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Are a~ perlntendents prepareO to "'"tIM ctlrlilenges 
when they arriYe on Ihelr new lurl7 Whal are Ihelr ch".· 
lenges? The~ q~8Slk>ns ~o upled wilh OOrlCerns aboul in· 
creas ing t~mover In th l a~ perint e"""ncy (Andersan and 
laIIld. 1986; t961; t988; t989) g8Vi1 Impelus ta a Ii .. 1""'" Itudy to dele rml..., whicll job·",lated I$$uel might be most 
Impacting on school superinte ndents during their t'rel year 
In a 'le", district. This arllc~ addresses several maH.r. that 
!'lave IIfOY«l e specially troublesome 10 new adminisUalO.S. 
especially budaetarv concerns and ooartl of educati on p.acHc es. The ert iCle a lsa cans iders two areas thaI did not 
concern new superjnlell\knts but whose absence may 
queli!y as serious sins of omission: namely perceptions of 
JOeal educational adeq~l(:y that d$v iata from perceptio ns 
of tha comm unity at larlll, and an u~foc u sed strateI<\' 10' al· 
laining Improved clusroom instruction . 

Ge ne .. 1 Obse",atlons At)oul New Kansas SUp&'inl,ndents 
SuperlntenOentlurn~r in Kansas tlas been c,"ping 

upward oyer the laslll-.e years. In l Q8.1, l ' percenl ol aupe,· 
In tend enlS we re new, and tllallol.1 had rise n to 2{) percent 
tly 1988. A factor p rec; pitatl~g that increase was undoubl· 
<HIly a cl>ange In 1M &tate rellremenl program whi<;hencour· 
aged many older ,uperinlenden ts to IfIt,re. followed tly 
the dom ino efjecl of large r dl$trlcts ~ Irlng s upe rlnlen ' 
dents with prior experiences, crealing vacancies in ,mailer 
dlslrl~l$. 

Nat ion al studies are more speculalive about Ih e nalure 
of t~rno'er in Ch ief sChool officer ranks . Th e Amerlc«n 
$(;hool $uplHintefJdency 1982: A Full Report (Cun ningham 
and Hentges, 1982) indicated Ihat almost 30 percent of alt 
su pe~nlendent s had held Ihelr posit ions three years or 
less_ Over 50 percent had held more th an one superlnten. 
dency .• nd 13 pe~nt s uroeyed in 1982 Indicated they had 
left their p_lo~s superintendency witllin tile lasl ye .... 
These dati wo~ l d tentatively support a concl~s i on that the 
luperlnlende rlCY Is becoming a 'evolYing door job. Vet lhe 

Jlan S. Luid I,. s uperlnlen6enl 01 schools in Brew· 
ster, K.nias. 

Ron D, yison I, Associate P.ofessor 01 Education, 
Wichit. S iale Unive.sily, Wicllll., Kansas 

inte rpreters 01 the dala lHIlan atl n(j hom the 1982 study lell 
Ihe results were InsulilClentto support lhe im~a 01 an In · 
creulngly mObile superintendency. The average number ot 
su perintendencies he ld was 1.7(mdn 1.3) and the average length of tenure was 5.6 years. down just slighlly hom Ihl 
prior tan year peOOd. 

Feistritzer's more r",ent study 11988) re poned superln. 
tenck!nts nat ionall y h..:! been In th a ir pos ition s 6.7 yea ... 
Four QUI 01 ten JeSpondents In her SUrvey had held superin. 
tendenci .... elsewheJe lor an _ralJ& 01 82 years. WIlen asked what they planned 10 dO In the next live years, 24 pe r· 
ce~1 said they plan .... d to ",lira. Anolher ~~ II\!IrCenl said 
they pllnned to leave thai. current pOsltionaln the nexl IlYe 
ye ..... ThiriV'II ~ percenl indl clted thevwoukl_~ a super· 
I ntend~ncy elsewh~re wITh the re mainde r looking lo r a poa i· 
lion In higher ed<><atlon. a job oulside education, or se ... · 
ing some othe' Iype of adminlelral i-.e asslgnmenl in public 
schOOl •. The Felst ritzer STudy Showed sli ghtly longer c u.· 
rent "",ice In the supe~ntende ncy tnan 1118 Cunn ingham 
and HantlJ&s study (1982) but proiected turnover I8le s Ih., 
gene'ally ~pllcate tile patteml obser-.ed in Kansas_ 

