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ABSTRACT

District Superintendent and School Board Presi@&enteptions regarding Leadership
Characteristics for Superintendents of Texas Seho@ecember 2009)
Kenneth Lee Groholski, B.S., Sam Houston State &fsity;
M.Ed., Tarleton State University

Chair of Advisory Committee: Dr. John R. Hoyle

The purpose of this study was to compare the péores of Texas Public School
superintendents and school board presidents amg@tance of leadership
characteristics of the superintendency.

The questionnaire used in this study was develbgddr. Douglas D. Wilson
and modified by the researcher. Responses toatldcale instrument and a nominal
ranking of ten leadership characteristics werecgell from superintendents and school
board presidents of Texas public schools. The latipn was superintendents and
school board presidents from the 1031 Public Scbagdficts of Texas. The population
was divided into 95 large school districts (>10,80@dents) and 936 small school
districts (<10,000 students).

Data was then generated regarding the respondmteptions of leadership
characteristics. Descriptive statistics and ManhitwWey Tests for differences were used
to determine if possible significant differencessei the data. Results were reported

using the Statistical Package for Social ScienS&SS 14.0).



Major findings of the study suggest:

1. Superintendents view the importance of instructi¢esdership, prior work
experience in education, and effective school boaations significantly
higher (p<.05) than school board presidents.

2. Superintendents of small schools view the impogasfanstructional
leadership, prior work experience in education, effieictive school board
relations significantly higher (p<.05) than schbohrd presidents of small
schools. Conversely, school board presidents aflsohools view the focus
on professional development significantly highes.(5b) than
superintendents of small schools.

3. Superintendents of large schools view the imposrarfanstructional
leadership, comfort with media relations and padditiand effective school
board relations significantly higher (p<.05) thahaol board presidents of
large schools.

The study concluded that there are differencekerperceptions of
superintendents and school board presidents ofsTgualic school districts concerning
the importance of superintendent leadership chamatits. The study also shows that
the leadership characteristics perceived as magstritant by both superintendents and
school board presidents are different based ositleeof the school district. It was also
concluded that further study was needed to obthiglzer response rate from the

population and conduct further demographic analgéd®xas public school leadership.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

The public education system is a complex orgardmatihere leadership is
important for success (Glass, 2001b; Wilson 20@yer the past 25 years there has
been an emphasis on improving student achievemeuhiools and the demand to hold
school leadership accountable for continuous imgmoant and academic success.
Instructional leadership has been shown to be esdpeimnportant for effective schools
(Waters & Marzano, 2006). The role of the supendent calls for exceptional
leadership to transform schools into places of ssEc

Leadership can be interpreted in different ways. dafined by Hoy and Miskel
(2008), leadership is “a social process in whicheanber or members of a group or
organization influence the interpretation of intdrand external events, the choice of
goals or desired outcomes, organization of work/éiets, individual motivation and
abilities, power relations, and shared orientati¢gp420). When district leaders carry
out their leadership responsibilities effectivedyydent achievement is positively
affected (Waters & Marzano, 2006).

In Texas, the role of superintendent of schooltuthes acting as the chief
executive officer of the school district, servirggthe change agent of reform, and

holding the ultimate leadership role in the dag#&y operations in their schools.

This dissertation follows the style ©he Journal of Educational Administration



In addition, superintendents bring a set of pratesd and personal values to
their districts. These values are formed from gedirstudy, research, and experience
(Glass, 2007a). The position of school superirg@hd unique and plays a critical role
as connecting link between schools and commumgigiesented by school governing
boards (Glass, 2007b); yet few educators want tiedake this difficult position
(Cooper, Fussarelli, & Carella, 2000).

In their role as community representatives, theegowmg school boards select
and evaluate superintendents. Some governing §saek a superintendent who will
lead their school’s reform effort and serve asdfief executive officer of the district.
Superintendents are critical to creating environimensceptible to substantive reform
and is the cornerstone in school reform reseanahpdints out that the political nature
of school boards affects the selection of the sopardent and also the leadership in that
role (Glass 2001b, 2002, 2007).

Statement of the Problem

An effective relationship must exist between theost governing board and its
Chief Executive Officer (CEO) in order for the sohdistrict leadership to be successful
(Byrd 2006; Glass, Bjork, & Brunner, 2000 Wilso®08). The school board president
is the leader of the school governing board artdaskey communication link between
the board and the superintendent (Glass, 2002)d, Brews, and Johnson (2006)
identify local school boards as the sole evaluadbssiperintendents and further point
out that the quality of relationships between stihoard presidents and school

superintendents determine the success and lengginurfe of the superintendent.



School board presidents are critical leaders irhtheg and firing of superintendents in
any school district (Glass, 2001b; 2002). Thegsptency and their expectations of the
district superintendent is a reflection of theiofg@ssional/personal values and
experiences (Glass, 2007hb).

Conflict with the school board is cited among otha&s a common reason for
superintendents leaving a district (Hoyle & Skdl899, Rausch, 2001). Peggy
Ondorvich states that dealing effectively with dmfis critical to the superintendency
(as cited in Running, 2004). School board microag@ment is also a key reason for
turnover in the superintendency (Glass, 2001a; &aA003). This doctoral study is
important in order to extend the knowledge basansigg school board-superintendent
relationships and its impact on leadership fosefools. Needs and preferences of
schools vary from district to district (Collins, @®). If school are to be governed to help
all students succeed it is imperative that studeesonducted to identify issues around
leadership expectations by both the school boaddsaperintendent. Therefore, it
warrants investigation to compare school boardigpeess’ and superintendents’
perceptions about school district leadership chiarestics of the superintendency in
Texas public schools.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to compare the likeae and differences in the
perceptions of superintendents and school boasidanets in Texas public schools
regarding the leadership characteristics of thesofendent. Specifically, this study

places additional focus on the size of the schmttidt as part of the comparative



component. This document provides an extensidhgwoesearch conducted by Douglas
D. Wilson in a doctoral dissertation from Arizon@at® University (2006). Wilson
compared the perceptions of superintendents arabkgbverning board presidents
regarding leadership characteristics in Arizonaosth The Superintendent/Governing
Board President Leadership Survey (Wilson, 2006 useed to measure the differences
in perception on the leadership characteristicguperintendents between
superintendents and school governing board presiden

Research Questions

The research questions are as follows:

1. What are the differences in perceptions betweeadduperintendents and
school board presidents on the importance of soiggridlent leadership
characteristics?

2. What are thelifferences in perceptions between superintendardsschool
board presidents in small schools on the importahseiperintendent
leadership characteristics?

3. What are thealifferences in perceptions between superintendardsschool
board presidents in large schools on the importahseperintendent

leadership characteristics?



Significance of the Study

The future success of public school systems depemdise leadership skills of
superintendents as they relate to the expectabibtie governing boards (Wilson,
2006). Conflict, inefficiency, and frustration arevitable when there is ambiguity
concerning the job duties of the superintendenb@Bwan & Zimmerman, 2000). Glass
stated that many members of the American Assoaatid&chool Administrators
(AASA) believe conflict between school board menskend superintendents are more
prevalent today than in years past (2007). Comleranembers of the National School
Board Association (NSBA) feel that the conflictist greater than before (September,
2001).

Issues facing schools have not changed much thoatighe years but the size
and complexity has increased (Orr, 2002). Effectighools require superintendents to
be the agents of change as they face these cortigdexiSchool superintendents need
vision, skill, and knowledge to run the day to agnerations of their districts (Hoyle,
Bjork, Collier, &Glass, 2005). The school boareésdent is the leader of the governing
board but more importantly, the school board pestids the key communication link
with the superintendent (Glass, 2002). A subsahatid positive relationship exists
when the superintendent and governing board dtrigfi@ work” in the “right way” and
are focused on fulfilling their leadership respdiigies (Waters & Marzano, 2006).

To date, there is limited research comparing tipesaotendent’s and the school
board president’s perceptions of leadership charatits of school superintendents in

Texas public schools. Results from this study siggificant research that will aid in



the relationship between superintendents and sdlozot presidents in Texas schools
and contribute to the literature related to scheatlership and governance.
Operational Definitions

Education Code Officially named thél'exas Education Codéhe education

code refers to the state educational statutes apgioy the Texas Legislature.

Texas Public Schoal3he independent school districts of the Stateciviaire

legislated by th&@exas Education Codgoverned by the local school board, and
accountable to the Texas Education Agency.

SuperintendentThe superintendent is defined as the chief eéxeewho is

appointed by the board of trustees and given lagdladministrative power to manage
the day to day operations of the school districerghappointed. The superintendent is
superordinate to the professional and nonprofeakgiaff, but subordinate to the school

board of the district which is responsible for fuperintendent’s evaluation.

School Board Presidenthe school board president is the duly electethbes
of the board who presides over the board and ttsre&c The president of the school
board also represents the board as a whole gsokesperson.

School BoardThe school board is the body of officials elediedversee the
operations of the school district. The school daarsometimes referred to as the
governing board or board of trustees.

School Board/Superintendent Relatiofike working relationship between the

superintendent of schools and the school govermiragd that eases or restricts the day

to day operations of the school district.



Small School DistrictsTexas school districts that have an enrollmeritQf0

students or less.

Large School DistrictsTexas school districts that have an enrollmeritQdfl

students or higher.

Leadership Characteristicberms used to effectively describe individual

elements of the expectations of the superintenaetitey relate to job performance.
PerceptionsObservations and opinions of tested population.
Assumptions
1. The responders will understand the scope of thatystad will honestly and
objectively answer the questionnaire.
2. The researcher will show no bias or partiality alecting and analyzing the
data.
3. The individual returning the survey is the samevimaidial who completed the
survey.
4. Leadership characteristics are accurately refleictélde test instrument.
5. The perceived leadership characteristics of suprtents are accurately

reflected by the instrument.



Limitations
1. Findings from this study are based on data coliefrtam presiding
superintendents and school board presidents frotasTeublic Schools.
2. Objectivity of the responders may have been aftebiebiases of the
individual responders as they complete their qoastires.
3. Limited sample size and amount of data collectethflarge schools. Out of
1031 public school districts, only 153 superintertdeand 45 school board
presidents returned surveys of which only 20 supenidents and 10 school
board presidents represented large schools.
Contents of the Record of Study
This dissertation is organized into five chapteFse first chapter provides an
introduction, a statement of the problem, the psepaf the study, research questions,
operational definitions, assumptions, limitatioasd the significance of the research.
Chapter Il contains the review of current literatuiT his review outlines relevant issues
associated with school leadership and managemelntling instructional leadership.
The topics of school governance and superintensigndol board president relations
also were reviewed. Chapter Ill contains the medihagy of the study including
population, instrumentation, and data collectiod analysis procedures. The fourth
chapter presents the analysis and comparisong afata collected in the study as it
relates to the research questions. The fifth arad €Ehapter consists of the conclusions

and recommendations for further research.



CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Leadership is a mysterious and elusive conceptg2h@002) where one can get
bogged down in complex theory (Cambron-McCabe, Givam, Harvey, & Koff,
2005). As cited by Wilson, leadership finds itetin the works of Weber, Fayol, and
Taylor emphasizing efficiency and productivity (B)0 From ancient times to the
present, observers have remained perplexed abmatthal essence of leadership
(Hoyle, 2007). The changing view of what it me&m&ad allows for differing
interpretations of literature (Schlechty, 1990hisTis especially true in superintendent
and school board president perceptions. The rateanf this literature review includes
relevant research in the following sections: 1§l&xahip in general, 2) characteristics
and traits of leadership, 3) research on leadeishipe superintendency that includes
skills and expectations of performance, 4) schoalrtds and their roles in district
leadership, 5) evaluations, politics, and conflmft$he superintendent-school
board/president relationship.
Leadership
Hoy and Miskel define leadership as a social preaesvhich a member or
members of a group or organization influence tierpretation of internal and external
events, the choice of goals or desired outcomegsnization of work activities,
individual motivation and abilities, power relatgrand shared orientations (2008).
Collins, in his bookGood to Greatdentifies five levels of leadership (2001):

1. Highly capable individuals



4.

5.

10

Contributing team member
Competent manager
Effective leader

Level 5 Executive (p.20)

Level 5 leadership sits at the top of the pyrahiderarchy and was found by

Collins to be at the helm of every good-to-greatpany he researched (2001). Seven

commonplaces in school leadership serve as “stakbe ground” for leadership in

todays schools. These non-negotiable “stakesleading, governance, standards and

assessment, race and class, principals, collaborand community engagement

(Cambron-McCabe, Cunningham, Harvey, & Koff, 2008pvey relates successful

leadership to seven personal habits. These hadmtbe divided into the categories of

private victory, public victory, and renewal. Eftere people, according to Covey

(1989):

1.

2.

6.

7.

