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ABSTRACT

A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF THE SUPERINTENDENT'S ROLE
IN WORKING WITH BOARD MEMBERS IN
TEXAS SCHOOLS

Keith W. Lutz, Ed.D.
_ East Texas State University, 1988

Advisor: Dr. Aaron Lynn Turner

Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this study was to better understand
the role of the superintendent in performing decision-making tasks. The

results of this study should prove usefu! in adminisirator training programs,
selection procedures, and providing evaluation guidelines.

Procedure: A validated questionnaire was mailed to a random sample of 721
Texas school board members from 106 different schoo! districts. Factors
considered were school district size (average daily membership), length of
service of the school board member, educational level of the school board
member, districts that had an involuntary turnover during this past year,

and board member responses to the same decision-making tasks in'1983.

1. There was a significant difference in the perceived role of the
iv
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superintendent accordiﬁg to school district size, board member tenure, and
educational level. | '

2. There was a difference in the disparily that existed in the role
expectation for the sﬂperj_n_tendent as seen' by hoard members and their
superintendents, according to school diétrict size,

3. There was a significant difference in role expectations of the
superintendent where the superintendent left involuntarily in the past year
when compared 1o role expectations of a schoo! board where no change in
the superintendent occurred,

4, Therewasa §ignHicant difference in the perception of the role of
the superintendent by school board members from the Littleton study when

compared to board members surveyed in this study.

Conclusions:

1. School boards seem to view the superintendent/schoo! board
relationship as one of working together as a team. Superintendents tend not
to agree with this "shared” or "joint" perception.

2. School board members in smaller disiricts tend to assign a greater
responsibility to the school board than those in larger districts.

3. School board members were willing to assign more responsibility
to the superintendent in the personnel area than was indicated by the
literature.

4. In districts where the superintendent left involuntarily during the
past year, school board meimbers assigned a larger degree of decision-
making responsibility to the superintendent than those districts that had no

superintendent change.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

The professional status of the school superintendent has sped through
several stages so fast that it has never been clearly defined. In his

description of the superintendency, Burbank (1968: 3) stated;

The school superintendent is a newcomer to the professional scene.
Unlike his fellow practioners in medicine, law, and the church, he cannot
draw upon centuries of tradition and fong established canons of
professional conduct. The scope and nature of his work in the matrix of
society have not yet been clearly defined through the long view of

history.

In the early stages of the superintendency, the role was not very
significant and consisted of mainly clerical duties performed for the board of
education. The clerical role was gradually replaced by duties that were
instruction oriented. The turn of the century marked the beginning of an era
of Progressivism, with the superintendency being subjected to the infiuvence
of scientific management and the practices of business and industrial
management. The superintendent moved farther away from the traditional
role of the "educator” and resembled a "businessman” who, in turn, took on
the role as the executive officer for the board of education (Griffiths, 1966:
1-20).

During the early 1980s, the description of the superintendency
continued to change as did most other expectations for education. According
to Wiles (1983: 106,107), the school superintendency became an emerging

role:
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The complexity of school operations has altered the role from a purely
academic one in the last century to one which might be characterized as
managerial and political in this century. As such, the superintendent has
two generic roles: to serve as the executive officer for the school
district..and, as the individual accountable for all school operations. In
the first role, the superintendent serves the board directly and the public
indirectly. In the second role, the superintendent serves a variety of
clientele including the board, administrators, teachers, parents, students,
taxpayers, and citizens at large.

Durlng the educational reform movement of the eightiés. legislators
from the state of Texas passed in the second sessitm of the sixty-eighth
legislature their own school improvement legislation in the form of the
Educational Reform Act of 1984--House Bill 72. Due to this reform

movement the quéstion' may be asked: has the implementation of this

| legislation caused school board members to view the role of the

superintendent differently than prior to House Bill 727

There has been much research completed during the past twenty years
about the perceptions of the role of superiniendent in the public schools. In
many instances the research has shown a discrepancy in how school board
members and superintendents percéive the role of the superintendent. Hess

(1986: 15) explained that the problem is shared:

While failure 1o observe the formal roles clearly has resulted in the
dismissal of many executives, it shouid be emphasized that both the
executives and the board members must share blame for these failures.
There are just as many closet administrators in board rooms as there are
executives who view board rooms as adjuncts of their own offices.

The title Superintendent of Schools is usually used to describe the
educationa!l leader who serves as the chief school officer. The position
represents the highest level of public school managenient (Wiles,1983:103).
The superintendent has broad discretionary decision-making powers. In

extreme situations school board members come to rely completely on the
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superintendent and eventually become nothing more than a rubber stamp.
The other extreme is that the superintendent becomes nothing more than a
hired hand., Both extremes are undesirable (Campbell, 1980: 240). The
superintendent’s close working 'relatioﬁship with the board of education and
the fact that the superintendent serves at the pleasure of the board are
enough to give added meaning to the importance of effective
superintendent/board relations (Knezevich, 1984: 294).

In many superintendent-school board relationships, [requent
disagreements often surface in respect to the rights and obligations of each.
The ag.e—old problem in many districis often goes unanswered as to who is to
do what, what is polic; making, and what is administration (Dykes, 1965:
110). The thorny problem of where policy making ends and administration
hegins has been tackled by superititendents, boards, and researchers, The
fact is that there are no clear boundaries to separate the two functions. The
bottom [ine is that where one ends and the other begins is where the board,
not the superintendent, perceives it to be (Dykes, 1965: 110);

In his workshop manual for school leaders, Jongeward (82: 1) stated:

Like a good marriage or freedom itself, effective board/administrator
relationships are the resuit of an investment of time and energy in the
process. Fundamental to obtaining these strong and healthy relationships
is knowing your role and having realistic expectations of others;

Superintendents and school boards have troubled relationships because
they come from different camps. The board is the boss and the
superintendent is an employee who is hired to be a leader. In a real sense
both the superintendent and the board are in charge '(]ongeward, 82: 51).
In many cases the areas of responsibility are not clear and both groups must

learn to speak the other's language before roles and expectations can be
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clarified. When a problem exists, it is usually "solved" by ignoring it

(Jongeward,82: 51).

The tug of war over who is 1o govern seems to be divided into two
schools of thoughi The first is one of team management and shared
responsibility with the superintendent being the key leadership figure.
"Boards and superintendents that approach policy development and
future planning in a cooperative fashion will most likely avoid the conflict
of roles that tends to result when common objectives are misunderstood
or unknown."(PSBA, 77: 9) Most of the literature suggests that the roles
are very much like two spheres and when ihe two do not touch or
overlap, or they exist alone, a problem exists. The management team
makes management decisions, but it is not the task of the team to
establish poficy nor supervise daily administrative operations
{Jongeward, 82:)1 ).

*

The other side of the coin is voiced by Relic (1986: 25-26), who said,

Somehow, we've forgotiten the difference beiween policy and
administration. Somehow, we've begun to obliterate the distinction
between public officials and professional educators. . . .We've concocled a
new doctrine called shared responsibility that at best has created a
muddle in some school systems and at worst, complete chaos. ., . .What
could be more counterproductive and chaotic than a school system in
which the euphemism "shared responsibility” means no one really knows
what anyone else is supposed to do?

In a doctoral study completed at East Texas State University, Littleton
(1983) researched the role of the superintendent as viewed by school board
members in Texas. Littleton found the typical board profile to be extremely
varied as to how board members view the superintendent's role.

In a second study at Easi Texas State University, Zachary (1988)
surveyed the superintendents of Texas as to their perceptions of the role of
the superintendent. After testing for the variables of district size,
superintendent tenure, and educational level of the superintendent, Zachary
addressed the question of role perception, and sought to determine if there

were a difference between the boards and superintendents.
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This research, an extension of the Littleton and Zachary studies, will
contribute to the larger body of research on role perception of the
superintendent. The research will provide information for the development
and formation of instruments used .in interviewing candidates,
administrative evaluatioﬁé, and for mitigation of discrepancies in role
perceptions. The study wiil‘ provide information that will enable
superintendents and board members to communiéate on role expectations

and that will aid in the development of policies related 1o role definition.,

t of the

The study examined the role of the superintendent in performing
| particular decision-making tasks asrseen by board members. Other concerns
were to investigate school board member’s perception of the superintendent
role as affected by district size, length of service, and educational Jevel of the

school board member,

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to better understand the rofe of the
superintendent in working with the board in performing decision-making
tasks. In addition, the study should promote a common understanding
between school board members and superintendents as to the role of the
superintendent.  The results of this study should prove useful in
administrative training programs, selection procedures, and providing

evaluation guidelines.



Reasearch Questions

This study addressed the following research questions:
1. What is the role.of the superintendent as viewed by school board
members in Texas?
2. How much disparity exists in the role_ expectations for the
superintendent, as seen by board members and their superintendents?
3 What are the discrepancies in superintendent role percepiion
between individual boards and the average school board member perception

state-wide? ,

-+

4. What are the role perceptions of the superintendent by a board
_where the superintendent left involuntarily in the past year?

S. Have Texas board members changed in their expectations for the
role of the superintendent since the Littleton study of 1983, a year of major

Texas educational reform?

_Research Hypotheses

Addressed in this study were the following hypotheses:

1. There will be no significant difference in the perception of
the role of the superintendent as perceived by Texas board
members according to disirict size.

2. There will be no significant difference in the perception of
the role of the superintendent as perceived by Texas board
members according to board tenure. ‘

3. There will be no signil‘icant difference in the perception of
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the role of the superintendent as perceived by Texas board
members according to educational level,

4. There will be no significant difference in role expectations of
the superintendent as perceived by school board members
where the éﬁberintendent left involuntarily within the past
year when compared to role expectations by school board
members where no superintendent change occurred. |

5. There will be no significant difference in the perception of
the role of the superintendent as perceived by Texas school
board. members from the Littleton(1983) study when

4

compared to Texas board members surveyed in this study.

£e o

- Many superintendents and school board members have tried to
establish guidelines for their working relationship. Much of the literature
indicates that more effort should be expended in defining the
superintendent's role, Campbell ( 1980, 1980: 291) stated this need as

follows:

The partnership between the chief administrator and his controlling
board is a strategic one. Each has a unique rofe 1o play. Boards can err
by attempting to administer the schools. Chief administrators can err by
encouraging or permitting boards to become rubber stamps. Often the
delineation of board-administration roles is attempted by a set of rules
and regulations. These formalized statements are useful only if they
reflect understandings which derive from mutuval respect and explicit
discussion. The development of such an understanding should be a prime
objective of every chief administrator.
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The Littleton study surveyed school board members in Texas as to
their view of the superintendent's role.  The participants were asked
twenty-nine questions in the four areas of budgeting and finance, curriculum
and student personnel, gersonnel, and school fgcilities and community
relations. The variables of district size, board member tenure, and board
member educational level were examined. The Zachary study followed the
Littieton study and used the same instrument, but administered it to a
random selection of Texas public school superintendents.

In both the Littieton study and the Zachary study, responses were
- collected from individual school board members and individual
superintendents to deve;!op a profile of a typical board response or a typical
superintendent response. It was the intent of this study to use the
| instcument to survey the board of education as an entity. It is the entire
board as one unit that establishes policy and governs the school district.
This study surveyed the entire board of a structured random sample of
districts whose superintendent responded to the Zachary-Study.

The study investigated the possibilities of change in school board
member's expectations of the role of the superintendent from 1983 to 1987.
During this four and one-half year period, House Bill 72 mandated much
educational reform. Comparing the data indicated there was a change in
board members' expectations of the superintendent’s role. The results
provided a vehicle for the beginning of betier communications between
participating board members and superintendents. The findings will allow
superintendents to view the data and make somé assumptions about their
role and the expectations of the board. The results could provide a vehicle

for the beginning of better communications between participating board
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members and superintendents. The findings should be useful in the iraining

of superintendents and board members.
Delimitations of the Study

The foliowing deliniitations applied to this study:
1. Only school districts with high schools were included in this study.
2. One aspect of this was limited to members of school boards with

five or more respondents.

’ -

Limitations of the Study

1. Perceptions are personal expectations shaped by one's experiences,
attitudes, achievements, educational level, and other factors, some
perceptions may be more valid than others.

2. This investigation was limited to those schoo! board members in
districts whose superintendent participated in the Zachary study. The
Zachary study included the use of a random sample of 490 superintendents

from the public schools in the state of Texas.

ethodolo nd Procedur

This study was an attempt to investigate the extent to which school
boards and superintendents differ in their perceplions of the
superintendent’s role, as compared to findings in the Littleton and Zachary
studies, The investigation was an experimental and a descriptive study. The

data were collected from district school boards that participated in the
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Zachary study. The data collected were presented in percentage and
frequency count form to respond to the research questions. The h'ypotheses
were tested with the appropriate statistical procedures.

The selection of the subjects for :this study was limited to a population
of approximately 425 Texas school districts used in the Zachary study. Of
the 425 Texas school districts, a stratified random sample of approximately
103 districts. from three size groups, was selected. The data were collected
from participating boards by questionnaire. Each superintendent of the
sel_ected‘ districts was notified that their school board members were
included in this stu}dy.qA description of the study and a cover letter were
included with the notification. The questionnaire, cover letter, return
stamped envelope, background information sheet, and letiers of
endofsement, were sent to all board members of the selected districts. After
the initial letter was mailed, a follow-up letter was sent to those schoof
board members not responding. After a ten day wait, a third request was
sent to individual .board members in those boards with four responses. All
home addresses for school board members selected for this study were
provided for by the Texas Association of School Boards.

The initial contact was made with the superintendent and school board
president of each school district selected for the study, requesting their
participation. The survey instrument was sent to the home addresses of all
school board members from each of the selected disiricts. Each school board
member completed the survey form individually and returned it to the
researcher, who com‘piled the individua_l board member responses into an
individual board profile. Participating school districts that had at least five
board membérs respond received their school district profile. The collected

data were compared to the data in the Littleton and Zachary studies.
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The instrument used for this study was the questionnaire developed
and validated by D, Mark Littleton, December, 1983, at East Téxas State
University. A slight modification was made in the demographic section., A
letter of permission to use the survéy instrument was obtained from the

author, and is included in the Appendixes.

Definition of Terms

Em@aﬁcmg_: A set of evaluative standards applied to an incumbent of
a position in determining how an actor should behave in a role (Behner,
1979: 3} A

Individual boards: The board members collectively comprising a single

- unit.

Role: Behavioral patterns or functions expected of or carried out by an
individual in a given societal context (Littleton, 1983:7).

