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ABSTRACT

STAYING POWER: THE RELATIONSHIP OF PUBLIC SCHOOL
SUPERINTENDENT TENURE TO LEADERSHIP FRAMES
(December, 2012)
Doyne Scott Elliff
B.S., Corpus Christi State University
M.S., Corpus Christi State University
Dissertation Chair: Raul Prezas, Ed.D.
The study examined the types of leadership frames (human resource, structural,
political, and symbolic) (Bolman & Deal, 1997) most often used by public school
superintendents in Texas, the relationship of leadership frames to the length of
superintendent tenure in a single school district, and the influence of school district size
on the relationship of leadership frames to tenure. The non-probability sample included
212 superintendents from public school districts in nine Education Service Centers in
Texas, representing small / rural, mid-sized, and large urban districts. The study was
descriptive correlational in nature, utilizing a survey to generate quantitative data.
Results revealed that the human resource frame was used most often by
superintendents. The only frame statistically correlated to tenure in one district, however,
was the political frame (r=.17, p<.05), and this relationship remained statistically
significant when controlling for school district size, as measured by student population
(r=.17, p<.05). Qualitative data were gathered from two open-response questions asking
superintendents to identify factors related to 1) successful leadership of major change in a
district and 2) ability to persist in the superintendent position. In response to the question
iv

regarding factors enabling leadership of major change in a district, theme analysis
revealed overlapping associations to each of the four frames, with an emphasis on the
human resource frame. Analysis of responses to the question regarding factors enabling
superintendents to persist in their tenure in a school district revealed an emphasis on the
human resource frame.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
This chapter provides an introduction to and overview of the dissertation study.
The chapter begins with the background and setting, followed by the statement of the
problem, theoretical framework, purpose of the study and research questions, operational
definitions, definition of terms, significance of the study, and delimitations, limitations
and assumptions.
Background and Setting
School systems, particularly in urban areas, are complex organizations governed
by myriad local, state, and federal regulations (Cooper, Fusarelli, & Carella, 2000).
Interpersonal relationships among members of the organization must be managed, and
external influences from special interest groups can interfere with efforts to improve
instruction and student achievement (Renchler, 1992). Further, the dynamics of
responding to the political agendas of an elected board of trustees, teacher unions, and
legislators are always challenges for school district superintendents (Council of the Great
City Schools [CGCS], 2008).
The superintendent of schools must deal with these types of issues adeptly in
order to survive and succeed (CGCS, 2008). As the chief executive officer of a school
district, the superintendent is responsible for developing and implementing plans to
achieve broad goals established by the Board of Trustees (Texas Education Code, 2012),
but often is also viewed as the moral and intellectual leader of the community in which
the school district is located, tasked with bringing about change in tiered, bureaucratic
organizations influenced by politics, tradition, and special interests (Schlechty, 2009).
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Charged with leading in such a complex, demanding, and dynamic environment,
superintendent turnover presents challenges for the implementation and long-term
maintenance of systemic change efforts, particularly in urban areas (Shields, 2002).
Sorgi (2006) reports a correlation between superintendent tenure, as measured by the
number of superintendents over time, and academic performance in large urban districts.
Further, a meta-analysis of research reveals that superintendent tenure is correlated to
student achievement and the positive effects of sustained superintendent tenure manifest
themselves within the first two years of a superintendent’s tenure (Waters & Marzano,
2006). A study examining the relationship of superintendent tenure to student
performance on New York State mathematics and English language arts examinations
also revealed a positive correlation (Caplan, 2010).
Superintendent turnover is likely to increase in the near future, with nearly half of
current superintendents reporting that they do not expect to be in the superintendency in
2015 (Kowalski, et al, 2011). Average superintendent tenure has been documented to be
between 2.5 years and 7 years (NSBA, 2001; CGCS, 2008). The mean tenure of
superintendents in urban districts is 3.5 years. While rising since 1999, this figure is
relatively low when compared to suburban and rural systems (CGCS, 2008).
Statement of the Problem
Leading major change in an organization such as a school district requires the
need for stability in the superintendent position. Successful large-scale school reform
requires five or more years of tenure for a superintendent (Natkin, et al, 2002).
Superintendent turnover, particularly in urban districts, disrupts efforts to effectuate
substantive change, perpetuates bureaucracy, and impedes the attainment of goals
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(Shields, 2002). Frequent superintendent turnover creates chaos in systems, increases
frequency of turnover in subordinate administrative positions, and creates a climate of
risk aversion, where survival is a greater concern than real school improvement (Natkin,
et al, 2002). The relationship of superintendent tenure to academic achievement has also
been documented (Caplan, 2010; Sorgi, 2006; Waters & Marzano, 2006). Byrd, Drews,
and Johnson (2006) cited the factors that influence superintendents to leave their districts,
including challenges in raising student achievement, conflicted board relationships, and
other external pressures. Less research has been conducted, however, on the personal
characteristics and attributes of superintendents persisting successfully in districts long
enough to have the opportunity to create and maintain transformational change. Without
research that identifies the leadership characteristics and attributes of superintendents that
related to persistence, the problem of continuous superintendent turnover in districts will
most likely continue (Shields, 2002).
Theoretical Framework
Bolman and Deal’s (1997) four-frame model is the theoretical framework that
guided the study. The framework assumes that successful managers and leaders must be
able to frame and reframe experiences to lead effectively and deal successfully with
organizational challenges. Frames can be thought of as a set of tools, each with its
strengths and limitations. The frames and their distinctive characteristics are presented
below:
•

structural frame, which has the “factory” as its metaphor and is characterized by
rules, roles, goals, policies, technology, and environment;
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•

human resource frame, which has the “family” as its metaphor and is
characterized by needs, skills, and relationships;

•

political frame, which has the “jungle” as its metaphor and is characterized by
power, conflict, competition, and organizational politics; and

•

symbolic frame, which has the “temple” or “theater” as its metaphor and is
characterized by culture, meaning, ritual, ceremony, stories, and heroes.
Successful leaders are those who learn to apply all four frames adeptly, as needed,

to respond to organizational challenges (Bolman & Deal, 1997). A summary of the
origins, organizational metaphors, and characteristics of each frame is presented in
Table 1.

Table 1
Characteristics of the Four Frames
Frame

Origin

Characteristics

Sociology

Organizational
Metaphor
Factory or Machine

Structural

Human resource

Psychology

Family

Needs, relationships
skills

Political

Political Science

Jungle

Power, conflict
competition

Symbolic

Anthropology

Temple

Culture, ritual,
ceremony

(Bolman & Deal, 1997)
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Rules, roles, goals,
policies, technology

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions
The purpose of the study was to determine which of the frames superintendents
are more likely to use, and to examine the relationship of the use of the four frames to the
length of tenure of the superintendent in a single district. The study also focused on the
influence of school district size, as measured by student population, on the relationship
between the use of the four frames and tenure. The following research questions guided
the study:
1. What leadership frames are superintendents most likely to use in their work?
2. What is the relationship between length of superintendent tenure in one district
and one or more of the four leadership frames?
3. How is the relationship between the length of superintendent tenure and the four
frames influenced by district size, as determined by student population?
Operational Definitions
For the purpose of the study, the following operational definitions were adopted:
The four frames of leadership, namely structural frame, human resource frame,
political frame, and symbolic frame were measured by the respondents’ responses to Part
I of the Superintendent Leadership Inventory (SLI).
Tenure was measured by the longest length of time in the superintendent position
in one district.
Size of the district was measured by student population in the district where the
superintendent had the longest tenure.
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Definition of Terms
Frames or four frames refers to the four perspectives (structural, human resource,
political, and symbolic) identified by Bolman and Deal (1997) through the consolidation
of major schools of organizational thought and which they identify as important for
managers and leaders to use in leading organizations.
Mid-sized school district refers to a district in Texas with between 1,600 and 5,000
students (TAMS, 2012).
Region is a geographical area in Texas served by one of twenty Education Service
Centers that exist to provide an opportunity for school districts to meet accountability
standards established by the Commissioner of Education (Texas Education Code [TEC]
8.001) (Texas Education Code, 2012).
School board refers to the elected body responsible for the oversight of the
management of a school district (TEC 11.091) (Texas Education Code, 2012).
School district refers to the political subdivision responsible for implementing the
state’s system of public education and ensuring student performance (TEC 11.002)
(Texas Education Code, 2012).
Small / rural district refers to a public school district with fewer than 1,600 students
(TARS, 2012)
Superintendent refers to the educational leader who is the chief executive officer of a
school district (TEC 11.201) (Texas Education Code, 2012).
Texas Education Agency (TEA) is the state regulatory agency charged with oversight
of the public schools in Texas (TEC 7.021 & 7.055, 2012) (Texas Education Code,
2012).
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Urban school district refers to one of 17 public school districts in Texas with 50,000
students or more as of 2011 (TASB, 2012).
Delimitations, Limitations, and Assumptions
1. The study was delimited to superintendents in Education Service Center Regions 1, 2,
4, 10, 11, 13, 17, 19, and 20 in Texas.
2. The study was delimited to independent variables of structural frame, human
resource frame, political frame, and symbolic frame.
3. The study was delimited to the outcome measure of tenure in the superintendency.
4. Due to the non-probability nature of the sampling, external validity was limited to
study participants.
5. It was assumed all variables of interest were measureable.
6. It was assumed that the participants were truthful in their responses to the survey.
7. It was assumed that the researcher was not biased by his own personal experiences.
Significance of the Study
The study was potentially significant to a variety of constituencies, including
school board members, superintendents, professional associations, and those leading
superintendent preparation programs. In Texas alone, with over 1000 public school
districts, there are typically 10 to 30 superintendent positions open at any given time.
School board members and search consultants may make use of the results of the study in
developing more insightful interview protocols, candidate profiles, and selection tools.
School boards may also use the results of the study in developing tools and processes for
evaluating superintendents.
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Additionally, colleges and universities may use results in planning the curriculum
for superintendent preparation programs. Professional associations, such as the American
Association of School Administrators, Texas Association of School Administrators,
National School Boards Association, and Texas Association of School Boards, may use
results in professional development, guidance, and programming. Finally,
superintendents may use the results of the study to inform and improve their own
practice.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction
Today’s public school superintendents, particularly those in urban settings, face
increasing demands in their roles as chief executive officers of their systems.
Urban school superintendents hold one of the most important and challenging
jobs in America’s education system. In this era of accountability and standards,
superintendents are charged with making visible and rapid improvements in the
academic achievement of the nation’s most vulnerable children. They must break
down barriers to reform and build capacity for quality teaching and learning in
their schools. They must unite parents, educators, school boards, and community
leaders behind a clear and coherent vision of instructional purpose. Amidst the
highly politicized environments of big city school districts, superintendents must
serve as mediators, statesmen, and agents of change (Council of the Great City
Schools [CGCS], 2008, p. 1).
As these demands and challenges increase, the pool of qualified applicants for the
superintendent positions is decreasing. Consultants working with predominantly
suburban and urban school district boards to recruit and place new superintendents
indicated that applicant pools were decreasing in both size and quality, with an average of
only 30 to 40 applicants for any vacancy (ECS, 2001).
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Turnover is particularly challenging in urban districts, where the mean tenure of
superintendents is 3.5 years. While rising since 1999, this figure is relatively low when
compared to suburban and rural systems (CGCS, 2008).
The challenging nature of the position combined with a supply shortage of new
superintendent candidates and more frequent superintendent turnover in urban districts
calls for an examination of those characteristics leading to persistence, or increased
tenure, among superintendents, particularly in urban districts (Renchler, 1992). A
comprehensive analysis of the literature was derived from books, papers, dissertations,
and professional journals. The review of the literature is organized into four sections: (a)
superintendent competencies and characteristics; (b) the urban superintendency; (c)
superintendent turnover and its implications; and (d) leadership frameworks, with an
emphasis on the four-frame model of Bolman and Deal (1997).
Superintendent Competencies and Characteristics
Successful superintendents, in general, possess a common set of competencies
sought by school boards in their search processes. These general competencies include
good interpersonal, communications, and political skills; leadership and management
expertise, integrity and personal commitment (CGCS, 2006).
The American Association of School Administrators (AASA) Commission on
Standards for the Superintendency developed eight standards that effective
superintendents should meet and for which they should be able to demonstrate the
identified competencies and skills: (a) leadership and district culture, (b) policy and
governance, (c) communications / community relations, (d) organizational management,
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(e) curriculum planning and development, (f) instructional management, (g) human
resource management, and (h) values and ethics of leadership (Hoyle, 1993).
Further, the various states have developed formal competencies required for
certification as a superintendent. In Texas, the competencies required for certification as
a superintendent are organized within three domains, which, in turn, are further
delineated into ten competencies (Texas Education Agency, 2006). The three domains
are: (a) leadership of the educational community, (b) instructional leadership, and (c)
administrative leadership.
In the first domain, leadership of the educational community, the superintendent
knows how to:
•