Are proactive

Begin with the end in mind

Put first things first

Think win/win

Seek first to understand, then be understood
Synergize

Sharpen their saws

Effective leaders have visions and work to shagamizations in accordance

with that vision (Sergiovanni, 1996). Hoyle regasktraordinary leaders as those who
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inspire people during their lives and make lastiogtributions (2002). Chopra found
that someone who has set out to become a leadesuedeed through the use of
fundamental spiritual rules (2002). These ruleskarsed on the concepts of looking,
listening, and showing flexibility in decision makj (Chopra, 2002). In Texas, many
extraordinary leaders have been and are schootiatgeents (Hoyle, 2002). Former
military general Matt Prophet defined seven elem@eeded to lead any organization
(as cited by Cambron-McCabe, Cunningham, Harvel{o#, 2005):

1. You must have the right people.

2. You must have access to data about your systenferpgnce.

3. You need an effective delivery system.

4. Logistical systems are essential.

5. You need a communications system.

6. You must have an absolute methodology for evalnatio

7. Successful leadership is a process not a destmatio

Superintendent Leadership

School superintendents assume the role of chiefugixe leader (Hoyle, Bjork,
Collier, & Glass, 2005). The superintendency hawhically been viewed as the person
who keeps their organization running efficientlyo{i$ton & Eadie, 2002). Today,
school executives need vision, skill, and knowletigeun the day to day operations of
their districts (Hoyle, Bjork, Collier, & Glass, @8). Superintendents must be bold,
creative, and energetic leaders who can resporuklguo issues (Hoyle, 2002).

Leadership also has significant effects on learningking the instructional leadership
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of superintendents vital to the success of theidigForsyth, 2004; Goodman &
Zimmerman, 2000).

Normative role expectations of the superintenddrasye evolved over the past
150 years (Kowalski, 2005). These role expectatmfrthe school superintendent can
vary and be very formidable (Byrd, Drews, & Johns2006; Wilson, 2006). Hoyle
(2002) writes that the superintendent finds himbkelhg pulled in many directions. The
public school superintendent is a job that is caxptiemanding, stressful, and
controversial because the educational and polibiaknce of the job (Glass &
Franceschini, 2007; Hoyle, (2002); Kowlaski, (200&)bservers of the superintendency
agree that the variability in working conditiongdispendent on local factors such as
district size, wealth, and community support (Gl&dsranceschini, 2007).

The superintendency encompasses an overwhelmingerushresponsibilities
(Cunningham, 1999; Glass 2007a; Hoyle, Bjork, @o|l& Glass, 2005). Theodore
Kowalski (2005), building on the research of Raymh@uallahan (1966), identifies five
overlapping role conceptualizations of the supendency. These conceptualizations
show the importance of the superintendent as:

1. teacher/scholar

2. manager

3. democratic leader

4. applied social scientist

5. communicator
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Finances and accountability pressures have beeonstant high concern to
superintendents over the years (Glass & Frances@@i7; Houston & Eadie, 2002).
The superintendent is also responsible for thela¢ign of the school district including
the mission, and vision of the district (Hoyle, BjoCollier, & Glass, 2005) pulling the
superintendent in many different directions (Ho@e02). Hoyle (2002) adds further
that increased scrutiny by legislators, speciaregdt groups, and media have made
student achievement a top priority (p. 7).

The ability to be politically astute and a managfeconflict is and will continue
to be essential to the success of superintend&#szon (2007) identifies eight tools
that leaders use in mediation:

1. Integral vision

2. Systems thinking

3. Presence

4. Inquiry

5. Conscious conversation

6. Dialogue

7. Bridging

8. Innovation
These tools are best used in various combinatibmsiag the leader to mediate and
transform conflict, strengthening education in pinecess (Gerzon, 2007).

Cooper, Fusarelli, and Carella (2000) and Hoyl®@@&gree that that the

numbers who seek the superintendency diminish ga@h Glass (2002) identifies the
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following four possible reasons for fewer candidageeking the role of the

superintendency:

[ —

. Lack of qualified applicants for the superintendenc

2. Frequent turnover.

3. Deteriorating board relations.

4. Lack of gender and racial diversity in the supemaency.

According to Pascopella (2008), superintendentstiieeposition of superintendent is
stressful because of school finance shortages,ld Ceft Behind (NCLB) mandates,
negative media attention, individual board membéations, and conflicting community
demands.

Clearly, the demands of the school superintendantire patience, knowledge,
and skill (Hoyle, 2002). Increasing student achraent is cited as the biggest reason
that few people desire to pursue the superintend@aoper, Fusarelli, & Carella,

2000; Farkas, Foley, & Duffet, 2003). Hoyle (20@&)ng with Glass, Bjork, and
Brunner (2000) point out that salary and benefisiasufficient for the level of
responsibility and accountability demanded. Ghss Franceschini counter that one out
of ten superintendents enters the superintendemapdnetary reasons (2007). Hoyle
agrees that interest in the superintendency in §baa decreased due to the demands of
the position compared to the compensation (20@®oper, Fusarelli, and Carella argue
that improved pay and benefits would possibly atteamd retain more qualified
individuals into the superintendency (2000). Ise@ch conducted by Hoyle and

associates seven reasons are identified for tielisst in the superintendency (2005):
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1. Financial pressures of the district

2. Board conflict

3. Personal attacks from media/special interest groups

4. poor compensation packages

5. increased number of violent students

6. stress on personal/family life

7. decline of respect for the position

There are many factors contributing to the insighaf the superintendency.
Current superintendents state that the lack oéfisesources was the key reason for lack
of success as school leaders (Glass, Bjork, & Beur2000). Perceptions also play a
role in the effectiveness of the superintenderite Z002 study entitleGultivating a
Successful Relationship Between the Superinteind&thools and the Board of
Trusteeqas cited by Running, 2004) identifies the follogiimehaviors of
superintendents that could be detrimental to te&idi and its perception:

1. Theft of school property.

2. Misuse of authority.

3. Tampering with documents.

4. Participation in school board campaigns.

5. Failure to keep up with the changes in community sechool board

philosophies and attitudes.
6. Failure to administer district policies.

7. Failure to serve as a role model (pp. 14-16).
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School board presidents also identify the lackuoiding as a perennial problem
facing school districts, but also point toward tearcshortages, low achievement, and
poor parental involvement as other possible ca(Skess, 2002). Time is cited as a
factor that can be quickly exhausted by speciarest groups and community pressures
(Glass, et al. 2000; Harvey, 2003). Byrd and asses identify apathy in the decision
making process and the decision making by thelbdgi® along party lines as a
contributing factor to the instability of the supgendency (2006). Working with the
School Board President, not being able to get aewsanade at the board level, and
superintendent-School Board relations were citesigrgficant factors in the instability
of the superintendency (Byrd, Drews, & Johnson,&00n contrast, Hoyle, Bjork,
Collier, and Glass (2005) state that the reasonsuiccess and/or failure is not always
easy to discern.

Another primary source of frustration for schodhanistrators is the
micromanagement by the school board and boardicof@ambron-McCabe,
Cunningham, Harvey, & Koff, 2005; Harvey, 2003; Reln, 2001;). School board
members who practice power in a dominating or cggve manner can overtly and
covertly disrupt a school’s democratic foundatido(ntford, 2004). Points of
contention can range from curriculum design to @engl management (Hoyle, 2002).
Glass (2001b) found that many members of the Arasissociation of School
Administrators(AASA) believe conflict between school boards angerintendents are
more prevalent today than in years past. As writte Glass, Bjork, and Brunner

(2000), and supported by Hoyle (2002), researclwstaocontradictory view in terms of
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negative superintendent/school governing boardioglships. Members of thdational
School Board AssociatioiNSBA) feel that the conflict is not greater tHaafore. Issues
facing schools have not changed much throughougdhes but the size and the
complexity has increased (Orr, 2002). SucceskBestperintendent is conjectured to lie
in the gleaning wisdom from criticisms without bgitdefeated in the process (Harvey,
2003).

The meaning of leadership in public schools has h&erpreted a number of
different ways. Wilson (2006) notes the changireywof what it means to lead allows
for conflicting interpretations of existing litetae. Schlechty (1990) proposed that
superintendents must use their office to lead tlesipective districts, meaning that the
challenge is to lead without force. Houston andi&$2002) add that defining goals and
the mode of accomplishing them becomes a blurreddetween superintendents and
school boards. Hoyle, Bjork, Collier, and Glassodbund that twenty-first century
superintendents must be able to interpret dataneaginstructional methods, and
explain their district’s achievement in comparisorother districts (2005). Over one-
half of superintendents in a study by Farkas, F&eRuffet (2003) listed increasing
achievement as the most daunting task of the sutpadency.

The Institute for Educational Leadership believes the challenge for district
leaders is to unite the community around a commsiorv and then structure the entire
school system around that vision (Usdan, McCloudinfostko, & Cuban, 2001;
Sergiovanni, 1996). Waters and Marzano (2006 ) tiivad effective superintendents

include all relevant stakeholders in establishirsridt goals. Glass (2001a) points out
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that superintendent search firms cite the needuperintendents to be communicators
and have interpersonal/school board relationshilahimg skills as opposed to financial
management and instructional leadership. The magglorted by the National College
for School Leadership in Europe states that le&geraust be both instructional and
transformational (Earley, 2003). Schlechty (199@posed that superintendents must
use their office to lead their respective districteaning that the challenge is to lead
without force. Waters and Marzano (2006) idenfiiyr major findings in their meta-
analyses of leadership in effective schools:

1. District level leadership matters.

2. Effective superintendents focus their efforts agating goal-oriented

districts.

3. Superintendent tenure is positively correlated sttident achievement.

4. A “Defined Autonomy” of the campus building.

The AASAGuidelines for the Preparation of School Adminigtra was the first
widely distributed guidelines for school distriet“central office” administration
(Hoyle, Bjork, Collier, & Glass, 2005). In 200Zars of further research in educational
leadership by the AASA, the National Council foe fior the Accreditation of Teacher
Education (NCATE), and the Interstate School Leadlgzensure Consortium (ISLLC)
culminated in the production of ttf&tandards for Advanced Programs in Educational
Leadership However, the AASA guidelines remain the bestiguor superintendent
preparation because of its focus on strategic alesrad the superintendency (Hoyle,

Bjork, Collier, & Glass, 2005).
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In Texas, the superintendent of schools is thef @xecutive officer of each
school district and holds the ultimate leadership m the day to day operations in their
schools (Glass, 2007b). Adams, Hill, and Bullagatesthat under Texas State law, the
superintendent has broad responsibilities and ateraccountability for all district
operations as leaders of schools (2009). Thislship role is based on eight
professional standards from the American AssoagiatioSchool Administrators and
authored by John R. Hoyle Rrofessional Standards for the Superintendgitryyle,
2007; Hoyle, Bjork, Collier, & Glass, 2005; Runni2@04). These standards involve
executive leadership and executive vision in (HoR@07):

1. Shaping district culture.

2. Societal and school board governance issues.

3. Internal and external communications.

4. Resource management.

5. Curriculum.

6. Instructional management.

7. Personnel management.

8. Personal values and ethics.

Within each of these eight standards exists fiveeteen specific duties or performance
indicators. These standards have their limitatlmtsprovide an objective basis in the
evaluation of the superintendent through the sptifrspecific targets (Eadie, 2003;

Hoyle, 2007).



The approved standards or “framework” of the supendency in Texas is
comprised of three primary domains encompassingademetencies:
1. Leadership of the educational community
a. Integrity, fairness, and ethics
b. Shaping and facilitation, and implementation ofsaon
c. Communication with stakeholders
d. Response to and influence of larger political criste
2. Instructional leadership
a. Strategic planning and implementation to enhanamiag
b. Nurture and sustain the instructional program astfict culture
c. Staff evaluation, development, and supervision
3. Administrative leadership
a. Financial planning and resource allocation
b. Facilities planning and management
c. Change agent with organizational and problem sglgkills
School Governance

The local school district was created to carrytbetState system of public
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education. The governing body of the local schibisirict is the school board. In the

majority of communities across Texas, the electéabsl board is the primary way a

community defines itself. The school board ispleee where basic values of

communities are articulated, debated and adjudig@dtemir, 2009).
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The governing work that must be done in schootiaimting. Updating the
vision, prioritizing decisions, agreement on olijezd, and monitoring financial and
educational performance are integral to the gowgrprocess. The following work must
be done to assure school district success (Eaids)2

1. Updating the school district’s vision and missiatipdically in response to

environmental change.

2. Spotting strategic issues that are coming dowrptke in enough time to

address them effectively.

3. Deciding which issues to tackle now and in the rietare and investing in

change initiatives to deal with them.

4. Reaching agreement on operational targets.

5. Rigorously monitoring financial and educationalfpenance.

Strategic planning and decision making are coneatléhe gold standards for board
involvement in school leadership. Close collaboratan have a strong impact on
school improvement (Houston & Eadie, 2002).

School governing board members bring their desimadke a real difference in
their districts and a capacity for hard work (Ea@@03). Cassel and Holt (2008) found
that school board members run for office to givekio@ their communities, to help
preserve good schools, to support public educaéind,to participate in local
democracy. Eadie says that along with being abtgvie back to the community,

serving on a school board can be a deeply satgsimperience (2008).
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The role of a school board member is, in most ¢asesnpaid office requiring
servant leadership. Cassel and Holt identify gjriicant characteristics of servant
leaders:

1. Listening

2. Healing

3. Persuasion

4. Foresight

5. Commitment to people

6. Community building

The selection of the superintendent is the singlstrmportant decision made by
school boards. Superintendents receive their pénaer the local school board (Glass,
2000). The selection process varies depending®site of the district but after the
interview process, the school board nominatesa éandidate (Bjork, Glass, &
Brunner, 2005). Hoyle, Hogan, Skrla, and Ealy @d0und a growing crisis in the
superintendency and predicts a lack of high perifegrschools unless the best and
brightest educators become the CEO’s of Texas $€hdde superintendent is the
board’s closest partner in providing leadershigdor district and its most precious
human resource (Houston & Eadie, 2002). Glass(Q2P002) agrees that the school
board and superintendent must work together to@ttrthe school district and the
community. The line between good and bad in teshassuperintendency hinges on
united or fractured support (Cambron-McCabe, Cugimam, Harvey, & Koff, 2005).