School board: The schoof distriét agency created by the state, but
generally pobularly clected, on which the statutes of the state or common-
wealth place the respoﬁsibility for conducting the local public education
systems (Littleton, 1983: 7). |

Superintendent: The highest position in the school district. The

superintendent is an educational administrator employed by a board of
education as the executive leader of the board (Behner, 1979: 3).
Tasks: The appropriate or assigned duties, responsibilities, missions or

functions of an individual, office or organization (Littleton, 1983:6).

nizati Remainin e

This study contains five chapters. A review of the refated literature may
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be found in Chapter two. The methods and procedures used for the study

are reported in Chapter 3. The findings of the study are presented in
Chapter 4. Chapter 5 contains a summary of the study, findings, conclusions,

and recommendations for further study,
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Chapter 2

REV IEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter contains a limited review of the literature and research
related to the role and responsibilities of the school district superintendent,
schoo!l board, and their working relationship with each other. Insights into
the pe-rceptions anq research of various authors through a review of relevant
books, periodicals, doczjments. and research studies are divided into five
areas: (1) the concept of role, (2) historical background of the superintendent
position, (3) the role and responsibilities of the superintendent, (4) the role
and responsibility of the school board, and (5) school board/superintendent

relationships.
Concept of Role

The concept of role is still a vague term, and, when surjveying the
literature, a long list of definitions seems 10 be available. In their research
of the concept of role, Neiman and Hughes (1951: 51) grouped the many
definitions into three categories to give a sense of order. They were: "(a)
definitions which use role to describe the dynamic process of personality
development; (b) definitions in terms of society as a whole; and (c)
definitions in terms of specific groups within a society.” For the purposes of

this study, the third category, definition in terms of specific groups, was

used.
13
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The main category of functional definitiohs in terms of specific groups
was further divided into the sub-type role defined as "Participation in a
Specific Group” (Neiman and Hughes.1951:147). The definition used in this
sub;type “was the litergl_ dictionar? sense, referring to the individual's
assumption of, or assignment to, the performance of a part in a specific
situation as one of the members of a group” (Neiman and Hughes, 1951:147).
Under the definition stated, the concept of role has the following common

elements:

I. In all definitions and usages of the concept there is involved either
an individual definition of a specific situation or an individual acceplance
of a group's definition of a specific situation.

2. Role behavior . . . involves the assumption of a process of symbolic
interaction or communication as a prerequisite (Neiman and Hughes,
1951:147).

In one of the most comprehensive studies of the school
superintendency role, Gross, Mason and McEachern (1958:13-17) also
classxfled their review of the many definitions of role into three categories,
defining role: (1) to include normative culture patterns; (2) as an
individual's definition of his situation with reference to his and other’s social
positions; and (3) as the behavior of actors occupying social positons (Behner,
1979: 10). |

The Gross study restricted the  definitions of role to a set of
expectations: "A role is a set of expectations, . .. it is a set of evaluative
standards applied to an incumbent of a particular positon” (Gross, 1958: 61).
In studying a particufar role, an investigator would try to elicit from the
members of specific populations the expectations they hold for someone in a

specific position (Gross, 1958:61).
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In 1647, the Massachusetts Bay Colony established precedents for the
creation and maintenance of schools at a local level by passing the "Old
Deluder Satan Act" (Wiles, 83:82). It was during this time that the schools
were administered by lay committees which eventually came to be "school
boards." The schoo! board was an American invention and was an agency
created by the state government with legal authority to govern the iocal
districts (Wiles, 83:84). |

During the early part of the nineteenth century, school boards became
more independentbf municipal boards and begén to form their own natural
boundaries. The business of education and school management became more
complex, and the lay board members had difficulty in meeting the demands
of their positions. Under the leadership of Horace Mann, the new position of
superintendent was proposed to administer the daily operations of the
school district. From 1837 to 1859, twenty-f oﬁr cities had retained a school
superintendent (NSBA,1975: 3)..

In 1895, the Department of Superintendents of the National Education
Association delegated a committee of fifteen to study several issues, with
one being school organization and governace. The Committee of Fifteen did
not recommend the total elimination of local boards but did recommend that
administrators control the schools. At the conclusion of this disagreement,
school boards emerged in control of the legal power and many
superintendents lost their jobs. (NSBA, 75:4).

According to Griffiths (1966: 2), the historical development of the

superintendency could be grouped into three stages:

1. 1837-1910. During this period the superintendent was essentially
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instructor orientated.

2. 1910-1945. During this period the superintendent was essentially a
businessman more interested in the budget than in instruction.

3. 1945 -. The superintendent has now entered a period wherein his
position is viewed as that of a professional school administrator.

Campbell (1980: .219) summarized the development of the
superintendency essentially the same as .Griffiths, except he identified four
stages: (1) the role that was essentially a clerical rofe, (2) the role of an
educator, usually a scholar of some reputation, (3) the role of a business
manager, and (4) finally the role of chief executive and chief professional
advisor inthe school system. Wiles (1983: 105) indicated a fifth stage may
have evolved during the 1980s to include that of a master pofitician .

While the development of the superintendency began in the nineteenth
century, it was not until the twentieth century that attempis to
professionalize the position were made. During this century, at least four
movements in management had a major impact upon the superiniendent
position. They were as follows: |

(1.) Scientific management: The major coniributor to this movement
was Fredrick Taylor who formulated the management principles of time
study, price rate, separation of planning from performance, and the scientific
methods of work principle.

(2.) Human relations: The democratic approach was introduced to
administration during the 19305 and 1940s,

(3.} Structuralism: This movement was largely a product of the 50s
and 60s.

(4.) Open system: The most current stage ivhich stresses inter-
dependence between an  organization and its  environment
(Campbell, 1980:225-227).
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Callahan (1962:Preface), viewed the changes in educational

administration as inffuenced by the business world:

... what was unexpected was the extent, not only of the power of the
business industrial groups, but of the strengih of the business ideology in
the American culture on the one hand and the extreme weakness and
vulnerability of schoolmen, especially schoof administrators, on the other
( 1 am now convinced that what has happened in American education
since 1900 can be explained on the basis of the extreme vulnerability of
our schoolmen to public criticism and pressure and that this vulnerability
is built into our pattern of local support and controf).

The Role and Responsibility of the Superintendent

The growth in importance and the broadening of function of the school
superintendent have seldom been brought about by legal means. The legal
status of the superintendent lags far behind practice. Despite the fact that
practically all systems are now administered by full time superintendents,
state law in general still vesis most administrative and executive functions
in the local school boards (Dykes, 1965:70). The state of Texas is no
exception. Section 23.2‘6 (b) of the Texas Education Code (1986:203) states
that trustees shall have the exclusive power to manage and govern the
public free schools of the district.

The school superintendent has much the same responsibilities to the
local school board as the commissioner of education has to the state boai'd of
education. Thus, the superintendent is the chief operating officer of the
district, responsible for implementing the policies of the board {(Kemerer,
1982:13). The superintendent should afways be clearly designated in the
law as the administrative head of the school system, with the focal school

board designated as the legislative or policy-making body (Dykes, 1965:233).
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In most school districts in the United States, the superintendent is
recognized as the chief executive to the board. The superintendeni is seen as
the "most visible, most vulnerable, and potentially most influential member
of the school organization” (Campbell, 1980:233).

Most of the literature in school administration suggests that the board
of education is to legislate and that the superintendent is to execute. This
concept has given rise to the notion that the superintendent is to be the
executive officer of the school board (Griffiths, ;1966:92).

 In addition to being the executive officer to the board, the
superintendent is,alsg the individual accountable for the total school
c;peration. As the executi\fe officer of the board, the superintendent serves
the school board directly and the public indirectly. In the second role, the
superintendent directly serves a variety of clients including teachers,
parents, students, taxpayers, and citizens at iarge (Wites, 1983:105),

In sparsely populated schools, the superintendent may double as the
principal or even as a part-time teacher. In middle-sized school districts, the
superintendents will usually work directly with the principals and a few
central office personnel. In the larger districts, the superintendent may
work with several top administrative assistaﬁts and several key central
office personnel. Despite the difference in size and complexity, "the
sUperintendent stands at the top of the hierarchy of the organization”
(Campbell, 1980:234).

Descriptions of the roles and responsibilities of the school
superintendent are abundant. Griffiths (1966:70-71) suggests the role of the

superintendent can be divided into four parts;

1. Improving educational opportunity. All aspects of the instructional
program are included in this part .. .what shall be taught and how it shall
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be taught are considered here.

2. Obtaining and developing personnel. The divisions of the job
concerned with recrvitment, selection, placement, and promotion of
personnel are relevant here. All matters of personnel administration are
likewise considered. Pupil personnel problems are considered under this
head in addition to matters relating to professional and non-professional

personnel.
3. Maintaining effective relauons with the commumty This part of

the job is more broadly conceived than mere public relations. It includes
interpreting the schools to the public and studying the community so as

to further education.

4. Providing and maintaining funds and facilities. The business and
housekeeping aspects of school adminisiration are included in this part of
the job. Included are budget planning, plant maintenance, construction
and renovation of buildings, and similar functions.

Blumberg agrees with Griffiths' four job functions, now generally
accepted as "the” job description for the superintendency, but suggests two
new dimensions be added. The new dimensions do not replace the standard
expeétations of the superintendency bul supplement them. The two

categories, according to Blumberg (198_5: 44), include:

1. Politics - the essence of the superintendency is the ability to be a
manager of the political structures within a school system.

2. Public Property - being a superintendent means becoming public
property (Blumberg, 1985:44).

Goldhammer (1974:; 54) suggests that as the executive officer of the
board, it is the responsibility of the superintendent to do three particular
things:

I. It is his responsibility constantly 1o assist the board to evaluate the
effectiveness of the educational enterprise and the extent to which it is
meeting both the needs of education generally and the aspirations of the
community particularly.

2. It is his responsibility to advise the board of various alternatives of
action with respect to any problems with which the school district is
confronted. It is his responsibility to assist the board in understanding
the consequences for the community and for the public schools.
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3. It is his responsibility to execute the policies which the board has
established and to inform the board of the intent to which effectiveness
of the educational program is promoted or hindered as the result of those

policies.
The American Association of Schoo! Administralors and National
School Boards Association (1979: 35-37) has ptiep-ared a pamphlet that states
some reasonable expectations of a superintendent of schools. As
summarized. a school board should expect the sﬁperintendem to perform the
following functions: (1) serve as its chief executive officer, (2) be its
professional advisor in all matters and recommend appropriate school
policies for consideration, (3) implement and execute board policy, (4) keep
them fully and accurately informed about the school program, {S) interpret
the needs of the school system, (6) present his/her professional
recommendations on all problems and issues for board consideration, (7)
devote a great share of thought and time to the improvement of instruction,
(8) be alert to advances and improvements in educational programs, (9) lead
in the development and operation of an adequate program of school
community relations, (10) participatle in community affairs, (11) use great
care in nominating candidates for appointment to the school staff, (12)
recommend for purchase equipment, books, and supplies that are
appropriate 1o the purposes and needs of the school system, (13) present for
consideration an annual budget that is designed to serve the needs-of the
schoo! system, (14) establish and oversee the financial operations of the
school district to insure adherence to budget provisions and the wise use of
school funds, and (15) be a skiiled politician in order to work effectively

with many publics.
The dimensions of the public school adminisiratcr are inadequately

defined and not well understood. However, according to Tope (1965: 20), six
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dimensions can be readily pointed out:

1 As a public administrator - The superintendent performs public

service in a public manner.

2 As a policy advisor - Recommendations of policy matter have come
to be expected. The superintendent may well be the most vital factor in the
whole process of developing policy which in turn determines the Kind of

educational program provided.

3 Asthe eﬁpert - The complexity of the American society has created

the need for specialization.

4 As a professional worker -The administrator must present the

profession to the school board and to the profession, the board.

5 As active in the community - Sound community relations are not

something that is desirable and worth attaining; they are essential.

6 As educational leader - This dimension can be thought of as a
summation of the other dimensions.

Today's superintendent is expected to plan, organize é.nd direct a force
of professional and auxiliary employees work with a lay school board, and at
the same time, be responsive to different constituencies within the school
community and the community at large (Burbank, 1968:25). To exercise real
_leadership. a superintendent must assume, usuvally simultaneously the three
roles of politician, manager, and teacher. To keep the level of potential
conflict to a minimum, an effective su perintendent will shift among the three

roles to be played. Those less agile sup.erintendents (those with narrow
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skills in instruction, politics, and managing) continue to leave the

superintendency, just as they did in the past (Cuban, 1985:29).

he Ro sponsibilit t ool Bo

When reviewing the board/superintendent relationship, it is as
important to understand the school board's role as it is to understand the
superintendent’s role. The role of the school board member is perhaps the
most ill-defined in all levels of local government. Individual board members
have no legal power, though the school board is considered a corporation.
The state educatioxjx agéncy_ﬂsually is responsible for defining the board's
rights and responsibilities, but this is ordinarily done in the most general
terms. To further complicate the situation, the board rarely undertakes to
define them. The board's role is simply an accumulation of customs,
attitudes, and legal precedents without much specificity. Many school board
members seem to move about in a.sea of confusion about their power
(Koerner, 1968:122).

According to Edwards (1955: 146):

The courts have been called on many times to clarify the role of the
school board. The powers of the locaf board, as agreed upon by the courts

are:
1. those expressly granted by statute;
2. those fairly and necessarily implied in the powers expressly

granted;
3. those essential to the accomplishments of the objects of the

corporation(Edwards, 1955:146),
Goldhammer cites five sources of control over the local school board.
Each source gives the board authority to act in a somewhat specific situation

and limits the independent actions of the board. The five areas cited by
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Goldhammer (1974: 2) are as follows:

1. Constitutional provisions - These are usually quite broad and the
establishment of specific laws is usually considered a legistative function.

2. Legislative enactments - School boards are subject to legislative
control and are limited to the powers provided by statute.

3. Rules and regulations of the state board - State legislatures usually
consider it their function to establish broad outlines for the operation of
education and leave the specifics to a state agency or local school board.

4. Legal interpretation -~ The two agencies that interpret statutes that
affect schools are courts and the state attorney general.

5. Spcietal demands - As a result of increased pressures to extend
school programs, school boards have done so and justified their actions on

“the basis of implied powers, or the legislatures have extended the board's
power,

According tt; the Texas Education Agency's legal council, David

Thompson, in a recent article for the Houston Post(1987; 10A):

School trustees’ inflated ideas of -their authority may be fosiered, he
says, by the fact the school board is like the board of directors for a large
corporation, supervising the budget, employment and . construction for
what is "the biggest business in virtually every town in Texas” But
schools are not only a big business, but a public business, which means
the state has the authority to monitor internal operations, even to the
point of appoinling a master to oversee operations in problem plagued
districts. . . . "I'd say that governance is our biggest source of problems,”
Thompson said of the accreditation reviews made in all districts..."Frankly
some superintendents don't want to stick their necks out and they let the
board do everything. Others want to tell the school board after they've
done it what they did.",

Goldhammer(1964: 37) stated that little research has been completed
on how school board members view their particular function with respect to
the superintendent of schools. In his study, he wrote that board members
were found to believe that there was a distinction between policy making
and administration. "The board members defined administration as 'running
the school’; their definition of policy making was close to 'making the rules

| by which schools will be run" (Goldhammer, 1964: 37).
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In the same study by Goldhammer(1964:41), the most influential

member of the board had more difficulty in defining a board member

relationship with the superintendent. It was presumed that because he did
not want to share influe’zlu.:e with the superintendent, he looked upon the
position as a relationship of competition.

A board’s primary function is to make policy and the SUperitlterldents
function is to implement that policy. Because "the authority of a local board
lies in the board as a corporate body, such a corporate body must operate by

the policies it establishes" (Wiles, 1985:73).

