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EVALUATION OF SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS IN NEBRASKA:

PRACTICES AND PERCEPTIONS 

Edwin H. Johnson, Ed.D.

University  o f  Nebraska, 1988 

Advisors: Robert C. O 'R e i l ly  and D arre ll  F. Kellams

The purpose of th is  study was to investigate  the perceptions and 

practices of the evaluation process o f school superintendents in Nebraska 

as viewed by them. A review of the l i t e r a tu r e  provided the major impetus 

for th is  study. The data were collected through administration of a

questionnaire mailed to 18 Class A superintendents and 31 randomly

selected superintendents each from Classes B, C, and D. Descriptive  

s ta t is t ic s  were used to report q u an tita t ive  data. A one-way ANOVA and

chi-square were used to report L ik e r t  scale and mutually exclusive

items, respective ly .

The findings of the study were:

1. Evaluation of the superintendent's performance in Nebraska 

was p r im ar i ly  a formal process, occurring in nearly 90 percent of the 

school d is t r ic ts  surveyed.

2. The use of people other than the board of education in the 

evaluation of the superintendent was not an accepted practice by the 

superintendents included in th is  study.

3. No s t a t i s t ic a l ly  s ig n if ic a n t  differences were found among 

the four classes of schools in the evaluation practices, procedures, 

and a tt i tu d e s  of superintendents toward eva luation , p > .01.
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4. A combination of c r i t e r ia  was used to form ally  evaluate the 

superintendent's performance.

5. Respondents were not convinced board members had the necessary 

understanding of evaluation methodology to evaluate th e i r  performance.

6. A s t a t i s t ic a l ly  s ig n if ic a n t  re la tionsh ip  existed in how super­

intendents from the four d i f fe re n t  classes of school d is t r ic ts  f e l t  about 

the p r io r i t ie s  of th e i r  re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s ,  p < .01.

7. School d is t r ic ts  in Nebraska were more l i k e ly  to have a d is t r i c t -  

adopted policy fo r  the evaluation of teachers than fo r  the evaluation

of the superintendent of schools.

8. The most important factor in the development of an adequate 

evaluation of the superintendent was the presence of a good working re la ­

tionship between the superintendent and the board of education.

9. Compensation of Nebraska's superintendents based on th e ir  

evaluation was not a common practice .
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION 

Context of the Problem

Although public education in the United States is le g a l ly  and 

p rim arily  a function and resp o n s ib i l ity  of the s ta te ,  the state  

delegates the duties of establishing and maintaining a free public 

school system to educational committees a t local le v e ls .  Each local 

committee (school boards) along with i ts  c h ie f  executive o f f ic e r  

(superintendent) d irects  local public education and ascertains the 

educational needs and desires of the people in the school d is t r i c t .

F itzgerald  (1975) noted that the school board and the super­

intendent have equally important roles in providing leadership for  

the educational community, but the manner in which each f u l f i l l s  the 

role d i f fe r s .  School boards are expected to govern school systems by 

establishing general p o l ic ie s ,  by d is tr ib u t in g  resources for instruc­

tional programs, and by overseeing the execution of established p o lic ie s .

The superintendent of schools, as the chief executive o f f ic e r  

employed by the board of education, is responsible fo r  the management 

of the school system: fo r  organizing personnel and a c t iv i t ie s ;  for

using school resources e f fe c t iv e ly ;  and fo r  communicating with parents, 

board members, and school personnel.

In the execution of th e ir  respective duties, Nunnery (1985) 

noted i t  is incumbent upon both the board of education and the
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superintendent to develop unity  and harmony in dealing with school 

problems, to agree on the p a r t icu la r  duties of the board and of the 

superintendent, to grow in understanding of the educational community 

being served, and to manifest respect fo r  each other and for the con­

tr ib u t io n  each member makes to the to ta l  e f f o r t .

Constant a tten tion  to school issues and problems and the rapid  

rate of change in contemporary management technology, however, generate 

tensions between the board of education and the superintnedent, as well 

as among administrators and personnel a t various leve ls .  This neces­

s ita tes  periodic appraisals of the effectiveness of the board's chief  

executive o f f ic e r .

Many studies and numerous journal a r t ic le s  have been written  

on the formal evaluation of the superintendent. These studies have 

tended to focus on the mechanics of superintendent evaluation and 

represent a cookbook approach to the formal evaluation process. A 

q u a l i ta t iv e  investigation was conducted in Wisconsin public school 

d is t r ic ts  ( In t re s s ,  1985). The overall purpose of the study was to 

discover how formal superintendent evaluation processes a ffected the 

educational programs of the school d is t r ic t s .  Sonedecker (1984) studied 

current practices in the evaluation of American public school super­

intendents as perceived by them. The American Association of School 

Administrators (AASA) survey was administered to a s t r a t i f i e d  sample 

of public school superintendents in the United States. Eggers (1984) 

conducted a study of the evaluation practices and procedures of school
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superintendents in South Dakota. The primary purpose of the study 

was twofold: (1 ) to determine the evaluation po lic ies  and procedures

used for public school superintendents in South Dakota, and (2) to 

determine the current a tt itu d es  of public school superintendents toward 

the evaluation of the superintendent's performance.

In a study conducted by Sloan (1982), the frequency of and 

preference fo r  inform al, standards, and performance objective-based  

procedures were studied. The primary purpose of the study was to 

determine superintendents' preferences regarding the three evaluation  

procedures and the re la t io n sh ip  between school d is t r i c t  s ize and the 

procedure u t i l i z e d  and preferred . In a study conducted by Fenster 

(1985), the appraisal and evaluation of superintendents in mid-size  

Nebraska schools were studied. Fenster focused on the evaluation  

procedures of superintendents in school d is t r ic ts  with a student popu­

lation  of between 600 and 1,400 students.

Handbooks issued by the Nebraska Association o f School Boards 

(NASB) (n .d . )  and the Washington State School D irectors ' Association 

(WSSDA) (1974) re f lec te d  that not only is the selection and appointment 

of a superintendent the single most important re sp o n s ib il ity  of the 

board of education but th a t ,  once having employed a superintendent, 

the board shares the re sp o n s ib i l ity  for the superintendent's success.

In an Educational Research Service (ERS) (1972) c i rc u la r ,  i t  

was stated th a t ,  "The se tt in g  of performance goals against which 

superintendents w i l l  be evaluated is becoming increasingly popular as 

a means of evaluating the school's ch ie f executive o f f ic e r ."
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A m ajority  of State School Boards Association members have 

guidelines fo r  the evaluation of the school superintendent. The 

Michigan Association of School Administrators (MASA) (1974-1975) was 

one of the f i r s t  groups to have such guidelines. The association  

recommended that the superintendent and the board design a plan that  

would include (1) a timetable fo r  the evaluation cycle, (2 ) a descriptive  

evaluation of the superintendent's performance, and (3) a review of the 

objectives of the school program and a c t iv i t ie s  for the year.

Members of the C a lifo rn ia  School Boards Association (CSBA)

(1977) asserted that the superintendent has a dual ro le  of working 

fo r  the school and working fo r  the pub lic , and is d i re c t ly  responsible  

to the board of education. The CSBA also observed that the superin­

tendent must operate w ithin the guidelines of external e n t i t ie s  such 

as accred itation  agencies, s tate  and federal laws, and local school 

board p o l ic ie s .  The association also stated that board members should 

be cognizant of the many masters which the superintendent serves as 

the members review the performance of th e i r  superintendent. The 

CSBA emphasized that any evaluation of the superintendent, by the 

board, is also an expression of the association's own accountab ility  

to th e ir  constituents.

In a publication sponsored by the AASA and the National School 

Boards Association (NSBA) (American Association of School Administrators,  

1980a), both organizations stressed that regular evaluation of the 

superintendent is extremely important. A 1977 publication of the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



5

AASA emphasized that the superintendent, who is the manager of the 

school system, has the r ig h t  to expect the board of education, whose 

function is governance, to hold the superintendent accountable fo r  what 

has happened in the school d is t r i c t  and to evaluate the superintendent's  

job performance.

According to Holt (1981), the expectations o f society in general 

seem to have a d irec t  re la tionship  to socioeconomic pressure within the 

d is t r i c t .  Holt also observed that the impact of economic and environ­

mental conditions is often d ire c t ly  proportionate to adm inistrative  

success in educational program goal achievement.

In a study designed to learn how the ch ief executive o ff icers

in New York and New Jersey schools were evaluated, Carol (1972) found

the greatest percentage (62 percent) o f  the responding d is t r ic ts  em­

ployed informal methods of evaluating the superintendent. The 

study also indicated the informal methods varied even more widely than 

formal methods of evaluation. According to Carol, more than ha lf  of 

the d is t r ic ts  responding to the survey expressed a desire to develop 

formal evaluation procedures. Her study revealed th a t school boards 

are cognizant of the serious and growing problem of providing a system 

of accountab il ity  for th e ir  schools.

This study focused on the eva luative  procedures presently in

use by school d is t r ic ts  in the State o f Nebraska. The results of this

study should provide boards of education with needed c r i t e r i a  and 

guidelines fo r  evaluating the performance o f the superintendent. In

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



6

add ition , the findings should be helpful in improving the working r e la ­

t ionship between the board of education and the superintendent. Hope­

f u l l y ,  the findings of th is  study w i l l  provide evidence that w i l l  help 

both parties  define the expectations needed to e f fe c t iv e ly  assess and 

improve the superintendent's performance.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of the study was to investigate  the perceptions 

and practices of the evaluation process of school superintendents in 

Nebraska. S p e c if ic a l ly ,  the objectives of this study were to (1) 

id e n t i fy  the present practices used by Nebraska school d is t r ic ts  in 

the assessment of the performance of the superintendent of schools;

(2) assess the current a tt itudes  of superintendents toward the formal 

evaluation of the superintendent's performance; (3 ) review the purposes 

of superintendent evaluation; (4) examine the ro le  and re la tionsh ip  

of the board o f education and the superintendent in the evaluation  

process; and (5) id e n t i fy  the procedures, frequency, and methods used 

in superintendent evaluation. This investigation may be viewed as a 

descrip tive  study of the evaluation of the superintendent's per­

formance.

D efin it io n  of Terms

Board of education. The duly elected o f f ic i a ls  who represent 

the patrons of the d is t r i c t .
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Superintendent of schools. The ch ie f  executive o f f ic e r  of the 

school d is t r i c t  whose resp o n s ib il ity  is to implement, supervise, ad­

m in ister, and endorse policies as adopted by the board of education.

Class A schools. The 31 largest high school d is t r ic ts  in 

Nebraska based on enrollment in grades nine through eleven.

Class B schools. The th irty-second through ninety-second

largest high school d is t r ic ts  in Nebraska based on enrollment in grades 

nine through eleven. At the time of the study there were 62 Class B 

school d is t r ic ts  in Nebraska.

Class C schools. The n in e ty - th ird  through the one hundred 

and eighty-second largest high school d is t r ic ts  in Nebraska based on 

enrollment in grades nine through eleven. There were 90 Class C 

school d is t r ic ts  when this study was conducted.

Class D schools. The remaining high school d is t r ic ts  in

Nebraska based on enrollment in grades nine through eleven. These

d is tr ic ts  are the smallest K-12 school d is t r ic ts  in the state and at

the time of the study numbered 159.

Formal eva luation . The appraisal of the superintendent's 

performance based on predetermined objectives and established policies  

procedures, and c r i t e r ia .

Informal eva luation . Appraisal of an in d iv id u a l 's  status or 

growth by means other than standardized instruments.
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Assumptions

Not a l l  school d is t r ic ts  use some type of form evaluation of 

th e ir  superintendent, although there are more d is t r ic ts  that have 

adopted and are using a formal evaluation plan to evaluate th e ir  

superintendent compared to d is t r ic ts  using informal procedures. School 

d is t r ic ts  that have adopted a formal evaluation plan w i l l  be more 

l i k e ly  to respond to a request fo r information than school d is t r ic ts  

that have no formal plan. The evaluation procedures currently  in use 

by most school d is t r ic ts  do not adequately measure the performance of 

the superintendent.

D e lim ita tions /L im ita t ions

The school d is t r ic ts  involved in th is  study were l im ited  to the 

school d is t r ic ts  in Nebraska. Only the superintendent o f schools in 

each d is t r i c t  was asked to complete the survey instrument. Therefore, 

the results  o f th is  study may or may not be applicab le  to states with  

school d is t r ic ts  of d i f fe re n t  sizes and composition.

Significance of the Study

L i t t l e  has been published on the methods, frequency, procedures, 

and techniques used in evaluating the public school superintendent 

in Nebraska. In a publication sponsored by AASA and NSBA (American 

Association of School Administrators, 1980a), both organizations stressed 

that regular evaluation of the superintendent is extremely important.
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Redfern (1980), who prepared the o r ig in a l manuscript fo r  th is  publica­

tion  observed:

Though individual school board members have many oppor­
tu n it ie s  to observe and evaluate a superintendent's  
performance, i t  is c lear th a t such informal evaluations 
cannot provide the board with a complete p icture  of the 
superintendent's effectiveness in carrying out h is /her  
complex job. Regular, formal evaluations o f fe r  boards 
the best means of assessing th e i r  c h ie f  adm in istrator's  
to ta l  performance, (p. 4)

Redfern (1980) fu rth er  noted i t  was emphasized in the 

j o in t  statement of the AASA and NSBA that i f  superintendent evaluations  

are conducted properly, they benefit  the in s truct iona l program of  

the school d is t r ic t  by (1) enhancing the ch ie f  adm in istra tor's  e f fe c t iv e ­

ness; (2 ) assuring the board that i t s  polic ies are being carried out;

(3) c la r i fy in g  fo r  the superintendent and individual board members 

the re sp o n s ib il it ie s  the board re l ie s  on the superintendent to f u l f i l l ;  

and (4) strengthening the working re la tionsh ip  between the board and 

superintendent.

In most school d is t r ic t s ,  the superintendent of schools is the 

form ally  recognized ch ief executive. He or she is the most v is ib le ,  

vu lnerab le , and p o te n t ia l ly  in f lu e n t ia l  member of the organization  

(Campbell, Cunningham, Nystrand, & Esdan, 1980). Next to the selection  

of a superintendent, the evaluation of the ch ie f  executive o f f ic e r  is 

an emerging p r io r i t y  in school d is t r ic ts  across the country. Super­

intending is also characterized by a basic condition of symbolic 

leadership, the a ttr ib u t io n  of re s p o n s ib il ity  fo r  organizational 

performance (P itn er  & Ogawa, 1981).
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Reopelie (1974) noted that although a continual flow of 

l i t e ra tu r e  has been produced on the evaluation of the superintendent, 

not enough has been done to adequately evaluate the person in that 

o f f ic e .  The growth in the number of states in which the evaluation  

of public school superintendents has been le g is la t iv e ly  mandated brings 

new importance to the appraisal of the school's ch ief executive 

o f f ic e r  (Sonedecker, 1984).

The study was conducted to address the extent, frequency, 

techniques, and instruments in use in the evaluation of the performance 

of superintendents in Nebraska. In a dd it ion , the variab le  of school 

d i s t r i c t  enrollment was used in the data analysis to determine i f  a 

re la tionsh ip  existed between school d is t r i c t  size and the evaluation  

methods involved in the evaluation of the d is t r ic t  superintendent.

The results of this study should provide boards of education 

with needed c r i t e r ia  and guidelines fo r  evaluating the performance 

of the superintendent. The findings should also be helpful in improving 

the working re la tionsh ip  between the board of education and the 

superintendent. Hopefully, the findings of this study should help 

both the superintendent and the board in defining the evaluative  

process needed to e f fe c t iv e ly  assess and improve the performance of 

the school superintendent. Possibly, the Nebraska Legislature may 

use th is  study as an impetus to pass le g is la t io n  which would provide 

Nebraska superintendents with the same due process rights enjoyed 

by teachers and principals  in the s ta te .
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This study w i l l  contribute to the knowledge about the emerging 

profession of the school superintendency and w i l l  provide new insights  

about the evaluation of superintendents, not only fo r  today, but also 

for the future.
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CHAPTER I I

REVIEW OF THE RELEVANT LITERATURE

The position of school superintendent in American schools is  

r e la t iv e ly  new in the evolution of education in this country. The 

foundation of public education and of local control was established  

as early  as 1647 by the Massachusetts Bay Colony. American education 

existed for 200 years before the f i r s t  school superintendent was 

appointed. I t  was over one-half a century la te r  before an appreciable 

number of c i t ie s  decided to hire a school superintendent ( G r i f f i t h s ,  

1966).

The review that follows is intended to provide the reader with 

a representative overview of the l i te ra tu re  which re la tes  to the evalua­

tion of the c h ie f  executive o ff ice rs  in American public schools. The 

review is presented under four subheadings re f lec t in g  the major cate­

gories of the l i te r a tu r e  examined. The categories include: (1) a

discussion of the superintendency from an h is to r ica l perspective;

(2) the purposes of superintendent evaluation; (3) the ro le  and 

re la tionsh ip  of the board of education and the superintendent in 

evaluation; and (4) procedures, frequency, and methods of superintendent 

evaluation.

The Superintendency: An H istorica l Perspective

Supervision of public schools in America began in the early  

1800s, but public high schools did not become an e n t i ty  requiring some
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new adm in istrative  functions u n t i l  the 1820s. The superintendent's  

position in educational adm in istration was not immediately recognized 

as tenable by boards of education or the community. Cooper and F i tz -  

water (1954) concluded that the superintendency developed as a resu lt  

of the inadequacy of school committees chosen to administer the schools. 

Most of the public schools during the ear ly  part of the nineteenth  

century were operated by town meetings or by voters a t  the annual 

school e le c tio n .

The concept of local c i t iz e n  control was established as early  

as 1647 when the Massachusetts Bay Colony passed the Olde Deluder Satan 

Act. This act outlined the re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  of those charged (s e le c t ­

men) with overseeing the operation of the community and the schools.

Some educational duties were assigned to teachers and appointees but 

selectmen were mainly in control (Cubberley, 1920).

Supervision of public schools in the United States appeared in 

the ear ly  1800s and by the 1920s, high schools became an e n t i ty  re ­

quiring some new adm inistrative functions. Cooper and Fitzwater (1954) 

noted:

The position of superintendent did not suddenly appear 
or emerge as an in tegra l position in educational ad­
m in is tra t io n . In a number o f instances, the position  
gradually evolved out o f some other governmental 
o f f ic e ,  (pp. 137-138)

The growth of c i t i e s ,  the movement away from one-room schoolhouse

d is t r ic t s ,  and the in a b i l i t y  of lay school board members to meet the

growing demands of the public led to the creation of the o f f ic e  of

the superintendent of schools (Doerksen, 1975).
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Massachusetts, in 1826, became one of the f i r s t  states to 

enact the "acting v is i to r"  concept of supervision fo r  i t s  schools. 

Morrison (1922) noted that the le g is la tu re  allowed the town committee 

to appoint someone who had the duty of v is i t in g  public schools fo r  the 

purpose of supervising ins truction  and the operation of the schools.

New Orleans provided i ts  f i r s t  c i ty  d irec tor  in the 1820s, and the 

f i r s t  superintendents to be appointed were in the c i t ie s  of Buffalo,

New York, and L o u is v i l le ,  Kentucky, in 1837. T h ir ty  c i t ie s  had created 

the o f f ic e  o f superintendent of schools by 1859, but the growth slowed 

as only three other c i t ie s  had superintendents by 1870.

Two of the major concerns of the ea r ly  superintendents were the 

a rb it ra ry  dismissal of many of th e ir  colleagues and the corruption of 

the school board members. In a report to the Commissioner of Education, 

John Eaton, Philbreck (1895) pleaded to the American public to "keep 

unscrupulous p o l i t ic ia n s  o f f  th e i r  school boards and to turn over the 

supervision o f th e ir  schools to the professional expert" (p. 4 ) .

Some of the duties of the e ar ly  superintendents included 

determining the progress of students, examining applicants fo r  teach­

ing pos it ions, and inspecting classrooms for cleanliness and order.

The superintendent's duties were delegated from the c le r ic a l  and 

ins tructional power belonging to the local school board.

In 1865, superintendents formed an organization e n t i t le d  the 

National Association o f School Superintendents, a forerunner of the 

American Association of School Administrators (AASA). Buchanan (1981) 

noted that the purpose of the organization was to serve as a platform
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fo r  superintendents as well as a reference point from which super­

intendents could receive up-to-date information on major issues. In 

1870, the organization joined forces with two groups representing 

teachers and formed the National Education Association (NEA). This 

re la tionsh ip  lasted only into the early  1900s.

The position of local superintendent did not gain ready acceptance.

The duties and re sp o n s ib il it ie s  of the superintendent had not been 

defined in some states and the role of the board of education was not 

c le a r .  The power of the local school board to expend public funds for  

the position of superintendent became a legal issue.

In 1874 in Kalamazoo, Michigan, the c i r c u i t  court ruled that 

the school d is t r i c t  could le g a l ly  employ a superintendent and pay the 

superintendent from public funds ( Stuart v. School D is t r ic t  No. 1 of 

the V illage  of Kalamazoo, 1874). This case established the case law 

p rin c ip le  that the local board of education has the power to hire a 

superintendent o f  schools and pay his or her salary from public funds.

By the 1890s, superintendents began offensive action to take 

control of schools. The Cleveland Plan was o f f i c i a l l y  reported to the 

February, 1895, annual meeting of the NEA. This plan advocated that 

administration be divided into two departments, one for business 

a f fa i r s  and the other fo r  ins truction . The plan also proposed that 

control of the schools should be turned over to the superintendent of 

schools.

The Cleveland Plan met with opposition. The founder and owner

of the American School Board Journal, William Bruce, became a vocal
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opponent of superintendent control of schools. In 1895, he published an

a r t ic le  e n t i t le d  "Deposing Superintendents." He wrote:

The superintendent's position is a d i f f i c u l t  one. He 
is a ready target fo r  unreasonable parents, disgruntled  
teachers, and o ff ic ious  school board members. In a 
vortex of school board quarrels , he is the f i r s t  to 
become crushed, (pp. 36-37)

Bruce believed that the cost fo r expert superintendent control 

was too high fo r  a democracy. Through Bruce's e f fo r ts ,  superintendents 

fa i le d  in th e i r  bid to control the schools, and the ro le  of school 

boards in appointing and dismissing the superintendent was confirmed.

The f i r s t  laws with respect to the termination of superintendents 

were in many respects non-existent or only cursory. Regulations with 

reference to the dismissal of superintendents were adopted over the 

years, but were generally vague. The rules seemed to have been promul­

gated more by happenstance rather than as a resu lt  o f de liberate  planning. 

The apparent lack of c la r i t y  of regulations concerning the super­

intendent's employment status is s t i l l  prevalent today in many states  

(Doerksen, 1975).

The entry  of the superintendency into the educational sphere 

was firm ly  established in the la te  1800s, but the legal status of the 

position remained in question. E a r l ie r  roles of errand boy soon 

vanished, and concern over solely  operational problems of the d is t r ic t  

grew to where leadership roles had to be assumed to su it  the various 

levels and needs of society (Sonedecker, 1984).

The superintendency was not considered s u f f ic ie n t ly  important
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in the early  years of the pos it ion 's  development to deal with tenure 

or longevity of term. Terms of o f f ic e  were b r ie f ,  often ten months 

or shorter. The superintendent was considered to be a head teacher 

rather than the executive o f f ic e r  o f the local school board. This 

caused confusion in many states about the status of the superintendent 

as a teacher or an administrator.

The need for statutory  status emerged. The need fo r  such 

status was accentuated when leadership roles brought c o n f l ic t  with the 

board of education. Despite the need for proper legal s ta tus , that  

status did not adequately m ateria lize  and remains inadequate today 

(Doerksen, 1975).

The school superintendency struggled to become an id e n t i f ie d  

profession. At the annual meeting of the NEA in 1895, a report was 

included by superintendents c a l l in g  fo r  control of the schools to be 

turned over to superintendents rather than be governed by the public 

through school boards. The d iv is ion  of roles between administration  

(superintendent) and policy  (boards of education) emerged from these 

struggles. As a re su lt  o f such struggles, some superintendents lost  

th e ir  jobs. The dominance of the school board in appointing, evalu­

a t in g , and dismissing superintendents was s o l id i f ie d .

In the ear ly  1900s, the consolidation of rural d is t r ic ts  and 

the growing complexities o f operating schools led more and more boards 

of education to employ a superintendent o f schools. In the intervening  

years, school boards gradually have delegated th e ir  executive func­

tions to the superintendent.
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Cuban (1976),  in summarizing the early  development of the

superintendency, stated:

The orig ins o f the conceptions were traced to the 
v u ln e ra b i l i ty  of schoolmen bound to a board of educa­
tion  that represents popular w i l l .  Conflic ting  ex­
pectations of what a superintendent is  and what he 
should be have been present since the la te  nineteenth  
century, (p. 139)

Various scholars have id e n t i f ie d  the stages in the h is to r ic a l  

development o f  the superintendency. Button (1977), Callahan (1966),  

Campbell, Cunningham, Nystrand, and Esdan (1980), Cuban (1976),  

Goldhammer e t a l .  (1977 ),  G r i f f i th s  (1966), and Tyack and Cummings 

(1977) have w ritten  on the subject. Campbell et a l .  (1980) c ited  

four major influences in the position 's  development:

1. S c ie n t i f ic  management and the contributions to th is  
movement by Frederick Taylor.

2. The human re la tions  period in administration predominant 
in the 1930s and 1940s.

3. Development of a theory of adm inistrative behavior 
w ith in  a social science framework c h ara c te r is t ic  of 
the 1950s and 1960s--structuralism .

4. Open systems. This view stresses the interdependence 
between an organization and i t s  environment.

Formal evaluation of the superintendent's position is a re la ­

t iv e ly  new phenomenon. The f i r s t  major research e f fo r t  in the evalua­

tion of the superintendent of schools was undertaken by G r i f f i th s  

(1952). In his study, he attempted to determine the a t t i tu d e  of school 

board members evaluating the superintendent. G r i f f i th s  concluded that  

82 percent o f  the boards had no method ava ilab le  to evaluate the
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superintendent, and that there was an express need fo r  an instrument 

of evaluation.

In the la te  1960s, in te re s t  in formal evaluation of the super­

intendent became a paramount concern because of the public 's  demand 

for educational accountability . Evaluation of school personnel was a 

means the school board had of achieving th is  accountab ility .

Prior to the 1970s, there was l i t t l e  mention of superintendent 

evaluation in the l i t e r a tu r e .  Campbell (1971), in a session at the 

AASA convention, noted that adm in is tra tive  evaluation was a tool the 

profession could use to police i t s e l f  and upgrade i t s e l f  in order to 

serve the larger society. Educational Research Services, Inc. (1972) 

published a report on adm inistrative appraisal and indicated that a 

system of evaluation could ". . . be used as ju s t i f ic a t io n  fo r  merit 

salary increases, promotions, demotions, transfers , inservice t ra in in g ,  

self-development ob jectives, and s im ila r  personnel decisions" (p. 23).

The 1970s witnessed a substantial decrease in student achieve­

ment scores. As a re s u l t ,  the education program came under close 

scrutiny by the public. The superintendent was in the public eye 

defending the educational programs. The superintendent was held 

accountable to the board and, in tu rn , the board to the public fo r  

student achievement. H e lle r  (1978) stated that school boards began

. . .  to re a l iz e  that they cannot account to the public 
unless they have some measure to assess the performance 
of teachers and school adm inistrators, along with an 
evaluation of the educational program. From the 
board's perspective, acco u n tab il ity ,  i . e . ,  evaluation,  
must begin with a concentration on the school super­
intendent. (p. 3)
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The h is to r ica l development o f the superintendency and 

the appraisal of the position is not as c lea r-cu t as i t  may seem.

Some of the h is to r ica l  legacies previously outlined can s t i l l  be 

detected today in some superintendencies. However, in most school 

d is tr ic ts  today, the superintendent is the formally recognized ch ief  

executive (Campbell e t  a l . ,  1980), but is answerable to a board of 

education whose resp o n s ib i l ity  is to evaluate his or her performance.

Purposes of Superintendent Evaluation

Boards of education must maintain programs tha t can stand the 

tes t o f public accountab il ity .  The public is  in s is t in g  on a high 

quality  educational program to ju s t i f y  the continuing financ ia l support 

of the educational enterprise . According to Buchanan (1981), in 

order to maintain th is  accountability  boards of education have developed 

s ta f f  evaluation programs. However, the superintendent position has 

often escaped the formal evaluation procedures required for teachers 

and other adm in istrative  personnel.

