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ABSTRACT 

This study contains two distinct parts. The first part of the study is an original 

study dealing with the development of interview questions that school board members 

can ask in the superintendent/school board members candidate interview. There is 

continual superintendent turnover, and school board members choose superintendents 

based on personal characteristics rather than on a candidate's abilities to lead a district to 

exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. Therefore, 

there is a need for interview questions to be used by school board members to help them 

select a superintendent who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system. Action Research using the Delphi Method 

for data collection is used to guide experts in the creation of interview questions to be 

used by school board members in the superintendent/school board members candidate 

interview. This part of the study is qualitative in nature. 

The second part of this study is a replication for generalizability of the 

characteristics and career paths of national superintendents (Glass et al., 2000) and state 

superintendents (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001) as compared to superintendents whose 

districts reached exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability 

system Spring, 2002. This part of the stijdy is both quantitative and qualitative in nature. 

A survey approach is used to collect data fi-om the 149 superintendents whose districts 

reached exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system Spring, 

2002. Open-ended survey questions are presented in a qualitative manner, and closed 

xn 



survey questions are presented in a quantitative manner. The purpose of replicating these 

prior studies is to emphasize, first, that school board members across all three groups of 

superintendents hire superintendents based on their personalities, and second, that 

superintendents in all three groups have some generalizable personal characteristics and 

career paths. 

This researcher attempts to fill the gap between the reality of the way 

superintendents are currently hired and how they might be hired if, first, school board 

members have a reliable, valid, and legal set of interview questions to ask superintendent 

candidates and, second, if school board members apply the abundant research available in 

the area of structured-panel interviews. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Overview 

Content of the Study 

In any school district, it is the superintendent who is ultimately responsible for the 

success or failure of the district. When a vacancy occurs in this position, the task of 

selecting a new leader who will lead the district falls to school board members (TEA, 

2001, Gov't Code 552.126) (Appendix A, "Board Legal Status: Powers and Duties"). 

High superintendent turnover and a dwindling pool of superintendent candidates (Cooper, 

Fusarelli, & Carella, 2000) has created interest in the superintendent/school board 

members interview which, according to Largent (2001; Glass, Bjork, & Brunner, 2000; 

Lyons, 1993), has proven to be the most important aspect of hiring a new superintendent. 

It is important to note that the average tenure, which is "the amount of time a 

superintendent spends in a single school district as superintendent of schools" (Largent, 

2001, p. 12), for a superintendent in the State of Texas is 5.85 years when local school 

board members conduct the superintendent search, 3.97 years when a professional search 

firm assists in the superintendent search, 3.83 years when a school board association 

assists in the superintendent search, and 3.13 years when a school board uses other 

methods for the superintendent search (Largent). Largent presented his materials in 

terms of long-tenured superintendents, "a superintendent who remains in the same school 

district, as superintendent, for 10 years or more" (p. 10), and short-tenured 



superintendents, "a superintendent who has had the position of superintendent in at least 

three school districts in the previous 10 years" (p. 11). His research found that 

Over eighty-two percent (82.5%) of long tenured superintendents were 
hired by local school boards. Only 40.7% of short tenured superintendents 
were hired using this method. Short tenured superintendents said they 
were hired by a professional search consultant 27.78% of the time, as 
opposed to only 10% of long tenured superintendents. Finally, 24% of 
short tenured superintendents were hired using a state school board 
association, while only 6.6% of long tenured superintendents were hired 
this way. (p. 70) 

This information indicates that there is a continual need for new superintendents; 

with the average tenure of superintendents in Texas being between 5.85 to 3.13 years, 

there is a constant need for school board members to interview superintendent candidates. 

This statistic alone illustrates the importance of school board members having reliable, 

valid, and legal structured-interview questions to ask superintendent candidates during 

the superintendent/school board members candidate interview. Candidates are 

persons contacted in a wide trawl to fill an assignment (sometimes 
referred to as 'prospect') to only those who have expressed a real interest 
in the job and in whom the client is interested (sometimes called 'warm 
bodies'). Technically, candidates are just the frontrunners, or those who 
appear on the final short list. (Schoyen & Rasmussen, 1999, p. 315) 

Structured-interview questions that the "Delphi Group Members" (the 10 superintendents 

of exemplary schools who were asked to participate in the Delphi study) created to be 

used by school board members during superintendent candidate interviews are called 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" in this study. "Superintendent Interview 

Questions" are needed if school board members are going to conduct the superintendent 

search themselves (Nyland, 1998; Wildman, 1988), or if school board members hire a 



consultant, also referred to as a "headhunter," to assist them with hiring a superintendent 

(AASA, 1983). A headhunter is 

a recruitment specialist who actively seeks candidates on behalf of an 
employer. The candidates may already be in employment and the 
headhunter may outline the opportunities and attractions of alternative 
employment. (Walley & Smith, 1998, p. 250) 

Rationale 

In all Texas schools, school board members will at some point actively interact 

with superintendent candidates in the hire process as interviewers. Thus, it becomes vital 

that school board members have the tools needed to hire a superintendent who can help 

lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability 

system. The Texas Education Agency is "the state education agency responsible for the 

accountability of each public school district for providing all students a quality 

education" (Zemlicka, 2001, p. 8; see also Largent, 2001). The Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system 

integrates district accreditation status, campus rating, district and campus 
recognition, and campus and district level reports. The system feaUires 
four accountability ratings for districts and campuses. These ratings are 
based on performance levels on three base indicators, student performance 
on TAAS, attendance rates and dropout rates. (TEA, 2002, p. 17) 

The four ratings are as follows: 
• Exemplary - 90%) passing rate in each area of TAAS (all students and 

stiident subgroups), 1 % or less dropout rate, 94%) or better attendance 
rate; 

• Recognized - at least 80%) passing rate in each area of TAAS (all students 
and stiident subgroups), 3.5%) or less dropout rate, 94% or better 
attendance rate; 



• Academically Acceptable-at least 45%) passing rate in each area of TAAS 
(all students and student subgroups), 6% or less dropout rate, 94% or 
better attendance rate; 

• Academically Unacceptable-44% or less passing rate in any one area of 
the TAAS tests, 7%o or higher dropout rate, 93%) or less attendance rate, 
(pp. 10, 17) 

An assumption of this study is that all school board members want to hire a 

superintendent who can help lead the district to exemplary statiis on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system. The "right" superintendent can help lead a district to 

exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system and be 

successfiil, while the "wrong" superintendent can allow a district to become 

unsatisfactory on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. Should such an 

event happen, everyone in the district loses. School board members, in order to hire the 

"right" superintendent, must have the tools and training to select a superintendent who 

can help lead their district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system. 