Wiles (1983,87) tists the following among the many duties of board

members:

1. Selection of the superintendent of schools. '
2. Establishment of procedures and policies in accordance with which
educational services are administered and which programs are

developed.
3. Establishment of policies for planning improvements and

accountability, ,
4. Acquisition and development of properties; and provision of

supplies.
5. Enactment of provisions for financing schools and adoption of a

budget.
6. Adoption of personnel policies for appointment of instructional and

non-instructional staff.
7.Appraisal of the work of the schools and adoption of plans for

improvement.
According to the American Association of School Administrators and
the Nationa! School Boards Association (79:39-41), the school board has some

specific responsibilities it must guarantee if it hopes to attract and retain

top-flight superintendents. Among these responsibilities are the following:

1. To write clear and concise statements of policy indicating what is
expected of the superintendent in terms of job performance.
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2. To assist the superintendent with counsel and advice, giving of its
judgement, business experience, and familiarity with the tocal school
system and community . .. ~ ‘

3, To delegate to the superintendent responsibilities for all
executive functions, to refrain from handling directly any administrative
details, and to give the superintendent authority commensurate with his
or her responsibifities. ~

4.  To make all employees of the school system responsible to the
superintendent . . . and to require and receive all reports from them
through the superintendent.

5. To refer all applications, complaints, and other communications,
oral or written, to the superintendent, except when they come to the
board on appeal from decisions of the superintendent.

6. To provide adequate safeguards for all personnel that will allow
them to perform on a professional basis.

7. To hold, ttge superintendent strictly responsible for the
administration of the schoo! and to keep the board fully informed.

Members of the board of education represent the people of the local
community, carrying out the will of the state legislature. According to
Weber (1971:17), the Function of the school board is as follows: (1) agree on
the principles that should serve as overall guidelines to those who
administer the school program; (2) adbpt policies that are consistent with
state statutes and the principles listed previously; (3) enact rules and
regulations governing the operation of schools, personnel management, and
student behavior that are consistent with previous stated policies; (4)
employ a superintendent and other professional personnel to administer the
plan of action for operation of the school: (5) employ non-professional
personnel to assist the professional staff; (6) evaluate the work of the
superintendent; (7) dismiss teachers in th_e manner provided for by statute,
policies, rules, and regulations of the board; (8) provide adequate funds,
facilities, and equipment to operate the program of education; (9) perform
such duties as required by statuie and regulation of the slate education

agency; (10) see that the education program is reported accurately to the
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community; (11) keep accurate records of board actions; and (12) see that
people know about these actions.

Due to the nature of the legal structure that gives the board of
education complete executwe and legxslauve power over the schools at the
local level, the degree to which the superiniendent is to participate is
determined by the board. In the final analysis, the role the superintendent
is to play depends on the wishes and desires of the local school board (Dykes,

1965:152).

The Relati ip B en Boards and Superintendents

’ «

The relationship between board members and superintendents
deserves con";inued atiention in both research and in practice. It is at the
board level that the citizen's expectations blend with professional
judgements, The quality of a school system is in parl a reflection of the
working relationship between the board and the administration (Campbell,
1980:215). _

It has been shown by experience that, if the clearer the division of
responsibility based on duties to be performed, the greater the chances for
significant improvement in board/superintendent relations. A division of
labor is not just the dividing up the work. The objective is to arrive at a
sensible, workable synthesis of operation that will assure efficiency and the
propetr set of checks and balances. Such a scenario is achieved when the
superintendent initiates the action and the school board evaluates it (Dykes,
1965:112-113). _

Research has found that if a board feels their information is

inadequate, they tend to take refuge in the areas of physical facilities and
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finances, leaving control over the actual educational program in the hands of
the administration (Zeigler, 1974:154). Research also suggests that the
superintendent who is too siow in educational planning may end up with the
board ih administration. 'As the executive to the board, the superintendent
must anticipate the needé of the school system and have definite ideas on
how to remedy them before the board recognizes them. If a superintendent
m.uét go hefore the board for his every action, he/she is encouraging--in fact,
requiring--the board to become an administrative body (Dykes, 1965: 147).
“The American Association of School Administrators and National Schoof
Boards Associationd(l979: 44) feel that a system must be devised to insvre
the superintendent an‘d the school board be allowed to discharge their

proper f uﬁctions without infringing on each other's responsibilities. To avoid

a certain amount of these problems, they recognize:

1. The role and function of a school board and superintendent must
be mutually understood.

2. The concept of effective school management must be the mutual
objective of the schoo! board and the superintendent.

3. Because change is inevitable, a board and a superintendent must
constantly assess the way they work together in the face of change

In an effort to maintain a productive relationship between the board
and the superintendent, the board of education may look for the following

general areas from the superintendent, as identified by Dykes (1965:118):

1. Execution of policies - all policies, not just the ones the
superintendent agrees with.

2. Problems not covered by policy - matters not covered by policy
and are appropriate for board consideration.

3. Information - expect fufl information on all aspects of the
educational program.

4. Sharing - the superintendent must be willing to share the work, as
well as the credit and blame.
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5. Teamwork - to expect the superintendent to deal with the board as

a whole rather than portions of it.

6. Supporting - the superintendent shoutd assume the responsibility
for building community confidence in and respect for the board by
supporting board actions.

Equally as important to good school board-superintendent relationships
is how well the board measures up to what the superiniendent feels is due.

The areas, according to Dykes (1965: 118), include:

1. Policies - the superintendent has the right to expect the board to
establish and live by a complete set of sound written policies.

2. Support - the superintendent has the right to expect the support of

~ the school board as long as he or she is the superintiendent.

3. Unit Operation - the superintendent has the right to expect the
board to work as a complete team.

4. Schoo! Personnel - the superintendent has the right to expect the
school board to deal with all personnel through the superintendent.

5. Protection - the superintendent has the right to expect the school
board to provide protection against unwarranted demands and unfair

criticism,
6. Evaluation - the board should evaluate results as represented by
the progress of the entire educational enterprise.

In a nationwide study of school board members and superintendents,
the American School Board Journal(Alvey, 1985: 21) found that board members
desired more authority in all issues asked about. The survey results
indicated that, by far, the greatest disagreement was in the personnel area
that included hiring, promoting, firing, and transferring of staff members.
Superintendents wanted more authority and so did board members {Alvey,
1985:21).

Several studies have been conducted regarding current perceptions of
the superintendent’s role. Smith (1975:102-103) found that superintendents
and board chairmen in Iowa did not agree on phases of how the
superintendent's role was to be performed. There was a significant

difference between board members and superintendents in the categories;
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Establishes Administrative Team Work, Recommends Dismissal of Ineffective
Personnel, and Facilitates Cooperative Decision Making. When the resulis
were compared by district size, the number of significani differences were
reduced, ” ;

Sweet (1987: 59.60j; in a South Dakota study of sﬁperintendehts and
school board presidents, found that the wvariables of school districl
enrollment, educational leve! of both the superintendent and board
-president; and tenure in their position were s-ignificani in affecting the role
perception of the superintendent. The recommendations provided by
Sweet's study, llke most s:m:har studles specified the need for further
definition of the role for both the board president and the superintendent
role.

In Arizona, Bart (1980:87-89) found that board members and
superintendents differed significantly on Personnel Adminisiration,
Curriculum Development, Teaching Materials, Finance and Budget, and Public
Relations. The largest disagreement in role and function was found bétween
rural board members and rural superintendents. Superintendents from
rural and urban areas agreed more with each other than with board
members.

Behner( 1979:i42-150) indicated that significant differences were
found with respect to the area in which it was perceiVed that a
superintendent should function in his or her role. The primary area of
differences between board members and superintendents was in the area of
the relationship with teachers. Superintendents felt board members should
be more supportive than the board members felt they should be. The other

area of considerable difference was in who bears the prime responsibility for
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setting instructional programs. The superiniendents felt their role was

considerably more important than did board members,

Tippet (1981:42,2955-A) conducted a study that researched the role
and functions of the superintendent as percei{red-by both superintendents
and school board presidents. Tippet found that, while the size of district
had no effect on role perceptions, tenure on the board and educationa! level
did make a difference. Tippet (1981: 42.2955-A) reporied that the boards

and superintendents perceived the same skill areas but in a different order:

When board members were asked to list in order of importance
administrative content skilf areas which superintendents should possess,
they listed the following areas from most to least important: (1)
curriculum development, (2) school finance, (3) personnel management,
(4) superintendent-board relations, (5) accomplishment of goals, (6)
public relations, (7) policy formulation, and (8) school construction. . .
When superintendents were asked to list in order of importance
administrative content skiil areas which superintendents should possess,
they listed the following areas from most to least important: (1) school
finance, (2) superintendent-board relations, (3) personnel management,
(4) public refations, (S) accomplishment of goals, (6) curriculum
development, (7) policy formulation, and (8) school consiruction.

The major findings by Littleton (1983:67) of the role functions of the

superintendent as viewed by Texas school board members were.as follows:

1. There was a wide disagreement among school board members in
Texas as to the role of the superintendent.

2. School board members in this study viewed many (15 of 29) of the
tasks as"superintendent with board input.”

3. School Board members desired input into instructional programs of
the district. Few board members were willing to give
superintendents total responsibility for thie instructional program.

4. Although most hoard members viewed the operation of a building
program as "superintendent with board input,” they viewed the
selection of the architect as "board with superintendent input,” or as
a "shared superintendent and board.”
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The way that a school board member viewed the role of the
superintendent appeared to be related to school district size.
Board members in this study with an earned doctorate .tended to
delegate more responsibility to the superintendent. Board members
with other educational backgrounds were not as likely to delegate
responsibility to the superintendent.
There was no difference in the role of the superintendent as viewed
by school board members when accounting for school board
member tenure. :

In another Texas study, a follow-up to the Littleton(1983) study,
Zachary (1988) examined the role of the superintendent as seen by the

superintendent. Using the survey instrument from the Littleton study, the

results indicated superintendents assigned the dominant role to the

superintendent in twenty-six of the twenty-nine decision making tasks.
Other major findings by Zachary (1988: 79-81) were as follows:

I.

Superiniendents clearly believed that the superintendeni should
play the major role in decision-making, indicating a preference for
the superintendent making decisions with board input, closely
followed by the superintendent making decisions alone.

Few superintendents were willing to assign board members total
responsibility for decision-making in any area.

Superintendents regarded "Personnel” as their domain and expected
to assume primary responsibility for decision-making in this area.
Superintendents were willing to share responsibiiity or let the
board make decisions with superintendent input . . . Establishes the
annual tax rate, . .. Determines the amount of a bond issue, . . .
Selects the archltect for a desired building program.
Superintendents appeared to be somewhat uncertain regarding
their responsibility in the areas of student suspension, student
expulsion, and community use of school facilities.
Superintendents. . . tended to assign more responsibility to the
superintendent in decision-making than did the board members in
the Littleton study.,

Respondents in both studies indicated that they believed the
superintendent should play the major role in decision-making,
indicating a preference for the superintendent making decisions
with board input, followed by the superintendent making decisions
alone,
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In a special report, the Pennsylvania School Boards Association
Commission (1977: 27) felt that the relationship between superintendents
and school board members could best be strengthened by both parties if the

following were kept in mind:

Keeping students the center of the decision-making process.
Understanding the difference between policy and administrative

- Understanding the legal role and function of the two.parties.
Keeping each other informed
Being tolerant and open-minded.
- Participating in continuing inservice training.
Exerting positive leadership when faced with difficult decisions.
Assuming thgir proper decision-making role.

PNANAWE N

The review of the literature indicated that the role of the
superintendent continues to be poorly defined. The reoccurring theme
throughout the literature is that the superintendent is to execute policy (run
the school), and the school board's function is to fegislate (establish the rules
to run the school). In order to maintain the vitat ingredients of mutual trust
and confidence, the defining and communicating of each party's role and
function will continue to be of the utmost importance in

superintendent/schoo! board relationships.



Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES

The purpose of this chapter is to explain the procedures used in this
study. The chapter is divided into four parts: (1) selection of sample, (2)
data collection, (3} description of the survey instrument, and (4) treatment

of the data, ,

¥

Selection of the Sample

The population selected for this study was Texas school board
members from the districts where the superintendent participated in the
Zachary study. The sample for the Zachary study included 490 Texas schoo!
superintendents, of which 427 participated. For the purposes of this study,
the 427 districts were categorized into one of three size groups. Group 1
consistéd of school disiricts with 1000 or less studenis in Average Daily
Membership. | Group 2 represented schoof districts with 1,001 to 10,000
students in ADM; and Group 3 consisted of districts with more than 10,000
students in average daily membership(ADM). Twenty-three schools were
indentified from group 1 and all were selected; 182 school districts were
identified from group 2, and 40 were randomly selected; 217 were
identified from group 3, and 40 school districts were randomly selected. The

rationale for forty school districts to be chosen from group 2 and 3, with

33
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twenty-three from group 1, was to keep the approximate ratio among
district sizes as the original population selected from the Zachary study. In
addition to the 103 randomly selected districts, three school districts were
selected because 2 known turnover in the. superintendent's position had
occurred against his/her chozce The three districts were part of the original
population. The data from the three individual districts were used only for

addressing hypothesis number four.

Description of the Instrument

The questionh;\ire"used for this study was developed, validated, and
adniinistered by Duard Mark Littleton for a doctoral study completed in
1983 at East Texas State University. Permission to use the instrument was
received from the author and is included in appendix G.

The instrument was validated by a panel consisting of Dr. Charles
Matthews, Executive Director of the Texas Association of School
Administrators, Dr. Ralph Poteet; Superintendent of Schools in Mesquite,
Texas; Dr. John Horn, Superintendent of Schools in Allen, Texas; Mrs. Judy
Gilreath, board member for Sulphur Springs ISD; Mr. Jerry Gideon,
Superintendent of Schools in Frankston, Texas; and Dr. Paul McCash, Past
President of Texas Association of Schoof Boards. The questionnaire consisted
of two parts. The first part was designed to gather background information
from the respondents in the form of school district size according to average
daily membership, the number of 'years served as a schéor board member,
and the level of formal education of the board member. Fifteen schools in
the random sample, according to Texas Education Agency records, had a

change of personnel in the superintendent position. Those school board
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members identified in schools were also asked the reasons for the
superintendent turnover. The second part of the questionnaire was designed
to describe the role of the superintendent as perceived by Texas school
board members. The @;ﬁstrument éonsisted of twenty-nine items that
inquired to what degree the school board/superintendency team worked
together to perform selected tasks. The tasks were divided into four
categories: (1) budgeting and finance, (2} curriculum and student personnel,
(3) ‘personnel. (4) school facitities and community relations. Those
responding to the surVey were asked to mark each of the twenty-nine items
with one of the follgwing responses: (1) school board alone, (2) school board
with superintendent ‘input, (3) shared jointly by school board and
superintendent, (4) superintendent with board input, (5) superintendent

alone, Copies of the instrument are included in appendices.