The public school superintendent has s ig n if ic a n t  influence and 

control over the school s t a f f  and upon the school board. In the ro le  

as a p o l i t ic a l  person, the superintendent influences the local school 

community as well as the larger community of s ta te ,  region, and 

national a f fa i r s .

I f  selecting the superintendent is the most c r i t i c a l  decision 

a school board has to make, possibly the second most important task
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is that of evaluating the superintendent. Agreement among educators

and school board members is fa r  from unanimous regarding the process

the school system might develop fo r  evaluating the superintendent.

D i t t lo f f  (1982) stated:

. . . the process your school system develops is not 
nearly as important as the philosophic approach you 
use in conducting the evaluation. You can jeopardize  
a superintendent's career and seriously disrupt a 
school system by allowing the evaluation process to 
become a p o l i t ic a l  tug-of-war between competing 
in te res t  groups, (p. 1397A)

A great deal of l i t e ra tu r e  has been devoted to discussion of 

the purposes of evaluations. In developing th e i r  plans fo r  evaluating  

the superintendent, board of education members should think through 

the purposes they hope to achieve (Evans, 1981). The id e n t i f ic a t io n  of 

the purposes fo r  evaluating the superintendent is  extremely important 

because the purposes provide the d irection  and reason fo r  existence 

of additional a c t iv i t ie s  in the evaluation process.

A review of the l i te ra tu r e  regarding the evaluation of super­

intendents indicates that the term "purpose" is sometimes used in te r ­

changeably with other terms. Those terms include reason, aims, ob­

je c t iv e s ,  goals, uses, values o f ,  and benefits (Sonedecker, 1984).

The many purposes of adm in istrative  evaluation, including the super­

intendency, can be divided into two general categories: those serving

prim arily  as a means and those serving as an end. When evaluation  

serves as a means, i t  functions as an on-going communication, 

feedback, adjustment, and assistance process. When evaluation serves
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as an end, i t  resu lts  in a specific  culminating judgment regarding 

adm in istrative  performance.

In e i th e r  case, the intended purpose of evaluation is of 

central importance in determining the design of an e f fe c t iv e  evaluation  

process and i t s  subsumed procedures (Nygaard, 1974). In a global 

sense, the purpose behind the evaluation of the superintendent is to 

"insure good education through e f fe c t iv e  governance of the schools" 

(Booth & Glaub, 1978, p. 7 ) .  Genck and Klingenberg (1978) and Hawkins 

(1982) also saw the evaluation of the superintendent re la t in g  to the 

effectiveness o f the school d is t r ic t  in the pub lic 's  in te re s t .

Why evaluate the superintendent? W ills  (1983) c ited  two major 

purposes: making a spec if ic  decision a t the conclusion of the evalua­

tion period ( r e h i r e ,  f i r e ,  grant a m erit ra ise ) and providing feedback 

on performance to allow the superintendent to improve through inservice,  

univers ity  coursework, or other means.

In the Superintendent Career Development Series prepared jo in t ly  

by the AASA and the NSBA, the authors noted tha t the f ru s tra t io n  of 

constantly dealing with v o la t i le  issues can lead to excessive stress,  

even burnout, and a high ra te  of turnover (American Association of 

School Administrators, 1980a). Superintendents need the policy direction  

of th e ir  school boards, but they also need reinforcement for a job 

well done. Sincere, earned recognition from school boards can be a 

great help to school administrators. Recognition can re su lt  from a 

good system of evaluation.
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Hawkins (1982) asserted: "No term evokes more concern to

educators than evaluation; ju s t the mention of evaluation sends many ad­

m inistrators  into a state o f shock" (p. 42).  The formal evaluation of 

superintendents has always been complex and troublesome to administer; 

however, Graves (1932) emphasized the importance of developing a con­

tinuous evaluation program fo r  school superintendents. More than t h i r t y  

years ago, the AASA (1946) made the statement, "Good school board 

policy provides for a constant evaluation of the work of the superin­

tendent o f  schools" (p. 69).

Some w riters  have attemped to determine the most important 

purpose fo r  evaluating adm in istrators , including superintendents.

Redfern (1972) stated "the prime purpose of evaluation is to improve 

performance and to promote professional development. Although other 

purposes may be served simultaneously, the central thrust must be in 

the d irec tio n  of improvement" (p. 4 ) .  Reopelle (1974) concluded that  

"there appears to be general agreement that the process is designed to 

improve the competency of the ch ief adm inistrator" (p. 4 ).

Page (1975) was of the opinion that formal evaluation is the 

key to strengthening the performance of both school boards and super­

intendents. He f e l t  that only through c a re fu l ,  honest, open appraisal 

can a board hope to improve i ts  performance and th a t of i ts  super­

intendent. He emphasized that the school system can be no b e tte r  than 

the board, and the superintendent can go no fu r th e r  than the board w i l l  

allow.
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The NSBA (1977) l is te d  the following reasons fo r  formulating  

an evaluation program for the d is t r i c t  ch ief executive o f f ic e r :

1. Superintendents cannot function e f fe c t iv e ly  without 
periodic feedback about th e ir  performance. Frequent 
feedback is essential to an orderly  flow of manage­
ment information. I t  is especia lly  important because 
of the ambiguous nature of the superintendent's job.
That is ,  two people--whether board members, teachers, 
parents, or students--agree as to what the super­
intendent should do. Without frequent, formal 
assessments, the superintendent re l ie s  for d irec tion  
on blurred signals from a l l  these groups.

2. Superintendents need positive  feedback. Superinten­
dents deserve reinforcement for the good things they 
do, as well as c r it ic is m  for those a l l - to o -v is ib le  
mistakes. I f  things are going well and the school 
board wishes the d irection  to continue, periodic  
and frequent feedback can nourish a top executive’ s 
e f f o r t s .

3. Superintendents can make a d ifference in ch ild ren 's  
l iv e s .  Not a l l  factors that a f fe c t  the school 
environment are w ith in  the superintendent's co n tro l,  
but the ch ief administrator can have both a d ire c t  
and in d irec t impact on the management and improvement 
of instruction in school d is t r ic ts .  His e f fe c t  can 
be large or small, even i f  the school board cannot 
establish c le a r -c u t ,  cause-effect relationships  
between his actions and school improvements. This 
ambiguity exacerbates the already d i f f i c u l t  task of 
judging executive performance. I t  means school 
boards must attempt to separate factors beyond the 
superintendent's control (shrinking enrollment, 
declining tax revenues, court orders, state and 
federal mandates, and so on) from those that can
be managed. Only then can boards determine how well 
the superintendent responds to problems thrust upon 
the d is t r i c t ,  or converts problems into opportunities  
to move the e n tire  system closer to i ts  goals.
(p. 2)

In a study of New Jersey school boards, Carol (1972) reported 

that 73 percent of the superintendents were of the opinion that the chief
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purpose of evaluation was to determine the superintendent's salary.

In contrast, her study also revealed that 89 percent of the school 

board members indicated the primary reason for evaluation was to id e n t i fy  

areas fo r  improvement. There was agreement in only a few of the 

d is t r ic ts  between the school board members and the superintendents.

Common errors in the evaluation of the superintendent were 

id e n t i f ie d  by Booth and Glaub (1978) and included:

1. Evaluation is a vacuum without understanding what 
is expected--where we want to go (goals) and how we 
get there (ob jec tives ).

2. The assumption is made that evaluation should never be 
used for reward or d is c ip l in e ,  but only fo r  measurement.

3. Evaluation is conducted without understanding the job 
to be eva lu a ted -- i ts  functions and re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s .

4. Evaluators play psychologist and presume to evaluate  
personal re la t ionsh ips , mental health , in te re s ts ,  e tc .

5. An attempt is made to measure performance without 
standards.

6. Persons assume that the longer and more complicated 
the forms, the better the system. This is usually  
an attempt to use volume to cover up inadequate 
standards, (p. 35)

Some of the problems re la ted  to evaluation in education in 

general, and evaluation of the superintendent in p a r t ic u la r ,  may have 

as much to do with a certa in  "mind set" than anything else (Sonedecker, 

1984). Evaluation in education has many meanings. Generally, i t  is 

not necessarily associated with re s u lts ,  as in many types of personnel 

evaluation. Olds (1977) added other aspects to th is  "mind set" regard­

ing the evaluation of adm inistrators, including the superintendent:
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1. I t  is usually associated with negativism; a means 
of f lunking, f i r i n g ,  or demoting. The purpose is 
generally seen as pun itive .

2. I t  is often carr ied  out in im p e r ia l is t ic  fashion, with  
conclusions based not upon facts and analysis but 
upon impressions, questionable data, doubtful check­
l i s t s ,  misinformation, and biases.

3. Evaluation, espec ia lly  in non-personnel matters, 
may be so dressed with verbal camouflage from s ta r t  
to f in is h  that i ts  primary purpose of creating  
confusion is  the main achievement, (p. 179)

Moberly (1978) offered another c r it ic is m  of superintendent

evaluation as practiced in some school d is t r ic ts  concerning the

frequency and timeliness of the evaluations:

Many boards never evaluate the superintendent u n t i l  
near the end of a three to four-year contract. T yp ica lly ,  
the decision to renew the contract becomes a p o l i t ic a l  
matter at worst and a popularity  contest at best, 
rather than an objective  assessment o f e ffectiveness.
(p. 237)

Many of the reasons given fo r  not doing systematic evaluations  

of superintendents have to do with the complicated nature of the posi­

t io n .  According to DeVaughn (1971 ),  "many administrators and teachers 

have taken the position that teacher and administrator performance is 

too involved and complicated to measure" (p. 2 ) .  The influence of 

c r is is  evaluations and the increased complexity of the superintendency 

might well combine to discourage formulation o f an evaluation policy .

At that po in t,  the superintendent would l i k e ly  view the evaluative  

process as a "garbage can fo r  dumping an e n t ire  year's  unresolved 

issues, unanswered questions, and untouched peeves" (Cuban, 1977, p. 6 ).
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Perhaps a l l  the discussion about the d i f f i c u l t y  o f evaluating

positions in education, especially  the superintendency, is a "smoke

screen" to place a certa in  "aura" about the job.

Educational administrators have worked d i l ig e n t ly  to 
c a p ita l iz e  on the tendency of lay persons to regard 
the adm in istrators ' professional q u a l if ic a t io n s  with 
deference. In fa c t ,  according to a number o f ob­
servers, administrators have been instrumental in 
perpetuating th is  public tendency. (Z e ig le r ,  1974, 
p. 150)

In his book, Evaluating Administrative Personnel in School 

Systems, Bolton (1980) id e n t i f ie d  the following problems of measurement 

concerning superintendent evaluation:

1. Prejudice, b ias , or poor judgment of the person(s) 
doing the evaluation.

2. Inconsistency of the reaction of the person(s) doing 
the evaluation to the behavior of the adm in istrator  
evaluated.

3. Rating devices that require a conclusion about 
several b its  of information and a response to a 
single scale.

4. Each person who is responsible fo r  measuring any 
process or product of an adm inistrator is in ­
fluenced by his own physical and mental health .
(pp. 68-70)

Although formal superintendent evaluation has been recognized 

and documented as an essential a c t iv i ty  of school boards, for many 

years i t  was not widespread. This lack of implementation of a 

recommended practice  reaffirms the d i f f i c u l t i e s  in developing formal 

superintendent evaluation programs a t the local le v e l .

The emphasis in evaluation has been on teachers and, to a lesser  

degree, adm in istrative  and supervisory personnel. The authors of a
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report by Educational Research Services, Inc. (1976) stated:

. . . much a tten tion  has been given to the development 
of e f fe c t iv e  procedures for assessing student per­
formance, teacher performance, and adm in istrative  per­
formance. Comparatively l i t t l e  e f f o r t ,  however, has 
been given to the development of e f fe c t iv e  procedures 
fo r  evaluating ob jective ly  the performance of the 
school superintendent, (p. I l l )

Redfern (1980) noted that school administrators are increasingly  

being expected to  account fo r  th e ir  performance in more spec if ic  and 

concrete ways. Evaluation of the superintendent is becoming a more 

frequent phenomenon, but old habits are hard to break. Gray (1976) 

stated: " I t  is hard to imagine a school administrator running a m u lt i ­

m il l io n  d o l la r  organization whose job evaluation depended upon phone 

ca lls  that a board member received from an i ra te  taxpayer. Unfortunately ,  

however, i t  is ju s t  these kinds of isolated incidents tha t may a f fe c t  

a decision on re-employment" (p. 26).

Superintendents cannot and should not be exempt from performance 

evaluation. Lamb (1978) emhasized that "accountability  and therefore  

evaluation must concentrate on the superintendent" (p. 35). Cuban

(1976) indicated that "the most important decision y o u ' l l  ever make as 

a school board member is selecting a superintendent. For too few, 

decision number two is evaluating the a ll - im p o rtan t subject of th e ir  

primary decision, the superintendent" (p. 1 ).

Formal superintendent evaluation must set the standard in the 

school system's performance evaluation. Lamb (1978) noted that evalua­

tion a t other leve ls  is made easier when the board and superintendent 

set the example. Carter (1980), in stressing the importance of a strong
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personnel evaluation plan, stated, "evaluation succeeds when i t  starts  

with the board and then proceeds to the remaining personnel" (p. 1).

Several considerations are essential i f  a board of education 

decides to embark on a formal program of superintendent evaluation.  

Evaluation purposes must be c lea r ly  defined; the superintendent must 

know and be involved in developing the standards against which he or 

she w i l l  be evaluated; evidences of both strengths and weaknesses must 

be included; b u i l t - in  res tr ic t io n s  over which the superintendent has no 

control should be considered; the process should fo llow  a formal cycle; 

and evaluation should occur at a scheduled time and place in executive 

session with no other items on the agenda and with a l l  board members 

and the superintendent present (Sarbaugh, 1982).

I t  appears that a determination of the most important, or 

primary, purpose for superintendent evaluation may be unique to the 

s ituat ion  or the individuals involved. In his study of board of educa­

tion presidents and superintendents, Roelle (1978) indicated that the 

two most important purposes in the evaluation of the superintendent 

are the "attainment of d is t r ic t  goals and objectives and to improve 

board/superintendent re lations" (p. 162).

Trying to single out the most important or primary purpose for  

evaluation may ignore the fu l l  scope of the environment in which schools 

ex is t  and in which superintendents work. According to Bolton (1980),  

"the key question is not whether one purpose is more important than 

another, but whether a system of evaluation can be designed that w i l l
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allow a l l  purposes which are important to the ind iv iduals  and the 

organization to be accomplished" (p. 48).

Formal evaluation o ffers  numerous advantages fo r  both the board 

and the superintendent. According to Sarbaugh (1982) in his study 

of superintendent performance evaluation in North Carolina public 

schools, the advantages were:

1. be tte r  understanding by the superintendents of what the 
board expects of them;

2. a more harmonious working re la t io n sh ip  between the board 
and the superintendent;

3. be tte r understanding by the board members of the role  
of the superintendent;

4. id e n t i f ic a t io n  for the superintendents o f  th e ir  strengths
and weaknesses as perceived by the board;

5. an opportunity fo r  the superintendent to improve in areas
of weakness as perceived by the board, (pp. 117-118)

In the study of North Carolina public schools, Sarbaugh (1S82) 

found no disadvantages of the formal evaluation process. He stated, 

"There was no indication of negative outcomes from e ith e r  the super­

intendent or the board chairman" (p. 121). Not everyone fee ls  an organ­

ized superintendent evaluation program is desirable or productive, 

however, In fa c t ,  some persons believe such evaluation can be counter­

productive. N a tr ie l lo  (1977) id e n t i f ie d  several disadvantages of the 

formal evaluation process. These concerns p r im ar i ly  involved the 

adm in istrators ' acceptance of the evaluation process as an a c t iv i ty  that  

was to th e i r  benefit .

When asked how they evaluate th e ir  school d i s t r i c t ' s  chief
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executive o f f ic e r ,  some board members may o f fe r  the old c liche  "our 

board evaluates the superintendent a t every meeting." Other busy 

school board members are probably moved to ask, "Why should we go 

to the work and trouble of setting up an appraisal system? We tru s t  

our superintendent and know he's already overworked. So why should we 

add one more task?" (Booth & Glaub, 1978, p. 1).

Cuban (1977) id e n t i f ie d  three blocks to superintendent evaluation.  

One re la ted  to selection and Cuban sta ted , " I f  we made the r ig h t  choice, 

w e 'l l  have nothing to worry about; i f  we d id n ' t ,  no amount o f tra in in g  

w il l  send a loser over the f in ish  l in e"  (pp. 1 -2 ) .  The second block 

id e n t i f ie d  by Cuban was that superintendents do not ask. They ignore 

the sound advice of the professional associations of school adminis­

tra to rs  to demand formal evaluations. The th ird  block to evaluation  

id e n t i f ie d  by Cuban was the lack o f time and expertise on the part of 

the board of education.

According to McCarty (1971), there are three reasons why boards 

do not evaluate th e ir  superintendent. They include the in a b i l i t y  to 

measure the superintendent's contribution to such a complex organiza­

t io n ,  the b e l ie f  that an evaluation w i l l  not be s c ie n t i f ic  or r e l ia b le ,  

and the concern over the cataloguing and analyzing of the ro le  behavior 

of the ch ie f  executive o f f ic e r  of the school d i s t r i c t  because of the 

position 's  uniqueness. Appel (1980) id e n t i f ie d  four elements upon 

which superintendent evaluation should focus: curriculum improvement,

educational management, community re la t io n s ,  and f is c a l  a f f a i r s .
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In 1984, public a tten tio n  in America was focused on education. 

The report, A Nation a t  R isk , published by the National Commission on 

Educational Excellence (1983) ushered in a host of a r t ic le s  and publica­

tions dealing with e f fe c t iv e  schooling. The author of a book published 

e a r l ie r  proposed that "superintendents must be held accountable fo r  a 

good many of the re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  best c la s s if ie d  as management" (Good- 

lad , 1979, p. 96).

Recent events have played a s ig n if ic a n t  ro le  in bringing the 

issue of formal superintendent evaluation to the point where i t  is  a 

major concern for school boards and administrators. H e lle r  (1978) 

cited such events as the scarc ity  of resources, changes in the public  

a tt i tu d e  toward public education, declining enrollments, an increased 

turnover of superintendents, and a decline in the value of education 

by the public.

Past practices in evaluating superintendents have been an 

ec lect ic  patchwork of techniques and procedures. The practice  of 

informal, unwritten evaluations of the superintendent's performance 

prevailed fo r  many years (Redfern, 1980). Carol (1972) reported that  

three percent of the 207 d is t r ic ts  p a rtic ipa ting  in a study in New 

Jersey and New York indicated they used formal procedures to evaluate  

the chief executive school o f f ic e r ;  62 percent used informal pro­

cedures; 11 percent used a combination of formal and informal pro­

ced u re ; and 24 percent did not have any procedures to evaluate th e ir  

chief school o f f ic e r .  Since the completion of Carol's study, the
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percentage o f d is t r ic ts  conducting formal evaluations seems to be on 

the r ise  (Cunningham & Hentges, 1982).

The lack of attention to a formal superintendent performance 

evaluation process is indicated in an Educational Research Services,

Inc. (1972) rep o rt .  This report revealed that only three a r t ic le s  on 

evaluating the superintendent could be found in a thorough search of the 

educational l i t e r a t u r e .  A rtic les  dealing with formal superintendent eva l­

uation are cu rren t ly  appearing in the l i t e r a tu r e  more o ften , and Knezevich 

(1984) predicted tha t "before this decade is o u t, p ra c t ic a l ly  a l l  school 

systems w i l l  have formal administrator appraisal systems" (p. 605).

In a j o in t  publication of the AASA and the NSBA, members re­

ported the fo llow ing purposes fo r  the process o f evaluating the 

superintendent o f schools:

1. Describe c lea r ly  the duties and re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  
of the superintendent.

2. C la r i fy  the board's expectations of th e ir  per­
formance.

3. Enable the board to hold the superintendent accountable 
fo r  carrying out i ts  policies and responding to i ts  
p r io r i t i e s .

4. Foster a high tru s t level between the superintendent 
and the board.

5. Improve communications between the board and the 
superintendent.

6. Enable the superintendent to know how he/she 
stands with the board.

7. Provide ways by which needs fo r  improvement can be 
met.
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8. Id e n t i fy  both areas of strength and weakness in the 
superintendent's performance. (Redfern, 1980, p. 23)

Other authors, including Bolton (1980),  Carol (1972), and 

Castetter (1971), have proposed s im ila r  l i s t s  of purposes for the 

evaluation of the superintendent. Very few of the purposes fo r  the 

evaluation of the chief executive o f f ic e r  of a school d is t r i c t  relates  

to students.

Of the studies reviewed, McGrath (1972) is the only researcher 

who indicated that determining salary  is the primary reason fo r  evalua­

ting  the superintendent. He id e n t i f ie d  f iv e  major reasons fo r  evalua­

tion of the superintendent. They are , in rank order:

1. Salary

2. Contract renewal

3. Continued employment

4. Improved functioning of the superintendent

5. General improvement of the d is t r i c t  (p. 192)

There are many purposes, reasons, e t c . ,  for evaluating educa­

tional personnel, including the c h ie f  executive o f f ic e r  of a school 

d i s t r i c t .  Some are actua lly  in c o n f l ic t  with each other. A single 

evaluation program may not be able to do a l l  the things re flec ted  in 

the l i t e r a tu r e .  Such expectations may be u n re a l is t ic  and unwarranted 

(Redfern, 1972).

However, in developing a plan fo r  the evaluation of the 

superintendent, there should be some consensus on the purposes to be 

sought. The purposes should be reduced to w rit in g  and incorporated

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



35

as a part of the plan (Evans, 1981). In essence, evaluation programs 

tha t have w r it te n  statements of purposes which are c le a r ,  precise,  

and complete are more l ik e ly  to produce a sound basis for open communica­

tion and cooperative re lationships than programs designed around 

ambiguous or unwritten purposes (Bolton, 1980).

Evaluation of the superintendent (1) sets the example fo r  

evaluation e f fo r ts  with other school personnel and plays a s ig n if ic a n t  

role in dealing with the problem of rapid turnover in the superintendency, 

and (2) should provide superintendents with the necessary information  

to improve th e ir  performance and, u l t im a te ly ,  to enhance achievement 

of the school d is t r i c t ' s  goals.

In Sarbaugh's (1982) study o f North Carolina public schools, 

he concluded that both the superintendent and the board chairman viewed 

the formal evaluation of the superintendent's performance as having 

numerous pos it ive  and p ra c t ic a l ly  no negative e f fe c ts .  Buchanan (1981) 

documented th a t there is s ig n if ic a n t  superintendent turnover in public  

school d is t r ic t s .  Many superintendents leave th e ir  post because 

they f a i l  in th e i r  re la tionsh ip  with the board of education.

A superintendent needs both the po licy  d irec tion  of the board 

of education as well as the board's reinforcement fo r a job well done. 

Formal evaluation should provide superintendents with the necessary 

information to improve th e ir  performance and to achieve the goals 

of the school d i s t r i c t .
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Role and Relationship of the Board and the 
Superintendent in Evaluation

Public school d is t r ic ts  are organized by s ta te  s ta tu te  and are 

governed by boards of education elected by the people. The school 

boards h ire  professional educators as th e ir  superintendents, and together 

they assume the respons ib il ity  fo r  the operation of th e i r  school 

d is t r ic t s .  A board t r a d i t io n a l ly  develops p o licy , and the superintendent 

executes tha t policy.

Although the boards hold a l l  f in a l  au thority  regarding school 

operations, the boards do not execute i t  f u l l y ;  boards increasingly  

have granted more au thority  to the superintendent as school administra­

tion has become more complex and involved. The school board and super­

intendent are together accountable to the public fo r  the educational 

program. Through the evaluation process, the school board le ts  the 

superintendent know how well he or she is f u l f i l l i n g  the administrative  

and leadership functions of appraising, communicating, and decision 

making.

Textbooks and journals in the f ie ld  of school administration  

are almost unanimous in contending that i t  is the function of the 

board to le g is la te  and of the superintendent to execute. In other 

words, the board establishes and the superintendent administers policy.  

This type of reasoning has given r is e  to the concept of the super­

intendent as the executive o f f ic e r  of the board of education. Although 

th is  concept overs im plif ies  what a c tu a lly  exis ts  in p ra c t ic e ,  i t
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symbolizes what is  desirable in practice ( G r i f f i t h s ,  1966).

In describing the t ra d it io n a l  view of the board/superintendent

ro les ,  Goldhammer (1964) described th e ir  ro les in the following way:

The board acts in matters re la t in g  to o v er-a l l  policy  
decisions, while the superintendent advises; a f te r  the 
board decides, the superintendent executes. A fter he 
executes p o licy , the board, in tu rn , evaluates, (p. 54)

I t  is generally  agreed that the most important fac to r  re lated to a school

adm in istration 's  effectiveness is the re la t io n sh ip  between the school

board and the superintendent. The C a lifo rn ia  School Boards Association

(1977) declared:

The board works more closely with the superintendent 
than with any other s ta f f  member employed w ith in  the 
school d is t r i c t .  How e f fe c t iv e ly  they work together 
determines in a large part how well the school program 
w i l l  be planned and executed. The board must s tr ive  
to maintain a wholesome understanding o f the re la t io n ­
ship between i t s e l f  and the ch ie f executive o f f ic e r  
of the schools.

The re la tionsh ip  between the school board and the superintendent 

is necessary and essential fo r  the superintendent to carry out the 

polic ies  o f the school board and fo r  the school board to develop an 

adequate evaluation program for the superintendent. Mutual t ru s t  be­

comes one of the most important factors forming th is  re lationship  

between the superintendent and school board members.

A school board's authority  is delegated from the state  

leg is la tu re  since public education is a re s p o n s ib i l i ty  of the states in 

America. The local board, there fore , is an agency o f state government 

and is subject to regulation both by laws enacted by the leg is la tu re
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and by le g is la t iv e ly  authorized rules of a s tate  board of education, 

or any other s im ila r ly  constituted body tha t may be created in various 

states. In most s ta tes , the leg is la tu re  delegates to local boards an 

impressive array of duties and powers. This a u th o r ity ,  duty, and 

power also impose on boards of education the re sp o n s ib i l ity  fo r  what 

goes on in the schools.

As c ited e a r l i e r ,  the local superintendency was orig inated by 

school boards as an extra legal position to help meet demands which the 

boards were unable to sa t is fy  themselves. Boards f i r s t  employed super­

intendents without statutory  a u th o r ity ,  but re l ie d  instead on implied 

au th o rity .

The concept of school board au th o r ity  is important in the way 

in which i t  a ffects  the re la tionsh ip  between the board and the super­

intendent. I f  the superintendent has too l i t t l e  au th o rity , the board 

w i l l  no doubt have a weak superintendent. On the other hand, i f  the 

board delegates authority  to the superintendent and does not check on 

his or her progress, the superintendent l i k e ly  w i l l  have too much 

au th o r ity .  Booth and Glaub (1978) f e l t  tha t a good re la tionsh ip  is 

one where both parties  understand th e ir  respective r ights  and duties.

Dykes (1965) stated that agreements and understanding w i l l  rest 

on mutual trus t and confidence and on fu l f i l lm e n t  of basic expectations 

each has of the other. School board members are usually lay persons; 

th e re fo re ,  the superintendent should attempt to keep them abreast of 

school a f fa i r s  and aware of what he or she is doing. Should the 

superintendent f a i l  to do th is ,  board members do not have any legitim ate
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way of f inding out what is going on in the school system.

When the superintendent and the members of the board of education 

have a good re la t io n s h ip ,  according to Lapchick (1973) they s t i l l  may 

not have to ta l  agreement on every aspect of the school operation. 

Occasionally, the power balance must be sh ifted  in a p a rt icu la r  d irec tion  

to accomplish certa in  missions. Once the objectives have been a tta in ed ,  

the proper degree of balance between the superintendent and the board 

of education can occur. The school board and superintendent must recog­

nize the power balance to p ro h ib it  a "rubber-stamp" re la tionsh ip .

The roles and re la tionships  between superintendents and boards 

of education are determined by many d i f fe re n t  fac to rs , but some authors 

have f e l t  the linkage is p re tty  basic, along with some p i t f a l l s .  Beyond 

the minimal s ta tu tory  provisions in most s tates, the re la tionsh ip  between 

the school board and the superintendent is controlled more by common 

sense than by law. The board and superintendent are free to develop the 

kind of working re la tionsh ip  that best suits  th e ir  respective needs and 

the needs of the school d i s t r i c t .

