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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine whether there are any differences 

in what school board members look for in the areas of personal characteristics and professional 

skills when hiring a superintendent.  A sample population of school board members who were 

serving at a school that had an opening for a superintendent during the 2007–2008 school year 

was used.  A survey with 24 questions was e-mailed to school board members.  Results from this 

group indicated that there were no major differences between large school corporations and 

small school corporations when it came to personal characteristics and professional skills for a 

superintendent.  Likewise there was no large spread between means among rural school 

corporations and urban/suburban school board members or between school board members who 

had served on the board four or less years compared to those who served on the board for 5 to 16 

years or over 16 years. 

The results indicated that the school board members had high expectations in every 

category they were questioned about.  The premise was that superintendents should be generalist 

rather than specialist and that they should be well versed in all areas of superintendency.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

Introduction 

The focus on school accountability has become more intense to school systems through 

the No Child Left Behind Act. With that, it is becoming increasingly more important that the 

selection of a superintendent become a process that is based on best practices.  Over the past 

several years there have been an unusually large number of superintendent vacancies in the state 

of Indiana.  In 2007–2008 there were over 40 vacancies for superintendents in Indiana school 

corporations out of a possible 293. The purpose of this research study was to determine what 

personal characteristics and professional skills are deemed most important with the selection of a 

school superintendent in the state of Indiana and whether there are any significant differences 

between large school corporations and small school corporations. 

According to Carter and Cunningham (1997), ―The superintendent is the chief 

educational leader and spokesman for the school district.  To ensure quality education, the school 

district must be managed and led by an effective school superintendent‖ (p. 21). 

The position of superintendent has been called several things by authors of educational 

writings.  Konnert and Augenstein (1990) call the superintendent ―the Chief Executive Officer 

(CEO) of the school system‖ (p. 137).  Carter and Cunningham (1997) cited in a foreword 

written by Houston, Executive Director of the American Association of School Administrators, 

who stated ―In my more cynical moments, I have often thought of school superintendents as 
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bearing the same relationship to the community as fire hydrants bear to dogs‖ (p. xi).  With such 

a wide spectrum for this important position one must wonder what personal characteristics and 

professional skills a superintendent needs to secure a position.  In addition, does the size of a 

school corporation dictate what personal characteristics and professional skills a person needs to 

become a superintendent?  

According to Konnert and Augenstein (1995) the superintendency is ―more than ‗how to 

do‘; it is ‗how to think‘ and ‗how to feel‘” (p. xv).  Hayes (2001) wrote about his experiences 

when teaching a freshman Foundations of Education class and the responses he received when 

he asked the students how many of them wanted to be a superintendent some day.  It was 

common that only a few hands would go up.  He would then proceed asking why so few.  Two 

common themes came from most classes.  They do not want to be hassled by parents, teachers, 

community members, and the media, and they did not get into education to be a politician but 

would rather work with children.  Hayes argued that while not everyone is capable of becoming 

a superintendent, it was still important that some of the best and brightest did aspire to become a 

superintendent. 

Occasionally a small group of university people will be used by school corporations to 

help during the initial stages of hiring a superintendent.  This group is often referred to as the 

university search committee and comprises one educational leader from the four state higher 

education institutions in Indiana: Ball State University, Indiana State University, Indiana 

University, and Purdue University.  This group works with the school board to determine what 

characteristics the board would like their next superintendent to possess.  The collection of this 

information is done mostly through conversation between the board and the university search 

group.  
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this research study was to determine what personal characteristics and 

professional skills are deemed most important with the selection of a school superintendent in the 

state of Indiana.  The researcher searched for any significant differences between large school 

corporations and small school corporations, between rural and urban/suburban location of school 

corporations, and between years of service of the school board members. 

Process 

The process of collecting the data necessary to determine what personal characteristics 

and professional skills are deemed most important with the selection of a school superintendent 

in the state of Indiana and whether there are any significant differences between size, location, 

and experience of school board members was collected through a survey instrument.  An e-mail 

was sent to the superintendent of the school corporations who had an opening for a 

superintendent during the 2007–2008 school year.  The purpose of the e-mail was to inform the 

superintendent about the study and to ask the superintendent to complete a form with the names 

and the e-mail addresses of the school board members who were on the school board at the time 

of the superintendent opening.  After receiving the requested information from the 

superintendent the school board members were then e-mailed a letter with the survey included.  

The letter introduced the board members to this researcher‘s study and asked them to participate 

in an anonymous survey. The school board members who agreed to participate in the survey 

were then asked to complete the anonymous survey. 
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Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was for future candidates for  superintendent positions to better 

understand what is expected from them prior to accepting a position.  Specifically this study 

identified the answers to the following eight research questions:  

1.  Is there a difference across levels of enrollment on school board members‘ 

perceptions of importance with professional skills?   

2.  Is there a difference across levels of location on school board members‘ perceptions 

of importance with professional skills?   

3.  Is there an interaction between enrollment and location with school board members 

on professional skills?   

4.  Is there a difference across levels of experience on school board member‘s 

perceptions of importance with professional skills?   

5.  Is there a difference across levels of enrollment on school board members‘ 

perceptions of importance with personal characteristics?   

6.  Is there a difference across levels of location on school board members‘ perceptions 

of importance with personal characteristics?   

7.  Is there an interaction between enrollment and location with school board members 

on personal characteristics?   

8.  Is there a difference across levels of experience on school board members‘ 

perceptions of importance with personal characteristics? 

Null Hypotheses 

The null hypothesis is assumed to be valid unless the actual behavior of the data 

contradicts this assumption. Thus, the null hypothesis is contrasted against another or alternative 
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hypothesis. Statistical hypothesis testing, which involves a number of steps, is used to decide 

whether the data contradicts the null hypothesis.  The following null hypotheses will be tested as 

part of this study:  

H01.  There is no significant difference across levels of enrollment on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with professional skills. 

H02.  There is no significant difference across levels of location on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with professional skills. 

H03.  There is no significant interaction between enrollment and location with school 

board members on professional skills. 

H04.  There is no significant difference across levels of experience on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with professional skills. 

H05.  There is no significant difference across levels of enrollment on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with personal characteristics.  

H06.  There is no significant difference across levels of location on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with personal characteristics.  

H07.  There is no significant interaction between enrollment and location with school 

board members on personal characteristics. 

H08.  There is no significant difference across levels of experience on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with personal characteristics.  

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study the following terms will be used and are defined by 

Neufeldt‘s (1988) Webster’s Dictionary, Maranell (1974), and from class notes taken during the 

Wednesday Residency classes. 
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Characteristic is a distinguishing trait, feature, or quality; peculiarity (Neufeldt, 1988).   

Large Schools is a school corporation that has over 2,000 students in grades K – 12. 

Likert Scale is a ―summated rating scale focused upon measuring subjective phenomena 

specifically opinions and attitudes‖ (Maranell, 1974, p. xiv). 

Personal Characteristics is personal; peculiar to a certain person; private; individual 

(Neufeldt, 1988).  

Professional Skills is being engaged in or worthy of the high standards of a profession, 

skills; great ability or proficiency; expertness that comes from training, practice, etc. (Neufeldt, 

1988). 

School Board is a local board of education in charge of a public or private school or 

school system (Neufeldt, 1988). 

School corporations (Districts) is a geographical division, with specified limits, whose 

school or schools are administered by a local board of education (Neufeldt, 1988). 

Small schools refers to a school corporation that has fewer than 2,000 students grades K-

12. 

Superintendent is a person in charge of a department, institution, etc (Neufeldt, 1988).  

Limitations of the Study 

The limitations of the study are those characteristics of design or methodology that set 

parameters on the application or interpretation of the results of the study. That is, the constraints 

on generalizability and utility of findings that are the result of the devices of design or method 

that establish internal and external validity.  The following are limitations of this study: 

1.  The scope of the study included only school corporations in Indiana that had an 

opening for the position of superintendent during the 2007–2008 school year.   
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2.  The scope of the study included only school board members from school corporations 

in Indiana that had an opening for the position of superintendent during the 2007–

2008 school year.   

3. The scope of the study included surveying only school board members who are still 

sitting on the school board. 

Delimitations of the Study 

The following are characteristics that limit the scope of this study. This list is not all 

inclusive; however, it is intended to allow the reader to better understand the purpose of the 

study. 

1.  The time frame established during which data were collected was the 2007-2008 

academic year.   

2.  The study confined itself to surveying school board members of school corporations 

which had and filled superintendent openings during the 2007-2008 academic year 

with a qualified superintendent.   

3.  The study had a mix of small and large school corporation and came from rural, 

suburban, and urban school communities.   

4.  The study surveyed only school board members who were still sitting school board 

members. 

Summary 

There are many ways to determine the personal characteristics and professional skills 

necessary for an applicant to be successful in obtaining a superintendent position. Many books 

and articles have been written over the past 150 years in regard to the expectations school board 

members have with the position of superintendent. This diverse grouping of expectations has 



8 

made it very difficult for candidates to be as prepared as they need be when applying, 

interviewing and accepting new superintendent positions. 

During the course of trying to identify as many surveys as possible for this study this 

researcher discovered only one survey instrument that could be found in the state of Indiana to 

survey school board members on what they believe to be important personal characteristics and 

professional skills necessary to be a superintendent.   

This study is divided into five chapters. Chapter 1 provides the study‘s introduction, a 

purpose of the study, the process used to collect data, research questions, null hypothesis, 

definition of terms, delimitations, limitations, and a summary. 

Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature. This review demonstrated from the creation 

of school corporations how diverse the expectations of school board members are. Chapter 3 

presents information about the sample, the instrument used, and methods of analysis. Chapter 4 

presents findings. Chapter 5 presents a summary of the findings, conclusions, and a discussion of 

the findings. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

Review of Literature 

This review of the literature attempts to cover many aspects of the position of the 

superintendency in K–12 schools in the United States.  This includes an historical perspective, 

from where the position of superintendent began and how it has evolved into what it has become 

today.  This review of literature also addresses the concept of leadership.  What are the 

leadership skills necessary to become a superintendent?  How important is leadership to the 

superintendency?  The relationship between the school board and the superintendent is also 

researched.   

―It is often said that the most important role of the board of education is to hire its 

superintendent‖ (Sharp & Walter, 1997, p. 1).  The word superintendent has a Latin derivative.  

It comes from the Latin words super, meaning over, and intendo, meaning direct.  This fits the 

description of the responsibilities of the early superintendents, which were to oversee and direct 

the early school operations; however, the derivative does not address functions of leadership and 

change.  Perhaps history, and even the name itself, serve to make the leadership and change 

functions so difficult for today‘s superintendent (Konnert & Augenstein, 1995).  
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Carter and Cunningham (1997) stated: 

America‘s future is inextricably linked to the quality of its public schools, its K–12 

educators, and the leadership of its superintendents.  Our schools are the cornerstone of 

progress in the free world; they must be prepared for the new millennium. (p. 236) 

Sharp and Walter (1997) discovered that ―If the job of superintendent had a wrapper, it might be 

marked ‗Hazardous to Your Health‘ or at the least ‗Dangerous to your Career.‘ Everyone in 

education knows this.  Those who become superintendent know there is a risk‖ (p. 18).  The 

superintendent is the ―chief educational leader and spokesperson for the school district.  To 

ensure quality education, the school district must be managed and led by an effective school 

superintendent‖ (Carter & Cunningham, 1997, p. 21).  

Hoyle and the American Association of School Administrators (AASA) Commission on 

Standards for the Superintendency (1993) stated: 

To a great extent, the quality of America‘s schools depends on the effectiveness of school 

superintendents. These executives of our nation‘s schools have complex leadership 

responsibilities, and those who hold the position must be among the brightest and best 

our society has to offer. Their vision and performance must focus on creating schools that 

will inspire our children to become successful, caring Americans, capable of becoming 

contributing citizens of the world. 

The superintendency requires bold, creative, energetic, and visionary school leaders who 

can respond quickly to a myriad of issues ranging from dealing with social changes, 

diverse student populations, and demands for equity to improving school quality for 

every child and making effective use of technologies. (p. 3) 
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It is important to realize that each individual is unique with respect to the combination of 

personal characteristics and professional skills that are brought to the superintendent position.  