The leadership priorities of the superintendenhwlie school board call for
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collaboration to formulate specific performanceyds (Houston & Eadie 2002). The
“rub” is that satisfying governing board expectaionay or may not coincide with what
is required to succeed educationally (Cambron-MeC&nningham, Harvey, & Koff,
2005).

The superintendent and school governing boardharértto most important
elements of the district’s strategic leadershipntéalouston & Eadie, 2002). Thus, a
good relationship between the school board/schoatdpresident and the
superintendent is critical to success (Byrd, Drefvdphnson, 2006). This fundamental
relationship can be strengthened by the superietgnthderstanding the current
dynamics of the leadership team through the us#udtional governance. This
continuum of situational governance is a non-stpigroach to leadership through the
use of different leadership styles for four scergnf school governance (Domenech,
2005):

1. A Micromanaging Board

2. A Supportive Board

3. A Wait-and-See Board

4. A Mature Board
Eadie (2003) points out the importance and higkestamature of the superintendent-
school board relationship by declaring the neediolding a close, positive, productive,
lasting board-superintendent relationship. Heestéirther that the board-
superintendent relationship is notoriously difftcia build and prone to deterioration if

not nurtured (2003). The success of the schoatg@ance team is directly linked to the
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future success of Texas’ education (Running, 2004hjs could lead to longer tenures
and a better focus on academic achievement (Bynrely® & Johnson, 2006).

The success of any school district in fulfilling mission to educate children
depends on the ability of the superintendent aadtiard of trustees to jointly establish
goals and objectives. An effective means to pre@vyatus and direction to the
leadership team is a well-conceptualized and weletbped evaluation process (Adams,
Hill, & Bullard, 2009). Houston and Eadie agreattbne of the most important
functions of a high impact governing board is teefgrmance evaluation of the district
CEO (2002). Superintendent evaluation is requinedtatute, but in most states specific
criteria are not mandated (Glass & Franceschir/26loyle, Bjork, Collier, & Glass,
2005). Texas law states that funds may not be tespdy an administrator who has not
been appraised in the preceeding 15 months (Addihs& Bullard, 2009). Glass and
Franceschini found that over 80% of superintendentise United States are evaluated
annually (2007).

To evaluate a superintendent’s performance is kemalue judgments (Hoyle,
Bjork, Collier, & Glass, 2005; Hoyle & Skrla, 1999The evaluation of superintendents
consists of a document written by the school gangrboard president and/or the entire
board (Glass, 2007b). The document should be catpely developed and reviewed
in advance of the evaluation so that the disttinet,board, and the superintendent can
prepare for and benefit from the evaluation. Tingesintendent evaluation in Texas
must address the following minimum criteria, oraegors (Adams, Hill, & Bullard,

2009):
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1. Instructional management

2. School/organization morale

3. School/organization improvement

4. Personnel management

5. Management of administrative, fiscal, and facifitpctions

6. Student management

7. School/community relations

8. Professional growth and development

9. Academic excellence indicators and campus perfoceabjectives

10. School board relations
The superintendent evaluation is unique in comparie how other professional
educators are evaluated (Adams, Hill, & Bullard)20 The purpose of the evaluation
process is to determine the superintendent’s fudongpensation and/or contract renewal
or extension (Glass & Franceschini, 2007); howdévaliso aims to improve the
superintendent’s executive skills in leading th&trit to greater effectiveness (Hoyle,
Bjork, Collier, & Glass, 2005).

The evaluation of the superintendent can only Becgve if board members and
the superintendent have knowledge and understanditng legal, practical, and
political implications of the evaluation processigins, Hill, & Bullard, 2009). The
magic of assessing the performance of the supadete does not lie in the evaluation
process itself. Evaluation procedures must haegeiip performance targets or else

become dangerously subjective (Eadie, 2003). nmsgadill, and Bullard found that the
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superintendent and the school board must operateessn in establishing goals and
objectives of the district (2009). The followinggps in conducting an annual review are
recommended (Hoyle, Bjork, Collier, & Glass, 2005):
1. Establish procedures for setting goals or tardgetsdefine expectations and
set priorities for the superintendent being apeiis
2. Develop evaluation processes in collaboration withsuperintendent being
appraised.
3. Conduct formative conferences to provide ongoingitooing of
performance.
4. Conduct a final summative conference (p. 211).
Houston & Eadie (2002) support these steps witHdhewing recommendations:
1. Utlilzation of the board’s executive committee tesare the evaluation
process is well designed and carried out.
2. Basing the evaluation on agreeable and negotiagdrmance targets.
3. Including active face to face dialogue in meetihggveen the superintendent
and the executive committee.
4. Keeping the focus on education and growth.
5. Reaching formal consensus and formal document#tieneof.
6. The entire governing board is fully informed andiied to comment (pp. 86-
88).
The success of the leadership team is based ahiriua close, positive,

productive, and lasting superintendent-school bparthership. Effective
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communication is an obvious, yet vital componerdany relationship that involves
collaboration and teamwork. Both sides of the ¢égsllip team must reach explicit
agreement on what you will regularly see and heam tthe superintendent and the types
of interaction you will have revolving around foexpectations (Eadie 2008a):

1. Pertinent Issues

2. Emerging Issues

3. Informal Interaction

4. Accurate Information
It requires the superintendent to devote time araigy to the superintendent-school
board relationship. Effective communication betw¢he superintendent and the
governing board should be based on the followiregnies (Houston & Eadie, 2002):

1. Openness and honesty in communication.

2. Share the right information.

3. Be timely in communication (pp.93-94).

The key ingredient effective school leadershipustt(Cassel & Holt, 2008).
Eadie (2003) states that sweeping changes aregtplkane in working with school
boards. The demand for immediate gratificatior,dlstrust of authority, the graying of
formalities, and time pressures all are broad cbang the landscape of school
leadership.

The school board president is the leader of thegorng board but more
importantly, the key communication link with thepguintendent (Glass, 2002). The

relationship between the school board presidenttgduperintendent is another piece
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of the partnership puzzle. Strong superintendehbal board president partnerships
have been supported by board-savvy superintenddrdgEadie 2003):

1. bring a positive attitude to their working relatsbmp with the board

president.

2. take the trouble to get to know the board president

3. reach agreement on the basic division of labor Wighboard president.

4. make sure that the president succeeds as chéie diciard.

5. help the board president achieve hi/her profestminactives.
It is because of this important relationship betwte superintendent and school board
president that further study is needed into thegyarons of superintendents and school
board presidents as they relate to leadership ctegistics of superintendents.

Summary

This literature review has described leadership @artains to school district
leadership and school governance in Texas puldicads. The review has focused on
the characteristics and expectations of superigiereadership in Texas schools based
upon previous research in educational leaderships review has also identified the
importance of effective school governance and tiygortance of the superintendent-
school governing board president relationship wtety connecting the two sides of
school governance through the superintendent aggprar his literature review also
details the evaluation of the superintendent andritical relationship to the

characteristics of the superintendency and the itapoe of the superintendent and the



governing board as the leadership team. The fottiss study and its research

guestions were based on this literature citedigréview.
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CHAPTER 1l
PROCEDURES AND RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The major purpose of this study is to compardikemesses and differences in
the perceptions of superintendents and school hwasidents in Texas public schools
regarding the leadership characteristics of thesofendent. This study was designed
to collect and analyze data pertaining to the peeceimportance of leadership
characteristics in the superintendency. The Sofmrdent/Governing Board President
Leadership Survey, a questionnaire initially depelb by Dr. Douglas D. Wilson
(2006), was adapted and used to collect data frexa3 school superintendents and
Texas school governing board presidents. Thewlata analyzed to establish a
relationship between the perceptions of superirgetsdand the perceptions of school
board presidents and identified variables.

Population

The populations of interest in this study are entisuperintendents and school
board presidents of public school districts in Tex@uestionnaires were sent via emalil
to current Texas public school superintendentssahdol board presidents from public
school districts using the following enrollmentuigs respectively: less than 10,000
students and 10,000+ students. At the time ofthdy there were 1031 Public School
Districts in the State of Texas (Texas Educatiore@ory, 2008). Overall there were 95

large districts and 936 small districts which mag@edhe population studied. The large
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school district category for this study was 9.2%haf population studied. There were
936 small districts which made up 90.8% of the pajan studied.

Out of 95 large school district category 20 sugendents successfully
responded to the survey which made up 21.1% ofdperintendent population sample.
Ten school board presidents from the large schatelgory successfully responded to
the survey making up 10.5% of the school boardigeas population sample. Out of
936 small school districts 133 superintendentsessfally responded to the survey
making up 14.2% of the superintendent populationge. Thirty five school board
presidents from small school districts successiudgponded to the survey making up
3.7% of the school board president population samphe decision was made by the
researcher to test a cross-section of superinténden school board presidents of the
1031 Texas Public School Districts.

The 1031 public school districts are placed inggaphical regions known as
Educational Service Centers (ESC). Superintendarmdsschool board presidents from
all 20 ESC’s were represented in the study withetkeeption of Region | and Region

XV where no responses from school board presideets submitted. See Table 1.



Table 1. Frequency distribution of responsesby ESC (N=198)
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ESC Superintendent Responses School Boasideént Responses
I 6 0
I 4 1
i 9 3
\Y 5 4
V 10 3
VI 18 4
Vi 7 3
VI 8 1
IX 10 4
X 4 1
Xl 5 1
Xl 17 3
Xl 3 4
XV 2 1
XV 2 0
XVI 12 2
XVII 16 3
XV 8 3
XIX 4 2
XX 2 2
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Instrumentation

The instrument used in this studyfise Superintendent/Governing Board
President Leadership Survdgveloped by Douglas D. Wilson in 2006 and was
distributed with minimum modifications. This suypw&as chosen for this research
because of its validity and reliability in gathegyiperceptions of superintendents and
school board presidents in regard to superinteridadership characteristics. The first
part of The Superintendent/Governing Board President LestdprSurveys a forced
choice Likert instrument consisting of 17 questipestaining to leadership
characteristics of the superintendency and factdased to job effectiveness.

Each of the 17 items required the responder tosthone of the following
choices regarding their perception of leadershgratteristics of the superintendent:

1. Strongly Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither

4. Agree

o

Strongly Agree

The second part of The Superintendent/GoverningdBBeesident Leadership
Survey allows the respondent to rank ten schodeiship characteristics in order of
importance perceived by the responder. Thesedd&tship characteristics are as
follows:

1. Instructional Leadership

2. Understanding of School Finance
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3. Focused Professional Development

4. Effective School Board Relations

5. Visionary Leadership

6. Understanding of School Law

7. Community Building

8. Political Astuteness

9. Team Building

10. Intellect
Modifications included the gathering of selectedhdgraphic variables included gender,
district size, and if the responder was a schoatdpresident or the district
superintendent. The purpose of the researchdslkect quantitative data regarding
perceptions of leadership characteristics of Taxgerintendents by asking the same
guestions of Texas superintendents and school lppasidents.

A copy of The Superintendent/Governing Board President LesddprSurvey
(Wilson, 2006) is attached to this study. Wilstated his confidence and satisfaction as
to the validity of the instrument based on thedaihg design principles F.J. Fowler Jr.
(1998).

1. The strength of survey research is asking peopeataheir first-hand

experiences.

2. Questions should be asked one at a time.

3. A survey question should be worded so that alloedprs are answering the

same question.
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4. All responders should understand the kind of anghagrconstitutes an
adequate answer to a question.

5. Survey instruments should be designed so thabsies tof reading questions,
following instructions, and recording answers a@asy as possible for all
responders.

Data Collection

There were 1031 independent public school distiiciTexas at the time of the
research. Questionnaires were emailed to all supadents and school governing
board presidents of these districts. A cover lettglaining the survey and
confidentiality of subjects were emailed as a pref the survey. The process was
repeated bi-weekly two more times to complete thges). Returned surveys were
sorted into two groups: school board presidentsdistdct superintendents and divided
into large school districts and small school dissti Table 2 illustrates the distribution

of returned surveys from Texas school superintetsden



36

Table2. Distribution and return of superintendent surveys (N=153)

Group n returned Percentage of Populaton
Large Districts 20 21.1%
Small Districts 133 14.2%
Totals 153 14.8%

Table 3 illustrates the distribution of returnedvays from Texas school board

presidents.

Table 3. Distribution and return of school board president surveys (N=45)

Group n returned Percentageagfulation
Large Districts 10 10.5%
Small Districts 35 3.7%
Totals 45 4.4%

Data Analysis

The 1031 public school districts of Texas werad#d into two groups: large
school districts (>10,000 students) and small sktistricts (< 10,000 students).
Questionnaires and cover letters were emailedestiperintendent and school board
president of each school district. As questioresawere received from the survey

instrument, the data was entered in Microsoft Exmehat using a personal computer.
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At the completion of the data collection, the imf@tion was exported for analysis to the
statistical program Statistical Package for So8@énces (SPSS) for Windows-Standard
Version 14.0 (SPSS, Inc., 2006). Descriptive stiail analyses produced means,
frequencies, central tendencies, and standardtaEsa Mann-Whitney tests produced
significance values. The Demographic data coltkptrtained to the size of the district
and the position held by the responder. Thesabkas were used in the analysis of the
perceptions of school board presidents and supadents as they related to leadership
characteristics of superintendents in Texas pudaiools.

Data analysis included specific statistical proceddor each research question.