There are p i t f a l l s ,  however. The board/superintendent 
re la tionsh ip  can be l e f t  to chance. The board and/or 
the superintendent can eas ily  make some unwarranted 
assumptions about th e i r  respective re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s .
The board can assume that the superintendent knows 
precisely what is expected of him, when in fa c t ,  he 
is being guided by ideas that are e n t i re ly  foreign to 
members of the board. (Booth & Glaub, 1978, p. 14)

Continuity in the superintendent/board re la tionship  can be

hampered by turnover of e i th e r  h a lf  of the partnership. Most board

of education members serve on a h a lf- t im e  or less basis and usually fo r
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a lim ited  period of time. Because of th is ,  superintendents must constantly  

s tr iv e  to keep the board informed, which is a d i f f i c u l t  task in an 

operation as complex as the modern day school d i s t r i c t .  The re la tionsh ip  

can be hampered by the other h a lf  of the partnership as w e ll .  The 

v u ln e ra b i l i ty  of the superintendent's position has been heightened in 

recent years to the point that the euphemistic phrase "superintendent's  

shuffle" is commonplace.

Knezevich (1984) and Watson (1977) believed turnover is often 

a function of c o n f l ic t  between the superintendent and the board of 

education. Because both groups face the same dilemmas and are frequently  

caught between the same cross pressures, c o n f l ic ts  between the two groups 

escalate.

An ind ica tion  of increased tensions, reported by Cunningham 

and Hentges (1982),  is  the number of superintendents who c ite  board- 

re la ted  issues and challenges as causes fo r  them to leave the super­

intendency. "Caliber o f  persons assigned to or removed from local 

boards of education" and "administrator-board re la tions" were c ited  

by the authors as ranking second and th ird  among the causes that  

in h ib ited  superintendents' e ffectiveness. In add it ion , " d i f f i c u l t y  in 

re la tions  with school board members" was stated as the tenth most 

important fac to r  (p. 60).

There are many sources of potentia l c o n f l ic t  between the 

superintendent and the board of education. I f  the two parties  maintain 

and nurture a q u a l ity  working re la t io n s h ip , they must be able to 

recognize areas of c o n f l ic t ,  confront them, and resolve them.
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The search for successful performance in the ro le  of the school 

superintendent is compounded by the nebulous nature of the post, the 

hundreds of d i f fe re n t  opinions of what constitutes success, the fa c t that 

no two environments in which superintendents operate are id e n t ic a l ,  

and that no two persons capped with the t i t l e  perform in identica l fashion 

or are cut from the same c lo th  (Wilson, 1980). School systems and th e ir  

administrators are being bombarded on a l l  sides by demands to s a t is fy  

the expectations of parents, students, school boards, and government 

agencies, to name only a few. The fa c t  that many of these expectations 

are c o n fl ic t in g  by nature adds to the complexity of the adm in istrator's  

task (Bolton, 1980).

As changes have occurred in the school board and superintendent's  

re la t io n sh ip , the ch ie f  executive has had to devote an increasing  

amount of time to maintaining re lationships with the governing board.

This has necessitated the development of both a knowledge of the 

components of the working re la t io n sh ip  between the board and the 

superintendent and a c o llec tio n  of methods to use to maintain the r e la ­

tionship by today's ch ief executive ( M i l l e r ,  1982). Chand (1984) re ­

ported that the feelings superintendents have about the methods used by 

school boards to evaluate th e i r  effectiveness may influence th e ir  

motivation, re la tionsh ip  with the board of education, and organizational 

success. In his te x t concerning the school board, Goldhammer (1964) 

wrote, "Authorities generally agree that the most important r e la t io n ­

ship re la ted  to the e f fe c t iv e  operation of public schools is that of 

the school board and the superintendent" (p. 34).
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The presence of a good working re la tionsh ip  between the board 

of education and the superintendent is basic to the development of an 

adequate evaluation of the d is t r i c t  superintendent. Although the l i t e r a ­

ture indicates the development of this re la tionship  can be d i f f i c u l t ,  i t  

is important and needed.

Some states require  the board of education to conduct an evalua­

tion of the superintendent. Nebraska Statute 79-12,111 (1986) states:

A ll  probationary c e r t i f ic a te d  employees employed by Class I ,
I I ,  I I I ,  and VI school d is t r ic ts  s h a l l ,  during each year 
of probationary employment, be evaluated at least once each 
semester, unless the probationary c e r t i f ic a te d  employee is a 
superintendent o f  schools. I f  the probationary c e r t i f ic a te d  
employee is a superintendent, he/she shall be evaluated twice 
during the f i r s t  year of employment and at lea s t once 
annually th e re a f te r ,  (p. 245)

The sta tute  is  unclear as to who is to conduct the evaluation of the

superintendent but i t  is implied the evaluation w i l l  be conducted by the

board of education.

In the absence o f such a s ta tu te ,  Goldhammer (1964) observed:

A policy-making body cannot operate e f fe c t iv e ly  without 
the recommendations and information provided by i t s  profes­
sional executive o f f ic e r .  The executive o f f ic e r  has an 
obligation to evaluate for the board the degree to which 
he can e f fe c t iv e ly  administer policy which the board 
adopts, and correspondingly, the board has an obligation  
to evaluate the performance of i ts  executive o f f ic e r .
(p. 235)

According to Redfern (1980), a jo in t  publication of the AASA

and NSBA provided insight into the roles of the board and superintendent

in regard to evaluation:

Today, many believe superintendent evaluation should be 
part of a planning process in which the school board has
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an integral ro le .  Once needs are determined by the school 
board, mutual school board-superintendent objectives can be 
established. Using these objectives, superintendent evalua­
tion becomes more than a report on what the superintendent 
did or did not do. The process becomes developmental, 
leading to improvemnt in programs and performance, (preface)

In another jo in t  p u b lica tio n , Roles and Relationships: School

Boards and Superintendents (American Association of School Administrators

(1980b), the following was w r itten  about the respons ib il ity  of the

school boards in appraising the performance of the school superintendent:

The board must hold the superintendent responsible for the 
administration of the school through regular constructive  
w ritten  and oral evaluations of the superintendent's work. 
Effective  evaluation is an ongoing e f fo r t  and should be 
linked to goals established by the board with the assistance 
of the superintendent, (p . 3)

Most writers  have agreed that the evaluation plan adopted by

the board should specify the superintendent's ro le  as the evaluatee.

Some plans require the superintendent to provide w ritten documentation of

accomplishments. Other approaches in v ite  the superintendent to provide

oral evidence of performance and to answer board members' questions.

Some boards provide the opportunity fo r  the superintendent to make

additional information ava ilab le  during the course of evaluation i f

questions or c r it ic ism s arise (Evans, 1981).

Blumberg (1985), in an examination of c o n f l ic t  management by

superintendents, concluded:

Because they are removed by time and organizational func­
tion from the classrooms and schools, superintendents lose 
c r e d ib i l i ty  as educators. This can be disastrous to the 
superintendent's judgment of employees' performance when 
those decisions a f fe c t  employment, salary, and status.
(p. 10).
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Today's superintendent must play three roles simultaneously: p o l i t ic ia n ,

manager, and teacher (Cuban, 1985). Cuban fu rth er  stated th a t super­

intendents are hip-deep in p o l i t ic s  because they help define d is t r i c t  

goals, which they then seek to achieve.

Before developing an appraisal system, the board of education 

must f i r s t  ask i t s e l f  what benefits  i t  hopes to gain from evaluating  

the superintendent and what the aims of the evaluation w i l l  be (Glaub, 

1983). Glaub f e l t  that no single approach to evaluation w i l l  capture 

a l l  of the b en efits ,  but l is te d  the following potentia l goals:

1. Help the board and superintendent agree on what is 
expected of each o ther, enabling the board to 
function as policy maker and the superintendent as 
c h ie f  executive o f f ic e r .

2. Help the board perceive i ts  own performance more 
c le a r ly .

3. Encourage improved performance, helping the super­
intendent grow as demands of the job grow.

4. Allow the board and superintendent to deal with  
differences at times other than during a c r is is .

5. Force the board and superintendent to plan for the 
fu tu re .

6. Enable the board to make informed decisions about 
contract renewal and compensation.

7. Provide a defense against the superintendent's  
c r i t i c s ,  (pp. 1-2)

According to D i t t l o f f  (1982), approximately only 20 percent of 

school boards regularly  conduct formal performance evaluations of the 

chief executive o f f ic e r .  D i t t l o f f  f e l t  th is  is a serious omission 

because evaluations not only help superintendents improve and grow, but
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help the board of education understand i t s  own goals fo r  the ent i re  

system. D i t t l o f f  c i ted three character ist ics  of  a good evaluation  

system: " I t  must be ob ject ive ,  lo g ic a l ,  and ra t iona l"  (p.  41) .

How do superintendents in the f i e l d  feel about the outcomes 

or purposes of the evaluation process of superintendents? This question 

was p a r t i a l l y  answered by Cunningham and Hentges (1982) in the national  

study completed for  the AASA. The main theme of the study was the status 

of the public school superintendent. Cunningham and Hentges provided 

a l i s t  of  reasons fo r  boards to evaluate superintendents and asked 

the superintendents to chose six .  The top six reasons of the super­

intendents are l i s te d  in decreasing rank order:

1. To provide periodic and systematic accountabi l i ty .

2. To help superintendents establ ish relevant performance
goals.

3. To id e n t i fy  areas needing improvement.

4. To assess present performance in accordance with
prescribed standards.

5. To determine salary for  the fol lowing years.

6. To comply with board pol icy ,  (p. 33)

At a more d e f i n i t i v e  le v e l ,  superintendents were asked, in the 

Cunningham and Hentges (1982) study, to indicate the degree to which 

speci f ic  c r i t e r i a  were factors in t h e i r  evaluation.  Their  responses are 

l i s ted  in decreasing rank order:

1. General effect iveness of  th e i r  performance.

2. Educational leadership and knowledge.
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3. Board/superintendent relat ionships.

4. Management functions.

5. Community/superintendent relat ionships.

6. Their personal character is t ics .

7. Recruitment, employment, and supervision of  personnel.

8. Student/superintendent relat ionships,  (p. 34)

The above descriptions of  the role of  evaluator and evaluatee 

applied in the context of  the evaluation of the superintendent by the 

board of education continue to point out the interdependence and im­

portance of the re la t ionship  between the part ies.  One of the most 

d i f f i c u l t  of  the shared respons ib i l i t ies  of superintendents and boards 

is evaluation.  Evaluation is more than a "necessary e v i l . "  School 

boards must be able to appraise the performance of t h e i r  superintendent 

in a constructive and e f fe c t iv e  manner. S ta f f  evaluation,  although 

d i f f i c u l t ,  is necessary. Superintendents who assess others cannot be 

immune from personal assessment. While superintendents are constantly  

being assessed informally ,  systematic assessment procedures are 

necessary to be cer ta in  tha t  the chief  executive's e f fo r ts  w i l l  

contribute to the attainment of the school d i s t r i c t ' s  goals.

Procedures and Methods Employed in Superintendent Evaluation

Procedures u t i l i z e d  in the evaluation of superintendents of  

schools may vary from quite  formal processes established through board 

policy and administrat ive guidelines to rather casual and informal  

exchanges ( M i l l e r ,  1982). Formal evaluation plans are seen as planned
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and structured,  whi le informal evaluations are viewed as unplanned and

unstructured (Evans, 1981). An informal evaluation procedure is

based on subjective observations with no w r i t ten  feedback and l imited

discussion, while formal evaluation involves a wr i t ten  assessment of  the

superintendent's job performance discussed in a meeting between the

superintendent and the board of education. Some school boards and

superintendents may use a combination of  formal and informal procedures

(Sonedecker, 1984).

A continuing concern for  school boards has been the determination

of c r i t e r i a  fo r  evaluation.  Cuban (1977) indicated that  not a l l  factors

that a f fe c t  the school environment are wi thin a superintendent's control .

C r i te r ia  used in the evaluation of the superintendent must be measurable

and manageable. Roelle and Monks (1978) stated:

There's no sacrosanct method for evaluating the per­
formance of your superintendent. You can ' t  a r b i t r a r i l y  
appropriate another school d i s t r i c t ' s  evaluation method 
and expect i t  to work smoothly in your own. (p.  36)

When evaluation occurs, school boards use one of the three 

general methods mentioned above-- informal, formal,  or a combination of 

both. In a 1971 c i rc u la r  published by Educational Research Services,  

In c . ,  the authors stated that 55 percent of 1,954 responding school 

systems reported using a formal procedure for  evaluating the superin­

tendent. Circulars published by Educational Research Services, In c . ,  

in 1964 and 1968 indicated smaller numbers o f  formal evaluations; however, 

some plans were reported as "quite formal." According to information 

published in a l l  three c i rcu la rs ,  i f  the school system was larger ,  there
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was more of a l ike l ihood that the administrators and supervisory employees 

were evaluated.

A report  of Educational Research Services,  Inc.  (1976) 

id e n t i f ied  the fol lowing informal procedures for  evaluating the 

superintendent.

1. General discussions about the superintendent's performance 
held at pr ivate  meetings of  board members.

2. Special meetings of  boards of education that were cal led  
because of d issa t is fac t ion  with some or a l l  aspects
of the superintendent's performance.

3. Evaluations that take place continuously through 
constant association with the superintendent and 
through informal feedback from the community.

4. Open-ended discussions among board members that include 
a wide range of school-related topics, (p. 8)

A common practice in many school d is t r i c t s  in the United

States is the use of informal evaluation procedures. In a j o i n t

report ,  the AASA and NASB (American Association of School Administrators,

1980a) concurred:

This approach is l i k e l y  a common practice in many school 
systems. This method probably works when things are 
going well and there is continui ty  in the superintendency.
I t  is also reasonably sa t is fac to ry  in those instances where 
board-superintendent re la t ions  are cordial  and reasonably 
stable .  On the other hand, to re ly  exclusively  upon oral  
understandings involves many r isks .  D i f fe ren t  persons hear 
things d i f f e r e n t ly .  Memory of  what was said is less than 
dependable, (p. 18)

Fitzwater (1973) stressed the need for  formal evaluation  

procedures i f  the evaluation is to be a posit ive a c t i v i t y  of a forward-  

looking nature.  Dickinson (1980) stated: "Casual, unspecified evalua­

tions of  a superintendent don't  work. They won't head o f f
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misunderstandings that develop between a board and i t s  ch ie f  executive 

o f f ic e r  and they don't  f a c i l i t a t e  the e f f i c i e n t  conversion of  board 

policy into school system practice" (p.  34) .  In his study of "un­

tracked" superintendents,  Wilson (1980) found that regular and formal 

evaluation of  the superintendent's performance by the board is a 

crucial  factor  in avoiding untracking.

Although board members and superintendents have recommended more 

formalized approaches for evaluation of  the ch ie f  executive,  informal 

procedures seem to p re v a i l .  Carol (1972) reported in her study of New 

Jersey superintendents and boards of  education that 62 percent of  the 

responding d i s t r i c t s  used informal rather  than formal evaluation pro­

cedures. S ix t y - f i v e  percent of the superintendents and board presidents 

in those d i s t r i c t s  expressed a desire to formalize t h e i r  procedure.

Twelve years l a t e r ,  Eggers (1984) found s imi la r  results  when he surveyed 

superintendent evaluation practices and procedures in South Dakota. The 

most common procedure (40 percent) included a combination of formal and 

informal procedures. Thi rty-one percent of  the South Dakota super­

intendents were formally evaluated and 29 percent indicated an informal 

evaluation.

When evaluation is conducted on an informal basis,  wr i t ten  

documentation may or may not ex is t .  Carol (1972) found that informal 

procedures of  evaluation varied even more widely than formal evaluation  

procedures. The evauation process involved observation of  the super­

intendent by the board throughout the school year and comments made by
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people to the board about the superintendent. Eggers (1984) reported 

that  only 65 percent of  the superintendents who were evaluated received 

a wri t ten evaluation from the board although 83 percent of the respondents 

f e l t  a w r i t ten  evaluation was important.

Studies conducted in I l l i n o i s ,  C a l i f o rn ia ,  Nebraska, Ohio, and 

Indiana reported the same findings. McGrath (1972) conducted a study of  

public schools in Ca l i forn ia  to determine which school d is t r ic ts  used 

formal procedures to evaluate the performance of t h e i r  superintendents.

In the 113 d is t r i c t s  which had indicated they formally evaluated the i r  

superintendent,  McGrath found:

1. Only 43 percent of the d is t r i c ts  assert ing that  they 
formally evaluated th e i r  superintendent actual ly  did 
so.

2. Salary determination was the primary administrat ive  
reason for  evaluation.

3. Superintendents and school board chairpersons were 
concerned about the lack of board expert ise in the 
area of evaluation.

4. Seventy-four percent of surveyed d is t r i c t s  used 
checkl ists for evaluation purposes.

5. Sixty percent of the evaluation pol ic ies  in surveyed 
areas were in i t i a t e d  by the superintendents.

6. School board chairpersons and superintendents agreed 
that  the most important functions of  the superintendent 
lay in the areas of community re la t io n s ,  board re la ­
t ions,  and s t a f f  re la t ions.

7. Both superintendents and school board chairpersons 
stressed the need for  task-or iented,  to ta l  and 
object ive attainment approaches to the evaluation  
of the superintendent.

8. Superintendents and board chairpersons stressed the 
importance of  role consensus in the evaluation  
process, (p. 184)
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In his study of  I l l i n o i s  public schools, Yates (1981) found 

that  (1) 94.5 percent of  the responding d is t r i c ts  evaluated the super­

intendent in varying degrees of  formali ty,  and larger  school d is t r ic ts  

were more l i k e l y  to u t i l i z e  wr i t ten evaluation procedures than smaller  

rural  d i s t r i c t s ;  (2)  more formalized evaluation practices were u t i l i z e d  

in d is t r ic ts  where the superintendent was employed on a mult i -year  

contract; and (3)  superintendents f e l t  evaluations should be closely  

related to th e i r  job descr ipt ions,  should be performed annually,  and 

the results should be discussed in executive session.

I t  appears that wr i t ten  pol icies for the evaluation of  the 

superintendents are a fac tor  in the tenure and retention of  the super­

intendent. A study by Thies (1981) on superintendent turnover in 

I l l i n o i s  stated:

Of those superintendents who vacated a job in 1978-1979,  
less than one-half  of  previous boards of education had 
a wr i t ten  pol icy for  evaluation of  the superintendent's  
performance, (p. 3371)

The importance of  a detai led job description fo r  evaluation of

the superintendent was emphasized in research by Jess (1982) in his

study of Nebraska superintendents:

The complexity of  the superintendent's posit ion strongly 
suggests tha t  a deta i led job description is essential  
to a successful evaluation program and the evaluation  
system should include an assessment o f  the superintendent's  
performance in a l l  areas of  responsib i l i ty ,  (p.  93)

Buchanan (1981) studied the evaluation procedures of super­

intendents in Indiana.  He found that writ ten n o t i f i c a t io n  was given 

to the superintendent less than 30 percent of  the time. He recommended
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school boards develop a formal wri t ten evaluation plan which would

include spec if ic  c r i t e r i a :

Re la t ive ly  few school d is t r i c t s  in Indiana have developed 
expert ise with which to conduct evaluations.  In order that  
this  spec i f ic  mission of the educational program may be 
carried out,  i t  is appropriate that the board and super­
intendent establ ish c r i t e r i a  that would represent the 
expectations of  both part ies on how performance should 
be judged. I t  is recommended that the boards and super­
intendents consider this a p r i o r i t y  in maintaining th e i r  
re la t ionsh ip ,  (p. 3299A)

In a nationwide study, which included a sample of  493 public  

school superintendents,  Sloan (1982) investigated the use of formal 

procedures, the standards approach, and performance-based objectives  

for  superintendent evaluations,  and recorded superintendents' p re fe r ­

ences regarding the three procedures. His findings included the 

fol lowing:

1. Informal evaluation was used in 50 percent of  the 
responding d is t r i c t s  while 28 percent used standards 
and 31 percent used performance objective-based  
evaluation procedures.

2. Of superintendents responding, 41 percent preferred  
performance objective-based procedures, 21 percent 
preferred informal procedures, and 28 percent pre­
ferred standards evaluation.

3. Of those being formally evaluated,  42 percent preferred  
formal evaluation while 2 percent of those being 
formally evaluated preferred informal procedures.

Sarbaugh (1982) conducted a study in North Carolina to de te r ­

mine the extent ,  nature,  and frequency with which superintendents in 

that state were evaluated.  His study revealed the fol lowing:

1. Evaluation of the superintendent's performance is 
large ly  a very informal process, occurring most 
frequently  "as a board sees a need."
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2. Formal superintendent evaluation occurs in only 25 
percent of  the school d i s t r i c t s  in the state.

3. Improved performance is the most common purpose of the 
evaluation process and b e t te r  understanding and a more 
harmonious working re la t ionsh ip  between the superinten­
dent and the board are the most frequent outcomes.

4. School board p o l ic ie s ,  job descript ions,  and wr i t ten  
goals and p r i o r i t i e s  deal ing with superintendent per­
formance evaluation e x is t  in very few school systems.

5. Evaluation instruments are general ly of the checkl is t  
v a r ie ty ,  and evaluation by objectives is uncommon.

Sonedecker (1984) studied practices in the evaluation of  the 

American public school superintendents as perceived by the superintendents.  

His conclusions included:

1. Superintendent evaluation practices r e f l e c t  a remarkable 
evolution toward more formal procedures. Findings 
suggest a continuum from informal to both formal/  
informal with formal procedures being most sophist i ­
cated.

2. The evolution toward more formal evaluations of  super­
intendents may be a t t r ib u te d  to the increase in state  
laws mandating such eva luation.

3. Superintendents who are evaluated formally are more 
l i k e l y  to be younger, newer to the superintendency,  
career bound, have a Ph.D.,  value educational re ­
search, belong to AASA, and serve large urban or c i t y  
d i s t r i c t s .

4. I f  a superintendent is female,  she is more l i k e l y  to 
be formal ly evaluated than her male counterparts.

5. Superintendent evaluation in the ear ly  1980's is 
usually conducted annually through a meeting of  the 
superintendent and governing board; s t i l l  more 
informal than formal; p r im ar i ly  done to provide 
accountab i l i ty ;  based most on general effect iveness  
of performance; involves d i f f e r e n t  expectations based 
on d i s t r i c t  s ize;  and is usually based on a formal 
job descr ipt ion.
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6. Superintendents are not expected to be instruct ional  
leaders as much as managers of people in the current  
envi ronment.

7. A sense of complacency is projected by superinten­
dents not currently being formally evaluated in that a 
major ity  (and th e i r  boards) see no need to develop more 
formal procedures.

8. A small number of  superintendents did not know how they 
are evaluated and seem in d i f fe r e n t  to the importance
of superintendent evaluation.

While i t  is general ly accepted that the need for  continuous 

evaluation of  the superintendent ex is ts ,  the method of such evaluation  

varies g re a t ly .  There is emerging evidence that boards and superinten­

dents are now working together to design wel1-s tructured and useful 

techniques fo r  the evaluation of the chief  executive o f f ic e r  (Redfern,  

1980). Olds (1977) cautioned, however, that  i t  is easy to f a l l  into  the 

trap of be l iev ing a l l  administrat ive e f fo r ts  and re s pons ib i l i t ies  can 

be measured by some "handy-dandy" t e s t ,  yards t ick ,  or checkl is t .

Greene (1972) reported that many of the evaluation instruments 

in use today were developed from concepts that are at  least f i f t y - y e a rs  

old.  The f i r s t  instrument used to record superintendent performance was 

developed by Ayer in 1929. The instrument contained over one hundred 

items re fe rred  to as "duties of the public school superintendent." One 

such duty was "to make fr iendly  ca l ls  on board members," something most 

superintendents can re la te  to today.

Formal superintendent evaluation has not been f u l l y  accepted 

by boards o f  education or by superintendents. Although there is 

considerable support in the l i t e r a t u r e  for  formal evaluation of the
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superintendent,  there are skeptics who see p i t f a l l s ,  shortcomings, and 

weaknesses in the process, and some who th ink i t  is a bad idea ( In t re s s ,

1985). Woodbury (1976) cautioned that "the evaluation process is poten­

t i a l l y  a mine f i e l d  where the fa lse  step can bring ir reparable  damage 

to the cause of  cooperation and mutual respect and t ru s t ,  one main 

purpose for which the process is t y p ic a l ly  in i t i a t e d "  (p. 12).

McCarty (1971) concluded that many boards of  education are 

re luctant  to formally evaluate the performance of t h e i r  superintendent 

fo r  the fol lowing reasons:

1. Given the differences in school environment, i t  is 
very d i f f i c u l t  to measure a superintendent's c o n t r i ­
bution on an object ive  continuum. There are jus t  
too many variables of crucial  and interlocking  
signi ficance.

2. Since the management o f  an educational in s t i tu t io n  
is r i f e  with value c onf l ic ts  about purposes and 
p r i o r i t i e s ,  any appraisal  is cer ta in  to be non- 
s c ie n t i f i c  and u n r e a l is t ic .  Humanists, in par­
t i c u l a r ,  res is t  s t r i c t  formulation about ends; 
without well defined boundaries, of course, true 
accountabi l i ty  cannot e x is t .

3. The role behavior of  a single superintendent is 
e n t i r e ly  too unique a phenomenon to be catalogued 
and analyzed s a t is f a c t o r i l y .  Most performance 
c r i t e r i a  are crude, mechanistic,  or a n t i - in t e l le c t u a l  
and ignore qua l i ty  as a central  component. For 
example, terms l ike  " tact"  and "toughness" are used 
to describe the administrator.  To be perceived as
a "pussycat" is a sign of  to ta l  f a i l u r e ;  to be 
dubbed as a man of a "God complex" is equal ly  
destruct ive,  (pp. 38-39)

Turner offered the fol lowing three reasons to explain why 

school boards handle superintendent evaluation poorly,  infrequently ,  

or not at  a l l :
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1. Most of the superintendents a re n ' t  any more interested  
in evaluation than are board members.

2. School board members often f a l l  short on evaluation  
because they have neither the time nor the expertise
to do the evaluating themselves, and th e i r  budgets are 
not supple enough to allow for hi r ing outside help 
to do the work.

3. S t i l l  another reason why boards rare ly  win prizes 
for  evaluation is that i t ' s  hard work, plus the 
fac t  that i t  does not increase t h e i r  populari ty.
(p.  16)

Several barr iers to superintendent evaluation,  as expressed 

by superintendents,  were id e n t i f ied  by N a t r ie l lo  (1977);

1. Administrators often feel  that evaluation is some­
thing that is done to them and not for them.

2. Many current evaluation systems use a checkl ist
of  predetermined qua l i t ies  which administrators feel  
are oriented to past practices.

3. There is often a lack of clear d e f in i t io n  of job 
functions.

4. There is a tendency to equate evaluation with observa­
t io n ,  and administrators d is l ik e  such observation.

5. Administrators lack s k i l l s ,  knowledge, and under­
standing r e la t iv e  to performance evaluation.

6. I t  is d i f f i c u l t  fo r  many educators to accept the
view that performance evaluation,  which they associate 
with business, is appropriate in school, (p.  15)

The above barr iers to performance evaluation are perceived as 

being real and must be addressed by the superintendent and the board of  

education. The authors of current l i t e r a t u r e  have supported the 

cooperative e f f o r t  between the board of  education and the superinten­

dent in the development of a formal evaluation system based on t r u s t ,  

mutual understanding, and local needs.
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Periodic evaluations where board members and the superintendent 

meet to assess the progress of  the school d i s t r i c t  and the work of  the 

superintendent often provide opportunities for  improving performance 

and for  recognizing commendable work. Many handbooks issued by state  

school board associations for the or ienta t ion and guidance of board 

members r e f l e c t  the concurrence that not only was the selection and 

appointment of the superintendent the most important single responsib i l i ty  

of the board but th a t ,  once having employed a superintendent,  the board 

shares in the respons ib i l i ty  for  his or her success (Nebraska Associa­

t ion of  School Boards, n . d . ) .  To insure that  the evaluation process 

fosters mutual t ru s t  and understanding between the superintendent and 

the board, some school boards and administrators have suggested the 

following guidel ines:

1. The superintendent should be informed about the c r i t e r i a  

and procedures to be used in the evaluation.  I t  is suggested that the 

superintendent par t ic ipa te  in developing the evaluative procedure 

(Nunnery, 1985).