act with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner in order to promote the
success of all students;

•

shape district culture by facilitating the development, articulation,
implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and
supported by the educational community;

•

communicate and collaborate with families and community members, respond to
diverse community interests and needs, and mobilize community resources to
ensure educational success for all students; and

•

respond to and influence the larger political, social, economic, legal, and cultural
context, including working with the board of trustees, to achieve the district’s
educational vision.
In the second domain, instructional leadership, the superintendent knows how to:
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•

facilitate the planning and implementation of strategic plans that enhance
teaching and learning, ensure alignment among curriculum, curriculum resources,
and assessment, and promote the use of varied assessments to measure student
performance;

•

advocate, nurture, and sustain and instructional program and a district culture that
are conducive to student learning and staff professional growth; and

•

implement a staff evaluation and development system to improve the
performance of all staff members and select appropriate models for supervision
and staff development.
In the third domain, administrative leadership, the superintendent knows how to:

•

apply principles of effective leadership and management in relation to district
budgeting, personnel, resource utilization, financial management, and technology
use;

•

apply principles of leadership and management to the district’s physical plant and
support systems to ensure a safe and effective learning environment; and

•

apply organizational, decision-making, and problem-solving skills to facilitate
positive change in varied contexts (Texas Education Agency, 2006).
Candidates for certification are tested on these competencies prior to certification.
An inability to demonstrate these and similar competencies is a primary factor

leading to the dismissal or early departure of a superintendent. School board presidents
and superintendents agree that unsatisfactory performance in the area of curriculum
development and implementation and poor superintendent-board relations are factors in
premature dismissal or departure of superintendents (Peterson & Klotz, 1999).
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In addition to these formal competencies, common personal values and
motivating factors among superintendents have been identified, including a strong desire
to improve the educational experiences of the students in their districts. With regard to
motivating factors for becoming a superintendent, statements such as “I thought I could
make a difference,” “The job would allow me to help move the district forward,” and
“The job would enable me to provide leadership” are most highly rated (Sharp, Malone,
& Walter, 2002). In a 2002 study sponsored by the American Association of School
Administrators (as cited in Education Commission of the States [ECS], 2001),
approximately 29% of superintendents surveyed felt that they were hired because of their
abilities as instructional leaders. Further, over 60% believed that they were hired based
on personal characteristics and the ability to be change agents (ECS, 2001).
Search consultants are frequently employed to assist school boards in their search
for superintendents. Communication and interpersonal relationship skills, along with
school board relationship-building skills, were cited as the most important skills for
superintendents, with lower marks given to instructional leadership and financial
management (ECS, 2001).
The Urban Superintendency
CGCS represents the nation’s largest urban school districts. CGCS’s 66 districts
serve approximately 7.2 million of America’s 48.7 million public school students (15%),
and approximately 30% of the nation’s lowest income students, students of color, and
English language learners (CGCS, 2008). As of 2008, 48% of CGCS member district
superintendents identified themselves as white, 42% as black, and10% as Hispanic.
Further, 66% of the superintendents were men, and, of these, 36% were White, 22% were
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Black, and 8% were Hispanic. Additionally, 34% were females, of whom 20% were
Black, 12% were White, and 2% were Hispanic.
While tenure for urban superintendents is shorter than their suburban and rural
counterparts, the length of tenure in urban districts is increasing. The average tenure of
CGCS superintendents increased from 3.1 years in 2006 to 3.5 years in 2008. This is a
marked increase from 1999 when average tenure was about 2.33 years; however, 18% of
CGCS superintendents have been in office for five or more years, down from 25% in
2006 (CGCS, 2008).
A National School Boards Association (NSBA) (2001) survey showed that
superintendent tenure in urban districts was longer than that reported by the CGCS. The
NSBA Council of Urban Boards of Education (CUBE) conducted a survey of their 102
member school districts and the nation’s 50 largest cities in 2001 and found that the
average tenure of superintendents was 5 years; however, for the 50 largest cities, the
average tenure was less, at 4.6 years (NSBA, 2001). Among the 77 CUBE districts who
responded to the survey, the immediate past superintendents served 6.4 years. The results
also showed that eight CUBE districts reported having more than five superintendents
from 1985 to 2000, while 28 of the districts reported that every superintendent whose
tenure ended during that 15-year period served at least 5 years. The longest serving
immediate past superintendent among CUBE districts at the time of the survey had
served 13.4 years in Omaha, Nebraska, and the shortest tenure was 1.1 years in Detroit,
Michigan. Among the 50 largest cities, the longest tenure was in Mesa, Arizona, with
14.8 years. Cleveland, Ohio, had the shortest immediate past superintendent tenure, at
0.7 years.
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Superintendent Turnover Factors and Implications
Several studies indicate that poor relationships with school board members are
often the root cause of superintendent turnover. A survey of Illinois superintendents
found that 61.2% indicated that their boards sometimes tried to micromanage their
districts, and 39.2% felt that at least one board member had tried to “stab them in the
back” (Sharp & Walter, 1995). Another study found that superintendent turnover was
frequently predicated on poor board-superintendent relationships due to incorrect
interpretations of board members’ roles, election of board members with personal
agendas, lack of board support, the board’s inability to police itself, and actions of
individual board members (Grady & Bryant, 1991).
Several variables predictive of superintendent turnover have been identified as
part of the “dissatisfaction theory of school governance” (Natkin, et al, 2002). This theory
holds, in part, that a district’s recent history of elected school board member turnover
should be predictive of superintendent survival in office. Communities experience long
periods of quiet and satisfaction among the electorate; however, during those periods,
dissatisfactions begin to build in various sectors of the community, leading to the defeat
of school board trustees. This, in turn, brings a shift of the political composition of the
school board and the replacement of the superintendent.
Other studies indicate that board member interference in management, conflicts
with staff, cultural clashes between board members and superintendents hired from
outside the district, and sports-related conflicts can be predictors of impending turnover
(Shields, 2002). Board members often avoid accepting responsibility for superintendent
turnover, refute the idea that public schools are political in nature, are less concerned
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about role clarification than the superintendents they employ, and are somewhat naïve
about the impact of community dynamics on superintendent turnover (Poole, 1992).
Group politics, racial and ethnic factors, and the governance structure of the
school board and local government can impact the superintendent’s job performance and
length of tenure (Beaumont, 1993). These factors, along with the school board’s
administrative and political history, the superintendent’s personal and management style,
arbitrary triggering events, and the superintendent’s relationship with key actors in the
community could prompt the school board to not renew or terminate the superintendent’s
contract.
Communication between superintendents and board members is also cited as a
cause for turnover. Martinez (1988) attributed concerns about power and communication
breakdowns between the superintendent and school board members in part to the type of
language and vocabulary each used to define the theory and practice of education.
Perceptions of school boards and superintendents regarding superintendent
longevity in Michigan have been studied, and protective and risk factors for longevity as
perceived by both trustees and superintendents have been identified (Hipp, 2002).
Superintendent factors that were protective for longevity included the length of time the
superintendent lived within 25 miles of his or her position, the outcome of the last
evaluation, the existence of additional retirement benefits in the salary package, and the
age of the superintendent. The greatest superintendent factor that was a risk for longevity
was, again, micromanagement of the board that inhibits the superintendent’s
effectiveness.
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With regard to urban superintendents, specifically, reasons for turnover do not
vary greatly between districts (Gaeston, 2009). Politics, board turnover, board
involvement in personnel issues, and lack of clarity in roles have been cited as reasons for
turnover.
In contrast to studies identifying factors influencing superintendent turnover, there
is sparse research that identifies the specific, individual leadership behaviors of
superintendents who maintain tenure in the same school district for long periods
(Atherton, 2008). Superintendents who are successful in maintaining tenure are those
who can meet the political and instructional needs of the school board members and the
community they represent.
Leadership Frameworks
Various frameworks have been developed and popularized in the last two decades
to describe the behavior of successful leaders of high-performing organizations, the
behavior of members of the organization, or both. Now frequently applied to the
superintendency, these include frameworks describing processes for leading change
(Kotter, 1996), social systems within an organization (Schlechty, 2009), characteristics of
organizations in which significant performance improvements have been achieved and
maintained (Collins, 2001), and the frames through which leaders must view
organizational issues and challenges in order to be effective (Bolman & Deal, 1997).
Superintendents are called upon to be “transformational” leaders of change in
their districts (CGCS, 2008). An eight-step process model for leading change in
organizations has been developed (Kotter, 1996). The first step, establishing a sense of
urgency, requires the leader to examine the current reality, and identify crises, potential
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crises, or major opportunities faced by the organization. The second step, creating a
guiding coalition, involves putting together a group with enough power to lead the
change, and then getting them to work as team. The third step, developing a vision and
strategy, requires the leader to create an image of the preferred future, identify specific
steps necessary to accomplish that vision, and then direct the implementation of those
strategies. The fourth step, communicating the change vision, uses every means possible
to constantly reinforce the new vision and strategies, and allows the guiding coalition to
model the expected behavior of employees.
The fifth step, empowering broad based action, requires the leader to remove
obstacles, change systems or structures that impede accomplishment of the vision, and
encourage risk-taking and nontraditional actions. The sixth step, generating short-term
wins, requires planning for specific improvements, creating those “wins,” and rewarding
people who made the wins possible. The seventh step, consolidating gains and producing
more change, involves hiring, promoting, and developing people who can implement the
change vision, and continually re-energizing the work with new projects and themes.
The eighth step, anchoring those new approaches in the culture, connects new behaviors
to organizational success and ensures leadership development and succession (Kotter,
1996).
Superintendents who are successful in leading transformational change in their
school districts understand the complexity of the social systems in the organizations they
lead (Schlechty, 2009). Within any human group, the rules, roles, relationships, values,
beliefs, and traditions that gain expression are referred to as norms. These norms become
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expressions of group culture that are organized into at least six “critical systems” within
any organization, including school districts:
•