Data Collection

After the 106 school districts were identified, the home mailing
addresses of the schoo!l board members and board presidents were obtained
through the Texas Association of School Boards. A current list of district
superintendents was obtained from the Texas Education Agency. A letter
explaining the purpose of the study, a copy of the instrument used, and
endorsement letters from the Texas Association of Schooi Administrators and
the Texas Association of School Boards were sent to the board presidents and
superintendents for their information. Four days later, questionnaires were
mailed to all board members in the selected sample. Each board member

received a questionnaire, a cover letter explaining the purpose of the study,
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letters of endorsement from TASA and TASB, and a self-addressed stamped
envelope (items may be found in the appendices).

The initial response from the board members produced 363
questionnaires,, Ten days later, a follow-up letter was mailed, which
resulted in eighty additior'x‘a‘l responses. Ten days later, a third request, sent
only to members of board where four members had earlier responded,
generated 39 more returns.. The total number of questionnaires returned
was 482, representmg 67 percent of the sample.

In order for a board to be inctuded in the data to address hypotheses
numbers 4 and 5 fwe or more board members had to return the
questionnaire. From the 103 boards surveyed, 44 boards returned five or

more questionnaires, for a 44 percent return.

[reatment of the Dat

The data collected from this résearch were recorded by frequency
count and by percentages. Responses to fitems by categories were placed in
Appendices D. Data were analyzed according to the research guestions and
hypotheses stated in Chapter One, analyzing each response using the variable
of schoo!l district size, fength of service on the board, and the educational
level of the board member. The analyzed results for the first research
question were displayed in percentage form.

Comparisons were made between the responses of supermtendents
from Zachary's study and responses of school board members from this
research. A one-way analysis of variance was used to test the three
hypotheses. All hypotheses were stated in the null at the .05 level of

significance.
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Discrepancies between the average board member responses and those
of an individual board were treated with descriptive statistics. The analyzed
results were displayed by discrepancy score.

Comparisons were made between the responses of hoard members
where the superintendéhi left involuntarily and responses of board
members where no change occurred. A t-test was used to test for
significance.

The final research question compared the responses of board members
from the Littleton study of 1983 to the board member responses of this

study. A t-test was used to test for significance.

” ¥



Chapier 4

PRESENTATION OF DATA

The study examined the role of the superintendent in twenty-nine
different decision-making task areas. All participants were asked to indicate
who should perform the listed tasks. Respondents had a choice from the
following: (1)} schoo} board alone, (2) school board with some input from the
‘superintenden-t, (3) joi;ltly by the school board and superintendent, (4)
superintendent with some input from the school board, or (5)

superintendent alone.

This chapter is organized into six sections for the purpose of analyzing
and reporting the data from this study. The first section of the chapter
reports the demographic data representing the participating school boards
and members who participated in this study. The second portion of the
chapter examines the role of the superintendent, as viewed by school board
members from the state of Texas, The third seclion describes the disparity
that exists in the role expectations for the superintendent, as seen by board
members and their superintendents in individual districts. The fourth
section presents the discrepancies in superintendent role perception
between individual boards and the average school board members
perception. The fifth section details the differences in role percepiions
between individual boards where the superintendent left involuntarily

during the past year and boards where no change in the superintendent
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occurred. The sixth section compares board member's expectations for ihe
role of the superintendent, as reported in 1983, with board member's
expectations since passage of educational reform legislation,

The demographic data indicate that the largest percentage of the
respondents had three ornléss years of experience. The category of four to
seven years of experience was the next targest category, followed by eight or
more years of service. The pool of respondents seemed to be well educated.
A total of 86 percent had at least some college, and 63.3 percent had at least

a bachelor's degree.

The Rolé of the Superintendent as Viewed by
School hoard Members in Texas

This section presents the data that are in response to the first research
question, “What is the role of the superintendent as viewed by the members
of school boards from the state of Texas?" Later in this section, the data are
used to address the first three hypotheses,

The data for the first research question are displayed in Table 2 and
listed by percentages with a sample of 482. The frequency counts by
individual task may be found in Appendix H.

The data contained in Table 2 illustrate the category choices of
"superintendent with board input” and “superintendent alone" accounted for
the largest percentage of responses in eighteen of the twenty-nine tasks. In
eleven of the twenty-nine tasks, board members indicated that they wished
to share equally in the degree of involvement in performing the tasks. The

large number of categories having such a high percentage of



Table 1

Number and Percentage of School Board Members Respondiné
as Examined by District Size, Length of Service, and
Formal Educational Level

Variable: District Size {student ADM)

Group Number ' Percent
1 (1,000 or less) 63 34.0
2 (100t - 10,000) 208 43.3
3 (10,001 +) 108 22.5
No Response 3 2

Variable: Length of Service

Length of service ‘Number Percent
Oto3yrs. 211 43.8
4107 yrs. 157 325
8§+ 114 237

Variable: Years of Formal Education

Education Level Nutnber Percent
Some High School _ 13 2.7
High School 53 11.0
Some College [10 22.8
Bachelors Degree 172 357
Master's Degree ' 83 17.2
Earned Doctorate SO ' 10.4

No Response [ 2
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superintendent involvement suggest that school board members want the
superintendent to have a large degree of involvement in the decision-
making process. The categories that contained the higher average
perceﬂtage rate were as follows: = (1) “shared,” 31.3 percent; (2)
"superintendent with board input,” 29.7 'percent; and (3} "superintendent

alone,” 26.3 percent.

Table 2

The Role of the Superintendent as Viewed
by School Board members in Texas

‘ ¥

Board  Board- Supt.
: with Supt. with No
Task Board input shared input Supt, Resp.

[

. Establishes

the annual

budget 1% 8% 53% 33% 4% 1%
. Establishes

the annual

tax rate 13% 27% 48% %% 2% 1%
3. Determines

the amount

of a bond

issue’ 6% 22% 58% 8% 1% 5%
. Maintains

fiscal

account..

ability 2% 4% 34% 39% 21% 0%
. Submits

federal

grant |

proposals : 0% 2% 1% 27% 57% 3%
. Establishes

salary con—

siderations

for district
personnel 1% - 12% 43% 31% 13% 6%

~N

.8

L™ ]

o
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Board : Supt.
with with No

Task Board input shared input Supt. Resp.

7. Establishes

fringe bene—

fits for disteict s

personnel 3% 1% 47% 29% 9% 1%
8. Administers h _

expenditures

within the

budget 0% 2% 13% 34% 50% 1%
9. Maintains

control over

‘budget and .

amendments 5% 10% 29% 32% 22% 2%
10. Establishes ,

the educational

philosophy

of the district 4% 11% 41% 32% 1% 1%
11. Approves .

program

development,

modification,

or termination 8% 10% 35% 35% 11% 1%
12. Evaluates

the performance

of programs in

the district 2% 8% 26% 40% 23% 1%
13. Decides on the

textbooks to :

adopt 3% 4% 17% 39% 36% 1%
14, Decides on

student

suspensions

of ten or more

days 7% 10% 22% 19% 2% 0%
15, Decides on

expulsions of

disruptive

students 6% 10% 22% 17% 44% 1%
16. Selects admin—

istrative

personnel other

than the

superintendent 1% 9% 29% 38% 23% 0%
17. Selects

teachers 1% 4% 16% 31% 48% 6%
18. Selects non—

professional

personnel 0% 3% 9% 21% 67% 0%

19, Selects
coaches . 2% 9% 29% 31% 28% 1%
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Board Supt.
with with No
Task Board input shared input Supt, Resp.

20. Determines

professional

development

requirements

within the

district 1% . 4% 20% 39% 35% 1%
21.Evaluates the

performance of

administrative '

personnel ‘ 2% 5% 11% 24% 58% 0%
22. Determines the :

instructional

space require—~

mentsand

adequacy of

existing space  ° % 3% 26% 40% 36% 0%
23.0verseesa

construction

program 1% 4% 31% 38% 26% 0%
24.Selects the

architect for

-adesired

building .

program 12% 18% 48% 17% 5% 0%
25. Establishes '

educational

specifications

for the architect

in a building ‘

program 2% 6% 35% 37% 9% 1%
26. Determines

community use

of school

facilities 5% 16% 0% 27% 11% 1%
27. Informs the

community of

board positions

and actions 4% 6% 34% 25% 30% 1%
28, Considers

citizen complaints 3% 5% 51% 27% 14% 0%
29, Determines the

extent of needed

school building

maintenance 2% 2% 32% 41% 23% 0%

Tatals 3% 8% 31% 30% 26% 1%
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The tasks of estabiishing the annual tax rate, determining the amount
of a bond issue, and segecting an architect, were the areas that had a largest
response toward the "board alone” or “poard with superintendent input”
selection, but in all three instances, the. "board/superintendent shared”
category received -the_lafgest percentage of responses. The tax rate had a
"board with superintendent input” response of 27 percent. The bond issue
task had a "board With_sugerintendem input” response of 22 percent and the
architect selection task had a "board with superintendent input" response of
18%. |

The tasks of estabhshmg the annual budget and considering citizen
complaints were the only two areas to receive a ma;omy of the responses
under the shared category. The respondents indicated the following tasks to
be performed on a "shared"” basis, or on "superintendent with board input”
basis: (1) maintaining control over the budget and amendments, (2)
maintaining fiscal accountability, (3) establishing the educational philosophy
of the district, (4) approving program development, modification or
termination, (5) establishing educational specifications for the architect in a
building program, and (6) determining the extent of needed school building
maintenance.

The largest percentage of responses were recorded in the categories of
"superintendent with board input” or the “superintendent alone” to perform
the following tasks: (1) submitting federal grant proposals, (2) administering
expenditures within the budget, (3} deciding on textbooks to adopt, (4)
deciding on student suspensions of ten or more days, (5) deciding on
expulsions of disruptive students, (6) selecting teachers for the district, (7)
selecting non-professional personnel, (8) determining professional

development requirementis within the district, (9)  evaluating the
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performance of administrative personnel, (10) determining the instructional
space requirements and adequacy of existing space, oversees a construction
program, (11) overseeing a construction program, and (12) determining the
extent of needed school building maintenance.

In the personnel seéiion the three tasks of selecting teachers, selecting
non-professional personnel, and determining professional development
requirements within the district had a percentage response that clearly
indicated a preference for ‘“superintendent with board input” or
“superintendent alone”, The tasks of selecting administrative personnel
other than the superintendent and selecting coaches, received a mixed
response. The re;pogses ranged from the category of "shared” to the
category of "superintendent alone” with no one category dominating the
percentage of responses.

The data in Table 3 address the hypothesis “There will be no significant
difference in the perception of the role of the superintendent as perceived
by Texas board members according to district size.” The data list the mean, F
ratio, and the pairs that were statistically significant in this study. The
variable used was school district size, based on the average daily
membership of students, with the sizes being: group 1, 1 - 1000; group 2,
1001 - 10,000; and group 3, over 10,000. Significant differences were
obtained between school districts in group 1 and group 2, with significant
differences obtained in fourteen out of twenty-nine task areas. The next
Iargest area of differences was between the small schools (group 1) and the
large schools (group 3), with ten of iwenty-nine task areas showing
significant differences. Differences between medium sized schools (group 2)
and large schools (grou_p 3) were significant in ten of twenty-nine task areas.

Using the mean scores from Table 3, a one-way analysis of variance was
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done. The value of F was 3.02 to indicate significance at the .05 level and
4.66 for significance at the .01 level. The level of significance is denoted by
the appropriate asterisk in Table 3. The data indicated a significant
difference -in thg percei\{ed role of the superintendent, as seen by school
board members of Texas éccording to school district size. A significant level

of .05 was obtained for twenty of the twenty-nine task areas. Therefore, the

data support the rejection of the null hypothesis.

Table 3

Analysis of Variance of Board Member's Views of the Role
of the Superintendent by District Size

Mean Mean Mean
Group, | Group. 2 Group. 3 Pairs of
1-1000 1000- 10,000+ groups
10,000 signif,
Task N=153 N=208 N=108 F-ratio __at 05
1. Establishes
the annual
budget 3.37 3.35 3.17 3.15* (3,2)(3.1)
2. Establishies the
annuval tax
rate 2.68 263 241 3.27* (3.2)(3,1)
3. Determines
the amount
of a bond
issue 258 2.81 2.90 7.02%* (1,23(1.3)
4. Maintains
fiscal
gccount-
ability 3.72 386 3.54 428* (3.2)
5. Submits
federal
grant

proposals 424 7 453 450 6.57%F (1,3)(1,2)
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Mean Mean Mean
Group. 1 Group.2  Group.3 Pairs of
1-1000 1000- 10,000+ groups
16,000 signif.
Task N=163 N=208 N=10% F-ratio __at 03 1

6. Establishes
salary con-
siderations
for district ‘
personnel 321 3.65 3.31 12.75**  (1,2)(3.2)

7. Establishes
- fringe bene-
~ fits for district
personnel 3.38 3.37 367 475%*  (32)(3.1D)

8. Administers
expenditures
within the »
budget 418 435 4.49 5.01*%  (1,2)1,3)

9. Maintains
control over
budget and -
amendments 3.44 3.68 3.57 2.15
10, Establishes
the educational
philosophy '
of the district 3.42 3.46 307 6.31**  (3,143.2)

e e e e e e L S .

11. Approves
program
development,
modification, _
or termination 3.30 3.39 327 56 :

12. Evaluates ¥
the performance :
of programs in j
the district 3.78 3.85 3.59 2.83 '

13. Decides on the ;
textbooks to
adopt _ 4.08 4.09 3.84 272 ‘

14, Decideson the ]
student ]
suspensions 3
of ten or more :
days. 3.83 3.68 3.93 1.45

15. Decides on
expulsions of
disruptive ,
students 3.90 3.79 381 41
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Group.1 Group.2 Group.3 Pairs of
1-1000 1000- 10,000+ groups
16,000 signif.
Task N=163 N=208 N=108 F-ratio 2t .03

16. Selects admin~
istrative
personnel other
than the ; (1,2)
superintendent 331 381 421 3482%* (1,3)(2,3)

17. Selects ' {1,2)
teachers 3.69 436 4.72 57.19%* (1,3X%2,3)

18. Selects non—
professional '
personnel 4,04 472 487 s5.67** (1.2)(1,3)

19, Selects (1,2)
coaches 3.37 3.72 442 40.03** (1,3)(2.3)

-20. Determines
professional
development
requirements :
within the e
district 3.83 411 4725 g22** (12)(1.3)

21, Evaluates the

performance of

administrative

personnel 4,06 443 457 11627 (1,2)13)
22. Determines the

instructional

space require—

ments and

adequacy of :

existing space 3.83 402 4.04 2.77
23. Overseesa

construction

prograsm 3.73 385 3.95 2.12
24, Sefects the

architect for

a desired

building

program 273 2.9 283 232
25, Establishes

educational

specifications

for the architect

in a building .

program 3.32 3.79 3.95 20.07%* (1,2)(1,3)
26. Determines '

community use

of school

facilities 3.03 3.40 3.23 6.38** (1.2)
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Group. I Group. 2 Group.3 Pairs of
1-1600 1090- 10,000+ groups
10,00 signif.
Task N=163 N=208 N=108 F-ratio _at 95
27. Informs the
community of
board positions '
and actions 3.73 3.87 3.46 S 5.19%* (3,1X3.2)
28. Considers citi~
zen complaints 3.34 3.64 3.26 8.95** (3,2)(12)
29, Determines the
extent of needed
school building
maintenance - 358 3.91 © 4,03 11.04** (1,2)(1,3)

* denotes significance at the 05 [evel
** denotes significance at the 01 level

¢ %

The data in Table 4 addressed the hypothesis, "There will be no
significant difference in the perception of the role of the superintendent as
perceived by Texas board members according to board tenure.” The data list
the mean, F ratio, and the pairs that indicated a significant difference at the
.05 level. The data are grouped on years served on the school board into
the three categories of O to 3 years, 4 to 7 years, and 8 plus years, Of the
twenty-nine task areas, six areas tested significant at the .05 level with the
greater numbetj taking place between group 1 (0-3 years) and group 3 (8
plus years). No pattern in the differences was exhibited in terms of desired
level of board involvement. Using the mean score from Table 4, a one-way
analysis of variance was completed. The level of significance is designated
by the appropriate asterisk ai the bottom of Table 4. Since the value of F
was greater than 3.02 in five of twenty-nine task areas at the .05 level, the
data indicated that there was a significant difference in the perception of the

role of the superintendent as perceived by Texas school board members
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according to length of service on the school board. Therefore, the data

support the rejection of the null hypothesis.