2. Pr io r  to the evaluation,  e f fo r ts  should be made to determine 

the tasks that have been assigned to the superintendent. The job de­

scr ipt ion  should be reviewed care fu l ly  to ascertain whether the super­

intendent was given necessary assistance to f u l f i l l  the requirements of  

the position (Rose, 1970).

3. The evaluation instrument should id e n t i fy  speci f ic  per­

formance areas that can be measured and the procedures should specify 

how they w i l l  be measured (Rose, 1970).
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4. The evaluation should be conducted at  regular in te rva ls  

(once a year or every six months). One or two progress interviews in 

the interim would give the board the opportunity to inform the super­

intendent whether or not his or her e f fo r ts  should be directed d i f f e r ­

e n t ly ,  and these could help the superintendent to make the necessary 

changes (Washington State Directors'  Association,  1974).

5. Board members should keep in mind b u i l t - i n  re s t r ic t io n s  over 

which the superintendent has no contro l .  For example, f inanc ia l  l i m i t a ­

tions imposed by the board or the community may l i m i t  the superintendent's  

a b i l i t y  to carry out certain re s p ons ib i l i t ies  (Washington State 

Directors'  Association,  1974).

6. The board should weigh care fu l ly  the superintendent's capa­

b i l i t i e s  and contributions along with his or her l im ita t ions  (Thomas, 

1971).

7. Since educational needs of the d i s t r i c t  are subject to 

expansion and change, the work of  the superintendent should r e f l e c t  

these needs (Carol ,  1972).

8. In cases where a board member does not know enough about 

a specif ic s i tuat ion  to judge i t  accurately,  he or she should give the 

superintendent the benef i t  of  the doubt (West Chester, Pennsylvania 

School D i s t r i c t ,  1975).

9. The superintendent should be encouraged to submit a s e l f ­

appraisal of  his or her work (F i t z g e ra ld ,  1975).
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10. The superintendent should be given a copy of the wri t ten  

evaluation report by the person(s) responsible for  i t s  preparation.  

Another copy should be f i l e d  for  future  reference (Nunnery, 1985).

Educational Research Services,  Inc.  (ERS) (1984) suggested four  

possible procedures in the appraisal  of  school superintendents:

1. Procedures that stress the evaluation of  progress 
toward stated object ives.  School systems using this  
type of evaluation genera l ly  employ a Management by 
Objectives (MBO) approach in evaluation.

2. Procedures that require the evaluator to answer a 
l i s t  of questions and use a checkl is t  or rat ing scale 
for indicating the q u a l i t y  of performance of duties,  
the demonstration of  educational leadership,  and 
s k i l l  in community re la t io n s .

3. Procedures that are used for  a l l  administrat ive per­
sonnel in the school system, including the super­
intendent.

4. Informal evaluation procedures. An evaluation of  this  
type is a verbal appraisal of the superintendent's per­
formance by the board of  education and usual ly takes 
place at a scheduled board meeting. A wr i t ten  report  
of the appraisal may or may not be recorded, (pp. 3-4)

The l i t e r a t u r e  suggests tha t  personnel evaluation consists of 

two broad components: a d e f in i t io n  of  desired outcomes and a method

of assessing the degree to which the outcomes are achieved. Current 

research on administrat ive evaluation in education advocates formal,  

structured procedures which c le a r ly  define desired outcomes and use a 

method of measuring achievement that is well known by a l l  involved.  

Informal systems of the past have been blamed for  much internal  

destruction and disarray.  Such informal approaches are giving way to 

structured,  planned evaluation systems. An Educational Research Services,
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Inc.  (ERS) (1984) study found that 85.9 percent of  the school d is t r ic ts  

surveyed nationwide had formal evaluation procedures.

There are a var iety  of  procedures a d i s t r i c t  must consider when 

developing an evaluation program for  superintendents. The concerns that 

a f fe c t  decisions when selecting procedures include the school d i s t r i c t  

philosophy toward evaluation,  the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of methods, the prac­

t i c a l i t y  of  methods, the level of expert ise of the evaluators,  f inancial  

and time considerations,  and perceived v a l id i t y  of the procedures.

Bippus (1985) outl ined four steps to fol low in doing a f u l l  

superintendent evaluation: (1) set c lear  goals for the superintendent;

(2)  fol low up on the goals; (3) get other administrators'  views of the 

superintendent; and (4) present the f indings to the superintendent.

In examining the school board's role in superintendent evaluation,  

Kalkhoven (1981) recommended that four questions be asked when formu­

la t in g  and completing an evaluation procedure for  the superintendent:

(1)  What do o f f i c i a l s  want the superintendent to do? (2) How well is 

i t  being done? (3) What needs improvement? and (4) What is being done 

that  is exceptional?

Savage (1983) suggested that to determine the adequacy of a 

given administrat ive evaluation system, the d i s t r i c t  should consider 

six essential  components:

1. Board of Education Policy - should provide answers 
to four questions: Why does the Board want adminis­
t ra tors  evaluated? Who is responsible fo r  performing 
the task? When is evaluation to occur and/or be 
completed? What in general terms, is to be done 
(such as measuring performance on a l i s t  of  d i s t r i c t  
standards or mutually agreed-upon goals)?
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2. Administrat ive Policy - should provide spec if ic  
statements and directions describing how board 
policy is to be implemented.

3. Job Descriptions -  should c le a r ly  del ineate job 
expectat ions.

4. Substantive C r i t e r i a  -  should be re lated to manage­
ment outcomes.

5. Objective Data - judgments and conclusions should be 
based on object ive  data rather than on sub jec t iv i ty  
and impressions.

6. General and Speci f ic  Focus -  should combine features  
of both approaches: annual review of performance
using a comprehensive l i s t  of c r i t e r i a ,  and determina­
t ion of how well each administrator has succeeded in
obtaining speci f ic  targets for improvement of  goals 
and objectives,  (p.  11)

Bolton included the fol lowing general elements for an e f fe c t iv e  

evaluation system:

1. is continuous and c yc l ica l ;

2. includes examination of input, process, and output;

3. involves consideration of  processes and products
of several people;

4. functions as a subsystem in terre la ted  with other 
subsystems in the school system;

5. involves se l f -eva luat ion  plus evaluation by out­
siders ;

6. includes assessment of  common objectives and unique 
object ives;

7. is monitored to determine i t s  ef fect iveness.
(pp. 17-26)

A key step in developing procedures to evaluate superintendents 

is deciding what is expected in order for administrat ive behavior to be 

judged e f fe c t iv e .  Educational Research Services, Inc. (ERS) (1984)
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reported the fol lowing p o s s ib i l i t i e s  for a d e f in i t io n  of  administrat ive  

effect iveness: "a l i s t  of  personal characte r is t ics;  a process; a pro­

duct; or any combination of the above" (p. 9 ) .

According to the l i t e r a t u r e ,  school d is t r i c t s  seem to be using 

a comprehensive approach to evaluating c harac te r is t ics ,  process, and 

product to form a d e f in i t io n  of ef fect iveness.  In a nationwide survey 

of superintendents (Education Research Services,  In c . ,  1984), the 

fol lowing percentages were reported by responding school d i s t r i c t s :

1. 71.6 percent evaluated personal t r a i t s ;

2. 88.6 percent evaluated process;

3. 83.8 percent evaluated product, (p. 9)

Once i t  has been decided how to define e ffec t iveness ,  a d is ­

t r i c t  may then decide what c r i t e r i a  are appropriate to accurately assess 

the effect iveness with which administrators perform t h e i r  re sp o n s ib i l i ­

t ie s .  Smith (1976) suggested that e f fec t ive  c r i t e r i a  must be:

1. relevant -  va l id  and r e l ia b le  measures of  the character ­
is t ics  being evaluated;

2. unbiased -  based on the character is t ics ,  not the 
person;

3. s ig n i f ic a n t  - d i r e c t ly  re lated to goals;

4. pract ica l  -  measurable and e f f i c i e n t .

Speicher (1971) indicated there are three areas in which superinten­

dents can be assessed: what they are,  what they do, and what they

accomplish.

Stow and Manatt (1982) developed a performance evaluation process
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designed to improve d i s t r i c t  management and leadership.  The system, 

which requires pa r t ic ipa to ry  planning, re f lec ts  the r e a l i t i e s  of the 

d i s t r i c t .  Performance evaluation is l inked to process, and asks the 

fol lowing questions: What do you expect the superintendent to accomplish?

How do you expect the superintendent to perform? What changes in be­

havior do you want? How does his or her performance i n t e r r e la t e  with 

others?

Stow and Mannatt (1982) strongly recommended t h a t ,  ear ly  in 

the process of  developing procedures, the d i s t r i c t  decide whether to 

emphasize performance, objectives attainment, or both. The f a i l u r e  of 

many administrator evaluation systems can be traced to emphasizing 

performance but not ob ject ive  attainment (Educational Research Services,  

In c . ,  1984).

What are the best methods for evaluating the superintendent?

Jones et  a l .  (1981) recommended that  for the evaluation process to be 

e f f e c t i v e ,  the re la t ionship  between the board and the superintendent  

and th e i r  respective roles be care fu l ly  outl ined.  The authors also 

emphasized the importance of  a job description and statements of system 

policies and goals be incorporated into the evaluation plan.  Evaluators 

tend to use techniques tha t  are popular, comfortable to apply,  or 

" t ra d i t io n a l"  within a p a r t ic u la r  organizat ion.  L i t t l e  thought is given 

to the to ta l  usefulness of  the e f f o r t .  A great deal of time can be 

wasted in seeking or developing the "perfect" evaluation instrument, with 

the thought that the instrument is the heart of the eva luation system 

(Olds, 1977).
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Roelle (1978) suggested that school d is t r i c t s  develop c r i t e r i a  

to evaluate superintendents similar to the fol lowing:

1. Agree that a formal evaluation of the superintendent 
is  needed.

2. Determine the purpose of the evaluation.  The purpose 
sets the stage for development and implementation of  
the formal evaluation system.

3. Choose an evaluation system. There are four major 
categories which often overlap in superintendent 
evaluation systems: Management by Objectives; check­
l i s t s ;  ra t ing  scales; and essay or blank narrat ives.

4. Recognize that goal attainment does not necessari ly  
re su l t  in board sat is faction .  Boards and superinten­
dents should understand that aside from achievement
of goals, the superintendent must perform some standard 
administra t ive  functions.

5. Select information sources for  reviewing performance.
The board's own observations and perceptions of  the 
superintendent represent the main body of information 
fo r  reviewing performance.

6. Formal evaluations should be scheduled scrupulously, which 
is to say that they should occur before the elect ion of  
new board members so that those members who have worked 
with the superintendent are included.

7. The evaluation is conducted in executive session.
During the session, the board examines the responses 
to the instrument. After  tha t ,  a composite evaluation  
is prepared. And a f te r  tha t ,  the superintendent is 
cal led into executive session during which the evalua­
t ion  is presented to him.

I t  is apparent that while the instrument used to record summary 

evaluation information may be a necessary part of the method to evaluate 

the chief  executive o f f ic e r  of  a school d i s t r i c t ,  i t  alone w i l l  not 

produce success. The way in which one implements the to ta l  evaluation  

system, the c r i t e r i a  one uses, and the soundness of the data col lected
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are also extremely important.  While the evaluation method chosen by 

school board is important,  the way i t  is implemented is c r i t i c a l  

(Redfern, 1980).
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CHAPTER I I I

METHODS

The purpose of th is  study was to investigate  the perceptions and 

practices of  the evaluation process of  school superintendents in the 

State o f  Nebraska. This chapter describes the l i t e r a t u r e  review 

procedures, the population and sample, the research design and instrumen­

ta t ion methods used to address the problem statement, and the data 

analysis procedures used in the study.

Review of L i te rature

The i n i t i a l  step in this  study was a thorough search of the 

related l i t e r a t u r e  pertaining to the evaluation of  the superintendent 

of schools. A complete examination of  the selected textbooks, b u l le t in s ,  

monographs, and dissertat ions containing information about the evaluation 

of the school's chief  executive o f f ic e r  was conducted. The computer 

search and in t e r l ib r a r y  loan c apab i l i t ies  provided by the l ib ra ry  at  

the Universi ty  of  Nebraska-Lincoln were the primary sources used. The 

writ ings of many authors, as noted in the references,  were included 

in the study.

The sections of Nebraska school law re la t ing  to the evaluation  

of school superintendents were reviewed (State of Nebraska School Laws,

1986). P ar t icu la r  a ttent ion was directed to contemporary l i t e r a t u r e  

pertaining to the f i e l d  of  educational administrat ion.  Materials
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developed by state boards or professional  administrator organizat ions  

were investigated.

Sample and Population

The survey population for  th is  research study was the popula­

t ion of a l l  Class A superintendents,  50 percent of  the Class B super­

intendents,  34 percent of the Class C superintendents, and 20 percent of  the 

Class D superintendents in the State o f  Nebraska. The September, 1987 

issue of the A c t i v i t ie s  B u l le t in ,  published by the Nebraska School 

A c t iv i t ie s  Association was used to obtain the number of the school 

d i s t r i c t s  that met the c r i t e r i a  for  th is  study. This process id e n t i f i e d  

18 Class A school d i s t r i c t s  and 31 school d is t r i c t s  each from Class B,

C, and D fo r  the study. Superintendents from Class B, C, and D 

schools par t ic ip a t in g  in the research study were selected using a table  

of random numbers.

Research Design

The research design employed in th is  study was survey research.

In survey research,  large and small populations are studied by means 

of samples (Ker l inger ,  1979). Whitney (1973) c i ted the advantages of 

this da ta -co l lec t ion  procedure as being i t s  low cost,  ease of access­

i b i l i t y  of data co l le c t io n ,  and the a b i l i t y  of the researcher to gather  

information from a geographically dispersed pool o f  respondents. The 

specif ic form of survey used in th is  study was a mailed questionnaire.
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Instrumentation

The researcher obtained wr it ten permission from the I n s t i t u ­

t ional  Review Board of  The University of Nebraska to conduct a research 

study including human subjects. A copy of the permission notice can 

be found in Appendix A.

The questionnaire used in this research study was the instrument 

obtained from the doctoral  d isserta t ion wr i t ten  by Jess (1982) and 

revised for  this study. His wri t ten permission to use the instrument was 

obtained and can be found in Appendix B.

The questionnaire obtained from Jess was revised in an attempt 

to val idate  the instrument fo r  this study. Under the professorial  ad­

vice of committee chair  and co-chair O 'R e i l ly  and Kellams (personal 

communication, May, 1987),  the researcher completed three questionnaries 

for  each class of  school d i s t r i c t ,  one each day for  12 consecutive 

days, simulating the role  of superintendent in each school d i s t r i c t .  

Because the researcher had served as president of the Nebraska Associa­

tion of School Administrators (NASA, 1983) and chair  of the Nebraska 

Council of School Administrators (NCSA, 1984), i t  was f e l t  the posture 

of superintendent in each of the d is t r ic ts  could be assumed due to his 

f a m i l i l a r i t y  with school d is t r i c t s  in Nebraska. Through this  process, 

the questionnaire format was a ltered to provide c l a r i t y  of the ins tru ­

ment for respondents.

The instrument was also f i e l d  tested,  using three superinten­

dents from each school d i s t r i c t  class.  Since there were no major changes
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recommended, the instrument was reproduced for d is t r ib u t io n  to the 

selected schools. A copy of the cover l e t t e r  to ju ry  members and the 

rat ing form are located in Appendix C.

In addit ion to the items on the questionnaire,  the survey

instrument used in this  study s o l ic i te d  background information of the 

respondents. S p e c i f ic a l ly ,  demographic information pertaining to each 

respondent was requested.

The survey and an appropriate cover l e t t e r  were mailed to the 

superintendent of the selected schools on October 21, 1987. The cover 

l e t t e r  provided a b r i e f  description of  the study and encouraged the re ­

spondents to return the instrument in a stamped, self-addressed envelope

which was provided. Each questionnaire was coded to enable the re ­

searcher to keep track of returns in the event a fol low-up l e t t e r  was 

needed. Copies o f  the cover l e t t e r  and the questionnaire can be found 

in Appendix D.

Respondents were given 15 days to return a completed ques­

t ionnaire.  Since the return rate was high (94.59 percent ) ,  no fol low-  

up le t te rs  or questionnaires were sent to nonrespondents.

Data Analysis

The spec i f ic  data analysis procedure involved the tabulat ion  

of items in order to make a comparison of the four classes of school 

d is t r i c t s .  The data collected by means of the responses to the 

questionnaire are presented and analyzed in the order the questions 

were asked on the questionnaire.  The information col lected from the
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surveys was transferred to a computer disk for  s t a t i s t i c a l  analysis.

The Nebraska Evaluation and Research Center (NEAR) at The Universi ty  of 

Nebraska-Lincoln generated the information that was used in analyzing  

the data.

Descript ive s ta t is t ic s  were used to report  quant i ta t ive  data 

obtained from Parts I ,  I I ,  and IV of the survey instrument. Frequencies 

and percentages were the descript ive  s ta t i s t ic s  most frequently used.

The data were fu r ther  converted into frequencies and percentages of  

Class A, Class B, Class C, and Class D superintendents' responses for  

each questionnaire item in order for  comparisons to be made among classes 

of school d i s t r i c t s .

A one-way analysis of  variance (ANOVA) was used on Part I I I  

of the questionnaire which contained Likert  scale items. A chi-square  

analysis was used to t rea t  and analyze the data in Part V of  the 

questionnaire which contained mutually exclusive categories.  The 

data in th is  study are presented in both tabular and narrat ive  form in 

the fol lowing chapter.
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ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction

The fol lowing results are reported in f iv e  sections.  The f i r s t  

section covers the re levant demographic data.  The second section 

discusses procedures used a t  the time of the study to evaluate the 

performance of the superintendent,  and the th i rd  section examines 

the superintendent's a t t i tudes  toward evaluating the superintendent's  

performance. The fourth section reports on p r io r i t y  areas of responsi­

b i l i t y  to be evaluated when assessing the superintendent's performance, 

and the f i f t h  section presents information on groups or individuals  

who should be and were ac tua l ly  used in evaluating the superintendent 

of schools.

This chapter presents the results of  the data gathered from the 

questionnaires through the use of  tables and wr i t ten  summaries. In 

most instances, the information was presented by showing the number 

and percentages of  superintendents responding to each item. A one­

way analysis of  variance (ANOVA) was used for  items 15-24 on the question­

na ire ,  and a chi-square tes t  was used fo r  items 42-48.  The tables  

correspond to the questions asked on the questionnaire; however, the 

table numbers do not necessarily correspond with the questionnaire  

numbers as some items were grouped for  c l a r i t y .  The number of  re ­

spondents (N) may d i f f e r  fo r  each item because there was no response 

to specif ic  items by some part ic ipants .  Percentages were calculated
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on the number of  respondents for  each item.

Demographic Data

Information re la t ing  to the number and percentage of  respondents 

who returned the questionnaire is provided in Table 1. A to ta l  of 111 

questionnaires were mailed to superintendents and 105 were returned for  

a return rate of  94.59 percent. Eighteen questionnaires were sent to 

Class A superintendents and a l l  were returned. Thirty-one question­

naires were sent to Class B, C, and D superintendents, and 28, 30, and 

29, respectively ,  were returned.

TABLE 1

Number and Percentage of  Respondents Returning the 
Questionnaire by D is t r i c t  Class

Class Sent Received Percent

Class A 18 18 100.00

Class B 31 28 90.32

Class C 31 30 96.77

Class D 31 29 93.55

Total 111 105 94.59
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Item 2 on the questionnaire asked the superintendents to 

report the number of  years they had been in the present school system. 

The responses were tabulated for  the fol lowing groups: 0-2 years,

3-4 years ,  5-9 years, and 10 or more years.  An examination of Table 

2 reveals tha t  34 (32 .4  percent) of  the superintendents had been in

TABLE 2

Tenure of  Superintendents in Their Present Position

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A 0-2 years 6 33.3 33.3
3-4 years 5 27.8 61.1
5-9 years 3 16.7 77.8
10 or more years 4 22.2 100.0

Class B 0-2 years 2 7.1 7.1
3-4 years 7 25.0 32.1
5-9 years 3 10.7 42.8
10 or more years 16 57.1 99.9

Class C 0-2 years 5 16.7 16.7
3-4 years 11 36.7 53.4
5-9 years 8 26.7 80.1
10 or more years 6 20.0 100.1

Class D 0-2 years 5 17.2 17.2
3-4 years 5 17.2 34.4
5-9 years 11 37.9 72.3
10 or more years 8 27.6 99.9

Combined 0-2 years 18 17.1 17.1
3-4 years 28 26.7 43.8
5-9 years 25 23.8 67.6
10 or more years 34 32.4 100.0

Note: Percentage may not to ta l  100 percent due to rounding.
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th e i r  present position more than 10 years.  Class A superintendents 

had the least amount of  sen io r i ty  o f  a l l  classes of school d i s t r i c t s .  

One-third of the Class A superintendents had been in th e i r  current  

position two years or less,  and 61 percent had been in th e i r  current  

posit ion four years or less.  The highest amount of seniori ty  was re ­

ported by Class B superintendents. Sixteen of the 28 Class B respond­

ing superintendents had been in th e i r  present position 10 or more 

years. Thirty-two percent o f  the Class B superintendents had been in 

th e i r  current position less than f iv e  years.

Procedures Used to Evaluate the Superintendent

Item 3 on the questionnaire asked i f  the board of education 

formally evaluated the performance of the superintendent. The number 

and percentage of  superintendents who reported the i r  performance was 

formally evaluated by t h e i r  board of  education are shown in Table 3.

The data in Table 3 indicate that 88.6 percent of a l l  responding 

superintendents were formally evaluated in some manner by th e i r  board, 

which is contrary to the information presented in the review of l i t e r a ­

ture .  The larger the school d i s t r i c t ,  the more l i k e ly  the superin­

tendent's performance was formally evaluated.  All Class A superinten­

dents reported they were formally evaluated compared to 75.9 percent of  

the Class D superintendents. Only 12 of the 105 respondents indicated  

t h e i r  performance was not formally evaluated.
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TABLE 3

Responses to the Question, "Does Your Board of  Education 
Formally Evaluate Your Performance?

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A Yes 18 100.0 100.0
No 0 0.0 100.0

Class B Yes 27 96.4 96.4
No 1 3.6 100.0

Class C Yes 26 86.7 86.7
No 4 13.3 100.0

Class D Yes 22 75.9 75.9
No 7 24.1 100.0

Combined Yes 93 88.6 88.6
No 12 11.4 100.0

The next four items on the questionnaire were answered only by 

those superintendents who indicated they were formally evaluated by 

th e i r  board. Respondents were asked in Item 4 to indicate the c r i t e r i a  

by which they were evaluated as fol lows: (1)  mutually establ ished goals

set by the board and the superintendent; (2) job descriptions formulated 

by the board and the superintendents; (3) other c r i ter ion-re ferenced  

checkl is ts ;  (4) a combination of 1, 2, or 3 above; and (5) other c r i t e r i a  

not l i s t e d .  Respondents checking response number 5 were asked to give 

an explanation of  th e i r  answer. These comments can be found in 

Appendix E.
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Data concerning the c r i t e r i a  used to formally  evaluate the per­

formance of the superintendent are presented in Table 4. In examining

TABLE 4

Responses to the Statement, "The C r i te r i a  Used by Your 
Board to Formally Evaluate Your Performance Are:"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A Mutually set 3 16.7 16.7
Job description 7 38.9 55.6
Other checkl ists 1 5.6 61.2
Combination 7 38.9 100.1
Other 0 0.0 100.1

Class B Mutual ly set 5 17.9 17.9
Job descript ion 6 21.4 39.3
Other checkl ists 2 7.1 46.4
Combination 12 42.9 89.3
Other 3 10.7 100.0

Class C Mutually set 6 22.2 22.2
Job descript ion 11 40.7 62.9
Other checkl ists 2 7.4 70.3
Combination 8 29.6 99.9
Other 0 0.0 99.9

Class D Mutually set 3 11.5 11.5
Job description 5 19.2 30.7
Other checkl ists 5 19.2 49.9
Combination 7 26.9 76.8
Other 6 23.1 99.9

Combined Mutually set 17 17.2 17.2
Job descript ion 29 29.3 46.5
Other checkl ists 10 10.1 56.6
Combination 34 34.3 90.9
Other 9 9.1 100.0

Note: Percentage may not to ta l  100 percent due to rounding.
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the combined responses of a l l  four classes of  school d i s t r i c t s ,  17.2 

percent of  the respondents indicated goals are mutually set by the 

superintendent and the board of education. Twenty-nine respondents 

(29.3 percent) indicated the i r  performance was based on a job descrip­

t ion,  and 10 respondents (10.1 percent) reported th e i r  performance was 

based on checkl is ts .  Th i r ty - four  respondents (34.3 percent) indicated  

t h e i r  performance was based on a combination of the c r i t e r i a  l is ted  

in the tab le ,  and nine superintendents (9.1 percent) reported that other 

unident i f ied methods were used.

Item 5 of  the questionnaire asked respondents to indicate how 

the results of  the evaluation were presented to the superintendent.

Their  choices included: wr i t ten form only; verba l ly;  a combination

of wr i t ten  and verbal comments; and other methods. I f  respondents chose 

the l a t t e r  response, they were asked to provide an explanation.  Their  

comments can be found in Appendix E.

The formats used to present the formal evaluation to the 

superintendents are shown in Table 5. Four of the 94 superintendents 

answering the survey indicated they received t h e i r  evaluation in wri t ten  

form only.  Eighteen percent reported they received t h e i r  evaluation  

o r a l l y ,  and two percent revealed they received the i r  evaluation in a 

format not l i s t e d .  Over three-fourths of  the responding superinten­

dents indicated t h e i r  evaluation was presented to them in a combination 

of wr i t ten  and oral comments.

Item 6 asked the superintendents to indicate when the i r  

evaluation was presented and discussed with them. The choices provided
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TABLE 5

Responses to the Statement, "The Formal Evaluation Is
Presented to You:"

Cumulative
Category Response N Percent Percent

Class A In wr i t ten  form 1 5.6 5.6
Verbal ly 5 27.8 33.4
Combination of  1 & 2 12 66.7 100.1
None of the above 0 0.0 100.1

Class B In wr i t ten  form 1 3.6 3.6
Verbal ly 4 14.3 17.S
Combination of  1 & 2 21 75.0 92.9
None of the above 2 7.1 100.0

Class C In wri t ten form 1 3.8 3.8
Verbal ly 2 7.7 11.5
Combination of  1 & 2 23 88.5 100.0
None of the above 0 0.0 100.0

Class D In wr i t ten form 1 4.5 4.5
Verbal ly 6 27.3 31.8
Combination of 1 & 2 15 68.2 100.0
None of the above 0 0.0 100.0

Combined In wr i t ten  form 4 4.3 4.3
Verbal ly 17 18.1 22.4
Combination of  1 & 2 71 75.5 97.9
None of the above 2 2.1 100.0

Note: Percentage may not to ta l  100 percent due to rounding.

included: (1) in executive session; (2) in open session; (3) is kept

by the board and never presented nor discussed with the superintendent; 

and (4) other. I f  respondents indicated number 4, they were asked to 

provide a wr i t ten  explanation which can be found in Appendix E.
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The responses of the superintendents concerning when th e i r  

evaluation was presented and discussed with them are shown in Table 6. 

Over 78 percent of the respondents indicated they received th e i r  evalua­

t ion from the board of education in executive session compared to only

TABLE 6

Responses to the Statement, "Your Evaluation Is 
Presented and Discussed:"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A In executive session 13 72.2 72.2
In open session 1 5.6 77.8
Kept by the board 0 0.0 77.8
Other 4 22.2 100.0

Class B In executive session 23 82.1 82.1
In open session 0 0.0 82.1
Kept by the board 2 7.1 89.2
Other 3 10.7 99.9

Class C In executive session 22 84.6 84.6
In open session 2 7.7 92.3
Kept by the board 0 0.0 92.3
Other 2 7.7 100.0

Class D In executive session 16 72.7 72.7
In open session 1 4.5 77.3
Kept by the board 1 4.5 81.8
Other 4 18.2 100.0

Combined In executive session 74 78.7 78.7
In open session 4 4.3 83.0
Kept by the board 3 3.2 86.2
Other 13 13.8 100.0

Note: Percentage may not to ta l  100 percent due to rounding.
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four percent who indicated th e i r  evaluations were presented to them 

open session. Three superintendents responded th e i r  evaluation was 

kept by the board and not presented to them, and 13 respondents 

revealed other methods were used to present the resul ts  of  the evaluation  

to the superintendent.