Table 1 s hows thal the med ian age of the new·to·slte 
su perinter>CIenl Jemalned in Ille 41 -50 years of ~ge range 
over lhe Ii .. years of the SIUdy. Fa islritze' reported amedian 
age 01 ' 9.1 yelra for public school superintendents nation· 
a ll y as o pposed to a med ian age 01 'B.7 In tha Cunn ingham 
and Henlges Oludy. MOSI newly appointed supellnlendenll 
in Kansas we'e new 10 the superintendency or In. second 
placement , reflecting relati ve job i ne~pe rie rlCe. Superin' 
tend enls moYlno from other dis tricts had on ly four yeafS ax· 
perlence on 1M """.age. The pallern observed In Kansas 
dittered little lrom nallonal slatlalics (FeiSiritzer. 1988) that 
reported 60 percent 01 all s~ pe rl nTende nt s in tMI . first poel. 
tion wi th the remai nder coming 10 lhe 100 ",nil 8_2 year. 
p'io' experl$nce. The Cunningham and Henlges (1982) 
study slmll~r1y showed 59.2 perce nl 01 all supe.lnlen<.lenl. 
in thel,li ' st pos iti on and 31.6 pe rcent with one orlWO prior 
superln I enOerlC ies. 

Acornmon expecletlon Illhat the s~perintenOent naa 
e>tens ive expefie rlCe at all levels 01 pub lic educati on. In Kann. not all new-ta-site superinte~Oents had experienCI at the cent ral oflice I_I and not all h..:! p'eviou&ly bien 
building prlnclpals _ In Olhe. words. no particula. rile of pas· 
S31J& was eyldent among Kan sas s uperinte ndents. A. pa rtia l 
explanation may rest on the 11(:1 Ihat the tweJWhelmrng"" 
iortty 01 school. In Kansas seMI rural or small communi· 
ties. Fifty pereenl 01 dlstricls examined (We r the I,..., yea's 
01 the s tudy had 550 o r lewel s tudent s and tllese districls 
frequenlly employed per""ns wl>J:> h",", not e.perieoceO .11 
olthecareer lattic .... ~n aracteriallcol superintendencyean· didatu i ~ larlJ&rd istrlc ts. CroW$Oll·s repo rt (1981) On the SUo 
p&.lntenOency nallonal'y suglJ&Sls lI'Ial Ihe pJJwailing ca· 
,ell paltern of superintendenls la a rather attenuated 
catcl!.8S-<:alcn-<:an pJO<)e5S 01 'nflclp.JIOfY and OI"J Ihe /01> socialization. A progress ively upward caratr direCtion 
could nol be elaimed when tha mediln numbel of wper;n­
lendencie s held Is onlv 1.3 nationally. These Indiyidual, 
COyid nol h_leamed lheir iob s~ill s by progreniye mewes 
to school di s tricts of In cre as ing size and complexity. 

AnOlhe, maior mlsconcep1lon 10 be addressed wllh 
lacts Is Ih" lhe scl100l superintendent wililypicalty hold 
the doctorat e degree. In real ity on ly at>o ut one·thlrd of K..,. 
sas luperinl<tndent B do. and this pereenlage I(:IUllty de­
creased over Ihe \lYe yea r perlod_ Thl, finding S<Jpportl a 
conclusfon reached tly the aUlhors ae-.e ral )"8ars ag o that 
one nood not ho ld tM doctorate to beco me a superintend­
e nt in Kansas (or anywhere elsel_ Felst.ltzer's natlonal.tudv 
(19881 of school administrators showed only;U II\!Ircenlof 
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Table 1 
Frequency and Percenlage Dlslributlon: Demograph ic Prolile of New-To-Site Superi ntendents 

1984- 85 19&-88 1988- 87 1987-88 1988-89 
Numberol 
Respondents 400142 (95 .2) 39 01 39 (1 00.0) 430143(100.0) 290130(96.7) 60 01 61 (98.4) 

fumo.er 
Percentage 14.0 '10 13.0 '10 14.0% 10.0% 20.0% 
(304 Districts) 

Va~a bles 

". Less than 30 
30- 40 11 (27.5) 15 (38.5) 11 (25 .6) 7(24.1) 8(13.3) 
41_50 15(37.5) 18 (46.2) 21 (48.8) 13{44.8) 36 (SO.O) 
51-SO 13(32.5) 5(12 .8) 9 (20.9) 9(31.0) 15 (25.0) ... 1 (2.5) 1 (2 .5) 2 (4.7) 0(0.0) 1(1.7) 

