al., 2009; Berger, 2012).  In addition to these tasks that span 

all types of schools, educational leaders in Jewish Day Schools have other 

responsibilities. These functions include the need to promote a broad sense of Jewish 

religious identity and culture, to nurture a commitment to Jewish community and execute 

the school’s mission and vision along with more general leadership in the school’s 

community (Kidron et al., 2016). 

Leaders of Jewish Day Schools can face unique conditions that can influence 

leaders’ success. Since these schools are independent of larger school systems, they do 

not have access to the wide resources that are available to public or parochial schools. 

Jewish day school leaders have autonomy to make decisions about curriculum and 

instruction without consulting state and local education agencies. While this freedom 



33 

 

 

allows leaders to customize the education to school needs, it is often hard for individual 

schools to invest sufficient resources to research the best practices. Additionally, the 

involvement of parents in the decision making of Jewish Day Schools far exceeds that of 

parents in public schools (Ross, 2012) and other independent schools and leadership must 

heavily consider the opinions of lay leadership in all decisions.  In many day school 

communities, the parent ideology is quite varied, which in turn creates tension among 

stakeholders that the school leader must cautiously navigate (Solomon, 2013).   If the 

leader is successful, a collaborative relationship with parents will endear parental support 

and deepen the investment in the school (Perl, 2012).  

There are also unique situations that impact Jewish Day School leadership 

regarding curriculum and instruction. Public school often has a developed pipeline to find 

and train qualified faculty that does not exist for these smaller schools (Ben-Avie & 

Kress, 2006; Krakowski, 2011). Also, there is a lack of quality curriculum materials for 

Jewish studies. This requires many school leaders to develop curriculum standards and 

materials for Jewish studies on their own (Kidron et al., 2016). 

Two studies have focused on identified leader behaviors that are unique to the 

Jewish Day School. The Avi Chai Foundation, is an international foundation aimed at 

supporting and improving Jewish education worldwide. They have focused on Jewish 

Education in schools with the unique ability to maintain generations of Jewish life, 

schools committed to Jewish history, people and religious tradition. Once the trustees and 

staff identified effective leadership as a pillar of these institutions, they began to invest in 

leadership programs and looked to further develop Jewish day school leadership.  
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They came to understand that one of the main pillars upon which good schools 

stood was effective leadership, and so AVI CHAI began to invest both in existing 

leadership programs and in helping to develop new ones to meet the needs of 

contemporary day schools. (Berger, 2012, p. 1). 

One of the initiatives was to form an ad hoc working group of educational leader with 

deep knowledge in the field of school leadership and leadership development. This group 

researched and formulated theories for effective day school leadership and in 2012 

published a document entitled “Theory of Day School Leadership” (Berger, 2012). This 

paper identified nine essential behaviors of Day School Leaders.  

1. Setting Vision, Priorities - Professional leaders are needed to help chart a path, 

along with lay leadership, and even greater skills are needed to provide skillful 

and savvy navigation towards the goal.  

2. Jewish Lens - The leader must ensure that Jewish character of a day school 

remains intact while schools attempt to compete with other private schools. 

3. Understanding Context - Day schools necessarily function within larger social, 

cultural and institutional contexts. Leadership must proactively maintain 

contacts with the many elements of its setting—other Jewish and non-Jewish 

schools, synagogues, Federations, etc.—fostering relationships and seeking 

synergies where possible. 

4. Data Driven Assessment and Accountability - For schools to be sustainable 

long-term, leadership must model an approach to problem-solving that is based 

on data assessment and accountability.  
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5. Building Staff Capacities - Leadership must gently push everyone on staff to 

stretch beyond his/her comfort zones, and also constantly maintains information 

channels and keeps an eye out for talent should a position open. 

6. Collaboration - At the top of successful schools we find distributed leadership, 

and a willingness to work together with other individuals and organizations to 

maximize the positive outcome by sharing resources. 

7. Communication - Leadership uses communication skills to advocate for the 

school and keep the many stakeholders “on the same page.” 

8. Learning and Self-Reflection - School leadership must look critically at one’s 

own actions and decisions, to seek out others’ perspectives and feedback and re-

think positions are the modeling at the top that typifies all great organizations. 

9. Self-Management Capabilities - Effective leaders preserve their energies and 

monitor how they use their time. (Berger, 2012, pg. 2-4) 

  A second study has been recently published by Consortium for Applied Studies in 

Jewish Education which is an evolving community of researchers, practitioners, and 

philanthropic leaders dedicated to improving the quality of knowledge that can be used to 

guide the work of Jewish Education (Kidron et al., 2016). This study was based on both 

qualitative and quantitative data and included 304 written surveys from and 50 phone 

interviews with Jewish day school leaders. This study entitled “Leadership in Context; 

The Conditions for Success of Jewish Day School Leaders”  identified overarching 

leadership categories and developed a framework of leadership competencies and 

behaviors that correspond to each area (Kidron, et al. 2016).   
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This study identified seven specific leadership behaviors that influence the practices 

of school leaders across all school types.   

1. Relations with teachers - A relationship of trust helped leaders build a committed 

staff united by common understanding of school values and a shared purpose. 

2. Professional development - Participation in professional development on topics 

related to Judaic studies enabled leaders to promote the school’s vision for 

Jewish living and learning.  

3. Time for instructional leadership - Leaders needed a minimum number of hours 

per week for observing and mentoring teachers and curriculum development to 

support teacher growth.  

4. Autonomy to make decisions - School boards and Heads of Schools who trusted 

leaders with important instructional decision making enabled leaders to bring in 

new initiatives and veto new programs or approaches.  

5. Close communications with parents - Schools benefited in many ways from open 

dialogue between leaders with parents and aligning educational programs with 

the needs of families. 

6. A school leadership team - By sharing leadership responsibilities with a school 

leadership team, leaders were better able to dedicate sufficient time to interacting 

with their constituencies.  

7. Collaboration with other organizations - Through joint programs and community 

support, leaders expanded the course offering and introduced new approaches to 

support academic learning and student engagement in the Jewish community. 

(Kidron, 2016, p. 7) 
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These two recent studies done by Jewish organizations and focused on Jewish Day 

School leadership identify a similar phenomenon found in similar studies done with more 

general populations. There are a wide number of leadership behaviors that are linked with 

successful schools and when trying to identify which of the leadership behaviors to 

utilize in the form of an evaluation, careful consideration must be made. 

Development of School Leadership Evaluations 

In the modern era, many jobs have developed job descriptions and an articulated 

system upon which employee evaluation occurs. This characteristic of employment has 

developed over time and can be traced to 1871 when “the United States Civil Service 

Commission adopted a rough form of evaluation which consisted largely of merely 

classifying jobs” (Pigage & Tucker, 1952, p. 13). The version of evaluation that 

resembles what is commonly used was developed in 1924. At that time, system 

development was focused on using evaluations as mechanisms for compensation. There 

was a fear among workers’ unions that employers would cut wages without process. At 

the same time, employers wanted to see measurable production from their workforce. 

Both sides embraced a government effort to introduce standards upon which to base 

wages (Pigage & Tucker, 1952). Over the next century, these behavioral standards 

continue to expand and began to focus beyond employee compensation but included 

professional development. Soon the employees themselves began to play a role in the 

process of goal setting based on competency, performance history and feedback (Kindall 

& Gatza, 1963).  School leadership is a profession that has lagged behind the 

development that has been experienced in other fields (Marzano, Frontier, & Livingston, 

2011). As early as the 18th century, members of clergy made up the bulk of educators. 
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Due to the respect that was afforded to clergy, there was little oversight of their job 

function. As schools began to move into the public sector that was funded by tax dollars, 

oversights began to occur. The Connecticut State Teacher's Association(1838) 

documented the appointment of a committee whose function was to supervise schools. In 

this instance reports would be submitted to the state that described the current state of the 

school, to what extent educational objectives were being met and how the school 

leadership planned on improving (Connecticut State Teacher's Association, 1838). 

Moving into the early 1900s, superintendents began to oversee multiple schools, 

regarding both the educational and operational aspect of their leadership (Glanz, 2004). 

Glanz (2004) describes the placement of dedicated school leaders in each building: 

it was the superintendent who usually appointed an individual principal or head 

teacher. There were no fixed criteria for selection as a principal in the late 

nineteenth or early twentieth century. Selection as principal was based on 

presumed excellence in teaching and essentially was determined by the whim of 

the superintendent (Glanz, 2004, p. 3).  

Over time, these leaders began to be evaluated by others as a way to determine the 

retention of their employment (Ginsberg & Berry, 1990). Rentsch (1976) writes that 

toward the end of the 1970s there was deliberation regarding the significance of school 

leader evaluation. Duke and Stiggins (1985) state that in the later 1980s there was still 

limited research on the topic of principal evaluation and, more importantly, identifying 

that behavior of the school leaders that caused principals to be effective. Ginsberg and 

Berry (1990) studied the most recent reports (at that time) and research on principal 
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evaluation theory to find that they lacked specific promising practices for evaluating 

principals.  

Another factor that historically connected evaluation to job retention was the 

timing. The evaluation process was being conducted at the point in the school year that 

coincided with job renewal and reassignment notices were given (Portin et al., 2006). 

Duke and Stiggins (1985) oversaw a review that involved 30 school districts in the State 

of Oregon. Their research found that the principal evaluation systems being used at that 

time evaluated the creativity and ethics of the principal and administrators but did not 

focus sufficiently on giving the principal feedback that resulted from a set of clearly 

stated criteria that would be free of bias and subjectivity. These findings are consistent 

with what Reeves (2005) reported when he found that 82% of the 500 leaders from 21 

states he studied had not received an evaluation. Reeve states that “the vast majority of 

respondents found leadership evaluation to be inconsistent, ambiguous, and 

counterproductive” (Reeves, 2005, p. 2).  

In order to ensure a school’s success, it is critical that there be an evaluation of 

whether a school administrator is effective (Franklin, 2000). More and more school 

districts are focusing on reforming the evaluation programs of administrators based on 

professional standards. As a result, the field of education as a whole is being held to 

higher standards of accountability. These reforms are impacting the effectiveness and 

operation of the school system changing the public’s perception of the school system 

(Webb & Norton, 2003).  

According to MacPhail-Wilcox and Forbes (1990), there are four reasons for 

administrative evaluations. 1) The primary reason is to provide effective services to the 
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community and to students. Evaluation creates accountability for leadership to ensure the 

educational success of the students and the community in establishing school processes, 

patterns, and structures, aimed at supporting student learning. 2) Another reason for 

evaluation is that it supports further development of leadership. 3) Strong evaluations 

help administrators to develop the necessary skills that are required in order for them be 

to be effective in their roles. 4) Finally, the process is used to inform personnel decisions. 

Boards that are responsible for the retention or dismissal leadership, as well as 

promotions, should make those decisions thoughtfully and on the basis of careful 

documentation. In this context, it is understandable that developing specific standards for 

evaluation assessment can be a necessary element to a school’s success.  

Johnson (1996) found that in systems in which effective evaluation procedures are 

found, school district level leadership can have a positive impact on the important 

practices of school leaders. He states that district level administrators can exercise 

significant influence on school leadership through effective supervision of school 

principals.   

School boards and district level administrators who are charged with performing 

school evaluations must consider carefully on what kinds of feedback school leadership 

are being evaluated. In some situations, new values can be brought to a school that had 

not previously have been present (Stufflebeam, 1988). Administrator evaluations should 

aim at identifying, measuring, and developing leadership strengths and skills (Beck, 

1994). In order to create effective schools, it is required to develop and sustaining 

specific leadership skills that are strengthened on a continual basis. These skills must be 

adapted to meet the specific demands of a particular school and community.  
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There have been a number of factors that have influenced the development of 

principal evaluations from the federal government. These include No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB), Race to the Top (RTTT), and the School Improvement Grant (SIG).  These 

three government programs have impacted the way evaluations are done and have 

affected the state level legislation as well.  These three programs share and push for 

leadership evaluation to be tied to student achievement scores and a significant 

component of principal evaluations. In 2009, the United States Secretary of Education 

gave unprecedented guidelines to departments of education and school districts regarding 

school leadership evaluations, by providing over $4 billion in a federal competition grant 

program called Race to the Top.  This grant provided a financial incentive to states to 

implement significant reforms. Some states were required to lift barriers that inhibited 

linking student achievement data to both the teacher and the principal in the evaluation 

process (Clifford & Ross, 2011).  

The Department of Education performs the principal evaluation based on the key 

factor of student achievement.  In this context, an effective leader is one “whose students, 

overall and for each subgroup, achieve acceptable rates (e.g., at least one grade level for 

one academic year) of student growth” (United States Department of Education, 2009, p. 

12). RTTT was implemented in three stages. The first two phases were implemented in 

2010 and in that phase the state received funding. States that participated in the third 

phase received funds in 2011. These states had to include a clear statement about how 

they intended to improve principal evaluation and in what way student achievement 

would be part of the evaluation process.  These changes needed to be put into practice by 
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the 2014-15 school year.  The goal of RTTT was to give financial incentive to states that 

update their education programs and specifically principal evaluations. 