The questions are:

1. What are the differences in perceptions betweeadduperintendents and
school board presidents on the importance of sogggrilent leadership
characteristics?

2. What are thelifferences in perceptions between superintendardsschool
board presidents in small schools on the importahsaiperintendent
leadership characteristics?

3. What are thealifferences in perceptions between superintendardsschool
board presidents in large schools on the importahseperintendent

leadership characteristics?
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CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction

The major purpose of this study is to compare iftenksses and differences in
the perceptions of superintendents and school hwasidents in Texas public schools
regarding the leadership characteristics of thesnofendent. Specifically, this study
places additional focus on the size of the schmttidt as part of the comparative
component. This document provides an extensidhgwoesearch conducted by Douglas
D. Wilson in a doctoral dissertation from Arizont@at® University (2006). Wilson
compared the perceptions of superintendents arabkgbverning board presidents
regarding leadership characteristics in Arizonasth The Superintendent/Governing
Board President Leadership Surv@yilson, 2006) was used to measure the differences
in perception on the leadership characteristicguperintendents between
superintendents and school governing board presiddrnis study compared survey
responses from school board presidents and sugedi@nts based on the size of the
district of the respondent.

One hundred and fifty three (153) superintendants45 school board presidents
of Texas public independent school districts resigdrto a research instrument
developed by Dr. Douglas D. Wilson (2006). Thistinment was slightly modified by
the researcher. Both superintendents and schaotl lppesidents were given the same
guestionnaire. The questionnaire was comprisedreé sections. The first section

consisted of 17 forced choice Likert instrumentsjioms related to superintendent
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leadership characteristics. The second sectiowad the responder to conduct a
numerical ranking of ten superintendent leadershgracteristics in the order of
perceived importance. The final section of theszeyrmgathered descriptive demographic
data about the responder.

This chapter is organized into three sections:ti@® one provides the
demographic data from the study along with freqyatistributions. The second section
examines the research questions and provides amtescstatistical analysis and
discussion of the data. Section three is a diswogd the major findings of the
research.

Demographic Data

Data regarding demographic information of the oesients are analyzed in this
section. The questions asked on the researcluimnsiit pertained to the identification of
the respondent as the superintendent or schootl lppasident and the size of the school
district for each responder. Although the researrcbllected data regarding the gender
of the responder, this data did not produce anuatecsample size and was not used in
the research. In addition, the review of literatdid not reveal any research comparing
perceptions of leadership to the gender of thersueadent and the gender school

board president.
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Table 4 refers to the frequency distribution @& thspondents as it relates to the
size of the district they represent and the pasitield by the respondent in the study.
There were 153 superintendents and 45 school lppasidents that completed the

survey.

Table4. Demographic information regarding participantsrelated to school size
and position (N=198)

Type Superintendents School Board Presidents
Large (10,000 + Students) 20 10
Small (Less than 10,000 Students) 133 35

Research Questions

The first and second parts of the questionnaireessed the perceptions of
school board presidents and of superintendentsecoing leadership characteristics of
Texas public school superintendents. Section diieecsurvey included 17 questions
pertaining to school district leadership. All lifegtions were answered through the use
of a forced Likert response scale. The secondgddhte survey required each
respondent to rank 10 leadership characteristitisarorder of perceived importance to
school district leadership. Variables used in pssing this information included the

Size of the District and the position of the regiamt in their respective school districts.
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Research Question #1

The first research question of this study addreisedlifferences in perceptions
between superintendents and school board presiderntse importance of
superintendent leadership characteristics. Thetourewas:

1. What are the differences in perceptions betweeadduperintendents and
school board presidents on the importance of sofeerient leadership
characteristics?

Table 5 presents the descriptive data of superdeteivesponses to the first part
of the research instrument based on a Likert sCHfe items in Table 5 possess means
ranging from 2.84 to 4.84. Table 5 also includesrhedian and standard deviation (SD)
measures. Superintendents ranked effective conuaition, establishing a clear vision,
and the development and management of instructresalirces as the three most
important characteristics of superintendents. 8khoard turnover as a cause of
superintendent ineffectiveness, the power of pasisnaand the management of the

“4Bs” had the lowest mean scores of part 1 of @search instrument. See Table 4.



Table 5. Perceptions of school superintendents on the importance of
superintendent leader ship characteristics

Question Mean Median

1. Inthe current educational environment, a public 4.595  5.00
school superintendent must be an instructional
leader.

2. Public school superintendents must have work 4.575 5.00
experience in public education to be effective.

3. Effective communication with board members, 4.843 5.00
district and school staff, parents, students, aed t
community is essential in superintendent
effectiveness.

4. Developing and managing resources necessary #0614 5.00
support the instructional system must be a priority
for superintendents at all times.

5. Establishing a clear vision for teaching and 4.660 5.00
learning is critical to superintendent success.

6. The successful superintendent’s ability to 4575 5.00
articulate an instructional vision has a significan
relationship to the district’s academic success.

7. Persuasion is the ultimate tool for a superintendéh654  4.00
of education.

8. Superintendents must effectively manage 3.980 4.00
“buildings, buses, books, and bonds” to be
successful.

9. School board turnover is a root cause of 2.843 3.00

superintendent ineffectiveness.

10. Superintendents are perceived to be leaders of thel31  4.00
community as opposed to being led by the
community.
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SD Rank
.65 5
.70 6
43 1
.62 3
.58 2
.60 6
.93 16
.90 15
1.14 17
74 14



Table5 Continued

Question Mean Median

11.Curriculum, finance, professional development, 4.601
school board relations, and vision are the areas of
responsibility inherent in successful
superintendents.

12. Successful superintendents inspire a shared visidr209
for comprehensive integration of technology and
foster an environment and culture conducive to
the realization of that vision.

13. Successful superintendents ensure that curriculat.268
design, instructional strategies and learning
environments integrate appropriate technologies
to maximize learning.

14. Successful superintendents apply technology to 4.248
enhance their professional practice and to increase
their own productivity.

15. Successful superintendents ensure the integraticgh307
of technology to support productive systems for
learning and administration.

16. Successful superintendents must be able to 4.438
establish expectations or norms of teaching and
learning for administrators and teachers alike.

17.Successful superintendents must be comfortablet.536
with managing media relations, public meetings,
politically inspired pressures, and they must be
adept at developing both permanent and
temporary coalitions with often disparate
community groups.

5.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

5.00
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SD Rank
.54 4
71 13
.69 11
.66 12
.58 10
.58 9
.60 8
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Table 6 presents the descriptive data of schoaidopi@esident responses to the
first part of the research instrument. The item#his table possess means ranging from
2.49 10 4.88. The table also includes the medmhstandard deviation (SD) measures.
The rankings in Table 6 show school board presglpetceived effective
communication, establishing a clear vision, anddénelopment and management of
instructional resources as the three most impoheaatership characteristics of
superintendents. School board presidents als@dséhool board turnover, the power
of persuasion, and the management of the “4Bs’aasp the least impact on successful
superintendent leadership. See Table 6.

Table 7 presents the descriptive data of Texassdcuperintendent responses to
the second part of the research instrument. Emesitin this table possess means
ranging from 3.52 to 8.09. The table also inclutiesmedian and standard deviation
(SD) measures. The rankings in Table 7 show tarintendents perceive effective
school board relations, visionary leadership, &aat building as the most important
leadership characteristics in the superintendeisperintendents also ranked focus on
professional development, political astuteness,sandnderstanding of school law as the

least important leadership characteristics of snpErdents. See Table 7.



Table 6. Perceptions of school board presidents on the importance of
superintendent leader ship characteristics

Question Mean Median

1. Inthe current educational environment, a public 4.156  4.00
school superintendent must be an instructional
leader.

2. Public school superintendents must have work 4.244  4.00
experience in public education to be effective.

3. Effective communication with board members, 4.889 5.00
district and school staff, parents, students, aed t
community is essential in superintendent
effectiveness.

4. Developing and managing resources necessary td¢.511 5.00
support the instructional system must be a priority
for superintendents at all times.

5. Establishing a clear vision for teaching and leagni 4.533 5.00
is critical to superintendent success.

6. The successful superintendent’s ability to artitula4.489  5.00
an instructional vision has a significant relatiloips
to the district’s academic success.

7. Persuasion is the ultimate tool for a superintende3.356  3.00
of education.

8. Superintendents must effectively manage 3.733 4.00
“buildings, buses, books, and bonds” to be
successful.

9. School board turnover is a root cause of 2.489 2.00

superintendent ineffectiveness.

10. Superintendents are perceived to be leaders of th¢.156  4.00
community as opposed to being led by the
community.
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SD Rank
98 12
.83 8
.38 1
.59 3
.59 2
.63 5
91 16
.96 15
.99 17
71 12



Table 6 Continued

Question Mean Median

11.Curriculum, finance, professional development, 4.489
school board relations, and vision are the areas of
responsibility inherent in successful
superintendents.

12. Successful superintendents inspire a shared visioA.111
for comprehensive integration of technology and
foster an environment and culture conducive to the
realization of that vision.

13. Successful superintendents ensure that curricular4.200
design, instructional strategies and learning
environments integrate appropriate technologies to
maximize learning.

14. Successful superintendents apply technology to 4.244
enhance their professional practice and to increase
their own productivity.

15. Successful superintendents ensure the integratiodd.78
technology to support productive systems for
learning and administration.

16. Successful superintendents must be able to 4511
establish expectations or norms of teaching and
learning for administrators and teachers alike.

17. Successful superintendents must be comfortable 4.467
with managing media relations, public meetings,
politically inspired pressures, and they must be
adept at developing both permanent and temporary
coalitions with often disparate community groups.

5.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

5.00

5.00
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SD Rank
.55 5
g1 14
.59 10
.68 8
.65 11
.63 3
.59 7
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Table7. Characteristics of superintendentsranked by Texas school
superintendents

Characteristic Mean Median SD  Rank
Instructional Leadership 4.52 400 261 4
Understanding of School Finance 5.00 5.00 2.75 5
Focus on Professional Development 8.09 9.00 2.14 10
Effective School Board Relations 3.52 3.00 224 1
Visionary Leadership 3.58 3.00 2.55 2
Understanding of School Law 6.78 7.00 2.28 8
Effective Community Building 5.39 5.00 2.18 6
Political Astuteness 7.01 7.00 2.58 9
Team Building 4.29 4.00 2.32 3

Intellect 6.76 7.00 2.66 7
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Table 8 presents the descriptive data of Texasadlward president responses
to the second part of the research instrument. it€hes in this table possess means
ranging from 3.82 to 7.51. The table also inclutiesmedian and standard deviation
(SD) measures. The rankings in Table 8 show ttaid board presidents perceive
visionary leadership, team building, and effec8ebool board relations as the most
important superintendent leadership characteristghool board presidents also ranked
political astuteness, focus on professional devela, and the understanding of school
law as the three least critical leadership chareties in the superintendency. See

Table 8.

Table 8. Characteristics of superintendentsranked by Texas school board
presidents

Characteristic Mean Median SD  Rank

Instructional Leadership 5.22 500 2.95 5
Understanding of School Finance 5.11 500 2.83 4
Focus on Professional Development 7.18 8.00 2.71 9
Effective School Board Relations 4.64 400 2.50 3
Visionary Leadership 3.82 4.00 2.87 1
Understanding of School Law 6.91 7.00 2.14 8
Effective Community Building 5.84 6.00 2.66 6
Political Astuteness 7.51 8.00 2.56 10

Team Building 4.04 4.00 2.53 2
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Table 9 provides the results of the Mann-Whitnegtlbetween superintendents
and school board presidents to parts one and twlecgurvey instrument. On question
#1 of the first part of the survey instrument, sugendents perceived the importance of
instructional leadership with a mean score of 4.&9%50ted in Table 5. School board
presidents recorded a mean score of 4.156 as mofable 4. The Mann-Whitney Test
performed on these mean scores detected a posghlécant difference to the .001
level, suggesting that Texas public school supenénts may value instructional
leadership to a significantly higher degree thasclmol board presidents. See Table 9.

On guestion #2 of the part 1 of the survey instmimsuperintendents perceived
the importance of prior work experience in eduaatioth a mean score of 4.575 as
noted in Table 5. School board presidents recoad®@an score of 4.244 as displayed
in Table 6. The Mann-Whitney Test performed orséhmean scores detected a possible
significant difference to the .002 level, suggestimat Texas public school
superintendents may value prior work experienaaduncation to a significantly higher
degree than do school board presidents. See Bable

In the second part of the survey instrument, sapamndents perceived effective
school board relations as the top ranked leadedtamcteristic with a mean score of
3.52 as noted in Table 7. School board presidecstsyded a mean score of 4.64 as
noted in Table 8. The Mann-Whitney Test perforraedhese mean scores detected a
possible significant difference to the .004 legelggesting that Texas public school
superintendents may feel that school board relat&ma more valuable to superintendent

leadership than do school board presidents.
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Table9. Mann-Whitney Test results of Texas superintendents and school board
presidents per ceptions of superintendent leader ship characteristics

Survey Questions Mann-Whitney  Exact Significance
(two-tailed)
1. Inthe current educational environment, 2519.500 *.001

a public school superintendent must be
an instructional leader.

2. Public school superintendents must 2604.500 *.002
have work experience in public
education to be effective

3. Effective communication with board 3282.000 430
members, district and school staff,
parents, students, and the community is
essential in superintendent
effectiveness.

4. Developing and managing resources 3062.000 .184
necessary to support the instructional
system must be a priority for
superintendents at all times.