Questionnaire Item 7 asked for  information concerning how often  

the board of education presented the superintendents with an evaluation  

of t h e i r  performance. Respondents had the fol lowing categories from 

which to choose: (1)  once a year;  (2) twice a year;  (3)  three times a

year;  and (4)  less than once a year.

The manner in which the superintendents responded to question 

7 is shown in Table 7. Nearly 80 percent of a l l  superintendents were 

evaluated once a year,  and 17 percent were evaluated twice a year.

Nebraska Sta tute  s t ipulated that a l l  superintendents must be evaluated 

twice in t h e i r  f i r s t  year of employment which may account for 16 

superintendents indicat ing they were evaluated twice a year .  Al l  Class 

A and Class C superintendents indicated they were formally evaluated 

once a year.  None of the superintendents reported they were evaluated 

three times a year,  and only three superintendents, two from Class B and 

one from Class D, indicated they were evaluated less than once a year.

Item 8 asked i f  the board of education had a w r i t ten  pol icy  

pertaining to the evaluation of the superintendent's performance. A 

yes-no response was requested for  this item.

The information presented in Table 8 shows 73 of  the 105 

responding superintendents (69.5 percent) reported t h e i r  board of
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TABLE 7

Responses to the Question, "How Often Does Your Board 
Present You with an Evaluation of  Your Performance?"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A Once a year 14 77.8 77.8
Twice a year 4 22.2 100.0
Three times a year 0 0.0 100.0
Less than once a year 0 0.0 100.0

Class B Once a year 25 89.3 89.3
Twice a year 1 3.6 92.9
Three times a year 0 0.0 92.9
Less than once a year 2 7.1 100.0

Class C Once a year 18 69.2 69.2
Twice a year 8 30.8 100.0
Three times a year 0 0.0 100.0
Less than once a year 0 0.0 100.0

Class D Once a year 18 81.8 81.8
Twice a year 3 13.6 95.4
Three times a year 0 0.0 95.4
Less than once a year 1 4.5 99.9

Combi ned Once a year 75 79.8 79.8
Twice a year 16 17.0 96.8
Three times a year 0 0.0 96.8
Less than once a year 3 3.2 100.0

Note: Percentage may not to ta l  100 percent due to rounding.

education had a wri t ten pol icy on superintendent evaluation.  Eighty-  

three percent of the Class C superintendents and 75 percent of the 

Class B superintendents reported t h e i r  school d is t r i c t s  had a wri t ten  

board pol icy  on the performance of the superintendent.  Only 55.6 percent
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of the Class A superintendents and 58.6 percent o f  the Class D super­

intendents reported th e i r  d is t r ic ts  had a wr i t ten  pol icy pertaining to 

the superintendent's evaluation.

TABLE 8

Responses to the Statement, "Does Your Board of  Education 
Have a Written Policy Relating to the 

Evaluation of Your Performance?"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A Yes 10 55.6 55.6
No 8 44.4 100.0

Class B Yes 21 75.0 75.0
No 7 25.0 100.0

Class C Yes 25 83.3 83.3
No 5 16.7 100.0

Class D Yes 17 58.6 58.6
No 12 41.4 100.0

Combined Yes 73 69.5 69.5
No 32 30.5 100.0

Item 9 asked, "Does your board of education have a wr i t ten  

policy re la t in g  to the evaluation process of  the performance of other 

administrators?" Data pertaining to the boards of  education who had a 

wri tten pol icy on the evaluation of administrators other than the 

superintendent of schools are presented in Table 9. S ix ty - f iv e  percent 

of a l l  responding superintendents reported th e i r  school d is t r i c ts  had a
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wri tten pol icy on the evaluation of central  o f f ic e  administrators and 

pr inc ipals .  Over 78 percent of  the Class B superintendents and 60 per­

cent of the Class C superintendents reported t h e i r  d is t r i c t s  had a wr i t ten  

policy on the evaluation of administrators other than the superintendent 

of schools. F i f t y - f i v e  percent of the Class A and Class D superintendents 

reported t h e i r  d i s t r i c t s  had a wr it ten pol icy on princ ipals  and central  

of f ic e  administrators.

TABLE 9

Responses to the Statement, "Does Your Board of Education 
Have a Written Policy Relating to the Evaluation 

Process of Other Administrators?"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A Yes 10 55.6 55.6
No 8 44.4 100.0

Class B Yes 22 78.6 78.6
No 6 21.4 100.0

Class C Yes 18 60.0 60.0
No 12 40.0 100.0

Class D Yes 15 55.6 55.6
No 12 44.4 100.0

Combined Yes 67 65.0 65.0
No 35 35.0 100.0
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Item 10 on the questionnaire asked respondents to indicate i f  

th e i r  school d i s t r i c t s  had a wr i t ten  pol icy fo r  the evaluation of  

teachers. The information reported by superintendents concerning the 

frequency of w r i t ten  pol ic ies  for  the evaluation of  the teaching s t a f f  

is presented in Table 10. Ninety-s ix  of  the 105 report ing superinten­

dents (91.4 percent) indicated th e i r  school d i s t r i c t s  had a wr i t ten  

policy for the performance evaluation of teachers. Al l  Class C super­

intendents reported th e i r  d is t r i c t s  had a wr i t ten  pol icy fo r  the 

evaluation of  teachers compared to 77.8 percent of  the Class A school 

d i s t r i c t s .  Twenty-six of 28 Class B respondents and 26 of  29 Class D 

respondents indicated th e i r  boards of education had a teacher evaluation  

policy.

TABLE 10

Responses to the Statement, "Does Your Board of  Education Have 
a Written Policy Relating to the Evaluation Process 

for  the Performance of Teachers?"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A Yes 14 77.8 77.8
No 4 22.2 100.0

Class B Yes 26 92.9 92.9
No 2 7.1 100.0

Class C Yes 30 100.0 100.0
No 0 0.0 100.0

Class D Yes 26 89.7 89.7
No 3 10.3 100.0

Combined Yes 96 91.4 91.4
No 9 8.6 100.0

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



85

The l i t e r a t u r e  suggests that the board of education's most im­

portant function is to hire the superintendent,  and t h e i r  second most 

important function is to evaluate that person. Tables 8, 9, and 10 

perta in to the board pol icies re la t ing  to the evaluation of the super­

intendent,  other administrators, and teachers, respectively .  More 

responding d i s t r i c t s  had a pol icy for  the evaluation of  teachers than 

fo r  administrators.

Over 91 percent of the responding d i s t r i c t s  had a board pol icy  

perta in ing to the evaluation of  teachers. Sixty-nine percent of  the 

same d is t r i c t s  reported a board pol icy perta ining to the evaluation of  

the superintendent,  and fewer d i s t r i c t s  (65 percent) had a board pol icy  

re la t in g  to the performance evaluation of  other administrators. All  

responding Class C superintendents reported t h e i r  d i s t r i c t s  had a pol icy  

fo r  the evaluation of teachers,  while 60 percent of  the same d is t r ic ts  

had a w r i t ten  board pol icy for  the evaluation of bui lding principals  

and 83 percent had a wr i t ten policy for  the evaluation of  the superin­

tendent.

The responses of the superintendents to the question asking i f  

th e i r  evaluation was used in determining t h e i r  compensation are presented 

in Table 11. Percentages of a f f i rm at ive  responses reported by the 

superintendents were as fol lows: Class A, 55.6 percent; Class B, 25.0

percent; Class C, 46.7 percent; and Class D, 24.1 percent. This 

question prompted several unsol ici ted comments from the respondents, 

which indicated they had no idea whether t h e i r  evaluation was used to 

determine th e i r  compensation. Comments ranged from "Who knows?" to
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" D e f in i te ly  should be used and is not" to "Def in i te ly  should not be 

used but i s . "

TABLE 11

Responses to the Question, " Is Your Evaluation Used in 
Determining Your Compensation?"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A Yes 10 55.6 55.6
No 8 44.4 100.0

Class B Yes 7 25.0 25.0
No 21 75.0 100.0

Class C Yes 14 46.7 46.7
No 16 53.3 100.0

Class D Yes 7 24.1 24.1
No 22 75.9 100.0

Combined Yes 38 36.2 36.2
No 67 63.8 100.0

Item 12 on the questionnaire asked superintendents whether 

the i r  evaluation offered an opportunity for  se l f -appra isa l .  The 

majority of  Class A and Class C superintendents responded a f f i rm a t ive ly  

compared to negative responses from Class B and Class D superintendents 

(see Table 12) .  The composite response indicated 56.7 percent of  a l l  

respondents were provided an opportunity for  se l f -appra isa l ;  however, 

much of that response was a t t r ibu ted  to the a ff i rmative  responses from 

Class C superintendents (72 .4 percent) .
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TABLE 12

Responses to the Question, "Does Your Evaluation Offer  
an Opportunity for  Self-Appraisal?"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A Yes 11 61.1 61.1
No 7 38.9 100.0

Class B Yes 13 46.4 46.4
No 15 53.6 100.0

Class C Yes 21 72.4 72.4
No 8 27.6 100.0

Class D Yes 14 48.3 48.3
No 15 51.7 100.0

Combined Yes 59 56.7 56.7
No 45 43.3 100.0

Item 13 asked, "Does your board evaluate your performance in ­

formally?" Data from the question re la t ing  to the informal evaluation  

of the superintendent's performance are displayed in Table 13. Re­

spondents were asked to supply a yes or no response. Over 62 percent 

of a l l  respondents indicated they were not informally evaluated.  F i f ty  

percent of  the Class A superintendents indicated they were informally  

evaluated compared to only 21.4 percent of  the Class B superintendents.  

The reader should use caution in drawing assumptions as the questionnaire  

was not designed to determine i f  superintendents were also evaluated 

formally i f  they marked an a f f i rmat ive  response. I f  respondents chose 

a "no" response, they were asked to provide an explanation.  Their
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comments can be found in Appendix E.

TABLE 13

Responses to the Question, "Does Your Board Evaluate 
Your Performance Informally?"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A Yes 9 50.0 50.0
No 9 50.0 100.0

Class B Yes 6 21.4 21.4
No 22 78.6 100.0

Class C Yes 12 42.9 42.9
No 16 57.1 100.0

Class D Yes 12 41.4 41.4
No 17 58.6 100.0

Combined Yes 39 37.9 37.9
No 64 62.1 100.0

Item 14 on the questionnaire asked the superintendents to 

indicate whether they favored an informal evaluation or a formal evalua­

tion of  th e i r  performance. An examination of Table 14 reveals that  

61.9 percent of a l l  respondents favored a formal assessment of  t h e i r  

performance. Superintendents from Classes A, B, and C concurred with  

the to ta l  group. Class D respondents, however, f e l t  an informal 

evaluation was as e f fe c t iv e  as a formal appraisal ,  as evidenced by 

the i r  55.2 percent a ff i rm at ive  response.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



89

TABLE 14

Responses to the Question, "In Your Opinion, Is an Informal 
Evaluation of  the Superintendent's Performance as E f fec t ive  

as a Formal Evaluation?"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A Yes 6 33.3 33.3
No 12 66.7 100.0

Class B Yes 9 32.1 32.1
No 19 67.9 100.0

Class C Yes 9 30.0 30.0
No 21 70.0 100.0

Class D Yes 16 55.2 55.2
No 13 44.8 100.0

Combined Yes 40 38.1 38.1
No 65 61.9 100.0

Att i tudes Toward Evaluating the Superintendent's Performance

Items 15-24 on the questionnaire s o l ic i te d  the respondents' 

att i tudes toward the performance evaluation of  the superintendent. On 

each item, the superintendents were asked to indicate whether they 

agreed or disagreed with the statement on a f iv e -p o in t  L iker t  scale 

as fol lows: (1) strongly agree; (2)  agree; (3) undecided; (4 )  d is ­

agree; and (5) strongly disagree.

The table numbers in th is  section correspond to the item 

numbers on the questionnaire.  Only group responses and percentages 

were shown for  nominal data. Tables F-l  through F-10 contain the
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responses and percentages by class of  school d i s t r i c t  and appear in 

Appendix F. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on 

each item to determine i f  s ig n i f ic an t  differences existed among the 

responses of superintendents from d i f fe re n t  classes of school d is ­

t r i c t s  .

Item 15 on the questionnaire asked the respondents to indicate  

whether there was a need to formally evaluate the superintendent.

A to ta l  of 85.7 percent of the reporting superintendents indicated  

they f e l t  that  formal evaluation was necessary. Only six of  the 

respondents gave a negative response--disagree or strongly disagree.

The responses on this item indicated a stronger commitment to the f o r ­

mal evaluation of the superintendent's performance than was expressed 

when answering question 14, "In your opinion,  is an informal evaluation  

of the superintendent's performance as e f fe c t iv e  as a formal evalua­

tion?" (see Table 14).

A one-way ANOVA was conducted on Item 15 to determine i f  a 

s ig n i f ic a n t  difference existed among the four classes of school 

d i s t r i c t s  concerning the need to formally evaluate the superintendent.  

The resul ts  of  this analysis are shown in Table 15. No s ig n i f ic a n t  

dif ference existed among the responses of superintendents from d i f ­

ferent classes of school d is t r i c ts  concerning the need to formally  

evaluate the superintendent, F (3,101)  = .75,  p > .01.

Item 16 on the questionnaire stated,  "A formal evaluation is 

not necessary but an informal evaluation is . "  As indicated in Table 16,
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TABLE 15

Responses and ANOVA to the Statement, "There Is a Defin i te  Need 
to Formally Evaluate the Superintendent"

Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Strongly agree 57 54.3 54.3

Agree 33 31.4 85.7

Undecided 8 7.6 93.3

Disagree 5 4.8 98.1

Strongly disagree 1 1.9 100.0

Total 104

Source df ss ms F P

Between groups 3 2.03 .68 .75 .52

Within groups 101 90.60 .90

Total 104 92.63

over three- fourths of those responding chose one of the disagree responses 

which corresponds with the data presented in Table 14. Twenty percent 

of those responding agreed with the statement. As shown in Table F-2 

(see Appendix F) ,  Class D superintendents gave the strongest approval 

to the statement as 34.5 percent indicated agreement, while only 6.7 

percent of  the Class C superintendents indicated agreement. Ninety 

percent of  the l a t t e r  group voiced disapproval of  the statement.
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TABLE 16

Responses and ANOVA to the Statement, "A Formal Evaluation Is Not 
Necessary but an Informal Evaluation Is"

Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Strongly agree 8 7.6 7.6

Agree 13 12.4 20.0

Undecided 5

00 24.8

Disagree 40 38.1 62.9

Strongly disagree 39 37.1 100.0

Total 105

Source df ss ms F P

Between groups 3 14.51 4.84 3.23 .03

Within groups 101 151.05 1.50

Total 104 165.56

To determine i f  a s ig n i f ica n t  di f ference existed among the 

four classes of  schools concerning whether informal evaluation was 

f e l t  to be necessary and formal evaluation not necessary, a one-way 

ANOVA was conducted on Item 16. No s ig n i f ic a n t  di f ference was found 

among the four classes of schools, F (3,101) = 3.23,  p > .01.
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The respondents' a tt i tudes  toward keeping the results of the 

performance evaluation of  the superintendent within the confines of the 

board were examined by the responses to Item 17. As shown in Table 

17, 87.6 percent of the superintendents agreed the results of the 

evaluation should remain wi th in  the confines of the board of education.

TABLE 17

Responses and ANOVA to the Statement, "The Results of the 
Superintendent's Evaluation Should Remain with in  the 

Confines of the Board of  Education"

Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Strongly agree 63 60.0 60.0

Agree 29 27.6 87.6

Undecided 3 2.9 90.5

Disagree 8 7.6 98.1

Strongly disagree 2 1.9 100.0

Total 105

Source df ss ms F P

Between groups 3 4.99 1.66 1.73 .17

Within groups 101 97.26 .96

Total 104 102.25
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A one-way ANOVA was used to te s t  the responses to Item 17 in 

order to determine i f  a s ig n i f ic a n t  di f ference existed among the four 

classes of superintendents concerning whether the results of the super­

intendent 's evaluation should remain within the confines of  the board 

of education. The ANOVA data are presented in Table 17. No s ig n i f ­

icant di f ference was found among the responses of the superintendents 

of the four class d i s t r i c t s ,  F (3,101) = 1.73 ,  p > .01.

Responses of the superintendents to Item 18 on the question­

naire revealed that 95.2 percent o f  the respondents agreed the primary 

purpose of superintendent evaluation was fo r  the improvement of per­

formance. Only 4 of  the 105 respondents disagreed with the statement 

(see Table 18).

An ANOVA was used to te s t  Item 18; no s ig n i f ica n t  di f ference  

was found among the four classes of  superintendents to the statement,  

"The primary purpose for  evaluating the superintendent is to improve 

performance" (see Table 18) ,  F (3,101) = 1.12 ,  p > .01.

Item 19 stated,  "The input of individuals or groups, in addi­

t ion to the board, is essential  to the e f fe c t iv e  evaluation of the 

superintendent." As shown in Table F-5 (Appendix F) ,  55.6 percent of 

the Class A respondents agreed with the statement while 60.7 percent of  

the Class B respondents indicated disagreement. When the four classes 

of superintendents were combined, an equal number of respondents (32) 

indicated agreement and disagreement.

The results of the one-way ANOVA are displayed in Table 19. No 

s ig n i f ican t  di f ference existed among the responses of the respondents 

from the four classes of schools to the statement concerning the input
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TABLE 18

Responses and ANOVA to the Statement, "The Primary Purpose 
for Evaluating the Superintendent Is to 

Improve Performance"

Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Strongly agree 66 62.9 62.9

Agree 34 32.3 95.2

Undecided 1 1.0 96.2

Disagree 4 3.8 100.0

Strongly disagree 0 0.0 100.0

Total 105

Source df ss ms F P

Between groups 3 1.69 .56 1.12 .34

Within groups 101 50.37 .50

Total 104 52.06
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TABLE 19

Responses and ANOVA to the Statement, "The Input of Individuals  
in Addition to the Board of Education Is Essential 

in the Evaluation of the Superintendent"

Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Strongly agree 8 7.6 7.6

Agree 32 30.5 38.1

Undecided 13 12.4 50.5

Disagree 32 30.5 81.0

Strongly disagree 20 19.0 100.0

Total 105

Source df ss ms F P

Between groups 3 5.40 1.80 1.10 .35

Within groups 101 165.11 1.63

Total 104 170.51

of individuals or groups, in addition to the board, in the e f fec t ive  

evaluation of the superintendent,  F (3,101) = 1 .10,  p > .01.

Item 20 was designed to ascertain the at t i tudes of the re ­

spondents concerning the complexity of functions of  the superintendent 

and th e i r  e f fe c t  on assessing the superintendent's performance. The 

combined responses of the respondents (see Table F-6,  Appendix F)
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indicated they f e l t  i t  was d i f f i c u l t  to accurately evaluate the super­

intendent 's performance. Respondents from la rg er  d is t r i c t s  were more 

l i k e l y  to disagree with the statement, ranging from 50.0 percent 

disagreement for  Class A schools to 17.2 percent disagreement for  

Class D schools (see Table F-6,  Appendix F) .

The results of  a one-way ANOVA, which was conducted to deter­

mine i f  a s ig n i f ica n t  di f ference existed among the four classes of  

school d is t r i c ts  concerning the complexity of  the superintendents'  

functions and the effects  on th e i r  eva luation,  are shown in Table 20. 

No s ig n i f ic a n t  dif ference was found among the superintendents from the 

four classes of school d i s t r i c t s ,  F (3,101) = 1.41 ,  p > .01.

Superintendents were asked to respond to the statement in 

Item 21, "Boards of education do not have adequate information a v a i l ­

able to formally evaluate the superintendent." As shown in Table 21, 

over 57 percent of the respondents disagreed with the statement,  

ind ica ting  there was adequate information ava i lab le  to assess the 

superintendent's performance. Only Class D superintendents 

(51.7 percent) agreed that boards did not have adequate information 

to evaluate the superintendent (see Table F-7,  Appendix F).

A one-way ANOVA was conducted on Item 21 to determine whether 

a s ig n i f ic a n t  di f ference existed among the four classes of school 

d is t r i c t s  concerning whether the board had adequate information to 

formal ly evaluate the superintendent. No s ig n i f ic a n t  d if fe rence was 

found, F (3,101) = 1.46, p > .01.
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TABLE 20

Responses and ANOVA to the Statement, "The Number and 
Complexity of  the Superintendent's Duties Makes 

i t  D i f f i c u l t  to Evaluate Performance"

Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Strongly agree 26 24.8 24.8

Agree 41 39.0 63.8

Undecided 6 5.7 69.5

Disagree 28 26.7 96.2

Strongly disagree 4 3.8 100.0

Total 105

Source df ss ms F P

Between groups 3 6.35 2.12 1.41 .24

Within groups 101 151.71 1.50

Total 104 158.06
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TABLE 21

Responses and ANOVA to the Statement, "Boards of  Education 
Do Not Have Adequate Information to Formally 

Evaluate the Superintendent"

Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Strongly agree 11 10.5 10.5

Agree 24 22.9 33.4

Undecided 10 9.5 42.9

Disagree 49 46.6 89.5

Strongly disagree 11 10.5 100.0

Total 105

Source df ss ms F P

Between groups 3 6.44 2.15 1.46 .23

Within groups 101 148.61 1.47

Total 104 155.05

Item 22 asked i f  the results of the superintendent's evalua­

tion should be released to teachers, other administra tors ,  and the 

public.  As shown in Table 22, 85.7 percent of  those responding f e l t  

the superintendent's evaluation should not be released to teachers,  

administrators,  and the public.  Only eight respondents (7 .6  percent) 

agreed the results  should be released to the above groups. No
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discrepancies were found when the results of  Item 22 were compared with 

the f indings of a s im i la r  question concerning whether the superintendent's 

evaluation should remain within the confines of the board of education 

(see Table 17).

TABLE 22

Responses and ANOVA to the Statement, "The Results of  the 
Superintendent's Evaluation Should be Released to the 

Teachers, Other Administrators,  and the Public"

Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Strongly agree 0 0.0 0.0

Agree 8 7.6 7.6

Undecided 7 6.7 14.3

Disagree 34 32.4 46.7

Strongly disagree 56 53.3 100.0

Total 105

Source df ss ms F P

Between groups 3 1.00 .33 .40 .75

Within groups 101 83.63 .83

Total 104 84.63
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The results of a one-way ANOVA used to tes t  Item 22 are shown 

in Table 22. No s ign i f icant  di f ference was found among the four  

classes of  school d is t r ic ts  concerning the respondents' perceptions 

about releasing the suDerintendent's evaluation to persons or groups 

other than the board of education, F (3,101) = .40, p > .01.

Item 23 presented the statement, "The board of  education should 

be the only evaluators of  the performance of the superintendent." As 

shown in Table 23, 64.8 percent of  the respondents indicated agree­

ment with the statement. Class A superintendents gave the strongest 

support to the statement as indicated by t h e i r  88.9 percent agreement 

(see Table F-9 ,  Appendix F).

A one-way ANOVA was used to tes t  Item 23 to determine i f  a 

s ig n i f ic a n t  di f ference existed among the respondents' perceptions in 

the four classes of  school d is t r i c ts  concerning the board of  education 

being the only evaluators of the superintendent's performance. No 

s ig n i f ic a n t  di f ference was found, F (3,101) = 1.99,  p > .01.

In responding to Item 24 which stated,  "The primary purpose for  

evaluating the performance of the superintendent is to provide informa­

t ion needed to rehire  or dismiss the superintendent," a large majori ty  

of the respondents disagreed with the statement. The data presented in 

Table 24 show 84.8 percent of the respondents disagreed or strongly d is ­

agreed, while only 12.4 percent of the respondents agreed or strongly 

agreed.

A one-way ANOVA was used to test  Item 24 to determine whether 

a s ig n i f ic a n t  dif ference existed among the perceptions of  the respondents
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TABLE 23

Responses and ANOVA to the Statement, "The Board of Education Should 
be the Only Evaluators o f  the Performance 

of the Superintendent"

Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Strongly agree 31 29.5 29.5

Agree 37 35.3 64.8

Undecided 10 9.5 74.3

Disagree 22 21.0 95.3

Strongly disagree 5 4.7 100.0

Total 105

Response df ss ms F P

Between groups 3 8.96 2.99 1.99 1.12

Within groups 101 151.28 1.50

Total 104 160.24
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TABLE 24

Responses and ANOVA to the Statement, "The Primary 
Purpose for  Evaluating the Superintendent Is 

to Rehire or Dismiss Him or Her"

Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Strongly agree 6 5.7 5.7

Agree 7 6.7 12.4

Undecided 3 2.8 15.2

Di sagree 45 42.9 58.1

Strongly disagree 44 41.9 100.0

Total 105

Source df ss ms F P

Between groups 3 2.70 .90 .73 .54

Within groups 101 125.53 1.24

Total 104 128.23

in the four classes whether the primary purpose for  evaluating the 

superintendent was to provide information needed to reh ire  or dismiss 

him or her. No s ig n i f ican t  di f ference was found, F (3,101) = .73,

p > .01.
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Items 25-32 on the questionnaire were designed to glean the 

opinions of the respondents as to which persons or groups of persons 

should be d i re c t ly  or formally involved in the evaluation process of  the 

superintendent. The perceptions of  the responding superintendents 

concerning who should be involved in the evaluation of  the superintendent 

are presented in Table 25.

Nearly 100 percent of  the respondents indicated board members 

should be d i re c t ly  or formally involved in the evaluation of  the super­

intendent. Only two of the 105 respondents indicated they were opposed 

to board member involvement.

Two-thirds of the responding superintendents did not favor the 

involvement o f  the central  o f f ic e  personnel or bui lding principals in 

the evaluation of the superintendent's performance. Superintendents 

in each class d i s t r i c t  supported the consensus of the group; the 

lowest percentage in a l l  four classes of  school d is t r ic ts  was Class D 

superintendents (61 percent) .

Over three-fourths of  the respondents disapproved of teachers 

being involved in the evaluation of  the superintendent. As can be 

seen in Table 25, the larger the school d i s t r i c t ,  the more opposed 

superintendents were to the inclusion of teachers in the assessment 

of the superintendent's performance. Opposition ranged from 89 percent 

disapproval fo r  Class A superintendents to 72 percent disapproval for  

Class D superintendents.

The superintendents strongly opposed the inclusion of non­

c e r t i f i c a t e d  s t a f f  members in the evaluation of  the superintendent.
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TABLE 25

Direct or Formal Involvement o f  Individuals  in the Evaluation  
Process of  the Superintendent

Category Board of  
Education

Central Of f ice  
Personnel and 

Principals Teachers
N o n c e r t i f i ­
cated S ta f f Students

Parents/
Patrons

Outside
Consultants

No. :/
,0 No. 0 /

.0 No. % No. vV
iO No. 0 / 

/0 No. c.1 
,0 No. 0 /

;0

Class
Yes

A
18 100 5 28 2 11 1 6 0 0 0 0 1 6

No 0 0 13 72 16 89 17 94 18 100 18 100 17 94

Class
Yes

B
27 96 8 29 4 14 3 11 2 7 4 14 4 14

No 1 4 20 71 24 86 25 89 26 93 24 86 24 86

Class
Yes

C
30 100 11 37 7 23 5 17 2 7 7 23 1 3

No 0 0 19 63 23 77 25 83 28 93 23 77 29 97

Class
Yes

D
28 97 10 38 8 28 6 21 3 10 8 28 4 14

No 1 3 16 62 21 72 23 79 26 90 21 72 25 86

Combined
Yes 103 98 34 33 21 20 15 14 7 7 19 18 10 10
No 2 2 68 67 84 80 90 86 97 93 85 82 92 90

Ocn



106

Eighty-six percent o f  the respondents opposed the use of  noncert i f icated  

personnel in evaluating the superintendent's performance. Again, the 

larger  the d i s t r i c t ,  the less l i k e l y  the superintendents f e l t  the 

noncert i f icated s t a f f  should be involved. Opposition ranged from 94 

percent disapproval of Class A superintendents to 79 percent for  

Class D superintendents.

Ninety-three percent of  the respondents indicated no desire to 

involve students in the evaluation of  the superintendent's performance. 