These unique combinations are very influential in determining how each individual behaves in 

the superintendency setting and how others react to the superintendent; thus, no two individuals 

will react the same in the milieu of the superintendency (Konnert & Augenstein, 1995).  Primary 

responsibilities of the superintendent are to provide leadership in establishing a vision for the 

educational organization and then converting this vision into a set of goals and priorities for the 

organization (Konnert & Augenstein, 1995).   

The superintendent search and selection process varies considerably by district size.  The 

most prevalent method used by about 54% of the members of the search and selection process, 

however, is for a local school board to form its own committee to designate several of its 

members to work with district staff that help manage the process (Bjork & Kowalski, 2005).  In 

very large districts nearly half (46%) of school boards hire private search firms to conduct the 

superintendent search (Bjork & Kowalski, 2005).  A significant part of how individuals view a 

superintendent search and selection process has been because of their personal qualities and 

characteristics. In a study done by Glass (1992), two-thirds of superintendents sampled indicated 

that they were hired because of personal characteristics (including the image they projected or a 

role model they presented during the interview process) combined with information that the 

search committee members gleaned through contacts with their counterparts and knowledgeable 

citizens in the candidates‘ districts (Bjork & Kowalski, 2005).  By 2000 that number dropped to 

40% of those who thought they were hired because of personal qualities and characteristics 

(Glass, 2000.) 



12 

The superintendency is a position fraught with a wide range of problems.  As a 

consequence, local boards of education seek to hire superintendents who are viewed as change 

agents capable of improving learning and teaching, increasing management efficiency, and 

effectively responding to community demands (Bjork & Kowalski, 2005). 

Few issues on the American scene engender more experts and more controversy than 

does education.  Consequently, the nature of the superintendency is to ―confront a perpetually 

changing set of conflicting expectations‖ (Carter & Cunningham, 1997, p. 34).  

Historical Perspective 

History is ―an unending dialogue between the past and the present‖ (Carr, 1961, p. 35).  

A knowledge of history helps one understand the present.  Contemporary attitudes toward and 

expectations of the superintendent are products of the history of the superintendent (Konnert & 

Augenstein, 1995).  The school superintendency evolved with little guidance from legislative 

directives.  School codes in only about half the states contain certain language defining the 

relationship between the board of education and the school superintendency.  ―This lack of 

legislative guidance has resulted in confusion regarding the status, authority, and responsibility 

of the superintendent of public education‖ (Carter & Cunningham, 1997, p. 22).  

In 1642, the Massachusetts School Ordinance was passed which provided that every town 

would choose men (often called selectmen) to manage the important affairs of learning, such as 

deciding local taxes, hiring teachers, setting wages, and determining the length of the school year 

(Campbell, Cunningham, Nystrand, & Usdan, 1990).  The Plymouth Colony Act of 1677 and the 

Connecticut Laws of 1650 followed this ordinance.  The Connecticut Law went so far as to allow 

the selectmen to take children out of homes of parents who were not educating their children 
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adequately and put them with acceptable masters with whom they would serve apprenticeships 

(Campbell et al., 1990).  

Although public schools were established as early as 1640, the superintendency was not 

created until the mid-1800s (Griffiths, 1966).  It was between 1837 and 1850 that 13 urban 

districts established the position of superintendent.  By 1890 most major cities had followed that 

lead (Kowalski, 2006). The need for school systems to have a top executive stemmed from  

myriad conditions including the development of larger city school districts, the consolidation of 

rural school districts, an expanded state curriculum, the passage of compulsory attendance laws, 

demands for increased accountability, and efficiency expectations (Kowalski, 2003). This was 

not fully supported by the political bosses who feared that school superintendents would amass 

their own power base and then be able to stand apart from the entangled mechanism of big city 

government (Kowalski, 2006).  It was during this time that the role of the superintendent was 

changing, as it began as a ―clerical position and was moving to a master educator position‖ 

(Carter & Cunningham, 1997, p. 23).   

The superintendent position moved from managing day-to-day details to a position of 

instructional leader.  Also, during this time it was evident that politics and professionalism were 

on a collision course.  This caused distrust between the political bosses and the superintendents 

who attempted to use professionalism as a shield against their political machines (Kowalski, 

2004).  Cuban (1976) noted that heated debates were waged on the topic of the responsibilities of 

a superintendent. ―The lines of argument crystallized over whether the function of a big city 

superintendent should be separated into two distinct jobs, i.e., business manager and 

superintendent of instruction‖ (Cuban, 1976, p. 17).  In fact it was during this time that some of 

the larger school systems had appointed dual superintendents, one for education and one for 
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business.  It was during this time that America was changing from an agrarian society to an 

industrial society.  This movement caused a demographic chain reaction, first producing 

urbanization which in turn produced larger school systems.  School board members focused 

more in resource management which worked its way into the school administration (Callahan, 

1962).  By 1920, the role transformation had been officially completed; superintendents were 

expected to be scientific managers—individual who could improve operations by concentrating 

on time and efficiency (Tyack & Hansot, 1982).  ―It was the era of the four Bs: bonds, busses, 

budgets, and buildings‖ (Carter & Cunningham, 1997, p. 23).  As the 20
th

 century continued and 

the Russian spaceship Sputnik was launched it became apparent that the emphasis quickly 

shifted from the four Bs to the three Rs: reading, writing, and arithmetic. ―This shift ushered in 

the current view of the superintendent which is that of the chief executive officer for the board” 

(Carter & Cunningham, 1997, p. 24). 

For the most part, the school superintendency paralleled the development of the graded 

school. One room schools were replaced with graded schools organized into local districts; some 

of the major responsibilities of the superintendent became the writing of a uniform course of 

study that could be implemented in all schools in the system (Kowalski, 2006).  Spring (1994) 

wrote:  

The development of the role of the superintendent was important in the evolution of the 

hierarchical educational organization. The primary reason for creating the position was to 

have a person work full-time at supervising classroom instruction and assuring 

uniformity in the curriculum. (p. 119) 

―While the duties of the early superintendent certainly varied from district to district, it is 

fair to say that the primary responsibility was to be the instructional leader of the school‖ (Sharp 
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& Walter, 1997, p. 3).  Some of the more rapidly developing urban school systems established 

normative standards for public elementary and secondary education, and their superintendents 

were viewed as master teachers (Callahan, 1962).  Much of their time was devoted to supervising 

instruction and ensuring curricular uniformity (Spring, 1994).  They frequently authored 

professional journal articles about philosophy, history, and pedagogy (Cuban, 1988) and some 

subsequently became state superintendents, professors, and college presidents (Peterson & 

Barnett, 2003).  The teacher-scholar characterization of a superintendent was summarized in an 

1890 report of urban superintendents: 

It must be made his recognized duty to train teachers and inspire them with high ideals; to 

revise the course of study when new light shows that improvement is possible; to see that 

pupils and teachers are supplied with needed appliances for the best possible work; to 

devise rational methods of promoting pupils. (Cuban, 1976, p. 16) 

During the formative years in which school administration was being shaped as a 

distinctive field, the most highly respected scholars were superintendents or former 

superintendents (Willower & Forsyth, 1999).  Characteristics of school administrators circa 1809 

to 1920 were directly aligned with the teaching profession, and they were the most influential 

members of the National Education Association. 

Many were reluctant to broaden their practice beyond instructional leadership, fearing the 

public would view them as managers or politicians if they did so.  They often tried to protect 

themselves from ambitious mayors and city council members who wanted to usurp their 

authority over curriculum and instruction by claiming professionalism (Callahan, 1966). 

Political elites often saw superintendents who defined themselves as professional 

educators as manipulative individuals driven by two motives: amassing power and remaining 
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independent of local politics (Kowalski, Bjork, & Otto, 2004).  The concept of a teacher-scholar 

superintendent began to diminish around 1910 although it never became irrelevant.  Peterson and 

Barnett (2003) while summarizing the literature pointed out that the concept of the 

superintendent as an instructional leader has been challenged for various reasons that range from 

politics to position instability to school board member‘s expectations.  Zigarelli (1996) used data 

from the National Education Longitude Study for 1988, 1990, and 1992 to conclude that the 

evidence did not support a claim relationship between the district administrator and schools 

improved instruction.  Other studies have painted a different picture.  Peterson and Barnett 

(2003) using seven studies (Bredsen, 1996; Coleman & LaRocque, 1990; Herman, 1990; Morgan 

& Pertersen, 2002; Murphy & Hallinger, 1986; Petersen, 2002; Petersen, Murphy, & Hallinger, 

1987) of superintendents stated one ―can influence the views of school board members and 

others by articulating and demonstrating involvement, a sincere interest in the technical core of 

curriculum and instruction and viewing it as their primary responsibility‖ (p. 15). 

The first official superintendent was assigned to be a school inspector in 1837, in 

Buffalo, New York (Brunner, Grogan, & Bjork, 2002).  It was during this time that  

superintendents had very little authority and often times spent their time doing routine tasks 

assigned to them.  They also assisted the school boards ensuring state requirements were being 

met (Kowalski, 2006).  The evolution of an association composed of only superintendents began 

at the National Teachers Association meeting held in 1865.  It was there a group of 

superintendents met and decided that they should meet in February 1866 for the purpose of 

forming the National Association of School Superintendents.(Konnert & Augenstein, 1995)  This 

group joined forces with the National Education Association (NEA) and remained with that 
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group until 1937 when it became known as the American Association of School Administrators 

(AASA) (Konert & Augenstein, 1995). 

―The situation in American education after 1911 demanded leaders who were oriented 

toward the business side of education, not the social or philosophical side‖ (Callahan, 1962, p. 

180).  Callahan (1962) also pointed out, for the school executive this new professionalism helped 

with the relationship with the school board, increased the pay, and was a source of personal 

satisfaction and provided social and professional recognition.  Two groups were opposed to 

fashioning the superintendent into an industrial manager.  One group was the many mayors, city 

council members, and other political bosses who feared that casting superintendents as managers 

would increase their stature, influence, and power of this position (Callahan, 1962).  On the other 

side were some leading educators who opposed the management conceptualization because they 

thought it was counterproductive to the principle of local control.  More precisely they feared 

that business and government power elites would act in concert with superintendent-managers to 

seize control of public education, thus diminishing participatory democracy (Glass, 2003).  The 

superintendent as a manager became a dominant role expectation in the early 1900s.  Budget 

development and administration, standardization of operation, personnel management, and 

facility management were the first tasks assumed (Callahan, 1962).  Overall fiscal affairs, school 

building construction, and maintenance of the schools did not become the normal superintendent 

responsibilities until the early 20
th

 century (Moehlman, 1940, as cited in Carter & Cunningham, 

1997). 

A professional milestone occurred in 1923 with the first release of a yearbook entitled 

The Status of the Superintendency by Strayer, professor of education administration at Teachers 

College, Columbia University (as cited in Glass & Franceschini, 2007).  The rationale for the 
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first yearbook was that ―one must know facts before he can determine procedure‖ (Strayer, 1923, 

as cited in Glass & Francheschini, 2007, p. 3).  A second rationale for the first yearbook was the 

collection of data used by Strayer and Cubberly of Stanford University regarding best practices 

used by superintendents.  This information was later used in textbooks to prepare future 

administrators (as cited in Glass, 2003).  The University of Chicago and Harvard University 

began offering courses in educational administration after Columbia University had begun 

offering courses.  In the 1927 the Harvard catalogued the superintendent of schools as the 

professional ―general manager of the entire school system‖ (Callahan, 1962, pp. 198-199) and 

stated that the job compared favorably with the best jobs in the older professions in business and 

industry (Callahan, 1962).  It was during this era professors took the opportunity to establish 

education administration as a respected specialization by separating administration from 

teaching.  It was at that time that, in the eyes of the public, administration (principals and 

superintendents) became managers and teachers were relegated to a subordinate role (Callahan, 

1962). 