Prior Supl. 
PlacemenlS 
1st placement 18 (45.0) 24(51.5) 22 (51.2) 22 (75.9) 31(51.7) 
2nd placement 13(32.5) 5 (12 .8) 11 (25.6) 2(6.9) 19(31.7) 
3m placemenl 6 (15.0) 8 (20.5) 3 (6.9) 0(0 .0) 4(6.7) 
4th placemen t 3 (7.5) 1 (2.6) 3 (6.9) 0(0.0) 4(6.7) 
5th placement 0(0.0) 1 (2.6) 0(0.0) 1 (3.4) 0(0.0) 

no response = 4 (9.3) no response .. 2 (6.9) 

Years of 
Supl. Exp. 
1st yea r 17 (42.5) 23 (58.9) 23 (53.5) 22 (75.9) 31 (51.7) 
2-3 yrs. 1 (2.5) 2 (5.1) 3(6 .9) 2 (6.9) 3(5.0) 
4- 7yrs. 6(20.0) 7(17.9) 4(9 .3) 3 (to.3) 11 (16.3) 
8-10yrs. 1 (2.5) 3 (7.7) 7 (16.3) 1 (3.4) 3(5.0) 
11-15yrs 6(15.0) 3 (7.7) 3(6.9) 1 (3.4) 6 (10.0) 
16-25yrs 7 (17.5) 1 (2.6) 3(6.0) o (0.0) 6 (10.0) 
26+ yrtl. 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) o (0.0) 0(0 .0) 

Dlstrlcl 
Enrol lment 
less than 200 8(20.0) 7 (17.9) 7(16.3) 6 (20.7) 9 (15.0) 

"'"-000 7 (17.5) 4(10.3) 5(11.6) 5 (17.2) 8(13.3) 
301 - 400 4 (10.0) 5(15.~) 9 (20.9) 3{10.3) 5 (8.3) 
401 - 550 3(0.75) 4(10.3) 6(13 .6j 2(6.9) 8 (13.3) 
551-1 ,999 11(37.9) 
2.000-9,999 1 (3A) 
10,000+ 2 (0 .50) 1 12.8) 2 (4 .7) 1 (3.4) 1 (1.7) 
551 - 1,000 4 (10.0) 6115.4) 5(11.6) o (0.0) 11 (18.3) 
1.001- 3,500 9 (22.5) 10 (256) 7 (18.3) o (O.O) 18 (30.0) 
3,501-10,000 3 (7 .5) 1 (2.6) 2 (4.7) 0(0.0) o (0.0) 

Prior Job 
Experience 
Cent ral Office 23 (57.5) 18(45 .2) 25(58.1) 14 (48.3) 6(10.0) 
Superintendent 3(7.7) 8(18.6) 2(6.9) 29(48.3) 
Asst SUP! 8 (20.5) 6(n9) 9(31.0) 6(10.0) 
Bui lding 
Adm inist rator 38 (95.0) 37 (94.9) 3B (88.4) 23 (79.3) 56(93.3) 

Formal Education 
Docto rate 14(35.0) 13 (33.3) 15134.9) 8(27.6) 16(30.0) 
Specia list 9(22.5) 7 (17.9) 17(39.5) 5(17.2) 27(45.0) 

Gender 
Male 39(97.5) 37 (94.9) 42(97 .7) 29(100.0) 59 (98.3) 
Fema le 1 (2.5) 2(5.1) 1 (2 .3) a (0.0) 1(1.7) 
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all supefinterJdents hotd ing the docto rate. These figures 
generally relieet ce rt ificat ion standards, wh ich in Kansas 
requi res on ly 8 min imum of a master's degree plus some ad­
ditional cou rsework in education admin istrat ion. 

Kansas lags behind national data l or females holding 
superinterJdency positi ons. Add ing one or two females per 
year brou ght the Kansas total to only two for ' 987- B8j.7o/. ) 
Nati onwide, fem ales hold lour pe rcent of the publ ic schoo l 
superintendenc ies (Feist ritzer, 1988). 

Challenges Facing New·to·Si te Superintendents 
Th roughout the five year pe riod 01 the Kansas survey. 

the topic of budget was the paramount concern conf ront ing 
new superintendents. Concerns about tam inQ this time­
consuming and pol itical ly sensit ive task parallel the find ­
ings 01 other nationwide stud ies, inc lud ing those con· 
ducted e'e'y decade by the Amelican Assoc iation of 
&hool Adm inist rato rs (AASA). The frust rat ions with t>udg ­
etary mattars rIlported by new superintendents in Kansas 
can be att ributed in part to simple logist ics_ Because these 
new superintendents arri,e on site usually In Ju ly o r Au · 
~ust, they are placed in the posit ion of promoting and de· 
fending a budget they had no part in construGti ng and which 
must be voted upon by the school board in August. 