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) was different than RTTT because NCLB outlined 

specific criteria required by the school to demonstrate on an annual basis. This progress is 

referred to as “adequate yearly progress” (AYP). The schools that did not meet AYP 

were subject to progressive government control each year AYP was not achieved.  

The NCLB Act was much more rigid in that it required school leaders to put into 

effect changes that provided evidence of success through regular assessments. Student 

achievement was measured as criteria for the evaluation of the school and its leadership.  

Not only was student achievement monitored closely, but the teacher and principal 

evaluations had to be updated to include the student achievement grades as a measure of 

these evaluations.  

A third federal funding initiative that affected the evaluation of school leadership 

was the School Improvement Grant (SIG). School Improvement Grants were awarded to 

educational agencies at the state level and was authorized under section 1003(g) of the 

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and reauthorized in 

NCLB. This funding was specifically focused on the goal of turning around schools that 

were performing at the lowest levels of achievement. In 2010, the SIG program 

requirements were published. These requirements included readjusted levels of authority. 

Districts and States that received the grant were required to include new principal and 

teacher evaluation systems as part of their reform efforts.  SIG introduced the 

requirement of transparent, rigorous and equitable methods of evaluations when assessing 

student growth.   
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Additionally, SIG required that principal and teacher evaluation be designed with 

the input from principals and teachers. With SIG, both federal and state laws saw an 

increased focus on principal evaluation. These updated and new laws regarding the 

principal supported the belief that these evaluations must be aligned with improving 

students’ achievement, would facilitate principal professional development and raise 

accountability to leaders (Clifford & Ross, 2011). 

Current State of Leadership Evaluations 

One can assume that in the 14,500 school districts across the country there are 

effective mechanisms for leadership evaluation.  It is quite difficult to identify these 

systems. Additionally, while some exemplars may be celebrated as effective by those 

who use them they may not be research based or may have never been formally evaluated 

for validity (Davis et al., 2011). Reeves (2005) reports that more than 18 percent of 

leaders studied had never received an evaluation and those who did receive an evaluation 

found those evaluations to be inconsistent, ambiguous, and counterproductive (Reeves, 

2005). Davis et al.(2011) reports that after an extensive study of all relevant research 

from 1980 to 2010, “Analysis of source material revealed that principal is thinly 

represented in publications of any type and is particularly limited in studies that meet the 

criteria for scientifically-based research” (p. 7). 

Reeves (2005) conducted a national survey of leadership evaluation instruments. 

The research revealed a surprising disregard for what we know about meaningful 

feedback and effective evaluation. Many systems attempt to evaluate principals (and 

superintendents) based on student test scores, but rarely is there meaningful evaluation of 

the impact of leadership on teaching and curriculum (Reeves, 2002a, 2002b). 
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There are multiple challenges in this evaluation which may explain why there is 

such variety in evaluation procedures.  One challenge is the complexity of the principal’s 

role. It is difficult to identify which dimensions of leadership should be assessed 

(Glasman & Heck, 1992; Hart, 1992; Huff, 2006; Marcoulides et al., 1995; Oyinlade, 

2006). Goldring, et al. (2008) state “Any leadership evaluation model that tries to capture 

all the subtleties of the principal's role and to operationalize all of the day-to-day 

activities of the principal is doomed to fail” (pg. 9). 

In many districts, the primary purpose of leadership assessment is to meet 

contractual obligations as part of an initial appointment review or documentation for 

tenure or contract renewals. Some districts to identify areas of needed improvement of 

leadership practice also use formative assessments. Whatever the purpose, summative or 

formative, there is general agreement that the current state of leadership assessment is 

lacking. In their comprehensive review of principal evaluation, Ginsberg and Berry 

(1990) concluded that “the policymaker seeking assistance in choosing a principal 

evaluation system is offered little sound guidance from these sources” (p. 212). 

An additional difficulty regarding assessment is finding the best method to use 

when synthesizing valid data. Appropriate inferences must be made that are relevant to 

principal performance. A study of 800 principals in Ontario, Canada identifies challenges 

in appraisal practices that included the absence of specific policies for the evaluation, 

unclear standards of performance that were not publicized and practices that were in 

written policy but not followed (Leithwood & Montgomery, 1986). 
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Davis et al. (2011) reports common traits among evaluations in the survey of 

research done on research published between 1980 and 2010. Four common elements 

were found. Most evaluations  

 were constructed around various performance criteria rather than 

outcomes,  

 were loosely linked to professional standards,  

 used a variety of methods to gather and analyze performance and  

 were applied unevenly and lacked reliability or validity (Davis et al., 

2011). 

Kimball, Heneman, and Milanowski (2007) conducted a survey of principal 

evaluations in school districts with a minimum of 10,000 students. Over three-quarters of 

the 193 superintendents who responded reported that evaluations are required of the 

principal but only 25% reported that the evaluations are explicitly aligned with standards.  

Derrington and Sharratt (2008) found a similar phenomenon when studying 

Washington’s school districts. They found that only 16 percent of districts framed the 

principal evaluations based on established standards. Forty percent of superintendents in 

the state reported even having a working knowledge of these standards for principal 

behavior.  

Reeves (2005) noted that many principals report not having received meaningful 

feedback from evaluations thus their assessments did not have meaningful consequence. 

Reeves (2005) also found that the criteria upon which the evaluations were based were 

unclear the principals. 



46 

 

 

Goldring et al. (2008) conducted a study that focused on the effectiveness of 

principal evaluation systems. Their study included 74 districts, 43 states, and the District 

of Columbia and demonstrated that there was still a lack of transparency and 

communication. They state that “one- third of the 74 districts contacted could not identify 

an appropriate person for us to speak with about principal evaluations” (pg. 25). 

A “National Leadership Evaluation Study” done between March 2002 to 

September 2002 based on a nonrandom sample of 510 leaders—including district 

superintendents, central office administrators, and principals—from 21 U.S. states 

showed the average respondent had 11.4 years of leadership experience and 4.9 years in 

his or her current position. In addition to conducting the survey, we studied the leadership 

evaluation instruments used by more than 700 schools.  

Here is a sampling of their findings: 

• More than 18 percent of the leaders we studied had never received an evaluation 

in their current position. In the words of one of our research subjects, “The worst 

evaluation experience was no evaluation at all. The message was that I was not 

important enough for my supervisor to take the time to give me an evaluation.” 

• Of the leaders who were evaluated, 82 percent found leadership evaluation to be 

inconsistent, ambiguous, and counterproductive. 

• Fewer than half of the respondents (47 percent) agreed that their most recent 

leadership evaluation was related to student achievement. 

• Only 54 percent of the leaders said that their evaluation was based on clear 

standards. 
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• Only 47 percent of the leaders said that their evaluation was sufficiently specific 

to help them improve their performance. 

• The higher the level of leadership responsibility, the lower the satisfaction with 

leadership evaluation instruments. New administrators more frequently received 

helpful and constructive coaching and feedback. The evaluation was least helpful 

for veteran administrators and central office directors. Leadership evaluation was 

at its worst when school boards were evaluating superintendents. Reeves, 2005, p. 

2) 

Effective leadership must be defined as it related to education. Reeves (2005) 

found that most systems of evaluation have at best an ambiguously stated expectation of 

leaders. Some of the evaluation systems he found were contradictory and inconsistent 

with research and common values. He found that expectations were internally 

contradictory as well (Reeves, 2002a, 2002b).  

Harrison and Peterson (1986) surveyed 200 principals and 142 superintendents in 

a southern state with the goal being to compare perceptions of these leaders about how 

the components of a state-mandated principal evaluation system were being implemented 

in their districts. They used a framework drawn from studies of evaluations in educational 

environments and for teaching faculty. The researchers examined responses to questions 

that were focused on four main components for evaluation: criteria, purpose, sources of 

information, and results.  

Their surveys found five critical pitfalls in the evaluation of principals: 1) Of the 

superintendents who responded they had a significantly more positive view of principal 

evaluation processes than the principals did. 2) The principals were less clear on the 
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procedures and processes used by their evaluators than the superintendents were.  3) 

Superintendents and principals had widely different views about the priorities and 

purposes of principal evaluation. A good example of this divide was that the authors 

found that superintendents believed that instructional leadership practices were central to 

principal evaluations, but principals believed operational management functions were 

most important. 4) Principals were more likely than superintendents to believe that 

community opinions formed the basis of their evaluations and that measurable 

performance standards were far less important.  5) Principals were more likely to report 

poor communication with their superiors with regard to the purposes, processes, and 

outcomes of their evaluations. 

In a 1995 survey of all Indiana public schools, Fletcher and McInerney found a 

disconnect between the perception of the superintendents and those of the principal about 

job performance. The finding revealed differences between the performance domains the 

superintendents valued and the actual substance of the principal evaluations. One 

example of this disconnect is that over 90% rated leadership, instructional program, 

motivating others, and judgment as key behaviors of school leadership. The content of 

the evaluation being used for their principals did not match these values.  

The analysis made by Goldring et al. (2009) found that current principal 

evaluation documents do not focus on some of the most important factors that relate to 

student learning such as ensuring a quality curriculum and effective instruction (Goldring 

et al., 2009).   
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Additionally, Clifford & Ross (2011) found after two independent reviews of 

evaluation that current systems do not promote accurate judgments of the effectiveness of 

the educational leader (Clifford & Ross, 2011).  

Similar finds were discovered in a major study conducted by Goldring et al. in 

2009 of 68 urban school districts in 43 states. This study was sponsored by the Wallace 

Foundation’s State Action for Educational Leadership Project. This research concluded 

that the most significant behaviors needed to influence student achievement were not 

being emphasized on the evaluation instrument. They found that nearly 50 percent of 

district level evaluations were not directly aligned with professional standards. Moreover, 

only two of the 68 districts surveys subjected their evaluation protocols to rigorous 

validity or reliability analysis.  

Stine (2001) ran an analysis of the content of principal evaluation used by 17 

Southern California school districts. He found a lack of consistency in the criteria of 

these evaluations and that they were not aligned with professional growth or development 

plans. In fact most simply used checklists and contained a mix of subjective and objective 

criteria. 

Evaluation Models 

There is currently a wide variety of models for assessments. Some look at a listing 

of the principal’s responsibilities, others look at knowledge and skills, others at 

processes, and yet others at organizational outcomes (Goldring et al., 2009).   

Webb and Norton (2003) did research into identifying the three essential 

characteristics of an effective evaluation system. First, the system must be established as 

a priority in the organization. This will require the commitment of all members of the 
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school leadership group. If that support is not secured the evaluation system will be 

“superficial at best” (Webb & Norton, 2003). The evaluation must be seen as more than a 

simple procedure established by a schooling organization. Williams (2001) defines the 

evaluation process as “a function that is provided with time, money, support, and 

thoughtful reflection” (p. 34). With the right perspective, the evaluation process will be 

seen as a key feature of school improvement.  

Second, an effective evaluation program has a clearly defined and articulated 

evaluation purposes. Part of this clarity is to state and define the end goal and reason for 

evaluation. Without the context of the evaluation being clarified the process becomes 

“meaningless and contributes little to the accomplishment of the district's goals” (Webb 

& Norton, 2003, p. 365). Certainly, one of the key purposes of the evaluation should be 

to determine how well the educational organization is meeting objectives and goals. 

Additionally, the process should be used to inform stakeholders of administrator 

effectiveness (Williams, 2001).  

Third, a sound methodology is a critical feature of any effective evaluation 

system. The process must include a meaningful sequence of implementation. This will 

include multiple stages and a preplanned progression from the intended purposes that 

continues through the entire evaluation cycle.  

Here are some common popular evaluations: 

The Vanderbilt Assessment for Leadership in Education (VAL-ED). Porter et 

al. (2008) conducted a study and employed various analyzes and research methodologies 

to construct and validate the VAL-ED. The content of the evaluation was developed 

based on the elements of a conceptual framework constructed mostly based on the 
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authors’ review of the literature on leadership, leadership development, and instructional 

leadership. The evaluation has an online and paper version of a questionnaire and both 

versions were developed in order to measure leadership behaviors known to influence 

student learning and teacher behaviors. The authors of the study do provide a specific 

analysis of validity and reliability issues. This assessment is also nationally normed and 

based on the ISLLC Standards. Additionally, it uses a multi-rater assessment protocol 

(e.g., principal, principal supervisor, teachers) that has a total of 72 items that revolve 

around six core components (e.g., features of effective schools) and six key processes 

(e.g., leadership behaviors). Aggregate and subgroup results are reported in terms of 

mean item effectiveness, using a five-point rating scale. Another component of this 

assessment is that it requires respondents to support the evaluation by providing 

documents that prove the leader’s effectiveness rating on each survey item, reports from 

others, personal observations, documents, school projects and activities or other sources. 