A primary tool for school board members to use in the selection process of a 

superintendent is the structured interview. The structured interview is "the reduction in 

procedural variability across applicants, which can translate into the degree of discretion 

that an interviewer is allowed in conducting the interview" (Huffcutt & Winfi-ed, 1994, 

p. 186). The structured interview becomes vital for school board members in need of a 

new superintendent. The questions asked by school board members during the structured 

interview and the responses given by superintendent candidates become equally vital. 

The process of school board members hiring a superintendent who can help lead the 

district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system 



becomes dependent on a prime factor: What questions by school board members and 

what responses by superintendent candidates will get the desired result of a district 

reaching exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system? 

Assumptions of this study include the beliefs that school board members do not 

know how to develop "Superintendent Interview Questions." It is also assumed that 

experts, known as "Delphi Group Members" in this study, can create reliable, valid, and 

legal questions and answers to "Superintendent Interview Questions" that school board 

members can use during the structured-panel interview process between school board 

members and superintendent candidates. In Texas schools, it is necessary for those who 

hire the superintendent to have a reliable, valid, and legal method to evaluate the 

suitability of superintendent candidates. 

Research indicates that one of the best methods currentiy available for hiring 

prospective employees is the structured-panel interview. Structured-panel interviews are 

interviews that are conducted by a "colleague group" (Herman, 1994, p. 122) working as 

a panel to hire a prospective candidate for a job. However, structured-panel interviews 

must be used correctly and must be within the legal and proper limits of the structured-

interview process if they are to be effective. Thus, questions that are reliable, valid, and 

legal must be formulated and used during the structured-panel interview. Following that 

questioning, there must be a reliable, valid, and legal method of evaluating the answers to 

the "Superintendent Interview Questions." Only at this end point can school board 

members select a superintendent who will effectively help lead their district to exemplary 

statiis on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. Research indicates that 



the procedures for structured interviews exist, but the "Superintendent Interview 

Questions" for evaluation of superintendent candidates did not exist prior to this study, ft 

is the purpose of this research to provide reliable, valid, and legal "Superintendent 

Interview Questions" for school board members to use during the interview in the hiring 

of a new superintendent. 

Initial research indicates that the structured interview process is of great 

importance in hiring an appropriate person for a specific job. Much of the primary 

research, on the structured interview, is based on a business rather than an educational 

model. However, of the business oriented structured interview processes many are 

expressly relevant to the education field, especially in hiring the highest level of school 

management, specifically the superintendent of schools. 

The structured interview process itself, whether in the business or education 

fields, is a process of discrimination (Walley & Smith, 1998; Miceh, Harvey, & Buckley, 

2001), for the entire process involves legally discriminating against a group of persons 

seeking employment and selecting the most qualified person for the position. ("Fair 

discrimination is the just differentiation between candidates. This becomes unfair 

discrimination if it is based on gender, race, ethnic origin, or other unfair attributes and is 

not related to one's ability to do the job" [Walley & Smith, p. 250]). Arvey and Faley 

(1988) stated "the basic objective in selection is to discriminate-that is, to provide a 

means by which some individuals may be selected and others rejected" (p. 6). The 

review of the literature in Chapter II demonstrates the specific importance of the 

structured interview to the educational field and addresses the fact that personal traits, 



race, religion, sex, age, and handicapping conditions have little, if anything, to do with a 

person's ability to be an effective superintendent. The structured interview focuses on 

the person's ability to explain how s/he has dealt or would deal with important matters 

regarding the superintendency (Arvey & Faley; Herman, 1994; Pursell, Campion, & 

Gaylord, 1980; Rosse & Levin, 1997). To reinforce the research that superintendent 

selecfion must be based on one's ability to do the job rather than any other reason, this 

study replicates recent studies conducted at the national level (Glass et al., 2000) and 

state level (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001) concerning superintendent characteristics and 

career paths. These studies show that the number one reason for school board members 

selecting a particular superintendent candidate is the candidate's personal characteristics 

revealed during the superintendent/school board members interview (Glass et al.; 

Largent; Lyons, 1993). Characteristics are "a quality or feature of a person that is typical 

or serves to distinguish a person, group, or thing fi-om others" (Largent, p. 10). And, 

career paths are "the distinctive set of sequential educational job positions held by an 

individual prior to achieving superintendent status" (Zemlicka, p. 8). 

Because organizations, including school districts, need to hire individuals who 

can perform the job for which they are hired, attention must be directed away from 

inappropriate reasons for hiring employees. Author (2001) stated. 

Some time ago, I arrived at a conference center in New Jersey to conduct a 
seminar on interviewing skills. I needed help transferring the training 
materials from my car to the center and enlisted the help of one of the 
center's employees. He was interested in learning why I was there, and 
when I told him he became very excited. 'My father is an interviewer!' he 
exclaimed. 'He's taught me a lot about interviewing.' 'Oh? Like what?" 
I asked. He stopped walking, faced me, and looked me over from head to 
toe. When he reached my feet, he looked up and smiled. 'You're very 



good at what you do. lean tell.' 1 was completely puzzled. 'How do you 
know that?' 1 asked, a little apprehensive of his answer. 'Because of your 
shoes. My father taught me that all you have to do to tell if people are 
good at what they do is to check out their shoes. If they take care of their 
shoes, then you can count on them being reliable. You have nice shoes. 
So I know you're good at what you do.' (p. 175) 

Arthur included other nonsensical reasons for hiring or not hiring a potential employee; 

they are 

• 'The minute he walked in the room, I could tell he was right for the 
job. He just looked like a (manager).' 

• 'You can tell from the way a person shakes hands if she's right for the 
job.' 