Them is usually strong d isagreement between what suo 
pefintenden ts perce i'e as ~rlor l ty concerns and what the 
public senses as issues need ing attention in the schoo ls_ 
Although SOme important t rends were not consistent ly 
proood by t he authors o,er the five years, the data was 
deemed sulfi c ient to suppo tl thls assetllo n_ As Tab le 2 i Ilu$· 
t rates, the major prob lems fac ing publ ic schools as per· 
ce ived by t he p u bl i c are subs la nt lall y IJ ifferen I from th ose of 
schoo l professionals, The Gallup po ll s conducted I rom 
1985- 89 showed d rug/alcohol abuse and lack of d iscip line 

as major school prob lems_ When cont rast ing these two sig­
ni f icant sources of informat ion, one must draw the conctu· 
s ion that new·to·site superintendents in Kansas perceive 
their problems from a totall y diffe rent pe rspect i,e than the 
publicat large_ 

Even though the Gallup poll is a nat ional study. drug 
and alcohol abuse knows no bourJdarles and smal l·town 
Kansas is not immune to these prob lems. Yet o,e r the past 
five yea rs, new·to·site superintendents in Kansas did not 
once Choose d rug or alcohol abuse as an issue, even 
though the American publ iC perceived that to be the most 
crit ical prob lem over the same time frame_ Keeping In mind 
that Tab le 2 ref lects what was impotlant to superintendents 
and that Tab le 3 ref lects important issues to the publiC at 
large, the perceptions rIlported in the two tab les are totally 
incongruent. 

Th is find inQ lends cmdence to the research by AI,ey 
(1 986) who conc luded that superin tenden ts (as we ll as prin· 
ei pals and schoo l boards) are f re quently insensit ive to the 
sOurces of d iscontent within thei r own Gommunities. It is 
understandable that most rural and small town superin­
tendents in Kansas would not perce i,e urban problems like 
integration and overc rowding as relevant concerns . E'en if 
we exclude these issues as demoQraphica lly irmlevant, the 
ch ief school oflicer in Kansas, not un l ike counterparts else­
whe re in the nation, tends to become emotionally and intel­
lectuallyabsorbed in the internal real itie s of maintaining 
basic school district serv ices, keeping ab reast of state legal 
and financial reqUirements, hiring and e'aluallng person· 
ne l. and rIlspond inll whene,e r possib le to reform pressu res 
to improve teachin~ and learnin~. 

Neverthe less, a c lear pattern 01 disagreement ootween 
schoo l patrons and local protessiona ls and board s ot edu· 
cation suggests a dramat ic need to Increase the 'olume of 

Tab le 2 

Major Problems Con tronting the SChoOI$ (1 985-89): New·to·Site Superi ntendents os. Pub lic·at·Large Perceptions 

Supt:s. 
Major Prob lems · '85 

Lack 01 discip line 
Use of Drugs 

Poor curriculum 
standards 

d l f fl c~lIy recru iti ng 
good teachers 
lack of proper 

financ ial support 2nd 
Pup il's lack of Interestl 

t ruancy 
large schoo lsJ 
o,erc rowd inQ 

integration/businQ 
Teachers' lack of 

Interest 
Drinking/a lcoho lism 

Moral standards! 
dress code 

Lack of mspect lor 
teache rs 

and other st~dMts 
low teache r pay , 3th 

Ga llup, 

"' 
'" '"' ,,' 
'" 

., 
, Oth 

, 6th 

, 2th 
, 4th 

Supt:s, 
M 

'" 

, 5th 

Gallup, Supt:s, 
'M '" 
'eO 
'" 
'" ,,, 
,cO 

15th 

." 13th 

." 
'" 
'" 
, Oth 
' 2th 

Gallup, 

'" 
,eO 
'" ,,, 

'" ,,' 
"" 
'" t 4th 

11 th ." 
'" 
t 3th 
t 2th 

SUPL'S, 

"' 

'" 

Gallup, 
M 

'" 