As the 1930s came along and the great depression was in full swing the image of the 

superintendent as a manager was tarnished.  Many local school district patrons were overtly 

protesting the level of power that administrators had acquired; most felt disenfranchised by the 

bureaucratic structure that had been imposed on the local district (Kowalski, 2003).  Some of the 

leading progressive educators of that time, Counts for one, intensified their criticisms, arguing 

that business values imposed on public education were incongruous with the core political values 

of a democratic society (Van Til, 1971).  While studying the evolution of the managerial role, 

Glass (2003) observed the size of the district and the context of the district have been critical 

issues. Smaller district superintendents who have little or no support staff have a heavy emphasis 
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placed on the fiscal management relative to their responsibilities than a larger district.  Veteran 

superintendents recognized that leadership abilities have little value if the budget is not balanced, 

the school facilities are deemed to be not safe, and/or personnel problems routinely result in 

litigation (Glass, 2003). Superintendents within larger enrollments and more affluent districts 

could often relegate managerial responsibilities to their staff, but even those able to do so were 

held accountable for efficient and productive operations (Kowalski, 1999).  Kotter commenting 

on contemporary school leadership noted that superintendents must be both effective leaders and 

effective managers (Bjork & Kowalski, 2005).  Kotter‘s observations demonstrate the reality that 

faces a superintendent that of establishing equilibrium between these two essential roles (Bjork 

& Kowalski, 2005).  

Some believed the role of the superintendent equated with statesmanship.  The origins of 

statesmanship were traced by Bjork and Gurley (2003) from Plato to Alexander Hamilton.  It 

was Plato‘s belief that in order to control and direct societal functions a statesman acted 

unilaterally and paternalistically.  Hamilton viewed a statesman as a true politician who juggled 

the interests of the common people and the interests of the economic elite while remaining an 

aristocrat (Bjork & Kowalski, 2005).  Callahan‘s (1962) historical analysis of the period between 

1930s and mid 1950s was not in total agreement with either of these perspectives.  Rather he 

centered his analysis on the political leadership in a democratic context.  Bjork and Gurley 

(2003) concluded that the term statesman ―is not and may never have been an appropriate role 

conceptualization for the American superintendency, inasmuch as the role has never been about a 

stately patriarch, ubiquitously and benevolently guiding school systems single-handedly‖ (p. 35).  

They viewed the superintendent‘s role as one of an astute political strategist.  
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It was during the 1930s, due to the scarce financial resources, that school officials were 

forced to engage more directly in political activity primarily lobbying state legislatures.  Prior to 

this time the behavior of highly political superintendents was regarded as unprofessional (Bjork 

& Lindle, 2001; Kowaslski, 1999).  With the necessity of public schools to compete with other 

governmental agencies for state funding this unprofessional conviction faded.  About the same 

time this was happening several prominent educators were advocating to restore participatory 

democracy in local school districts (Bjork & Kowalski, 2005).  One of the more vocal members 

of this educational group was Melby, former dean of education at Northwestern University and 

New York University (Callahan, 1966).  It was Melby‘s (1955) belief that because of the 

infusion of business values superintendents had become less reliant on its greatest resource, the 

local community.  Melby (1995) urged superintendents to ―release the creative capacities of 

individuals and mobilize the educational resources of the community‖ (p. 250).  In essence, 

democratic leaders were expected to galvanize policymakers, employees, and other taxpayers to 

support the district‘s initiatives (Howlett, 1993). 

By the mid 1950s, engagement in democratic administration met with disfavor.  The 

public believed that democratic administration produced problems for organizations and those 

who embraced it (Bjork & Kowalski, 2005).  In their eyes, everyday problems of superintendents 

were economic, social, political knowledge and skills, not philosophy, were necessary to solve 

them (Kowalski, 1999).  The ideal of democratic administration became less prominent in the 

1950s, but it never died.  It has reemerged over the past twenty years, not only in public 

education but also in all types of organizations, largely because of a mix of changing values and 

economic realities (Bjork & Kowalski, 2005).  Even the best educational policies prove to be 

ineffective when they are unacceptable to the public (Hanson, 2003; Wirt & Kirst, 2001).  Joined 
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in a democracy are politics and policy which promotes democratic administration.  Perhaps more 

now than in the past, ideological and moral differences among community factions require 

facilitation and conflict management (Keedy & Bjork, 2002). 

Viewing a superintendent as an applied social scientist is another role conceptualization 

that developed through a mix of societal and professional forces.  Callahan (1966) identified the 

following four as the most influential: 

1. Growing dissatisfaction with the democratic leadership after World War II.  The 

notion of democratic leadership was perceived as overly idealistic.  The thought of 

shared authority and decision making exacerbated political, social, and economic 

problems rather than solving them.  

2. Rapid development of the social sciences in the late 1940s and early 1950s.  The 

social sciences were developing rapidly during this time.  Scholars believed that the 

social sciences were at the core of administrative work.   

3. Support from the Kellogg Foundation.  More than $7 million in grants were given by 

the Kellogg Foundation primarily to eight universities to support the research of 

school administration professors in the social science area.   

4. A resurgence of criticism of public education in the 1950s.  There were many social 

and political concerns at this time.  People moving to the suburbs; the end of school 

desegregation seemed apparent, post World War II babies were entering public 

schools, and the escalating cold war with the Soviet Union were a few of these issues. 

It was concluded by many policy makers and public opinion shapers that the local 

superintendent was not prepared to deal with these issues. (as cited in Kowalski, 

2006, pp. 44-45) 
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In addition to these four factors at least two others appear to be equally influential. 

Efforts to make school administration an established academic discipline equal to business 

management and public administration were intensifying (Culbertson, 1981).  The redefining of 

administrators as applied social scientists and infusing the social sciences into the curriculum for 

preparing school administrators were viewed as positive steps toward that goal (Crowson & 

McPherson, 1987).  The second factor was the practice of administration focused largely on 

internal operations, but system theory was gradually employed to demonstrate how external 

legal, political, social, and economic systems affected organizations (Getzels, 1977).  By the mid 

1980s, 82% of states had promulgated laws or policies that required school administrators to 

complete a prescribed program of graduate study and subsequently obtain a state issued license 

(or certificate) to be employed as a district superintendent (Kowalski, 2006).  More recently there 

has been a push for deregulation of preparation and licensing coming mostly from outside the 

education profession. The most recent attack is found in the publication Better Leaders for 

America’s Schools: A Manifesto, published by the Broad Foundation and the Thomas B. 

Fordham Institute (Bjork & Kowalski, 2005).  Clearly, no issue is currently more crucial to the 

future of the position of school district superintendent than the battle being fought over 

professional preparation and state licensing (Bjork & Kowalski, 2005).  During the 1990s 

superintendents faced challenges based upon ―economic, political, social, family, or religious 

values, with challengers showing less interest in academic impacts‖ (Carter & Cunningham, 

1997, p. 32).  This has caused superintendents to be immersed in ―vague and uneasy harmony of 

opposing forces‖ (Carter & Cunningham, 1997, p. 33).  The superintendent‘s decision should be 

based on ―well-grounded core values and policies, not reaction under pressure‖ (Carter & 

Cunningham, 1997, p. 36).  A superintendent has to have a working knowledge of many things: 
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personnel, finance, facilities, public relations, curriculum, instruction, collective bargaining, and 

other areas.  The superintendent cannot be an expert in one area and ignore the others (Sharp & 

Walter, 1997).  One of the areas recently included in educational administration is that of ethics.  

The Interstate School Leadership Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) (n.d.) states ―A school 

administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all students by acting with 

integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner‖ (p. 20).  Ethical leadership must come from within 

the administrator, based on his or her feelings and beliefs (Sharp & Walter, 2004).  

In describing the important role of superintendents in building effective schools, Murphy 

(1991) noted that ―the chief executive officers of reformed schools act, not as they traditionally 

have, as directors and controllers, but as coordinators and ‗enablers‘—their job is to facilitate, 

not dictate‖ (p. 224).  Murphy went on to state, ―Without the superintendent‘s endorsement and 

support, their willingness to commit valuable tangible and intangible organizational resources, 

the seeds of restructuring are likely to fall on barren ground‖ (1991, p. 224).   

Glass (1992) in a study entitled The 1992 Study of the American School Superintendency 

identified the criteria used by school boards to evaluate superintendents are, in rank order: 

general effectiveness, board/superintendent relationship, management functions, budget 

development and implementation, educational leadership/knowledge, community/superintendent 

relationship, staff/superintendent relationship, personal characteristics, recruitment and 

supervision of personnel, and student/superintendent relationship.  Glass found the 

superintendent was not really evaluated by these standards but rather a sense of whether the 

superintendent is doing a good job and has a good relationship with the school board and/or 

community leaders.  
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Leadership Traits 

The success of the school district ultimately resides with leadership that is pro-active, not 

reactive; that is inspired, not simply functional; and that looks to the short-and long-term 

consequences of actions on future generations for whom the present is held in trust. 

(Carter & Cunningham, 1997, p. 240) 

One way to look at the desired qualities of a superintendent is through the lens of 

leadership.  What are some of the characteristics that a superintendent needs to have or recognize 

to be a successful superintendent?  Bolman and Deal (1991) completed an initial study in the 

early 1990s, which identified four frames of leadership.  It is important to note that each of these 

four leadership frames is unique to the situation that the superintendent is placed in.  An educator 

considering entering into the superintendency should reflect on his or her leadership style and 

where he or she fits in the framework concept.  The four frames are: ―structural framework (the 

design and implementation of a process or framework), human resource framework (a manager 

type), political framework (understands the political reality), and symbolic framework (visionary 

leader)‖ (Bolman & Deal, 1991, p. 1).  It is important to identify characteristics specific to each 

frame to better understand how leadership impacts the characteristics of a successful 

superintendent. 

The structural framework. The structural manager attempts to design and implement a 

process or structure appropriate to the problem and the circumstances (ISLLC, n.d.).  This would 

include clarifying organizational goals, develop a clear structure appropriate to the task, and 

clarify lines of authority, etc.  This approach works best when there is little conflict, goals and 

information is clear, etc. 
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The human resources framework. The human resource manager views people as the 

heart of the organization (ISLLC, n.d.).  They attempt to be responsive to needs and goals to gain 

commitment and loyalty.  This leader will confront when necessary but will do it in a supportive 

manner.  This approach is appropriate when morale is either high or low. 

The political framework. This leader understands the political reality of the organization 

and can deal with it (ISLLC, n.d.).  He or she recognizes the major constituencies and develops 

ties to his or her leadership.  

Table 1 

Frameworks 

Planning 

 

Structural: set objectives and 

coordinate resources 

 

Human relations: promote 

participation 

 

Political: arenas to air conflict and 

realign power 

 

Symbolic: ritual to signal 

responsibility 

 

Decision Making 

 

Structural: rational 

 

 

Human relations: open process to 

produce commitment 

 

Political: opportunity to gain or 

exercise power 

 

Symbolic: ritual to provide comfort and 

support until decisions made 

 

Reorganizing 

 

Structural: realign roles and 

responsibilities to fit tasks 

 

Human relations: maintain a balance 

between human needs and formal 

roles 

 

Political: redistribute power and for 

new coalitions 

 

Symbolic: maintain an image of 

accountability and responsiveness 

Evaluating 

 

Structural: formal control system for 

distributing rewards 

 

Human relations: process for helping 

people grow and improve 

 

Political: opportunity to exercise power 

 

Symbolic: occasion to play roles in 

shared rituals 
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Table 1 (continued) 

 

 

 

Conflict Resolution 

 

Structural: authorities resolve conflict 

 

 

Human relations: develop 

relationships 

 

Political: develop power by 

bargaining, forcing, or manipulating 

others 

 

Symbolic: develop shared values 

 

Goal Setting 

 

Structural: keep organization headed in 

the right direction 

 

Human relations: keep people involved 

and communications open 

 

Political: provide opportunities for 

people and groups to make interests 

known 

 

Symbolic: develop symbols and shared 

values 

 

Communication 

 

Structural: transmit facts and 

information 

 

Human relations: exchange 

information, needs, and feelings 

 

Political: vehicles for influencing or 

manipulating others 

 

Symbolic: telling stories 

 

Meetings 

 

Structural: formal occasions for making 

decisions 

 

Human relations: informal occasions 

for involvement, sharing feelings 

 

Political: competitive occasions to win 

points 

 

Symbolic: sacred occasions to celebrate 

and transform the culture 

 

Effective Leadership 

 

Structural: social architect 

 

Human relations: catalyst and servant 

 