• 'If the person doesn't look you in the eye, you know he's lying.' 
• 'If a person smiles too much, it means she's covering up something.' 
• 'I know a good (accountant) when I see one.' 
• 'I goby gut feeling.' 
• 'I can just tell.' 

• 'I would never hire someone who's taller than I am.' (p. 176) 

This list represents thoughts, some ludicrous and some approaching being illegal, 

about hiring that are not based on good hiring research. Dr. Don Killough, 

superintendent search consultant with 12 years of experience with Texas Association of 

School Boards ("an organization in Texas that supports and promotes school districts and 

their school boards" [Largent, 2001, p. 11]), shared the following equally erroneous 

reasons for school board members not selecting a particular superintendent candidate: the 

candidate appeared nervous during the interview and bounced his leg; the candidate wore 

suspenders; the candidate did not make eye contact during the interview; the candidate 

had a misspelled word in his/her resume (curriculum vitae, which is "the resume of the 

salient details of a person's life and work history which job-seekers frequently present to 

prospective employers" [Walley & Smith, 1998, p. 249]); or, the candidate used school 
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letterhead in the resume (curriculum vitae), and this was considered a waste of tax 

payers' money (D. Killough, personal communication, March 20, 2003). 

Dr. Russell Marshall, owner and CEO of Arrow Educational Service (a 

superintendent search firni), has five years of experience in the field of superintendent 

selection; he shared the following reasons for school board members not selecting a 

particular superintendent candidate: gossip or rumors about the candidate; "the board had 

unrealistic expectations of the candidate 'Jesus' to walk through the door"; and, the 

candidate's spouse was not liked by board members' spouses (R. Marshall, personal 

communication, March 25, 2003). 

One can speculate on some other nonsensical reasons school board members use 

when hiring a new superintendent: Has the superintendent candidate been a successfial 

coach? (Or perhaps there is an unsuccessfiil coach in the district who needs to become an 

administrator to clear the position for a "good coach."); is the superintendent candidate a 

good money manager (even though most districts have a business manager or an assistant 

superintendent in charge of finance)?; will the superintendent candidate promote high 

staff morale? (In reality, is the district actually looking for a "good ol' boy?"); does the 

superintendent candidate know how to keep the infrastructure of the district in excellent 

condition?; does the superintendent candidate show good management skills-turning in 

Texas Education Agency reports on time, making sure there are gatekeepers at the 

football games? Although these examples generate smiles and grimaces, they are actual 

reasons some school board members hire-or do not hire-a potential superintendent. No 

thoughtfiil businessman interested in having financial well being would hire or not hire 



on such vague and unreliable reasons, nor should school board members hire-or not hire-

a superintendent based on such unsubstanfiated reasons. 

An assumption of the study is that since some school board members come from 

the business worid, they may understand the concepts of management and finances. On 

the other hand, another assumption of the study is that most school board members do not 

understand curriculum and student achievement, as clearly stated by Texas State laws. 

Texas law clearly explains that the duties of school board members are to hire the 

superintendent (TEA, 2001, Education Code § 11.201.b) (Appendix A, "Board Legal 

Status: Powers and Duties") and to oversee the running of the district (TEA, 2001, 

Education Code § 11.151 .b), while the superintendent is charged with the day-to-day 

operations of the district (TEA, 2001, Education Code § 11.201.d.5) (Appendix B, 

"Superintendent Qualifications"). Unfortunately, superintendent candidates who 

demonstrate excellent instructional leadership skills and knowledge may not be seen by 

school board members as the strongest candidate for a superintendency. Lyons (1993) 

reports "boards tend to hire a personality without being able to assess qualifications" (p. 

317). He also reported: 

With all of the attention that educational reform, declining test scores, and 
student academic achievement have received during the last several years, 
it is noteworthy that student academic achievement in a candidate's 
current or former district was not highly ranked in superintendent 
selection. Perhaps this is a 'lag time' phenomenon and will become 
increasingly more important in superintendent selection in the future, 
although this is not a finding of this study, (p. 319) 

Eight years later, Largent (2001) found in his study of superintendents in Texas 

that the criteria for selecting a superintendent by school board members has not changed. 
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thus indicating that Lyons's (1993) "lag time" hypothesis is probably not correct. 

Largent reported: 

364 or 50%) of superintendents indicated they believe they were chosen for 
their current position for 'personal characteristics,' 154 or 21% indicated 
'instructional leader,' 154 or 21% indicated 'change agent,' 30 or 4% 
indicated 'maintain status quo,' 17 or 3%) indicated 'not sure,' and 8 or 1% 
indicated 'no particular reason.' (p. 51) 

Lyons noted in his study that "performance during the interview, evidence of leadership 

skills, and success in communicating with constituency groups were among the top five 

variables that school boards considered the most important when selecting a 

superintendent" (p. 311). These statistics emphasize the fact that school board members 

may not have a good concept of what factors in a superintendent search are most 

important. If personal characteristics account for 50%) of the hiring decisions made by 

school board members, rather than one's ability to do the job, it can be generalized that a 

survey could be constructed detailing characteristics and career paths that could lead 

school board members to excellent superintendents without the need for a superintendent 

search. This concept, however, is shown to be partially false by the fact that 

superintendents at the national level (Glass et al., 2000), superintendents at the state level 

(Largent; Zemlicka, 2001) and "Survey Respondents" all have some generalizable 

characteristics and career paths. 

In light of this data, when school board members hire new superintendents, it is 

imperative that they work to hire a candidate who will be successftil in their organization. 

Arthur (2001) revealed the unfortunate fact that "40 percent of executives promoted or 

recruited into high-level positions fail within eighteen months" (p. 184). Bossidy (2001), 
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CEO of AUiedSignal from 199-999, indicated that only about 70% of executives hired are 

successftil and able to remain as an employee of the company. And, McGarvey (1996) 

reminded those who are doing the hiring that bad hires cost the organization both time 

and money. 

When school board members decide to dismiss a superintendent prior to the end 

of his/her contract, the district is required to return state fiinding to the Texas Education 

Agency in the amount of the severance payment paid to the removed superintendent. The 

financial impact on the distiict is the severed superintendent is paid for work that s/he 

does not complete; the district must return the same amount of money to the Texas 

Education Agency that the severed superintendent received; and, a new superintendent or 

interim superintendent must be paid for work that s/he does (TEA, 2001, Education Code 

§ 11.201 .c). This is an expensive proposition for the local school district. 