'" 12th 

13th 
10th 

'" 
t6th 
t lIh 

' The major prob lems li sted aoo'e are denved from the Annual Gal lup Po lloI Public Attit udes Toward the Public Schoo ls. 
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s u p.er1n~e nd enH'O_fI.I dlBI(lQue wlt~ ~n e dlve.se publ iCS 
S<l "'OO by schools, Tne revolt 01 lI'e client phenomena (Wilt 
and Kirst, 1988) now clla.acte.lsUc 01 rrIO$l proless ionaU 
cl ient relal ions~lps requires ~nal Ihe local SUPlrlnlandenfs 
traditional communication platfo,ms be reOeslgned to bet· 
ler addrl!SS parenl and cltlzen awret>enslons. Lu ll and Ian· 
naccone"S (191)7) wamlng mal publiC schoola "re _, 
apolitical insular Instilullons ~akes on special meaning as 
pa,ent sand t r-.e greate, soc lei y become Increasingly app'e· 
hensive about the welfare of chlld.en. Increasingly. local 
public educallon I, embroiled In e web 01 con llicting de· 
mands t h~1 m"SI be Jilspon~ 10 In _ bat_need laaIllon. 
The super1nlendenl . as resident prolnslonalexpelt , Mella 
to s~lIfIIIIn listening SkillS and be prepared 10 counter any 
and,..1 pen:eptlons In. rUss"rlng lasl>lon. Oolng SO in no 
wlilf sugoes~s the superinlendent must be all t ~ings 10 all 
~Ie. It does SUggeSl, howe"" Ille need lor Skills as a co· 
alilion builder. harmonizer. and 1~11It.1<)". Superint8ndents 
cannot lullill any 01 tMse roles II they..., not on tl>e $afT1e 
w~ length wilh constltventt. 

The Supe.lntendent's Evolualion 
Accountability has I>eGn on everyOOdy·s ~orlw II11 lor 

educalion tor almosl Iwenty years, and It appropriately reo 
lIeers an increas ing concern fo, putting In place teacher 
and admi nistrator evaluallon practices t hat can beller as· 
sure quality control . The authOrs have consl!tently asklld 
new·to-site superintendents in Kansas about sccountabll· 
ity p,acl ices Ihat locused on lhelr own performance. 

Orer louryea<s 01 inquiry, Table 3 oosel"OeS that f81Iular 
eva luat ion 01 the supe<intendent has been add,essed with 
increasing frequency by 1oc.1 school DOafr:rS. Superlnlen. 
dent self-evaluation 01 performance as , regular pao1 Ol ille 
evaluallon process and the bo./InI·s willingness 10 ~cept lt. 
however. decreased In "Be over the &arne time perlor:r. As 
board 01 education members h...., acquired rTIOfe lrainlng In 
evaluation .• e tiance on formal .... I"at lon ~as Increased e~ · 
ponenlially. Superinler>dents In K.nsas repOned an In· 
c reasing use ol lormal ins truments. usu.lly eheckll • • s , to 
assess their effectioenen. These In$lrumenl$, locally d6-

Tobl.3 

F ... q"..,cy and Parean"ge Count: Superlnlen<lents· Perceptions of Thei , 0 ... 0 P,rlormanea Enlu'IIon." 

1985-86 1986-117 1~7-aa 1988-119" 
N" 39 N·43 N =29 , .00 

Evaluation Ollcuned 
In Initial Employmenl 
Inle",iew 

no mention t9 (48.7) 13 (30.2) 11 127,6) 21 (35.0) 
Orle ll y mentlon&d 18(46.2) 22 (51 .2) 16 155,2) 31151 .7) 

broad ly srat&d 0(0.0) 2 (4.7) 31 10,3) 4 (6.7) 
spec ilically dell nlld 2 (2.6) 4 (9 .3) I 134) 4 (6.7) 

Sell· evaluation 
estaOllshed Instrument 11120.5) 51\1.6) 7 (24 1l 7111 .7) 

sell·gene,allld 15(38.5) 12127.9) 10 (301,5) 315.0) 
no sall-evalualion 16(41.0) 23 (53.5) 12(41.4) 52186.7) 

Jilqulred bjr conlract 1 (2.6) 1 (2.3) 0(0.0) 

Board 01 Ed"c.lion E •• I".tlon 
est.tlllsl>ed InSlrumenl 11 (282) 15 (34.11) 7(24.1) :)Q ~.O) 

set1·gener~ted 18 (46.2) 22(51 .2) 14 (48.3) 2$(46.31 

E.'t .... ti .. hidence 
specific perto<mance 11(20.5) I( (32.6) 1(146.3) 12120.0) 

crllerl~ Input hom I.::ullyl$luden!$ 3 {7.7} 4 (9.3) 41'3.8) 3 (5.0) 

E ....... tion P.ocedu .... 
open-enr:rer:r responses 12130.8) 5 111 .6) 3110.3) 

checl<lIst 28171.8) 32114.4) 21 (72.4) 
perlo<mance oblectlves 9123.1) 11 125.6) 8(27.6) 

combination ol.oove 8(20.5) 81111.6) 5117.2) 

Value 10 Superlnlend""t 
meanlng r,,1 31 (~.5) 28(65.1) 19(65.5) 51185.0) 

meaningless 6(15.4) 7 (16.3) 6(20.7) 11113.3) 
specific direction hom board 7(17.9) 5111 .6) 4113.8) 25(41 .7} 

re ... UIId In leaving lob 0(1)0) 112.3) 010.0) 6(10.0) 

• Percentages 10lal more than 100 becaus.e ot m uUiple ,esponses, or less because not a ll items on Ihe survey are reflected In 
Ihe data represented hefil . 