The makers of the VAL-ED authors claim that its scores yield a robust diagnostic profile 

of a leader that can be used for both formative and summative purposes. This instrument 

can also measure leadership development over time be adapted to a variety of settings 

and circumstances. 

Texas Principal Evaluation & Support System (T-PESS). The Texas Principal 

Evaluation & Support System (T-PESS) is a new principal evaluation system for the state 

of Texas designed to support principals in their professional development and help them 

improve as instructional leaders.  
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Senate Bill 1383, (82nd Regular Legislative Session) was codified in Section 21.3541, of 

the Texas Education Code. This statue directs TEA to accomplish the following 

initiatives: 

• establish and administer a comprehensive appraisal and professional development 

system for public school principals; 

• establish a consortium of nationally recognized experts on educational leadership 

and policy to help develop the system and make recommendations about the 

training, appraisal, professional development, and compensation of principals; 

and  

• establish school leadership standards and a set of indicators of successful school 

leadership to align with such training, appraisal, and professional development. 

TEA completed the new school leadership standards in 2013. A committee of education 

professionals developed a new principal evaluation system called T-PESS (Texas 

Principal Evaluation and Support System) during the spring and summer of 2014. 

 TEA commits that T-PESS will: 

• be used for continual improvement of instruction; 

• meaningfully differentiate performance using, at least, three performance levels; 

• use multiple valid measures in determining performance levels, including as a 

significant factor data on student growth for all students, and other measures of 

professional practice; 

• evaluate principals on a regular basis;  

• provide clear, timely, and useful feedback, including feedback that identifies 

needs and guides professional development; and  
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• be used to inform personnel decisions. 

It is aligned with five standards. These five standards are: 

Standard 1--Instructional Leadership. The principal is responsible for ensuring every 

student receives high-quality instruction. 

Standard 2--Human Capital. The principal is responsible for ensuring that there are high-

quality teachers and staff in every classroom and throughout the school. 

Standard 3--Executive Leadership. The principal is responsible for modeling a consistent 

focus on and commitment to improving student learning. 

Standard 4--School Culture. The principal is responsible for establishing and 

implementing a shared vision and culture of high expectations for all staff and students. 

Standard 5--Strategic Operations. The principal is responsible for implementing systems 

that align with the school's vision and improve the quality of instruction. 

There are 21 total indicators within those five standards, with five indicators in 

School Culture and four indicators in each of the remaining standards. Like similar 

rubrics each of the standards is followed by a list of knowledge and skills needed by 

leaders in these areas. Three to five indicators of each standard is listed as well. In 

addition to the Principal Evaluation Rubric and Principal, Self-assessment is used which 

encourages principals to reflect on their own performance.      

National Policy Board for Educational Administration – 2015 Professional 

Standards for Education Leaders (formerly known as ISLLC Standards). The 

National Policy Board for Educational Administration has nine member organizations: 

American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education (AACTE), American 

Association of School Administrators (AASA), Council for the Accreditation of Educator 
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Preparation (CAEP), Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), National 

Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP), National Association of 

Secondary School Principals (NASSP), National Council of Professors of Educational 

Administration (NCPEA) National School Boards Association (NSBA), and University 

Council for Educational Administration (UCEA). Without question, these standards 

represent a wide range of organizations that support and develop school leadership.  

The 2015 Standards resulted from a careful process that took a deep look at the landscape 

of current educational leadership. It included a thorough review of current empirical 

research and incorporated information from researchers and over 1,000 schools and 

district leaders through focus groups and surveys aimed at identifying the gaps among 

those developed from that 2008 Standards. They also looked to incorporate the actual 

daily work done by educational leaders (National Policy Board for Educational 

Administration, 2015). 

National Policy Board for Educational Administration (2015) asserts that the new 

2015 Standards have been rewritten with a clearer and stronger emphasis on students and 

student learning. The standards outline foundational principles of leadership to make sure 

that each child is prepared and well-educated for the 21st century. The standards 

emphasize areas that have previously been underrepresented but have recently become 

seen as essential in contributing to student achievement. Current research indicates that 

having accurate curriculum and teachers is not sufficient to make gains in student 

achievement.  It is not enough to have the right curriculum and teachers teaching it, 

although both of these components are necessary.  
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National Policy Board for Educational Administration (2015) asserts what we 

now know, that for learning to take place, educational leaders must engage all realms of 

their work with an unwavering attention to students. They state that “They must approach 

every teacher evaluation, every interaction with the central office, every analysis of data 

with one question always in mind: How will this help our students excel as learners?” 

(National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 2015, pg. 3). The Standards also 

recognize human relationships as central not only in leadership work but also with regard 

to teaching and student learning. The standards stress the importance of balance between 

rigor in academics alongside the care and support that student need in order to achieve. 

The Standards incorporate an approach to leadership that is positive and focused on 

human potential. This view is optimistic and embraces a future-oriented perspective. The 

2015 Standards envision those future challenges and opportunities so educational leaders 

can succeed in the future. They aim to challenge all involved in educational leadership 

including both the practitioners and policymakers at all levels to strive for a better future 

by moving beyond established practices (National Policy Board for Educational 

Administration, 2015). 

The 2015 Standards reflect interdependent domains, qualities, and values of 

leadership work that research and practice suggest are integral to student success:  

• Mission, Vision, and Core Values   

Effective educational leaders develop, advocate, and enact a shared mission, 

vision, and core values of high-quality education and academic success and well-being of 

each student. 

• Ethics and Professional Norms  
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Effective educational leaders act ethically and according to professional norms to 

promote each student’s academic success and well-being. 

• Equity and Cultural Responsiveness  

Effective educational leaders strive for equity of educational opportunity and 

culturally responsive practices to promote each student’s academic success and well-

being. 

• Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment  

Effective educational leaders develop and support intellectually rigorous and 

coherent systems of curriculum, instruction, and assessment to promote each student’s 

academic success and well-being. 

• Community of Care and Support for Students  

Effective educational leaders cultivate an inclusive, caring, and supportive school 

community that promotes the academic success and well-being of each student. 

• Professional Capacity of School Personnel  

Effective educational leaders develop the professional capacity and practice of 

school personnel to promote each student’s academic success and well-being. 

• Professional Community for Teachers and Staff  

Effective educational leaders foster a professional community of teachers and 

other professional staff to promote each student’s academic success and well-being. 

• Meaningful Engagement of Families and Community  

Effective educational leaders engage families and the community in meaningful, 

reciprocal, and mutually beneficial ways to promote each student’s academic success and 

well-being. 
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• Operations and Management  

Effective educational leaders manage school operations and resources to promote 

each student’s academic success and well-being. 

• School Improvement 

Effective educational leaders act as agents of continuous improvement to promote 

each student’s academic success and well-being. 

NAPCIS National Association of Private Catholic and Independent Schools 

The aforementioned evaluation forms have not been specifically developed for the 

use in private schools. The National Association of Private Catholic and Independent 

Schools is a national accrediting body. The mission of the National Association of Private 

Catholic and Independent Schools (NAPCIS) is the solidarity, strength and security of 

small schools teaching the Catholic Faith. NAPCIS seeks to assist in providing for the 

spiritual and academic growth of our nation’s Catholic school children, all directed to the 

greater honor and glory of God and the perpetuity of His Church on Earth. They have 

been active for over 20 years. On July 13, 1995, representatives of four private Catholic 

and independent schools (represented on the logo) met at Sweetwater Retreat Center, 

Guerneville, CA. The schools in attendance were: Kolbe Academy, Napa, California, 

Manresa Academy, Reno, Nevada, St. Maria Goretti Academy, Sacramento, California, 

and Thomas Aquinas School, Tahoe City, California. Based on the experience of the 

member schools present, they determined the necessity of establishing a national 

organization to preserve and promote Catholic education founded in obedience to the 

Pope and Magisterium. NAPCIS has since grown from its four charter member schools to 

now include over 67 schools coast to coast. They have developed a straight forward 
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evaluation process that lists key behaviors that the principal of a small private school may 

be involved in. It has eight key competencies. One the unique features of this evaluation 

is that both the educational leader and the board rate each area. This dual rating can 

provide a great opportunity for dialogue between the parties in areas of discrepancy. An 

area of weakness in this model is that lack of criteria upon which the rating is based. 

Leaving the criteria undefined it will leave the interpretation up to the individual people 

making the evaluation.  

• Upholds and advances the school’s Catholic mission and philosophy. 

• Reflects and models Catholic values and attitudes in interactions with others. 

• Provides spiritual leadership for the staff and students as evidenced by 

participation in public prayer and Mass and in organizing and leading religious 

activities.  

• Supports and exemplifies Catholic doctrine and morality in a manner consistent, 

in expression and example, with the teachings of the Catholic Church. 

• Ensures that no employee of the school teachers, advocates, encourages, or 

counsels beliefs or doctrines contrary to those teachings.    

Instructional Leadership 

• The principal demonstrates knowledge of and involvement in the curriculum: 

o The principal works with the staff to establish definite goals and 

objectives for the total school program.  

o The principal schedules a well-balanced school program with the religious 

and academic areas receiving priority. 

• The principal supervises the instructional staff: 
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o The principal assists staff in setting and implementing instructional 

strategies, goals, and objectives.  

o The principal observes staff in instructional activities. 

• The principal evaluates the instructional staff: 

o The principal confers with individual staff members concerning strengths 

and weaknesses.  

o The principal develops necessary Employee Improvement Plans with staff 

members.  

o The principal/designee observes staff members with sufficient frequency 

to ensure a valid evaluation.  

o The principal hires, fires, and disciplines staff appropriately and according 

to board policy 

• The principal utilizes instructional resources to meet student needs effectively: 

o The principal delegates responsibilities when necessary and assigns 

teaching loads and other duties fairly.  

o The principal plans for effective use of school facilities and materials for 

educational purposes.  

Administrative Organization 

• The principal manages students and programs effectively: 

o The principal demonstrates a genuine interest in students and is responsive 

to their needs.  

o The principal maintains consistent and appropriate discipline standards for 

students according to policy.  
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• The principal effectively manages the office staff: 

o The principal gives clear and explicit instructions.  

o The principal requires efficiency and courtesy.   

• The principal makes effective use of available financial resources: 

o The principal consistently and accurately tracks and reports financial 

information to the board. 

o The principal maintains fiscal discipline and wise spending patterns 

according to established budgets and procedures.  

o The principal seeks to expand funds in order to meet the goals of the 

school.  

• The principal exercises responsibility in keeping buildings and grounds attractive, 

safe, and in good repair. 

Professional Competency 

• The principal maintains good public relations: 

o The principal promotes healthy parental involvement through activities 

such as PTA, Booster Club, community organizations, parent volunteers, 

and others.  

o The principal maintains contact with agencies to publicize school 

activities. 

• The principal accepts and fulfills professional responsibilities: 

o The principal follows the policies and procedures of the school and school 

board.  This includes such items as being on time, having a good 
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attendance report, complying with conditions stated in the contract, and 

maintaining records and reports.  

o The principal publicizes and explains school rules and Board Policies and 

Procedures to the staff and community. 

o The principal demonstrates professional ethics including compliance with 

written laws and policies regarding confidentiality in handling personal 

information about all personnel.  

o The principal demonstrates integrity and ability to maintain convictions 

under pressure.  

o The principal maintains poise and self-control.  

o The principal dresses appropriately and is well groomed.  

• The principal demonstrates effective interpersonal relationships with students, 

staff, and community: 

o The principal promotes professional respect among students, staff, and 

community.  

o The principal is accessible for conferences.  

o The principal is a responsive listener.  

o The principal acknowledges good work and extra effort.  

o The principal demonstrates respect for others. 

o The principal exhibits consistency and fairness in relationships. 

• The principal demonstrates enthusiasm for education and the total school 

program. 
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Conclusion 

The research presented in this chapter confirms that effective leadership is 

important and has the ability to make a significant difference in schools. Many specific 

behaviors are identified in the literature, to the extent that school leaders are trained in 

these behaviors and are held accountable. The evaluation process must be developed to 

support leaders in their roles. Currently, while much research is known about the 

behaviors leaders can possess to promote student achievement, there is less known about 

what behaviors the evaluators should have to support the leader.  

It is certainly ironic that the part of the educational establishment where advanced 

degrees are quite common—education leaders and senior management—has failed to 

keep pace with the rest of the educational landscape in terms of improved assessment 

focused on performance.  

 



 

 

Chapter III 

Methodology 

Overview of Research Problem 

This qualitative study was aimed at understanding and further developing 

evaluation practices for heads of school in private Orthodox Day Schools. The Wallace 

Foundation (2010) published a major report on the impact of school leadership on 

students’ performance. They found that leadership is second only to teaching among 

school-related factors in its impact on student learning. Scholars studying leadership in 

schools have found a positive impact of the leadership of the principal on student learning 

(Bell et al., 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010; Witziers et al., 

2003).  Some of the leadership behaviors identified include: shaping school improvement 

directions, developing school-wide goals, setting policies and practices, improving the 

structure and developing networks (Hallinger & Heck, 1998), hiring of faculty, as well as 

placing, evaluating, and managing the staff professional development (Kimball, 2011; 

Milanowski & Kimball, 2010).  