Directional systems are the systems through which goals and priorities are set and
determined, and through which corrective actions are initiated.

•

Knowledge development and transmission systems are the formal and informal
systems that define how knowledge related to cultural norms is developed,
imported, evaluated, and transmitted.

•

Recruitment and induction systems are the systems that define how new members
are identified, recruited, and brought into an organization, or reoriented when a
system is transitioning.

•

Boundary systems are the systems that define who and what are inside and
outside an organization, as well as the formal role relationships within an
organization.

•

Evaluation systems are the systems that define how merit, status, and honor are
bestowed to organizational members, as well as the means by which sanctions are
levied.

•

Power and authority systems are the systems by which sanctions are legitimized,
the exercise of power is defined, and status is determined (Schlechty, 2009).
As leaders of change, superintendents must understand the disruptive nature of

transformational change as perceived by those within school organizations (Schlechty,
2009). These changes are disruptive because the systems most likely to impact learning
(directional, knowledge development and transmission, and recruitment and induction
systems) are not the same as the systems most associated with flexibility and adaptability
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of the school organization (power and authority, evaluation, and boundary systems). The
odds of a particular innovation working are limited by the superintendent’s awareness of
the way power and authority are arranged, the way value is assigned, the way boundaries
are established, and the flexible arrangement of these systems.
Superintendents must not only lead change, but sustain it over time (CGCS,
2008). A third framework known as “good to great” is based on characteristics of both
the leader and the members of the organization that relate to implementation and
sustenance of change (Collins, 2001). The framework describes seven characteristics of
high performing organizations identified through on an analysis of performance results of
selected businesses over period of time, and comparisons of successful and unsuccessful
businesses within similar sectors. The first characteristic, Level 5 leadership, is
represented by a combination of professional will and personal humility on the part of the
organizational leader. Level 5 leaders are described as “ambitious first and foremost for
the company, not themselves” (Collins, 2001, p. 39). Level 5 leaders set up their
successors for even greater success in the next generation. The second characteristic,
“First Who, then What,” describes the leader as one who is skilled at “getting the right
people on the bus, getting the wrong people off the bus, and getting the right people in
the right seats” (Collins, 2001, p. 63). This characteristic refers to the selection and
placement of team members and shares attributes with Kotter’s (1996) second step of
creating a guiding coalition.
The third characteristic, “Confront the Brutal Facts (Yet Never Lose Faith),”
refers to the willingness and ability of the leader and members of the organization to
reflect honestly and frequently on performance data and use those data to spur
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improvements. “All good-to-great companies began the process of finding a path to
greatness by confronting the brutal facts of their current reality” (Collins, 2001, p. 88).
The fourth characteristic, “The Hedgehog Concept,” emphasizes the core business of the
organization. “If you cannot be the best in the world at your core business, then your
core business cannot form the basis of your Hedgehog Concept” (Collins, 2001, p. 118).
The fifth characteristic, “Culture of Discipline,” emphasizes behaviors of both the leader
and members of the organization that demonstrate extreme diligence, commitment, and
intensity related to the organization’s core business. The sixth characteristic,
“Technology Accelerators,” refers to the ability of leaders and members of the
organization to adapt the use of technology to accomplish the organization’s core
business, or hedgehog. Finally, “The Flywheel and the Doom Loop” contrasts the
characteristics of the companies in the comparison analysis whose sustainable
transformations follow a predictable pattern of buildup and breakthrough with those
companies who skip the buildup phase and try to jump immediately to breakthrough.
Successful companies persistently push in a consistent direction over a long period of
time, building momentum.
The fourth framework and theoretical model upon which the study was grounded
is the four-frame model (Bolman & Deal, 1997). This model emphasizes the behavior of
the leader, specifically the ability to use different frames when facing organizational
challenges and to help others in the organization to use different frames as well. Each
frame has its own distinctive characteristics, and an effective leader will be able to use all
four. The four frames are structural, human resource, political, and symbolic.
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Structural frame. The structural frame focuses on designing a pattern of roles
and relationships that will accomplish goals and accommodate individual differences.
The structural frame is based on six assumptions about the nature of organizations: (a)
organizations exist to achieve established goals and objectives; (b) organizations work
best when rationality prevails over personal preferences and external pressures; (c)
structures must be designed to fit the circumstances of an organization; (d) organizations
increase efficiency and enhance performance through specialization and division of labor;
(e) control and coordination are essential to ensure individuals and units work together;
and (f) problems can be remedied through restructuring (Bolman & Deal, 1997).
Drawing from sociology and management science, the structural frame
emphasizes goals, specialized roles, and formal relationships. Structures are designed to
fit the environment and technology of an organization. In this context, rules, policies,
procedures, and hierarchies are created and revered. With this frame, the organization is
viewed as a factory, and problems are solved by reorganizing people or activities
(Bolman & Deal, 1997).
Structure is a blueprint for the pattern of expectations and exchanges among
internal players, such as executives, managers, employees, and external constituencies,
such as customers and clients. As a feature of organizations, structure has a positive
impact on morale when it helps employees to get their work done, but the same structure
can have a negative impact on morale when it impedes communication or increases
bureaucratic control (Bolman & Deal, 1997).
Human resource frame. The human resource frame draws on ideas from
psychology and views an organization much like an extended family, inhabited by
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individuals who have needs, feelings, prejudices, skills, and limitations. From this
perspective, the key challenge is to tailor organizations to people and to find a way for
individuals to get the job done while feeling good about what they are doing (Bolman &
Deal, 1997).
The human resource frame rests on four assumptions about organizations: (a)
organizations exist to serve human needs, rather than the reverse; (b) people and
organizations need each other; (c) when the fit between the individual and the
organization is poor, either the individual or the organization will suffer; and (d) when
the fit between the individual and the organization is good, the individual is satisfied and
the organization is energized, resulting in a benefit for both (Bolman & Deal, 1997).
Both the needs of the organization and the individual are considered in the human
resource frame (Bolman & Deal, 1997). Different theorists have attempted to define
human needs in both hierarchical and contrasting terms. One hierarchical view posits
that individuals must have certain basic needs met before they are able to attend to
higher-order needs (Maslow, 1943). In this model, physiological needs, such as those for
food, oxygen, water, health, and comfort, must be met before the individual can be
concerned with safety. The need for safety precedes the need for belongingness and love
from others, followed by the need for self-esteem and, finally, self-actualization.
McGregor (1960) built on Maslow’s theory by adding the idea that managers
make assumptions about people that become self-fulfilling prophecies. These
assumptions can generally be grouped into two “theories” about subordinates and how to
manage them: (a) Theory “X”, which emphasizes coercion, control, threats, and
punishments because subordinates are presumed to be passive, lazy, unambitious, and
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naturally resistant to change; or (b) Theory “Y”, which proposes that “the essential task
of management is to arrange organizational conditions so that people can achieve their
own goals best by directing their efforts toward organizational rewards” (McGregor,
1960, p. 61). Theory “Y” is exemplified in the human resource frame (Bolman & Deal,
1997).
In addition to understanding individual and organizational needs, the interpersonal
dynamics among individuals within organizations, as well as within and among groups
inside the organization, are also considerations of the human resource frame (Bolman &
Deal, 1997). Group dynamics are influenced by both the content of the task to be
accomplished and the process used to accomplish the task. Accordingly, within the
human resource frame, the leader must manage a number of group issues, including the
informal roles of the individuals within the groups, the norms under which the group
operates, and interpersonal conflicts which may arise among group members.
Political frame. With the political frame, different interests compete for power
and scarce resources, and the organization is viewed as a jungle. The characteristics of
this frame acknowledge that (a) conflict is commonplace and expected because of the
enduring differences in needs, perspectives, and lifestyles among various individuals and
groups; (b) bargaining, negotiation, coercion, and compromise are acceptable parts of
everyday life; and (c) solutions to challenges in the organization arise from the leader’s
political skill and acumen (Bolman & Deal, 1997).
Five assumptions about organizational dynamics underlie the political frame: (a)
organizations are seen as comprised of continually shifting coalitions formed in order to
accomplish specific ends; (b) there are always enduring differences among the various
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coalitions within an organization; (c) the most important decisions to be made are
assumed to pertain to the allocation of scarce resources; (d) conflict is a central and
unavoidable dynamic in organizations, and the most important scarce resource is power;
and (e) the process of making goals and reaching decisions always includes bargaining,
positioning, and negotiating (Bolman & Deal, 1997).
In considering the dynamics of the political frame, power is defined simply as the
capacity to make things happen (Bolman & Deal, 1997). Power has also been defined as
the potential ability to influence behavior, change course of events, overcome resistance,
and get people to do things they would not otherwise do (Pfeffer, 1992). The political
frame recognizes numerous sources of power within organizations, including positional
authority, reward control, information, expertise, access to key individuals, and control of
agendas (Bolman & Deal, 1997).
The leader viewing organizational issues through the political frame understands
that when partisans are convinced that the existing authority is too evil or too
incompetent to continue, they will take the risk to try to wrest power away, unless they
regard the authorities as too formidable to confront. Conversely, when partisans trust
authority, they will leave it alone and support it if it is attacked (Bolman & Deal, 1997).
With the political frame, conflict is not necessarily a problem or sign that
something is wrong, and the focus is not on resolving conflict; rather, the focus is on
identifying and using strategies and tactics to make the best of the conflict that exists
(Bolman & Deal, 1997). The leader or manager effectively using the political frame
must possess a number of skills, including agenda setting, accurately mapping the
political terrain, and the ability to effectively bargain and negotiate.
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Symbolic frame. The symbolic frame draws on cultural and social anthropology.
Using the metaphor of theater, actors play their roles in the organizational drama while
audiences from impressions from what they see on stage. “Problems arise when actors
play their parts badly, when symbols lose their meaning, when ceremonies and rituals
lose their potency” (Bolman & Deal, 1997, p. 14).
Six assumptions underlie the symbolic frame: (a) what happens within an
organization is less important than the meaning behind what happens; (b) events have
multiple meanings because of the differing interpretations of those events by individuals
within the organization; (c) life is ambiguous, uncertain, puzzling, and rarely black-orwhite; (d) rational analysis, problem solving, and decision making are affected or
undercut by ambiguity; (e) people create symbols to resolve confusion, provide hope, and
make meaning from that which is unclear; and (f) events within an organization are
important more for what is expressed than what is produced (Bolman & Deal, 1997).
With the symbolic frame, rituals, ceremonies and myths play an important role in
the organization. Such elements provide the “story behind the story” for individuals
affiliated with the organization, anchor the present in the past through narrative, and
establish and perpetuate traditions. These elements also convey both the values and
identity of the organization to both insiders and outsiders. The leader must be sensitive to
the positive and negative aspects of these symbolic elements, recognizing that these
myths, stories, and rituals can blind individuals to new information and learning at the
same time they are distinguishing the institution, and can obscure the failure of a bad
program as easily as communicating the success of a good one (Bolman & Deal, 1997).
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Summary
Competencies for, and characteristics of, successful superintendents have been
identified by professional organizations, consortia of school districts, and regulatory
agencies. These include strong communications and political skills, ethics, community
relations, and the instructional and business aspects of school leadership. Failure to
demonstrate these competencies and characteristics has been identified as a factor leading
to early departure of superintendents from their districts. Additional factors have been
identified related to superintendent turnover, including poor relationships with school
board members, poor communication with school boards, and school board politics, in
general.
Length of tenure has been correlated to improved academic performance school
districts. Moreover, turnover in the superintendency is disruptive to the implementation
and sustenance of change in districts. While studies have documented the factors leading
to a superintendent’s early departure from a school district, research on the factors
enabling superintendents to persist is sparse.
Several frameworks for successful organizational leadership have been applied in
recent years to the leadership role of the superintendent. These frameworks provide
guidance for leading major systemic change, understanding the social systems within
organizations, applying best practices used in other successful organizations and
corporations over time, and using “frames” to understand and deal with organizational
challenges.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The primary purpose of the study was to document the four leadership frames
used by a sample of superintendents in Texas and the extent of the relationship between
leadership frames and the longest tenure in one school district, as well as the influence of
school size on the relationship between the use of frames and tenure. The following
research questions guided the study:
1. What leadership frames are superintendents most likely to use in their work?
2. Is there a relationship between length of superintendent tenure in one district and
the four leadership frames?
3. Is the relationship between the length of superintendent tenure and the four frames
influenced by district size, as determined by student population?
The chapter describes methods used to conduct the study. Sections in the chapter
include: research design, subject selection, instrumentation, data collection, and data
analysis.
Research Design
The study employed a correlational design. Correlational studies are conducted
by collecting data on two or more variables for each individual in a sample and
computing a correlation coefficient (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). In contrast to
experimental studies, which provide definitive conclusions about a cause-and-effect
relationship, correlational studies are best used to measure the degree and direction of the
relationship between two or more variables and to explore factors that might be causal. If