. ·1 988-89 responde nt s were nol as ked to respo nd to some itams covered in prio r years, 
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ve~ped lor lhe mosl part are new used more eon" $lenUy 
but lack rellabllily and 1Ialldlty. Uen ,s or s<:,ln utlll~'" on 
many ot tile exl ant InSl rument s are rrequ&nt ly oathered In 
questlonablewtloj.; 10< example, adopt ing in wool.o< In Par! 
..... uatlon Instruments used by some oth.r bOard 01 edo..oca­
tlon, The Quality ot a DOrrowed Instrume nt Is alwtloj. q...e .. 
tionabl., especl"ly wt.en U make$ lil1le rel.renee 10 per, 
rormanee crlt.ri. Ihal ""pond to lo~ "'Ieds an<I re~lrle • . 
Without any rel ...... c. to mUlu ally agreed .... pon porlo.· 
mllllCe .xpect,llons, board memboml are not in a posilion to 
mal<e ace,lfltljudgmanl5 aboul lila most eUiciant use 01 
the $uperlnteoo&nt's time , adeq uacy 01 basic management 
P'lIC1Ices and eHl c lency in address in g loca l educaliooa l pr!. 
0.,1101. SWdil. Mve em phaS ized the n..oo lor adm inis trato r 
e.a lua1l0n prCX::85sn driven by clear perlorm ance .. pecla· 
lions where as spec lticity inGreases, abi lity to reac~ those 
c riteria irn:reases (Redlern, t974; Shaeler a nd Aead, 1982). 

Add itionally, little use wa s made by Kan sas aCflOOl 
boarda to "l'Cel'ltl \lYalu ali ..... input hom lacul ty an(l atu­
(len"-thl popUlations who interrelate most Ireq\lllnlly 
a nd wfl<) are mOIl.Ueeled by the superi ntendenl in smaller 
rural (ll$trlcts. The absenr::e ol lhis dala meana t~at _,da 
are deprived of obs.rvalions 110m a poOl or OlIse ....... 
whoM OlI ..... l1lon. in Ihe aggregale tend to reduce the In· 
diyidUIII biaH' th.t go uncheclted by an exclu-'ve rell.ne. 
on Ind/ridu" board member,;' evaluations . TI>e omission 01 
such d,t,led _rll nltW Kansas s uperint. nd.nt.to coo· 
clud. th't boen:t ev~u.tion of their perlormance was a 10 ' 
t.lly m.anlnglen .xen::ise. 

Ol.peelal conc.rn was the sizeable numberol new .u· 
perlntende nt . who fe l! thei r boards did not gl'ltl . nough 
specific direction In the eval uation process. Sine. , II s uper· 
Intendents In the s tudy were new to si te and re latively unla· 
mil ial with board a nd comm un ity e' pectat lons . they would 
have we lcomed direction toward meetin g those nu da. In 

short. superintendenls fell Ihel. bOards did not give them 
enoullh lIuidance. Vel very lew antlelpatl(! making a job 
change because 01 disall.cllon wilh 8'<alu.tlon proce· 
du ... . Or>e mU'1 conclude Ihal the Inadequac ies asscx:: i· 
.ted wit~ wc isting perlormaroce assessment procedures a re 
not contribulorslo higM, .upe<1nl.noentt u. no""r rates in 
Kan58S; Ihe masons muSI II •• lsewh.re. 

Clinical or Formati'ltl Supervi sion 
As tlla press for SChOOl Impro...menl em.rged in the 