Johnson's (1996; March, 1996) findings show that many superintendent tiamovers 

are caused by unrealistic expectations of the board when hiring a superintendent. School 

board members frequently are looking for a heroic leader who in some way will come in 

and "fix" everything that is troubling the district. At times, superintendent candidates 

fiiel this unrealistic expectation by leading the school board members to believe that they 

are the heroic leader who will be able to solve all of the district's problems. School board 

members and superintendents that set these unrealistic expectations will ultimately be 

disappointed, and the superintendent will more than likely have to leave. Often, school 

board members see the departing of a superintendent as a positive move because this 

gives an opportunity for a new leader to arrive, creating a new beginning for the district. 
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For best results, school board members do not need to be looking for heroes, nor do 

superintendent candidates need to portray themselves as being able to fill the position of 

hero in the district. Therefore, there must exist some positive hire method(s) so that 

school board members have the tools to empower them as they interview new candidates 

for superintendent in their school district, for eventually there will be vacancies at the 

superintendent level in every school district. 

School board members throughout the state are eventually faced with the task of 

hiring a new superintendent as superintendent positions open for various reasons: death 

of the superintendent, non-renewal or contract termination of the superintendent, 

retirement of the superintendent, or the superintendent's departure for another district. 

When such vacancies occur, the most important duty that school board members are 

charged with is to hire a superintendent for the school district (AASA, 1983; Smith & 

Nelson, 1990). 

Moses (2000) "reported that in 1999, 272 [or 24%] of the 1129 superintendents in 

Texas changed jobs" (p. 12). "Experts say the current annual turnover rate in Texas is 20 

to 25 percent. For the 1998-1999 school year, for example, there were 272 [or 26%] 

superintendent vacancies throughout the state's 1,050 school districts" (Hewitt, 2000, p. 

28 A; Moses). Superintendents generally work for two or three districts during their 14 

to 17 year careers, and most spend twice as long in one school district (Dunne, 2000). 

The average tenure for superintendents is less than five years, yet there are those who 

manage to effectively handle the pressures and have survived much longer than this 

average (Chance, 1992; Chance, Butler, Ligon, & Cole, 1992). 
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Superintendents who manage to gain support within their districts and remain for 

long periods of time have some competencies which Johnson (1996) reported: they 

worked to learn about the district's history and current practices, but did not enter with 

fixed ideas about what the district should become; they worked with those already in the 

district for collaborative change; they listened to others and kept an open mind; they 

worked with others and encouraged others to work with them to create change; they 

fostered the idea of positive change; they never compromised their values; they realized 

that change has an appropriate pace-not too fast and not too slow; they allowed others to 

be in the spotlight and gave credit to others for good things in the district; and they 

allowed people to take risk without placing themselves at risk. So, as school board 

members consider candidates, as it must do from time to time for various reasons, these 

competencies which most school board members have no standard way of determining or 

measuring become noteworthy because they are important in that a superintendent with 

these competencies remains in a district longer, which usually stabilizes the district. 

Prior to this study, school board members had no means of measuring these important 

competencies in a standardized manner because they simply did not have reliable, valid, 

and legal questions to ask to evoke a response that indicates competency in the 

prospective hire. 

In addition to the value of the previously mentioned competencies of the "good" 

superintendent, there are recognized advantages for selecting a superintendent who will 

be willing to make a time commitment to the district. Superintendent turnover does not 

produce lasting reform within districts; it takes time for a school leader to bring about 
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sustained positive change in a school district (Chance & Capps, 1992). Fullan (2001) 

suggests that it takes as much as 10 years of stable leadership for a school district to 

achieve organizational change that will allow the district to respond to mandated 

legislative reforms. The combination of a five- to seven-year tenure of a superintendent 

who brings about change and then a similar tenure of another superintendent reinforcing 

the same reforms will create a school district that will continue to be successftil. 

Benton (2000), quoting Dr. Mike Moses, stated, "One of the keys to Houston's 

gains has been stability in its leadership. Dr. Paige has been HISD's [Houston 

Independent School District's] superintendent for six years, and before that he had served 

on the school board since 1989. The average urban district superintendent stays on the 

job for only about two years." Moses explained that superintendents must be on the job 

long enough to succeed, and such success is not possible in short tenure. He recognized 

the success of the Fort Worth and Houston Independent School Districts as being based 

on the longevity of their superintendents, which is over five years. Logically, the 

assumption can be made that, with the right hiring process, school board members can 

effectively hire an educational leader for their district who will have longevity of job 

tenure, and an effective leader is what a school district must have to become successftil in 

meeting state accountability requirements. 

Since this effective leader becomes, in effect, the de facto leader of the district, 

hiring the superintendent of schools is the most important decision school board members 

make (AASA, 1983; Smith & Nelson, 1990). School board members must seek a leader; 
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Bolman and Deal (1993) quoted Cariyle A. H. Trost, Chief of Naval Operations, as 

saying, 

A good leader does three things well. First, he [or she] knows what's 
going on. Second he [or she] knows the right thing to do. And, third, he 
[or she] makes the right thing happen, working through subordinates well 
organized and motivated to get things done. This idea goes to the heart of 
how leaders think. Great leaders focus on problem-finding and making 
sense of complex and shifting human dynamics, (p. 21) 

Trost's definition of leadership focuses on the abilities of one to fix problems, not on the 

personal characteristics or the career path of the leader. One of the assumptions of this 

study is that school board members in Texas are looking for superintendents who can 

help lead their district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system and for leaders who know how to recognize problems and have the 

skills needed to "fix" those problems. However, if school board members do not have 

the knowledge to select or an effective method for selection, they may be unable (except 

through blind luck or chance) to select an effective educational leader as their 

superintendent. 

Fortunately, there is literature available to guide school board members in the 

process of hiring a superintendent. One prime factor that consistently appears in relevant 

research is the structured interview process. The ability to perform during the structured 

interview seems to be the most important factor in the superintendent selection process. 