When it comes to the leadership evaluation process, research is limited. As 

mentioned in the previous chapter, a review of the literature by Goldring et al. (2009) 

showed a lack of recent studies in principal assessment methods. School leadership is a 

profession that has lagged behind the development found in other fields (Marzano et al., 

2011).  

The purpose of this study was to determine what methods are currently being used 

to evaluate Heads of School in Orthodox Jewish private schools in North America. This 

study assists in filling the knowledge gap regarding available data and research in this 
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area and helps shed light on a significant component of leadership development and 

retention in this sector of schools. 

Methodology 

Some factors must be considered while choosing a research methodology for this 

study. The kind of information that is needed to be elicited from the subjects is not simple 

data points but more complex. Any written response would probably not provide 

sufficient data to fully understand that nature of the school leaders’ position, culture, 

evaluation process or suggestions. Since school leaders are often quite busy expecting 

one to take the time to write a carefully thought out narrative on these complex topics is 

not realistic. For this reason, mailing of any written survey was not practical or realistic; 

therefore, the researchers sought an alternative to getting the data from school leaders. A 

personal cognitive interview would be the most practical way to ensure quality responses. 

Also, school leaders are likely to be able to schedule an hour for a conversation about 

practice and, once the interview would begin, they would be able to focus on the dialog 

and thus provide quality responses. The use of cognitive interviews was developed 

originally as a way to identify potential problems with the wording of questions in the 

piloting of new survey instruments. The efficacy of the approach has extended recently to 

other applications in survey research (Desimone & LeFloch, 2004; Willis, 2005). 

Cognitive interviews can be done in different forms that can include verbal 

probing and think aloud techniques (Collins, 2003; Jobe & Mingay, 1989). When using 

verbal probing, the subjects are encouraged to express verbally how they understand the 

prompts and to comment or paraphrase on poorly worded questions. In this model 

acceptable responses have no limitations, and subjects can refine the question to fit better 
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their conceptualization of the issues being discussed (Davison, Vogel, & Coffman, 1997; 

Drennan, 2003; Williamson & Ranyard, 2000). Often the process of verbal probing itself 

can refine the very questions being posed to the subject. When using the think aloud 

techniques in cognitive interviewing, the researcher will look to elicit feedback on the 

very thought process of the participant as they react to prompts. Participants can even be 

asked directly to describe their thoughts while responding to the questions.   

Desimone and LeFloch (2004) describe a cognitive interview technique that 

encourages an interactive dialogue between the interviewer and interviewee. This 

technique allows the interviewer to ask follow-up questions to acquire additional details 

or clarifications about the response provided. While the conversation is recorded 

carefully, the primary focus of the interviewer is to engage the respondent and probe to 

get more specific and useful information during the interview itself.  

The cognitive interview technique has several advantages to the standard survey 

technique. One of the advantages is that the data collected in the process can often 

contain insights that are typically found in qualitative case studies and interviews. At the 

same time these studies retain the quantitative characteristics that are found in traditional 

surveys (Desimone & LeFloch, 2004; Willis, 2005). An additional positive characteristic 

of the cognitive interview is that it addresses the validity and reliability criticism of 

survey research by encouraging the interviewer to confirm that the respondent had a 

similar understanding of each question’s intent and that no major aspects of the items are 

omitted.  As a result of these two factors of cognitive interviewing a measure of validity 

and reliability often found with input from expert researchers and clinicians in that data 

on the quality of the very questions and process are included in the data collected 
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(DeVellis, 2003). Cognitive interviews also provided feedback to researchers regarding 

poorly worded questions which in turn will increase the reliability of the data collected 

(Beck & Gable, 2001; Facione, 2002; Hyde, Wiggens, Higgs, & Blane, 2003; Padula et 

al., 2003). It is, therefore, no surprise that there is much literature supporting cognitive 

interviewing as an essential element of instrument development (Dillman, 2000; 

Drennan, 2003; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Fowler, 1995). The biggest challenge and 

disadvantage of this technique is that it is time-consuming and may limit the sample size 

when compared to other interview techniques of simple surveys that can reach very large 

numbers of participants. 

For this research to be the most effective, the technique of verbal probing should 

be primarily used. Verbal Probing technique allows for interaction between the 

interviewer and subject to produce full reflections that give the subject ample opportunity 

to reflect and articulate the answers. Verbal probing is the basic technique that has 

increasingly come into favor by cognitive researchers (Willis et al., 1999). After the 

interviewer asks the survey question and the subject answers, the interviewer then asks 

for other, specific information relevant to the question, or to the specific answer given. In 

general, the interviewer “probes” further into the basis for the response.  Concurrent 

probing is a technique that is characterized by a) the interviewer asking the survey 

question, b) the subject answering the question, c) the interviewer asking a probe 

question, d) the subject answering the probe question, and e) possibly, further cycles of 

(c-d). The advantage of this style is that it is immediate and allows the subject to explain 

him or herself while the answer is fresh in their minds.  
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Sample 

Many OJPS belong to an umbrella organization, called the National Society of 

Hebrew Day Schools, and are listed in their national directory. This database was used to 

identify school leaders open to participating in a cognitive interview. There were also 

professionals employed by the organization available to help identify those schools 

whose leadership structure matches those needed for this study.  

For this study to be effective, it was critical that the sample represent a true Head 

of School. For this study, the Head of School has been defined as the most senior 

educational leader and manager of a school. In some schools, the business operations are 

led by a second leader known as executive director or Dean. For this study, we only 

looked at the singular most senior leader of the school regardless of whether he or she 

directly manages that educational process or delegates that to subordinates and focuses 

personally on broader school matters.  

Depending on how the school was formed, there are many leadership models 

found in Orthodox Jewish Day Schools. An example of a leadership style that would not 

be a good reflection for this study is family-run schools. Schools that were founded and 

operated by a specific family have a very different leadership schema that does not 

evaluate themselves.  These schools only hire family members to serve in leadership 

roles, and such leaders are not held accountable like a more traditional school leader 

would be. One such example is the Hebrew Academy of Cleveland. This school was 

founded in 1943 by Rabbi Nachum Zev Dessler, who had emigrated from Europe. The 

school leadership has stayed in the family and is currently run by Rabbi Simcha Dessler, 

who is the son of the founder. While Rabbi Simcha Dessler is the leader of the Hebrew 
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Academy of Cleveland, he is not subject to the accountability of the board and therefore 

the lack of or style of evaluation would not be relevant to my study.    

Another style of school leadership that was not conducive for this study is a 

school that is controlled by a synagogue leader who is not held accountable by any legal 

board or entity. There are schools that have written into their bylaws that the rabbinic 

leadership is not subject to any evaluation or accountability. This kind of mandate 

protects the rabbinic leadership from non-rabbinic lay leaders who may have different 

values than the leader. While there are certainly weaknesses in such a model, it is quite 

common in the Catholic private school community where the Pastor serves as a school 

leader and can decide all key decisions without oversight from the board which serves in 

a purely advisory role.  

Some schools are managed by a leader who raises the majority of the funds for 

the school. This leader often referred to as a Dean or CEO hires educational principals to 

provide the educational leadership for the school while this Dean oversees the most 

significant matters of leadership including the financing, public relations, and community 

interactions. In this scenario, since this leader is essentially sustaining the school, lay 

boards will be much slower to engage the leader in meaningful evaluation procedures.  

These three models of school leadership, namely the family-run school, one run 

by rabbinic leadership, and the dean/CEO model all would not provide the desired data 

for this study, and thus were not included in the study. In the school leadership models, 

the leader is not held accountable for the wide range of responsibility found in the job 

description of the Head of School. One of the factors that make the evaluation of a Head 

of School so challenging is the wide range of responsibilities he/she is held accountable 



69 

 

 

for. This includes all aspects of operations, finances, and the education processes found in 

the school. Schools that are either set up without strong accountability included in the 

leadership role will not provide data about how Heads of School who are held 

accountable are evaluated.   

Interview Process 

Once identified and contacted, a phone interview was conducted since the 

country-wide distribution of school leaders makes face-to-face interviews impractical.  

Interview questions were open-ended to elicit a wide and honest response. Since the 

researcher is himself the Head of School of an OJPS, it was easier to gain rapport and 

understand responses bringing the data from an etic to emic perspective.  Subjects were 

encouraged to set aside time on their calendars so that the interview could be done 

without interruption.  

Although research indicates that cognitive interview can last anywhere from 15 

minutes to 2 hours (Hunter & Hughes, 2003), a common view is that an interview lasting 

about 1-hour is most reasonable (Hess, Rothgeb, & Nichols, 1998).  Many respondents 

can maintain attention and interest for about an hour but over longer periods of time, both 

parties begin to lose focus. The interview process should be flexible and questions are 

broken up into pieces to allow for accurate answering (Willis, 2005). Most interviews 

lasted approximately 45 minutes.  

Questions included an understanding of the size of the school, the length of 

employment, lay leadership structure, and breadth of responsibilities. Once this 

background information was provided, interview questions will be focused more directly 
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on methods utilized currently and in the past for evaluation. Conversations were 

recorded, transcribed, and reviewed for significant findings.  

Some specific probing questions included: 

A. Please describe your school including student and faculty size, ages served, 

accreditation and affiliations. Are there any unique characteristics of your 

stakeholders or program? 

B. Please provide information about your background in education, the positions you 

have held, and any specific training you have had that supports you in your 

current role. 

C. Please describe the leadership structure at your school, including the lay board’s 

areas of authority and as well as any rabbinic committees.   

D. In broad terms, please provide an overview of your job description. What areas 

are you directly responsible for? What areas do others report to you on and what 

areas are outside of the scope of your leaderships? Please make sure to include 

fundraising, facilities management, educational leadership, and discipline. 

E. Reflecting back on the year, please describe your experience of being evaluated. 

F. How do you interpret the goals of your evaluation? Is it intended to report on your 

performance, is it to improve performance or some other intention? 

G. Please explain the timeline of the evaluation process 

H. Are the parameters of the evaluation clarified to the Head of School in advance of 

the evaluation?  
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I. Who performs the evaluation? Is an outside consultant brought in or is performed 

internally? 

J. How are the results of the evaluation shared with Head of School and other 

parties? 

K. What factors are considered and how much weight is put on them? 

L. How are critical factors evaluated? Are surveys used, if so what are they and how 

were they developed? 

M. What role, if any, do students, faculty and parents play in the evaluations? 

N. Are there any individuals (benefactors / community leaders) whose opinion can 

override any formal evaluation process? 

O. What is your perception of the evaluation process?  

P. How has the evaluation impacted your practice? 

Q. If you were hired to develop an evaluation system - what would it look like? 

 

While carefully transcribing the conversations as they take place provided good 

written documentation of the conversations, this process could be distracting to both the 

interviewer and subject. While hiring a third person to serve as transcriber may solve one 

issue, having such a person listening can interfere with the rapport and ultimately the 

data. Recording the conversation for later review provided the best means of 

documentation. A service that recorded phone calls for later review was used. The fact 
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that the conversation was being recorded was shared with the subject who signed an IRB 

release acknowledging that they are aware of this.  

After the interview was complete, the researcher reviewed the conversation slowly 

using the pause feature to take detailed notes of the answers provided by the subject. This 

process and review allowed the researcher to reflect further on the interview and provide 

an opportunity to look for further data that may have been missed during the live 

conversation.  

Data Analysis 

 The goals of the cognitive interviews are to yield results that can be interpreted 

into meaningful data. This process must be done carefully to yield proper results (Willis, 

2005). While Willis (2005) reports that the link between the interpretation of interviews 

and hard data is somewhat uncharted territory, there are best practices to yield 

meaningful results. In an interview cognitive researchers rely on a mix of informational 

sources that include both directly observed information as well as inferred.  

One method used was to review the entire transcript of each interview. 

Information was written down either during the interview or after the interview. These 

comments were then reviewed and themes or data were taken from the answers. The 

analyst looked over the entire interview and made note of additional comments made 

throughout the interview that were relevant to the specific answer being analyzed (Willis, 

2005). 

The results were compiled across all interviews in the research sample. This was 

done by organization all of the comments for each research area into one version. Some 

answers were summarized for easy comparison across subjects. In this sense, the data 
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was looked at in a qualitative and quantity sense. Qualitatively, the researcher looked for 

similar themes present across the subject. From a quantitative view, the researcher made 

note of certain comments and answers that were found across all subjects. This second 

step of analysis provided data that incorporated not only the specific subject answering 

but a broad view of all subjects in the context of each other (Willis, 2005). 

Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations 

It can be assumed that school leaders interviewed answered truthfully and 

accurately to the interview questions based on their personal experience and that 

participants responded honestly and to the best of their individual abilities. School leaders 

valued the importance of this study and were interested in improving the field by 

contributing honestly to the program.  

The study was be limited by the number of school leaders that were reached and 

interviewed. School leaders are quite busy and not all were motivated to participate in 

extended interviews that would be needed to extract meaningful data. 

While the public school system follows a similar leadership structure from district 

to district, private schools have a wide variety of leadership structure. Most public 

schools have a clear hierarchy emanating from the superintendent via the central office to 

local school leader. Districts may differ in how many administrative layers separate the 

superintends and school leader, but that basic organization structure is consistent. Private 

schools do not follow this model and each school has a unique administrative structure. 

This structure will be based on the history of the school, evolution of position and current 

student body. Some religious-based schools place a significant amount of leadership 

power in the hands of a religious leader that is not found in public schools.  
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Another factor that must be considered is the funding mechanism of the school. 

Schools where the funding comes from a broad base of supporters would allow for a 

healthy evaluation system; however, when a school relies heavily on a small group of 

individuals to support the school, the evaluation process must be understood in the 

context of those funders. These individuals will have the disproportionate influence of the 

school leader and his/her evaluation. This factor must be clarified through probing and 

interviewing because it can have the impact on the data shared by the school leader. 

School leaders of a school that has individual benefactors are subject to the soft 

evaluation if those individuals.  

Summary 

This research study was intended to understand the evaluation procedures used on 

Heads of School of Orthodox Jewish Day Schools. The study utilized techniques of the 

cognitive interview when meeting with 18 school leaders. The questions were open ended 

and the researcher used probing to allow the subjects to develop ideas fully.  After the 

interviews were complete, they were reviewed to identify what evaluation techniques are 

currently being used and what the school leader’s perception of how effective they are in 

improving the organization.  

 



 

 

Chapter IV 

Results 

School leaders hold the primary responsibility and power to make decisions 

aimed at improving student achievement (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010).  Studies suggest 

that school leadership evaluations can have an impact on leadership quality and result in 

improved student performance (Holdaway & Ward, 2000). This exploratory study is 

aimed at filling the gaps in knowledge of current evaluation processes of Heads of School 

at Orthodox Jewish Day Schools. Interviews were conducted using a cognitive interview 

framework, with 18 school leaders to understand what current evaluation practices are 

being used and explore the perspective of these leaders on best practices for future 

assessments.  

There are three primary research questions of this exploratory study. One research 

goal is to ascertain the current practice regarding the formal evaluation of school leaders 

being used by Orthodox Jewish Day Schools. The second research question asks, if 

evaluations are being done, what methods of evaluation are currently being used by 

Orthodox Jewish Day Schools? The third question is, what do school leaders suggest be 

used for effective evaluations?  

Sample Description 

Many Orthodox Jewish Day Schools belong to an umbrella organization called 

the National Society of Hebrew Day Schools and are listed in their public directory. This 

database was used to identify school leaders open to participating in a cognitive 

interview. As the researcher is a school leader who belongs to this national organization, 
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the researcher was aware of Heads of School who fit the criteria and was able to focus 

interview requests accordingly.    

Many school leaders were exclude dbecause their positions would be naturally 

shielded from evaluation. Leaders who founded the school and therefore had legal 

standing as a director were not included as well as individuals who raised the bulk of 

funds needed to operate the organizations.  

Another style of school leadership that was excluded were those led by a 

synagogue leader who is not held accountable by any legal board or entity. There are 

schools that have written into their bylaws that the rabbinic leadership is not subject to 

any evaluation or accountability. This kind of mandate protects the rabbinic leadership 

from non-rabbinic lay leaders who may have different values than the leader.  

After reaching out to a wide range of leaders both through email and at two 

National Conferences of Jewish Day School leaders, 18 school leaders who fit the criteria 

agreed to be interviewed.  

School Characteristics 

School leaders representing schools that educate nearly 5,000 students were 

interviewed, and these leaders represent a wide range of school sizes, locations and 

diverse tenure in both the field of education and in their current position. Schools were 

located in 14 different states and two provinces of Canada. Considering that Orthodox 

Jewish Day Schools are only found in just over 20 of the US states and four of the 

provinces of Canada this is wide sample in terms of geographic location.  

 



77 

 

 

Student body size. Of the school leaders interviewed, their student body size 

varied significantly. The largest school had 674 students, and the smallest school had 59 

students with an average of 269 students. 

 

Table 3 

Student Body Size of Sample 

Student Body Size Number of Schools in Sample 

1 to 100 2 

101 to 200 5 

201 to 350 6 

351 to 500 3 

Over 501 2 

 

Faculty size. As is expected with a range of school body sizes, the faculty size 

also had a similar variety.  The smallest school represented had 14 faculty members and 

the largest had 90 faculty members with an average of 52 faculty member. 

 

Table 4 

Teacher Faculty Size of Sample 

Faculty Size Number of Schools in Sample 

1 to 25 3 

26 to 50 6 

51 to 75 6 

Over 76 3 
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National organizational affiliation. While schools were located due to their 

association with Torah Umesorah, the National Society of Jewish Day Schools, when 

asked about school affiliations, not all school leaders identified this organization as being 

an affiliate. Although Torah Umesorah published a directory of Orthodox Jewish Day 

Schools, a school does not need to request such a listing, and it appears that any known 

school can be listed even if no dues, applications or formal affiliation is established.  Four 

schools mentioned an affiliation with Yeshiva University School Partnership. This 

organization had recently closed through a merger with a new organization called 

Prizmah which is an umbrella organization for many Jewish Day Schools including a 

segment of Orthodox schools. Currently, these organizations have not published any 

recommendations regarding the evaluation of Heads of School; however, due to a large 

number of schools affiliated with these agencies, these relationships can serve as a means 

to communicate best practices that will be identified in this study.  

 

Table 5 

National Organization Affiliation of Schools in Sample 

National Organization Affiliation  Number of Schools in Sample 

Torah Umesorah 12 

Yeshiva University (Now Prizmah) 1 

Both  3 

No Affiliation  2 

 

Accreditation status. School leaders were also asked if their school is accredited. 

There can be a number of reasons that private school would seek accreditation. Some 
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states require that schools be accredited either through their state agency or other 

agencies. Schools may also want to get accreditation to the community with parents and 

prospective parents the level of professionalism they can expect at the school. 

Additionally, some schools benefit from funds that are donated to them by foundations 

that require accreditation as a requirement to receive the funding. Reviewing state and 

accreditation agency standards regarding the evaluation of school leadership is beyond 

the scope of this thesis but may be a worthy focus of study. Fuller, Hollingworth, & Liu 

(2015) recently published an article which aimed at evaluating state principal evaluation 

plans across the United States. While this study is certainly relevant, it focused on public 

schools, not private schools, and accreditation agencies that serve the private school 

industry. Of the schools in the study, six had state accreditation, eight had private 

accreditation, and three had no accreditation. The most common private accreditation 

agencies were AdvancED (3) and The Middle States Commissions on Elementary and 

Secondary Schools (3). 

 

Table 6 

Accreditation of Schools in Sample 

Accrediting Agency  Number of Schools in Sample 

Local State  6 

Private Accreditation Agency  8 

None 3 
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Age of school. School age was also an area that had significant range. The 

number of Orthodox Jewish Day Schools has been increasing steadily over the past 70 

years and this school sample reflects this growth with the oldest school being 72 years 

old and a school as young as 6 years old with an average age of 36 years. The even range 

of the age of the schools will support the findings by reflecting the status of evaluations is 

not the result of the age of the schools. The fundamental challenges and reality of 

leadership evaluation seem not to be dependent on the number of years the school has 

been in operation. 

Table 7 

Age of Schools in Sample 

Age of School  Number of Schools in Sample 

0 to 10 1 

11 to 20 4 

21 to 35 4 

36 to 50 4 

Over 51 5 

 

School Leader Characteristics 

Educational background. The 18 school leaders interviewed for this study 

represented a wide range of experience and educational background. The two personal 

characteristics were educational background and professional experience. Torah 

Umesorah, the National Society of Jewish Day Schools, does not have specific 

recommendations regarding criteria for hiring school leaders. Torah Umesorah has their 

own principal training program called Yesud Maleh which is a two-year leadership 
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training program providing coursework in school leadership to cohorts of 20 school 

leaders. This program has trained approximately 100 school leaders in the 15 years it has 

been in operation. Of the leaders interviewed for this study 12 had a Master’s degree in 

Educational Leadership and six did not have a Masters.  None of the school leaders in 

this sample had doctoral degrees.  

Table 8 

Educational Level of School Leaders in Sample 

Degree  Yes No 

Bachelors 13 5 

Masters 12 6 

Doctorate  0 18 

Rabbinic Ordination  9 9 

Yesud Maleh 4 14 

Some advanced formal 

study of Educational 

Leadership  

14 4 

 

The information collected in the study reflect that lack of uniform criteria for the 

hiring of school leaders. While 12 of the 18 school leaders have Master’s degrees, there 

are four school leaders with no advanced formal training in Education whatsoever. 

Rabbinic ordination was only held by half of the subjects indicating that although the 

Head of School often provides the religious leadership, the credential of rabbinic 
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ordination is not required by many schools. This lack of clear criteria is relevant to the 

findings regarding evaluation which is also not standardized across schools.  

Years as classroom teacher. Employment history was also recorded. All of the 

subjects had served as formal classroom teachers before become administrators although 

the number of years they served in that role did vary. A number of administrators 

continued to teach while assuming leadership roles; in fact, two subjects mentioned this 

as a source of pride and strength in their roles. The data reflected here represents years 

spent primarily as a classroom teacher and not as an administrator.  The majority of 

school leaders have spent a number of years in the classroom before becoming school 

administrators with the average number of years in the classroom being six.  

Table 9 

Years School Leaders Have Been Classroom Teachers in Sample 

Years as classroom teacher only  Number of School Leaders in Sample 

0 to 2 2 

3 to 8 12 

9 to 15 4 

Over 16 0 

 

Years of administrative experience before current role. School leaders were 

asked for the number of years of school administrative experience they had prior to 

assuming their current roles. This experience could have been in an assistant role or as 

the senior educational leader. While the average number of year experience is 6.5, it is 

remarkable that seven of the 18 school leaders interviewed had no administrative 
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experience before assuming their current role. This finding continues to underscore that 

lack of standard criteria for the hiring of school leaders in Jewish Orthodox Day Schools.  

Table 10 

Prior Administrative Experience of School Leaders in Sample 

Years of Administrative Experience Prior 

to Current Role 

Number of School Leaders in Sample 

0 7 

1 to 5 1 

6 to 15 9 

Over 15 1 

 

Years in current role. On average the subjects in this study have had substantial 

tenure in their current jobs with an average of eight years. The range found amongst the 

subjects is quite wide with a range of one year to 22 years in the same role. Of the 18 

subjects there are seven who are in their first four years at the school they are currently 

leading. This range is relevant to the focus of this study because one may expect to see a 

change of evaluation style based on the number of years that the school leader is in their 

position. There has been a similar model presented for teachers in which different 

evaluation tools are used for teachers based on their years teaching or expertise in the 

profession. As will be described, there was no connection between years of employment 

and evaluation procedures found in the study.  
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Table 11 

Years School Leaders Have Been in Current Role in Sample 

Years in Current Role Number of School Leaders in Sample 

1 to 4 7 

5 to 9 6 

10 to 20 3 

Over 20 2 

 

 Years in field of education. When looking at total years in education, the 

answers continue to reveal a range of experience levels. This question includes any 

experience working in education whether that be in the classroom, as an assistant 

administrator or Head of School. The least number of years reported was six years and 

the highest was 41 with a mean of 21 years. This data is quite relevant as an evaluation 

can be seen as more significant for leaders who are newer to the industry.  

 

Table 12 

Years School Leaders Have Been in Field of Education in Sample 

Years in Field of Education  Number of School Leaders in Sample 

1 to 5 0 

6 to 15 7 

16 to 25 4 

26 to 35 4 

Over 35 3 
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In summary, 18 interviews have provided a wide range of subjects regarding their 

geographical location, school size, and professional background. Fourteen states and two 

Canadian provinces are represented. Leaders of schools with a range of 58 to close to 700 

students and faculty sizes ranging from 14 to 90 have been interviewed. The number of 

students whose leaders were interviewed is close to 500. These leaders have a range of 

educational background with four having no formal training and 12 having Master’s 

degrees. Professional experience is also an area in which significant range is represented 

with five leaders in their first three years in their roles, and seven leaders who have had 

no prior experience in administration being represented, as well as leaders with many 

years of experience in educational leadership with three leaders with over 16 years in 

their current role. This wide range of subjects will provide support that the findings of 

this study can provide meaningful information about the state of school evaluations 

beyond the particular schools interviewed.  