Consistent with th e i r  fee l ings about teachers and noncert i f ica ted  

personnel, superintendents in larger  d i s t r i c t s  were less l i k e l y  to want 

students involved in th e i r  evaluation.  None of the responding Class A 

superintendents wanted student input and the other three classes of  

school d is t r i c ts  showed l imited support.

When asked about the d e s i r a b i l i t y  of involving parents in the 

superintendent's evaluation,  a l l  responding groups voiced strong d is ­

approval , as evidenced by only 18 of the to ta l  group giving approval .

Class A superintendents gave the strongest indication of not wanting 

parents to par t ic ipa te  in t h e i r  evaluation; none of the Class A 

superintendents gave approval. Class C and Class D superintendents 

gave mild approval to the use of parent comments, as 24 and 28 percent,  

respective ly ,  voiced approval

The use of  outside consultants met with strong disapproval by 

the respondents. Ninety percent of  a l l  respondents rejected the use of  

outside consultants in the assessment of the superintendent's performance.
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Superintendents from Class C (three percent) and Class A (s ix  percent) 

gave the use of  consultants the least support. Fourteen percent of the 

Class B and Class C superintendents supported the concept.

P r io r i t y  Areas of  Responsibi l i t ies/Functions  
of the Superintendent of  Schools

In order to establ ish the most important areas of  resp o n s ib i l i ty  

on which the superintendent should be evaluated,  the respondents were 

asked to rank order the fol lowing areas of  re spons ib i l i t ie s  (1 being 

the most important and 9 being the least important).  Listed in the 

order in which they appeared on the questionnaire, these re sp o n s ib i l i t ie s  

were:

1. School board operations

2. Personnel /staf f  relat ionships

3. Budget/business

4. Community rela t ionships

5. Personal q ua l i t ie s

6. Plant/support operations

7. Pupil relat ionships

8. Curriculum/instruction

9. Board/superintendent relat ionships

The f in a l  rankings were a resu l t  of the use of  the scores that

occurred with greatest frequency (the modes). The r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s ,  

ranked in p r i o r i t y  order from 1 through 9 by the superintendents,  are 

shown in Table 26. Rankings for  each class of school d i s t r i c t  and the
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composite rankings are shown.

TABLE 26

Responses to the Question, "Which Items Do You Consider to 
be the Most Important in Evaluating the Performance 

of the Superintendent?"

Category
School
A

1 D is t r i c t  
B C

Class
D Combined

Board operations 2 2 5 1 2

Personnel /staf f 5 5 1 2 5

Budget/business 6 6 6 1 6

Community re lat ions 4 5 3 5 4

Personal qua l i t ies 7 4 4 1 4

Plant operations 8 8 9 9 9

Pupil relat ionships 9 9 9 6 9

Curriculum/instruction 6 7 8 7 7

Board/superintendent rela t ionships 1 1 1 1 1

There was l i t t l e  discrepancy in the bottom fou r  ranked

re sp o n s ib i l i t ie s .  Plant/support operations and pupil relat ionships

were ranked ninth; however, Class D superin tendents ranked the l a t t e r

responsib i l i ty  s ix th .  Curriculum/instruction was ranked seventh and 

budget/business was ranked sixth by the combined responses from 

superintendents. Again, Class D superintendents were not in agreement 

with the rest of the superintendents as they ranked the l a t t e r  item f i r s t .
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The personnel /staf f  function had a combined ranking of  

f i f t h  although Class C and Class D superintendents ranked th is  item 

f i r s t  and second, respective ly .  Community relat ions and personal 

qual i t ies  were ranked fourth .  There was l i t t l e  disagreement among the 

groups on community re la t ions  but there was a large variance in the 

respondents' rankings of the importance of personal q u a l i t ie s .  Class 

A superintendents ranked th is  item seventh; Class B and Class C superin­

tendents ranked the item fourth;  and Class D superintendents ranked 

personal q ua l i t ies  f i r s t .  A lack of information prevents an explanation  

of the wide range of the superintendents' rankings of personal q u a l i t ie s .

Board operations was ranked as the second most important re ­

spons ib i l i ty  of the superintendent. Class C superintendents ranked this  

item f i f t h  and Class D superintendents ranked board operations f i r s t .

Al l four classes of superintendents agreed that the board/superintendent  

re lat ionship was the most important responsib i l i ty  of the superintendent.

No explanation was apparent for the differences in these 

rankings. There were a number of comments to the e f fe c t  tha t ranking 

the nine respons ib i l i t ies / func t ions  of the superintendent was extremely 

d i f f i c u l t  because a l l  items were considered important. Appendix E 

contains the comments made by the respondents when ranking Items 33-41.

Groups or Individuals  Involved in the Evaluation 
of the Superintendent's Performance

Items 42-49 on the questionnaire were designed to obtain the 

respondents' opinions about which people or groups of people should be
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involved in the evaluation of the superintendent. A yes or no response 

was requested for each item whether i t  should be used and i f  i t  actual ly  

was used. A chi-square tes t  was applied to each item in this  section 

to determine i f  a s ig n i f ic an t  re la t ionship  existed in how superintendents 

responded to each item. The responses and percentages by class of 

school d i s t r i c t  are shown in Tables 6-1 through G-7 (see Appendix G).

This information is not discussed but has been provided in the appendix 

for the reader's convenience.

A matrix is displayed in each table in th is  section which con­

tains the number of responses for  each c e l l .  Row and column to ta ls  are 

shown as well as the respective percentages.

Item 42 on the questionnaire pertained to the use of other board 

members' remarks in the evaluation of the superintendent.  A tota l  of  

78.6 percent o f  the respondents indicated they f e l t  other board members' 

remarks should be used and actual ly  were used in the superintendent's 

evaluation (see Table 27) .  Thirteen respondents indicated other board 

members' remarks should not be used but ac tua l ly  were, and seven 

respondents indicated other board members' remarks were not used and 

should not be used.

Applicat ion of the chi-square s t a t i s t i c  revealed a s ign i f icant  

re lat ionship existed in how superintendents from the four d i f fe re n t  

classes of  school d is t r i c t s  responded to whether other board members' 

remarks should be used and i f  they actua l ly  were used in evaluating 

the superintendent,  x2 0 >  N=98) = 24.14,  p < .01.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



I l l

TABLE 27

C h i-S qu are  T e s t  f o r  the  Use o f  O the r  Board Members'
Remarks in  th e  E v a lu a t io n  o f  th e  S u p e r in te n d e n t

Should Be Used

Actual ly Used

Yes No Row Total

Yes 77 1 78
78.6 1.0 79.6

No 13 7 20
13.2 7.2 20.4

90 8 98
Total 91.8 8.2 100.0

X 2 (1,  N=98) = 24.14,  p  < .01

Whether central  o f f i c e  administrators or bui lding principal  

comments should be used in the performance evaluation of  the super­

intendent was asked of respondents in Item 43. The data,  as presented 

in Table 28, show that 53.2 percent of  the respondents f e l t  principal  

and central  o f f ic e  administrators'  comments should be used and 

actual ly  were used. To the contrary,  26.6 percent of  those responding 

indicated principal  and central  o f f ic e  administrators'  remarks were 

not used and should not be.

A chi-square tes t  was applied to determine i f  a s ig n i f ic a n t  

re lat ionship existed in how superintendents responded to whether the 

remarks of  central  o f f ic e  administrators and bui lding pr inc ipa ls  should
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be used and whether they actual ly  were used in evaluating the super­

intendent.  A s ig n i f ican t  re la t ionship  existed in how superintendents 

from the four classes of  school d is t r i c t s  responded, x2 (1,  N=94) =

31.78,  p < .01.

TABLE 28

Chi-Square Test fo r the Use of Central Off ice Administrator  
or Building Principal Comments in the Evaluation 

of the Superintendent

Actual ly Used

Yes No Row Total

Yes 50 5 55

Should Be Used

53.2 5.3 58.5

No 14 25 39
14.9 26.6 41.5

Column Total 64 30 94

X 2 (1 ,  N=94) = 31.78,  p  < .01

68.1 31.9 100.0

The use of teacher comments in the evaluation of the super­

intendent was the question posed in Item 44. As shown in Table 29,

42 of the respondents indicated teacher comments were used and should 

be used in the superintendent's evaluation compared to 31 respondents 

who f e l t  teacher comments were used but should not be. Twenty-two 

respondents f e l t  that comments of  teachers should not be used and 

were not used.
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The applicat ion of  a chi-square test  revealed a s ign if icant  

re la t ionship  existed in how superintendents from the four classes of 

school d i s t r i c t s  responded to whether teacher comments should be used in 

evaluating the superintendent and i f  they ac tua l ly  were used, x2 0 >  

N=97) = 17.64,  p < .01.

TABLE 29

Chi-Square Test for  the Use of  Teacher Comments in the 
Evaluation of the Superintendent

Actual ly Used

Yes No Row Total

Yes 42 2 44
43.3 2.1 45.4

Should Be Used

No 31 22 53
32.0 22.6 54.6

Column Total 73 24 97
75.3 24.7 100.0

x2 (1, N=97) = 17.64,  p < .01

Item 45 queried the superintendents concerning the remarks of 

noncert i f icated personnel in the performance evaluation of  the super­

intendent.  Data are presented in Table 30 which show there was prac­

t i c a l l y  an equal s p l i t  among those respondents who f e l t  noncert i f icated  

personnel remarks should be used and were used (32) and respondents who 

f e l t  they should not be used (34) .  One-fourth of  the superintendents
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f e l t  the remarks of  noncert i f icated personnel were used in the 

superintendent's evaluation but should not be.

Applicat ion of the chi-square s t a t i s t i c  revealed that a s ig n i f ­

icant re la t ionship  existed in how superintendents from the four d i f f e r ­

ent classes of  school d is t r i c ts  responded to whether the remarks of 

noncert i f icated personnel were actual ly  used in the evaluation of the 

superintendent and i f  they should be used, x2 0 >  N=96) = 17.33,

p < .01.

TABLE 30

Chi-Square Test fo r  the Use of Noncert i f icated Personnel 
Remarks in the Evaluation of the 

Superintendent of Schools

Actual ly Used

Yes No Row Total

Yes 32 6 38

Should Be Used 33.3 6.3 39.6

No 24 34 58
25.0 35.4 60.4

Column Total 56 40 96
58.3 41.7 100.0

X 2 (1,  N=96), = 17.33,  p  < .01
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The use of  student comments in the evaluation of  the super­

intendent was the question presented in Item 46. Data in Table 31 show 

the responses of the superintendents. Twenty-five percent of  the 

respondents indicated the use of  student comments should be used and 

were actual ly  used in the superintendent's evaluation.  On the contrary,  

47.9 percent of the respondents f e l t  student comments were not used 

and should not be used. Twenty respondents (20.9 percent) indicated 

they f e l t  student comments should not be used to evaluate the super­

intendent but in practice they were used. Six respondents indicated  

they f e l t  student comments should be used but were not.

TABLE 31

Chi-Square Test for the Use of Student Comments in the 
Evaluation of  the Superintendent of  Schools

Actual ly Used

Yes No Row Total

Yes 24 6 30

Should Be Used 25.0 6.2 31.2

No 20 46 66
20.9 47.9 68.8

Column Total 44 52 96
45.9 54.1 100.0

X 2 (1 ,  N=96) = 20.52,  p < .01
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The applicat ion of  a chi-square tes t  showed a s ig n i f ica n t  

re la t ionship existed in how superintendents from the four d i f fe re n t  

classes of school d is t r i c ts  responded whether student comments should 

be used in evaluating the superintendent's performance and i f  they 

actua l ly  were used, x2 = 0 *  N=96) = 20.52,  p < .01.

In Item 47, respondents were asked whether patron/parent com­

ments should be used in evaluating the superintendent’ s performance.

The data presented in Table 32 indicate that 48.9 percent of the re ­

spondents f e l t  parent/patron comments were used and should be used 

compared to 14.6 percent who f e l t  parent comments should not be used 

and were not used in the evaluation of the superintendent.  Thirty -three  

of those responding (34.4 percent) indicated parent comments should not 

be used but were used, while two respondents f e l t  parent comments should 

be used but were not.

The applicat ion of  a chi-square tes t  revealed a s ig n i f ican t  

re la t ionship  existed in how superintendents from the four d i f fe re n t  

classes of school d is t r i c t s  responded to whether parent comments should 

be used in evaluating the superintendent and i f  they actua l ly  were 

used, x2 (1 ,  N=96) = 11.41,  p < .01.

Item 48 asked respondents i f  outside consultants should be used 

in the evaluation of the superintendent.  As shown in Table 33, 70 

respondents (77.7 percent) indicated the use of  outside consultants 

should not be used and were not used in assessing the superintendent's  

performance, while only 2.2 percent of the respondents indicated they
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TABLE 32

C h i-S qu are  T e s t  f o r  th e  Use o f  P a t r o n /P a r e n t  Comments
in  the  E v a lu a t io n  o f  the S u p e r in te n d e n t  o f  Schools

Actual ly Used

Yes No Row Total

Yes 47 2 49

Should Be Used 48.9 2.1 51.0

No 33 14 47
34.4 14.6 49.0

Column Total 80 16 96
83.3 16.7 100.0

X 2 (1 ,  N=96) = 11.41,  p  < .01.

should be used and were used. Fi f teen superintendents f e l t  outside 

consultants should be used but in pract ice were not.

In determining i f  a s ig n i f ic an t  re la t ionship existed in how 

superintendents from d i f fe r e n t  classes responded to whether outside 

consultants should be used and i f  they actua l ly  were used, a chi-  

square tes t  was applied.  The results of  the test  revealed no s ig n i f ­

icant re la t ionship  existed in how superintendents from the four 

d i f fe r e n t  classes of school d is t r ic ts  responded, x2 0 »  N=90) = 1.54,  

p > .01.

Item 49 on the questionnaire asked the respondents to specify 

other sources which should be used and actual ly  were used in the 

evaluation of the superintendent. No analysis of the data was attempted
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TABLE 33

Chi-Square T est  f o r  th e  Use o f  O u ts id e  C on su ltan ts  in
the E v a lu a t io n  o f  th e  S u p e r in te n d e n t  o f  Schools

Actual ly Used

Yes No Row Total

Yes 2 15 17

Should Be Used 2.2 16.7 18.9

No 3 70 73
3.4 77.7 81.1

Column Total 5 85 90
5.6 94.4 100.0

x2 (1 ,  N=90) = 1.54 ,  p > .01.

as only nine superintendents responded to the question. Comments 

pertaining to this question may be found in Appendix E.

In Item 50, respondents were asked to id e n t i fy  what specif ic  

information or evidence they f e l t  would be useful to the board of 

education in evaluating the superintendent's performance. Numerous 

comments were supplied with the majori ty focusing on four areas as 

follows: (1) job descriptions; (2)  clearer standards of performance;

(3) evaluation based on objectives; and (4) mutually established goals.

Fourteen comments focused on the establishment of mutual 

goals and nine respondents said tha t clearer standards of performance 

needed to be implemented. Ten respondents id e n t i f i e d  job descriptions 

for  the superintendent and six comments were made re la t ing  to an

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



objectives approach. Comments supporting these questions and 

other comments may be found in Appendix E.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, AND CONCLUSIONS

The material in th is  chapter is  presented in f i v e  sections:

(1)  restatement of  the problem; (2) summary of  the l i t e r a t u r e ;  (3) re ­

view of the procedures; (4) summary of  the f indings; and (5) conclusions 

and recommendations.

Restatement of the Problem

The purpose of this  study was to investigate  the perceptions 

and practices of the evaluation process of  school superintendents in 

Nebraska as viewed by them. More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  the objectives of  the 

study were to: (1) id e n t i fy  the present practices used by Nebraska

school d i s t r i c t s  in the assessment of the performance of the superin­

tendent of  schools; (2) assess the current a tt i tudes of  superintendents 

toward the formal evaluation of the superintendent’ s performance;

(3) review the purposes of superintendent evaluation; (4 )  examine the 

role and re la t ionship  of  the board of education and the superintendent 

in the evaluation process; and (5) id e n t i fy  the procedures, f r e ­

quencies, and methods used in the evaluation of  the superintendent.

Summary of the L i te rature

According to the l i t e r a t u r e  reviewed, the select ion of the 

superintendent is the most c r i t i c a l  decision a school board has to make;
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i t s  second most important decision is determining how to evaluate 

that person. The l i t e r a t u r e  revealed l i t t l e  agreement among educators 

and school board members regarding the process fo r  evaluating the 

school's ch ie f  executive o f f ic e r .

Id e n t i f i c a t io n  of the purposes fo r  evaluating the superintendent 

is extremely important because the purposes provide the direction and 

reason for  existence of additional  a c t i v i t i e s  in the evaluation pro­

cess. Superintendent evaluation is a purposeful a c t i v i t y  and should 

be designed and implemented according to the goals and objectives of  a 

school d i s t r i c t .

The fol lowing have been suggested in recent l i t e r a t u r e  as the 

purposes and goals of  an e ffec t ive  process for  superintendent evalua­

t ion: (1)  promote e f fe c t iv e  and e f f i c ie n t  attainment o f  organizat ional

goals; (2) ass ist  in personnel decisions; and (3) improve individual  

performance.

Many superintendents leave th e i r  posit ion because they f a i l  in 

th e i r  re la t ionships with the board of education. Formal evaluation  

should provide superintendents with the necessary information to im­

prove t h e i r  performance and, u l t imate ly ,  to enhance achievement of  

the school d i s t r i c t ' s  goals.

The interdependence between the board of  education and the 

superintendent was stressed in the l i t e r a t u r e .  One of the most 

d i f f i c u l t  of  the shared responsib i l i t ies  of superintendents and boards 

of education is evaluation.  Evaluation of  the superintendent is
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imperative,  and school boards must be able to appraise the superintendent 

in an e f f i c i e n t  and e f fec t ive  manner.

I t  is general ly agreed that the most important factor  related  

to a superintendent's effectiveness is the re la t ionship  between the 

school board and the superintendent. This re la t ionship  is necessary 

and essential i f  the superintendent is to carry out the pol icies of the 

school d i s t r i c t  and the school board is to develop an adequate evalua­

t ion program for the superintendent. Mutual t ru s t  is one of  the most, 

i f  not the most, important factors forming the re lat ionship between 

the superintendent and school board members.

The review of l i te ra tu re  revealed that a number of d i f f e re n t  

techniques were used to evaluate the performance of the superintendent.  

The four most common were management-by-objectives (MBO), checkl is ts ,  

rat ing scales, and open narrat ive  statements. Determining the c r i t e r i a  

for evaluation of  the superintendent has been a continuing concern for  

school boards.

The l i t e r a t u r e  also suggested that  superintendent evaluation  

consisted of  two broad components: a d e f in i t io n  of desired outcomes

and a method of assessing the degree to which the outcomes were achieved. 

Researchers studying the evaluation of  the superintendent advocated 

formal, structured procedures which c le a r l y  defined desired outcomes 

and used a method of measuring achievement that was well-known by 

a l l  involved. Informal systems of the past have been blamed for  much 

internal  destruction and disarray.  Informal approaches, although 

s t i l l  in use, have given way to structured,  planned evaluation systems.
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Review of the Procedures

The i n i t i a l  phase of  this study involved a careful  review of 

the l i t e r a t u r e .  This included an examination of textbooks, b u l le t in s ,  

monographs, and disserta t ions  containing information about the per­

formance evaluation of  the school superintendent.

Following the review of l i t e r a t u r e ,  the questionnaire u t i l i z e d  

for a doctoral d isser ta t ion  wr it ten by Jess (1981) was obtained and 

revised to meet the needs of this research pro ject .  The revised 

instrument was f i e l d  tested using 12 superintendents in Nebraska-- 

three each from Class A, B, C, and D school d i s t r i c t s .  The f ina l  

questionnaire was wr i t ten  incorporating the suggestions of  the 

ju ry  members.

The population from which the survey sample was drawn i n ­

cluded a l l  Class A superintendents and 31 randomly selected super­

intendents each from Class B, C, and D school d i s t r i c t s ,  fo r  a 

total  of  111 possible respondents. The questionnaire and an appro­

pr iate  cover l e t t e r  were mailed to the selected superintendents on 

October 21, 1987. Respondents were given 15 days to return a com­

pleted questionnaire.

By October 30, 1987, 94.59 percent of  those surveyed had 

returned a completed questionnaire.  This return was determined to 

be an acceptable response, and the results  were tabulated and pro­

cessed by the Nebraska Evaluation and Research Center (NEAR) at  the
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University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Descript ive s t a t is t ic s  were used to 

analyze and report the data gleaned from Parts I ,  I I ,  and IV of  the 

survey instrument. A one-way ANOVA was used to analyze and report  

the data in Part I I I  of  the questionnaire,  and a chi-square te s t  

was used to analyze and report the data in Part V of the instrument.

Summary of  the Findings

Demographic Data

1. The questionnaire was mailed to 111 superintendents and 

over 94 percent of the questionnaires were returned.

2. Nearly one-third of  the superintendents had been in

th e i r  present position 10 or more years,  23 percent for  f ive  tc nine

years, 26 percent for  three or four years,  and 17 percent for  two 

years or less.  S l ig h t ly  over 57 percent of the Class B superintendents 

had been in th e i r  present posit ion 10 or more years.

Procedures Used to Evaluate the Superintendent

3. Over 88 percent of  the superintendents reported t h e i r  

boards of education formally evaluated t h e i r  performance.

4. A job descript ion was used as a basis for  evaluation for  

29 percent of the superintendents who indicated they were formally  

evaluated; 34 percent of  the superintendents were evaluated by using 

a combination of  a job descript ion and other c r i t e r i a .

5. Seventy-one percent of  the superintendents received t h e i r  

evaluation in a combination o r a l - w r i t t e n  report.
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6. Nearly 79 percent of the respondents indicated the i r  

evaluation was presented to them and discussed in executive session. 

Only four percent were provided feedback in an open session of the 

board of  education.

7. Almost 80 percent of the superintendents reported they 

were formally evaluated once a year,  and 17 percent indicated they were 

evaluated twice a year.  Only three of  the 94 respondents indicated 

they were evaluated less than once a year.

8. Over 83 percent of the respondents in Class C schools 

indicated th e i r  school d i s t r i c t  had a wr i t ten  pol icy on the evaluation  

of the superintendent.  The combined responses of superintendents from 

a l l  four classes indicated that 69.5 percent of the d i s t r i c t s  had such 

a pol icy .

9. S ix t y - f i v e  percent of the superintendents indicated t h e i r  

d is t r i c t s  had a wr i t ten  board pol icy on the evaluation of  adminis­

tra tors  other than the superintendent.

10. More than 91 percent of the superintendents reported 

th e i r  boards of education had a pol icy on the evaluation of teachers.

11. Only 36.2 percent of the superintendents reported t h e i r  

evaluation was used in determining t h e i r  compensation.

12. Over 56 percent of the superintendents indicated th e i r  

evaluation offered an opportunity for  s e l f - a p p ra is a l .

13. Nearly 38 percent of the respondents indicated they were 

informally  evaluated by t h e i r  board in addition to the formal 

evaluation.
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14. A majori ty of  Class D superintendents (55.2 percent) 

reported that an informal evaluation,  in t h e i r  opinion,  was as 

e f fec t ive  as a formal evaluation.  The combined responses indicated 

tha t  only 38.1 percent of the respondents concurred that an informal 

evaluation was as e f fec t ive .

Att i tudes Toward Evaluating the 
Superintendent's Performance

15. No s ig n i f ican t  d if fe rence  existed in the responses of  

the superintendents from the d i f f e r e n t  classes concerning whether 

or not there was a need to formally evaluate the superintendent,

F (3,101) = .75,  p > .01.

16. No s ign i f icant  di f ference was found among the four 

classes of schools as to a formal evaluation not being necessary 

and an informal evaluation being necessary, F (3,101) = 3.23 ,

p > .01.

17. No s ign i f icant  d if fe rence  existed among the four  

classes of schools concerning whether or not the results of the 

superintendent's evaluation should remain wi thin the confines of the 

board, F (3,101) = 1.73,  p > .01.

18. No s ign i f icant  di f fe rence existed among the four

classes of schools as to whether or not the primary purpose of 

evaluation was to improve the superintendent's performance, F (3,101) =

1.12,  p > .01.

19. No s ig n if icant  di f ference existed among the four

classes of schools when respondents were asked i f  the input of
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individuals in addition to the board was essential in the evaluation  

of the superintendent, F (3,101) = 1 .10,  p > .01.

20. No s ig n i f ican t  di f ference was found among the four  

classes of  schools concerning whether the number and complexity of the 

superintendents' duties made i t  d i f f i c u l t  to evaluate th e i r  performance, 

F (3,101) = 1.41,  p > .01.

21. No s ig n i f ic an t  dif ference existed among the four classes 

of schools when respondents were asked i f  the boards of  education

had adequate information to formally evaluate the superintendent,

F (3,101) = 1.46 ,  p > .01.

22. No s ig n i f ica n t  di f ference existed among the four classes 

of schools as to whether or not the results of  the superintendent's 

evaluation should be released to the teachers, other administrators,  

and the public,  F (3,101) = .40,  p > .01.

23. No s ig n i f ica n t  di f ference existed among the four classes 

of schools concerning whether the board should be the only evaluators 

of the performance of the superintendent, F (3,101) = 1.99 ,  p > .01.

24. No s ig n i f ica n t  di f ference existed among the four classes 

of schools concerning whether the primary purpose for  evaluating the 

superintendent was to rehire or dismiss him or her,  F (3,101) = .73,

p > .01

25. Nearly a l l  superintendents (98 percent) f e l t  the board 

of education should be d i rec t ly  involved in the evaluation of the 

superintendent.
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26. Two-thirds of  the respondents stated the principal  should 

not be involved in the evaluation of the superintendent.

27. Four - f i f ths  of the respondents f e l t  teachers should not 

be involved in the evaluation of the superintendent.

28. The use of n o n-ce r t i f ic a te d  personnel in the evaluation  

of the superintendent was rejected by 86 percent of the respondents.

29. Ninety-three percent of the respondents f e l t  students 

should not be d i re c t ly  or in d i r e c t l y  involved in the evaluation of 

the superintendent.

30. The involvement of patrons/parents in the evaluation of  the 

superintendent was rejected by 82 percent of the respondents.

31. More than 90 percent of  the respondents indicated outside 

consultants should not be used in the evaluation of  the superintendent's  

performance.

P r io r i t y  Areas of Responsibi l i t ies /Functions  
of the Superintendent of  Schools

32. The respondents were given nine major areas of  adminis­

t r a t i v e  responsib i l i ty  to p r i o r i t i z e ;  superintendents from a l l  four  

classes ranked them in s im i la r  but not identica l  order.

33. The board/superintendent re la t ionship  was ranked f i r s t ,  

and board operations was ranked second.

34. The items ranked with the lowest p r io r i t y  were plant  

operations and pupil re la t ionships .

35. The greatest d i f ference in rankings were personal qua l i t ies
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(ranked f i r s t  by Class D superintendents and seventh by Class A 

superintendents) and budget/business (ranked f i r s t  by Class D 

superintendents and sixth by Class A superintendents).

36. A s ig n i f ic an t  re la t ionship  existed in how superintendents 

from the four d i f fe re n t  classes of school d is t r i c t s  responded to whether 

other board members' remarks should be used and i f  they were actual ly  

used in evaluating the superintendent,  x2 N=98) = 24.14,  p < .01.

37. A s ig n i f ic an t  re la t ionship  existed in how superintendents 

from the four d i f fe r e n t  classes of school d is t r i c t s  responded to whether 

other administrators'  remarks should be used and i f  they actua l ly  were 

used in the evaluation of  the superintendent,  x2 0 >  N=94), 31.78,

p < .01.

38. A s ig n i f ican t  re la t ionship  existed in how superintendents 

from the four d i f fe re n t  classes of school d is t r i c t s  responded to 

whether teacher comments should be used in evaluating the superintendent 

and i f  they actual ly  were used, x2 0 >  N=97) = 17.64,  p < .01.

39. A s ig n i f ican t  re la t ionship  existed in how superintendents 

from the four d i f fe re n t  classes of school d is t r i c t s  responded to 

whether the remarks of noncert i f ica ted personnel were a c tu a l ly  used in 

the evaluation of the superintendent and i f  they should be used,

x2 (1 ,  N=96) = 17.33,  p < .01.