This single factor rates higher than the past performance of a superintendent (Glass et al., 

2000; Largent, 2001; Lyons, 1993); therefore, it is imperative that school board members 

ask reliable, valid, and legal questions during the structured interview. Fortunately, these 
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reliable, valid, and legal questions are currentiy available as a part of the structured 

interview process due to this research. 

Jones (1992), in her work at Texas Tech University, used the Delphi Method to 

clarify the process of hiring a superintendent; however, her work was limited to the 

interview process and does not focus on reliable, valid, and legal questions that school 

board members need to ask during the structured interview to help them hire a school 

superintendent who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system. It is apparent that while the actual structured interview 

is of great importance in the hire process, the specific reliable, valid, and legal questions 

and responses during that structured interview process are of even greater impact in the 

appropriate selection of a prospective hire. Also, it is apparent that while techniques used 

in a business oriented structured interview are appropriate and necessary for use in hiring 

a superintendent, the reliable, valid, and legal questions to be asked during the structured 

interview were, for all practical purposes, nonexistent prior to this study. 

Methodology 

Introduction 

This research is a mixed method study, using both the qualitative and quantitative 

paradigms. 

The "Action Research Study." The qualitative method of Action Research, using 

the Delphi Method as the method of research data gathering and interpretation, is used to 

answer research question number one: 
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• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to ensure 

the hiring of an instructional leader who will help move the district to exemplary 

status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system? 

Action research using the Delphi Method for information gathering and interpretation is 

used to create these "Superintendent Interview Questions" and answers. In order to 

understand Delphi research, one must first be knowledgeable of the Delphi Method 

which is explained in Chapter III. The Delphi Method is 

a method for the 'systematic solicitation and collation of judgments on a 
particular topic through a set of carefully designed sequential 
questionnaires interspersed with summarized information and feedback of 
opinions derived from earlier responses. (Delbecq, Van de Ven, & 
Gustafson, 1975, p. 10) 

The "Superintendent Interview Questions" are the structured-interview questions that the 

"Delphi Group Members" created to be used by school board members during 

superintendent candidate interviews. The "Delphi Group Members" are the 10 

superintendents who participated in the Delphi study. The Delphi Method, "Delphi 

Group Members," and "Superintendent Interview Questions" are explained in Chapter III 

in detail. 

There is a need for "Superintendent Interview Questions" generated in this study 

to answer research question number one: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to ensure 



the hiring of an instructional leader who will help lead the district to exemplary 

status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system?. 

There are certain fomiats for the interview that are best suited to the educational field, 

and these are considered in that they are the framework for the primary focus of the 

interview process itself It is necessary not only to have reliable, valid, and legal 

questions but also to provide the process that expedites the use of those questions for 

school board members, who actually hire the superintendent. The "Superintendent 

Interview Questions" generated in this study can be used effectively to ensure the hiring 

of a superintendent who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system. 

The next task was to actually gather a reliable, valid, and legal set of 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" specific to the job. This was done by using the 

Delphi Method to collect and validate a series of "Superintendent Interview Questions" 

and validated responses from an expert group known as "Delphi Group Members." 

Through the utilization of an expert panel ("Delphi Group Members"), this research 

provides a list of "Superintendent Interview Questions" that school board members can 

use during the structured-interview process that will help school board members to select 

a superintendent who can best help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system. 

"Delphi Group Members" were ten superintendents of exemplary schools who 

were asked to participate in this Delphi study; they became the "Delphi Group 

Members." The "Delphi Group Members" were selected from the 149 superintendents 
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whose schools reached exemplary status on The Texas Education Agency's (TEA'S) 

accountability system in Spring, 2002. The largest of these districts with minority 

populations and low socioeconomic populations matching the state's minority and low 

socioeconomic populations were used as the "Delphi Group Members." The "Delphi 

Group Members" created a set of "Superintendent Interview Questions" that school board 

members can ask during the structured interview of superintendent candidates that will 

help school board members select superintendents who will help lead the district to 

exemplary status. These "Superintendent Interview Questions" are reliable, valid, and 

legal. Once asked, these "Superintendent Interview Questions" can be incorporated into 

a charted form (Table 4.46) whereby the superintendent candidates' responses can be 

analyzed in light of the responses given to specific "Superintendent Interview Questions" 

by the "Delphi Group Members." 

The "Replication Study." A survey approach was used to test for generalizability 

of national, state, and "Survey Respondents" (the 149 superintendents whose school 

districts reached exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability 

system. Spring, 2002) characteristics and career paths. The term 'generalizability' rather 

than 'transferability' was used in this sttidy to match the terminology used in Largent's 

(2002) and Zemlicka's (2002) works. This was done to show that some of the 

characteristics and career paths of superintendents are generalizable across the three 

populations studied (national, state, and "Survey Respondents"). Because some of the 

characteristics and career paths are generalizable across these three populations, it is 

evident that hiring a superintendent for his/her characteristics or career path is not going 
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to help ensure that school board members hire a superintendent who will help lead the 

district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

A descriptive survey approach, with the results reported as a mixed method of 

both quantitative and qualitative results, was used to replicate Glass et al.'s (2000) 

findings regarding superintendent characteristics and career paths at the national level 

and Largent's (2001) and Zemlicka's (2001) research on superintendent characteristics 

and career paths of superintendents in Texas to answer research questions number two 

and three: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

And, 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent career paths be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

Literature Review 

To ensure reliable, valid, and legal "Superintendent Interview Questions," this 

study reviewed the literature in five sections. The first section is a discussion of the Fifth 

and Fourteenth Amendments, federal law. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

(EEOC) rulings, and case law requiring that job interviews be nondiscriminatory. The 

second section is a discussion of the meta-analyses (quantitative stiadies) that have been 

done in the area of job interviews. 

(Meta-analysis refers to any method that combines the probabilities, 
outcomes, or effects from two or more studies testing essentially the same 
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directional hypothesis to help reveal the overall effect, size or likelihood 
of relationship between the tested variables. In other words, meta-analysis 
is an analysis of other analyses. [Tuckman, 1999, p. 81]) 

The third section is a discussion of the literature regarding the importance of structured 

interviews and structured-panel interviews. The fourth section is a discussion of the 

literature regarding training needed for a successful structured interview-a 

comprehensive look at pre-interview skills, interview skills, and post-interview skills. 