28

a significant relationship exists among variables, subsequent experimental studies may be
designed and implemented to determine a possible cause-and-effect relationship.
The study was also retrospective in nature and relied heavily on recollection of
past experiences in the superintendent position. In retrospective studies, the researchers
neither manipulate the independent variables nor have any control over the antecedent
events, situations, or circumstances influencing the subjects’ responses; thus, no causal
statements or inferences are drawn (Meltzoff, 1998). The study included four
independent variables of leadership frames (structural frame, human resource frame,
political frame, and symbolic frame), one dependent variable of longest tenure as a
superintendent, and one potential confounding variable of district size. The study was
explanatory in nature.
Subject Selection
The participants for study were superintendents drawn from nine Education
Service Center regions in Texas, specifically Regions 1, 2, 4, 10, 11, 13, 17, 19, and 20
(N = 456). Each of these Education Service Center regions contains small / rural, midsized, and large urban districts, as defined by various school associations in the state,
including:
•

The Texas Association of Rural Schools (TARS), which identifies districts
eligible for membership in the TARS as those with 1600 or fewer students
(TARS, 2012);

•

The Texas Association of Mid-Sized Schools (TAMS), which identifies districts
with between 1600 and 5000 as eligible for membership in the TAMS (TAMS,
2012); and
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•

The Texas Association of School Boards (TASB), which identifies the largest
urban school districts as those with more than 50,000 students (TASB, 2012).
All superintendents employed in the districts as of July 2012 were invited to

participate in the study. Contact information was obtained from a database of
superintendent email addresses provided by the Texas Association of School
Administrators.
Region 1 is located in the Rio Grande Valley of Texas and includes 37 districts
and nearly 413,000 students. The region includes the Brownsville, Harlingen, McAllen,
and Laredo metropolitan areas. Region 2, surrounding the Corpus Christi metropolitan
area in South Texas, includes 42 districts and over 104,000 students. Region 4 is located
in Southeast Texas and includes 51 districts with over 1.1 million students. Region 4
includes the Houston metropolitan area.
Region 10 is located in North Central Texas and includes 80 districts with nearly
750,000 students. The region serves the Dallas metropolitan area. Region 11, also
located in North Central Texas, serves the Fort Worth metropolitan area and includes 77
districts and over 521,000 students. Region 13 is located in Central Texas and serves 60
districts, including the Austin metropolitan area, with nearly 376,000 students.
Region 17 is located in Northwest Texas and includes 57 districts with
approximately 81,000 students. Region 17 includes the Lubbock metropolitan area.
Region 19 is located in West Texas. The region includes the El Paso metropolitan area,
with 12 districts serving approximately 181,000 students. Finally, Region 20 is located in
South Central Texas and includes 50 districts with nearly 402,000 students. Region 20
includes the San Antonio metropolitan area.
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Permission to conduct the study was obtained from the Institutional Review
Board at Texas A&M University – Corpus Christi (Appendix A).
Instrumentation
For the purpose of the study, the researcher developed a two-part online
questionnaire, the Superintendent Leadership Inventory, SLI (Appendix B). Part I was
designed to collect the data to answer the first research question. Part II gathered
demographic data to answer the second and third research questions and to describe the
study’s participants and the student populations of the districts they serve or have served
as superintendents.
Part I of the SLI was derived from the Leadership Orientations Inventory (LOI),
(Bolman & Deal, 1997) and measured the four frames of leadership. The complete LOI
is designed to measure three aspects of leadership orientations, namely, 1) behaviors, 2)
leadership style, and 3) overall rating. The study was delimited to the behaviors section
of the LOI, which includes 32 attitudinal items. The respondents were provided with a 5point Likert-type scaling (5 = always, 4 = often, 3 = sometimes, 2 = occasionally, 1 =
never) and asked to indicate how often each of the items is true of them. The 32 items
measure the four frames of leadership. The first frame, structural, is defined by items 1,
5, 9, 13, 17, 21, 25, and 29. The second frame, human resource, is defined by items 2, 6,
10, 14, 18, 22, 26, and 30. The third frame, political, consists of items 3, 7, 11, 15, 19, 23,
27, and 31. Symbolic is the fourth frame and is defined by items 4, 8, 12, 16, 20, 24, 28,
and 32.
The reliability statistics for the LOI have been published (Bolman, 2010). Based
on approximately 1,300 colleague ratings for a multi-sector sample of managers in
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business and education, reliability coefficients for the four leadership frames, as
estimated by Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, were reported to be .92 (structural frame), .93
(human resource frame), .91 (political frame), and .93 (symbolic frame).
Part II of the SLI was designed to collect demographic data to describe the
participants. Specifically, data on age, gender, number of years of experience in the
education profession, total years employed as superintendent, the longest tenure in one
district as superintendent, and the size of district (as measured by student population)
where the superintendents had the longest tenure were gathered. Two additional openresponse questions were included to gather superintendents’ perceptions related to factors
enabling superintendents to lead change, as well as factors related to superintendents’
ability to persist in one district.
The SLI was reviewed by a panel of experts for its content validity in May 2012.
The panel included five current and former superintendents. Feedback from the expert
panel was used to revise the survey. The SLI was pilot tested with a group of seven
superintendents in June 2012 to evaluate its internal consistency and usability. The
reliability coefficient, as estimated by Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, was .93.
Superintendents in the expert panel and pilot group were not included in the research
study.
Data Collection
Collection of quantitative data took place in three stages. First, an email was sent
to all superintendents in the nine Education Service Center regions on July 17, 2012,
informing them of the purpose of the study and advising that the survey would be sent to
them via email within a few days. Then, an e-mail invitation including a hyperlink to the
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web-based survey questionnaire was sent to all prospective respondents on July 23, 2012.
Finally, a third e-mail was sent on July 25, 2012, thanking those who responded to the
survey and encouraging those who had not yet responded to do so. The data collection
was commenced on July 27, 2012. Of the 456 superintendents who received the survey,
212 responded, resulting in a response rate of 46.49%.
Data Analysis
Survey data were coded and entered into a computer. The Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences (SPSS) was utilized for the purpose of data entry and analysis.
Descriptive statistics were used to answer the first research question as well as to describe
the sample.
Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha, an internal-consistency approach, was used to
estimate the reliability of the leadership frames (Crocker & Algina, 1986). Specifically, α
= [k/k-1][1-(Σσ i 2/σ x 2)], where k is the number of items on the test, σ i 2 is the variance of
item i, and σ x 2 is the total test variance (sum of the variances plus twice the sum of the covariances of all possible pairs of its components, that is, σ x 2 = Σσ i 2 + 2Σσ ij ).
A univariate repeated measures analysis of variance (Stevens, 2009) was
performed to examine the differences among the four leadership frames. The statistical
technique uses the blocking procedure to isolate the effects of a nuisance variable, thus,
reducing the error term. The linear model equation is: X ij = μ + α j + π i + ε ij ( Score =
Grand Mean + Treatment Effect + Block Effect + Error Effect). The sphericity
assumption, which requires that the variances of the differences for all pairs of repeated
measures be equal, was tested, using Epsilon (ε). If ε is .70 or greater, the assumption is
met. Modified Tukey procedure, HSD = q α;k,(n-1)(k-1) √MSRES/n, where (n-1)(k-1) is the
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error degrees of freedom and MSRES is the error term, was used for the purpose of post
hoc analysis.
A series of Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients (Kirk, 1999) was
computed to examine the magnitude and direction of the bivariate/simple associations
between the four leadership frames and the longest tenure as the superintendent in one
district. A series of first-order partial correlation coefficients (Howell, 1992) was
computed to compute the associations between each of the independent variables and the
outcome measure, independent of the size of the school district. Coefficient of
determination, r2, (Kirk, 1999) was used to examine the practical significance of the
simple and partial correlation coefficients.
Theme analysis was performed to analyze the responses to the two open-ended
questions. To do so, the data were coded, the codes were divided into groups, the groups
were named, and themes were derived (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The primary purpose of the study was to examine the leadership frames used by a
non-probability sample of superintendents in Texas and the relationship between the use
of the four leadership frames and the length of the longest tenure as superintendent in a
single school district. The study also examined the influence of school district size, as
measured by student population, on the relationship of the use of the four frames and
tenure.
Profile of Subjects
The non-probability sample consisted of 212 superintendents from small / rural,
mid-sized, and large urban districts in nine Education Service Center regions in Texas.
The respondents were predominantly white, non-Hispanic males with graduate degrees.
Results are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2
Profile of Subjects, Categorical Variables, n=212
Variable
Gender
Male
Female
Missing
Ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic
Hispanic
African-American
Asian
Other
Missing