40. A s ig n i f ic an t  re la t ionship  existed in how superintendents 

from the four d i f fe re n t  classes of school d is t r i c t s  responded to 

whether student comments should be used in evaluating the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



130

superintendent's performance and i f  they a c tua l ly  were used, x2 (1>

N=96) = 20.52,  p < .01.

41. A s ig n i f ic an t  re lat ionship existed in how superintendents 

from the four d i f fe re n t  classes of school d is t r i c t s  responded to 

whether parent comments should be used in evaluating the superintendent 

and i f  they actua l ly  were used, x2 (1» N=96) = 11.41,  p < .01.

42. No s ig n i f ica n t  re lat ionship existed in how superintendents 

from the four d i f fe re n t  classes of school d is t r i c t s  responded to whether 

outside consultants should be used and i f  they actua l ly  were used in 

the evaluation of the superintendent, x2 0 >  N=90) = 1 .54 ,  p > .01.

Comments That Would be Useful to Boards of 
Education in Superintendent Evaluation

43. The majori ty of comments focused on four areas: (1)

job descript ions; (2) c learer  standards of performance; (3) evaluation  

based on object ives;  and (4)  mutually establ ished goals.

44. Although the comments about superintendent evaluation were

largely supportive of the process, some displeasure was apparent.

Those respondents voicing displeasure indicated they f e l t  the board of  

education was not equipped with the s k i l l s  necessary to adequately 

appraise the performance of the superintendent.

45. The use of a job descript ion and mutually establ ished goals

by the board of education and the superintendent in the evaluation

process were id e n t i f i e d  as essential  by respondents from a l l  four  

classes of  school d i s t r i c t s .
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Conclusions and Recommendations

The conclusions and recommendations of this study are based 

on the review of l i t e r a t u r e  in Chapter I I  and the findings in Chapter 

IV.

Conclusions

1. The selection of the superintendent was the most important 

task a school board had to perform and the evaluation of  him or her was 

i ts  second most important task.

2. The use of people other than the board of education in the 

evaluation of the school's ch ief  executive was not an accepted practice  

according to the superintendents included in this study.

3. There was no definable difference in the evaluation practices,  

procedures, and att i tudes of superintendents toward evaluation among

the four classes of school d is t r ic ts  in Nebraska.

4. Nebraska superintendents were more l i k e l y  to be formally  

evaluated than (as revealed in Chapter I I )  superintendents throughout 

the nation.

5. Due to the complexity of  the superintendent's posit ion,  

respondents perceived a detai led job descript ion was essential  to a 

successful evaluation of the superintendent.

6. School d is t r ic ts  in Nebraska were more l i k e l y  to have a 

dis tr ic t -adopted  pol icy for  the evaluation of  teachers than they were 

for the evaluation of the superintendent or other administrators.
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7. The respondents did not perceive that board members had 

the necessary understanding of evaluation methodology to evaluate 

t h e i r  performance.

8. According to the respondents in the study, the compensation 

of Nebraska's superintendents was not commonly based on th e i r  formal 

evaluation.

9. The basic methods by which superintendents were formally 

evaluated were quite varied.  A combination of  instruments was used 

to assess the superintendent's performance in most school d is t r ic ts  

surveyed in Nebraska.

10. There was no definable d if ference in the perceptions of  

the superintendents from the four classes of  Nebraska school d is t r i c t s  

concerning the p r io r i t i e s  of th e i r  re sp o n s ib i l i t ie s .

11. A re lat ionship existed among the respondents from the 

four classes of schools d i s t r i c t s  concerning whether people other than 

the board of education should be used in the superintendent's 

evaluation and i f  they were used.

12. Agreement did not ex is t  between superintendents and school 

board members regarding the process which should be used in the evalua­

tion of the school's chief  executive.  The philosophic approach used

in conducting the evaluation was perceived to be more important than 

the process.

13. There were no spec i f ic  p ract ices ,  procedures, and 

policies  needed to establ ish an e f fe c t iv e  evaluation program that  

were spec i f ic  to a l l  school d i s t r i c t s .
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14. The single most important factor  in the development of an 

adequate evaluation of  the superintendent was the presence of a good 

working re la t ionship between the superintendent of schools and the 

board of  education.

Recommendations

1. Endemic to the posit ion,  each local school d i s t r i c t  

should develop a pol icy statement governing the evaluation of  the 

superintendent.

2. The instrument used to evaluate the superintendent of  

schools should be: (a) ta i lo red  to the pol icy statement of the

d i s t r i c t ;  (b) developed lo c a l ly ;  (c) reviewed at  least annually;  

and (d) designed to r e f l e c t  the unique needs of the local school 

d i s t r i c t .

3. The superintendent of schools should be formally  evaluated 

at least once each school year ,  and the evaluation should be pre­

sented to the superintendent by the board of education in executive  

session.

4. Each school d i s t r i c t  must decide the purposes and goals 

for  evaluating the superintendent which should include,  but not be 

l imited to:  (a) the assistance in personnel decisions; (b) the 

promotion of e f fec t ive  and e f f i c i e n t  attainment of organizat ional  

goals; and (c) the improvement of the superintendent's performance.

5. The superintendent and the board of education should 

establ ish an annual t imeline for  the evaluation of the superintendent,
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noting when the process w i l l  commence, intermediate checks for  

progress, and dates for  summary reports.

6. The primary respons ib i l i ty  fo r  evaluation of  the 

superintendent's performance should rest with the board of  education 

and should be based on a wel l -defined job description for  the super­

intendent.

7. Both the survey findings and the l i t e r a t u r e  review indicated 

that  the involvement of  individuals or groups other than the board of 

education in the evaluation of the superintendent is discouraged.

8. State and national  professional education associations 

should develop viable workshops and conferences for  board members

that emphasize the importance of  developing board expert ise in the area 

of superintendent evaluation.

9. Further studies on the status of the superintendent's  

evaluation in Nebraska's public schools should be conducted within  

f iv e  years for  the purpose of ident i fy ing  trends and new evaluative  

methods, procedures, and po l ic ies .
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September 24, 1987

Dr. Larry Jess, Superintendent 
USD #352
1312 Main Street  
Goodland, KS 67735

Dear Dr. Jess:

I t  was good to v i s i t  with you on the telephone yesterday.  
Congratulations on your move to Goodland, Kansas. I t  should prove 
to be a posit ive career advancement for  you.

As I mentioned on the telephone, I am conducting a study on the 
evaluation pol icies and procedures of  school superintendents in the 
State of  Nebraska for  my doctoral d isser ta t ion .  The instrument you used 
in your doctoral d isserta t ion seems to address the issues I am 
examining in my study. I would g reat ly  appreciate your wri t ten per­
mission to rep l ica te  the questionnaire you used in your study, making 
minor revisions as necessary. My proposal meeting is scheduled for  
October 6, 1987. I would appreciate your w r i t ten  response by then 
i f  possible.

Thank you for  your assistance and best wishes in your educational  
pursuits.

Sincerely,

/ s /  Ed Johnson 

Ed Johnson
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UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 352
A D M I N I S T R A T I O N  O F F I C E  

B O X  SOt 

G O O D L A N D ,  K A N S A S  8 7 7 3 5

52
Larry L. Jess, Ph. D. 
Superintendent

Craig F. Campbell 
Assistant Superintendent

September 28, 1987

Mr. Ed Johnson, Superintendent 
Syracuse-Dunbar-Avoca Schools 
550 7th Street
Syracuse, Nebraska 68446-0520  

Dear Ed:

Your written request to use the instrument used in my dissertation is hereby granted. I 
trust that it will serve you well in your study.

Ed, I wish you the very best in completing your doctoral program. Believe me, it is 
worth the experience.

Sincerely,

Larry L. Jess, Ph.D. 
Superintendent of Schools

LLJ:bds
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October 8, 1987

Dear :

Thank you for agreeing to take the time to give your judgments 
on the enclosed survey instrument as per our telephone conversation.  
Included with this l e t t e r  is a copy of the survey instrument, a 
rat ing form, and a stamped return envelope. I am unable to proceed with  
my study unt i l  the rat ing form and instrument are returned. A prompt 
return of the rat ing form and the instrument w i l l  be great ly  appreciated.

Sincerely,

/ s /  Ed Johnson

Ed Johnson

Enclosures
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JURY MEMBER RATING FORM

PLEASE FEEL FREE TO MARK ANY CORRECTIONS, SUGGESTIONS, AND/OR REACTIONS 
ON THE ENCLOSED QUESTIONNAIRE.

1. The overa l l  format of  the instrument is appropriate.   Yes_____No

2. The var ie ty  with in  the instrument is appropriate.   Yes____ No

3. The introductory information is c lear .   Yes____ No

4. The di rections are c lear  and easy to fo l low.  Yes____ No

5. Questions and/or statements are well worded and
the meaning is c le a r .   Yes____ No

6. Questions and/or statements are appropriate fo r  the
problem.  Yes____ No

7. Are there questions and/or statements that you feel
should be deleted? (Please l i s t  item number below).  Yes____No

8. Are there questions and/or statements that you feel
should be added? ( I f  so, please indicate below.)  Yes____ No

9. Would you complete th is  instrument i f  you receive
i t?  I f  no, please expla in.   Yes____ No

10. Do you recommend the use of  the 8 1/2 X 11
instrument as presented?  Yes____ No
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Syracuse, Nebraska 
October 21, 1987

Public School

Dear :

As a doctoral candidate in Educational Administrat ion at the Uni­
vers ity  of Nebraska, I am conducting a study on superintendent evalua­
tions and att i tudes  toward the evaluation process held by superintendents 
in Nebraska. Enclosed you w i l l  f ind a questionnaire basic to the study.
All  Class A and randomly selected superintendents in Classes B, C, and 
D schools w i l l  be included in the study. I t  w i l l  be great ly  appreciated 
i f  you w i l l  take a few minutes and complete the questionnaire and return 
i t  in the enclosed, self-addressea,  rranked envelope by Friday,  November 6, 
1987.

The fol lowing statements are provided for your information in com­
pliance with establ ished research guidelines.  The purpose is to inform 
you of your r ights  in consenting to par t ic ipa te  in the research project  
and to protect your r ights as a human subject.

1. Your responses to this study are voluntary.  Your consent to 
par t ic ipa te  in this study is indicated by your response to this  
instrument. You need not answer any specif ic  question which 
you f ind  objectionable.

2. Anonymity o f  respondents w i l l  be maintained and the information  
you supply as an individual w i l l  be held as confident ia l  
information.  The data from individual  respondents w i l l  be 
grouped and treated s t a t i s t i c a l l y  for groups only; therefore ,  
i t  w i l l  be impossible to id e n t i fy  responses.

3. The code number found on the questionnaire is for  fol low-up  
purposes only in the event the orig inal  questionnaire is not 
returned.

4. Should you desire information on the results of  this study, you 
may request such information from the researcher.

I f  you have questions about th is  study, please fee l  free to contact 
me. My o f f ice  phone is 402-269-2381 and my home phone is 402-269-2195.  
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

/ s /  Ed Johnson 

Ed Johnson
Enclosures
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INSTRUCTIONS

1. Please answer a l l  quest ions,  unless you fe e l  a p a r t i c u l a r  i ten is 
not ap p l ic a b le  (NA) or is o b je c t io n a b le .

2.  The questions can be answered by marking an "X* i *  th e s p a c e  
provided.  Please se le c t  the one response that  best f i t s  your 
s i t u a t i o n ,  unless m u l t ip le  answers are a p p l ic a b le .

3. Feel f r e e  to w r i t e  any explanat ions or comments you may feel  
necessary on the back of the quest ionna ire  or in the margins.

PART I

1. C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of schoool d i s t r i c t
( 0 1  )_____ Class "A"
( 0 2  )_____ Class *B"
( 0 3  )_____ Class "C"
( 0 4  )_____ Class "D"

2.  Number of  years you have been in the present  system as 
superintendent
(0 1  ) _____ 0 - 2  years
( 0 2  ) _____3-4 years
( 0 3  )_____ 5 -9  years
( 0 3 )_____10 or more years

PART I I

3.  Does your board of educat ion fo rm a l ly  evalua te  your performance?
( 0 1  )_____ Yes
( 0 2  )_____ No
I f  no, proceed to Item 08.

4.  The c r i t e r i a  used by your board to f o r m a l ly  evaluate your 
performance is:
( 0 1  )_____ S p e c i f i c  goals mutual ly  set by board and superintendent
(0 2  ) _____ Job descr ip t io ns  formulated by the board and/or the

super i ntendent
( 0 3  ) _____ Other c r i t e r i a - r e f e r e n c e d  c h e c k l i s t ( s ) — Source?_________
(0 4  ) _____ Combination of  and ______  above
(0 5  ) _____ Other (please e x p l a i n ) __________________________________

5.  The formal eva lua t io n  is presented to you:
(0 1  ) _____ In w r i t t e n  form only
( 0 2  )_____ O r a l l y / v e r b a l  discussion
(0 3  ) _____Combination of both 1 and 2
( 0 4  )_____ None of the above ( e x p la in )

( over)
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6 . Your e v a lu a t io n  is  presented and discussed:
<Q1)_____In execut ive  session
( 0 2  ) _____In open session
<03)_____The e v a lu a t io n  is kept by the board and never presented to

or discussed w i th  me 
<04)_____Other (p lease exp la in )

7.  How o f ten  does your board present you w i th  an e va lu a t io n  of your 
performance?
( 0 1 ) _____Once a year
<02)_____Twice a year
( 0 3  )_____Three t imes a year
<04)_____Less than once a year

8.  Does your board of  educat ion have a w r i t t e n  board p o l ic y  r e l a t i n g  
to the e v a lu a t io n  of your performance?
( 0 1 ) _____Yes
<02)_____No

9 . Does your board of educat ion have a w r i t t e n  board p o l i c y  r e l a t i n g
to the e va lu a t io n  process of the performance of other
admi n i s t r a t o r s ?
<01)_____Yes
<02)_____No

10. Does your board of  educat ion have a w r i t t e n  board p o l ic y  r e l a t i n g
to the e v a lu a t io n  process for  the performance of teachers?
<01)_____Yes
<02)_____No

11. I s  your e v a lu a t io n  used in determining your compensation?
<01)_____Yes
<02)_____No

12. Does your e v a lu a t io n  o f f e r  an opp or tu n it y  f o r  s e l f - a p p r a i s a l ?
( 0 1 )____ Yes
<02)_____No

13. Does your board evaluate  your performance in fo rm a l ly ?  <uerbal ly  
on! y)
<01)_____Yes
<02)____ No
I f  yes,  please describe how your board e v a lu a te s  your performance.

14. In your op in io n ,  is  an informal e va lu a t io n  o f  the super in tendent 's  
performance as e f f e c t i v e  as a formal e v a lu a t io n ?
<01)_____Yes
<02)_____.No
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PART I I I

I n s t r u c t io n s

Please respond to the f o l lo w in g  items by in d ic a t i n g  how you f e e l ,  using 
the f o l l o w in g  s c a l e .  Please place an "X" in the parentheses < ) of your 
choice.

<01) ( ) SA— STRONGLY AGREE
<02) < ) A— AGREE
<03) < ) U— UNDECIDED
<04) < ) D— DISAGREE
<05) < ) SD— STRONGLY DISAGREE

15. There is a d e f i n i t e  need to f o rm a l ly  eva lu ate  the su per in tendent .
SA A U D SD

< ) < ) < ) < ) < )

16. A formal e v a lu a t io n  is not necessary but an informal  eva lu a t io n  of 
the super intendent  is d e s i ra b le .

SA A U D SD
< ) < ) < ) < ) < )

17. The r e s u l t s  of the performance eva lu a t io n  of the superintendent  
should remain w i t h i n  the conf ines of the board of  educat ion.

SA A U D SD
< ) < ) < ) < ) < )

18. The pr imary purpose f o r  eva lu at ing  the super in tendent  is to improve 
h is / h e r  performance on the job.

SA A U D SD
< ) < ) < ) < ) < )

19. The input of  in d iv id u a ls  or groups, in a d d i t io n  to the board, is 
esse n t ia l  to the e f f e c t i v e  eva lu a t io n  of  the super in tendent .

SA A U D SD
< )  < ) < ) < ) < )

20.  The number and complexi ty of the d u t ie s  performed by the 
super in tendent  makes i t  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  the board of educat ion to 
a c c u ra te ly  evaluate  h is /h e r  performance.

SA A U D SD
< )  < ) < ) < ) < )

21. Boards of educat ion do not have adequate in form at ion  a v a i l a b le  to 
f o r m a l ly  eva lu a te  the superintendent .

SA A U D SD
< )  < ) < ) < ) < )

<over)
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22.  The r e s u l t s  of the performance eva lu a t io n  of the superintendent  
should be released to the teachers ,  other  a d m in is t ra to rs  in the 
d i s t r i c t ,  and the pub l ic  by the board of educat ion.

SA A U D SD
( ) < ) < ) < ) < )

23. The board of educat ion should be the only ev a lu a to rs  of the 
performance of the super in tendent .

SA A U D SD
( ) < ) < ) ( ) < )

24.  The primary purpose fo r  eva lu a t in g  the performance of the 
superintendent  is to provide information needed to r e h i r e  or dismiss the 
super in tendent .

SA A U 0 SD
< ) ( ) ( ) ( > < )

The fo l lo w in g  in d iv id u a ls  should be d i r e c t l y  or formal 1y involved in the 
eva lu at ion  process of the superintendent:

25. Board of  education (01) Yes (02) No

2 6 . Central  o f f i c e  adm in is t ra to rs  and 
b u i ld in g  p r i n c ip a ls

(01 ) Yes (02) No

27. Teachers (01) Yes (02 ) No

28. N o n - c e r t i f i c a t e d  s t a f f (01) Yes ( 0 2 )____No

2?. Students (01) Yes (02) No

30. Patrons/parents (01) Yes (02) No

31 . Outside consultants (01) Yes (02) No

32. Other (please s p ec i fy ) (01) Yes (02) No
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PART IV

Which items do you consider to be the most important  in e v a lu a t in g  the
performance of  the superintendent? Please rank order  the items l i s t e d
below, 1 through 9,  1 being the most important  and 9 being the le as t
important .  Please do not place two place values to any item, i . e . ,  2 -3 .

RANK

  33. SCHOOL BOARD OPERATIONS
(meet ing o rg a n iza t io n ,  p o l ic y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and development,  
represents  board as execut ive o f f i c e r ,  e t c . )

  34.  PERSONNEL/STAFF RELATIONSHIPS
( r e c r u i t i n g ,  e va lu a t in g ,  morale,  development, empathy, e t c . )

  35.  BUDGET/BUSINESS
(prepares budget,  manages business a f f a i r s )

  36. COMMUNITY RELATIONSHIPS
( p a r t i c i p a t i v e ,  f r i e n d l y ,  coopera t iv e ,  keeps community 
informed,  involved,  e t c . )

  37.  PERSONAL QUALITIES
(honesty ,  i n t e g r i t y ,  poised, p r o f e s s io n a l ,  e t h i c a l ,  
appearance,  English usage, e t c . )

  38. PLANT AND SUPPORT OPERATIONS
( t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  lunch, f a c i l i t y  p lan n in g ,  e t c . )

  39.  PUPIL RELATIONSHIPS
(empathy, serv ices ,  i n s t r u c t io n ,  e t c . )

  40. CURRICULUM/INSTRUCTION
(development,  e va lu a t io n ,  e s ta b l ish es  goals and o b j e c t i v e s ,  
community involvement, e t c . )

  41. BOARD/SUPERINTENDENT RELATIONSHIPS
(keeps board informed, advises and supports board,  harmonious 
working r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  e t c . )

(over)
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PART V

159

Page 6

Which o-f the sources of information  l i s t e d  below should or does the 
board o f  educat ion use to eva luate the performance of the 
superintendent? NOTE: comments/remarks may be de f in ed  as u n s o l ic i t e d
information provided or d i r e c t e d  to a board member.

SHOULD BE USED ACTUALLY USED
YES NO 1 YES NO

42. Other board member remarks <01) <02) 1 <03) <04)

43. Other c en t ra l  o f f i c e  admin­ (01) <02) 1 <03) <04)
i s t r a t o r s  and/or  b u i ld in g
p r in c ip a l  comments

44. Teacher comments <01) <02) 1 <03) <04)

45. N o n - c e r t i f i c a t e d  personnel <01) <02) 1 <03) <04)
remarks

4 6 . Student comments/remarks <01) <02) 1 <03) <04)

47. Pa tr on /parent  comments <01) <02) 1 <03) <04)

48. Outside consultants <01) <02) 1 <03) <04)

49. Other <p1ease s p ec i fy ) <01) <02) 1 <03)__ <04)

50.  What s p e c i f i c  information  or evidence do you fe e l  would be most 
useful to your board of education in e v a lu a t in g  your performance?
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COMMENTS

The fol lowing are selected comments made by superintendents 
which they f e l t  would be beneficial  to the study.

Class A Schools

Item 4--Please explain the c r i t e r i a  used by your board to formally  
evaluate your performance.

"My evaluation is based on the fol lowing areas: Rela­
tions with the board, s t a f f  management, and personal and 
professional conduct"

Item 6--Your evaluation is presented and discussed:
1. In executive session
2. In open session
3. The evaluation is kept by the board and never presented 

to or discussed with me.
4. Other (please explain)

"The board vice-president meets with the superintendent 
to review the Board's evaluation."

"The evaluation is presented in w r i t ing  to me as an 
interim report ."

Item 13--Does your board evaluate your performance informally?  
(verba l ly  only)

"They can meet with me ind iv idua l ly  regarding d i s t r i c t  
issues and often do. Occasional ly,  they w i l l  o f fe r  
informal evaluation of my performance regarding the 
issue(s) discussed."

"Mutually agreed upon goals are establ ished. My 
evaluation is based on achievement of  these goals."

"No formal instrument is used in our d i s t r i c t .  Dis­
cussion concerning the di rection of  the d i s t r i c t ,  goal 
set t ing ,  and planning are discussed as part of the 
job descript ion and the superintendent's contract."

"Regular feedback (verbal)  from the board president  
and individual  board members."
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"Everyone is informally evaluated. The board 
evaluates the superintendent by acting on his 
recommended actions at regular ly  scheduled 
meetings."

"Individual  feedback by phone a f t e r  meetings and 
during conferences."

"General discussion of goals and the superin­
tendent's report .  The board sent my evaluation  
to the s t a f f  this  year."

Item 30--Patrons/parents should be d i rec t ly  or formally involved 
in the evaluation process of the superintendent.

"This group (parents/patrons) makes th e i r  feel ings  
known informally via conversations with the board 
and s t a f f .  I f  enough parents/patrons are d is ­
s a t is f i e d ,  they w i l l  e i ther  informally influence the 
board to terminate or pack the board at the next 
election and d i rec t ly  terminate the superintendent.
They do not need any other eva luat ive  avenue."

Items 33-41 —Which items do you consider to be the most important in 
evaluating the performance of the superintendent?
33. School Board Operations
34. Personnel/Staff Relationships
35. Budget/Business
36. Community Relationships
37. Personal Quali t ies
38. Plant and Support Operations
39. Pupil Relationships
40. Curriculum/Instruction
41. Board/Superintendent Relationships

"#33 and #41 go hand in hand and top the l i s t . "

"#40 is v i t a l ,  but sometimes gets lost  in the shuf f le ."

"#34, #35, and #36 are equal and must be addressed with 
equal e f f o r t . "

"#37 influences #34, #36, and #41 re a l l y  cannot be 
separated."

"#38 and #39 are v i t a l ,  but would have to take a back 
seat to #33, #40, and #41.
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Item 49--Please specify the sources of  information the board
of education should use to evaluate the superintendent.

"Cr ite r ion-re ferenced evaluations based upon management 
objectives and job descript ion."

"Documentation for informed board members' opinions."

Item 50--What spec i f ic  information or evidence do you feel would be 
most useful to your board of education in evaluating your 
performance?

"General information about the d i s t r i c t ' s  success on 
project work."

"The evaluation instrument we have devised addresses
job description and management ob ject ives.  I t  helps
the board organize th e i r  thoughts and forces them to 
evaluate the superintendent on va l id  c r i t e r i a ,  not 
emotion or vague gut- level  reactions."

"The fol lowing information should be used in evaluating  
the superintendent's performance:
1. Evidence that goals have been achieved.
2. Evidence of community support.
3. Evidence of s t a f f  and student growth.
4. Evidence of professional leadership.
5. Evidence of good s t a f f  morale.
6. Evidence of f isca l  soundness in management.
7. Evidence of curriculum improvement."

"My board has used the rate and qua l i ty  of change that  
is taking place in the d i s t r i c t ,  new programs, job 
consolidation,  deployment of  personnel, design of 
programs for  employees (re:  evaluation procedures; 
wellness programs) and community sat is fac t ion  with 
the schools (measured by word of mouth and formal 
survey)."

" I f  there are long-range goals and short-term objectives  
adopted for the d i s t r i c t ,  I bel ieve that the qua l i ty  of  
a superintendent's performance can be measured by the 
degree to which these goals and objectives are real ized  
or implemented. The board should also attend to 
performance responsib i l i t ies  outl ined in the job 
descript ion and t ry  to determine how e f fe c t iv e ly  
the superintendent exercises these."

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



164

"Meeting goals set out by the board and the super­
intendent for  the school year ."

"Evaluate the superintendent against a predetermined 
set of  goals and ob ject ives .  This allows fo r  a more 
object ive  evaluation.  To evaluate against the job 
descript ion or other less v is ib le  c r i t e r io n  makes 
the judgment very subjective and turns into a popu­
l a r i t y  contest."

"An 'overal l  s a t is fa c t io n '  with the superintendent's 
performance is most important."

"Evidence of performance provided by the super­
intendent."

"The fol lowing should be included in the superintendent's  
performance evaluation:
1. A l i s t  of non-recurring developmental projects  

proposed and completed for  the year along with 
an analysis of the rate of completion.

2. A personal evaluation form covering 14 areas.
3. A job descript ion developed by the board of

education and the superintendent.
4. A l i s t  of recurring a c t i v i t i e s  fo r  the year.
5. A descript ion of  external and internal  parameters

regulating the school d i s t r i c t . "

"Our board meets four times a month. They work with 
me in many d i f f e r e n t  s i tu a t io n s ,  thereby having many 
opportunities to evaluate my performance."

"Business operation,  cost e f f i c ie n c y ,  s t a f f  rapport,  
management s ty le ,  community rapport,  and involvement 
in school and community a f f a i r s . "

"A statewide form adopted by a l l  d i s t r i c t s  would be 
valuable to superintendents across the s ta te .  This would 
give board members some idea as to how to evaluate and 
what to look for  when h ir ing  a new superintendent."

Class B Schools

Item 4--Please explain the c r i t e r i a  used by your board to formally  
evaluate your performance.

"Depends on the year and the board!"
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"Teacher and principal  feedback."

"Sometimes they (the board) do not get around to i t . "

"A loca l ly  devised evaluation instrument."

"Written narrat ive  of strengths and weaknesses as the 
board members ind iv idua l ly  view the superintendent."

"D is t r ic t  adopted superintendent evaluation form that  
is job descript ion based."

Item 6— Your evaluation is presented and discussed:
1. In executive session
2. In open session
3. The evaluation is kept by the board and never presented 

to or discussed with me.
4. Other (please explain)

"The board f i l l s  out the form in d iv id u a l ly  at  our February 
re t rea t  and then the President and Vice-President go 
over i t  with me--sometimes."

Item 13--Does your board evaluate your performance informally?  
(verbal ly  only)

"This happens at v i r t u a l l y  every board of  education 
meeting."

"Yes, at the Methodist Church!"

"Annual meeting is held during which time performance, 
goals, and objectives (past and fu ture)  are discussed 
with me."

"Informal feedback from various audiences."

"The board evaluates your every move."

Items 33-41--Which items do you consider to be the most important in 
evaluating the performance of the superintendent?
33. School Board Operations
34. Personnel/Staff  Relationships
35. Budget/Business
36. Community Relationships
37. Personal Quali t ies
38. Plant and Support Operations
39. Pupil Relationships
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40. Curriculum/Instruction
41. Board/Superintendent Relationships

‘‘#39 is an important issue, obviously, but not in the 
context the question intends."

"This w i l l  also depend on the job descript ion of the 
individual d i s t r i c t .  I see a l l  as important. Ranking
of the items depends on the day."

"#37 cuts across a l l  other areas."

"I  cannot answer th is .  These areas are a l l  important;  
the effectiveness or ineffect iveness in one area may have 
a d i rec t  impact on another. There is too much of an in t e r ­
re lat ionship to rank them based on importance."