And, the fifth section is a discussion of the studies that deal with structured-interview 

question development for structured interviews. 

Each aspect of the literature review established foundations for the development 

of reliable, valid, and legal "Superintendent Interview Questions." Of special concern is: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to ensure 

the hiring of an instructional leader who will help lead the district to exemplary 

status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

Of lesser concern, but ftindamental to this research, are research questions number two 

and three. Research question number two asks: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

Research question number three asks: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent career paths be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

22 



Statement of the Problem 

Of special concern is: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system. 

The available literature provides detailed information concerning preparation for a 

structured interview and structured interview format. Currently, however, structured 

interview techniques and structured interview questions have a business-orientated base 

and do not address a specific use such as the hiring of a superintendent of schools. This 

work establishes a need for "Superintendent Interview Questions" and answers that are 

reliable, valid, and legal for school board members to use while interviewing 

superintendent candidates who are able to help lead the district to exemplary status on the 

Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

Purpose of the Study 

Prior to this study, the structured interview process and the questions within the 

structured interview were specific to the business/corporate environment rather than to 

the needs of school board members, comprised of basically and most generally lay-

people, as they hire a superintendent with a specific aim being for that superintendent to 

help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability 
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system. In order to accomplish their goal of a "good hire," school board members must 

have specific, rather than general, interview training and must have a reliable, valid, and 

legal, rather than general, set of "Superintendent Interview Questions" to ask 

superintendent candidates. Once again, the primary focus centers on: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" and answers will be specifically 

relevant to hiring a superintendent who will help lead the district to exemplary 

statijs on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system? 

Research based "Superintendent Interview Question" development was followed in order 

for "Superintendent Interview Questions" to be developed for interviews that are based 

on a sound legal footing while achieving both reliability and validity (Arthur, 2001; 

Herman, 1994; Rosse & Levin, 1997; Wendover, 1998). The Delphi Method was used in 

this study to gather information and interpret it for this "Superintendent Interview 

Question" development (Dalkey, 1969). 

As previously explained, school board members need a well-constructed set of 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to pose to superintendent candidates during the 

structured-interview process. Structured-interview questions, known as "Superintendent 

Interview Questions," are the questions that the "Delphi Group Members" created to be 

used by school board members during superintendent candidate interviews. An "Action 

Research Study" using the Delphi Method to gather research information and interpret it 

was used to create and refine the "Superintendent Interview Questions." The goal of the 

"Superintendent Interview Question" development was to help school board members to 

fill the superintendent's vacancy with a leader who will help lead the district to 
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exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. School board 

members need to have a series of job specific, relevant, valid, and legal questions to ask 

superintendent candidates for the job of superintendent. Such questions did not exist 

prior to this study. 

Research Questions 

To that end, since reliable, valid, and legal "Superintendent Interview Questions" 

did not exist prior to this stiady, this study addresses one major question in a qualitative 

sttidy. Growing from the primary question are two additional questions considered in a 

qualitative and quantitative study; thus a mixed method becomes usefiil. Research 

question number one asks: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to ensure 

the hiring of an instructional leader who will help lead the district to exemplary 

status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system? 

Growing from this primary question are two subordinate questions that are a necessary 

part of the study since they pertain to the primary question in a relevant and useful 

manner. These two questions reveal the reality of how superintendents are currently 

hired by school board members, building the case for the need for this research. 

Research question number two asks: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 
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And, research question number three asks: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent career paths be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

Assumptions of the Study 

Following are the assumptions necessary to this study. 

1. All school board members want to hire a superintendent who can help lead the 

district to attain exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability 

system. 

2. The beHef is that school board members do not know how to develop 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" and that experts known as "Delphi Group 

Members" in this study can create reliable, valid, and legal questions and answers 

to "Superintendent Interview Questions" that school board members can use 

during the structured-panel interview process between school board members and 

superintendent candidates. 

3. Since some school board members come from the business world, they may 

understand the concepts of management and finances. 

4. Most school board members do not understand curriculum and student 

achievement, as clearly stated by Texas State laws. 

5. With the right hiring process, school board members can effectively hire an 

educational leader for their district who will have longevity of job tenure, and an 

26 



effective leader is what a school district must have to become successftil in 

meeting state accountability requirements. 

6. School board members in Texas are looking for superintendents who can help 

lead their district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system and for leaders who know how to recognize problems and 

have the skills needed to "fix" those problems. 

7. In rare circumstances, school board members may choose to hire a new 

superintendent without interviewing him/her first. This situation exists if school 

board members already know the superintendent candidate, specifically in a case 

in which a current employee of the district is moved up into the position of 

superintendent. 

8. Superintendent candidates, who may or may not have experience in the 

structured-interview process, will have experience in interviewing employees and 

in being interviewed for employment. 

9. The gathered data in this study can in no way be harmfiil to the "Delphi Group 

Members"; however, to ensure that data collection, in this study, will not be 

damaging to the reporting group, the researcher will keep all gathered data 

anonymous. 

10. Allowing the "Delphi Group Members" to make this decision will help the 

"Delphi Group Members" accomplish each round of the Delphi in a timely 

fashion since the "Delphi Group Member" will choose the medium through which 

s/he will receive and return information. 
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Definition of Terms 

Key ternis and their definitions are included to facilitate a clear understanding of 

this study. 

American Association of School Administrators (AASA). "A national organization of 

professional school administrators and other professional educators dedicated to 

the highest quality public education for all children" (Zemlicka, 2001, p. 8). 

Average tenure. "The amount of time a superintendent spends in a single school district 

as superintendent of schools" (Largent, 2001, p. 12). 

Candidate. "Definitions vary from all persons contacted in a wide trawl to fill an 

assignment (sometimes referred to as 'prospect') to only those who have 

expressed a real interest in the job and in whom the client is interested (sometimes 

called "warm bodies'). Technically, candidates are just the frontrurmers, or those 

who appear on the final short list" (Schoyen & Rasmussen, 1999, p. 315). 

Career path. "The distinctive set of sequential educational job positions held by an 

individual prior to achieving superintendent status" (Zemlicka, 2001, p. 8; see 

also Largent, 2001). 