 

Political: advocate 

 

Symbolic: prophet and poet 

 

Effective Leadership Process 

 

Structural: analysis and design 

 

Human relations: support and 

empowerment 

 

Political: advocacy, coalition building 

 

Symbolic: inspiration, framing 

experience 
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Table 1 (continued) 

 

 

 

Ineffective Leadership 

 

Structural: petty tyrant 

 

 

Human relations: pushover 

 

 

Political: hustler 

 

Symbolic: fanatic, fool 

 

Ineffective Leadership Process 

 

Structural: management by detail and 

fiat 

 

Human relations: management by 

abdication 

 

Political: manipulation 

 

Symbolic: smoke and mirrors 

 

Organizational Change 

 

Structural: change causing confusion 

and need to realign 

 

Human relations: change can cause 

people to feel incompetent, 

powerless, need to develop new 

skills, involvement, support 

 

Political: change creates winners and 

losers; need to create arenas where 

issues can be negotiated 

 

Symbolic: change creates loss of 

meaning and purpose; people form 

attachments to symbols, need 

symbolic healing 

 

 

Motivation 

 

Structural: economic incentives 

 

 

Human relations: growth and self 

actualization 

 

 

 

Political: coercion, manipulation, and 

seduction 

 

 

Symbolic: symbols and celebrations 

 

 

 

The symbolic framework. The leader views vision and inspiration as critical; people 

need something to believe in.  Symbolism is important as is ceremony and ritual to communicate 

a sense of organizational mission. (Boleman & Deal, 1991).  Each of the four frameworks 

approaches to management tasks is reflected in Table 1. 
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There are times when any of the four frames is appropriate: if commitment and 

motivation are important, one should look into the Human Resources and Symbolic Frames.  If 

there is ambiguity and uncertainty, look at the Structural Frame.  If resources are scarce, look at 

the Structural, Political, and Symbolic Frames.  When there is conflict and diversity, the Political 

and Symbolic Frames are best.  If there is a top down approach, look at the Structural and 

Human Resources Frames (Bolman & Deal, 1991). 

Schlechty (as cited in Marx, 1996) offers these steps to system leaders to maintain a 

future orientation while simultaneously dealing with the realities of the present:  

focus on the future, maintain direction, act strategically, create a results-oriented 

management system, encourage a pattern of participatory leadership, foster flexibility in 

the use of time, people, space, knowledge, and technology, encourage innovation, 

provide for continuity, and provide training, incentives, and social and political support 

for continuous improvement. (p. 3)   

Twenty-first century superintendents must become the leaders of the system, not the keepers.   

Superintendent/Board Relationship 

As was stated earlier the most important role of the board of education is to hire its 

superintendent.  While most boards would agree with this statement, they might not agree on 

what that superintendent should do or what the board itself should do (Sharp & Walter, 2004).  

Of all the relationships a superintendent will develop within the district, his or her work 

with the board of education will perhaps be the most challenging. The goal must be to 

develop a relationship that emphasizes the superintendent and the board as a team. 

(Hayes, 2001, p. 61) 
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The superintendency is perhaps most clearly defined by its relations with the school 

boards.  Kaufhold (1993) stated, ―you have no idea what it is like to be superintendent until you 

get into an executive session of a school board meeting‖ (p. 41).  This is the forum where the 

superintendent must convince laypeople—who  most often have never taught a day in their lives 

and have little experience working with children—what  is best for the education of children 

within the school district (Kaufhold, 1993).  To paraphrase Machiavelli, ―there is nothing more 

difficult, more perilous, or more uncertain of successes than to take the lead in introducing a new 

order of things‖ (as cited in Carter & Cunningham, 1997, p. 93). 

Most studies of superintendent—board  relationships conclude that communication, trust, 

and understanding role differences are the main factors influencing their effectiveness.  In a 

survey by McCurdy (1992) numerous comments stressed how they had worked together 

constantly—using  good communication skills, sharing information, and seeking agreement on 

mutual expectations—to  form healthy and trusting relationships.  

A new superintendent has the luxury of working with the school board that hired him or 

her.  This luxury might not last long because of a rapid turnover of board members.  Due to this 

rapid turnover, the relationship of a new superintendent and the school board is ―a dynamic one, 

and sometimes the changes are dramatic‖ (Hayes, 2001, p. 55).  The support the board has with 

the superintendent can never be taken for granted.  Developing a positive relationship with the 

board president is critical.  This relationship can be helpful if another board member is causing a 

problem for the superintendent or other board members (Hayes, 2001).  It is safer to do too much 

than it is to do too little. Although most boards can forgive a superintendent for trying too hard, 

very few accept halfhearted effort.  ―The superintendency is one job that demands full attention, 
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and superintendents must be highly motivated to make an impact‖ (Carter & Cunningham, 1997, 

p. 99).  

In general, the board has been given the freedom to determine the level of trust placed on 

the superintendent‘s judgment to guide the direction of the schools.  This discretionary power 

has made it essential for the effective superintendent to maintain a good relationship with the 

board (Carter & Cunningham, 1997).  An informal contact by the superintendent might well 

begin the relationship on a positive note.  Hayes (2001) pointed out that ―once a new board 

member is elected there should be a formal, personal orientation to discuss such things as the 

role of the school board, employee contracts, minutes of the latest meetings, mission statement 

and current objectives‖ (p. 56). 

Of all the issues that can cause problems in a district, the question of the appropriate roles 

of the board of education and the superintendent is perhaps the most volatile.  If all parties can 

reach such an understanding, it is going to help the district to function more effectively.  This 

objective is easier to identify than it is to implement (Hayes, 2001). 

It is important that a superintendent and the school board members communicate 

effectively.  In fact Hayes (2001) stated ―It is a good idea to begin communications with the 

board of education candidates as soon as they complete their petitions‖ (p. 56).  

The American Association of School Administrators (AASA) at times has expressed 

concern over the ambiguous role of the superintendent.  

AASA believes there is a vital relationship between effective school district leadership 

and successful schools and learners.  This relationship is clearly enhanced when roles and 

responsibilities between superintendents and boards of education are clearly defined and 

implemented.  Therefore AASA shall lead efforts to define the roles, responsibilities, and 
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qualifications of superintendents and boards of education. (Carter & Cunningham, 1997, 

p. 23) 

One of the cardinal rules that a superintendent must remember is never to take sides or to 

get involved in the election or the appointment of school board members or the board president, 

because any one of the members may become the next president.  ―It is both foolish and 

professionally suicidal to become involved in board politics and try to manipulate or control the 

board membership‖ (Sharp & Walter, 1997, p. 140).   

The relationship between the board of education and the superintendent is crucial not 

only for the job security of the superintendent, but also for the efficient management of the 

school district (Sharp & Walter, 1997).  The working relationship and lines of authority between 

school boards and superintendents have changed over the past century.  Before 1900, 

superintendents were viewed as supervisors and administrators responsible for carrying out 

board of education policies.  After the turn of the century, however, ―many superintendents 

advocated the adoption of business ideology and management models, advancing the idea that 

CEOs should be highly trained professionals who make administrative decisions‖ (Bjork & 

Kowalski, 2005, p. 26). 

Three of the leading educators in the field of educational administration, Morphet, Johns, 

and Reller (1974) listed the following as demonstrative of school board duties: 

 The selection of the superintendent of schools; 

 The establishment of policies and procedures, in accordance with the educational 

services administered and a range of programs developed; 

 The establishment of policies, relating to planning improvements and to 

accountability; 
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 The adoption of the budget and the enactment of provisions for the financing of the 

schools; 

 The acquisition and development of necessary property and the provision for 

supplies; 

 The adoption of policies regarding, and the appointment of, necessary personnel to 

staff the varied services; and 

 The appraisal of the work of the schools and adoption of plans for development. (as 

cited in Sharp &Walter, 1997, pp. 111-112) 

While leadership is important there are some researchers who will argue other things are 

more important.  Kelleher (2002) states that ―the key responsibility of the superintendent is the 

relationship between the superintendent and the school board and that curriculum and instruction 

are responsibilities that need to be delegated‖ (p. 28).  Campbell et al. (1990) reported on a study 

on what superintendents actually do.  The superintendents who were studied were 

spending 80% of their time talking with others, dealing with technical information, legal 

rules and regulations, past activities of the district, preferences of different people and 

possible consequences for different people.  The activities seemed to be largely 

deskwork, phone calls, and scheduled and unscheduled meetings. (Campbell et al. 1990, 

p. 251) 

In another study Willower and Fraser (1980) found 50 superintendents who stated that 

they ―deal with a wide range of problems, are irked by the paperwork demands of the state and 

federal agencies, regret not being closer to the classroom, and feel pressure of the job but are 

ready to do it over again‖ (p. 2). 

In a study of successful and unsuccessful superintendents, it was found that 
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superintendents who have tenure of 12 years or more in a district identify open 

communication with the school board and community as one of the most important 

leadership attributes.  The board members interviewed where superintendent turnover has 

been the norm identified lack of open communication as the primary reason for 

superintendent change.  Finance was also listed as an area of importance by both groups 

as were such issues as personnel and public relations. Clearly, those who enjoy a long 

tenure and are viewed as successful strive to communicate fully with the community as 

well as the board.  It is evident that the superintendent who does not succeed fails to 

practice open communication.  They do not strive for an understanding with the board 

and often are more autocratic than democratic.  The result is that the local school board, 

school district, and community and school staff are constantly in a crisis mode in any 

substantial interactions with the superintendent. (Chance, 1992, as cited in Carter & 

Cunningham, 1997, p. 36) 

Hayes (2001) noted that it is important for a superintendent to be an active participant in 

the community dialogue concerning education.  There are many methods to be an active 

participant: such things as being a guest writer in the local newspaper or a guest speaker at a 

civic meeting are but two.  

As an administrator we need to remember the African proverb that Hillary Clinton used 

as the title of her book, It Takes a Village to Raise a Child.  Superintendents must be 

leaders in bringing communities together to meet this important responsibility. (Hayes, 

2001, p. 106) 
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Hayes (2001) stated, ―Perhaps the most important aspect of the relationship between the 

superintendent and the board of education members is that it be even-handed.  The 

superintendent cannot be seen as one who plays favorites‖ (p. 58).  

During the 1990s the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards 

were developed by the Council of Chief State School Officers in collaboration with the National 

Policy Board on Educational Administration (NPBEA) to help strengthen preparation programs 

in school leadership (Van Meter & Murphy, 1997).  A set of six standards was developed.  Each 

of these standards identifies the qualities and/or characteristics that a superintendent should have 

or aspire to have.  Each of these standards supports the notion that the educational leader 

promotes the success of all students by doing each of the six standards. In addition, each of these 

standards has a set of standards to better operationalize the standard.  Table 2 presents those 

standards. 

What does leadership entail and how can it make a difference?  One of the ways to 

answer these questions is to look at the lives and careers of effective leaders.  In the 

United States, most historians would agree that Abraham Lincoln would be such a leader.  

His career is replete with failures, but at each juncture in his life, he learned and grew. 

(Hayes, 2001, p. 129) 
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Table 2 

Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium Standards and Practices 

 

Standard 

 

 

Practice Includes 

 

Standard 1 is a shared 

vision. 

 

Developing, articulating, implementing, and stewardship 

of the vision of learning.  Once that happens the 

superintendent shares the vision and is supported by the 

community 

 

Standard 2 is a 

culture of learning. 

 

Advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and 

instructional program conducive to student learning and staff 

professional development. 

 

Standard 3 is 

management. 

 

Management of the organization, operations and resources for 

a safe, efficient and effective learning environment. 

 

Standard 4 is family 

and community. 

 

Collaboration with families, and community members, 

responding to diverse community interests and needs that and 

mobilizing community resources. 

 

Standard 5 is ethics. 

 

Acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner. 

 

Standard 6 is societal 

context 

 

To understand the profile of the community and responding 

to, and influencing the larger political, social, economic, 

legal, and cultural context. 

 

Source: Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (n.d.) 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

Methodology 

The purpose of this study was to determine the necessary personal characteristics and 

professional skills desired by school board members for hiring a new school superintendent.  