Table 4
Analysis of Variance of Board Member's Views of the
Role of the Superintendent by Length of Service
Mean Mean Mean Pairs of
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Eroups
_ 0-3 yrs. 4-7yrs. Over 8 yrs. Signif at
Task : N=211 N=157 N=114 F-ratio .05 level
M -
1 Establishes the
annual tax rate 3.24 3.30 3.48 4.43* £1,3)(2,3)
2. Establishes the
-~ annual tax
rate 257 259 263 32
3. Determines
~ the amount
of abond
issue 277 2.72 2.76 24
4. Maintains
fiscal
account
ability 3.71 3.76 3.77 21
5. Submits
federal
grant
proposals 438 4.43 4.47 49
6. Establishes
- salary con—
siderations
for district
personnel 3.33 3.46 3.44 A5
7. Establishes
fringe bene—
fits for district
personnel 3,29 3.26 3.37 A48
8. Administers
expenditures
within the

budget 4.33 4.43 4.18 3.10* (3.2)




Mean
Group 1
4-7 yrs.
Task N=211

0-3yrs.

Mean
Group 2

Over 8 yrs.

N=157

Pairs of
groups

Mean
Group 3
Signif. at

N=1i4F-ratio .05 level

51

9, Maintains
controf over
budget and.

amendments 351

10. Establishes
the educational
philosophy
of the district 3.35
11. Approves
program
development,
modification,
or termination 3.32
12. Evaluates
the performance
of programs in T .
the district 375
13. Decideson the
textbooks to
adopt 401
14, Decides on
student
suspensions
of 10 or
more days 3.99
15. Decides on
expulsions
of disruptive

students 392 7

16. Selects admin
istrative
-personnel other
than the
superintendent 3.70
17. Selects
teachers 4.12
18, Sefects non—
professional
personnel 4.46
19, Selects
‘coaches 3.71
20, Determines
professional
development
requirements
within the
district 4.02

3.35

331

323

377

403

3.62

392

383
4.37

4.60
384

4.05

23.71 1.33

341 37

3.49 2.11
381 18
4.06 09
3.63 482*%*

357 3.35*%

3.66 1.26
417 3.57*

451 1.38
3.74 73

405 08

(2.1)(3.1)

(3,1)(3.2)

(1,2)



Task

Mean
Group 1
0-3 yrs.
N=211

Mean
Group 2
4-7 yrs.
N=157

Mean
Group 3

Over 8 yrs.

N=114

F-ratio

52
Pairsof
groups
Signif. at
03 level

21.Evaluates the
performance of
administrative
personnel
22. Determines the
instructional
space require—
ments and
adequacy of
existing space
23. Overseesa
construction
program
24.Selects the
architect for
a desired
building
program
25. Establishes
educational
specifications
for the architect
in a building
program
26. Determines
community use
of schooal
facilities
27. Informs the
community of
board positions
and actions
28, Considers citi—
zen complaints
29, Determines the
extent of needed
school building
maintenance

4.03

3.97

3.80

2.94

3.71

3.30

3.65
3.37

386

*denotes significance at the 05 level
**denotes significance at the .01 fevel

4.38

3.9

389

2.85

3.70

3.15

3.75
3.48

3.81

4.34

3.93

381

2.6%

354

3.24

382
3.54

377

09

2.71

153

91

98
1.59

40

The data in Table 5 addresed the hypothesis, "There will be no

significant difference in the perception of the role of the superintendent as
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perceived by Texas board members according to educational level.” The data
list the mean scores, F ratio, and the pairs that indicated a significant
difference at the .05 level. The daia are grouped into the following
categories: (1) some high school,- (2) high school diploma, (3) some college,
but no degree, (4) bachelor's deéree, (5) master's degree, and (6) earned
doctorate. Of the twenty-nine task areas, eighteen areas have significant
differences at the .05 fevel,

The group with."some high school”, group 1, differed with the "high
school diploma” group in twelve differeni task areas, the "some college”
group in twelve st‘feren} task areas, the "bachelor's degree”group in
fourteen different areas, the "&aéter's degree” group in fourteen different
task areas, and the "earned doctorate” in thirteen different areas. The two
general areas of major differences were in the personnel areas and school
facility/ comﬁaunity relations area.

Group 2 (high schoo! diploma} revealed differences with the "some
college” group, "bachelor’s degree" group, and the "master's degree” group in
five different task areas. The general areas of major differences were in the
budgeting /finance areas and the.curriculum/swdent personnel area.

Group 3 (some college) differed from the "bachelor's degree" group in
four of the task areas and with "masters” and "doctorate” groups in one task
group each, Groups 4 and 5 did not differ with each other.

From the data presented in Table S, a pattern _*was_di@layed in task 18,
selection of non—profeésional personnef. The pattern displayed was that as
the educational level of the board member increased, so did the mean
response for each group The group with the lowest level of education

differed significantly from the other five groups in twelve to fourteen task

areas,
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Using the mean score from Table 5, a one-way analysis of variance was
completed. The level of significance is denoted by the appropriate asterisk
at the bottom of Table 5. Since the v.lue of F was greater than the
established significance level of 2.23 at the .05 level in fourteen of the
twenty-nine task areas, the data indicated there was a significant difference
in the perception of the role of the superintendent, as perceived by Texas
schoo! board members according to educational level. Therefore, the data

support the rejection of the null hypothesis.

Disparity That Exists in the Role Expectation
for the Superintendent, as Seen by Board
Members and Their Superintendents

This section of the study presents the data dealing with the research
question, "How much disparity exists in the role expectations for the
superintendent, as seen by board members and their superintendents in

individual districts?” For the purposes of this research question, only the

Table §

Analysis of Variance of Board Members Views on the Role
of the Superintendent by Levels of Education

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Pairs of
Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr. 4 Gr.5 Gr.5 signif,
some H.S. some Bach. Master Earned group at
Task HS. college degree degree Dect.  F-ratio. 05leve!
| 323 311 3.40 3.38 3.24 3.26 1.76
2 262 260 2.72 256 2.44 2.66 1.05
3 275 271 2.72 2.79 2.78 267 32
9, 4338 387 371 3.76 3.74 372 69
5 415 423 433 452 447 447 1.76
6 269 349 341 3.51 3.39 3.28 2.42* (1.6)15)1,3)

(1,2)(1,4)
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Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Pairs of
Gr.! Gr.Z Gr.3 Gr. 4 Gr.5 Gr.5 signif.
some HS. some Bach  Master FEarned group at
Task HS. college degree degree Doct F-ratio. 05level
7 231 351 3.27 3.31 3.38 364 1.54
8 369 387 423 4.44 4.48 4.55 %23*% {1,3)(1,4)(1,3)
(1,6)2,3)2,4)
(25)2,6)(3,4)
(33X36)
9 3.15 3.43 3.46 365 3.66 362 1.04
10 354 38] 3.29 331 3.32 3.16 304* (2,6;(2,3)(2,4)
(25
11 331 341 3.40 3.26 3.30 3.32 31
12 338 392 378 3.72 376 3.%6 88
13 358 377 3.90 4.17 413 4.02 2.70* {25)(2,4)(3.4)
14 392 375 369 3.82 3.75 358 25
15 377 377 377 3.92 375 392 39
16 292 368 365 3.84 3,76 3,74 2.52* (1,33(1,2)(1,6)
(15)1,4)
17 3.15 396 409° 433 437 4.30 6.13** (1,2)(1,3)(16)
(1,4)(15)2.1)
(2,5)(3,4)
18 369 437 4.4] 460 1.64 464 458** (1,2)(1,3)(1,4)
(15)(1,63(3,4)
19 3.00 353 353 3.88 401 382 467%% (1.6)(1,4)(15)
(2,4)(2,5)(3.4)
(35) '
20 323 419 393 4.12 4.05 398 3.09* (1,3X16)15)
(1.4)(1,2)
21 377 437 426 442 4.40 422 156
22 308 388 3.97 403 3.94 4.00 317 (1,2)(1,5)1,3)
(1,6)((1,4)
23 285 386 376 3.95 3.73% 4.00 4154** (1,5)01,3)(1.2)
(1,4)(1,6)
24 238 287 287 287 273 3.04 1.19
25 277 345 354 383 364 387 5.36%*  {(1,2)(1,3)(1,5})
(1,4)1,6)
26 2.77 328 3.30 3.17 3.532 326 95
27 369 398 381 360 374 3487 1.19
28 277 377 348 3.39 3.20 3.49 3.34* {1,9(153(1,3)
(16)(1,2)(4.2)
(5,2)
29 292 379 3.71 385 3.90 4.10 465** (1,3)(1,2)(1,4)
€1,5)(1,6)(3,6)
N-= 13 53 110 172 83 50

*denotes significance at the .05 level
**denotes significance at the 01 level
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data from school boards that had five or more members to respond were
included in this part of the study. The mean score of all twenty-nine tasks
were calculated for each individual board and subtracted from the mean
score of the superintendent from that particular district. The difference in
board means and that of the Superintendent, provided a disparity score.
Each disparity score is designated with a plus or a minus. The plus indicates
that the superintendent mean for all twenty-nine tasks was larger than the
school board mean. The minus indicates the school board mean for all
twenty-nine tasks was larger than the superintendent mean. Disparity
scores were then placefl in rank order within three school district size
categories. The data in Tablze 6 illustrate that in group one (1—1_000 ADM),
the discrepancy score for the fourteen school boards ranged from .11 to 1.OL.
A disparity of .50 or larger was considered an important role differential.A
difference of at least a .50 or larger between the mean of the school board
and their superintendent.was found in six of the fourteen school boards Of
the twenty school boards in size group 2 (1001-10,000 ADM), the range in
disparity scores was from .04 to .51 difference in means. Only two school
boards displayed a disparity score of over .530. Ingroup three (over 10,000),
the range in disparity scores was .24 to .94. Of the ten school boards, five
had a disparity score of .50 or higher.

In Table 6, a score of .50 or higher was considered an important
difference between the school board mean #nd the superintendent mean. In
the three different size groups, a total of twelve school districts had a
disparity score of .50 or higher. These disparities were all indicated with a
plus sign indicating that superintendents perceived the task more their

responsibility while the boards indicated more school board input. Of the

forty-four school districts identified, only two districts had a disparity score
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of .50 designated with a minus sign. This indicated that the boards
perceived the tasks as more the responsibility of the superintendent, and the

superintendents saw the tasks being performed with more board input.

Table 6

Disparities That Exist in the Role Expectation for
the Superintendent, as Seen by Board Members
and Their Superintendents

District size 1 (1 to 1000 ADM)

Rank Dist. 1D. . _ Board Mean Supt, Mean Disparity
{all 29 tasks) (all 29 tasks)

1 371 331 452 1.08+
2 379 321 4.00 79+
3 354 3.36 4.14 78+
4 240 3.56 4.31 T3+
5 299 3.50 4.14 64+
6 210 3.74 3.14 60-
7 309 3.86 435 49+
8 220 360 3.97 37+
9 197 3.47 3.79 32+
10 335 3.39 3.69 30+
11 343 2.96 3.24 28+
12 370 3.35 341 14-
13 | 263 3.46 3.59 A3+
14 285 365 3.76 1+

District Size 2 (1001 to 10,000 ADM)

Rank Dist. ID Board Mean Supt, Mean Disparity
(all 29 tasks) (al]l 29 Tasks)
1 118 4.30 3.79 S1-
2 019 ' 3.90 441 Sl
3 137 : 366 3.24 A2-
4 154 3.80 421 41+
J 179 3.54 3.14 A490-
6 008 3.69 4.07 36+
7 021 3.58 3.93 35+
8 169 : 3.94 4.28 344
9 097 356 324 32-
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District Size 2 (1001 to 10,000 ADM)-continued

Rank Dist. ID Board Mean Supt. Mean Disparity
(all 29 tasks) (all 29 Tasks)
10 138 3.91 3.66 23~
11 110 3.72 3.97 25+
12 150 3.76 3.35 21-
13 099 3.85 400 A5+
14 066 3.99 3.36 13-
15 024 3.59 348 11-
16 067 3.80 3.90 10+
17 100 3.73 3.66 07-
D18 165 3.96 403 07+
19 009 3.75 3.69 06-
20 146 375 3.79 04+

o

District Size 3 (over 10,000 ADM)

4

Rank Dist ID Board Mean Supt. Mean Disparity
(all 29 tasks) (all 29 tasks)
1 419 3.51 4.45 94+
2 411 3.47 424 77+
3 412 3.62 4.38 76+
4 401 333 4.14 60+
5 406 3.56 4.10 D4+
6 417 3.75 3.29 A6-
7 405 3.73 3.28 A5-
8 420 3.71 3.38 33-
9 421 3.83 359 24-
10 408 3.48 372 24+

+ =the superintendent mean is farger than the board mean
- =the board mean is larger than the superintendent mean

Data in Table 7 were collected from all responding school boards that
had five or more members to participate in the study. Each of the twenty-
nine tasks is listed with the average mean score for superintendents and for
- schoo! boards displayed by size according to ADM. A disparity score was

obtained by subtracting the two average mean scores.

e
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Group 1 (1 to 1000 ADM} receivéd a disparity score between the two
mean scores of at least .50 in eight of the twenty-nine task areas. In the
area of budget and finance, there was a wide difference in mean scores in
four of the nine tasks, with the largest difference being in the area of
maintaining control over the budget and améndments. The general area of
personnel received the widest difference in mean scores between board
members and superintendents. All six task areas in the personnel area had
a disparity score between .55 and .87, with school boards indicating more
board input and superintendents indicating more administrative control. A

lack of role concensus in the personnel area was evident.
< *

Group 2 (1001 to 10,000ADM) received a disparity score between the
two mean scores of at least .50 in only three of the twenty-nine areas. The
largest discrepancy for group 2 boards and superintendents was in the
student personnel area that addressed student suspensions and expulsions.
In the three tasks areas with at least a .50 disparity, the superintendents
indicated the decision is made more by the superintendent. The board
responses thought it to be more a “joint" or "board decision with

superintendent input.”