Career patterns. "Includes both career paths and educational positions" (Zemlicka, 2001, 

p. 8). 

Central office administrator. "A professional employee such as director, supervisor, 

coordinator, or consultant who serves the entire district rather than a particular 

campus" (Zemlicka, 2001, p. 8). 
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Characteristics. "A quality or feature of a person that is typical or serves to distinguish a 

person, group, or thing from others" (Largent, 2001, p. 10). 

Curriculum vitae. "The resume of the salient details of a person's life and work history 

which job-seekers frequently present to prospective employers" (Walley & Smith, 

1998, p. 249). 

"Delphi Group Members." The 10 superintendents who participate in the Delphi study. 

Ten superintendents of exemplary schools who will be asked to participate in this 

Delphi study. 

Delphi Method. "The Delphi [Method] technique was developed by the Rand 

Corporation in the 1950's. It is a method for the 'systematic solicitation and 

collation of judgments on a particular topic through a set of careftiUy designed 

sequential questionnaires interspersed with summarized information and feedback 

of opinions derived from earlier responses" (Delbecq et al., 1975, p. 10). 

Ethnic minority. "A part of a population differing from others according to race" 

(Zemlicka, 2001, p. 8). 

Expert opinion. "An expert is someone who commands a specialized body of 

knowledge. At the forefront of a field, he [she] must be aware of the knowns as 

well as of the unknowns. To operate successfully here, at the cutting edge of 

knowledge, calls for considerable mental effort. Stores of information must be 

kept on tap so they can be drawn on for excursions into new intellectual territory. 

Thoughtftilness - of the kind that is elicited by commitment - must come to the 

fore at every occasion" (Hill & Fowles, 1975, p. 187). 
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Face validity. "Do the items appear to measure what the instrument purports to measure" 

(Creswell, 1994. p. 121)? 

Fair discrimination. "Fair discrimination is the just differentiation between candidates. 

This becomes unfair discrimination if it is based on gender, race, ethnic origin or 

other unfair attributes and is not related to ability to do the job" (Walley & Smith, 

1998, p. 250). 

"Good hire." Is a new superintendent who will help lead the district to exemplary status 

on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

Headhunter. "A recruitment specialist who actively seeks candidates on behalf of an 

employer. The candidates may already be in employment and the headhunter 

may outline the opportunities and attractions of alternative employment" (Walley 

& Smith, 1998, p. 250). 

Interview. "A social encounter between the selector and candidate in which information 

is exchanged, primarily through the interviewer questioning the candidate in order 

to assess her suitability for the job" (Walley & Smith, 1998, p. 250; see also 

Reilly&Chao, 1982). 

Intra-rater reliability. "The similarity of results found among a number of different 

people assessing the same candidate" (Walley & Smith, 1998, p. 250). 

Job analysis. Identifying a job's main components (Walley & Smith, 1998). 

Job description. "A written document describing the details of the job in terms of 

component tasks. It also includes the incumbent's activities and the minimum 
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standards of competence. It is usually derived from a job analysis" (Walley & 

Smith, 1998, p. 251). 

"Legal notes." Notes that include job-related answers, not personal opinions of school 

board members, about superintendent candidates. 

Likert scale. "A Likert scale lays out five points separated by intervals assumed to be 

equal distances. It is fomially termed an equal-appearing interval scale. This 

scale allows subjects to register the extent of their agreement or disagreement 

with a particular statement of an attitude, belief, or judgment" (Tuckman, 1999, 

pp. 216-217). 

Long-tenured superintendent. "A superintendent who remains in the same school district, 

as superintendent, for 10 years or more" (Largent, 2001, p. 10). 

Mean. "The mean, or average, is computed by adding a list of scores and then dividing 

by the number" (Tuckman, 1999, p. 288). 

Median. "The median is the score in the middle of a distribution: 50 percent of the scores 

fall above it, and 50 percent fall below it" (Tuckman, 1999, p. 288). 

Meta-analysis. "Meta-analysis as a statistical technique averages out the validity 

coefficients across many individual research studies, taking into account sources 

of variance between different studies" (Anderson & Shackleton, 1993, p. 49). 

"Meta-analysis refers to any method that combines the probabilities, outcomes, or 

effects from two or more studies testing essentially the same directional 

hypothesis to help reveal the overall effect, size or likelihood of relationship 
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between the tested variables. In other words, meta-analysis is an analysis of other 

analyses" (Tuckman, 1999, p. 81). 

Personal characteristics. "For the purpose of this study, personal characteristics are those 

traits, demographics, and perceptions that are indicative of the person being 

surveyed" (Largent, 2001, p. 10). 

Principal. "The administrative officer of the building and grade levels in which s/he is 

assigned" (Zemlicka, 2001, p. 8). 

Reference. "Information provided by a third party, often an employer, about the 

applicant's suitability for employment. It usually provides details on character or 

job related behavior" (Walley & Smith, 1998, p. 252). 

Reliabihty. "The extent to which an assessment technique measures consistency.... In 

the content of the interview,... 'reliability' to their [the interviewer] ability to do 

so with consistency" (Anderson & Shackleton, 1993, p. 49). "The consistency of 

test measurement which indicates its dependability. It is the extent to which 

repetition of the test produces the same results, if other conditions are similar. 

The most usual index of reliability is a correlation coefficient, which is a 

statistical coefficient measured between 0 and 1. The higher the score, the greater 

the reliability" (Walley & Smith, 1998, p. 252). 

"Right superintendent." One who can help lead a district to exemplary statiis on the 

Texas Education Agency's accountability system and be successful. 
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Rural school district. "A district serving in communities of less than 10,000 residents or 

those in remote areas beyond the geographical boundaries of any specific 

community" (Zemlicka, 2001, p. 8; see also Largent, 2001). 

School community. "For the purpose of this study, characteristics that describe the 

school district, school board, and the community in which the school district is 

located" (Largent, 2001, p. 10). 

Short-tenured superintendent. "A superintendent who has had the position of 

superintendent in at least three school districts in the previous 10 years" (Largent, 

2001, p. 11). 

Stereotypes. "A view of a person which is based on group characteristics rather than the 

individual's own attributes. Often has a negative connotation" (Walley & Smith, 

1998, p. 252). 