5. Establishing a clear vision for teaching 3029.000 .077
and learning is critical to superintendent
success.

6. The successful superintendent’s ability =~ 3193.000 416

to articulate an instructional vision has a
significant relationship to the district’s
academic success.

7. Persuasion is the ultimate tool for a 2852.500 .065
superintendent of education.



Table9 Continued

Survey Questions Mann-Whitney

8. Superintendents must effectively
manage “buildings, buses, books, and
bonds” to be successful.

9. School board turnover is a root cause of
superintendent ineffectiveness.

10. Superintendents are perceived to be
leaders of the community as opposed to
being led by the community.

11. Curriculum, finance, professional
development, school board relations,
and vision are the areas of responsibility
inherent in successful superintendents.

12. Successful superintendents inspire a
shared vision for comprehensive
integration of technology and foster an
environment and culture conducive to
the realization of that vision.

13. Successful superintendents ensure that
curricular design, instructional
strategies and learning environments
integrate appropriate technologies to
maximize learning.

14. Successful superintendents apply
technology to enhance their professional
practice and to increase their own
productivity.

2957.000

2828.000

3383.000

3057.500

3195.500

3167.500

3427.500
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Exact Significance
(two-tailed)

123

.059

.845

.205

422

.366

.969
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Table9 Continued

Survey Questions Mann-Whitney  Exact Significance
(two-tailed)
15. Successful superintendents ensure the  3102.000 .254

integration of technology to support
productive systems for learning and
administration.

16. Successful superintendents must be able 3170.500 .386
to establish expectations or norms of
teaching and learning for administrators
and teachers alike.
17.Successful superintendents must be 3202.500 417
comfortable with managing media
relations, public meetings, politically
inspired pressures, and they must be
adept at developing both permanent and
temporary coalitions with often
disparate community groups.

Instructional Leadership 2972.500 .081
Understanding of School Finance 3356.500 .799
Focus on Professional Development 2867.500 .080
Effective School Board Relations 2477.000 *.004

Visionary Leadership 3406.500 915
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Table9 Continued

Survey Questions Mann-Whitney  Exact Significance
(two-tailed)
Understanding of School Law 3340.500 762
Effective Community Building 3061.500 257
Political Astuteness 3004.000 190

* Significant tothe .05 Level
Research Question #2

The second research question of this study addteksalifferences in
perceptions between Texas superintendents in setadlols and school board presidents
of small schools on the importance of superintentbaership characteristics. The
guestion was:

2. What are thelifferences in perceptions between superintenderdsschool
board presidents in small schools on the importafsaiperintendent
leadership characteristics?

Table 10 presents the descriptive data of the resgsofrom superintendents of
small schools to the first part of the researckrimsent based on a Likert scale. The
items in Table 10 possess means ranging from 8.8B8. Table 10 also includes the
median and standard deviation (SD) measures. Bitgredents of small schools ranked
effective communication, establishing a clear visiand the development and

management of instructional resources as the thost important characteristics of
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superintendents. School board turnover as a cdfuseerintendent ineffectiveness, the
power of persuasion, and the management of the”d&% the lowest mean scores of
part 1 of the research instrument, therefore vieagthe least important to

superintendent leadership. See Table 10.

Table 10. Perceptions of superintendents of small schools on theimportance of
superintendent leader ship characteristics

Question Mean Median SD Rank
1. In the current educational environment, a public 4.556 5.00 .68 6
school superintendent must be an instructional

leader.
2. Public school superintendents must have work 4.617 5.00 .68 4
experience in public education to be effective.

3. Effective communication with board members, 4.835 5.00 45 1
district and school staff, parents, students, aed t
community is essential in superintendent
effectiveness.

4. Developing and managing resources necessary td4.632 5.00 .58 3
support the instructional system must be a priority
for superintendents at all times.

5. Establishing a clear vision for teaching and 4.639 5.00 .59 2
learning is critical to superintendent success.

6. The successful superintendent’s ability to artitulad.571 5.00 54 7
an instructional vision has a significant relatioips
to the district’s academic success.

7. Persuasion is the ultimate tool for a superintehdef.669 4.00 .94 16
of education.



Table 10 Continued

Question Mean Median

8. Superintendents must effectively manage 4.030 4.00
“buildings, buses, books, and bonds” to be
successful.

9. School board turnover is a root cause of 2.797 3.00
superintendent ineffectiveness.

10. Superintendents are perceived to be leaders of th&£098 4.00
community as opposed to being led by the
community.

11.Curriculum, finance, professional development, 4.594 5.00
school board relations, and vision are the areas of
responsibility inherent in successful
superintendents.

12. Successful superintendents inspire a shared visioh196 4.00
for comprehensive integration of technology and
foster an environment and culture conducive to the
realization of that vision.

13. Successful superintendents ensure that curricula#4.248 4.00
design, instructional strategies and learning
environments integrate appropriate technologies to
maximize learning.

14. Successful superintendents apply technology to 4.226 4.00
enhance their professional practice and to increase
their own productivity.

15. Successful superintendents ensure the integratiod.308 4.00

of technology to support productive systems for
learning and administration.

SD
.86

1.13

75

.55

M2

.69

.70

.57

55

Rank
15

17

14

13

11

12

10
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Table 10 Continued
Question Mean Median SD Rank

16. Successful superintendents must be able to 4.421 4.00 .59 9
establish expectations or norms of teaching and
learning for administrators and teachers alike.

17.Successful superintendents must be comfortable 4.481 5.00 .61 8
with managing media relations, public meetings,
politically inspired pressures, and they must be

adept at developing both permanent and temporary
coalitions with often disparate community groups.

Table 11 presents the descriptive data of schamidopresidents in small schools
to the first part of the research instrument. iTamns in this table possess means ranging
from 2.46 to 4.97. The table also includes theiarednd standard deviation (SD)
measures. School board presidents ranked effemtivenunication, establishing
expectations, and establishing a clear vision @aghtee most important characteristics
of superintendents. School board turnover as secafisuperintendent ineffectiveness,
the power of persuasion, and the management d#iB& had the lowest mean scores

of part 1 of the research instrument. See Table 11
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Table 11. Perceptionsof school board presidents of small schoolson the
importance of superintendent leader ship characteristics

Question Mean Median SD Rank
1. Inthe current educational environment, a public 4.143  4.00 .97 11
school superintendent must be an instructional

leader.

2. Public school superintendents must have work 4.371  4.00 73 8
experience in public education to be effective.

3. Effective communication with board members, 4.971 5.00 A7 1
district and school staff, parents, students, aed t
community is essential in superintendent
effectiveness.

4. Developing and managing resources necessary th486 5.00 .56 4
support the instructional system must be a priority
for superintendents at all times.

5. Establishing a clear vision for teaching and 4514  5.00 .61 3
learning is critical to superintendent success.

6. The successful superintendent’s ability to 4486  5.00 .66 4
articulate an instructional vision has a significan
relationship to the district’s academic success.

7. Persuasion is the ultimate tool for a superintendeéh343  3.00 .87 16
of education.

8. Superintendents must effectively manage 3.827 4.00 .82 15
“buildings, buses, books, and bonds” to be
successful.

9. School board turnover is a root cause of 2.457 2.00 1.01 17

superintendent ineffectiveness.

10. Superintendents are perceived to be leaders of thel14  4.00 .76 12
community as opposed to being led by the
community.



Table 11 Continued

Question Mean Median

11.Curriculum, finance, professional development,4.486
school board relations, and vision are the areas of
responsibility inherent in successful
superintendents.

12. Successful superintendents inspire a shared 4.057
vision for comprehensive integration of
technology and foster an environment and culture
conducive to the realization of that vision.

13. Successful superintendents ensure that curriculérl71
design, instructional strategies and learning
environments integrate appropriate technologies
to maximize learning.

14. Successful superintendents apply technology to4.200
enhance their professional practice and to
increase their own productivity.

15. Successful superintendents ensure the integratibi086
of technology to support productive systems for
learning and administration.

16. Successful superintendents must be ableto  4.543
establish expectations or norms of teaching and
learning for administrators and teachers alike.

17.Successful superintendents must be comfortablé.486
with managing media relations, public meetings,
politically inspired pressures, and they must be
adept at developing both permanent and
temporary coalitions with often disparate
community groups.

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

5.00

5.00

58

SD Rank
.51 4
A7 14
.57 10
.68 9
.66 13
.61 2
.61 4
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Table 12 presents the descriptive data of Texpsrgiiendents of small schools
to the second part of the research instrument. it€hes in this table possess a means
range from 3.62 to 8.10. The items in this taltde anclude median and standard
deviation (SD) measures. The rankings in TablsH®v that superintendents perceive
visionary leadership, effective school board relati, and team building as the most
important leadership characteristics in the supenigency. Superintendents also ranked
focus on professional development, political astess, and intelligence as the least

important leadership characteristics of superintatsl See Table 12

Table 12. Characteristics of superintendentsranked by Texas school
superintendents of small schools

Characteristic Mean Median SD Rank
Instructional Leadership 454 5.00 2.60 4
Understanding of School Finance 480 5.00 2.71 5
Focus on Professional Development 8.10 9.00 2.09 10
Effective School Board Relations 3.65 3.00 2.25 2
Visionary Leadership 3.62 3.00 2.57 1
Understanding of School Law 6.59 7.00 2.23 7
Effective Community Building 5.47 5.00 2.22 6
Political Astuteness 7.15 8.00 2.60 9
Team Building 429 4.00 2.37 3

Intellect 6.72 7.00 2.77 8
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Table 13 presents the descriptive data of schaaidopresidents of small schools

to the second part of the research instrument. it€hes in this table possess means

ranging from 3.86 to 7.77. The table also includiesmedian and standard deviation

(SD) measures. The rankings in Table 13 suggasstiool board presidents of small

schools perceive team building, visionary leadgrsaind effective school board

relations as the most important leadership charatitss in the superintendency. School

board presidents of small schools also ranked foaysolitical astuteness, focus on

professional development, and an understandinghufad law as the least important

leadership characteristics of superintendents. Tabke 13.

Table 13. Characteristics of superintendentsranked by Texas school board

presidents of small schools

Characteristic

Instructional Leadership

Understanding of School Finance
Focus on Professional Development
Effective School Board Relations
Visionary Leadership
Understanding of School Law
Effective Community Building
Political Astuteness

Team Building

Intellect

Mean Median SD Rank

5.26 5.00 2.82 5
5.11 5.00 2.87 4
6.94 7.00 2.66 9
4.71 4.00 2.53 3

4.40 4.00 2.92 2

6.86 7.00 2.17 8

6.09 7.00 2.61 7

7.77 9.00 2.69 10

3.86 3.00 2.66 1

5.77 5.00 3.03 6
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Table 14 provides the results of the Mann-WhitnegtTetween superintendents
of small schools and school board presidents oflsolaools to parts one and two of the
survey instrument. On question #1 of the first p&the survey instrument,
superintendents of small schools perceived the itapoe of instructional leadership
with a mean score of 4.556 as noted in Table Xho& board presidents recorded a
mean score of 4.143 as noted in Table 11. ThenMghitney Test performed on these
mean scores detected a possible significant difteréo the .006 level, suggesting that
Texas public school superintendents may valueuostmal leadership to a significantly
higher degree than do school board presidents.T&ae 14.

On question #2 of the part 1 of the survey instmtnguperintendents of small
schools perceived the importance of prior work eigpee in education with a mean
score of 4.617 as noted in Table 10. School bpegsidents of small schools recorded a
mean score of 4.371 as displayed in Table 11. M&en-Whitney Test performed on
these mean scores detected a possible signifidéeredice to the .027 level, suggesting
that Texas public school superintendents may vaioe work experience in education
to a significantly higher degree than do schooktgaesidents. See Table 9.

In the second part of the survey instrument, sapamdents of small schools
perceived effective school board relations as #oeisd ranked leadership characteristic
with a mean score of 3.65 as noted in Table 1ho&8doard presidents of small
schools recorded a mean score of 4.71 as notedale T3. The Mann-Whitney Test
performed on these mean scores detected a posghlécant difference to the .018

level, suggesting that Texas public school supenaénts of small schools may feel that
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school board relations are more valuable to suferdent leadership than do school
board presidents of small schools.

Also in the second part of the survey instrumeampesintendents of small
schools and school board presidents of small setaqggear to have significantly
different attitudes when it comes to their peraamtiof the focus on professional
development. School board presidents of small@shwith a mean score of 6.94 (see
Table 13), ranked the focus on professional devety higher than superintendents of
small schools who had a mean score of 8.10 (seke 1&p even though both
populations ranked the focus on professional devetnt at or near the bottom of the
chart. The Mann-Whitney Test performed on thesamseores detected a possible
significant difference to the .024 level, suggestimat Texas public school board
presidents of small schools may feel that the fasuprofessional development is a
more valuable leadership component of the superiieiecy than do superintendents of

small schools. See Table 14.
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Table 14. Mann-Whitney Test results of Texas superintendents and school board
presidents of small schools per ceptions of superintendent leader ship characteristics

Survey Questions Mann-Whitney Exact Significance
(two-tailed)
1. In the current educational 1729.000 *.006

environment, a public school
superintendent must be an
instructional leader.
2. Public school superintendents must 1849.000 *.027
have work experience in public
education to be effective.

3. Effective communication with board 2060.500 .0750
members, district and school staff,
parents, students, and the community
Is essential in superintendent
effectiveness.