35

f

%

163
34
15

76.90
16.00
7.10

160
25
8
2
2
15

75.50
11.80
3.80
.90
.90
7.10

Table 2, continued
Variable
Education
Bachelor’s Degree
Master’s Degree
Doctoral Degree
Missing

f

%

1
103
93
15

.50
48.60
43.90
7.10

A typical superintendent was 53 years old (SD = 7.86) with a 28.40 years of
experience in education (SD = 8.17). The respondents reported total years as a
superintendent, the longest tenure in one district as a superintendent, and the size of
student population in the district in which they had the longest tenure as a superintendent.
These distributions were positively skewed; thus, the median was reported as the most
appropriate measure of central tendency. The median total years as superintendent was
8.00, median longest tenure in one district as superintendent was 6.00, and median size of
district by student population was 1600. Results are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3
Profile of Subjects, Continuous Variables, n=212
Characteristic
Mean
Median
Total Years of Experience
in Education

Mode

SD

Skew Coef.

28.40

29.00

35.00

8.17

.07

Total Years as
Superintendent

9.76

8.00

1.00

7.47

.96

Longest Tenure in One
District as Superintendent

6.88

6.00

5.00

4.86

1.78

Size of District by Student
Population

6753.26

1600

250.00* 13850.30

7.86

Age
52.81
53.00
*Multiple modes, the smallest value is shown.
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48.00*

7.86

-.02

Leadership Skills
The superintendents were asked to complete the 32-item Leadership Orientations
Inventory (LOI) using a 5-point Likert-type scaling: 5 = always, 4 = often, 3 =
sometimes, 2 = occasionally, and 1 = never. Results are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4
Frequency and Percentage Distributions of Responses to the Leadership Orientations
Inventory (LOI), n = 212
Leadership Skill
Response
F
%
Think clearly and logically
Always
29
42.00
Often
119
56.10
Sometimes
2
9.00
Occasionally
1
0.50
Never
0
0.00
Missing
1
0.50
Show high levels of support
Always
93
43.90
Often
110
51.90
Sometimes
6
2.80
Occasionally
0
0.00
Never
0
0.00
Missing
3
1.40
Ability to mobilize people and resources Always
62
29.20
Often
126
59.40
Sometimes
23
10.80
Occasionally
0
0.00
Never
0
0.00
Missing
1
0.50
Inspire others
Always
55
25.90
Often
138
65.10
Sometimes
17
8.00
Occasionally
1
0.50
Never
0
0.00
Missing
1
0.50
Emphasize planning and timelines
Always
59
27.80
Often
116
54.70
Sometimes
35
16.50
Occasionally
1
0.50
Never
0
0.00
Missing
1
0.50
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Table 4, continued
Leadership Skill
Build trust through open, collaborative
relationships

Skillful, shrewd negotiator

Highly charismatic

Logical analysis and careful thinking

Sensitivity to others’ needs and feelings

Unusually persuasive and influential

Inspiration to others

Response
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing

38

F
92
110
6
0
0
4
37
95
62
14
2
2
26
96
67
18
2
3
76
125
8
1
0
2
74
110
24
2
0
2
29
131
45
6
0
1
26
130
51
4
0
1

%
43.40
51.90
2.80
0.00
0.00
1.90
17.50
44.80
29.20
6.60
0.90
0.90
12.30
45.30
31.60
8.50
0.90
1.40
35.80
59.00
3.80
0.50
0.00
0.90
34.90
51.90
11.30
0.90
0.00
0.90
13.70
61.80
21.20
2.80
0.00
0.50
12.30
61.30
24.10
1.90
0.00
0.50

Table 4, continued
Leadership Skill
Develop and implement logical policies
and procedures

Foster participation and involvement

Deal with organizational conflict

Highly imaginative and creative

Approach problems with facts and logic

Helpful and responsive to others

Effective in getting support from
influential people

Response
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
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F
39
144
27
1
0
1
55
121
33
0
0
3
34
119
52
1
0
6
32
81
76
21
0
2
77
123
7
1
0
4
68
121
21
0
0
2
29
131
44
6
0
2

%
18.40
67.90
12.70
0.50
0.00
0.50
25.90
57.10
15.60
0.00
0.00
1.40
16.00
56.10
24.50
0.50
0.00
2.80
15.10
38.20
35.80
9.90
0.00
0.90
36.30
58.00
3.30
0.50
0.00
1.90
32.10
57.10
9.90
0.00
0.00
0.90
13.70
61.80
20.80
2.80
0.00
0.90

Table 4, continued
Leadership Skill
Communicate strong sense of mission
and vision

Set specific goals and hold people
accountable

Listen well to others’ ideas and input

Politically sensitive and skillful

See beyond current realities

Extraordinary attention to detail

Give personal recognition for job
well done

Response
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
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F
71
103
34
1
0
3
58
122
24
5
0
3
59
123
27
0
0
3
49
93
55
12
1
2
45
113
49
4
0
1
40
88
71
10
1
2
50
125
34
1
1
1

%
33.50
48.60
16.00
0.50
0.00
1.40
27.40
57.50
11.30
2.40
0.00
1.40
27.80
58.00
12.70
0.00
0.00
1.40
23.10
43.90
25.90
5.70
0.50
0.90
21.10
53.30
23.10
1.90
0.00
0.90
18.90
41.50
33.50
4.70
0.50
0.90
23.60
59.00
16.00
0.50
0.50
0.50

Table 4, continued
Leadership Skill
Develop alliances to build support

Generate loyalty and enthusiasm

Strong belief in structure and chain
of command

Highly participative manager

Succeed in face of conflict and
opposition

Serve as model of organizational
aspirations and values

Response
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing
Always
Often
Sometimes
Occasionally
Never
Missing

F
48
136
22
4
0
2
58
137
15
0
0
2
109
71
22
9
0
1
67
111
25
7
0
2
36
149
24
0
0
3
50
131
26
1
0
4

%
22.60
64.20
10.40
1.90
0.00
0.90
27.40
64.60
7.10
0.00
0.00
0.90
51.40
33.50
10.40
4.20
0.00
0.50
31.60
52.40
11.80
3.30
0.00
0.90
17.00
70.30
11.30
0.00
0.00
1.40
23.60
61.80
12.30
0.50
0.00
1.90

On the basis of the mean of the respondents’ responses, the 32 LOI skills were
ranked from the highest to the lowest. The two highest ranked skills, “Show high levels
of support” and “Build trust through open, collaborative relationships,” are both
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associated with the human resource frame. The two lowest ranked skills, “Highly
charismatic” and “Highly imaginative and creative,” are both associated with the
symbolic frame. Results are summarized in Table 5.