Sample Compared to Avi Chai National Study 

The Avi Chai Foundation has published a number of significant studies regarding 

Jewish Education in the United States (Schick, 2007). These studies have covered Day 

School population and school faculty data. In 2007 Avi Chai published a study that 

reviewed information regarding Day School principals. This study included all Jewish 

schools and was based on data from 380 school leaders. The report indicates that 57.5% 

and 42.5% of the principals are in non-Orthodox and Orthodox schools respectively. 

Although the sample of this study is 100% Orthodox, it may be useful to compare the 

data of this sample and that of Avi Chai to identify trends that are across denominations 

and identify areas of difference with a suggestion as to why this may be.  
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Table 13 

School Leaders in Sample Compared to Leaders in Avi Chai Study 

School leaders with % in Study Sample % in Avi Chai 

Report 

Differential of 

Sample compared 

to Avi Chai 

Master’s degree 66% 88% (22%) 

Doctoral degree 0% 24% (24%) 

Rabbinic ordination  50% 36% 14% 

Prior teaching 

experience 

89% 80% 9% 

Mean of years 

teaching experience  

6.3 years 12.6 years (6.3 years) 

No prior admin 

experience  

38% 55% (17%) 

1 to 4 years in 

current role 

39% 38% 1% 

5 to 9 years in 

current role 

33% 25% 8% 

10 to 20 years in 

current role 

17% 24% (7%) 

Over 20 years in 

current role 

11% 12% (1%) 
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When the samples of this study are compared to the national study, there are a few 

areas that are different and some that are common. The national average for Master (66% 

vs. 88%) and Doctoral degrees (0% vs. 24%) are higher than found in the subjects of this 

study. This can be explained by the fact that this study only interviewed leaders of 

Orthodox Jewish Day Schools which will put more of an emphasis on the Judaic training 

and education of the school leaders as referenced in the higher percentage of rabbinic 

ordination (50% vs. 36%) found in this sample than in the national study. 

An area that is similar is a background in classroom teaching (89% and 80%). 

This is understandable as many future educational leaders would begin their careers at the 

entry place of the school system, which is the classroom. No doubt the classroom 

experience is useful when leading a team of teachers.  

The high percentage of school leaders who have had no prior administrative 

experience before assuming their current role is worth noting. This high proportion (38% 

and 55%) speaks to the lack of school leaders with expertise in school leadership jobs. 

This is also expressed in the similar statistic of 40% of school leaders in the first four 

years in their current roles. This number is quite high when one considers the negative 

impact of leadership changes in schools, as found by Partlow and Ridenour (2008).   

The high number of new school leaders is relevant to this study in a significant 

way. While all professionals can grow and benefit from proper evaluations, leaders who 

are new in their roles can uniquely benefit from the feedback. It is in the early stages of 

the school leader’s tenure during which norms and operational process are set into place, 

and it is therefore even more beneficial for school leaders in the first four years in their 

roles to receive feedback through an evaluation so they can improve their practice.  
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Research Question One: Status of Evaluations 

Eighteen school leaders were asked if they have been formally evaluated in the 

last three years. Only three answered that they had been evaluated. Thirteen reported that 

they had not been evaluated at all and two indicated that an evaluation was discussed but 

not performed. The three subjects who reported having evaluations in the past three years 

also reported regular evaluations during their current employment. Together, these three 

subjects reported having 18 evaluations during their collective 20 years in their respective 

roles.  Of the remaining 15 subjects, only three leaders reported having evaluations 

outside of the most recent three year period, each one having had one evaluation each 

over the 26 years of their collect tenures in their current roles. When reviewing the 

number of formal evaluations that have been done over the entire samples’ current job, it 

was reported that 21 evaluations (18 of which came from three subjects) had been done in 

the 151 collective years of leadership the respondents have reported being in their current 

roles. 

 

Table 14 

School Leader Evaluations in Past Three Years and Current Positions 

Formal Evaluations 

Performed  

Leaders Evaluated in Past 

3 years 

Annual Evaluations in 

Current Positions 

Yes 3 21 

Not  15 129 

Total  18  151  
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School Characteristics 

Student body size. The lack of evaluations is not correlated with any other data 

collected including school size and the background of the school leader. When looking at 

school size, one might have thought that larger schools would be more inclined to 

perform evaluations than smaller schools, but in this study, the five schools with student 

populations of 351 or more had not performed Head of School evaluations, and those that 

did are distributed among remaining school sizes in no meaningful distribution.   

 

Table 15 

School Leader Evaluations and Student Size 

Student Size Number of Schools in 

Sample 

Number of Leaders 

Formally Evaluated in Past 

Three Years 

1 to 100 2 0 

101 to 200 5 1 

201 to 350 6 2 

351 to 500 3 0 

Over 501 2 0 

 

National organizational affiliation. No connection can be drawn between the 

school affiliation with a national organization of schools and the practice of evaluation. 

While three of the 18 schools affiliated with Torah Umersorah, The National Society of 

Hebrew Day Schools, did evaluations, there were 12 schools that identified the same way 

and did not perform such evaluations. Interestingly, Torah Umesorah publishes a 
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handbook of best practices for schools called the “Code of Practice” (Ryback, 2012), and 

in that handbook there is a clear statement regarding Head of School evaluations that 

read: 

The following matters must be discussed (before employment): 3. Annual 

Evaluation- The administrator and the officer through whom the administrator is 

held accountable to the board should meet formally in the Fall but no later than 

January to evaluate the progress of the school and to express candidly to one 

another any concerns that either the board or the administrator may have 

regarding effectiveness of their respective functioning. These concerns should be 

an expression of the sentiment of the board at large as well as of the administrator. 

They should be recorded in a confidential memorandum. The principal and the 

teacher should meet before January 31st to evaluate the teacher’s performance 

and to express to one another any concern each may have regarding his/her 

functioning. 

Despite this statement, these Torah Umesroah affiliated schools do not do 

evaluations. A similar finding will be expressed regarding those schools who are 

accredited in which those agencies also recommend (Middle State) or require 

(AdvancED) evaluations, and yet they are still not being done by the schools they 

authorize.  
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Table 16 

School Leader Evaluations and National Organizational Affiliation 

National Organization 

Affiliation  

Number of Schools in 

Sample 

Number of Leaders 

Formally Evaluated in 

Past Three Years 

Torah Umesorah 12 2 

Yeshiva University (Now 

Prizmah) 

1 0 

Both  3 1 

No Affiliation  2 0 

 

Accreditation status. There was also no correlation between the school’s 

accreditation status and the evaluation of school leadership. It is beyond the scope of this 

study to review the evaluation guidelines put in place by the state and private agencies 

that schools in the study are accredited by but, whether in a place or not, they are not 

resulting in formal evaluations of the leadership of the school being accredited by them.  

Table 17 

School Leader Evaluations and Accreditation Status 

Accrediting Agency  Number of Schools in 

Sample 

Number of Leaders 

Formally Evaluated in Past 

Three Years 

Local State  6 0 

Private Accreditation 

Agency  

8 2 

None 3 1 
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When looking at years in current role and formal evaluations, there does not seem 

to be any trend that connects years in leader’s current role with whether or not an 

evaluation has taken place. All school leaders are not being evaluated regardless of how 

many years they have been in their current position.  

AdvancED and The Middle States Commissions on Elementary and Secondary 

Schools serve as private agencies that accredit a total of six of the schools in this study. 

AdvancED indicated on their website (http://www.advanc-

ed.org/sites/default/files/AdvancEDAccreditation-

StepByStep.jpg?width=820&height=1000) that post review “institutions should maintain 

momentum for continued improvement by…engaging in ongoing self-reflection, internal 

review, and stakeholder communication.”  There is no specific reference to the evaluation 

of the leader or any specific school personnel, but the school as a whole should be 

evaluated.   

The Middle States Commissions on Elementary and Secondary Schools uses more 

specific language regarding the evaluation of school leadership. http://www.msa-

cess.org/Customized/Uploads/ByDate/2016/April_2016/April_27th_2016/Standards%20f

or%20Accreditation%20201603019.pdf 

Their “Standards for Accreditation” state:  

The school’s governing body ensures that it:  

2.7 Is focused on selecting, evaluating, and supporting the head of the 

school, policy development, planning, assessing the school’s performance, and 

http://www.advanc-ed.org/sites/default/files/AdvancEDAccreditation-StepByStep.jpg?width=820&height=1000
http://www.advanc-ed.org/sites/default/files/AdvancEDAccreditation-StepByStep.jpg?width=820&height=1000
http://www.advanc-ed.org/sites/default/files/AdvancEDAccreditation-StepByStep.jpg?width=820&height=1000
http://www.msa-cess.org/Customized/Uploads/ByDate/2016/April_2016/April_27th_2016/Standards%20for%20Accreditation%20201603019.pdf
http://www.msa-cess.org/Customized/Uploads/ByDate/2016/April_2016/April_27th_2016/Standards%20for%20Accreditation%20201603019.pdf
http://www.msa-cess.org/Customized/Uploads/ByDate/2016/April_2016/April_27th_2016/Standards%20for%20Accreditation%20201603019.pdf
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ensuring the availability of adequate resources to accomplish the school’s 

mission.  

2.8 Uses a clearly defined performance appraisal system for the head of 

the school. The appraisalis conducted with the knowledge and participation of the 

head of the school. 

While not the focus of this study, there does seem to be a disconnect between these 

accrediting agencies and the schools they accredit with regard to leadership evaluations.  

Age of school. A similar finding was found regarding the age of the school. 

Schools in this study had an age range of six to 72 years with a mean school age of 36 

years. While it would have been possible that schools with a longer history would have 

developed evaluation procedures over that period, no such finding was identified. Two of 

the schools that have performed evaluations were older than the mean of 36 and one was 

under that number.    

 

Table 18 

School Leader Evaluations and Age of School 

Age of School  Number of Schools in 

Sample 

Number of Leaders 

Formally Evaluated in Past 

Three Years 

0 to 10 1 0 

11 to 20 4 0 

21 to 35 4 1 

36 to 50 4 1 

Over 51 5 1 
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School Leader Characteristics 

Educational background. The three leaders who have been evaluated did not 

have any less of an educational training in their background. Two of them had Master’s 

degrees and Rabbinic Ordination. The other educational leader who was evaluated did 

not have any degrees. Put in context of the sample, 10 leaders who had the same 

credentials of a Master’s degree, seven with rabbinic ordination, and five without those 

credentials were not evaluated. While it may be expected that leaders with less training 

would benefit from evaluation even more to help identify areas of weakness for which 

additional training may be beneficial, there is no finding of this practice.  

 

Table 19 

School Leader Evaluations and Educational Background 

Leaders with  Evaluated in Past 

Three Years 

Not Evaluated in 

Past Three Years 

Total Subjects 

with that degree 

status in Past 

Three Years 

Masters Degree 2 10 12 

Rabbinic Ordination  2 7 9 

No Masters and 

Rabbinic Ordination  

1 5 6 

 

Years in any role of educational administration. Additionally, when looking 

only at years that each respondent has spent in any administrative capacity in schools, 
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there continues to be a lack of formal evaluations continues to be consistent regardless of 

years of experience. Lack of experience as a school administer can be a reason to expect 

a higher rate of evaluation when compared to those educational leaders with more years 

of experience. In this sample, there was no such finding with only one of four leaders 

with less than five years of administrative experience being evaluated.  

 

Table 20 

School Leader Evaluations and Administrative Experience 

Years in Any Role of 

Educational Administration  

Number of School Leaders 

in Sample 

Number of Leaders 

Formally Evaluated in Past 

Three Years 

1 to 5 4 1 

6 to 15 7 2 

16 to 25 4 0 

Over 25 3 0 

 

Years in current role. There was a wide range of educational leaders with 

different numbers of years of experience in their current roles. There are reasons to 

suggest that rates of evaluation would be higher for leaders in the early years in the roles. 

It is during this time that the school community and lay leaders are getting to know their 

new hire and may be more inclined to evaluate the leader more often. Some leadership 

positions start with a shorter initial contract and once they complete the board, the 

schools would extend a longer contract to the school leader since they are comfortable 

with his/her leadership. This study did not find any such practice. Only two of the seven 
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leaders in their first four years in their current roles have been evaluated and zero of the 

six who have been between years five and nine. There were two leaders who had been in 

their roles for over 20 years and had never been evaluated.  