4. Establishing a clear vision for 2063.000 224
teaching and learning is critical to
superintendent success.

5. Developing and managing resources  1971.500 102
necessary to support the instructional
system must be a priority for
superintendents at all times.

6. The successful superintendent’s 2216.500 .650
ability to articulate an instructional
vision has a significant relationship
to the district’'s academic success.



Table 14 Continued
Survey Questions

7. Persuasion is the ultimate tool for a
superintendent of education.

8. Superintendents must effectively
manage “buildings, buses, books, and
bonds” to be successful.

9. School board turnover is a root cause
of superintendent ineffectiveness.

10. Superintendents are perceived to be
leaders of the community as opposed
to being led by the community.

11.Curriculum, finance, professional
development, school board relations,
and vision are the areas of
responsibility inherent in successful
superintendents.

12. Successful superintendents inspire a
shared vision for comprehensive
integration of technology and foster
an environment and culture
conducive to the realization of that
vision.

13. Successful superintendents ensure
that curricular design, instructional
strategies and learning environments
integrate appropriate technologies to
maximize learning.

Mann-Whitney

1881.000

1999.500

1921.500

2281.500

2041.500

2112.000

2116.000
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Exact Significance
(two-tailed)
.066

.165

.100

.857

215

.349

.363
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Table 14 Continued

Survey Questions Mann-Whitney Exact Significance
(two-tailed)
14. Successful superintendents 2269.000 811

apply technology to enhance
their professional practice
and to increase their own
productivity.

15. Successful superintendents ensure the 1922.000 .073
integration of technology to support
productive systems for learning and
administration.

16. Successful superintendents must be 2054.500 .253
able to establish expectations or
norms of teaching and learning for
administrators and teachers alike.

17. Successful superintendents must be 2319.500 .968
comfortable with managing media
relations, public meetings, politically
inspired pressures, and they must be
adept at developing both permanent
and temporary coalitions with often
disparate community groups.



Table 14 Continued

Survey Questions Mann-Whitney
Instructional Leadership 1995.500
Understanding of School Finance 2176.000
Focus on Professional Development 1766.500
Effective School Board Relations 1730.500
Visionary Leadership 2022.000
Understanding of School Law 2152.500
Effective Community Building 1956.000
Political Astuteness 1924.000
Team Building 1996.500
Intellect 1905.500
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Exact Significance
(two-tailed)
193

.554

*.024

*.018

.228
492
144
110
193

.097

* Significant to the .05 Leve
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Research Question #3

The third research question of this study addretsedifferences in perceptions
between Texas school superintendents of large &had school board presidents of
large schools on the importance of superintendettdrship characteristics. The
guestion was:

3. What are thealifferences in perceptions between superintendardsschool
board presidents in large schools on the importahseperintendent
leadership characteristics?

Table 15 presents the descriptive data of Texasodcuperintendents in large
schools to the first part of the research instrunbased on a Likert scale. The items in
this table possess means ranging from 3.150 t®4.98e table also includes the
median and standard deviation (SD) measures. Bitgmdents of large schools ranked
effective communication, comfort with managing nzedglations and politics, and
instructional leadership as the three most impottadership characteristics of
superintendents. Effective communication and misgaignedia relations and politics
were tied as the top ranked characteristic. Schoatd turnover as a cause of
superintendent ineffectiveness, the power of pasisnaand the management of the
“4Bs” had the lowest mean scores of part 1 of #search instrument and therefore
could be viewed as the least important characiesigd superintendent leadership. See

Table 15.
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Table 15. Perceptions of superintendents of large schools on the impor tance of
superintendent leader ship characteristics

Question Mean Median SD Rank

1. In the current educational environment, a 4.850 5.00 .37 3
public school superintendent must be an
instructional leader.

2. Public school superintendents must have work4.300 4.00 .80 12
experience in public education to be effective.

3. Effective communication with board 4.900 5.00 31 1
members, district and school staff, parents,
students, and the community is essential in
superintendent effectiveness.

4. Establishing a clear vision for teaching and  4.500 5.00 .83 8
learning is critical to superintendent success.

5. Developing and managing resources necessar.800 5.00 41 4
to support the instructional system must be a
priority for superintendents at all times.

6. The successful superintendent’s ability to 4.600 5.00 94 6
articulate an instructional vision has a
significant relationship to the district’s
academic success.

7. Persuasion is the ultimate tool for a 3.550 4.00 .94 16
superintendent of education.

8. Superintendents must effectively manage 3.650 4.00 1.09 15
“buildings, buses, books, and bonds” to be
successful.

9. School board turnover is a root cause of 3.150 3.00 1.18 17
superintendent ineffectiveness.

10. Superintendents are perceived to be leaders ofl.350 4.00 .67 11
the community as opposed to being led by the
community.



Table 15 Continued
Question Mean

11. Curriculum, finance, professional 4.650
development, school board relations, and
vision are the areas of responsibility inherent
in successful superintendents.

12. Successful superintendents inspire a shared 4.300
vision for comprehensive integration of
technology and foster an environment and
culture conducive to the realization of that
vision.

13. Successful superintendents ensure that 4.400
curricular design, instructional strategies and
learning environments integrate appropriate
technologies to maximize learning.

14. Successful superintendents apply technology 4.400
to enhance their professional practice
and to increase their own productivity.

15. Successful superintendents ensure the 4.300
integration of technology to support
productive systems for learning and
administration.

16. Successful superintendents must be able to  4.550
establish expectations or norms of teaching
and learning for administrators and teachers
alike.

17. Successful superintendents must be 4.900
comfortable with managing media relations,
public meetings, politically inspired pressures,
and they must be adept at developing both
permanent and temporary coalitions with often
disparate community groups.

Median

5.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

5.00

5.00

SD

49

.66

.68

.60

.66

Sl

31

69

Rank

12

12
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Table 16 presents the descriptive data of schamidbpresidents of large schools
to the first part of the research instrument. iTéms in this table possess means ranging
from 2.600 to 4.600. The table also includes tleelian and standard deviation (SD)
measures. School board presidents of large schaated effective communication,
development and management of instructional regesuand establishing a clear vision
as the three most important characteristics ofrsofemdents. All three characteristics
were tied as the top ranked choice. School baarver as a cause of superintendent
ineffectiveness was the lowest ranked choice bgadhoard presidents of large
schools. The power of persuasion and the managevhdre “4Bs” were tied as the
second lowest ranked characteristic by school bpegsidents of large schools. See
Table 16.

Table 17 presents the descriptive data of Texasodcuperintendents in large
schools to the second part of the research instituinEne items in this table possess
means ranging from 2.700 to 8.050. The table oeduthe median and standard
deviation (SD) measures. The rankings in TablsHofv that superintendents of large
schools perceive effective school board relatigmshrisionary leadership, and team
building as the most important leadership charattes in the superintendency.
Superintendents of large schools also ranked Ihetfioicus on professional development
and the understanding of school law as the legsbitant attribute of superintendent
leadership. Intellect was identified as the thingtest ranking leadership characteristic

by superintendents of large schools. See Table 17.
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Table 16. Perceptions of school board presidents of large schools on the
importance of superintendent leader ship characteristics

Question Mean Median SD Rank
1. Inthe current educational environment, a pubéc200 4.00 1.03 13
school superintendent must be an instructional
leader.
2. Public school superintendents must have worl.800 4.00 1.03 14

experience in public education to be effective.

3. Effective communication with board members4.600 5.00 .70 1
district and school staff, parents, students, and
the community is essential in superintendent
effectiveness.

4. Developing and managing resources necessa#y600 5.00 .70 1
to support the instructional system must be a
priority for superintendents at all times.

5. Establishing a clear vision for teaching and 4.600 5.00 .52 1
learning is critical to superintendent success.

6. The successful superintendent’s ability to 4.500 4.00 .53 4
articulate an instructional vision has a
significant relationship to the district’s
academic success.

7. Persuasion is the ultimate tool for a 3.400 4.00 1.07 15
superintendent of education.

8. Superintendents must effectively manage 3.400 4.00 1.35 15
“buildings, buses, books, and bonds” to be
successful.

9. School board turnover is a root cause of 2.600 2.00 .97 17

superintendent ineffectiveness.



Table 16 Continued

Question Mean Median

10. Superintendents are perceived to be leaders 0£.300
the community as opposed to being led by the
community.

11. Curriculum, finance, professional developmeng.500
school board relations, and vision are the areas
of responsibility inherent in successful
superintendents.

12. Successful superintendents inspire a shared 4.300
vision for comprehensive integration of
technology and foster an environment and
culture conducive to the realization of that
vision.

13. Successful superintendents ensure that 4.300
curricular design, instructional strategies and
learning environments integrate appropriate
technologies to maximize learning.

14. Successful superintendents apply technology #h400
enhance their professional practice and to
increase their own productivity.

15. Successful superintendents ensure the 4.500
integration of technology to support productive
systems for learning and administration.

16. Successful superintendents must be able to 4.400
establish expectations or norms of teaching and
learning for administrators and teachers alike.

17.Successful superintendents must be comfortadlé00
with managing media relations, public
meetings, politically inspired pressures, and
they must be adept at developing both
permanent and temporary coalitions with often
disparate community groups.

4.00

5.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00
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SD Rank
A48 10
q1 4
A48 10
.67 10
.70 7
.53 4
.70 7

.52 7
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Table17. Characteristics of superintendentsranked by Texas school
superintendents of large schools

Characteristic Mean Median SD Rank
Instructional Leadership 4.350 4.00 2.68 4
Understanding of School Finance 6.300 6.00 2.77 7
Focus on Professional Development 8.050 9.00 2.52 9
Effective School Board Relations 2.700 2.00 2.08 1
Visionary Leadership 3.250 3.00 2.47 2
Understanding of School Law 8.050 8.00 2.26 9
Effective Community Building 4.850 4.00 1.87 5
Political Astuteness 6.100 6.00 2.27 6
Team Building 4.250 4.00 2.02 3
Intellect 7.00 7.00 1.81 8

Table 18 presents the descriptive data of schamidbpresidents in large schools
to the second part of the research instrument. it€hes in this table possess means
ranging from 1.800 to 8.000. The table also inekithe median and standard deviation
measures. The rankings in Table 18 show that $¢lo@od presidents of large schools
perceive visionary leadership, effective schoolrdaalations, and team building as the
most important leadership characteristics in theesatendency. School board
presidents of large schools also ranked focus ofegsional development, political
astuteness, and the understanding of school ldalhedsast important leadership

characteristics of superintendents. See Table 18
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Table 18. Characteristics of superintendentsranked by Texas school board
presidents of large schools

Characteristic Mean Median SD Rank
Instructional Leadership 5.100 5.00 3.51
Understanding of School Finance 5.100 6.00 2.85
Focus on Professional Development 8.000 10.00 2.810
Effective School Board Relations 4.400 3.00 2.50
Visionary Leadership 1.800 1.00 1.48
Understanding of School Law 7.100 7.00 2.13
Effective Community Building 5.000 4.00 2.83 4
Political Astuteness 7.771 9.00 2.69
Team Building 4,700 5.00 2.00 3

Intellect 6.900 7.00 2.18 7
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Table 19 provides the results of the Mann-Whitnegtetween superintendents
of large schools and school board presidents gélachools to parts one and two of the
survey instrument. On question #1 of the first p&the survey instrument,
superintendents of large schools perceived the ifapce of instructional leadership
with a mean score of 4.850 as noted in Table Xhod board presidents recorded a
mean score of 4.200 as noted in Table 16. ThenM&hitney Test performed on these
mean scores detected a possible significant difteréo the .046 level, suggesting that
Texas public school superintendents may valueuostmal leadership to a significantly
higher degree than do school board presidents.T&ge 19.

On question #17 of the part 1 of the survey insaainsuperintendents of large
schools perceived comfort with media relations politics with a mean score of 4.900
as noted in Table 15. School board presidentargelschools recorded a mean score of
4.400 as displayed in Table 16. The Mann-Whitnegt performed on these mean
scores detected a possible significant differenddé .007 level, suggesting that Texas
public school superintendents may value comforthwmedia relations and politics to a
significantly higher degree than do school boaekjlents. See Table 19.

In the second part of the survey instrument, sapamndents of large schools
perceived effective school board relations as thkdst ranked leadership characteristic
of superintendents with a mean score of 2.70 axdnatTable 17. School board
presidents of large schools recorded a mean s¢drd@as noted in Table 18. The
Mann-Whitney Test performed on these mean scoftesteel a possible significant

difference to the .006 level, suggesting that Texddic school superintendents of large
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schools may feel that school board relations areemaluable to superintendent

leadership than do school board presidents oélachools.

Table 19. Mann-Whitney Test results of Texas superintendents and school board
presidents of large schools per ceptions of superintendent leader ship characteristics

Survey Questions Mann-Whitney Exact Significance
(two-tailed)
1. In the current educational 62.000 *.046

environment, a public school
superintendent must be an
instructional leader.
2. Public school superintendents 71.000 .196
must have work experience in
public education to be effective.

3. Effective communication with 79.000 .236
board members, district and school
staff, parents, students, and the
community is essential in
superintendent effectiveness.

4. Developing and managing 95.000 .846
resources necessary to support the
instructional system must be a
priority for superintendents at all
times.

5. Establishing a clear vision for 80.000 .384
teaching and learning is critical to
superintendent success.



Table 19 Continued

Survey Questions Mann-Whitney Exact Significance
(two-tailed)
6. The successful superintendent’s 77.500 231

ability to articulate an instructional
vision has a significant
relationship to the district’s
academic success.