early e ighties, clinical a;:oproaches 10 su pervi s ion were 
viewed as performan.ce monitoring options with t rem en · 
dous potential. Clin lc,l . upervl , 'on In th9 cont.,.t 01 this 
s urvey was viewed as up-¢Iose . upervlsory wo rk conduc ted 
with teac her,; in a d",e lop ment."y locused nonadve rsaria l 
cont.,. t IGoldh ammer, 19(9). That la, tM adm ini.trator is a 
coach or het pe r who actively assle t. the tut""r in becom· 
Ing a beue, c lassroom decl.lon maker. A variety 01 in st ruc· 
tlonsl improvlffil8nt strategias could be ullliled. but all reo 
qu i .. lraq""nl supervlaory conliet belween leacher and 
admlnISlraIO'. As seen in Tabl. ~, lor two years ........ ·to-5ite 
superintend.nts were ISI<ed aboul the algnllicance they at · 
lac h 10 clinical wpefYlslon IS 8 vehicle to< impl'O¥ed In­
structional practice. TIl .... ident,tled Ihla particular superv~ 
aory option as being Imporl.nt, possibly relleclin.g lhe 
Inllue nceof currenl uni¥erl lty an<Ilnslf'Vk:e training as Wflil 
as. pen::.ived need to De lull part n. rs with th.ir teacllars In 
Ih. inMructional irnpro...menl p<Oce'S. HOW\I'Y'e', clinical 
approaches 10 supervision wen! not identified as, priority 
need in the ir own d istriCIS, and 1&0'1 had actually imple· 
mented s uch approach.s In &e h()O ls . Th is d isparity 00· 
Iwoon approvi ng of a new approach a nd t~n priorit izing it 
downward in one's Own d istrlcl ls highly prob lematic il OM 
be lieves that acad em ically elf&etiVi dlWicts have supe rin· 
tende nts that require teach e rs !o leach to a prelerred teach · 

Tl ble 4 

Relaled lsaue. 

Clinlc.1 S\I~'1on Important 10 Your Dls trlel? ,,, 
NO 

No Respon&e 

Clin ical S"p. rvl slon Importan! 10 Su~rl n!en de n!? ", 
"' No Respon Se 

District Hu $horH erm Plans For Imp le mental/on? .. , 
"' No Reaponse 

Dis l.ic l Has long-I.,m Plarn; For Implemenlltlon? 

'" No 
NO ReSponlI 

Princ ipal,' E.alu. Uon will include Use of Clinical Supervi Sion? .. , 
No 

No Response 

""'-M N." 
tS(5t.7) 
14 (48.31 

23 (79.31 
6 (20.7) 

1~ (48.3) 
t4 (48.3) 

I (H) 

t5(51 .1) 
t3(44.8) 

1 (H) 

17 (58.6) 
11 (37.9) 

1 (3.4) 

1988-89 
1'01 ,,60 

48(80.0) 
11 (t8.3. 

1 (1.7) 

53 (1)8.31 
5 (8.31 
2 (3.31 

~(~.3) 
24 (40 .01 

t (1.7) 

29(46.3) 
29(48.3) 

2 (3.3) 

~t (68.3) 
16(2l!.1) 

3 (5.01 
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ing m~l. toIlow a IIghUy aUU(:lu<e<l proeH' 01 teacner 
..,,11 principal evaluation, and frequently (verbally) empha­
size achievement of district ~als and objectloes (Murphy, 
Halling<'lr. and Peterson , 1987). laRocqlhl and Coleman 
(198tl) s imilarly reponed II Sironil district p'8HRCe In higher 
performing school dis l ric's", lind Is "iel adm In l II raj 01'$ set· 
ung .achieY9menl expect'tiona, monitoring school perlo,­
mane. data closely, and making school accountability a,,· 
lient issue In the district. 

Sin~ most of the r.ew superlnterld ents categorized 
their inher ited bui lding prlnclpa lls) as basic SY51em maln­
laine,s, II mil')' nave been difficult to recast these persons 
into roles n InSlrucllon~ lead.,s within the lime span of 
Dilly one rear. One can only hope Illat these Kwlsas superin­
tend"" .. will be able to upgrade the superviSOry skills of 
present pr1nclpals or hi,e new ones w il h an educational im· 
pr,,,eme-nt '(lenda that paralle l' the ir own. Follow.u p stUd· 
ios oye r Ihe next soyeral )'<Ia~ s hou ld s hed mo re light on th e 
issue. 

Summ.ry 
Superl,,' endeocy tUfl\OYer has increased In Kansas 

O'fflr the tast live years. boJt not at a rate that dlUers dramati· 
cal ly from the ""erage for the nation. New·to·slte supe ri n· 
tende nt s in Kansas did not rellect a demograph ic prof ile 
that departed app rec iab ly Irom their peers e lsewhere in thl> 
nat ion . ... ge. ~I 01 education and job e.perlence charac­
le ristics pa.alleled national medians. Kansas did deparl 
ralher dramat ically from national s tatistics when gender 
was the basis of compariSOl"l. 

"'notMr noteworthy dilierence was tM l ac~ of central 
office and pr lnci palship experience held by many new su­
perintendents servi ng in the emaller d istricts that al>ound 
in Kansas. Clearly. board expectations for thaM superln. 
tendents assume the cenlral ollice and prlnclpalship func­
lion, are totally subsumed by the ,ull"rintendeflCy. School 
bu &1""51 managem",,' , lran.po<! at ion, cu mcu lum develop.. 
ment. instructional super"ll"on. disc ipline, and parent 
conTerenclng a re indood major co mponent s In the rura l 
superintendency. 