 

Table 21 

School Leader Evaluations and Years in Current Role 

Years in Current Role Number of School Leaders 

in Sample 

Number of Leaders 

Formally Evaluated in Past 

Three Years 

1 to 4 7 2 

5 to 9 6 0 

10 to 20 3 1 

Over 20 2 0 

 

 

Years in field of education. The lack of evaluation is also consistent when 

looking at the total years in each respondent’s involvement in the profession of education 

in any role. Once again there can be more reasons to evaluate those with less experience 

overall, but of the seven leaders who had only been in the field of education between six 

and 15 years, only one of them had been evaluated as a school leader.  
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Table 22 

School Leader Evaluations and Years in Education 

Years in Education  Number of School Leaders 

in Sample 

Number of Leaders 

Formally Evaluated in Past 

Three Years 

1 to 5 0 0 

6 to 15 7 1 

16 to 25 4 2 

26 to 35 4 0 

Over 35 3 0 

 

The first research question is to ascertain the current practice regarding the formal 

evaluation of school leaders being used by Orthodox Jewish Day Schools.  This study 

demonstrated a clear finding regarding the lack of formal evaluations being done by 

school leadership in Orthodox Jewish Days Schools with only three of 18 schools 

performing evaluations. This finding is equally demonstrated in schools across the 

sample, regardless of student body size, the school’s affiliation with a national 

organization, accreditation status, or the age of the school. This finding is also consistent 

regarding the characteristics of the school leaders. Leaders are not evaluated regardless of 

the leader’s personal education, the years they have served in any role of educational 

administration, the years they have been in their current role, or the total years in the field 

of education.  
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Research Question Two: Evaluation Practices 

Characteristics of evaluations. Three educational leaders in this sample were 

able to describe the practices that they had been involved in. Amongst these three 

subjects, there was no consistency regarding the practice of evaluation. The perceived 

goals varied between primarily focused on rehiring, improvement or both of these 

objectives.  The evaluators also varied among members of the school board, educational 

committee member, and one had a special “Head Support Team.” One subject had an 

external consultant who served on the evaluation committee, and two had only internal 

participants. The data collection was also done in three different ways with one school 

using only the survey, one using only focus groups and one using both methods including 

interviews with faculty members. One of the subjects whose school utilized a survey 

shared the actual survey (See Appendix B).  This survey does not have scales that are 

commonly found in surveys asking responders to simply rate the subject with a number 

corresponding to a level of achievement but rather this survey asked for more of a 

narrative from the participants regarding different areas of leadership. Another school 

leader shared a survey that has not been used in his school but had been discussed. This 

survey (Appendix B) is a more standard style survey asking different stakeholders to rate 

the school leader using a Likert scale of Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, Neither Agree or 

Disagree, Somewhat Agree, and Agree. There are also a few open-ended questions. 

Although this survey has not actually been used by the school to evaluate the leader, it is 

being shared in this study as an alternative style survey.  
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All three subjects reported that the parameters of the evaluation were explained to 

them before the evaluation and that they received a written report of the findings.  

Table 23 

School Leader Evaluation Data Collected 

 Subject One Subject Two Subject Three 

Perceived goal of 

evaluation  

Contract renewal  Help me improve Support and 

Evaluate 

Were parameters 

explained in 

advance 

Yes Yes Yes 

Who performed 

evaluation  

Two Members of 

Board of Ed 

President and 

committee chair 

Head support team 

of four members 

Was an external 

person involved  

No No Yes 

How was data 

collected  

Survey (See 

Appendix)  

Focus groups Survey, focus 

groups and 

interviews with 

faculty members 

Was there Students, 

Facultyand/or 

parent involvement 

Faculty, parents 

and stake holders 

No Faculty meet with 

outside consultant 

Did evaluation 

cause significant 

anxiety  

No No Yes 
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Were results shared 

in writing 

Yes Yes Yes 

Leaders perception of evaluation. Most significantly, these three subjects 

reported that they found the conclusions to be accurate and positively impacted their 

practice. These findings are encouraging that when done, evaluations can be a source of 

growth and improvement to educational leaders. When all 18 leaders were asked if they 

would appreciate an evaluation if done correctly, 17 answered that they would appreciate 

such an experience. It is possible that there is a correlation between the fact that these 

schools do these evaluations and the positive impact that is reported by the leader. School 

leaders, both lay leaders and professional leaders, may only invest the time in the 

evaluation because they find them useful, and the 15 schools in this sample that do not 

engage in evaluation do not because they may not find them useful.  So while the finding 

is that these three leaders have found their evaluation to be positive, we cannot conclude 

that all schools that would perform similar evaluations would find them to be positive, 

although that is certainly a possibility. 

Table 24 

School Leader’s Perception of Evaluation 

 Subject One Subject Two Subject Three 

Do you consider 

result accurate  

Yes Yes Yes 

How has evaluation 

impacted your 

practice 

Positively  Positively  Positively 
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Research Question Three: Leaders Suggestions for Best Practice 

 As reported 15 of the 18 leaders in this study have not been evaluated formally 

and therefore had limited personal experience to draw upon when answering what 

characteristics they would consider to be best practices when evaluating school leaders. 

There was, however, a number of themes that emerged from the descriptions and 

discussion about this subject.  

Value of evaluation. Seventeen school leaders reported a desire for evaluations if 

done correctly. Some explained that they would look forward to being able to identify 

areas of strength and weakness so they can personally improve and help their school 

grow. School leaders also spoke about the value of such evaluations for job retention. If 

there are areas of concern that can lead to termination, the leaders would like that issue 

identified in advance to give them a chance to improve. One leader described that at the 

start of every board meeting he asks for feedback on his performance and never receives 

any. He thought that formal evaluation would yield results that are more meaningful for 

him to know how secure he is in his position. In cases where school lay leaders are 

unhappy with the performance of the leader this knowledge can be useful to plan future 

employment and other personal decisions which can be based upon this information.  

Trust. Although there was a wide range of ideas about the specific aspects of the 

ideal evaluation process, there was one characteristic that all of the respondents 

mentioned. Every leader identified trust between the evaluators and school leadership as 

a critical element in the evaluation. This trust is needed to get accurate information and to 

translate into meaningful and useful data to improve the school and leader. Once there is 

trust, the school leaders reported being open to a process of evaluations and would be 
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very flexible regarding the specific makeup with the evaluation process. Without trust, 

these same leaders have reported not being able to embrace any evaluation process due to 

the many aspects of such evaluation that can be subjective and easily manipulated. 

Unfortunately, not all schools have such trusting relationships between school lay and 

professional leadership and when exploring best practices this aspect must be heavily 

considered. Finding ways to build trust between lay leaders and school leadership would 

be a useful focus but is beyond the scope of this study.  This study found that trust is 

perceived by the subjects as a critical factor when performing evaluations.  

Team assembly. School leaders described their perception of which members 

would be best suited to serve on an evaluation committee. The answers did not provide 

specific identities of leaders to be on the committee relating to positions in community or 

lay leaderships; however, there was indication of characteristics that would make worthy 

candidates for such a role. These characteristics included primarily a trusting relationship 

with the school leader. Another characteristic mentioned is to select someone with 

relevant experience either in the field of education or relevant experience from the 

business world.  

Another factor that was mentioned a number of times was making sure those 

involved in the evaluation do not have a personal agenda relating to their own experience 

with the leader, or the experiences of their children and/or spouses with that leader. Since 

many Orthodox Jewish Day Schools often function in communities in which many of the 

members live and interact with school personnel and families outside of school in 

community and synagogue events and life, there is a danger of dual relationships and 

complex agendas. Subjects’ interviews pointed out the danger of such bias when serving 
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on such a committee and members must be chosen who do not have this bias. One way to 

avoid this bias that was endorsed by one of the 18 leaders is to include an outsider in the 

group who can even come from outside the city. This outsider can assist in keeping 

objectivity for members of the group.  

School leaders referenced the assembly of such teams by shared selection process 

by school leaders and board presidents. In some cases, each member can select an equal 

number of committee members with each leader being able to veto a member they feel 

would be unhelpful. This process was described as making sure the school and lay 

leaders are comfortable with the committee, which can yield the critical level of trust 

required for effective evaluations.  

Evaluative Data Collection Methods 

Survey use. The area that the leader had the least clear and confident responses 

was regarding the collection of data that would serve as the basis for the evaluation. Most 

leaders did not endorse the use of surveys as a means to gather data used for their 

evaluations. Other leaders endorsed the use of surveys with great caution. Leaders find 

surveys to be ineffective at getting to the complex and nuanced reality of their job 

function. Surveys tend to simplify significant areas of function into Likert scales that are 

not reflective of the reality. They also feared that surveys would be filled out more 

aggressively by those who are dissatisfied than those who are satisfied and therefore 

under represent those stakeholders who are happy with the leader’s performance. The one 

leader who was happy with the use of a survey in his/her evaluation is found in Appendix 

A using only open-ended questions without any rating scales.  
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Focus groups. Focus groups were mentioned as a method of data collection. 

Focus groups are described as open interviews with specific groups of stakeholders to get 

a complete picture of the school leadership and understand the full context of the 

opinions that are shared. While this method of data collection can be laborious and time 

consuming leaders reported that they believe it will provide more accurate data than other 

methods of data collection. One leader shared that in his/her evaluation, an outsider 

comes to the school and spends a day talking with groups of teachers about the school 

leader’s job performance. This school leader described this method to be quite useful and 

has provided her/him with very meaningful feedback regarding leadership.  

Criteria. Leaders also mentioned that the evaluation criteria be aligned with their 

job description and more prearranged. This is significant because Heads of School in 

Orthodox Jewish Day School have a wide range of job responsibilities that can range 

from business, office and educational responsibilities to fundraising, recruitment and 

community relations. With this wide range of duties, the leaders must prioritize areas of 

focus that can change based on the needs of the organization, such as if a school is going 

through a capital campaign and building project that will require significant focus of the 

school leader. This new focus will certainly pull energy away from other aspects of 

school improvement and management. It is for this reason that school leaders recommend 

that the criteria of the evaluation be shared well in advance to allow them to make sure to 

focus on the areas that will be measured. 

It was also reported that the methods of data collection be shared in advance 

allowing leaders to make sure that they keep this method in mind while performing duties 

so that their successes will be measured by the committee appropriately.  
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Summary 

The findings of this study clearly indicate that evaluations of school leaders are 

not being done at Orthodox Jewish Day Schools. This finding is equally demonstrated in 

schools across the sample, regardless of student body size, the school’s affiliation with a 

national organization, accreditation status, or the age of the school. This finding is also 

consistent regarding the characteristics of the school leaders. Leaders are not evaluated 

regardless of the leader’s personal education, the years they have served in an educational 

administration role, the years they have been in their current role, or the total years in the 

field of education.  

Three subjects have been evaluated in the past three years, and the evaluation 

process varied among each sample. This lack of consistency was found regarding the 

perceived reason for the evaluation, the makeup of committee doing the evaluation, and 

the methods used to collect the data. All three leaders did indicate that the evaluation 

positively impacted their practice and thought the result accurately reflected their 

performance.  

This study found that school leaders value evaluation and, when done correctly, 

would embrace the practice.   When describing their perception of the best method of 

evaluation, leaders emphasized trust as the most significant factor in an effective 

evaluation process.  Evaluation teams and data collection methods must be thoughtfully 

developed with input of school leader to ensure they are effective. Finally, 

communication between those doing the evaluation and the leader being evaluated must 

be clear and early in the process. When these factors are in place, leaders describe 

evaluation as an important process they would embrace and ultimately grow from.  



 

 

Chapter V 

Discussion and Conclusions 

Introduction 

Studies indicate that finding practical methods to appropriately and thoughtfully 

evaluate school leadership can have a real impact on leadership quality and ultimately 

result in improved student performance (Glasman & Heck, 1992; Thomas et al., 2000). 

Leadership evaluations should provide educators with the critical tools and feedback 

needed to improve their leadership behaviors and create environments where educators 

can be held appropriately accountable for school performance (Reeves, 2005; Waters & 

Grubb, 2004).  

Assessing principal effectiveness is a critical element of school improvement. 

Such assessments should be simple to perform and should focus on the key aspects of 

school leadership. These evaluations should also provide valuable data that will drive 

professional development. (Heck & Marcoulides, 1996; Porter et al., 2006; Portin et al., 

2006; Reeves, 2005). 

Summary 

This exploratory study focused on addressing three primary research questions. 

The first research focus is to ascertain the current practice regarding the formal 

evaluation of school leaders being used by Orthodox Jewish Day Schools. The second 

research focus asks, if evaluations are being done, what methods of evaluation are 

currently being used by Orthodox Jewish Day Schools? The third question is what do 

school leaders suggest be used for effective evaluations?  
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It is important to understand what methods are being used in the Jewish Private 

school sector. The leadership of this segment of schools requires a sophisticated approach 

to evaluation, and there is no research available on this. Not having effective leadership 

evaluation procedures leaves leaders vulnerable to the whims of individual lay leaders 

with focused criteria based on one specific measure. Schools would benefit from 

sustained leadership that is not subject to evaluations based on the whims of current lay 

leaders.  

Eighteen Orthodox Jewish Days School leaders were contacted to participate in 

an interview about their experiences being evaluated. These 18 school leaders represented 

a broad range of schools. Schools from 14 states and two Canadian provinces were 

represented with student populations ranging from 59 to 674 students. Leaders with no 

formal education and those with advanced degrees were included. There were also 

educational leaders in their first years as school leaders, as well as school administrators 

with over 20 years in the field. 