Table 5
Ranking of Leadership Skills
Leadership Skill

n

Mean*

Show high levels of support

209

4.42

Build trust through open, collaborative relationships

208

4.41

Think clearly and logically

211

4.40

Strong belief in structure and chain of command

211

4.33

Approach problems with facts and logic

208

4.33

Logical analysis and careful thinking

210

4.31

Helpful and responsive to others

210

4.22

Sensitivity to others’ needs and feelings

210

4.22

Generate loyalty and enthusiasm

210

4.20

Ability to mobilize people and resources

211

4.18

Inspire others

211

4.17

Communicate strong sense of mission and vision

209

4.17

Listen well to others’ ideas and input

209

4.15

Highly participative manager

210

4.13

Set specific goals and hold people accountable

209

4.11

Serve as model of organizational aspirations and values

208

4.11

Foster participation and involvement

209

4.11

Emphasize planning and timelines

211

4.10

Develop alliances to build support

210

4.09

Succeed in face of conflict and opposition

209

4.06

Give personal recognition for job well done

211

4.05

Develop and implement logical policies and procedures

211

4.05
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Table 5, continued
Leadership Skill

n

Mean*

See beyond current realities

211

3.94

Deal with organizational conflict

206

3.90

Effective in getting support from influential people

210

3.87

Unusually persuasive and influential

211

3.87

Inspiration to others

211

3.84

Politically skillful and sensitive

210

3.84

Extraordinary attention to detail

210

3.74

Skillful, shrewd negotiator

210

3.72

Highly charismatic

209

3.60

Highly imaginative and creative

210

3.59

* 5 = always, 4 = often, 3 = sometimes, 2 = occasionally, 1 = never
The 32-item LOI measured four leadership frames. There were eight (8) items in
each frame. The reliability coefficients ranged from .79 to .82, attesting to the internal
consistency of the scale scores. The human resource frame was endorsed the most,
followed by structural frame, symbolic frame, and political frame. Results are
summarized in Table 6.

Table 6
Ranking of Leadership Frames
Frame
Human Resources

n
211

# of items
8

Structural

211

8

Symbolic

211

Political

211

Reliability
Coefficient
0.81

M*
4.21

SD
0.40

0.79

4.17

0.44

8

0.81

3.95

0.47

8

0.82

3.94

0.46

* 5 = always, 4 = often, 3 = sometimes, 2 = occasionally, 1 = never
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A univariate repeated measures analysis of variance was performed to examine
the differences among the four leadership frames. The sphericity assumption was met, as
both the Greenhouse-Geisser (.93) and Huynh-Feldt (.94) Epsilon values were greater
than .70 (Stevens, 2009). The mean differences were statistically significant, F(3, 630) =
50.42, p < .01. Results are summarized in Table 7.

Table 7
Repeated Measures ANOVA Results for Leadership Frames
Source
SS
df
MS
Leadership Frame
12.84
3
4.28
Block
112.22
210
0.53
Residual
53.46
630
.08
* p < .01

F
50.42*

Since the mean differences were statistically significant and the sphericity
assumption was met, modified Tukey procedure (Stevens, 2009) was employed for the
purpose of post hoc analysis. Results showed that the differences among the frames were
statistically significant, with the exception of the human resource frame vs. structural
frame pairing and symbolic frame vs. political frame pairing, which were not statistically
significant. Results are summarized in Table 8.

Table 8
Post Hoc Results for Leadership Frames
Pair-wise Comparison
Human Resource Frame vs. Structural Frame
Human Resource Frame vs. Symbolic Frame
Human Resource Frame vs. Political Frame
Structural Frame vs. Symbolic Frame
Structural Frame vs. Political Frame
Symbolic Frame vs. Political Frame
* NS = not statistically significant, S = statistically significant
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Significance*
NS
S
S
S
S
NS

Correlational Analysis
A series of Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients was computed to
examine the strength and direction of the simple associations between the four leadership
frames and the longest tenure as a superintendent. As can be seen in Table 9, the
correlation between political frame and the longest tenure was statistically significant (r =
.17, p < .05); however, it accounted for only 2.90% of the variation, as determined by the
coefficient of determination (r2). None of the other associations was statistically
significant.

Table 9
Simple Associations Between Leadership Frames and Longest Tenure as Superintendent
Leadership Frame
r
p
Political
.17
<.05
Structural
-.01
.99
Human Resource
.09
.20
Symbolic
.10
.16

A series of first order partial correlation coefficients was computed to examine the
strength and direction of the associations between the four leadership frames and the
longest tenure as a superintendent, controlling for the size of the district in which the
superintendent served the longest. The partial correlation between political frame and
tenure, controlling for district size, was statistically significant (r = .17, p < .05) and
accounted for 2.90% of the variation. None of the other partial correlations was
statistically significant. Results are shown in Table 10.
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Table 10

First Order Partial Correlations Between Leadership Frames and Longest Tenure as
Superintendent, Controlling for District Size
Leadership Frame
r
p
Political
.17
.01
Symbolic
.11
.14
Human Resource
.09
.20
Structural
.01
.96

Qualitative Data
Superintendents were also asked to respond to two open-response questions: 1)
“Based on your experiences as a superintendent, what is the most important factor a
superintendent must consider when leading major change in a school district?”, and 2)
“In your opinion, what is the most significant factor that enables a public school
superintendent to persist in one district long enough to implement and sustain change?”
A total of 194 responses were received for the first question. A theme analysis
was conducted by coding responses with common words or phrases. The analysis
resulted in four major themes as the most important factors a superintendent must
consider when leading a major change in a school district. The themes had overlapping
associations to each of the four leadership frames:
Collaboration, buy-in, and support. The theme related to both the human
resource frame, with its emphasis on positive relationships, and the political frame with
its emphasis on building coalitions to accomplish a goal (Bolman & Deal, 1997). The
theme was characterized by responses such as:
•

Buy-in; bring others along

•

Buy-in from staff and leaders
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•

Support from all parties

•

Building trust and consensus

•

Stakeholder buy-in

•

Remembering and practicing the theory of participative leadership

•

Politics and working with the Board

•

Open to all ideas from opposition

•

Know history of district and identify the players or heavy hitters who can
assist

Relationships with school board, staff, and community. The theme related to the
human resource frame, with its focus on positive relationships (Bolman & Deal, 1997),
and was characterized by responses such as:
•

Strong school-community relationships

•

Board relations

•

Build relationship both up (board) and down (staff / parents)

•

Establishing an environment of trust

•

Having integrity and being open with the stakeholders

•

Respected by community

•

Develop a firm, fair relationship with board members

Communicating vision, goals, and focus on students. The theme related to the
structural frame, with its emphasis on goals, and the symbolic frame, with its emphasis
on organizational values (Bolman & Deal, 1997). The theme was characterized by
responses such as:
•

Clear sense of vision and mission

•

Is this the right thing for students?

•

Goals of the district

•

Student achievement and instructional practice
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•

Consistent and persistent message of vision and expectations

•

Board and district unity on vision and mission

Organizational culture, capacity, and readiness for change. The theme related to
the symbolic frame, with its emphasis on understanding history and culture of the
organization, and the human resource frame, with its emphasis on understanding the
needs of individuals and the needs of the whole organization (Bolman & Deal, 1997).
The theme was characterized by responses such as:
•

Readiness and capacity for change of community and staff

•

Readiness, timing, and communication

•

Understanding the culture and people

•

Patience with various publics in moving through the change process

A total of 193 responses were received for the second question. The analysis
resulted in three major themes being identified in the superintendents’ responses
regarding the most important factor enabling a superintendent to persist in one district
long enough to implement and sustain change, each related to the human resource frame
(Bolman & Deal, 1997):
Relationships. The predominant theme in the responses referred to relationships
generally or to specific relationships the superintendent had with the board, staff, or
community. Examples of these responses included:
•

Support of the board of trustees

•

Board relations

•

Building trust with the board and community

•

Flexibility with changing boards and changing goals

•

Community support

•

Being able to connect with others in a meaningful way
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•

Staff involvement

•

Developing the support of the whole community, not just the Board

Trust, honesty, and integrity. The next most common responses used these terms
specifically, either in describing personal characteristics of the superintendent or
elements of the superintendent’s relationship with others. Examples of these responses
included:
•

Gaining credibility and earning trust

•

Trust that decisions are being made in the best interest of all students

•

Perceived as trustworthy, committed to community

•

Trust from various public in superintendent to lead fairly and effectively
through time

Communication. The third most common responses used the word
“communication” specifically as an element of the superintendent’s relationships with
others. Examples of these responses included:
•

Communication

•

Strong communication (transparency)