During the 2007-2008 school year there were over 40 openings for school superintendents in the 

state of Indiana.  The school corporations that had openings were identified using one of the state 

associations, Indiana Association of Public School Superintendents (IAPSS), as well as the 

University Search Team comprising one member of the faculty at Ball State University, Indiana 

State University, Indiana University, and Purdue University.  The study identified results from 

large and small school corporations.  For this study it was determined that school corporations 

over 2,000 students were considered large school corporations.  The school corporations that had 

under 2,000 students were considered small school corporations.  The numbers of students 

identified were the recommendation written in a report by Kernan and Shepard (2007).  The 

report stated that the optimum school size was 2,000 students. 

The purpose of this study was for future candidates for a superintendent position to better 

understand what is expected from them prior to accepting a position.  Specifically this study 

identified the answers to the following research questions: 

(a) Is there a difference across levels of enrollment on school board members‘ 

perceptions of importance with professional skills?  (b) Is there a difference across levels of 
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location on school board members‘ perceptions of importance with professional skills?  (c) Is 

there an interaction between enrollment and location with school board members on professional 

skills?  (d) Is there a difference across levels of experience on school board member‘s 

perceptions of importance with professional skills?  (e) Is there a difference across levels of 

enrollment on school board members‘ perceptions of importance with personal characteristics?  

(f) Is there a difference across levels of location on school board members‘ perceptions of 

importance with personal characteristics?  (g) Is there an interaction between enrollment and 

location with school board members on personal characteristics?  (h) Is there a difference across 

levels of experience on school board members‘ perceptions of importance with personal 

characteristics? 

Null Hypotheses 

The null hypothesis was assumed to be valid unless the actual behavior of the data 

contradicts this assumption.  Thus, the null hypothesis was contrasted against another or 

alternative hypothesis.  Statistical hypothesis testing which involves a number of steps was used 

to decide whether the data contradicts the null hypothesis.  The following eight null hypotheses 

were tested as part of this study: 

H01.  There is no significant difference across levels of enrollment on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with professional skills. 

H02.  There is no significant difference across levels of location on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with professional skills. 

H03.  There is no significant interaction between enrollment and location with school 

board members on professional skills. 
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H04.  There is no significant difference across levels of experience on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with professional skills. 

H05.  There is no significant difference across levels of enrollment on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with personal characteristics.  

H06.  There is no significant difference across levels of location on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with personal characteristics.  

H07.  There is no significant interaction between enrollment and location with school 

board members on personal characteristics. 

H08.  There is no significant difference across levels of experience on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with personal characteristics.  

Participants 

The population for this study was determined by the openings for a superintendent during 

the 2007-2008 academic school year indicated by the IAPSS and the Indiana Search Team.  

There were over 40 school corporations that had an opening during the time indicated.  An e-

mail was sent to the superintendents of the school corporations that had an opening for 

superintendency during the 2007-2008 school year.  The purpose of the e-mail was to inform the 

superintendent about the study and asked the superintendent to complete a form with the names 

and the home e-mail addresses of the school board members who were on the school board at the 

time of the superintendent opening.  After receiving the requested information from the 

superintendent the school board members were then sent an e-mail with the survey included.  

The e-mail introduced the board members to this study and asked them to participate in an 

anonymous survey.  
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The school board members who agreed to participate were told that the purpose of the 

study was to determine what personal characteristics and professional skills are important in the 

selection process.  After the selection of candidates to be interviewed, what were the personal 

characteristics and professional skills required to fill the superintendent position?  The results of 

the study were not generalized to the general population of school boards within the United 

States, but could provide some information regarding school board expectations in Indiana. 

The school board members were told that their responses would be as anonymous as 

possible.  The intent of anonymous responses was to allow them to be open and honest with their 

responses.  Anonymity was done through the use of a survey instrument that only indicated their 

demographic information as well as their responses to the 24 survey items.  No name or any 

personal information was asked nor given. 

Method 

A survey instrument was utilized to collect the data necessary to determine what personal 

characteristics and professional skills are most important with the selection of an Indiana school 

superintendent and if there were any significant differences between large and small school 

corporations.   

The survey instrument items were generated beginning with the six Interstate School 

Leaders Licensure Consortium Standards and then narrowing down the standards to sub-

standards of four items per survey item.  This was done with the assistance of Dr. Robert Boyd, 

Department of Educational Leadership, Administration, and Foundations, Indiana State 

University, Terre Haute, Indiana.  Within the survey were demographic questions to assist me to 

categorize responses from the large school corporations and the small school corporations.  This 

was necessary to determine whether there were differences between the small school corporation 
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school boards and the large school corporation school boards when looking at personal 

characteristics and professional skills of the superintendent.  

The 24 survey items were selected from a group of sub-standards generated by the group 

of six standards in the ISLLC described above that are appropriate to the research.  I determined 

that three of the six ISLLC Standards dealt with Personal Characteristics (Standards 4, 5, and 6) 

and that the other three standards dealt with Professional Skills (Standards 1, 2, and 3).  A Likert 

Scale was used for each of the 24 items, with a one being not important to a five being extremely 

important.  Likert scaling is a bipolar scaling method, measuring either positive or negative 

response to a statement. 

An initial e-mail was sent to the superintendents of the school corporations who had an 

opening for a superintendent during the 2007-2008 school year (Appendix B).  The purpose of 

the initial e-mail was to explain the study to the superintendents, assure them the board member 

responses would remain as anonymous as possible and that the information would be treated 

with confidentiality.  The e-mail also stated the results would not include any identifying 

information for either the participating school board member or school corporation.  The e-mail 

included the directions for completing the survey and contact information to reach the researcher 

or the Indiana State University staff should the school board member require additional 

instructions or request further information regarding the study.  The school board members who 

agreed to participate in the survey were then surveyed utilizing an electronic survey instrument 

(Appendix C). 

Data Analysis 

For this study both descriptive and inferential statistical methods were used to analyze the 

data.  The size of the school corporations was the dependent variable.  Size of the school 



41 

corporation, location of the school corporation, and years of service on the school board were the 

independent variables.  Descriptive statistics were used to report the means of the survey 

instrument.  A two way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to calculate interactions among 

the six ISLLC Standards.  Descriptive statistics were also used to report the results of the rating 

scale.  H01, There is no significant difference between school board members across enrollment 

levels on professional skills.  H02, There is no significant difference between school board 

members across location levels on professional skills.  H03, There is no significant interaction 

between enrollment and location with school board members on professional skills.  H04, There 

is no significant difference between school board members across experience levels on 

professional skills.  H05, There is no significant difference between school board members across 

enrollment levels on personal characteristics.  H06, There is no significant difference between 

school board members across location levels on personal characteristics.  H07, There is no 

significant interaction between enrollment and location with school board members on personal 

characteristics.  H08, There is no significant difference between school board members across 

experience levels on personal characteristics. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

Analysis of Data and Findings 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether there are differences in what school 

board members look for in the areas of professional skills and personal characteristics when 

hiring a superintendent.  The study used the Interstate Leadership and Licensing Consortium 

standards to establish two dependent variables (professional skills and personal characteristics). 

The three independent variables—location  of the school corporation (rural, urban, and 

suburban), enrollment of the school corporation (under 2,000 students and over 2,000 students), 

and years of experience on the school board (0 to 4 years, 5 to 16 years, and over 16 years)—

were used to attempt to gather answers to the eight research questions and null hypotheses: 

Research Questions 

This study identified the answers to the following eight research questions:  

1. Is there a difference across levels of enrollment on school board members‘ 

perceptions of importance with professional skills?   

2.  Is there a difference across levels of location on school board members‘ perceptions 

of importance with professional skills?   

3.  Is there an interaction between enrollment and location with school board members 

on professional skills?   
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4.  Is there a difference across levels of experience on school board member‘s 

perceptions of importance with professional skills?   

5.  Is there a difference across levels of enrollment on school board members‘ 

perceptions of importance with personal characteristics?   

6.  Is there a difference across levels of location on school board members‘ perceptions 

of importance with personal characteristics?   

7.  Is there an interaction between enrollment and location with school board members 

on personal characteristics?   

8.  Is there a difference across levels of experience on school board members‘ 

perceptions of importance with personal characteristics? 

Null Hypothesis 

As part of this study six of the following eight null hypotheses were tested.  H03 and H07 

were to be tested using an ANOVA test but the sample size would not allow that. 

H01.  There is no significant difference across levels of enrollment on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with professional skills. 

H02.  There is no significant difference across levels of location on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with professional skills. 

H03.  There is no significant interaction between enrollment and location with school 

board members on professional skills. 

H04.  There is no significant difference across levels of experience on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with professional skills. 

H05.  There is no significant difference across levels of enrollment on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with personal characteristics.  
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H06.  There is no significant difference across levels of location on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with personal characteristics.  

H07.  There is no significant interaction between enrollment and location with school 

board members on personal characteristics. 

H08.  There is no significant difference across levels of experience on school board 

members‘ perceptions of importance with personal characteristics.  

A survey was created using the ISLLC standards.  A letter was e-mailed to 42 school 

corporation superintendents who had an opening during the 2007-2008 school year.  The request 

to the superintendents was to provide e-mail addresses for the members who served on the 

school board during the 2007-2008 school year.  The superintendents returned 110 e-mail 

addresses or 44% of school board members who were on the school board during the 2007–2008 

school year.   

The survey consisted of two sections with the first section asking for demographic 

information.  There were 45 total respondents which was a 44% rate of return.  Of the 45 total 

responses, 32 (71%) were from corporations below 2,000 students and 13 (29%) were from 

corporations over 2,000 students.  The location area was divided into three sections: rural with 

35 (78%) responses, urban with 2 (4%) responses, and suburban with 8 (18%) responses.  Age of 

the school board members was also surveyed and divided into three sections with 0 (0%) in the 

35 or under category, 21 (47%) were 35 to 50 years of age, and over 50 had 24 (53%) responses 

returned.  Gender of the board members reflected that 32 (71%) were men and 12 (27%) were 

women.  The last item in the demographic section was years of experience of the school board 

members.  There were 16 (36%) members with 4 years or less, 24 (41%) members in the 5 to 16 

years and 5 (11%) in the 16 years or more.  Age and gender were not analyzed for the purpose of 
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this study.  One survey was incomplete and the results were not included.  Table 3 reflects these 

data. 

Table 3 

Returned Survey Demographics 

 

Demographic 

 

 

Surveys Returned 

 

 

School Enrollment 

 

Under 2,000 students 32 

Over 2,000 students 13 

 

Location 

 

Rural 35 

Urban 2 

Suburban 8 

 

Age of school board member 

 

35 and under 0 

36 to 50 21 

Over 50 24 

 

Gender 

 

Male 32 

Female 12 

 

Years of Service 

 

4 years or less 16 

5 years to 16 years 24 

Over 16 years 

 

5 

 

 

The second section consisted of 24 questions with 12 of the questions relating to personal 

characteristics and 12 questions relating to professional skills.  Each question used a 5-point 

Likert scale for responses: 1) Not important, 2) Somewhat important, 3) Important, 4) Very 

important, and 5) Extremely important.  Surveys were sent by e-mail to the 110 school board 
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members and 46 were returned or 42%.  Participant responses were summed in two areas.  The 

first 12 questions addressed personal characteristics and the second 12 questions addressed 

professional skills and the mean score was used to identify the highest area of concern identified 

by the school board members in each of the two areas. 

Statistics 

The original intent of testing the data generated by the surveys completed was to run one- 

and two-way ANOVAs.  However, since the sample size was so small for Ho3 and Ho7, it was 

determined that the results of an ANOVA would not be reliable.  Also, due to the small sample 

size of each of the three categories (enrollment, location, and experience), it necessitated running 

t-tests to determine whether there was a significant difference with each of the six null 

hypotheses.  In order to run t-tests, the location area had to be collapsed into two sections; the 

experience area also had to be collapsed into two sections.  By doing this a t-test was an 

appropriate test.  Running t-tests allowed the data to be analyzed to determine whether there 

were significant differences among the null hypotheses.   