Group 3 (over 10,000), received a disparity score between the two
mean scores of at least .47 in six of the twenty-nine task areas. The largest
differences in mean scores were in the task areas of determining community
use of school facilities, informing the community of board positions and
actions, and considering citizen complaints, '

From the three groups, a pattern could be established only for group 1.
In smaller sized districts, the school board members differed from the

superintendents in all six tasks in the personnel area. Without exception, the
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school board wanted more input than the superintendents were inclined to

accord them.

The Discrepancies in Superintendent Role Perception Between Individual
Boards and the Average School B 's Perception State-Wid

This section of the study presents the data that are in response to the

Table 7

Disparity in the Role Expeciation for the Superintendent,
as Seen by Board Members and
Their Superintendents

Group I Group 11 Group Il
A B C A B C A B C
Supt. _ Brd. Disp. |Supt. Brd. Disp. |Supt. Brd. Disp.

—
&
Lo

350 313 37 (325 345 20 |30 307 07
{314 265 49 [300 274 26 260 248 .12

262 255 07 295 287 08 |28 282 02
414 367 47 |415 391 24 {390 350 40
471 455 A6 {463 457 06 [460 452 .12
350 277 73 (340 362 22 [360 322 .38
321 337 16 [320 337 17 [340 291 40
429 385 44 [465 439 26 |470 448 22
400 319 81 410 38 24 [380 336 44
321 348 27 1305 349 44 [300 283 .17
357 344 A3 {355 346 09 [300 315 IS
38 38 00 (374 392 .8 (380 357 23
436 424 12 [425 419 06 [410 366 44
429 351 38 [311 380 69 [360 384 .24
393 374 .19 [320 384 64 (320 378 58
393 328 65 1395 381 14 [440 393 47
443 356 87 1445 439 06 [450 461 11
464 392 72 |474 474 00 [500 482 .8
407 331 76 |432 371 39 [467 431 36
429 368 61 425 407 .18 1450 412 - 38
457 402 55 |485 442 43 [480 452 28
400 383 17 (385 402 17 |422 393 29
407 370 37 430 376 54 |422 385 .37
307 276 31 |295 290 05 [310 267 43

B IO B P TV b s bt ot ot ot s Jumih ok ot :
e O3 R 2 E5 15 00 ~d O 1 i 00 10 e 2 P N A Q3 B e [
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Group I Group ]I Group II1
A B C A B C A B C
Task Supt.  Brd.  Disp. |Supt.  Brd, Disp. |Supt. Brd,  Disp.
25 357 328 29 360  3.87 27 1422 383 .39
26 314 288 26 330 348 18 |4.00 308 92
27 393 3.63 28 3.80 3.86 06 [3.78 3.30 A4
28 364 334 .30 380 358 22 13.78 322 56
29 4.29 353 76 405 3.99 06 1422 386 36

Columns A and B are reported by mean score
Column Cis reported by calculating the difference between A and B

N=14 N=20 N=10

research question, "What are the discfre.pancies in superintendeni role
perception between individual boards and the average school board
member’s perception state-wide?” In this section, individual school boards
are those boards that had five or more members respond. A mean score was
calcultated and displayed for those individual boards by size category. The
average school board mean scores were derived from the 482 individual
respondents. All mean scores and the discrepancy between them are
displayed in Table 8.

The mean score of each board with five or more respondents was
compared to the mean score for all board members who responded. The
difference between the two means was reported as a plus or minus
discrepancy score. A plus discrepancy score indicated an individual board's
mean was larger than the average board member's mean, and a minus
discrepancy score illustrated an individual board's mean score was smaller
than the average board member mean,

The data in Table 8 indicate that in size group 1 (1-1000 ADM), twelve
of the fourteen school boards displayed a minus discrepancy score. The

largest minus disparity was .71, and the largest plus disparity was .19 based
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on a scale of 1.0 to 5.0. Eighty-six percent of the identified schools were
below the average board member mean.

Size group 2 (1001-10,000ADM) indicated a reversal of the results in
group 1. This size category had fifteen of twenty school boards displaying a
plus discrepancy score, ;:‘:r' 75 percent of the boards. The larges; minus
discrepancy was .18 on a scale of 1.0 to 5.0. A total of seventy-five percent
of the identified schools were above the average board member mean.

Sizé group 3 (over 10,000 ADM) displayed a compromise between size
groups 1 and 2, Four boards indicated a plus discrepancy score and six
boards indicated a minus discrepancy score. The plus discrepancy that
received the largeslt scz)re was .08 and thga largest minus discrepancy score
was .24, based on a scale of 1.0 to 5.0. The range in means between all

individual boards was from 2.96 to 4.03 based on the same 1.0 to 5.0 scale.

Table 8

Discrepancies in Superintendent Role Perception
Between Individual Boards and the Average School
Boards Perception State-Wide

District size 1 {1 to 1000 ADM)

Dist. 1D, Ind. Board Mean  Avg.Brd.Mean  Disparity
(all29tasks)  (all29tasks)

371 351 3.67 -16
379 321 3.67 - 46
354 3.36 367 -31
240 3.56 367 -.11
299 350 367 -17
210 374 3.67 + 07
309 3.86 3.67 +19
220 3.60 367 -07
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District size 1 (1 to 1000 ADM) -continued

Dist. 1.D. Ind Board Mean  Avg. Brd. Mean  Disparity
(all 29 tasks) (all 29 tasks) :
197 3.47 3.67 -20
335 3.39 3.67 -.28
343 2.96 367 -7
370 3.35 367 -12
263 3.46 367 -21
285 365 3.67 -02
District Size 2 (1001 to 10,600 ADM)
Dist. ID Ind. Board Mean Avg. Brd. Mean Disparity
(all 29 tasks) {all 29 Tasks)
118 4.30 367 +63
019 3.90 367 +.23
137 3.66 367 -01
154 3.80 3.67 +.13
179 3.54 3.67 -13
008 3.69 367 +.02
021 3.58 3.67 -09
169 304 3.67 + 17
097 3.56 367 -11
138 391 3.67 +.24
1190 3.72 3.67 +.05
150 3.76 3.67 +09
099 385 3.67 +.18
066 3.99 3.67 +.22
024 3.59 3.67 -.18
067 3.80 3.67 + .13
100 373 3.67 + 06
165 3.96 3.67 +.29
009 3.75 3.67 +.03
146 3.75 367 + 08

District Size 3 (over 10,000 ADM)

Dist ID Ind. Board Mean Avg. Brd, Mean Disparity
(al] 29 tasks) (afl 29 tasks)

419 351 367 -16

411 3.47 367 -.20

412 3.62 3.67 -05

401 353 367 -.14
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District Size 3 (over 10,000 ADM) -continued

Dist ID Ind. Board Mean Avg.Brd. Mean Disparily
(all 29 tasks) (all 29 tasks) )
406 3.56 367 -11
417 3.75 367 + 08
405 3.73 367 + .06
420 - 371 3.67 + 04
421 3.83 367 +.15
408 348 367 -24

+ =the indiv. brd, mean is larger than the average board member mean
- =the average board member mean is larger than the indiv. brd. mean

-
E]

Differences in Role Perception of the Superintendent

, by a Board Where the Superintendent
Left Involuntarily in the Past Year

The data presented in this section are in response to the fourth
hypothesis that stated "There will be no significant difference in role
expectations of the superiniendent as perceived by school board members
where the superintendent left involuntarily within the past year when
compared to role expectations by a school board members where no change
in the superintendent occurred.” The data displayed in Table 9 are listed by
task area, group mean, and the difference between the two means. Group 1
was made up of members from school boards where the superintendent left
the district involuntarily during the past year. This group had 32
respondents. Group 2 was made up of all school board members from
districts that experienced no superintendent turnover. There were 406
respondents for group 2. The data show that the smallest difference in

mean scores was .00, and the largest difference in mean scores was .46
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An independent t-test was used to compute the difference between the
mean scores for the two school board groups. As reported in Table 9, the
task areas of deciding on textbooks, selecting administrative personnel,
establishing educational specificatioiis for the architect, considering citizen
complaints, and deteEtﬁining the extent of needed school building
maintenance were the only tasks to produce a significant t-value at the .05
level. Five of twenty-nine task areas produced significant t-values with
mean differences greater than the 1.96 needed for significance; therefore,

the data support the rejection of the null hypothesis.

-

The Role of the Superintendent as Perceived
by Texas School Board Members
- A Comparison of 1983 to 1987-

The data presented in this section are in response to the research
question, “Have Texas board members changed in their expectation for the
role of the superintendent since the Littleton study of 1983, a time period

that marked the beginning of Texas educational reform and House Bill

Table 9

Differences in Role Perception of the Superintendent by
a Board Where the Superintendent Left Involuntarily
in the Past Year When Compared to Boards Where
No Change in the Superintendent Occurred

Mean Mean Level
Group 1 Group 2 of
Task (no supt. change) (supt change}  Diff t-value Sign.

1 3.31 3.25 06 46
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Mean Mean Level
Group 1 Group 2 0f

Task _ (posupt.change) (supt change)  Diff. t-value Sign.

2 2.39 2.66 07 37

3 2.77 2.77 00 01

4 3.76 366 A0 b1

5 442 457 15 .99

) 3.41 3.68 27 1.58

7 3.29 3.36 07 A0

3 4.33 4,38 03 31

9 355 3.61 06 .30

10 333 3359 26 144

11 3.32 352 20 97

12 3.75 4.03 28 1.56

13 3.98 4.44 A6 254 03

14 3.75 3.97 22 91

15 3.78 4,10 32 132

16 3.73 4.09 35 2.09 03

17 421 4.39 18 1.03

18 453 © o« 48] 28 1.93

19 382 381 01 08

20 403 4.25 22 1.33

21 433 453 20 1.12

22 3.96 4,00 04 27

23 3.83 4.03 .20 1.20

24 2.84 3.00 27 1.35

25 3.67 4,03 36 2.17 05

26 320 3.48 28 152

27 373 3.74 01 06

28 3.39 372 33 2.09 03

29 3.81 413 32 2.02 05

Seventy-Two?" Data were gathered by D. Mark Littleton (1983) regarding
the views of Texas school board members on the role of the superintendent.

The data from his dissertation, "A Descriptive Study of the Role of the

Superintendent as Viewed by School Board Members in Texas” were used
with the permission of the author, The data displayed in Table 10 are
reported by percentage with the top number being the board response from
the Littleton study and the bottom number being the board response for this

study.
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The data in Table 10 illustrate that over a period of four years,
perceptions of Texas school board members have shifted towards
emphasizing a higher degree of involvement of the superintendent. This
shift can be noted in twelve of the twenty-nine decision-making task areas,
with ten of the twelve tasks béing in the budget/finance area and the school
facilities/community relations area. Four task areas had approximately a 10
percent increase in the "superintendent  with board input’ or
"superintendent alone" response. The increase of approximately 10 percent
was at the expense of the "board with superintendent input” response, which
decreased by approximately 10 percent in the same four task areas. Over
the four-year time pe‘riodt only one task shifted from superintendent
dominance back toward more board input. That task was the first one,

establishing the annual budget

Table 10

Percentage Comparisons of Board Member Responses
from 1983 and 1987
(Top figure = 1983, Bottom figure = 1987)

Board Supt.
with with No
Task Board input shared input Supt. Resp.
1. Establishes
the annual 00.80 1155 27.89 5259 06.77 00.40
budget 00.80 08.30 53.30 33.20 04.10 00.20
2. Establishes
the annuval 11.16 34.66 29.88 19.92 0359 00.80
tax rate 13.10 27.20 48.30 09.10 01.90 00.40
3. Determines
the amount
of a bond 08.37 34.47 39.84 08.37 04.78 05.18

issue 05.60 22.00 57.70 08.10 00.80 05.80
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Board Supt.

with with No
Task Board input shared input Supt. Resp.

4. Maintains

fiscal

account- 01.20 10.76 24.30 3466 2789 01.20

ability 0150 03.90 33,80 39.20 20.50 01.00
5. Subsits -

federal

grant 00.40 04.78 02.79 35.86 51.79 04.38

proposals 00.20 92.10 11.40 2660 57.10 02.70
6. Establishes :

salary con—

siderations :

for district 03.19 27.09 29.08 31.08 08.76 008

personnel 61.00 12.20 42,70 30.70 12.70 00.6
7. Establishes

fringe bene—

fits for district 05.18 29.08 3705 22.31 0358 00.8 i

personnel 0310 « 1120 46,70 29.30 09.10 00.6 g
8. Administers ;

expenditures

within the 01.99 05.18 08.76 3466 490 00.4

budget 00.20 02.10 12.70 34.40 5G.0 00.6
9, Maintains

control over

budget and 05.58 18.73 15.14 35.46 2351 0159

amendments 04.30 10.40 29.30 32.20 22.00 0150
10. Establishes

the educational

philosophy 0558 1673 31.08 35.46 10.76 00.40

of the district 04.10 11.00 41.30 31.50 11.40 00.60
11. Approves

program

development, )

modification, 04.38 19.12 2789 3745 11.16 00.00

or termination 07.70 10.00 35.10 35.10 11.40 00.80
12. Evaluates

the performance

of programs in 00.80 10.36 22.31 38.65 26.69 01.20

the district 013590 07.70 26.30 40.20 23.40 00.80
13. Decideson the

textbooks to 0199 11.16 16.33 41.83 26.69 02.39

adopt 02.50 03.90 17.40 39.40 35.70 01.00
14. Decides on

student

suspensions

of ten or more 15.14 29.88 17.13 13.94 23.11 00.80

days 07.30 09.30 2160 19.10 41.50 00 .80
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Board Supt.
with with No
Task Poard inpyt _ shared input __ Supt. Reso.