Item 50--What specif ic information or evidence do you feel  would be most 
useful to your board of  education in evaluating your performance?

"Day-to-day or week-to-week comments ( in formal)  from those 
people who contact the superintendent or the superintendent's  
o f f ic e  about the business of education. The superintendent's 
consistent assessibi l i t .y and responsiveness seems to be 
very important to people and the board of education."

"School board members need in-service on deal ing with 
evaluation.  They often lack perspective when evaluating."

"I  wonder sometimes i f  a committee of  peers could spend 
3-4 days in the system and report th e i r  f indings to the 
board of education."

"Have them f u l l y  understand the complexity of  the posit ion."

"Progress toward b o ard /d is t r ic t  goals."

"Maybe I am too much of an id e a l is t  but I bel ieve the 
superintendent is the employee of the 6 people who hired 
him/her as the 6 people (board members) are the representa­
t ives of the ent i re  d i s t r i c t .  I f  the board cannot get 
the evaluation done, why ca l l  others in to the process--  
to increase the pool of ignorance?"

"Superintendent/board relationships minus what an in ­
dividual member(s) may have as a grudge because of a 
single incident.  Information about 'how to evaluate'  
and 'on what basis' when try ing to evaluate a super­
intendent."
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"Though th is  is not s pec i f ic ,  but simply put, the 
'supe's' job should be reduced to a few general job 
tasks and then evaluated on whether or not they get 
done."

"Evidence that  goals were reached or attempted."

"Our 'once a year '  evaluation/discussion sessions have 
been very sat is fac tory .  We're (administrators) told  
of our strengths and weaknesses, and we're given the 
opportunity to discuss future plans and goals. I meet 
with the board fo r  a minimum of one hour--often longer 
as needed."

"Af ter 15 years in the same d i s t r i c t ,  I f ind the value of  
evaluation to change from day-to-day. I t  a l l  depends on 
the mood of the board at  a given time."

"Job description and mutually established goals."

"A w r i t ten  set of  goals should be establ ished annually.
The accomplishment or non-accomplishment of those goals 
should be the basis for  the wri t ten formal evaluation."

"I  feel  that  at  the beginning of each school year,  the
superintendent and board of education should determine
the short-range and long-range goals they would l i k e  to 
see accomplished. At the end of that school year,  they 
should then check the goals to see which have been met and 
which have not and why. This then should be the base on
which to bui ld the evaluation process of the superintendent."

"My performance is based on my meeting or leading the 
school d i s t r i c t  to meet d i s t r i c t  goals."

"Personal observation and board member-superintendent 
in te rac t ion ."

"Documented accomplishments related to job descript ion  
and cooperatively establ ished goals."

"Specif ic goals and objectives to be accomplished 
should be developed annually."

"A checkl is t  of  items showing progress toward predetermined 
mutual goals for  the school d i s t r i c t . "

"Actual knowledge and understanding of the assignment of 
the superintendent."
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" I  believe i t  is important to gather information from 
a var ie ty  of sources--a l l  the ones l i s te d  could be 
u t i l i z e d .  My perception is that ' the informal network' 
is  going to decide what kind of a job you are doing.
Many of the previously mentioned groups w i l l  help provide 
you with a 'snapshot' of  your performance."

"Boards need to understand the complexity of the 
superintendent's posit ion .  C r i te r i a  set up by the super­
intendent and the board. Who w i l l  evaluate what. Time 
l in e  for  evaluations."

"L is t ing of annual goals fo r  superintendent and evaluations 
based upon establ ished c r i t e r i a . "

"The board needs to understand what they are evaluating  
and why. This should be based on a job description  
mutual ly agreed upon by the board and the superintendent."

Class C Schools

Item 4--Please explain the c r i t e r i a  used by your board to formally 
evaluate your performance.

"The board evaluates what they wish, when they wish, 
and how they wish."

Item 6--Your evaluation is presented and discussed:
1. In executive session
2. In open session
3. The evaluation is kept by the board and never presented 

to or discussed with me.
4. Other (please expla in)

Item 13--Does your board evaluate your performance informally? (verbal ly  
only)

"Each member receives a blank evaluation form which they 
f i l l  out. Then they meet and form a composite evaluation."

"A chance at every board meeting on a form provided to 
the board."

"The board evaluates me based on community feedback and 
individual  board member perceptions. They report to me in 
an executive session once a year when they consider my 
contract and salary."
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"Boards are always evaluating the superintendent by 
the number of phone c a l l s ,  board mate r ia ls ,  involve­
ment in the community, and a host of other i tems."

"Our board evaluates the superintendent informally  
every day of the year by what is done, how the 
community reacts,  and what they want done."

Item 14— In your opinion is an informal evaluation of  the superintendent's 
performance as e f fe c t iv e  as a formal evaluation?

"Depends on the p a r t icu la r  board, axes to gr ind,  e tc ."

"An instrument and guidelines have been submitted to 
the board for adoption. They have not seen f i t  to 
adopt i t .  I think the fee l ing of th is  board is that  
the superintendent is evaluated at every meeting."

Item 30--Patrons/parents should be d i r e c t ly  or formall.y involved in
the evaluation process of the superintendent.

"Boards may decide to use this  group on some basis 
which would be f in e .  D i rec t ly  and fo rm a l ly - -n o ."

Items 33-41 — Which items do you consider to be the most important in
evaluating the performance of the superintendent?
33. School Board Operations
34. Personnel/Staff  Relationships
35. Budget/Business
36. Community Relationships
37. Personal Quali t ies
38. Plant and Support Operations
39. Pupil Relationships
40. Curriculum/Instruction
41. Board/Superintendent Relationships

"All of these are important.  I had a d i f f i c u l t  time 
p r i o r i t i z in g  them."

"These are equal ly important.  I cannot p r i o r i t i z e . "

"This is tough! Al l  are cer ta in ly  necessary."

Item 49--Please specify the sources of  information the board of  
education should use to evaluate the superintendent.

"I  am not sure where or what sources are used but 
from experience here,  I doubt the board l is tens  
to anyone-- just themselves."
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Item 50--What speci f ic  information or evidence do you feel  would be 
most useful to your board of education in evaluating your 
performance?

"Use the job descript ion that is in pol icy and evaluate  
on that basis.  Follow up on evaluations in wr i t ing i f  
there are areas of concern and l e t  the superintendent know 
i f  he/she is doing wel l .  On occasion i t  is nice to hear 
'good job '  or 'we have a problem.' Evaluation needs to 
be continuous and ongoing."

"Communication within the en t i re  d i s t r i c t . "

"Boards of  education expect the superintendent to keep 
them informed. This is a two-way s tree t  and i t  is the 
board's respons ib i l i ty  to inform the superintendent of 
any potentia l  problems. Many superintendents r ide  
along think ing they are doing a good job only to be 
'sand bagged' by a board or small in te res t  group."

"S ta f f  evaluations of a l l  administrators is desirable every 
three years or so. Such an evaluation should not be 
used by the board, but should be used to help the ad­
m in is t ra to r  fo r  se l f -eva lu at ion ."

"Evaluation instruments used by other schools as well  
as the procedure used for the evaluations."

"A complete understanding of the things a superinten­
dent has to do on a da i ly  basis."

"A thorough understanding of the job descript ion and 
d i s t r i c t  goals."

"First-hand knowledge of what is being done by the 
superintendent.  This is accomplished by constant 
communication and keeping board members informed.
The ' in fo rmal '  evaluation is f ine  as a method of 
periodic updates. These comments are both posit ive  
and/or constructive in nature. I t  cannot be the only 
form of eva luation,  however."

"Personal q u a l i t i e s ,  job performance, interpersonal  
re la t ionsh ips,  community re la t io n s ,  e f f ic ie n c y  of 
school operat ions,  and leadership q u a l i t i e s . "

"Posit ive cul ture bui ld ing,  learning documented, 
s t a f f  v igor ,  and community fareness."
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"Community questionnaire data,  administrat ive goals, 
and objectives achieved."

" D is t r i c t  goals and object ives,  long-range planning,  
job descript ion,  and a t t i tu d e  of  the community."

"A programmed, sequential format reduced to wri t ing  
would be helpful  to my board."

"Progress made in reaching speci f ic  goals fo r  the 
school d i s t r i c t . "

"1 bel ieve the best form of evaluation would be a 
j o i n t  evaluation of the superintendent and the 
board of  education. I also think that i f  the 
communication l ines are open, the board's informa­
t ion is adequate."

"Patrons' a tt i tudes about school programs and per­
formance compared to two items: (1) achievement of
year ly  achievement goals, and (2) achievement of  
objectives of the job descript ion."

"Procedures include purposes and goals, process, and 
communication with the superintendent."

"Compare the results of  the year to the agreed-upon 
objectives to be worked out that year.  How do 
they compare?"

"The board needs to re a l i ze  that some problems are 
societal  in nature and w i l l  probably never be dealt  
with e f fe c t iv e ly  by the schools. The board should 
also be aware of the pressures brought about by 
special in te res t  groups."

"A thorough understanding of the superintendent's 
administrat ive s ty le .  A 'matching' of the 
q u a l i t ies  sought by the board and community and 
the innate s k i l l s  of  the superintendent."

Class D Schools

Item 4--Please explain the c r i t e r i a  used by your board to formally 
evaluate your performance.
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"Any item of concern is given to me i f  they have a 
6-0 vote on the subject.  The same is true of  
posit ive points."

"Done exclusively by the board president with no 
feedback from other members of  the board."

"Lis t  of items, both constructive and pos i t ive ,  
are given to me each year in June."

"Verbal discussion once each year."

" V i s i b i l i t y  at community and school functions.
A b i l i t y  to re la te  and understand the board and 
the community."

"My evaluation is conducted a t  the coffee shop or 
drugstore."

Item 6--Your evaluation is presented and discussed:
1. In executive session
2. In open session
3. The evaluation is kept by the board and never presented 

to or discussed with me.
4. Other (please explain)

"The board president presents i t  to me once a year."

Item 13--Does your board evaluate your performance informally?  
(verba l ly  only)

"In a one-on-one conference with the president of  the 
board of education."

"We verbal ly discuss my performance in open session at  
the January meeting of  the board of  education."

"Both formally and informally  a l l  the t ime."

"Presents me with an evaluation any time they wish, never 
when I want i t . "

"They indicate approval of the way things are done in 
verbal conversation with me once a year."

"My board is re luctant to adopt a pol icy .  I f  there 
is a problem, i t  is transmitted to me verba l ly .  I 
leave the meeting, usual ly once a year ,  and the board 
discusses my performance."
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" I  leave the room for  15-20 minutes. The board cal ls  
me back and t e l l s  me they w i l l  set my salary a f te r  
negotiations with the teachers have been completed.
I get a ra ise i f  there is any money l e f t . "

" I f  I have a problem, the board le ts  me know about i t . "

"At the end of each board of education meeting, they
deal with any areas of concern deal ing with the
superintendent."

Item 30--Patrons/parents should be d i r e c t l y  or formally involved in
the evaluation process of the superintendent.

"Patrons and parents should be allowed input into the 
evaluation but not the remarks o f  wives and ex-wives!"

Items 33-41 — Which items do you consider to be the most important in 
evaluating the performance of the superintendent?
33. School Board Operations
34. Personnel/Staff  Relationships
35. Budget/Business
36. Community Relationships
37. Personal Quali t ies
38. Plant and Support Operations
39. Pupil Relationships
40. Curriculum/Instruction
41. Board/Superintendent Relationships

"I  re a l l y  see l i t t l e  di f ference in many of the categories.  
Al l  are very important."

"I  bel ieve these are a l l  important areas and to label  
them in order of importance would not be an accurate 
assessment."

"I  consider a l l  to be important. This is the most 
d i f f i c u l t  part  of the questionnaire.  Al l  deserve 
to be ranked #1."

"Many of these should have equal value. I found this  
part  to be real  tough!"

"These could be eas i ly  placed in any order as a l l  
are extremely important."

"I  nearly did not rank order these items as a l l  are 
d i f f i c u l t  to separate."
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Item 49--Please specify the sources of  information the board of educa­
tion should use to evaluate the superintendent.

" I f  you use remarks to evaluate the superintendent, then 
a l l  you get are negatives."

"Job effect iveness based on my job descript ion which is 
mutually agreed upon each year ."

Item 50--What speci f ic  information or evidence do you feel would be 
most useful to your board of education in evaluating your 
performance?

"A better  understanding of the number of areas in which 
a superintendent must be knowledgeable. I have not 
found an adequate instrument tha t can be used to get 
a useful evaluation."

"The fol lowing should be used in the evaluation of the 
superintendent o f  schools:
1. Standardized test  results
2. Financial e f f ic iency
3. Comparisons to other s im i la r -s ized  schools in 

curriculum and services
4. Innovative programs and how they compare to schools 

of s im i la r  s ize ."

"Whether or not the board or patrons can t rus t  the 
decisions I make regardless of the feelings pro or con 
on the spec i f ic  subject."

"I  understand the need for  your survey but to answer 
many of the questions in the manner you asked, I had 
a d i f f i c u l t  time of ju s t i f y in g  a simple yes/no answer 
because of the nature of my posit ion."

"Each of my board members has a mind of h is /her own. They 
should not be swayed by remarks of other members of the 
board. Hence, the negative answer to question M 2 .  Eval­
uation is not a proven c r i t e r io n  r e la t iv e  to the worth of  
e i th er  the superintendent or other c e r t i f i e d  s t a f f  to a 
p a r t icu la r  school system."

"Amount of complaints generated from the community and 
the s t a f f . "

"More onp-on-one contact with the board so they f u l l y  
understand what i t  is I do."
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"The job of  the superintendent is 95 percent P.R. and 
has l i t t l e  i f  anything to do with education."

"Evidence of performance in meeting s p ec i f ic ,  mutually 
agreed-upon goals."

"All of the above are important, however, the board 
members should watch fo r  trends rather  than radicals.
A comment made by someone who is unhappy may not be 
an objective comment in a moment of  heat."

"The fol lowing needs to be included in the evaluation of  
the superintendent: (1)  hours of  d u ty - -d a i ly  work;
(2)  keeping good morale; (3)  organizat ional  s k i l l s ;
(4)  budget and f inanc ia l  s k i l l s ;  (5)  student progress; 
(6)  condition of  bui ldings and grounds; (7)  parental  
involvement; and (8) working re la t ionship  with the 
board."

"I  think the board needs input from the various con­
tingencies mentioned in questions 42-49 but when you 
use the phrase 'comments/remarks,' i t  tends to scare me 
ju s t  a l i t t l e .  I think fo r  the information to be 
val id  and not ju s t  someone with an axe to grind,  i t  
needs to be more formalized."

"Boards need to be aware of  the stress e f fe c t  on the 
superintendent."

"After being a superintendent fo r  several years, very 
l i t t l e  time is spent on evaluation.  Only a few board 
members I have worked with are r e a l l y  concerned about 
my evaluation."

"A check-off form that would give spec i f ic  instruc­
tions and examples of what was being evaluated."
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Responses to Questionnaire Items 15 through 24
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TABLE F - l

Responses to  Q u e s t io n n a ire  Item  15 , "There I s  a D e f i n i t e  Need
to  F o rm a lly  E va lu a te  th e  S u p e r in te n d e n t"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A SA 13 72.2 72.2
A 2 11.1 83.3
U 1 5.6 88.9
D 1 5.6 94.5

SD 1 5.6 100.1

Class B SA 19 67.9 67.9
A 6 21.4 89.3
U 1 3.6 92.9
D 1 3.6 96.5

SD 1 3.6 100.1

Class C SA 11 36.7 36.7
A 18 60.0 96.7
U 1 3.3 100.0
D 0 0.0 100.0

SD 0 0 .0 100.0

Class D SA 14 48.3 48.3
A 7 24.1 72.4
U 5 17.2 89.6
D 3 10.3 99.9

SD 0 0 .0 99.9

Combined SA 57 54.3 54.3
A 33 31.4 85.7
U 8 7.6 93.3
D 5 4 .8 98.1

SD 1 1.9 100.0

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 percent due to rounding.
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TABLE F-2

Responses to  Q u e s t io n n a ire  Item  16 , "A Formal E v a lu a t io n  Is
Not Necessary b u t an In fo rm a l E v a lu a t io n  o f  th e

S u p e r in te n d e n t  Is  D e s i ra b le "

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A SA 2 11.1 11.1
A 1 5.6 16.7
U 1 5.6 22.3
D 3 16.7 39.0

SD 11 61.1 100.1

Class B SA 2 7.1 7.1
A 4 14.3 21.4
U 1 3.6 25.0
D 9 32.1 57.1

SD 12 42.9 100.0

Class C SA 0 0.0 0.0
A 2 6.7 6.7
U 1 3.3 10.0
D 16 53.3 63.3

SD 11 36.7 100.0

Class D SA 4 13.8 13.8
A 6 20.7 34.5
U 2 6.9 41.4
D 12 41.4 82.8

SD 5 17.2 100.0

Combined SA 8 7.6 7.6
A 13 12.4 20.0
U 5 4.8 24.8
D 40 38.1 62.9

SD 39 37.1 100.0

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 percent due to rounding.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



179

TABLE F-3

Responses to Questionnaire Item 17, "The Results of the 
Performance Evaluation of  the Superintendent Should 

Remain within the Confines of  the 
Board of Education"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A SA 13 72.2 72.2
A 4 22.2 94.4
U 0 0.0 94.4
D 1 5.6 100.0

SD 0 0.0 100.0

Class B SA 20 71.4 71.4
A 6 21.4 92.8
U 1 3.6 96.4
D 1 3.6 100.0

SD 0 0.0 100.0

Class C SA 18 60.0 60.0
A 6 20.0 80.0
U 1 3.3 83.3
D 3 10.0 93.3

SD 2 6.7 100.0

Class D SA 12 41.4 41.4
A 13 44.8 86.2
U 1 3.4 89.6
D 3 10.3 99.9

SD 0 0.0 99.9

Combined SA 63 60.0 60.0
A 29 27.6 87.6
U 3 2.9 90.5
D 8 7.6 98.1

SD 2 1.9 100.0

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 percent due to rounding.
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TABLE F-4

Responses to Questionnaire Item 18, "The Primary Purpose for  
Evaluating the Superintendent Is to Improve 

His/Her Performance"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A SA 13 72.2 72.2
A 5 27.8 100.0
U 0 0.0 100.0
D 0 0.0 100.0

SD 0 0.0 100.0

Class B SA 22 78.6 78.6
A 4 14.3 92.9
U 0 0.0 92.9
D 2 7.1 100.0

SD 0 0.0 100.0

Class C SA 17 56.7 56.7
A 12 40.0 96.7
U 0 0.0 96.7
D 1 3.3 100.0

SD 1 0.0 100.0

Class D SA 14 48.3 48.3
A 13 44.8 93.1
U 1 3.4 96.5
D 1 3.4 99.9

SD 0 0.0 99.9

Combined SA 66 62.9 62.9
A 34 32.4 95.3
U 1 1.0 96.3
D 4 3.8 100.1

SD 0 0.0 100.1

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 percent due to rounding.
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TABLE F-5

Responses to Questionnaire Item 19, "The Input of  Individuals  
or Groups, in Addition to the Board, Is Essential  to the 

Effective  Evaluation of the Superintendent"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A SA 0 0.0 0.0
A 10 55.6 55.6
U 2 11.1 66.7
D 2 11.1 77.8

SD 4 22.2 100.0

Class B SA 4 14.3 14.3
A 4 14.3 28.6
U 3 10.7 39.3
D 11 39.3 78.6

SD 6 21.4 100.0

Class C SA 2 6.7 6.7
A 6 20.0 26.7
U 5 16.7 43.4
D 10 33.3 76.7

SD 7 23.2 99.9

Class D SA 2 6.9 6.9
A 12 41.4 48.3
U 3 10.3 58.6
D 9 31.0 89.6

SD 3 10.3 99.9

Combined SA 8 7.6 7.6
A 32 30.5 38.1
U 13 12.4 50.5
D 32 30.5 81.0

SD 20 19.0 100.0

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 percent due to rounding.
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TABLE F-6

Responses to Questionnaire Item 20, "The Number and Complexity of the 
Duties Performed by the Superintendent Makes i t  D i f f i c u l t  for  the 

Board to Accurately Evaluate His/Her Performance

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A SA 1 8.3 8.3
A 2 16.7 25.0
U 0 0.0 25.0
D 4 33.3 58.3

SD 5 41.7 100.0

Class B SA 10 35.7 35.7
A 8 28.6 64.3
U 1 3.6 67.9
D 8 28.6 96.5

SD 1 3.6 100.1

Class C SA 5 16.7 16.7
A 13 43.3 60.0
U 3 10.0 70.0
D 8 26.7 96.7

SD 1 3.3 100.0

Class D SA 7 24.1 24.1
A 15 51.7 75.8
U 2 6.9 82.7
D 5 17.2 99.9

SD 0 0.0 99.9

Combined SA 26 24.8 24.8
A 41 39.0 63.8
U 6 5.7 69.5
D 28 26.7 96.2

SD 4 3.8 100.0

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 percent due to rounding.
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TABLE F-7

Responses to Questionnaire Item 21, "Boards of Education Do Not 
Have Adequate Information Avai lable to Formally 

Evaluate the Superintendent"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A SA 2 11.1 11.1
A 2 11.1 22.2
U 2 11.1 33.3
D 10 55.6 88.9

SD 2 11.1 100.0

Class B SA 3 10.7 10.7
A 7 25.0 35.7
U 2 7.1 42.8
D 12 42.9 85.7

SD 4 14.3 100.0

Class C SA 2 6.7 6.7
A 4 13.3 20.0
U 5 16.7 36.7
D 16 53.3 90.0

SD 3 10.0 100.0

Class D SA 4 13.8 13.8
A 11 37.9 51.7
U 1 3.4 55.1
D 11 37.9 93.0

SD 2 6.9 99.9

Combined SA 11 10.5 10.5
A 24 22.9 33.4
U 10 9.5 42.9
D 49 46.7 89.6

SD 11 10.5 100.1

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 percent due to rounding.
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TABLE F-8

Responses to Questionnaire Item 22, "The Results of the Superintendent's 
Evaluation Should be Released to the Teachers, Other 

Administrators in the D i s t r i c t ,  and the 
Public by the Board"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A SA 0 0.0 0.0
A 2 11.1 11.1
U 0 0.0 11.1
D 10 55.6 66.7

SD 6 33.3 100.0

Class B SA 0 0.0 0.0
A 2 7.1 7.1
U 2 7.1 14.2
D 7 25.0 39.2

SD 17 60.7 99.9

Class C SA 0 0.0 0.0
A 3 10.0 10.0
U 2 6.7 16.7
D 6 20.0 36.7

SD 19 63.3 100.0

Class D SA 0 0.0 0.0
A 1 3.4 3.4
U 3 10.3 13.7
D 11 37.9 51.6

SD 14 48.3 99.9

Combined SA 0 0.0 0.0
A 8 7.6 7.6
U 7 6.7 14.3
D 34 32.4 46.7

SD 56 53.3 100.0

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 percent due to rounding.
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TABLE F-9

Responses to  Q u e s t io n n a ire  Item  2 3 ,  "The Board o f  Education
Should be th e  Only E v a lu a to rs  o f  the Perform ance

o f  the  S upe rin te nd en t"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A SA 7 38.9 38.9
A 9 50.0 88.9
U 1 5.6 94.5
D 1 5.6 100.1

SO 0 0.0 100.1

Class B SA 9 32.1 32.1
A 9 32.1 64.2
U 2 7.1 71.3
D 6 21.4 92.7

SD 2 7.1 99.8

Class C SA 8 26.7 26.7
A 8 26.7 53.4
U 3 10.0 63.4
D 8 26.7 90.1

SD 3 10.0 100.1

Class D SA 7 24.1 24.1
A 11 37.9 62.0
U 4 13.8 75.8
D 7 24.1 99.9

SD 0 0.0 99.9

Combined SA 31 29.5 29.5
A 37 35.2 64.7
U 10 9.5 74.2
D 22 21.0 95.2

SD 5 4.8 100.0

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 percent due to rounding.
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TABLE F-10

Responses to Questionnaire Item 24, "The Purpose o f  Evaluating  
the Superintendent Is to Provide Information Needed 

to Rehire or Dismiss Him or Her"

Category Response N Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Class A SA 1 5.6 5.6
A 1 5.6 11.2
U 0 0.0 11.2
D 11 61.1 72.3

SD 5 27.8 100.1

Class B SA 2 7.1 7.1
A 1 3.6 10.7
U 0 0.0 10.7
D 11 39.3 50.0

SD 14 50.0 100.0

Class C SA 1 3.3 3.3
A 2 6.7 10.0
U 1 3.3 13.3
D 11 36.7 50.0

SD 15 50.0 100.0

Class D SA 2 6.9 6.9
A 3 10.3 17.2
U 2 6.9 24.1
D 12 41.4 65.5

SD 10 34.5 100.0

Combined SA 6 5.7 5.7
A 7 6.7 12.4
U 3 2.9 15.3
D 45 42.9 58.2

SD 44 41.9 100.1

Note: Percentage may not equal 100 percent due to rounding.
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Responses to the Comments of Others in the 
Evaluation of  the Superintendent
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TABLE G -l

Responses to  th e  Use o f  O ther Board Members' Remarks in
th e  E v a lu a t io n  o f  the  S u p e r in te n d e n t

Group
Should be Used Actual ly Used

Yes % No % Yes % No %

Class A 14 78 4 22 18 100 0 0

Class B 25 89 3 11 23 85 4 15

Class C 18 69 8 31 23 96 1 4

Class D 24 83 5 17 26 90 3 10

Combined 81 80 20 20 90 92 8 8

TABLE G-2

Responses to the Use of  Other Administrators' Comments 
in the Evaluation of  the Superintendent

Group
Should be Used Actual ly Used

Yes % No % Yes % No t

Class A 8 44 10 56 12 67 6 33

Class B 16 57 12 43 19 70 8 30

Class C 15 58 11 42 16 68 Oo 32

Class D 18 72 7 28 17 67 8 33

Combined 57 59 40 41 64 68 30 32
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TABLE G-3

Responses to  th e  Use o f  Teacher Comments in  the
E v a lu a t io n  o f  the S u p e r in te n d e n t

Should be Used Actual ly  Used
Group Yes % No % Yes % No %

Class A 7 39 11 61 13 72 5 28

Class B 11 39 17 61 20 74 7 26

Class C 11 42 15 58 18 78 5 22

Class D 17 59 12 41 22 76 7 24

Combined 46 45 55 55 73 75 24 25

TABLE G-4

Responses to the Use of Noncert i f icated Personnel Remarks 
in the Evaluation of the Superintendent

Group
Should be Used

%

Actual ly  Used
Yes % No Yes % No %

Class A 5 28 13 72 8 44 10 56

Class B 10 37 17 63 16 62 10 38

Class C 8 31 18 69 12 52 11 48

Class D 17 59 12 41 20 69 9 31

Combined 40 40 60 60 56 58 40 42
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TABLE G-5

Responses t o  th e  Use o f  S tu de n t Comments in  the
E v a lu a t io n  o f  th e  S u p e r in te n d e n t

Should be Used Actual ly Used
Group Yes % No % Yes % No %

Class A 4 22 14 78 6 33 12 67

Class B 7 26 20 74 11 42 15 58

Class C 7 27 19 73 11 48 12 52

Class D 13 45 16 55 16 55 13 45

Combined 31 31 69 69 44 46 52 54

TABLE G-6

Responses to the Use of  Patron/Parents Comments 
the Evaluation of the Superintendent

in

Group
Should be Used Actual ly  Used

Yes % No % Yes % No %

Class A 7 39 11 61 14 78 4 22

Class B 14 50 14 50 24 89 3 11

Class C 16 62 10 38 20 87 3 13

Class D 16 55 13 45 22 79 6 21

Combined 53 53 48 47 80 83 16 17
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TABLE G-7

Responses to  th e  Use o f  O u ts id e  C o n s u lta n ts '  Comments
in  th e  E v a lu a t io n  o f  the S u p e r in te n d e n t

Group
Should be Used Actual ly Used

Yes % No % Yes % No %

Class A 2 12 15 88 2 12 15 88

Class B 7 26 20 74 0 0 26 100

Class C 3 13 21 87 1 4 24 96

Class D 7 28 18 72 2 8 22 82

Combined 19 20 74 80 5 5 87 95
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