Descriptive statistics.  Summing the means of each of the 12 questions within the 

personal characteristics category and the 12 questions within the professional skills category on 

the survey allowed me to rank the six areas questioned on the survey (enrollment, location, and 

experience for both personal characteristics and professional skills).  The highest mean score was 

4.44 and it occurred in both the personal characteristics (large schools) and in the professional 

skills (large schools).  The range of mean scores was from 4.44 to 4.09 indicating that there was 

not a significant difference among any of the six areas questioned. 
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Table 4 

Statistics for Experience on Professional Skills 

 

Frame of Reference 

 

 

N 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

 

4 years or less 

 

16 

 

4.14 

 

.481 

 

5–16/over 16 years 

 

 

28 

 

4.30 

 

.454 

 

 

There were 44 respondents who completed the survey.  In the professional skills area 

dealing with years of service on a school board (experience) the category (1) of 4 years or less 

had 16 school board members.  The category two, a combined category of 5 through 16 years 

and over 16 years of service, had 28 responders. The mean of group 1 was 4.14 with a standard 

deviation of .481 and the mean for group 2 was 4.22 with a standard deviation of .463. 

The responses completed by the school board members within the experience category 

indicated that there is not much difference regarding the professional skills necessary to be hired 

as a superintendent.  The scores among the standard deviation indicated that within both groups 

they agree that Professional Skills are important for a superintendent. 

Table 5 

Statistics for Location on Professional Skills 

 

Frame of Reference 

 

 

N 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

 

Rural 

 

35 

 

4.20 

 

.458 

 

Urban/Suburban 

 

 

9 

 

4.39 

 

.489 
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There were 44 respondents who completed the survey on location on professional skills.  

In group 1 which was the 4 years of service and less there were 35 that completed the survey 

with a mean of 4.20 and a standard deviation of .458.  In group two there were nine who 

completed the survey with a mean of 4.20 and a standard deviation of .489. 

Even though there were more school board members in the rural category than the 

urban/suburban category the summed mean for each group regarding the importance of 

professional skills for a superintendent indicate there is not much difference.  Both groups scored 

this category somewhat high indicating that a superintendent needs to be strong with their 

professional skills.  Again the standard deviation scores group themselves closely indicating that 

within both groups professional skills are important. 

Table 6 

Statistics for Enrollment on Professional Skills 

 

Frame of Reference 

 

 

N 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

 

Under 2,000 students 

 

31 

 

4.28 

 

.423 

 

Over 2,000 students 

 

 

13 

 

4.14 

 

.560 

 

 

There were 44 respondents who completed the survey on enrollment on professional 

skills.  In group one which was the under 2,000 student enrollment there were 31 that completed 

the survey with a mean of 4.28 and a standard deviation of .423.  In group two which was the 

over 2,000 student enrollment there were 13 who completed the survey with a mean of 4.14 and 

a standard deviation of .560. 
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The data from this table demonstrate that enrollment does not necessitate that a 

superintendent have more professional skills at a small school corporation than at a large school 

corporation. Although there is a small difference in standard deviation scores it is not large 

enough to indicate that one group‘s overall thinking is much different than the other group‘s. 

Table 7 

Statistics for Experience on Personal Characteristics 

 

Frame of Reference 

 

N 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

 

 

4 years or less 

 

16 

 

4.09 

 

.722 

 

5–16/over 16 years 

 

28 

 

4.16 

 

.563 

 

 

 

There were 44 respondents who completed the survey.  In the Personal Characteristics 

area dealing with years of service on a school board (experience) the category of 4 years or less 

had 16 school board members.  The second category was a combined category of 5 through 16 

years and over 16 years of service had 28 responders. The mean of group one was 4.09 with a 

standard deviation of .722 and the mean for group two was 4.16 with a standard deviation of 

.563. 

The summed means of these two groups is slightly lower than some of the other groups 

but it still rated personal characteristics above 4 out of a possible 5.  The standard deviation 

among the school board members with 4 or less years of service indicates that among that group 

the range of scores is wider than some of the other scores.   
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Table 8 

Statistics for Location on Personal Characteristics 

 

Frame of Reference 

 

 

N 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

 

Rural 

 

35 

 

4.09 

 

.582 

 

Urban/Suburban  

   

 

9 

 

4.31 

 

.756 

 

 

 

There were 44 respondents who completed the survey on location on Personal 

Characteristics.  In group one which was the 4 years of service and less there were 35 who 

completed the survey with a mean of 4.09 and a standard deviation of .582.  In group two there 

were nine who completed the survey with a mean of 4.31 and a standard deviation of .765. 

Again this group has more rural school board members (35) compared with the 

urban/suburban (9).  The range of summed means is close and above a 4 indicating that members 

of both groups believe personal characteristics are an important aspect of the superintendency. 

Among the nine members of the urban/suburban group the standard deviation is a somewhat 

wider spread indicating that they had varying degrees of importance with this category. 

Table 9 

Statistics for Enrollment on Personal Characteristics 

 

Frame of Reference 

 

 

N 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

 

Under 2,000 students 

 

31 

 

4.13 

 

.566 

 

Over 2,000 students 

 

 

13 

 

4.16 

 

.755 
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There were 44 respondents who completed the survey on enrollment on personal 

characteristics.  In group ibe which was the under 2,000 student enrollment there were 31 who 

completed the survey with a mean of 4.13 and a standard deviation of .566.  In group two which 

was the over 2,000 student enrollment there were 13 who completed the survey with a mean of 

4.16 and a standard deviation of .755. 

Again the summed mean scores are slightly lower than in some of the other categories 

but it is still above the score of 4, indicating that although this is not scored quite as high it is still 

considered important by both groups. The standard deviation among the over 2000 students is 

higher than most of the others indicating that among the 13 members who completed the survey 

they had a wider range of scores but overall as a group they believed personal characteristics are 

an important feature to be a superintendent. 

In analyzing each individual question among the professional skills and summing all of 

the respondents‘ mean scores it must be noted that in all three areas (enrollment, location, and 

years of service) the question that had the highest score among the 12 questions identified in the 

professional skills area was question number 12, The superintendent facilitates processes and 

engages in activities ensuring that fiscal resources of the school are managed responsibly, 

efficiently, and effectively.  It received a range of scores among the six categories from 4.70 to 

5.0.  

Questions 1 and 3 were also identified with all groups (with one exception) as being 

important in selecting a superintendent.  Question 1 identified effectively communicating the 

vision and mission to all stakeholders and question 3 dealt with monitoring the vision and 

mission.  
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There was one exception.  In the location group and the urban/suburban group, they did 

not identify either of these questions.  That group indicated that question 8 which dealt with a 

culture of high expectations and question 11 which dealt with confronting and resolving 

problems in a timely manner were important areas for them. 

Within the personal characteristics area question 22 was scored the highest in five of the 

six areas of responders.  Question 22 was, The superintendent treats people fairly, equitably, and 

with dignity and respect.  The range of scores within the other five groups was from 4.67 to 4.78.  

All but the urban/suburban group had question 22 rated the most important, but this group rated 

it third highest in importance.  The urban/suburban group rated question 22 with a 4.62.  They 

had question 21 rated with a 5.00. 

All six groups had questions 20, 21, and 22 rated as the three highest with the range of 

scores from 4.35 to 5.00.  Question 20 dealt with demonstrating values, beliefs and attitudes that 

inspire others to higher levels of performance.  Question 21 dealt with using the influence of the 

office to enhance educational programs rather than for personal gains.  Question 22 inquired if 

people were treated fairly, equitably, and with dignity and respect. 
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Table 10 

Statistics for Highest Rated Responses Within the Professional Skills Category 

 

 

 

 

Question 

 

 

Enrollment 

1 (under 

2,000 

students) 

 

Enrollment 

2 (over 

2,000 

Students) 

 

 

 

Location 

1 (Rural) 

 

 

Location 

2 (Urban/ 

Suburban) 

 

 

Yrs of Svc 

1 (4 yrs 

Or less) 

 

 

Yrs of Svc 

2 (5 to 16/ 

Over 16 yrs) 

 

1 

 

4.63 

 

4.50 

 

4.59 

  

4.40 

 

4.70 

 

3 

 

4.60 

 

4.50 

 

4.56 

 

 

 

4.40 

 

4.67 

 

4 

 

4.50 

     

 

8 

    

4.88 

  

 

11 

  

4.67 

  

4.75 

 

4.60 

 

 

12 

 

 

4.50 

 

4.75 

 

4.71 

 

5.00 

 

4.87 

 

4.70 

 

 

The data demonstrated that there is a very small range between the highest rated response 

and the next five rated responses.  The school board members‘ responses indicated that there is 

no one skill that is more important than the others.   
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Table 11 

Statistics for Highest Rated Responses Within the Personal Characteristics Category 

 

 

 

 

Question 

 

 

Enrollment 

1 (under 

2,000 

students) 

 

Enrollment 

2 (over 

2,000 

Students) 

 

 

 

Location 

1 (Rural) 

 

 

Location 

2 (Urban/ 

Suburban) 

 

 

Yrs of Svc 

1 (4 yrs 

Or less) 

 

 

Yrs of Svc 

2 (5 to 16/ 

Over 16 yrs) 

 

20 

 

4.47 

 

4.42 

 

4.41 

 

4.62 

 

4.48 

 

4.48 

 

21 

 

4.43 

 

4.58 

 

4.35 

 

5.00 

 

4.53 

 

4.44 

 

22 

 

 

4.73 

 

4.75 

 

4.76 

 

4.62 

 

4.67 

 

4.78 

 

 

 

The data in Table 11 indicated that the school board members surveyed did not believe in 

any one personal characteristic significantly more than another.  Although question 22 was in all 

of the areas rated high the other areas also received high ratings.  Additionally within the 

Professional Skills category there was little difference between any of the categories surveyed.  

In all categories it appeared that the beliefs of the school board members was one that the 

superintendent needs to very well versed in all areas of the superintendency.  There were not one 

or two specific items identified in the survey that were considered more important than the other 

areas. 

Inferential statistical analysis.  In running the inferential statistics for the eight null 

hypotheses, it was determined that with such a small sample size for each, a t-test was the 

appropriate test.  Hypotheses three and seven did not have a large enough sample size to run an 

appropriate test therefore none were run for those two hypotheses.  The results of the t-tests can 

be seen in Table 12.
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Table 12 

Inferential Statistics for Null Hypotheses 

 

 

 

Frame of Reference 

 

 

df 

 

t 

 

Sig. 

 

H01 

 

Enrollment levels on professional skills 

 

42 

 

.917 

 

.364 

 

H02 

 

Location levels on professional skills 

 

42 

 

-1.074 

 

.289 

 

H04 

 

Experience levels on professional skills 

 

42 

 

-1.137 

 

.262 

 

H05 

 

Enrollment levels on personal characteristics 

 

42 

 

-.164 

 

.870 

 

H06 

 

Location levels on personal characteristics 

 

42 

 

-.970 

 

.338 

 

H08 

 

Experience levels on personal characteristics 

 

 

42 

 

-3.840 

 

.703 

 

 

H01 stated that there was no significant difference across levels of enrollment on school 

board members‘ perceptions of importance with professional skills.  Based on the results of the 

school board members surveyed, the data indicated there was no significant difference across 

enrollment levels on Professional Skills as evidenced by the Sig value of .364, t(42) = .917, p 

>.05.  Therefore one should fail to reject the null. 

H02 stated that there was no significant difference across levels of location on school 

board members‘ perceptions of importance with professional skills.  Based on the results of the 

school board members surveyed, the data indicates there was no significant difference across 

location levels on professional skills, t(42) = -1.074, p >.05.  Therefore one should fail to reject 

the null.  

H03 stated that there was no significant interaction between enrollment and location with 

school board members on professional skills.  Due to the small sample size it was determined 
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that an ANOVA test would not be appropriate.  Therefore there were no statistical data to 

determine whether this null had been violated or not. 

H04 stated that there was no significant difference across experience levels on 

professional skills.  Based on the results of the school board members surveyed, the data 

indicated there was no significant difference across experience levels on professional skills, 

t(42)= -1.137, p >.05.  Therefore one should fail to reject the null. 

H05 stated that there was no significant difference across levels of experience on school 

board members‘ perceptions of importance with professional skills.  Based on the results of the 

school board members surveyed, the data indicated there was no significant difference across 

enrollment levels on personal characteristics, t(42) = -.164, p >.05.  Therefore one should fail to 

reject the null. 