15. Decides on

expulsions of

disruptive 15.54 26.29 15.54 13.15 27.89 0159

students 06.20 10.00 2160 17.40 4400 00.80
16, Selects admin— :

istrative

personnef other

than the 03.59 22.71 15.94 40.64 16.33 00.80

superintendent  01.20 08.70 28.80 38.00 23.00 00.20
17. Selects 0159 13.94 11,95 34.26 38.25 00.00

teachers 00.60 04 .40 16.20 30,70 47.50 00,640
18. Selects non—

professional 01.20 08.76 06.77 2191 61.35 00.00

personnel £0.40 02.90 08.50 20.50 67.20 06.40
19. Selecis 02.39+ 25.10 16.33 32.27 22.31 0159

coaches 01.50 09.30 29.30 31.10 28.40 00.40
20, Determines

professional

development

requirements

within the 0159 10.36 18.73 36.25 32.67 00 .40

district 01.20 03.90 19.70 29,20 35.10 00.80
21 Evaluates the

performance of ,

administrative 06.77 08.76 10.36 27.49 4542 01.20

personnel 0150 05.00 10.60 24.30 58.30 00.40
22. Determines the

instructional

space reguire—

ments and

adequacy of 00.00 09.16 18.73 41,43 30.68 00.00

existing space 00.60 03.10 25.90 39.80 29.90 00.60
23.0verseesa

conslruction 00.40 13.15 19.12 40,24 24.70 02.39

program 01.20 03.70 30.70 37.60 25.50 01.20
24, Selects the

architect for

a desired

building 13.15 35.86 28.69 17.93 02.79 0159

program 1160 18.00 47 90 16.60 04.80 01.00
25. Establishes

educational

specifications

for the architect

in a building 02.79 15.14 27.09 3586 17.13 01.99

program 0156 06.40 34.60 36.90 18.90 01.70
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Board Supt.
with with No
Task Board input shared input Supt. Resp.
26, Determines
community use
of school 0757 27.89 28.29 25.90 09.96 00.40
facilities 0460 16.00 40.20 27.00 10.80 0150
27. Informs the
community of
board positions 03.98 08.76 31.47 25.10 29.08 01.59
and actions 03.70 05.80 33.80 25.30 29.90 G150
28. Considers 03.19 13,94 47 01 19.52 13,94 02.39
citizen complaints 02.50 04.80 51.20 27.20 13.70 00.60
29, Determines the
extent of needed
schoo! building 00.40 ~ 07.97 24.30 43.43 23.11 00.80
maintenance 0150 02.10 32.00 40 .90 23.00 00.60

The fifth hypothesis stated, "There will be no significant difference in
the perception of the role of the superintendent as perceived by Texas school
board members from the Littleton (1983) study when compared to Texas
board members surveyed in this study.” An independent t-test was used to
computie the difference between the mean scores for the two different
studies. The data listed in Table 11 list the specific tasks, the mean score for
becard member response from the Littleton study and this study, t-values,
and level of significance. Only those task areas that indicated a significant t-
value are displayed.

The data in Table 11 indicated a significant t-value for sevenieen of
the twenty-nine tasks, at a .05 level of significance. Of the seventeen task
areas that were significant at the .05 level, further examination indicated

that thirteen were significant at the .001 level. With seventeen task areas
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showing a significant i-value, the data support the rejection of the null

hypothesis.

Table 11

Comparison of Role Perception of the Superintendent
Between the Littleton Study and This Study
Using T-tests
1983-1987

Mean® Mean '
Task 1987 1983 t-value tevel of signif.
1. Establishes
the annual .,
budget 3.32 353 3.81 001
2. Establishes
the annval
tax rate 259 293 472 001
3. Determines
‘the amount
of a bond
issue 275 2.66 150
4, Maintains
fiscal
account—
. ability 3.74 3.78 57
5. Submits |
federal |
grant 5
]
\

proposals 442 4.40 33
6. Establishes
salary con—
siderations
for district
personnel 3.42 3.15 3.86 001
7. Establishes _ |
fringe bene— ,
fits for district 2
personnel 3.30 294 5.14 001
8. Administers
expenditures
within the
budget 433 4.24 150
9. Maintains
control over
budget and
amendments 3.57 353 30
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Mean® Mean

Task 1987 1983 t-value lovel of signif.

10. Establishes
the educational
philosophy '
of the district 3.35 3.27 - 103

11. Approves
program
development,
modification,
or termination 3.33 3.32 A1

12. Evaluates

the performance

of programs in

the district 377 3.81 05
13. Decideson the

textbooks to .

adopt 403 3.81 2.85 001
14. Decides on

student

~ suspensions

of ten or more

days 3.79 3.00 7.90 001
15. Decides on

expulsions of

disruptive

students 3.84 3.12 7.20 001
16. Selects admin—

istrative

personnel other

than the

superintendent 373 3.44 382 001
17. Selects

teachers 421 3.93 384 001
18, Selects non—

professional

personnel 4.52 4.33 2.97 001
19, Selects :

coaches’ 3.76 3.48 350 001
20. Determines

professional

development

requirements

within the

district 4.03 3.88 205 05
21, Evaluates the

performance of

administrative

personnel 4.34 397 4381 05
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Mean® Mean
Task 1987 1983 t-valug lovel of signif.

22. Determines the

instructional

space require—

ments and

adequacy of

existing space 39 - 3.94 29
23.0verseesa

construction

program 383 3.78 69
24. Selects the

architect for

a desired

building

program 2.85 261 3.00 001
25, Establishes

educational

specifications

for the architect < .

in abuilding

program 3.67 3.50 2.43 05
26. Determines

community use

of school

facilities 3.24 3.03 263 001
27. Informs the

community of

board positions

and actions 3.73 3.68 58
28, Considers

citizen complaints 3.45 3.28 2.43 05
29, Determines the

extent of needed

school building

maintenance 3.83 3.82 14

05 fevel =1.96 001 level =2.58

This chapter presented an analysis of the data used in this study. The
frequency data, mean discrepancy scores, and percentage comparisons were

used to analyze each of the research questions followed by the statistical

analysis of each hypothesis. A summary, findings, conclusions, and

recommendations may be found in chapter 3.




Chapter 5

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,
AND RECOMENDATIONS

This chapter is divided into four sections. The first section is the
summary.of the study, and the second is a summary of the findings and
conclusions. The third section of the chapter inclﬁdes the recommendations
based upon the conclusions, gnd the fourth contains the recommendations

for further study.

U ry of the Study

This study examined the role of lthe school superintendent as
perceived by Texas school board members and addressed five major
research questions and five hypotheses. The results of this study were
compared to the results of the Littleton study of 1983 and the Zachary study
of 1987. |

A review of the related literature suggested that the position of the
superintendent is often ill-defined and is seldom addressed by school boards
or superintendents. The superintendency lacks definition by law in most
states, but the literature indicates that the general position description is
that school boards legislate and superintendents implement. Because the
role of the superintendent is usually notl clearly defined, the potential for
poor superintendent/échool board relations exists. As a consequence, the
educational process may suffer throughout the school district.

74
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The findings of this study will contribute to a larger body of research
on role perception of the superintendent. The conclusions should provide
information for the development and formation of instruments used in
interviewing candidates, A_administrative evaluations, and for mitigation of
discrepancies in role perceptions. The findings, conclusions, and
recommendations could provide information that will enable
superintendents and board members to communicate on role expectations
and will aid in the development of policies related to role definition.

The population selected for this study was Texas school board
members from the(districts where the superintendent participated in the
Zachary study. The si;:e of the random sample from the Zachary study
amounted to 103 school boards which were comprised of 72! individual
members. Of the 721 questionnaires that were mailed, 482 usable
instruments were returned, for a response rate of 67 percent. Of the 103

boards surveyed, 44 boards returned five or more questionnaires.

Summary of Major Findings

The major findings regarding the role of the superintendent, as
perceived by school board members in Texas are as follows:

I, School board members in Texas are well educated on the average,
with over 63 percent possessing at least a bachelor's degree.

2. School board members in Texas have an average length of service
on school boards of less than four years.

3. School board members perceived that the superintendent should
play a major role in the decision-making process. Nearly 60 percent of the

school board responses were in the "superintendent with board input “
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category or in the "superintendent alone" category, which amounted to
sixteen of the twenty-nine tasks.

4. Establishing the annual tax rate and determining the amount of a
bond issue were tasks a majority of board members indicated to be a shared
responsibility. A large minority indicated there should be more board
control over the performance of these tasks.

5. School boards clearly perceived that the superintendent should
play the dominant role in selecting teachers and non-professional personnel.
School board members were not certain as to their responsibilities in
selecting coaches. Tl}is uncertainty was illustrated by the wide range of
responses received from‘school board members for the task of selecting
coaches.

6. There was a significant difference in the perceived role of the
superintendent as seen by Texas school board members, according to school
district size. A pattern existed where the smaller sized districts perceived
personnel issues more of a board responsibility than a superintendent
responsibility.

7. There was a significant difference in the role of the superintendent
as perceived by Texas school board members according to board tenure.

8. There was a significant difference in the role of the superintendent
as perceived by Texas school board members according to educational level.
The group classified as "some high school” displayed the greatest number of
significant differences when compared to all other levels of completed
education. The major differences were in the areas of personnel and school
facility/community relations.

9. There was a difference in the disparity that existed in the role
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expectation for the superintendent as seen by board members and their
superintendents, according to school district size. In Six of fourteen small
school districts, board members reported at least a .50 mean difference
between the superintendent and his/her school board. Tasks indicating the
largest number of .50 dispariisr scores were in the personnel area, with all
six tasks showing large discrepancies. The board members in large districts
reported a disparity score of .50 or higher in five of ten boards, with the
largest discrepancies appearing in the schoof facility/community relations
area,

10. Individual school boards in the small school category differed from
the average school boa}d n?lember response by assigning less responsibility
to the role of the superintendent in decision making tasks. Individual school
boards in the medium sized schools differed from the average school board
member response by assigning more responsibility to the role of the
superintendent in decision making tasks.

11. There was a significant differénce in role expectations of the
superintendent as perceived by schoof boards where the superintendent left
involuntarily in the past year when compared to role ex pectations of a school
board where no change in the superintendent occurred,

12. During the time frame from 1983 through 1987, school board
members have shifted from a more board-dominated position, to a postition
of involving the suprintendent to a higher degree in the decision-making
process. The task of establishing the annual budget was the only task that
indicated a shift toward more school-board dominance. There was a
significant difference in the perception of the role of the superintendent as

perceived by Texas school board members from the Littlelon study when -

compared to Texas board members surveyed in this study.
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Conclusions

Based on the findings of this study, the following conclusions appeér to
be justified: : .

1. School boards seem .io view the superintendent/schoo! board
relationship as one of working together as a team. School board members
perceive the decis.ion—m_aking process as a "shared” or joint responsibility
with the superintendent. The results iliustrate for school superintendents
while school boards are prone to agree as to the role of the superintendent,
Superintendents-do not tend to agree with this "shared” or “joint” perception.

2. School board members in smaller districts tend to assign a greater
responsibility to the school board than larger districts. In most instances,
the larger the size classification, the greater the assignment of responsibitity
| 1o the superintendent. There were some important exceptions noted in the
area of curriculum and studen-t. personnel, as the larger schools assigned less
responsibility to the superintendent than did school hoards of medium-sized
districts.

3. School board members were willing to assign more responsibility
to the superintendent in the personnel area than was indicated by the
literature. The major exception to this was in the smaller school
classification of 1000 students or less.

4. There is & wide range in expectations for the superintendent from
individual board to the next board. Interested parties would not be able to
predict expectations of an individual board by studying the state board
member average profile.

5. In districts where the superintendent left involuntarily during the

past year, schoo!l board members assigned a farger degree of decision-
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making responsibility to the superintendent.than those in districts that had
no superintendent change. Expecting a high degree of involvement from the
superintendent could partially explain the reason for superintendent
turnover in those districts. "

6. Major educatioﬁal reform législation seems 10 have promoted a
shift from a more dominant board position to a position that includes the
superintendent to a higher degree in the decision-making process. This shift
was possibly due to the complexity of major educational reform legislation,

increased accountability, and the strengthened role of the state education

agency,

Recommendations

The following recommendations are presented on the basis of the
findings in this study:

L. School boards and superintendents should define their respective
roles in written policy siatements with expectations, goals, and evaluation
standards included. To promote a positive working relationship, the school
board and the superintendent should review their respective roles annually,

2. School boards and superintendents should work to enact legislation
that recognizes the superintendent’s position as a legal entity and delineates
their duties in the educational systiem.

3. School boards and superintendents shoul_d work to provide quality
in-service programs for alf board members and superintendents. These
programs should be for orientation purposes and provided on a continual

basis.
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4. Other states should mandate in-service education for all school

board members on a continuing basis.

Recom mendations for Further Study

Suggestions for further research based on the data collected and
analyzed in this study include:

I. A follow-up study should be made in five years to determine if
similar results and patterns would be found.

2." A similar study should be made with a much expanded
questionnaire,

3. A comprehensive study should be made of a limited number of
school boards where superintendent turnover historically runs high.

4. A similar study should be done that would incorporate individual
board satisfaction with the current superintendent and the degree of job

satisfaction experienced by the current superintendent.
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Cast Cexas School Sfuc’y Council

BLTrEn 5CHOOLE THROUVOH

EAST TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY HESLARCH
. COOPERATION
e'n.nuvu. Coaxar }j{ltg INFORUATION

October 30, 1987

Dear Schiool Board Member:

You have been selected to participate in an Important research study--
"A Comparative Study of the Superintendent's Rele in Working With Board
Members in Texas Schools," The study 1is sponsored by the East Texas
School Study Council and has been endorsed by the Texas Asscciation of
Schoel Boards and by the Texas Assoclation of School Administrators.
Your board president and district superintendent have been notified that
all board members in your district have been selected to participate in

this project. .

This rescarch project, which invelves 125 Texas school districts randomly
selected within three school size categories, will attempt to identify

the role of the superintendent as viewed by school board members, and

to determine if those views have changed from a study completed prior to
House Bill 72. Each board member is asked to complete and return the
enclosed survey form. The survey will require only 20 minutes to complete.
Your participation is vital as the views of the entire board are important.
For data to represent the views of the board at least five members must
respond. -

The superintendent and school board members are important individuals in
the decision-making process of public schools. Many times the roles are
not clearly defined and the superintendent/board relationship suffers,
vhich may negatively impact the educational process. This study should
help clarify the role of the superintendent in working with boards in
decision-making. :

Please complete the survey Instrument and return it in the self-addressed,
stamped envelope. Your immediate completion and prompt return is valuable
to this study.

The data collected in this project will be confidential and reported in a
professional manner. For each district where five or more board members
respond, a profile will be constructed and returned for the board's
information.

Sincerely,
ﬁE%;é%tégégt:r— QJE;WLmjggLAfPV\Lf’
Keith Lutz Lynn Turner

Research Assistant Directer
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East Cexas School Slm)y Counctl Sp—

EAST TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY MEsTARCH
COOrLRATION
enou-u-ru, C‘ul 7‘5458 FHFORMATION

Hovember 27, 1987

pear School Board Member:

About two weeks ago you were sent a letter soliciting your participation
in the research stud --"A Gomparative study of the Superintendent's Roele
in Working With Board Members In Texas Schools." To this date, youl
completed questlonaire has not been received, As one of the several
board members randomly gelected for this gtudy, it 1s extremely important
to recelve your viewg to tnsure the validity of the study. The executive
directors nf both Texas astociarion of School Boards and Texas Association
of School Administrators have endorsed the study.

The research project will identify the role of the superintendent as

viewed by school board members and determine if those views have changed

from a study completed prior te H.B. 72. iIn ovder for the results te be
truly representative of the opintons of Texas school Board members and

your board i particular, t is important that you return your questionnaire.

The data collected in this project will be confidential and reported in a
professional manner. For each district with five or more board members
respending, a specific profile for that district will be constructed and
returned for the board's information. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Keith W. Lutz
Research Assistant
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8&11' f:cxm Sc’wo! Sfuc;y Gouﬂd[ BETYEA BCHOOLE THROUGH

EAST' TEXAG STATE UNIVERSITY RESTAACH
- COOFERATION

enn-uu, c«m 7_54!8 ) EHFORMATION

12-9-87

Dear Board Member:

About ten days ago you were sent a second request to participate in
the research study --"A Comparative Study of the Superintendent's Rele
in Working With Bosrd Members In Texas Schools." To this date, your
completed questionaire has not been received.