7. Persuasion is the ultimate tool for 93.500 779
a superintendent of education.

8. Superintendents must effectively 91.500 717
manage “buildings, buses, books,
and bonds” to be successful.

9. School board turnover is a root 71.500 .205
cause of superintendent
ineffectiveness.

10. Superintendents are perceived to 92.000 .709

be leaders of the community as
opposed to being led by the
community.

11. Curriculum, finance, professional 91.500 .735
development, school board
relations, and vision are the areas
of responsibility inherent in
successful superintendents.
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Table 19 Continued

Survey Questions Mann-Whitney Exact Significance
(two-tailed)
12. Successful superintendents inspire 97.000 .864

a shared vision for comprehensive
integration of technology and
foster an environment and culture
conducive to the realization of that
vision.

13. Successful superintendents ensure  91.000 741
that curricular design, instructional
strategies and learning
environments integrate appropriate
technologies to maximize learning.

14. Successful superintendents apply 98.000 1.000
technology to enhance their
professional practice and to
increase their own productivity.

15. Successful superintendents ensure ~ 85.000 534
the integration of technology to
support productive systems for
learning and administration.



Table 19 Continued
Survey Questions Mann-Whitney
16. Successful superintendents must 90.500
be able to establish expectations or
norms of teaching and learning for
administrators and teachers alike.

17.Successful superintendents must 50.000
be comfortable with managing
media relations, public meetings,
politically inspired pressures, and
they must be adept at developing
both permanent and temporary
coalitions with often disparate
community groups.
Instructional Leadership 88.000
Understanding of School Finance 70.000
Focus on Professional Development 92.500
Effective School Board Relations 41.000
Visionary Leadership 65.000
Understanding of School Law 69.500
Effective Community Building 95.000
Political Astuteness 88.500
Team Building 89.500
Intellect 97.000

79

Exact Significance
(two-tailed)

A37

*.007

.605

.186

37

*.006

104

179

.837

.619

.652

912

* Significant to the .05 L evel
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Summary

A targeted review of the data shows that there beagimilarities and evidence
suggesting that significant differences exist betwthe perceptions of superintendents
and school board presidents on the importanceagdeleship characteristics of
superintendents. However the small amount of @p#iion in the study and the
absence of geographical analysis limit the ovdnadadth of the study.

The highest mean scores in part one of the res@astriment show that
superintendents ranked effective communicatiombdishing a clear vision, and the
development and management of instructional regsuas the three most critical areas
of superintendent leadership (See Table 5) whitv@alcboard presidents ranked
effective communications, establishing a clearorisand the development and
management of instructional resources as the thost important leadership
characteristics of the superintendency (See Tgbldbe lowest mean scores show that
superintendents identified school board turnovea eause of superintendent
ineffectiveness, the power of persuasion, and theagement of the “4B”s as having the
least impact on superintendent leadership (SeeeTghwhile school board presidents
identified school board turnover as a cause of sof@adent effectiveness, the power of
persuasion, and the management of the “4B”s asbdkie least impact on
superintendent leadership (See Table 6).

The highest ranked mean scores in part two ofdkearch instrument shows that
superintendents tabbed effective school boardioektvisionary leadership, and team

building as the three most important superintentgadership characteristics (See Table
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7) while school board presidents identified visignaadership, team building, and
effective school board relations as the most @iiiadtributes to superintendent
leadership (See Table 8). The lowest ranked meanes show that superintendents
place the lowest value on the focus on professideatlopment, political astuteness,
and the understanding of school law (See Tablehflevgchool board presidents value
political astuteness, the focus on professionaélbgment, and the understanding of
school law the least when it comes to superinteni@adership (See Table 8).

Using the data from part one and part two of tlseaech instrument, Mann-
Whitney Tests suggest that superintendents may vasiructional leadership, prior
work experience in education, and effective sclaaird relations (See Table 9)
significantly higher than school board presiderithough exact two-tailed
significance was used, the limited participationha study cannot be ruled out as a
factor in the results.

Further analysis shows that there may be simiaréind evidence suggesting
that there are significant differences in the pgtio@s of superintendents of small
schools and school board presidents of small sshmothe importance of
superintendent leadership characteristics. Thiedsignean scores in part one of the
research instrument show that superintendents all schools ranked effective
communication, establishing a clear vision, anddiaeelopment and management of
instructional resources as the three most criicads of superintendent leadership (See
Table 10) while school board presidents of smdibsts ranked effective

communications, establishing expectations, andbsleng a clear vision as the three
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most important leadership characteristics of thpedatendency (See Table 11). The
lowest mean scores show that superintendents df sch@ols identified school board
turnover as a cause of superintendent ineffectsgrtee power of persuasion, and the
management of the “4B”s as having the least impacuperintendent leadership (See
Table 10) while school board presidents identifedool board turnover as a cause of
superintendent effectiveness, the power of perenaand the management of the “4B”s
as having the least impact on superintendent lshge(See Table 11).

The highest ranked mean scores in part two ofdkearch instrument shows that
superintendents small schools rated visionary ksge effective school board
relations, and team building as the three most mapb superintendent leadership
characteristics (See Table 12) while school boagdigents of small schools identified
team building, visionary leadership, and effecgebool board relations as the most
critical attributes to superintendent leadershipe($able 13). The lowest ranked mean
scores show that superintendents of small schdate phe lowest value on the focus on
professional development, political astuteness,iat@tligence (See Table 12) while
school board presidents of small schools valudipaliastuteness, the focus on
professional development, and the understandirsglodol law the least when it comes
to superintendent leadership (See Table 13).

Using the data from part one and part two of tlseaech instrument, Mann-
Whitney Tests suggest that superintendents of sohtols may value instructional
leadership, prior work experience in education, eiffielctive school board relations (See

Table 14) significantly higher than school boardgidents. School board presidents of
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small schools also appear to place significantiyhar value on the focus on professional
development than do superintendents of small sshdalboth cases, the limited
participation in the study cannot be ruled out &sctor in the results.

The data also shows that there may be simila@nesevidence suggesting that
there are significant differences in the perceiohsuperintendents of large schools
and school board presidents of large schools omthertance of leadership
characteristics of superintendents. The highesinnseores in part one of the research
instrument show that superintendents of large dshaoked effective communication,
comfort with managing media relations and politesd instructional leadership as the
three most critical areas of superintendent ledge(See Table 15) while school board
presidents of large schools ranked effective comoations, development and
management of instructional resources, and estatdjs clear vision as the three most
important leadership characteristics of the supenislency (See Table 16). The lowest
mean scores show that superintendents of largekschientified school board turnover
as a cause of superintendent ineffectiveness,avempof persuasion, and the
management of the “4B”s as having the least impacuperintendent leadership (See
Table 15) while school board presidents of lardests identified school board
turnover as a cause of superintendent effectivettespower of persuasion, and the
management of the “4B”s as having the least impacuperintendent leadership (See
Table 16).

The highest ranked mean scores in part two ofdkearch instrument shows that

superintendents of large schools favored effecol®ool board relations, visionary
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leadership, and team building as the three mospitapt superintendent leadership
characteristics (See Table 17) while school boaedigents of large schools identified
visionary leadership, effective school board relasi and team building as the most
critical attributes to superintendent leadershipe($able 18). The lowest ranked mean
scores show that superintendents of large schdmig phe lowest value on the focus on
professional development, the understanding of@daa, and intellect (See Table 17)
while school board presidents of large schoolse/éie focus on professional
development, political astuteness, and the undwistg of school law the least when it
comes to superintendent leadership (See Table 18).

Using the data from part one and part two of tlseaech instrument, Mann-
Whitney Tests suggest that superintendents of lsggeols may value instructional
leadership, comfort with media relations and padditiand effective school board
relations (See Table 19) significantly higher tisahool board presidents of large
schools. Although exact two-tailed significanceswiged, the limited participation in

the study cannot be ruled out as a factor in thelte
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary

The major purpose of this study was to examindikeaesses and differences in
the perceptions of Texas Public School Superintetsdend School Board Presidents of
superintendent leadership characteristics. Theareb questions were designed to
assess these perceptions usinghperintendent/Governing Board President
Leadership Survewith minimal modifications. As shown in the folling tables, the
populations used in this study were acting supemnitnts and school board presidents
in Texas Public School Districts. See Tables 202h

Table 20. Distribution and rate of return of superintendent surveys (N=153)

Group n returned Percentage of Population
Large Districts 20 21.1%
Small Districts 133 14.2%
Overall Totals 153 14.8%

Table 21. Distribution and rate of return of school board president surveys (N=45)

Group n returned Percentageagfulation
Large Districts 10 10.5%
Small Districts 35 3.7%

Overall Totals 45 4.4%
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Questionnaires were electronically mailed to akd®Public School
Superintendents and School Board Presidents.elfirt section of the survey
participants were asked to numerically identify ittn@ortance of superintendent
leadership characteristics using a Likert scalkectiSn two of the research instrument
asked the respondents to rank ten selected supadtemt leadership characteristics from
one through ten. The third part of the researstrument gathered demographic data of
the responders. The results of this study araudssd in this chapter. A significant
difference in the findings was an alpha level 005. The results of the data analysis
pertaining to the research questions are as follows

1. What are the differences in perceptions betweeadduperintendents and
school board presidents on the importance of soiggridlent leadership
characteristics?

2. What are thelifferences in perceptions between superintendardsschool
board presidents in small schools on the importahseiperintendent
leadership characteristics?

3. What are thealifferences in perceptions between superintendardsschool
board presidents in large schools on the importahseperintendent

leadership characteristics?
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Findings

Research question one asked “What are the diffessimcperceptions between
school superintendents and school board presidantse importance of superintendent
leadership characteristics?” The data shows kegietmay be similarities and evidence
suggesting that significant differences exist betwthe perceptions of superintendents
and school board presidents on the importanceagdkleship characteristics of
superintendents. However, the small amount of@pation in the study and the
absence of geographical analysis limit the strenfthe study. The highest mean
scores in part one of the research instrument shatboth superintendents and school
board presidents ranked the following charactessts the most important to
superintendent leadership:

1. Effective communication

2. Establishing a clear vision

3. The development and management of instructionauress
The lowest mean scores in part one of the resaasttument show that both
superintendents and school board presidents igshttie following as being the least
critical to successful superintendent leadership:

1. School board turnover as a cause of superintenaeti¢ctiveness

2. The power of persuasion

3. The management of the “4B"s
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The highest ranked mean scores in part two ofdeearch instrument show that
superintendents perceive the following attributesnast critical to superintendent
leadership:

1. Effective school board relations

2. Visionary leadership

3. Team building

School board presidents identified the followinguetteristics as most critical to
superintendent leadership:

1. Visionary leadership

2. Team building

3. Effective school board relations

The lowest ranked mean scores on part two of theareh instrument show that
superintendents place the lowest value on theviatig concepts of superintendent
leadership:

1. The focus on professional development

2. Political astuteness

3. The understanding of school law

School board presidents placed the least valubeiotlowing characteristics:

1. Political astuteness

2. The focus on professional development

3. The understanding of school law
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Mann-Whitney Tests performed on the data from paet and part two of the
research instrument suggests that superintendexyjtvatue the following
superintendent leadership characteristics sigmfigdigher than school board
presidents:

1. Instructional leadership

2. Prior work experience in education

3. Effective school board relations
Although exact two-tailed significance was use@, ltmited participation in the study
cannot be ruled out as a factor in the results.

Research question two asked “What aredifferences in perceptions between
superintendents and school board presidents in sotadols on the importance of
superintenderieadership characteristics?” The data shows ligsetmay be similarities
and evidence suggesting that there are signifidiffierences in the perceptions of
superintendents of small schools and school boasigents of small schools on the
importance of superintendent leadership charattjsowever, the limited scope of
returned samples decreases the strength of sigmdfec

The highest mean scores in part one of the resa@astrtiiment show that
superintendents of small schools ranked the foligvas the most important leadership
characteristics of the superintendency:

1. Effective communication

2. Establishing a clear vision

3. The development and management of instructionalress
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School board presidents of small schools placedntbst value on the following
superintendent leadership characteristics:

1. Effective communications

2. Establishing expectations

3. Establishing a clear vision

The lowest ranked mean scores on part one of gsareh instrument show that
both superintendents and school board presidersimall schools identified the
following choices as the least important to sugendent leadership:

1. School board turnover as a cause of superintenaeti¢ctiveness

2. The power of persuasion

3. The management of the “4B"s

The highest ranked mean scores on part two ofethearch instrument shows
that superintendents of small schools place thiedsigvalue on the following leadership
characteristics of superintendents:

1. Visionary leadership

2. Effective school board relations

3. Team building

School board presidents of small schools identitfiredfollowing superintendent
leadership characteristics as most critical tostiygerintendency:

1. Team building

2. Visionary leadership

3. Effective school board relations
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The lowest ranked mean scores on the second pére sirvey show that
superintendents of small schools place the lowasievon the following leadership
characteristics:

1. The focus on professional development

2. Political astuteness

3. Intelligence

School board presidents of small schools valuddl@wving leadership
characteristics the least when it comes to supardent leadership:

1. Political astuteness

2. The focus on professional development

3. The understanding of school law

Using the data from part one and part two of tlseaech instrument, Mann-
Whitney Tests suggest that superintendents of ssohfiols may value the following
leadership characteristics significantly highemtlsahool board presidents of small
schools:

1. Instructional leadership

2. Prior work experience in education

3. Effective school board relations
School board presidents of small schools also agpedace significantly higher value
on the focus on professional development than gersatendents of small schools. In
all four cases, the limited participation in thedst cannot be ruled out as a factor in the

results.
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Research question three asked “What arelifferences in perceptions between
superintendents and school board presidents ie Erlgools on the importance of
superintenderieadership characteristics?” The data shows ligsetmay be similarities
and evidence suggesting that there are signifdiffierences in the perceptions of
superintendents of large schools and school baasidents of large schools on the
importance of leadership characteristics of supendents. However the limited
response to the survey lessens the impact of fhelrgs.