 Each of these leaders was interviewed in recorded phone conversations that lasted 

between 30 minutes and an hour. The interviews were conducted using a cognitive 

interview model that utilized 17 guiding questions and allowed for each subject to talk 

freely about their thoughts on each area discussed. Probing questions yielded background 

information about the school and leader, addressed the leaders experience being 

evaluated and finally elicited reflection about how the leader would configure evaluations 

of their own.  

The content of the interviews was then transferred to written form and reviewed 

for common themes and answers. This data was reviewed and the findings are reported in 
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this study. When needed, the recordings were reviewed for specific information that 

needed clarification. After the answers had been organized and then reviewed, there were 

follow up emails sent to leaders for accurate information that was missing, such as the 

age of the school or years that the leader has been in education.  

Conclusions 

The findings of this study clearly indicate that formal evaluations of school 

leaders are not being done at Orthodox Jewish Day Schools. This finding is equally 

demonstrated in schools across the sample, regardless of student body size, the school’s 

affiliation with a national organization, accreditation status, or the age of the school. This 

finding is also consistent regarding the characteristics of the school leaders. Leaders are 

not evaluated, regardless of the leader’s personal education, the years they have served in 

any role of educational administration, the years they have been in their current role, or 

the total years in the field of education.  

Three subjects have been evaluated in the past three years, and the evaluation 

process varied among each sample. This lack of consistency was found regarding the 

perceived reason for the evaluation, the makeup of the committee doing the evaluation, 

and the methods used to collect the data. All three leaders did indicate that the evaluation 

positively impacts their practice and thought the result accurately reflected their 

performance.  

This study also found that school leaders value evaluation and when done 

correctly would embrace the practice.   When describing their perception of the best 

method of evaluation, leaders emphasized trust as the most significant factor in an 

effective evaluation process.  Evaluation teams and data collection methods must be 
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thoughtfully developed with the input of school leaders to ensure the evaluations are 

effective. Finally, communication between those doing the evaluation and the leader 

being evaluated must be clear and early in the process. When these factors are in place, 

leaders describe evaluation as an important process they would embrace and ultimately 

grow from. 

Recommendations for Practice 

One of the most compelling findings of this study is the disconnect between the 

leaders’ interest in an effective evaluation and the lack of them being done. Seventeen of 

the 18 leaders answered that they would embrace a fair evaluation process and would see 

great value in such a process. At the same time, only three of these leaders are in schools 

where such evaluation are taking place. The clear implication for practice is for school 

leaders, both lay and professional, to explore and invest in proper evaluation procedures. 

Like any endeavor of value, this process will take resources of time, energy and possibly 

funds to be done correctly and can lead to growth for the school leader and schools. 

School accreditation agencies suggest or even require evaluation but this expectation has 

not resulted in improved practice.  

By using the findings of this study as a starting point, schools can design 

evaluation protocol that will support the school leader and be an impetus for dynamic 

growth and development. Although the exact evaluation procedures must be tailor-made 

to each school community and leader, there are key characteristics that can be taken from 

this study. This design puts a focus on protocol that promotes trust between school 

leaders which was found to be the most important factor in effective evaluation 

procedures that yield positive results.  
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In place from the start. When a new leader is hired, regardless of their prior 

experience, an evaluation procedure should be discussed and put in place. Having this in 

place in advance and not in response to concerns will raise the level of trust that leaders 

have in the process.  

Collaborative. The evaluation must be done in full collaboration with the school 

leader. The school leader should be consulted and involved in the planning of the 

committee members, criteria for evaluation, data collection and the reporting of the 

results. Certainly, the school leader will not be able to dictate these aspects of the 

evaluation as many relate to decisions that should be left to lay leaders. To the extent that 

both lay and professional leaders give input into the design of the evaluation they will 

have more trust in the process and the validity of the results.  

Committee membership. Committee members must be chosen carefully based 

on their ability to add value and unbiased input in the process. The exact makeup of this 

committee will vary from school community to school community based on the 

experience and characteristics of the board and committee makeup. Regardless of the 

exact membership, individuals must be seen as competent in the process, either as a result 

of their experience in the field of education, or simply being perceived by school leaders 

as mature and balanced individuals. There will be instances when bringing an outsider to 

design and/or serve on the committee is a plus. An outside consultant can raise the trust 

level between lay and professional leaders and provide direction to lay leaders who are 

inexperienced with successful evaluation processes.  
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Data collection. The collection of data is the most complex aspect of the 

evaluation process. This is where the trust, collaboration and the quality of the team will 

be most significant. Each school community will require a different approach to this 

aspect of the evaluation and it must be approached cautiously. 

Surveys. While surveys can be seen as useful, they can also cause harm or 

undermine trust. If surveys are chosen, open-ended questions can be useful in providing 

meaningful information. While scaled questions are the easiest to develop, answer and 

collate data from these types of questions, they do not give nuanced and rich information 

to the committee, and thus must be used carefully.  

Focus groups. Focus groups can also be used by committee members to get 

information that can be used in the evaluation. These groups can be chosen by the 

committee, including the school leader, to represent aspects of the leader’s function. The 

groups must be well run to ensure they are constructive and useful information is 

extracted from the conversations. This is an area in which an outsider can be useful to 

facilitate these groups in a way that can be seen by all parties as supportive and honest.  

Benchmarks. Another source of data can be specific benchmarks that have been 

agreed upon in advance. These benchmarks can be specific leadership behaviors done by 

the school leader or organization-wide measures. Some examples of measurable 

leadership behaviors can be the number of classroom visits, faculty meetings, response 

time to parents’ communication and other similar measurable behaviors. While the list of 

important actions can be quite long, not every behavior should be included in the 

evaluation process. The committee should select behaviors based on their knowledge of 

the school community that were either of concern in the past or that can improve aspects 
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of the school function. School-wide benchmarks can include the number of students, new 

students, student retention rates or standardized test scores. Using school-wide 

benchmarks are not simple as they are often not solely dependent on the effectiveness of 

the school leader and can provide an inaccurate basis of evaluation. One area that has 

been shown to be easily manipulated and therefore not useful for evaluation has been test 

scores.  

The specific form of data collection needs to be developed by the individual 

evaluation committees based on the needs of the school and community in which the 

evaluation is taking place. If done correctly, the data collected will yield themes of 

feedback for the school leader. It will provide the leader with information about areas of 

strength and give insight into areas where more focus can be placed in the future.  

 When these guidelines are used as a basis of the evaluations, the process can be 

one of growth and organizational advancement. School leaders would embrace the 

process, and it can provide important information for both lay and professional leaders 

regarding areas of strength and areas for additional focus and growth. 

Recommendations for Research 

Wider study of private schools. As indicated in the research review there is 

limited and emerging research on the evaluation of principals in general (Goldring et al., 

2008). Recently Fuller et al. (2015) published an impressive article evaluating State 

Principal Evaluation Plans Across the United States, but their study only looked at the 

evaluation plans of public school systems, not private schools.  

There would be a benefit for further research of the very focus of this study with 

regard to other private schools. Looking specifically at parochial schools can provide 
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meaningful information that may be easily transferable to Orthodox Jewish Day Schools. 

If the methodology of this study is replicated and results in similar findings, it would be a 

further indication of the challenge of conducting effective evaluations and the need to 

focus on their development. If a study of other private schools finds differently and 

evaluations are being done and perceived as useful then that would be a critical aspect to 

explore. What are the characteristics of the evaluations that have yielded such positive 

results, and are those characteristics transferable to Orthodox Jewish Day Schools? 

Accrediting agencies. Another area that would benefit from further study is the 

role of the accrediting agencies in supporting and requiring the evaluations of leaders. 

Although 15 of the 18 schools in this study had been accredited, this did not result in the 

evaluation of the leaders. Of the 15 accredited schools in this study, there were 10 

different accrediting agencies, of which six were state sponsored and four were managed 

by private organizations. This study did find that these schools are doing evaluations 

regardless of this accreditation. Research should be done into why this is the case. Are 

these accrediting agencies requiring evaluations? What are the methods that they 

recommend or require? If they do require evaluations, what is the rate of compliance to 

these expectations and are those rates consistent with the rates of compliance with regard 

to other mandated expectations? Why are schools not complying with this expectation 

and what oversight is in place to ensure compliance? 

Lay leaders. The third research question in this study asked school leaders what 

their perception of the ideal leadership evaluation tool would be. Based on the 

information taken from those 18 interviews an evaluation methodology was suggested for 

schools seeking to evaluate school leadership. The primary stakeholders in the school are 
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not only the professional school leader but also the board and lay leaders who are 

committed to the mission and success of the school. These leaders should also be 

interviewed to fully develop their input regarding the best evaluation protocol. The 

suggestions that came from this study include a high level of collaboration between lay 

and professional school leadership, and focused study on lay leadership can be useful. 

These leaders may possess a unique perspective on the necessary characteristics of an 

effective evaluation. One challenge of this kind of study is the turnover rate of lay leaders 

who often serve in their positions for a limited number of years. Even with this limitation, 

a study that elicits feedback from these leaders would be useful in further developing 

effective leadership evaluation procedures. It would be most insightful to interview the 

lay leadership of the very same schools that are represented in this study and compare the 

findings.  

Absence of formal evaluations. In the absence of formal evaluations, it is 

important to understand what criteria school lay leaders are using to make decisions 

about the rehiring of school leaders. School boards must be basing their decisions on 

some data or information in cases when no formal evaluation is being done. Studying the 

basis of these decisions can truly add to the findings of this study. With no objective and 

agreed upon criteria of evaluation, do boards rely on unfair information sources to 

determine if a contract will be extended to their current school leader? Can the opinion of 

a board member’s spouse and/or children in the school impact this decisions? The true 

answers to these questions may be difficult to uncover but a thoughtful research study 

that interviews both the school lay and professional leaders will provide insight into this 

situation. If in absence of formal evaluations, decisions are being made on poor, unfair 
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and faulty information, the need for schools to develop and implement a formal 

evaluation process will become even more significant.  

Pilot study. Further research can be done to test the findings of this study. Five 

schools should be identified to pilot the evaluation protocol that is recommended, and 

then followed to learn from the implementation process. While the finding in the study 

does allow for a wide range of implementation, the key elements of trust, criteria 

identification, committee selection, and data evaluation do allow for study. These five 

schools would implement these elements and research would be done to evaluate if a 

positive and growth oriented experience for school leaders resulted.  

Conclusion 

 Orthodox Jewish Education is a growing field in the United States.  With 

climbing population rates, parents are bringing their children to Orthodox Jewish Day 

Schools with the hope and expectation that those schools will provide their children with 

a robust education of Judaic and General Studies. Research is clear that school leaders 

have a significant impact on student achievement (Bell et al., 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 

1996; Leithwood, Louis, & Anderson, 2012; Witziers et al., 2003).These facts make the 

importance of school leadership and improvement critical to the future of Jewish 

education. While this study found some concerning trends about the lack of evaluation 

being done, it also found a real openness by leaders to a change in that reality. School 

leaders are eager to embrace evaluations that are done in a trusting and thoughtful way. 

This finding can be a springboard for change regarding the state of evaluation of leaders 

of Orthodox Jewish Day Schools. Hopefully, this study and the conversations that can 

result from it will yield improvement in the evaluation of leaders. Effective evaluations 
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will give leaders the guidance and support they need to improve their practice and the 

quality of their schools. Ultimately the 250,000 children currently enrolled in Orthodox 

Jewish Schools in the United States will receive the quality education they need to 

develop into the fully committed, knowledgeable and capable adults we dream for them 

to become. 
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Appendix A 

Sample Survey with Open Ended Questions 

 

 

 



 

 

Evaluation of Rabbi XXXX 

 

The Board of Education’s Principal Evaluation Committee is seeking your input to help it 

provide constructive feedback to the Principal in connection with a Periodic Review 

 

Iyar 5775/May, 2015 

 

(Please feel free to type in this form.  Email the completed form to XXXX@gmail.com 

by Tuesday, 2 Sivan 5775/May 19, 2005) 

 

1. Based on your knowledge of Rabbi XXXX’s performance, please identify 

Rabbi XXXX’s greatest strength with:  

 

a. Students 

b. Parents 

c. Teachers 

d. Non-educational staff 

e. Board members  

f. Others 

 

(If you are unfamiliar with his performance in any of these areas, please indicate N/A or 

Not familiar) 
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2. Based on your knowledge of Rabbi XXXX’s performance, please indicate one 

way you think he could improve with:  

a. Students 

b. Parents 

c. Teachers 

d. Non-educational staff 

e. Board members (both boards) 

f. Others 

 

3. What would you say has been Rabbi XXXX’s greatest achievement over the past 

three years of his tenure at the school? 

 

4. Other Comments 

Your name: ________________________________________________________ 

(Pertinent comments will be shared with Rabbi XXXX but without attribution to the 

source.) 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix B 

Sample Survey with Rating Scale Questions 
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