We have received four (4) responses from your particular schonl
‘board. Five responses are needed in order for your district to be
included in the study. Five or more responses are all that is needed
for your board to receive an individual board profile, I hope you will
take just a few winutes fo complete one of the survey forms sent to you
earlier and return it as scon as possible. Remember- just one more
response is needed from your beard to be included in this study.

Thanks for your assistance.
Sincerely,

Hh ) o>

Keith W. lLutz
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SCHOOL BOARD - SUPERINTENDENT RELATIONSHIP
QUESTIONNAIRE
Background Information

1. How many years have you served as a board member? e

2. How many students are enrolled in your school district? {please check one}
1. 10000r less
.2, 1,001 to 10,000
—— 3 10,001 or more

3. How many years of formal education have you completed? (please check one)
.. 1. Some High School
. High School Diploma
Some college, bul no degree
. Bachelor's degree
. Master's degree
Earned dottorate

oW

IR

Instructions

In school districts throughout the State of Texas, many functions or tasks are
typically performed by the school board - superintendency team. Although the
board has final authority, both parties usually have some degree of involvement in
the process of performing the task. In some districts a task may only be done by the
board or superintendent. To what degree does the school board - superintendency
team in your district work together in performing the following tasks?

For each item select only one response. The choices are as follows:

1. This is a function or task that is performed by the school board alone.

2 This is a function or task that is performed by the school board with some input
from the superintendent.

3. This is a function or task that is performed jointly by the school board and
superintendent,

4. This is a function or task that is performe 1 by the superintendent with some
input from the school board.

5. This is a function or task that is performed by the superintendent alone.




BUDGETING AND FINANCE

R

Establishes the annual budget.
Establishes the annual tax rate.

-Determines the amount of a bond issue.
- Maintains fiscal accountability.

Submits federal grant proposals.
Establishes salary considerations for

district persc?nnel.
Eslablishes the educational philosophy

of the district.

.- Administers expenditures within the

budget.

. Maintains conlro] over the budget and

amendments.

CURR]CULUM AND STUDENT PERSONNEL

10.

11,

12.

13.
14.

15.

Establishes the educational philosophy
of the district '

Approves program development,
modification, or termination.
Evaluates the performance of programs
in the district.

Decides on the textbooks to adopt.
Decides on student suspensions of 10
or more days. _

Decides on expulsions of disruptive
students.

PERSONNEL

16.

17.
18.

19.
20.

21,

Selects acdininistrative personnel other
than the superintendent.

Selects teachers for the district.

Selects non-professional personnel.

Selects coaches.

Determines professional development
requirements within the districl.
Evaluates the performance of
administrative personnel.

= School Board Alone

O 0 0 ©Cc coooo

S C 0o o oo

0 0 Boor

™ School Board/Some Supt.

COoO

—_
) Ui

O 0 0 O

0O D O

o 4

O 0 O0go

G Board and Supt. Jointly

Oooonoo

0o 3

O O . O 3

0O O Oocgo

& Supt/Some Board input

O 0O 3 0 00ooo

O 0O oo o &

0O 0O CO0COo

o1 Superintenden: Alone

O 0 0 0 oGooCcg

2 0O Doooo
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SCHOOL FACILITIES AND
COMMUNITY RELATIONS

22,

23,

24,

25.

26.

27,

28,
29,

Determines the instructional space
requirements and adequacy of existing
space.

Oversees a construction program
Selects the architect for a desired
building program.

Hstablishes educational specifications
for the architect in a building program.
Determines community use of

school facilities,

Informs the. community of board
positions and actions,

Considers citizen complaints.
Determines the extént of*needed school
building maintenance.

0 00 0O o o0

0 800 0 0o 0o og

U DO 0O O O OO

U 0 © O go

]

0O 00 0O O o go
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SCHOOL BOARD - SUPERINTENDENT RELATIONSHIP
QUESTIONNAIRE

Background Information '
1. How many years have you served as a board member?

2. How many students are enrolled in your school district? (please check one)
1L 10000r less '
— 21,001 to 10,000
.. 3 10,001 or more

3. How many years of forma! education have you completed? (please check one)
1. Some High School
. High School Diploma
Some college, but no degree
- Bachelor's degree
. Master's degree
Earned doctorate

L

W oA woN

4. According to Texas Education Agency information, there has been a change in

superintendents in your school district from the 1986-87 school year to this current

year. Which of the following best describes the reason for the superintendent

turnover?

1. The former superintendent retired from the position.

2. The former superintendent left by his/her choice to accept a different
position.

3. The former superintendent resigned his/her position under pressure
from the school board.

4. The former superintendent's contract was not renewed by the school
board.

Instructions

In school districts throughout the State of Texas, many functions or tasks are
typically performed by the schoel board - Superintendellcy team. Although the
board has final authority, both parties usually have some degree of involvement in
the process of performing the task. In some districis a task may only be done by the
board or superintendent. To what degree does the school board - superintendency
team in your district work together in performing the following tasks?



For each item select only one response. The choices are as follows:
1. This is 2 function or task that is performed by the school board alone.
2. This is a function or task that is performed by the school board with some input
from the superintendent, -
3. This is a function or task that is performed jointly by the school board and
superintendent.
4. This is a function or task thal is performed by the superintendent with some
input from the school board.
5. This is a function or task that is performed by the superintendent alone.

wt
. & &
. 1318
'
03 & 'g E &
g 2 oy % i
g & & & 3
BUDGETING AND FINANCE 1 2 3 4 5
1. Establishes the annual budge O O o o o
2. Establishes the annual tax rate. O 0O 0O O g
3. Determines the amount of a bond issue. o © O O o
4. Maintalns fiscal accountability. o o oo o o
5. Submits federal grant proposals, o O O o 0O
6. Establishes salary considerations for
district personnel. o o o o .
7. Establishes the educational philesophy
of the district. [ S S I R I N
8. Administers expenditures within the
budget. I 0 o N N N
9. Maintains control over the budget and
amendments. o o o o I

CURRICULUM AND STUDENT PERSONNEL

10. Establishes the educational philosophy
of the district o o 0O O 0
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11. Approves program development,
modification, or termination.

12. Evaluates the performance of programs
in the district.

13. Decides on the textbooks to adopt.

14. Decides on student suspensions of 10
or more days. -

15. Dedides on expulsions of disruptive
students.

PERSONNEL

16. Selects administrative, personnel other
than the superintendent.

17. Selects teachers for the district.

18. Selects non-professional personnel.

19, Selects coaches.

20. Determines professional development
requirements within the district.

21. Ewvaluates the performance of
adiministrative personnel.

SCHOOL FACILITIES AND
COMMUNITY RELATIONS

22. Determines the instructional space
requirements and adequacy of existing
space.

23. Oversees a construction program

24. Selects the archilect for a desired
building program.

25. Establishes educational specifications
for the architect in a building program.

26. Determines community use of
school facilities.

27. Informs the community of board
positions and actions.

28. Considers citizen complaints,

29. Determines the extent of needed school

building maintenance.

O O oC o

o . 8aggio

g 0800 O o o oOoc

O 0O o0 o
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TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL. BOARDS = ‘

FOST OFFICE BOX 400 + AUSTIN, TEXAS 78767 . B12/476-D11¢

October 22, 1987

pear Superintendent/School Board Member:

- .
After reviewing the’proposed research project "a Comparative Study of
the Superintendent's Role in Working With Board Members in Texas
Schools"™, the Texas Assoclation of School Boards is pleased to

endorse the project.
I encourage you to assist East Texas State University in the

collection of data for this study, which could provide an important
vehicle for better communication between boards and superintendents.

Sincerely,

O%Z;Iden

Executive Director
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Texas Association of School Administrators
1101 Trinity Street  Austin, Texas'78701-1994 {512) 477-6361

November 11, 1987

To The Person Addressed:

I would.like tp ask for your participation in a research project that

should prove beneficial to all superintendents and board members in
Texas.

Dr. Lynn Turner, director of the East Texas Schoo! Study Council, and
Keith Lutz, research assistant, are conducting a study of the
superintendent’s role in working with board members. The purpose of
the study is to examine the role of the superintendent in the decision
making process of public schools. The results of the study will assist in
providing guidance to school boards in superintendent selection
criteria, evaluation criteria and inservice needs, as well as providing a
vehicle for better communications between superintendents and board
members.

We hope that you will participate in this research effort by completing
the enclosed survey. Thank you in advance for your assistance with
this project. '

Sincerely,
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WINNSBORO INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

207 [ Piee 1.
WINNSBORO, TEXAS 75454

NOLANSUITER
SUPERINTERDENT Phone 342-6091

October 19, 1987

Mr. Keith Lutz

Dept. of Ed. Administration
East Texus State Uhiversity
Commerce, TX 75428

Pear Mr. Lutz:

Your study concerning superintendents that have been dismissed
sounds quite interesting. T am very interested in reading of the
results upon completion,

Please fcel free 1o utilize the questionnaire developed for my 1983
study. I sincerely hope thal it assists you in obtaining the data that
you need. :

Good luck and best wishes,

Wk, B

FJurk Littleton
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The Role of the Superintendent as Viewed
by School Board members in Texas
Frequency Table
N=482

Board Supt.
with - with No
Task Board input  shared input  Supt. Resp,
1. Establishes
the annual
budget 4 40 257 160 20 i
2. Establishes :
the annual
tax rate 63 131 233 44 9 2
3. Determines
the amount
of a bond
issue 27 106 278 39 4 28
4. Maintains :
fiscal
. account-
ability 7 19 163 189 9% 5
5. Submits
federal
grant
proposals 1 10 55 128 275 13
6. Establishes
salary con—
siderations
for district
personnel 3 59 206 14% 61 3
7. Establishes
fringe bene-
fits for district
personnel 15 54 225 141 44
8. Administers
expenditures
within the
hudget 1 10 61 166 241 3
9. Maintains
control over
budget and
amendments 23 50 141 135 106 7
10, Establishes
the educational
philosophy
of the district 20 53 199 152 35 3

29




11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17,
18.

19,
20,

21.

22.

Task

Approves
program
development,
modification,
or termination
Evaluates

the performance
of programs in
the district
Decides on the
textbooksto
adopt
Decides on
student
suspensions
of ten or more
days

Decides on
expulsions of
disruptive
students
Selects admin—~
istrative
personnef other
than the
superintendent
Selects
teachers
Selects non—
professional
personnel
Selects

coaches
Determines
professional
development
reguirements
within the
district
Evaluatesthe
performance of
administrative
personne
Determines the
instructional
space require—
ments and
adequacy of
existing space

Board

37

12

35

30

o

Board
with
input

43
37
19
47

48

42
21

14
9

19

24

15

shared

169
127

84

104

104

139

78

41
141

D

51

125

Supt.
with

input

169

194

190

%2

84

183
148

9

150

189

117

192

Supt.

20

113

172

200

212

111
229

324
137

169

281

144

107

No
Resp.
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Board Supt.
with with No
Task Board input shared input  Supt.  Resp.

23.0verseesa

construction

program 6 18 148 181 123 6
24, Selects the ' :

architect for

a desired

building

program 56 87 231 80 23 5
25. Establishes

educational

specifications

for the architect

in a building

program 7 31 167 173 91 8
26, Determines '

community use

of school v .

facilities 22 77 194 130 52 7
27. Informs the

community of

board positions

and actions 18 28 163 122 144 7
28. Considers '
citizen complaints 12 23 247 131 66 3

29. Determines the
extent of needed
school building '
maintenance 7 10 154 197 111 3
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The Role of the Superintendent
as Viewed by School Board
Members in Texas.

(Littleton Study - 1983)
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Task

I. Establishes
the annual
budget

2. Establishes
the annual
tax rate

3. Determines
the amount
of a bond
issue

4. Maintains
fiscal
account—
ability

5. Submits
federal
grant
proposal

6. Establishes
salary con—
siderations
for district
personnel

7. Establishes
fringe bene—
fits for district
personnel

8. Administers
expenditures
within the
budget

9. Maintains
control over
budget and
amendments

10. Establishes
the educational
philosophy
of the district

Bo-érd

28

41

14

Board
with
input

29

87

84

27

12

68

13

47

12

shared

70

75

100

61

73

93

22

38

78

Supt,
with
input

132

30

21

87

90

78

56

89

89

Supt.

17

12

70

130

22

14

123

39

27

No
Resp.

13

11



Task

11. Approves
program
development,
modification,
or termination

12, Evaluates
the performance
of programs in
the district

13, Decideson the
textbooks to
adopt

14. Decides on
student
suspensions
of ten or more
days

15. Decides on
expulsions of
disruptive
students

16, Selects admin-
istrative
pversonnel other
than the
superintendent

17. Selects
teachers

18. Selects non—
professional
personnel

19, Selects
coaches

Z0. Determines
professional
development
requirements
within the
district

21.Evaluates the
performance of
administrative
personnel

22.Determines the
instructional
space require—
ments and
adequacy of
existing space

Board

-

3

39

Board
with
input

48

26

28

75

66

57
35

22
63

26

22

23

shared

70
26
41
43

39

40
30

17
41

47

26

47

Supt.
with
input

94

97

103

35

33

102
86

81

91

69

104

Supt.

28

67

66

38

70

9%

154
36

8z

114

77

111

No
Resp.
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Board Supt.
with with No
Task Beard input  shared input  Supt. Resp.

23.Overseesa
construction -
program 1 33 48 104 62 b

24.Selects the

architect for

a desired

building

program 33 90 72 45 7 4
25. Establishes

educational

specifications

for the architect

in a building

program 7 38 68 90 43 b
26. Determines

communityuse -+

of school _

facilities 19 70 71 63 25 1
27. Informs the
: community of
board positions
i and actions 10 22 79 63 73 14
28, Considers

citizen coraplaints 8 35 118 49 35 6
29, Determines the

extent of needed

school building

maintenance 1 20 61 109 58 Z
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VITA

Keith William Lutz was born in Reeder, North Dakota, on Janvary 15, 1947,
the son of Vera Richardson Lutz and William Lutz. After graduating from
Scranton High School, Scranton, North Dakota, in 1965, he enrolled at
Dickinson State College, Dickinson, North Dakota. He received the Bachelor of
Science degree with a major in physical education and a minor in biology in
May 1969 from Dickinson State College. He taught life and physical sciences,
and coached three sports for the Taylor Public School, Taylor, North Dakota,
for two years following his graduation from college. In June 1971, he
enrolled in the Graduate School of North Dakota State University and was
awarded the Master of Science degree in July of 1973. He was employed as
the high school principal of the Taylor High School from 1971 to 1974, at
which time he was promoted 1o superiﬂtendent. In the summer of 1976 he
was appointed to the superintendent's position of the Elgin Public School,
Efgin, North Dakota, and continued in that position until june, 1986. In the
summer of [986, he entered the Graduate School of East Texas Stale
University and was awarded the Doctor of Education degree with a major in
Educational Administration in May of 1988. He is married to JoAnn M. Lutz,

and has two sons, Kevin William and David Keith,

Permanent'address: 109 Briarwood
Commerce, Texas 75428
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