The budget and its defense coupled with board of edu­
cation evaluaUon practices were identified as major job irri­
tant s IIy new·to-si te superin tendents. Conc."" a bout 
budgef WOUld unde"'tandably be a source ol lruSlration lor 
any new ,uperlntendenl ",nee limited opportunity to under· 
stand and InHu ence b~d get deve lopment is typicall y char· 
acte rist ic. Boa rd eva luat ion practi ces were IruSl rat ing be­
Cause they Ire~uent l y did not proy id e thn" s upe rin· 
t,,""'e nts with enough direction. litlle evldenClt was Pro­
vided to ,upport the booord's US<! 01 commonly ag",ed-tJpot> 
perlorm.nce crtterla when assessing superlnl"ndent effec· 
tlveness. Addition ally, lillie use was made 01 supplemental 
informati on that might "'Heet $ttJde nt and lacu lty percep· 
l ions 01 s upe rintendent adeQ~acy. 

OM emer!;l<lnt pattern ob5"rved OI'er the lIye )'<lars 01 
thl> stUdy wn tha "harply dlll .. "nt perce pI Ions of school 
problems held by superlnte""' .... ts and citl.!"nl. This ph. 
f"IOmenO<'I mlphtbe attrlboJtabl" to the lendency oflupefin· 
tendenlS 10 ottw the irconillct1 as internal end bureaucratic 
rathert han e.ternal and public (Zeigler. J"nnlngs. and Peak, 
1985). The supe rintend ent'S attentio n is d irected more nar· 
raw ly Inward to the operetlonl ollhe d ist rict and to Ihe pro­
t"sslof1al relationships with teache rs, stall. end other ad­
min lstra'ol. thet cons1itute Its working co.e. There Is 
conflict, 10 I)e sum, but it i. perceived as being 01 the prolu· 
,ional rather than public vart"ty. The dangers IlSsociated 
wilh Inlern,1 locus n_ be<ln cOMsldeJ"MI by Lutz and Ian­
naccone (t9781 who conc luded In a di sc ussion 01 dissati .-
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laclion theory 01 local school OOI"'manC$ that the seem· 
Ingl y placid , contro ll ed, and superintendent·managed 
po lit ics of educat ion ca n episod ica ll y oocome highly oo n· 
II lctua l il educational pol ic ies run InlO a strong comm unit y 
value and thus generate a good deal of political h"at. SUch a 
circumstance I. more likely to _ .ge when lhe wpe~n. 
l8fldent mal<8S little ellorl fO understend the Ii.nge and 
depth 01 community looling about the schools. 

The new·ta·slte superinlendents indicated generally 
pOS itive perceptions about superv iSOry opti ons that wo~ld 
add ress instructional im proV<lm e nt Irom a more cl inical de· 
v,lopmental perspective. Unfor tunately. clinical ap· 
proac;hes we re N)j viewed "" a po-Iorlty concern fOf their dis­
Uicla. On .. might eonclud .. ' hat the "t>ackburner .-atus· 
assigned to clinical supe ..... islon r .. fleeted ~he press '0 "". 
dren more ImportanllhinllS during tne lirst year In ~ new 
disl rict. In a sttJdy of s uperintendent cont ro l OI'er prl~c l . 
pals, Peterson 119a~l.ug gests t ~st the major mec han ism 
lor control IS the $llklclive recruitment and socisllzation 01 
subordinates according 10 shared nOfms and values coup.. 
led with common pen::eplions among principals that they 
are i ndi recll y being held accoun I able IIy Ihe au p,~ nt,nden t 
lor results. I! Could welt be thai tile new-to·sit, wperinten· 
dents represented in this stUdy , Imply did not view them· 
Sa lyes as hao ing perso nnel In place that cou ld run wilh the 
dentand s of a cl ln lcsll y.focused su pervisory program. It 
takes lime tOd_lop a sense 01 mission, to establish a pos· 
Itl ..... climate. and (MOrsee lhe Implementat ion ol thll mis­
sion (e .g.> placing like-mInded people in prlnclj)8l$hips). 
The authors conclude that thll I, the soenario lor Kansas 
su perintendants . Ctin ical s uper"ll slon In its o~rlou s lorms 
may prove over the lo ng te rm to be mo re than a popU lar lad 
that fai led lor lack 01 co mmit menl_time will te ll . 
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