The highest mean scores on part one of the resemtrhment show that
superintendents of large schools ranked the fotiguuperintendent leadership
characteristics as most critical to the superineecy:

1. Effective communication

2. Comfort with managing media relations and politics

3. Instructional leadership

School board presidents of large schools ranketbtiwaving leadership
characteristics as most important to superintenidawlership:

1. Effective communications

2. The development and management of instructionalress

3. Establishing a clear vision
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The lowest mean scores on part one of the tesumsit shows that both
superintendents of large schools and school baasidents of large schools identified
the following as having the least impact on sugendent leadership:

1. School board turnover as a cause of superintenaeti¢ctiveness

2. The power of persuasion

3. The management of the “4B"s

The highest ranked mean scores on part two ofethearch instrument shows
that superintendents of large schools perceivedoll®ving superintendent leadership
characteristics as most critical to the superineecy:

1. Effective school board relations

2. Visionary leadership

3. Team building

School board presidents of large schools identitredfollowing characteristics
as most desirable in their superintendents:

1. Visionary leadership

2. Effective school board relations

3. Team building
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The lowest ranked mean scores on part two of theareh instrument show that
superintendents of large schools place the lowadsiewon the following leadership
characteristics:

1. The focus on professional development

2. The understanding of school law

3. Intellect

School board presidents of large schools valuedalteving choices as the least
important characteristics of superintendent leddprs

1. The focus on professional development

2. Political astuteness

3. The understanding of school law

Using the data from part one and part two of tlseaech instrument, Mann-
Whitney Tests suggest that superintendents of lsggeols may value the following
superintendent leadership characteristics sigmfigaigher than do school board
presidents of large schools:

1. Instructional leadership

2. Comfort with media relations and politics

3. Effective school board relations

Although exact two-tailed significance was use@, ltited participation in the

study cannot be ruled out as a factor in the result
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Conclusions

The analysis of the data led to several conclusiegarding the perceptions of
leadership characteristics of school superintersdent

First, Texas school superintendents may possibigenes the importance of
instructional leadership, prior work experienceducation, and effective school board
relations significantly higher than the perceptioh3exas school board presidents (See
Table 9). Superintendents and school board pnetsideho participated in the study
appear to be in agreement that effective communita¢stablishing a clear vision,
effective school board relations, visionary leallgrsteam building, and the
development and management of instructional regesuace the most desirable
leadership characteristics of superintendents {&é& 5 through Table 8).
Superintendents and school board presidents appatso agree that school board
turnover as a cause of superintendent effectivettesgower of persuasion, and the
management of the “4Bs” have the least importaodkéd office of superintendent (See
Table 5 through Table 8). Today, school executnaed vision, skill, and knowledge to
run the day to day operations of their districteyle, Bjork, Collier, & Glass, 2005).
This study supports the research and suggestsas@esisible superintendent leadership
characteristics that are similarly valued by sugendents and school board presidents
in Texas schools as well as characteristics tHaedaat different levels of importance.

Second, superintendents of small schools may pggsioceive the importance
of instructional leadership, prior work experiemee@ducation, and effective school

board relations significantly higher than schoahfzbpresidents of small schools (See
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Table 14). Conversely, school board presidensill schools may possibly perceive
the value of the focus on professional developrsggmificantly higher than
superintendents of small schools (See Table 1djpetendents and school board
presidents of small schools who participated instiuely appear to agree that effective
communication, visionary leadership, establishirdear vision, effective school board
relations, and team building are the most importharacteristics of superintendent
leadership (See Table 10 through Table 13). Sofsgrilents and school board
presidents of small schools appear to also agegestinool board turnover as a cause of
superintendent effectiveness, the power of peresnaand the management of the “4Bs”
have the least importance to the office of supendént (See Table 10 through Table
13). Working with the school board president, Ineing able to get decisions made at
the board level, and superintendent-school bodatioas have been cited as significant
factors in the instability of the superintendenByr@d, Drews, & Johnson, 2006). This
study supports the research and suggests posedale @f leadership that can serve as
common ground for the team of eight as well asiptesteadership characteristics which
are viewed at different levels.

Third, superintendents of large schools may poggibfceive the importance of
instructional leadership, comfort with media redas and politics, and effective school
board relations significantly higher than schoahtabpresidents of large schools (See
Table 19). Superintendents and school board pretdf large schools who
participated in the study appear to agree thattke communication, effective school

board relations, visionary leadership, and teartding are the most important
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leadership characteristics of superintendent ledgie(See Table 15 through Table 18).
Superintendents and school board presidents of kgigools also appear to agree that
school board turnover as a cause of superinteraffattiveness, the power of
persuasion, and the management of the “4Bs” ha&etst importance to the office of
the superintendent (See Table 15 through Table TBg public school superintendent is
a job that is complex, demanding, stressful, androwersial because of the educational
and political balance of the job (Kowalski, 2003a&% & Franceschini, 2007; Hoyle,
2002). This study supports the research and stgggessible views of leadership where
superintendents and school board presidents aecord as well views of leadership
where there appears to be a disconnection.
Recommendations

Recommendations for Application of Research

Based on the findings and conclusions of thisysthd following
recommendations for practice are identified forssderation:

1. Superintendent preparation programs and providesgperintendent/school
board training can use the data from this rese@rgoint out the importance of
perceptions as it relates to an effective superdaat-school board relationship
and more importantly an effective superintendehbstboard president
relationship. Both sides of the leadership teaoiccparticipate in activities that
could help turn assumptions into awareness reguliimutual expectations

concerning the appraisal of the superintendent.
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2. Executive search firms and school boards can etihe data to better prepare
and focus their efforts toward identifying qualdgndidates to interview for the
position of superintendent. Matching the qualibéshe candidate with the
desired characteristics of the district may resu#t deeper pool of candidates to
interview for the position of superintendent.

Recommendations for Improvement of Current ReseardiH-urther Studies

Upon analysis of the data in this study, the redearoffers the following:

1. The researcher recommends that if this study idichipd, the population of the
study should be reduced to be more reflective afagaphic variables such as
geographic area, more precise subpopulations, @mbkaccountability ratings.
The researcher aimed to effectively compare data & state-wide point of
view, however given the size of the State of Texasylts of this study cannot be
assumed as a true representation of the state.

2. Further study would be enhanced by concentratingwer leadership
characteristics. By reducing the number of leddpreharacteristics studied, one
will be able to focus more on positive and negatelationships between
populations.

3. Further studies could also include testing for gigant correlations and
similarities across the United States. Leadershwgry broad and significant
likenesses can contribute to the literature rel&testhool governance and

leadership for the American educational system.
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All of these potential studies could provide datéurther improve the relationship
of the district leadership team and guide the $eprocess for school districts to find
the best candidates for the office of superintend&chool boards and
superintendents must be aware of each other’s rasgtlanderstand each other’s

philosophies to provide quality leadership and goagce.
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Dear Texas Public School Superintendent or Governing Board President:

The study of school leadership and its relationship with school governance is an integral part of
school success and improvement. All Texas public school superintendents and governing board
presidents are being asked to contribute to further study this relationship. With the unavailability
of school board email addresses all superintendents are asked to forward the access to this
survey to their respective board president. The survey is designed to be easy to use and all data
collected will be anonymous for research purposes only. Please take five-ten minutes to complete
the quick online survey, available below and at the end of this message to be a contributor to
educational research in Texas public schools.

Sincerely,

Dr. John R. Hoyle and K.L. Groholski, M.Ed.

Texas A&M University

INFORMATION SHEET

Perceptions of District Superintendents and School Board Presidents regarding
Leadership Characteristics for Superintendents of Texas Public Schools

Introduction

The purpose of this form is to provide you (as a prospective research study participant)
information that may affect your decision as to whether or not to participate in this research.

You have been asked to participate in a research study regarding the perceptions of leadership
characteristics of the school superintendency. The purpose of this study is to fulfill the dissertation
requirement of my doctoral studies and to evaluate the differences in the perceptions of
superintendents and school governing board presidents regarding leadership characteristics of the
superintendency. You were selected to be a possible participant because you are a current
superintendent or school board president of a Texas public school district.

What will | be asked to do?
If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to fill out a very brief online survey

pertaining to your perceptions of various school leadership criteria. This survey will take
approximately 10-15 minutes to complete.
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What are the risks involved in this study?

The risks associated with this study are minimal and are not greater than risks ordinarily
encountered in daily life.

What are the possible benefits of this study?

You will receive no direct benefit from participating in this study; however, this research will make
a contribution to school leadership and the literature thereof.

Do | have to participate?

No. Your participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate or to withdraw at any time
without your current or future relations with Texas A&M University or other educational entity being
affected.

Who will know about my participation in this research study?

This study is anonymous. No identifiers linking you to this study will be included in any sort of
report that might be published. All Research records will be stored securely and only the principal
investigator will have access to the records.

Whom do | contact with questions about the research?

If you have questions regarding this study, you may contact Kenneth L. Groholski at 979-255-8823
(or klgroholski@calvertisd.com) or Dr. John R. Hoyle (979-845-2748; jhoyle@tamu.edu)

Whom do | contact about my rights as a research participant?

This research study has been reviewed by the Human Subjects’ Protection Program and/or the
Institutional Review Board at Texas A&M University. For research-related problems or questions
regarding your rights as a research participant, you can contact these offices at (979)458-4067 or

irb@tamu.edu.

Participation

Please be sure you have read the above information, asked questions and received answers to
your satisfaction. If you would like to be in the study, continue to the online survey.
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Superintendent/Governing Board President LeadelShipey
Instructions
Utilizing a Likert Scale 1-5, where one (1) repraseStrongly Disagree, two (2)
represents Disagree, three (3) represents neifither(4) represents Agree, and five (5)

represents Strongly Agree, please respond to tlmving questions:

1. In the current educational environment, a publlwost superintendent must be
an instructional leader.

2. Public school superintendents must have work egpeei in public education to
be effective.

3. Effective communication with board members, distaied school staff, parents,
students, and the community is essential in sufgeTitent effectiveness.

4. Developing and managing resources necessary tmdupp instructional
system must be a priority for superintendentsldtraés.

5. Establishing a clear vision for teaching and leagrns critical to superintendent
success.

6. The successful superintendent’s ability to artitein instructional vision has a
significant relationship to the district’'s acadersiuccess.

7. Persuasion is the ultimate tool for a superintehdérducation.

8. Superintendents must effectively manage “buildimgses, books, and bonds” to
be successful.

9. School board turnover is a root cause of superitgenineffectiveness.

10. Superintendents are perceived to be leaders afoimenunity as opposed to
being led by the community.

11.Curriculum, finance, professional development, sthoard relations, and
vision are the areas of responsibility inhererguncessful superintendents

12. Successful superintendents inspire a shared visiocomprehensive integration
of technology and foster an environment and cultereducive to the realization
of that vision.
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13. Successful superintendents ensure that curriceksigd, instructional strategies
and learning environments integrate appropriatertelogies to maximize
learning.

14. Successful superintendents apply technology toresehtheir professional
practice and to increase their own productivity #rat of others.

15. Successful superintendents ensure the integratitationology to support
productive systems for learning and administration.

16. Successful superintendents must be able to estabijgectations or norms of
teaching and learning for administrators and teachkke.

17.Successful superintendents must be comfortablemdthaging media relations,
public meetings, politically inspired pressureg] #mey must be adept at
developing both permanent and temporary coalitwitis often disparate
community groups.

Please rank order the essential characteristichgbeve to be necessary for
superintendent success.

Instructional Leadership
Understanding of School Finance
Focus on Professional Development
Effective School Board Relations
Visionary Leader

Understanding of School Law
Effective at Building Community
Politically Astute

Team Builder

Intellect

Demographic Questions:

Male Female
Superintendent Governing Board Presiden

Type of District You Represent:
Large (30,001 +)
Medium (10,000-30,000)

Small (<10,000)
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2009

2005

1992

CERTIFICATIONS

EXPERIENCE

2006-Present

2005-2006

2004-2005

1999-2004

1998-1999

1995-1998

1993-1995
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VITA

KENNETH LEE GROHOLSKI
6050 Hearne Road
Bryan, TX 77808

Doctor of Philosophy, Educational Administra
Texas A&M University, College Station, Texas

Master of Education, Educational Adminisbra
Tarleton State University, Stephenville, Texas

Bachelor of Science, Kinesiology
Sam Houston State University, Huntsville, Texas

Superintendent PK-12

Principal PK-12

Secondary Physical Education 6-12
Secondary Business Administration 6-12
Secondary Life-Earth Science 6-12
Secondary Social Studies Composite 6-12
Secondary Health Education 6-12
Secondary Basic Business 6-12

Superintendent (Principal 2006) caheD.

Middle School Principal Bremond 1.S.D.
Asst. H.S. Principal Bruceville-Eddy.D.
Teacher/Coach/Admin. Intern Bremond.S
Teacher/Coach Bangs I.S.D.
Teacher/Coach Calvert I.S.D.

Teacher/Coach Canton |.S.D.