•

Open and honest communication with all stakeholders at all times

•

Communication and fostering support

The complete listing of all responses to the two open-response questions is
included in Appendix C.
Summary of Results
The study’s participants were most likely to use the human resource frame in
their work, and least likely to use was the political frame; however, the results showed
that the political frame was the only frame which was statistically correlated with the
longest tenure as superintendent, and the association remained statistically significant
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after controlling for the school district size. Analysis of the responses to first openresponse question resulted in four themes related to leadership of change, namely 1)
collaboration, buy-in, and support; 2) relationships with school boards, community, and
staff; 3) communicating vision, goals, and focus on students; and 4) organizational
culture, capacity, and readiness for change. Analysis of the responses to the second
open-response question resulted in three themes related to persistence, namely 1)
relationships; 2) trust, honesty, and integrity; and 3) communication. Responses to these
two questions overlapped each of the four frames, but were most often associated with
the human resource frame.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND DISCUSSION
Introduction
The study examined the use of leadership frames by public school
superintendents, and relationship of the use of those frames to superintendent tenure in
one school district. The study also examined the influence of school district size on the
relationship of use of frames to tenure. Research questions that guided the study were:
1. What leadership frames are superintendents most likely to use in their work?
2. What is the relationship between length of superintendent tenure in one district
and one or more of the four leadership frames?
3. How is the relationship between the length of superintendent tenure and the four
frames influenced by district size, as determined by student population?
The study was significant because superintendent tenure has been correlated to
student academic performance. Further, continuous turnover in the superintendency
negatively impacts the implementation and sustenance of major change efforts in a
district.
Summary of Results
Analysis of the quantitative results revealed that the participants were most likely
to use the human resource frame, and least likely to use the political frame. While the
analysis of the qualitative results revealed an emphasis on multiple frames in the answers
to the first open-response question related to change leadership, responses to the second
question related to persistence revealed an emphasis on the human resource frame. The
quantitative data analysis revealed, however, that the political frame was the only frame
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with a statistically correlated relationship to superintendent tenure in one school district,
and this relationship remained statistically significant when controlling for the size of
school district as measured by student population.
Conclusions
Based on the summary of data, it was concluded that the use of the political frame
was most likely to positively influence the length of superintendent tenure in one school
district, regardless of the size of the district. The correlation of the political frame to
superintendent tenure in one school district is aligned with the reasons cited for
superintendent turnover in the review of literature, such as group politics, the
“dissatisfaction theory of school governance,” the governance structure of the school
board, and conflicts, communication breakdowns, and cultural clashes between
superintendents and school boards (Beaumont, 1993; Natkin, et al, 2002; Shields, 2002;
Grady & Bryant, 1991; Martinez, 1992). Further, it was concluded that the
superintendents who participated in the study were more likely to frame their work and
leadership using other frames that were not correlated to tenure, most notably the human
resource frame.
Discussion
The self-assessment responses of the 212 Texas superintendents who participated
in the study revealed that the human resource frame is the most likely used of the four
frames; however, the results of the study also revealed that the political frame was the
only frame with a statistical correlation to superintendent tenure, and this relationship
was maintained when controlling for school district size. Bolman and Deal suggested
that the skillful leader is one who can ably use all four frames as needed (Bolman & Deal,
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1997). A skillful superintendent is one who will organize people to maximize their
talents (human resource frame), implement policies and procedures for efficiency and
effectiveness (structural frame), keep a touch on the political pulse of the school board
and staff and be aware of shifting alliances and power bases (political frame), and use
words and events to inspire those who work in the district and the greater community to
embody the values, mission, and vision of the organization (symbolic frame).
It is not surprising that superintendents might cite the human resource frame as
the most relied-upon of the four frames. Typically, over 80% of a school district’s
budget is allocated to personnel costs, exemplifying the nature of school districts as
“people” organizations. Managing personnel issues, ensuring people’s needs are met,
and making sure the fit between the individual and the organization is good can become a
full-time endeavor for a superintendent. Further, while the perspective of school board
members may be oriented toward the political frame since they are elected, trustees also
are often publicly concerned with ensuring that school employees are happy and fulfilled
in their jobs—a concern emphasized through the human resource frame.
The political frame, on the other hand, may be seen as being in conflicting with,
rather than complementing, the human resource frame. With the human resource frame,
a leader may work to avoid conflict in order to keep people happy and maintain harmony
within the organization; however, the political frame assumes conflict will be present as
the competition for scarce resources increases. Using the human resource frame, a leader
is likely to see an important part of his or her role as bringing together all stakeholders for
a particular purpose, while the leader using the political frame may see no problem with
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excluding some stakeholders, so long as the right “guiding coalition” is assembled for the
right reason.
Use of the political frame may be confused with “being political” or “playing
politics.” These terms are often viewed negatively. As the review of literature indicated,
breakdowns in communication between the superintendent and the school board, or board
politics in general, can be a superintendent’s downfall. Use of the political frame,
however, is not necessarily about choosing sides in a political battle. Effective use of the
political frame is about skillfully setting agendas, knowing where alliances and coalitions
already exist through mapping the political terrain, making the best of conflict without
always trying to resolve it, using negotiation and compromise effectively, and
recognizing the numerous sources of power within an organization such as a school
district (Bolman & Deal, 1997).
If the use of the political frame is an essential element in keeping one’s position in
the superintendency long enough to implement and maintain change, can the skills
necessary to use the frame effectively be learned, either through formal means such as
superintendent preparation programs, or informally through experience? Certainly,
training programs in conflict management, negotiation techniques, and facilitation exist
and are used effectively in both the public and private sector. These concepts can, and
should, be included in superintendent preparation programs and professional
development for superintendents.
Implications
The study was conducted because, while there were numerous studies examining
the factors that lead to superintendents leaving their positions before the end of their
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contracts, there was sparse research on the factors that would likely increase a
superintendent’s tenure in one school district. The results of this study showing a
relationship of the use of the political frame to tenure, as well as the political factors
revealed in the review of literature to superintendent turnover indicate a need for
superintendents to develop skills related to the use of the political frame. Such skill
development should be considered in both superintendent preparation programs and
continuing professional development once in the superintendent position. Further,
superintendent search consultants should consider exploring evidence of potential
candidates’ successful use of the skills related to the political frame in vetting them for
consideration by school boards.
To maximize the potential for superintendents to maximize their tenure in one
district, explicit efforts to map the political environment within the school district staff,
on the school board, and in the community should be among the first steps for an
incoming superintendent. Being knowledgeable of the power structure in the district and
community, regardless of the size, and developing an awareness of existing and potential
conflicts among key players can be beneficial.
Recommendations for Further Research
The limitations and delimitations of the study offer opportunities for further
research. Due to non-probability sampling, external validity was limited to the
participants. Further, the results of the survey were dependent solely on the selfassessment of the subjects. Finally, the setting for the study—Texas—excluded
superintendents whose work is influenced by the presence of strong employee unions,
since collective bargaining for school employees is prohibited in Texas.
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To enhance the ability to generalize the results of the study, the researcher recommends
further study, specifically:
1. Replication of the study pairing the self-assessments of superintendents with the selfassessments of one or more of their elected school board members.
2. Replication of the study with superintendents outside the state of Texas, particularly
in states where collective bargaining for employees is allowed, to see the results when
controlled for the influence of unions and collective bargaining in the political
environment.
3. A study that would involve the comparison of urban to rural district superintendents
and school board members.
4. A study that would compare elected superintendents with non-elected
superintendents.
5. A study that would compare the tenure of superintendents of charter schools with
those of traditional public schools.
6. A study involving key administrators and the assessment of the superintendent’s
leadership.
7. A study involving tenured teachers and their assessment of superintendent leadership.
8. Additional qualitative data collection, including interviews with superintendents who
have maintained tenure in one district longer than the national average, to deepen the
understanding of those factors that enable superintendents to persist in one district.
9. A qualitative study of school board members who have retained superintendents
longer than the national average.
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Final Remarks
The superintendent role in any school district, regardless of size, is multi-faceted.
He or she must be skilled at playing many roles: instructional expert, businessperson,
public relations guru, communicator extraordinaire, and compliance officer. Most
importantly, the superintendent must be able to motivate and inspire students, employees,
parents, and community to coalesce around the vision and mission established by the
elected board of trustees. To do so requires the buy-in and participation of each of those
broad and diverse audiences.
The superintendent who can persist long enough to see the vision and mission
achieved is the one who recognizes that getting everyone “on board” is not wholly
sufficient. Indeed, the superintendent with “staying power” will also bring together the
right guiding coalition to help move the district forward, possess the skill to assess the
political subtleties in each situation, and demonstrate the wisdom and will to adjust the
course of action accordingly.
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“Based on your experience as a superintendent, what is the most important factor a
superintendent must consider when leading major change in a school district?”
•

Where the stakeholders currently are; the success and failures of all involved.

•

Willingness to face termination

•

Collaboration and buy-in

•

Must have the players buy in to the change

•

Capacity of the school board and administrators

•

How it will impact the school community

•

Collaboration

•

What's best for students!

•

Listening and observing, taking appropriate action.

•

Board of Education support

•

Buy in and support thru collaboration

•

Readiness/capacity for change of community and staff

•

Planning and consensus building

•

Servant Leader and ability to communicate with people at all levels

•

Measurable progress/success

•

Facts, following, fearless

•

Consistent and persistent message of vision and expectations

•

Buy -in. Bring others along

•

Honesty

•

Goals of the District

•

Readiness and timing and communication. The superintendent must know the right
84

time to introduce a major change and communicate that change effectively.
•

Know/realize who are both the formal and informal leaders of the group

•

Where your organization is related to the change

•

Effect on students

•

Board Buy In

•

Visionary

•

Empowerment of others

•

Willingness of school community to accept change

•

Communication

•

The effect policy or decisions will have on students

•

Buy-in from staff and leaders

•

What is best for the students

•

Trust

•

Organizational readiness

•

Gradual but steady change

•

Attention to detail

•

Compassion

•

Student Achievement and Instructional practice

•

Right people on the bus-J.Collins

•

Community support

•

Board relations

•

School board support and the ability to build/forge relationships within and outside of
the educational system.
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•

Money to pay for it

•

Buy in

•

Strong school community relationship

•

Board and District directional unity on vision and mission

•

Support from all parties

•

Culture of the district

•

Staff

•

Generating support

•

Making sure everyone is aware of the needed changes

•

Community buy-in into all solutions and change

•

A clear, thoughtful process with input

•

Getting all stakeholders apprised of the reasons for the recommended change so they
will support it.

•

Understanding the culture and people

•

Careful planning of all consequences, intended and unintended

•

Is it best for the students, and is it what the community wants!

•

Is this right thing for students?

•

Community values

•

Community support

•

Go slow to go fast

•

Build relationships both up (board) and down (staff/parents)

•

Board Support of Change Initiatives

•

Input from all stakeholders is key
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•

Building relationships

•

Student need

•

Establishing an environment of trust

•

Knowledge in teaching and learning areas

•

Building trust and consensus

•

Stakeholder buy in.

•

Community served

•

People

•

Building employee and community support

•

Staff involvement

•

Leadership skills

•

How change will benefit the students of the district.

•

Long term consequences.

•

Believe in it yourself and get buy in from community.

•

Ability to lead and inspire

•

Collaboration

•

Convincing Staff of the necessity of the change

•

Trust

•

Is your Board on board with you?

•

Commitment of staff

•

Student Impact

•

Buy in

•

Do not rush it. Change too quickly can have major blowback, especially with veteran
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personnel. Show evidence that change is needed and let the personnel direct WANT
the change.
•

Focus & Flexibility

•

Support of Board

•

What’s best for the kids

•

People's readiness and packaging the change

•

What are the possible results of this major change

•

collaboration

•

The students

•

Shared vision

•

The Board of Trustees

•

Clear vision

•

Patience with various publics in moving through the change process.

•

Building consensus

•

Impact on students

•

Buy in

•

Getting stakeholders to take ownership

•

Does the superintendent have the fortitude to withstand the kickback?