H06 stated that there was no significant difference across levels of location on school 

board members‘ perceptions of importance with personal characteristics.  Based on the results of 

the school board members surveyed, the data indicated there was no significant difference across 

location levels on personal characteristics, t(42) = -.970, p >.05.  Therefore one should fail to 

reject the null. 

H07 stated that there was no significant interaction between enrollment and location with 

school board members on personal characteristics.  Due to the small sample size it was 

determined that an ANOVA test would not be appropriate.  Therefore there were no statistical 

data to determine whether this null had been violated or not. 

H08 stated that there was no significant difference across levels of experience on school 

board members‘ perceptions of importance with personal characteristics.  Based on the results of 

the school board members surveyed, the data indicated there was no significant difference across 
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experience levels on personal characteristics, t(42) = -3.84, p >.05.  Therefore one should fail to 

reject the null. 

This researcher gave his best effort to collect the data necessary to answer the research 

questions.  The limited number of surveys returned by the school board members indicated there 

were no significant differences between personal characteristics and professional skills regarding 

any of the six hypotheses tested using t-tests.  Given that there was a small sample size, it was 

possible that there could be some significance but none were found. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

Conclusions, Discussion, and Implications for Future Research 

This chapter is divided into four sections: introduction, conclusions, summary, and 

recommendations for further research.  This study was done to determine whether there were any 

significant differences between enrollment of schools (over 2000 students and under 2000 

students), location of schools (rural, urban, and suburban), and years of service (4 years or less, 5 

to 16 years of service, and over 16 years of service) of school board members regarding personal 

characteristics and professional skills in hiring a superintendent.  The following eight research 

questions were developed as a basis for the study: 

1.  Is there a difference across levels of enrollment on school board members‘ 

perceptions of importance with professional skills?  

2.  Is there a difference across levels of location on school board members‘ perceptions 

of importance with professional skills? 

3.  Is there an interaction between enrollment and location with school board members 

on professional skills?  

4.  Is there a difference across levels of experience on school board member‘s 

perceptions of importance with professional skills?   

5.  Is there a difference across levels of enrollment on school board members‘ 

perceptions of importance with personal characteristics?   
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6.  Is there a difference across levels of location on school board members‘ perceptions 

of importance with personal characteristics?   

7.  Is there an interaction between enrollment and location with school board members 

on personal characteristics?   

8.  Is there a difference across levels of experience on school board members‘ 

perceptions of importance with personal characteristics? 

I had developed assumptions for each of these research questions prior to surveying the 

school board members.  These assumptions were based on my experiences as an educational 

leader both as a middle school principal and as a superintendent over the past 22 years.  The first 

assumption combined research questions 1 and 5 since both questions dealt with the size of the 

school corporation.  My initial belief was that there was a difference between the large school 

corporation‘s board members and the smaller school corporation‘s board members.  It was the 

belief that in a larger corporation there was much more emphasis placed on the management 

aspect of the job; that most of the time was spent working with either the school board members 

or the community promoting the vision of the school corporation.  The professional skills that 

would be necessary would deal with developing and maintaining staff, creating or continuing a 

strong instructional program, and creating and promoting a school vision. 

Regarding the personal characteristics standards created by the ISLLC consortium, the 

areas in question dealt with having a safe and orderly environment, being involved in the 

community, being fair and ethical, and understanding the social, political, ethical and legal 

context.  This meant the superintendent would spend most of the time working on the 

environment of the corporation and being active in the community working on the political 
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aspect of the job.  However, based on the survey data collected there was no significant 

difference among large and small school corporations.  

The second assumption addressed both research questions 2 and 6 as both of these deal 

with location of the school corporations.  The results of the survey were that there was not a 

difference between the different locations of school corporations.  However it should be noted 

that the sample size was rather small and that there were very few large corporations.  Based on 

my experience and having casual conversations with superintendents from a few very large 

corporations, it was their belief that some of the most important work they did dealt with 

promoting the corporation within the local community and throughout the state, as well as 

working very closely with the local political scene to ensure the corporation was viewed in a 

positive light.  They understand that there are other people employed that have the expertise in 

specific areas such as finance, curriculum, or transportation that they do not need to be closely 

involved in those specific areas. 

The third assumption combined research questions 3 and 7 as these questions addressed 

whether there was any interaction between enrollment and location.  This question could not be 

researched using any statistical data assessment instrument due to the small sample size.  The 

intent of the question was to determine whether large or small rural school board members had 

the same or similar beliefs than those from large or small urban/suburban school corporations. In 

addition, was there a reaction between one variable to another?  My initial belief was that there 

was some reaction between the two groups of school corporations based on location and 

enrollment.  My experiences indicated that what was important in a small rural school 

corporation was much different from a small urban/suburban school district.  Relative to the 

ISLLC standards it is my belief that the emphasis in the political arena is much more prevalent in 
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the urban/suburban school corporation than the rural ones.  Based on my experiences as a 

superintendent and middle school principal, what the research stated in this study and what the 

superintendents I spoke with experience are far different.  Although the school board members 

surveyed indicated there was no significant difference between what the boards of large school 

corporations and small school corporations believed, the superintendents I visited with stated in 

personal conversation that there is a significant difference in the board‘s expectations in both 

personal characteristics and professional skills of the superintendent. 

The fourth assumption addressed both research questions 4 and 8, years of experience as 

a school board member.  It was my initial belief that there would be significant differences 

across the levels of experience of school board members in the areas of professional skills and 

personal characteristics.  My experiences with school boards had normally been that with a first 

term member of the school board there is a large learning curve with how a school corporation 

operates.  Each year the learning curve gets smaller as the school board members better 

understand that they must work as a unit and not as an individual.  Once a member of the board 

begins their second term they have a much better appreciation of how the corporation operates 

and how they can operate within that board concept.  With the learning that takes place, there 

seemed to be higher expectations about how the corporation functions better as a learning 

community.  This did not evolve from the data, however the sample size might have been the 

issue.   

The data collected to answer these eight research questions came from an e-mail survey 

sent to school board members who had an opening during the 2007-2008 school year.  Sending 

110 surveys and having 46 returned yielded a 42% return rate.  There were two surveys that were 

incomplete and were not included in the final results. 
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Discussion 

The importance of the superintendent‘s position cannot be understated.  In my 15 years as 

a building level administrator, I witnessed firsthand how valuable the leadership of a 

superintendent can be to a school corporation.  Now as a superintendent, I have worked closely 

with the building level administrators and have seen growth in our test scores and have been told 

my administrators and school board members that because of my passion and leadership our 

scores have improved.  With that taken in consideration, it might explain the belief expressed by 

the school board members surveyed that their high expectations for the superintendent is 

warranted.  The publicity that school test scores have generated is another indicator that the 

superintendent needs to be all things for all people. 

The initial intent of this study was to help future superintendent candidates better 

understand what are the most important aspects of being a superintendent.  It was my belief that 

there were several differences between the thoughts of a large school corporation school board 

member and a small school corporation school board member.  Had that been the case, this study 

would have given potential superintendent candidates some powerful insights into the position.  

They would have been able, once they had read what the differences were, to better prepare 

themselves for the interview process.  Based on the data of this study, it is necessary for 

candidates to be well skilled in all aspects of a superintendency.  

A recommendation that this study is for a potential superintendent candidate to study the 

six standards from the Interstate School Leadership Licensure Consortium.  These standards 

were created through a consortium made up from the states of Illinois, Kentucky, Mississippi, 

Missouri, and North Carolina and the District of Columbia.  This consortium attempted to 

identify the various aspects of the superintendent position and develop standards to address the 
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standards.  The survey that the school board members were asked to complete came from the 

ISLLC standards.  

Within each of these standards there were sections that dealt with knowledge that the 

superintendent must have, dispositions that could be used as a guide, and performances 

describing what it should look like (ISLLC, n.d.).  The standards address a wide variety of issues 

that would make it difficult for a superintendent to be well-versed.  The areas addressed included 

the following: promoting the school vision to the school community; providing a school culture 

and instructional programs that make the school conducive to student learning; managing the 

organization and operational resources for a safe, efficient, effective learning environment; 

collaborating with families and community members responding to diverse community interests 

and needs; acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner; and understanding, 

responding to, and influencing the larger political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context 

(ISLLC, n.d.).   

After a candidate is selected for the superintendent position the job has just begun.  The 

relationship between the superintendent and the school board is one that helps make or break the 

success of the superintendent.  With my experiences as a superintendent, I believe it is 

imperative that the superintendent work closely with all members of the school board, especially 

the school board president.  While a superintendent has the responsibility of leading the school 

corporation, it is the school board that ultimately has the final decision making ability.  Without 

the support of the school board a superintendent will have little, if any, success.  Therefore, 

working closely with the school board through proper communication techniques is one key that 

a successful superintendent uses.  
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Implications 

There are many implications that can be made about this study.  Implications for the 

university search team could be that they need to use this information to share with the school 

board they work with when hiring a superintendent.  The university search team is comprised of 

one member from Indiana State University, one member from Indiana University, one member 

from Purdue University, and one member from Ball State University.  They work with the school 

board to determine what it is the school board believes is important for the candidate to be able 

to do as their superintendent.  It would be during the initial discussion with the board that the 

university search team would try to determine exactly what it is the school board is most 

interested in seeking and not simply accepting that the superintendent must be all things to all of 

the board members.  

Another implication for the university search team to take back to their respective 

universities would be to incorporate the kinds of coursework that would provide the education 

necessary for a candidate to be successful.  The current coursework provides a minimal amount 

of education relative to the ISLLC standards and does not focus on what the data tell us it should.  

Ensuring that the proper courses are offered and eliminating the kinds of course work that is not 

relevant is suggested based on the data gathered for this study.  Some examples of course 

offerings based on the ISLLC standards would include how to create and promote a vision of 

learning, a commitment to recruiting and maintaining staff, developing strong instructional 

programs, how to maintain a safe and productive learning environment, how to be involved in 

the community, understanding the political landscape of the community, knowing how the 

school system fits within that landscape, being fair and ethical, and knowing how to work with 

the social aspect of the position as well as the legal aspects.  For a superintendent to be 
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successful according to the data presented he/she needs to be well-versed in all aspects of the 

position, specifically those listed with the Interstate School Leadership and Licensure 

Consortium.  This would help potential candidates be better prepared when they attend an 

interview and/or accept a superintendent position. 

One more implication of the study could help the Indiana School Boards Association 

when they work with school boards around the state of Indiana.  During the professional 

development sessions that the Indiana School Boards Association provides school corporations, 

they can work with the board to determine exactly what it is they expect from the superintendent. 

Although a school corporation advertises on its application all of the expectations they would 

ideally like to see, the reality is that each school corporation has specific goals.  My experience 

with interviewing for a superintendent position has shown that even though the school 

corporation advertises many expectations on the application, during the interview itself what 

they actually believe is important is limited to two or three issues. 

It would appear that any of the professional development activities or any university 

coursework should be directly related with the ISLLC standards. For it is all these standards the 

school board members surveyed suggest are important concepts. 

Conclusions 

The data that were generated through the use of the surveys indicated that no matter the 

size of the school corporation, the location of the school corporation, or the years of service of a 

school member, there is no difference in board members‘ beliefs regarding a superintendent and 

their personal characteristics or their professional skills.  

This was somewhat of a surprise, as I believed that there was a significant difference 

specifically among the school board members from large school corporations versus small school 
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corporations.  Most superintendents that I spoke with indicated that their job was primarily a 

public relations job and they did not need to know the day-to-day operations of a school 

corporation.  In most instances a superintendent at a large school corporation spoke of having 

someone else who was knowledgeable about a specific skill such as finances, curriculum, etc. 

They indicated that it was not possible to be well versed in all aspects of their school corporation.  

Yet the data stated precisely that the school board members did expect their superintendent to be 

that person who was well versed in all aspects of the job. 

What became apparent looking at the data was that the school board members believe 

that a superintendent must be proficient in both the personal characteristics and the professional 

skills.  The indication is that they want a person who is a strong generalist in all aspects of 

superintendency.  The scores that were generated were high enough to support the thought that a 

superintendent needs to be everything to everybody.  The school board members are not looking 

for a superintendent to be a specialist with certain strong skills and weak in others.  The 

expectation is that no matter what the responsibility, the superintendent needs to be able to 

handle it and handle it well!  