•

Establish relationships first

•

Gaining consensus from the majority of stakeholders

•

Climate

•

Politics and working with the Board

•

Remembering and practicing the theory of participative leadership----effective school
leadership can no longer be the sole responsibility of the school principal or the school
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superintendent. When leadership roles are assumed by multiple individuals in any
school organization, the behavioral attributes of the organization begin to define a more
cohesive interactive union, an organization that has come alive and is moving the
mission of the school forward in a coordinated fashion (Erlandson, 1997).
•

Communication

•

Needs of the students

•

What is best for the students

•

Clear expectations, support and follow-up

•

Public Reaction

•

Competency of employees

•

Communication

•

Buy in from stakeholders

•

The culture of the district

•

The organization's readiness

•

The impact the change will have on the culture of the school district.

•

Establish a clear, shared vision

•

Clarity of mission and vision

•

Equity for all students

•

Student outcomes

•

Open to all ideas from opposition. Use some of their ideas and make sure your
available and accountable for your decisions.

•

Communicating the value and purpose of the change, so as to engage the support of a
critical mass.

•

Have all the facts and data needed to support you plan of action

•

Vision
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•

Make haste slowly!

•

Board Support

•

Trust

•

Good Communication with community, staff, and board

•

Get buy-in from staff

•

What level and amount of change the organization can handle to ensure success of said
change.

•

Communicating the change and building support.

•

Dedication

•

Communication

•

Trust and credibility

•

Do the stakeholders desire change?

•

Support of the staff.

•

Political timing

•

Does the Board/community trust school/administration?

•

Establish relationships

•

Trust

•

Total commitment to the change

•

Flexibility

•

Including all stakeholders

•

Buy in, or understanding of need for change.

•

Impact on Students

•

Developing buy-in from all constituents
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•

Persistence

•

Clear plan of action with specific measurable goals, expectations and resources.

•

Money

•

Move incrementally

•

Faculty and student morale

•

Being flexible

•

Trust and involvement all parties in the organization.

•

Having Integrity and being open with the stake holders

•

With my lack of experience, I am still learning and currently in the process of leading a
major change.

•

Develop a sense of urgency

•

Why do we need to change?

•

Buy in.

•

The folks

•

Respected by community

•

A charismatic leader who provides staff with the resources they need to successfully
implement change

•

Organized, communicator, collaborative

•

Develop a firm, fair relationship with board members

•

What is best for children

•

Be confident and sincere

•

The board of trustees

•

Have great staff that is enthusiastic.
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•

Know history of district and identify the players or heavy hitters who can assist

•

Student Instructional needs should always be the most important factor.

•

Communication

•

Funding

•

Value to the children

•

Good communication skills

•

Strong Communicator

•

What is best for student learning?

•

Credibility

•

Research and make certain the change is right for your district

•

Having the end product defined.

•

Community trust

•

Buy-in

•

Collaboration

•

How prepared is the staff for change.

•

Must know and understand the wants and needs of the district clientele

•

Patience

•

Collaborative vision

•

Collaboration

•

Stakeholder's needs and views

•

Do you have buy-in from key stakeholders?

•

Having others 'on board' and understanding the need for the change.
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•

You will never make everyone happy; do what is good for kids not adults.

•

How to deal with reluctance

“In your opinion, what is the most important factor that enables a public school
superintendent to persist in one district long enough to implement and sustain change?”
•

Trust and open communication

•

Will power in the face of criticism and political attack

•

Trust and credibility

•

Trust

•

School Board support and longevity and commitment to a constancy or purpose.

•

Strong communication (transparency)

•

Integrity

•

Communication!

•

Trust and integrity

•

Board support and vision

•

Public relations sustained during tenure

•

A long-term vision which is shared by most all facets of the community

•

Communication and relationship with the Board

•

Stable school boards, and student success

•

Intelligence/Compassion/Communications

•

Know the public and elected folks ability to digest change and in what quantities.

•

Being consistent, make sound decisions, staying on point, avoiding the pratfall of
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'stupid'
•

Superintendent/ Board relations

•

Honesty

•

Be open minded

•

Keeping students and learning as the most important issue

•

Adaptability

•

Serendipity

•

Communication

•

Academic Growth and Community Support

•

Trust based on what I have learned I'm year one.

•

Prayer......

•

Systemic change

•

Communication

•

Communication

•

Trust and ethics

•

Building Relationships

•

Results

•

Support of the Board of Trustees

•

Transparency

•

School board support

•

Compassion

•

Communication
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•

Build relationships of trust

•

Support from the community and school personnel

•

Board relations

•

Sustaining the positive working relationships within your district and community.

•

Tough skin

•

Board support

•

Truthfulness and relationship with the community

•

Relationships with Board of Trustees

•

Be open, honest and maintain integrity at all times

•

Being flexible

•

Progress relationship with community

•

Integrity of mission and ideals that inspires belief in followers

•

Cooperation and empowerment

•

Willingness to sacrifice personal aspirations for school/community growth

•

Being able to connect with others in a meaningful way.

•

Open and honest communications with all stakeholders at all times.

•

Confidence and trust

•

Always working towards building trust and always understanding who you are as an
educator (knowing your own "true north" and living there).

•

Human relation skills, and the political skills to work with all constituencies.

•

Build and sustain relationships

•

Community support
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•

Board support

•

Pace your change appropriately

•

Be honest and keep it clean - have a plan and work it

•

Board Support and Positive Relations with Board

•

Building trust with the board and community

•

Building relationships and empowering staff

•

Understanding the dynamics of the Board/political culture

•

Establishing an environment of trust

•

Ability to adapt and quickly

•

Staff and community support.

•

Board relationships

•

Relationships

•

Flexibility with changing boards and changing goals

•

Staff involvement

•

Strong political skill set

•

Communication with stakeholders.

•

School Board Support and good Administrative Support.

•

Put the needs of students first and let them and the community know you care about
district.

•

Ability to work well with board

•

Transformational leadership

•

Trust relationship with School Board, Staff, and Parents.

•

Trust
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•

Getting the main characters (employees) to buy into it.

•

Being able to show staff your commitment and your responsibility for change

•

Hire/Retain Quality People in ALL Positions

•

Positive relationships

•

Board support

•

Focus & Flexibility

•

Support of Board and District willingness for change

•

Trust

•

Building trust, alliances and credibility

•

Surround yourself with good talented staff

•

Accommodate

•

Ability to rally support behind key mission of district

•

Shared vision

•

Flexibility and determination

•

Well thought-out implementation of vision

•

Trust from various publics in superintendent to lead fairly and effectively through time.

•

Building relationships

•

Ability to build relationships

•

Trust

•

Flexibility and knowing clientele

•

The community must believe that the change is in the best interest of the children.

•

Compromise on things that do not matter and hold firm to those things that do.
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•

Building community trust

•

Patience

•

Working positively with their Board

•

A stable school board who fully understand their roles and responsibilities and have a
mutually supportive relationship with their superintendent.

•

Superintendent/Board Relationship

•

Ability to lead, while still being able to compromise, when needed to obtain goals.

•

Building relationships

•

Consistency with the board, staff, and community

•

Trustful Relationships

•

Relationships

•

Adaptability

•

You gotta know when to hold 'em and know when to fold 'em

•

Supportive Board of Trustees

•

Building a case for change, creating a sense of urgency, involve stakeholders in plan
and have timeline w metrics

•

The ability to be flexible and not rush change. Change, no matter what type it is, will
have its challenges. You must stay the course and get buy in from your Board and
Staff...They will sell your students and community.

•
•

Establish a high level of trust

•

Political Savvy

•

Positive community relations

•

Good communication and full transparency with the Board

•

I feel that you have to ride the waves of change. Rome wasn't built in a day and you
have to have patience and persistence with opportunities of buy in from the the people
it is going to affect
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•

Building trust relationships with the Board, faculty, and parents

•

The school and kids come first always - Be honest in everything you do Communication

•

Galvanizing people around a clear direction

•

Understanding the community

•

Community Support

•

Resiliency

•

Good Board of Education

•

Servant leadership

•

Ability to unify a common vision in the district and get buy in from the staff to move
forward towards that common vision.

•

Building support and treating people right.

•

Work ethic

•

Perceived as trustworthy, committed to community

•

Trust and credibility

•

Having integrity.

•

Ability to articulate a compelling need for the change.

•

Customer service

•

Same: Board/community TRUST in school/administration

•

Trust

•

Board relations and trust

•

Flexibility

•

Flexibility
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•

Perseverance

•

The ability to generate trust.

•

Ownership from stakeholders

•

Open lines of communication

•

Flexibility

•

Academic success.

•

Influence on board of trustees

•

Ability to communicate

•

Honesty

•

Stay strong and ignore the detractors.

•

Working with the school board and community

•

Maintaining Integrity and being open with stake holders

•

Buy in from community and school board.

•

Develop trust with staff, board, and community

•

Trust that decisions are being made in the best interest of all students.

•

Clear vision

•

Make sure that you bring everyone along in the process

•

Liked by the community

•

Support of their school board - Team of 8 philosophy- Common Goals and vision
between Board and Supt

•

Build a solid foundation as a leader

•

Relationships

•

Always doing what is best for children in every decision
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•

Be open and honest in your dealings

•

The board of trustees!

•

Getting along with the board. Their kids, money and school

•

Show the need for change and generate support of community members

•

A School Board that works as a team with the Supt. through constant communication
will allow you to guide the district in a direction that is educationally sound at all
levels. School Boards that value all aspects of a child’s education and that are in sync
with the Supt. in demanding quality in every level of the school. When everyone is on
the same page schools can accomplish the ultimate goal of all schools which is to
provide opportunities to feel successful for all our children. I have been blessed to work
with this kind of School Board.

•

Communication

•

Strong board of trustees

•

Support of the school-community because of your dedication to children.

•

Passion for education

•

Sincere and Authentic Leadership

•

Clear communication with all stakeholders.

•

Honesty

•

Must have a school board that is supportive

•

Developing the support of the whole community, not just the Board.

•

Community trust

•

Common sense

•

Communication

•

Understands the change process.

•

The key to longevity in any district is becoming immersed in the district and
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community.
•

Trust

•

Board relationships

•

Communication

•

Communication and fostering support

•

If he/she is running the district, not the board!

•

His or her relationship with the school board.

•

Knowing the political climate of the district but still doing what is good for kids.
Showing success from the beginning then building on that success.

•

Gaining credibility and earning trust
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