It should be noted that although the data indicated quite emphatically that there were no 

significant differences between the two dependent variables and among the three independent 

variables this came from a small sample size.  It was possible that with a larger sample size other 

data could be generated and a significant difference might be found.  In addition, it is quite 

possible that with a larger sample the median age could be impacted positively or negatively and 

that could generate different data as well.  The literature researched during this study indicated 

that over time the expectations of school board members did indeed change.  While initially the 

responsibility of the school leader was to simply manage the school corporation, as time went on 
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additional duties were added.  Such additions included becoming more of an educational leader 

focusing on curriculum development and drawing in the public stakeholders to be active 

participants in the educational process. 

As one looks at each of the individual questions and the summed means of that specific 

question one can surmise that all of the items are important.  A range of summed mean scores 

between 3.03 and 5.0 is a reflection that each of the 24 questions and the areas they encompass 

have been identified by school board members as important.  The belief that a superintendent 

needs to have all of the professional skills and personal characteristics to be all things to all 

people stills exists today. According to Konnert and Augenstein (1995), ―The superintendency is 

more than how to do; it is how to think and how to feel‖ (p. xv).  The how to think deals with the 

professional skills necessary to be a superintendent and the how to feel deals with personal 

characteristics and how they impact the position of superintendent.  The results of the school 

board members who completed the survey is that as a group they believe the superintendent must 

be well versed in both the professional skills and personal characteristics category.  

The data were generated through the use of a written survey and e-mailed to those board 

members who had an opening during the 2007–2008 school year for the position of 

superintendent.  One might question whether this was the best technique to gather data for this 

study.  It is possible that through a qualitative study different results might have been found. For 

those members of the school board who took the time to complete the survey, speaking with 

them in a one-on-one setting might have been better received. 

Another possibility that could have impacted the results was that the small sample size 

did not allow the school board members from large school corporations to contribute a 

significant number of responses.  My belief was that the large school corporations would have 
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indicated how important some of the personal characteristics are than some of the professional 

skills.  I believed that the school board members from a larger school corporation were more 

interested in being informed with more one-on-one contact than school board members from 

smaller school corporations.    

Future Research Recommendations 

The following three recommendations need to be considered for future reference: 

1. A replication of this study should be done collecting more surveys. With 42 school 

corporations having an opening for superintendent during the 2007-2008 school year, 

the population for this study was approximately 250 potential school board members.   

2. A replication of this study using the ISLLC Standards in surrounding states would 

allow a comparison between Indiana school board member beliefs and other states on 

what is important when hiring a superintendent. 

3. Surveying all school corporation school board members rather than just the ones that 

had a superintendent opening would allow for further comparison of results. This 

could generate a much greater number of surveys returned and possibly indicate more 

accurate results.  

Summary 

The data generated from this study did not indicate a significant difference among school 

board members when determining what is important when hiring a superintendent.  Across the 

levels of enrollment, location, and years of service there were no data found to indicate a 

significant difference, so this study failed to reject any of the six null hypotheses that were tested. 
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The data determined that for the school corporations that had an opening for a 

superintendent during the 2007-2008 school year there were no significant differences in what 

school board members were looking for in hiring a superintendent.  

The expectation of school board members seeking a superintendent is that they were 

looking for a generalist in education.  With no significant difference between personal 

characteristics and professional skills identified by the school board members it appears that a 

potential superintendent candidate needs to be well prepared in all aspects of a superintendency.  

The idea that a superintendent can be strong in certain areas and not as strong in others is 

something that, according to the data, is not acceptable. 

Initially I believed that there were many significant differences between what school 

board members from large school corporations thought when hiring a superintendent than a 

school board members from a small school corporation.  Should the next study survey all of the 

school corporation‘s board members, I believe it would find a few significant differences 

between the large school corporations and the small school corporations. 
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APPENDIX A: LETTER TO SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER 

(Date) 

Dear School Board Member,  

I am seeking your participation in a research study to complete my dissertation. The 

study I am conducting is to survey all school board members from Indiana school corporations 

that had an opening for a superintendent during the 2007-2008 school year. The purpose of the 

study is to determine if there is a difference between large school corporation‘s school board 

members and small school corporation‘s school board members regarding the personal 

characteristics and professional skills necessary to be a superintendent. 

 

Here is the web site you will need to go to in order to take the survey.  

www.surveymonkey.com. You will find a survey that should take no more than 10 minutes to 

complete. Once you have completed the survey please submit it and log out of the web site. Your 

participation in completing the survey is completely voluntary.  You and your responses will be 

kept as confidential and anonymous as humanly possible.  The reason for your anonymity is to 

allow you the freedom to be as honest as possible in responding to the survey.   

 

I ask that you complete the survey within the next ten days if at all possible. Should you 

have any questions about the survey you may contact me or Dr. Robert Boyd at Indiana State 

University. 

 

Your contribution to this project will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Leonard R. Orr    Dr. Robert Boyd 

Doctoral Candidate    Dissertation Chair 

Indiana State University   Indiana State University 

1-765-592-1245    1-812-237-2900  

  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/
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APPENDIX B: LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENT 

(Date) 

 

Dear Superintendent, 

I am currently a doctoral student at Indiana State University working on my dissertation.  

I am writing to ask you for your help.  My research study is to survey school board members at 

school corporations who had an opening for a superintendent during the 2007-2008 school year. 

I would ask their thoughts on the professional skills and personal characteristics they were 

seeking when hiring the superintendent.  The Indiana Association of Public School 

Superintendents and/or the University Search Team have indicated that your school had an 

opening during that school year.   

 

Included in this mailing is a form that I would ask that you complete and return to me.  I 

am asking for the names and e-mail addresses of the school board members who served on the 

board during the 2007-2008 school year.  I will be e-mailing a letter with the web site link survey 

directly to the board members.  Those board members who choose to participate and their 

responses will be kept as confidential and anonymous as humanly possible. I have also included 

in this mailing a copy of the survey and the letter I will be sending to the board members for your 

perusal. 

 

Should you have any question about this study please feel free to contact myself or Dr. 

Robert Boyd my committee chairman from Indiana State University. 

 

Thank you for your attention and prompt reply to my request. 

Sincerely, 

 

Leonard R. Orr     Dr. Robert Boyd 

Doctoral Candidate     Dissertation Chair 

Indiana State University    Indiana State University 

1-765-592-1245     1-812-237-2900 
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APPENDIX C: SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER SURVEY 

Demographic Information 

Corporation Enrollment:  1) under 2,000 students 2) over 2,000 students 

Corporation Location:  1) rural  2) urban   3) suburban 

Your Age:  1) 35/under  2) 36 - 50  3) over 50 

Gender:   1) Male  2) Female 

Years of service on the school board:  

1) 4 or less  2) 5 to 16)  3) over 16   

For the purpose of answering the following statements please circle the appropriate number 

along the continuum that best describes your level of importance with each statement. 

 

1 Not important 

2 Somewhat Important 

3 Important 

4 Very important 

5 Extremely important 

 

For the first 19 statements the sentence should begin with the following:   

The superintendent facilitates processes and engages in activities ensuring   

1)  that the vision and mission of the school are effectively communicated to staff, parents, 

students, and community members. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

2) that the school community is involved in school improvement efforts. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 
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3) the vision, mission, and implementation plans are regularly monitored, evaluated, and 

revised. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

4) the needed resources are sought and obtained to support the implementation of the school 

mission and goals.  

 

1 2 3 4 5  

5) that professional development promotes a focus on student learning consistent with the 

school vision and goals. 

 

1 2 3 4 5  

6) that technology is used in teaching and learning. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

7) that curricular, co-curricular, and extra-curricular programs are designed, implemented 

evaluated, and refined. 

 

1 2 3 4 5  

8) that there is a culture of high expectations for self, student, and staff performance.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

9)  that emerging trends are recognized, studied, and applied as appropriate. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

10) that collective bargaining and other contractual agreements related to the school are 

effectively managed. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

11) that problems are confronted and resolved in a timely manner. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

12) that fiscal resources of the school are managed responsibly, efficiently, and effectively. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 
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13) that high visibility, active involvement, and communication with the larger community is 

a priority. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

14) the school and community serve one another as resources. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

15) that community stakeholders are treated equitably. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

16) that diversity is recognized and valued. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

17) that the environment in which schools operate is influenced on behalf of students and 

their families. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

18) that communication occurs among the school community concerning trends, issues, and 

potential changes in the environment in which schools operate. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

19) that there is ongoing dialogue with representatives of diverse community groups. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

For the following five (5) statements the sentence should begin with the following: 

The Superintendent … 

20) demonstrates values, beliefs, and attitudes that inspire others to higher levels of 

performance. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

21) uses the influence of the office to enhance the educational program rather than for 

personal gain. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 
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22) treats people fairly, equitably, and with dignity and respect. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

23) considers the impact of one‘s administrative policies on others. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

24) facilitates processes and engages in lines of communication developed with decision 

makers outside the community.  

 

1 2 3 4 5  
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APPENDIX D: SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER INFORMATION 

Please provide the names and email addresses of the school board members who were on your 

school board for the 2007 – 2007 school years.   

 

Name  E-Mail Address 

 

Thank you. 

 

Leonard R. Orr, Superintendent 

Southwest Parke Community School Corporation 

765-569-2073 
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APPENDIX E: INDEPENDENT SAMPLES TEST 

  

 

  
t-test for Equality of Means 

  Levene‘s 
Test for 

Equality of 
Variances  

     95% Confidence 
Interval  
of the  
Diff. 

 

 
Personal 

  

 
Location 

 

 
F 

 

 
Sig. 

 

 
t 

 

 
df 

 
Sig. (2- 
Tailed) 

 
Mean 
Diff. 

 
SE 
Diff. 

 

 
Lower 

 

 
Upper 

  
Equal 
variances 
assumed 

 
2.006 

 
.164 

 
-.970 

 
42 

 
.338 

 
-.224 

 
.231 

 
-.691 

 
.242 

 

 

 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

   
-.830 

 
10.570 

 
.425 

 
-.224 

 
.270 

 
-.822 

 
.374 

 

 

 
Experience 

         

 

 

 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 

 
3.651 

 
.063 

 
-.384 

 
42 

 
.703 

 
-.075 

 
.196 

 
-.470 

 
.320 

 

 

 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

   
-.359 

 
25.519 

 
.723 

 
-.075 

 
.210 

 
-.506 

 
.356 
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Enrollment 

         

 

 

 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 

 
3.005 

 
.090 

 
-.164 

 
42 

 
.870 

 
-.034 

 
.207 

 
-.451 

 
.383 

 

 

 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

   
-.164 

 
17.915 

 
.886 

 
-.034 

 
.233 

 
-.523 

 
.455 

     
t-test for Equality of Means 

  Levene‘s 
Test for 

Equality of 
Variances  

     95% Confidence 
Interval  
of the  
Diff. 

 

 
Professional 

  

 
Location 

 

 
F 

 

 
Sig. 

 

 
t 

 

 
df 

 
Sig. (2- 
Tailed) 

 
Mean 
Diff. 

 
SE 
Diff. 

 

 
Lower 

 

 
Upper 

 

 

 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 

 
.305 

 
.584 

 
-1.074 

 
42 

 
.289 

 
-.187 

 
.174 

 
-.537 

 
.164 

 

 

 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

   
-1.033 

 
11.872 

 
.322 

 
-.187 

 
.181 

 
-.581 

 
.207 

 

 

 
Experience 

         

 

 

 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 

 
.036 

 
.849 

 
-1.137 

 
42 

 
.262 

 
-.165 

 
.145 

 
-.458 

 
.128 

 

 

 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

   
-1.118 

 
29.849 

 
.272 

 
-.165 

 
.148 

 
-.467 

 
.137 

 

 

 
Enrollment 

         

 

 

 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 

 
1.963 

 
.168 

 
.917 

 
42 

 
.364 

 
.141 

 
.154 

 
-.170 

 
.452 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



86 

 Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

.816 17.994 .425 .141 .173 -.222 .505 

 