Structured interview. "The reduction in procedural variability across applicants, which 

can translate into the degree of discretion that an interviewer is allowed in 

conducting the interview" (Huffcutt, 1992, in Huffcutt & Winfred, 1994, p. 186). 

Structured-panel interviews. Interviews that are conducted by a "colleague group" 

(Herman, 1994, p. 122) working as a panel to hire a prospective candidate for a 

job. 

Suburban school district. "A district serving in an area with a distinct identity within a 

larger urban community" (Zemlicka, 2001, p. 8; see also Largent, 2001). 
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Superintendent. "The chief executive officer of a local public school district that is 

expected to assist in the development, planning, implementation, and evaluation 

of the educational goals, objecfives, and policies" (Zemlicka, 2001, p. 8; see also 

Largent, 2001). 

"Superintendent Interview Questions." The structured-interview questions that the 

"Delphi Group Members" create to be used by school board members during 

superintendent candidate interviews. 

"Survey Respondents." The 149 superintendents whose school districts reached 

exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system, Spring, 

2002) characteristics and career paths. The superintendents who responded to the 

"Superintendent Profile Survey of Spring, 2002 Exemplary School Districts." 

Teacher service record. The form which documents a school employee's employment 

record in the State of Texas. 

Tenure. "Tenure, as referenced throughout this study, is defined as the amount of time a 

superintendent spends in a single school district as superintendent of schools" 

(Largent, 2001, p. 12). 

Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS). "The instrument used to assess a student 

in Texas schools as part of TEA accountability" (Largent, 2001, p. 12). 

Texas Association of School Administrators (TASA). "An organization in Texas that 

supports and promotes school administration" (Largent, 2001, p. 11). 

Texas Association of School Boards (TASB). "An organization in Texas that supports 

and promotes school districts and their school boards" (Largent, 2001, p. 11). 
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Texas Education Agency (TEA). "The state education agency responsible for the 

accountability of each public school district for providing all students a quality 

education" (Zemlicka, 2001, p. 8; see also Largent, 2001). 

Texas Education Agency's accountability system. This system integrates district 

accreditation status, campus rating, district and campus recognition, and campus 

and district level reports. The system features four accountability ratings for 

districts and campuses. These ratings are based on performance levels on three 

base indicators, student performance on TAAS, attendance rates and dropout rates 

(TEA, 2002, p. 17). 

The four ratings are as follows: 

• Exemplary-90%) passing rate in each area of TAAS (all students and student 

subgroups), 1 %o or less dropout rate, 94%) or better attendance rate; 

• Recognized-at least 80%) passing rate in each area of TAAS (all students and 

student subgroups), 3.5% or less dropout rate, 94% or better attendance rate; 

• Academically Acceptable-at least 45%) passing rate in each area of TAAS (all 

stiidents and stiident subgroups), 6% or less dropout rate, 94% or better 

attendance rate; 

• Academically Unacceptable-44% or less passing rate in any one area of the 

TAAS tests, 1% or higher dropout rate, 93% or less attendance rate (TEA, 2002, 

pp. 10, 17). 
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Texas public schools. "For the purpose of this study, this term refers to the 1,040 

independent, consolidated, and municipal school districts in the state of Texas and 

does not include common or charter school systems" (Zemlicka, 2001, p. 9). 

Urban school district. "A district located within all or part of the boundaries of a major 

mefropolitan area" (Zemlicka, 2001, p. 8; see also Largent, 2001). 

Validity. "The extent to which an assessment technique actually measures what it 

purports to measure.... In the context of the interview, 'validity' refers to the 

ability of interviewers to predict the future job performance of candidates..." 

(Anderson & Shackleton, 1993, p. 49). "There is a number of types of validity. 

The most important is predictive validity, which is the ability of a selection 

method to predict success on future work performance. The most usual index of 

validity is a correlation coefficient, which is a statistical coefficient measured 

between 0 and 1. The higher the score, the greater the validity" (Walley & Smith, 

1998, p. 252). 

Variable. "A measured characteristic that can assume different values or levels" 

(Largent, 2001, p. 12). 

"Wrong superintendent." One who can allow a district to become unsatisfactory on the 

Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 
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Delimitations of the Study 

The following represent the delimitations of this stiidy: 

1. The use of the Delphi Method for gathering and interpreting data helps generate 

the answer to research question number one, which asks: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of 

superintendent candidates by school board members, and what should be 

the answers to ensure the hiring of an instructional leader who will help 

lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system? 

The answer to this question fills a need-school board members need a reliable, 

valid, and legal set of interview questions to use during the interview process 

when selecting a new superintendent. 

2. Texas is a state made up of large minority and low socioeconomic populations. 

Superintendents were chosen as "Delphi Group Members" who came from 

districts that reflected the state's minority population and low socioeconomic 

populations. These superintendents were chosen, through a purposive selection 

process, because their districts had reached exemplary status on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system. Superintendents from districts that 

did not have large minority populations or low socioeconomic populations were 

not chosen because their districts were not representative of the state's 

demographics. 
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3. "Survey Respondents" for the "Replication Study" were all of the 149 

superintendents whose districts reached exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system. This population was chosen because their 

districts reached exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system. Spring, 2002. Prior studies by Largent (2001), Zemlicka 

(2001), and Glass et al. (2000) surveyed state and national populations of school 

superintendents. This researcher chose to replicate their studies for 

generalizability to the "Survey Respondents." 

Limitations of the Study 

There were relevant limitations to this study: 

1. Respondents ("Delphi Group Members") were experts in the field of structured-

interview question ("Superintendent Interview Question") development. 

2. The timeframe placed on the "Delphi Study" represented a limitation in itself 

3. Respondents ("Survey Respondents") to the "Replication Study" survey were 

truthful. 

4. The "Replication Study" survey was returned by enough of the respondents 

referred to in this study as "Survey Respondents" that the results were valid. 
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Significance of the Study 

This study meets a need: School board members need to know the mechanics of 

hiring the "right" superintendent who can help lead the district to exemplary statiJS on the 

Texas Education Agency's accountability system. Prior to this study there were no 

specific "Superintendent Interview Questions" and answers that school board members 

could ask of a potential hire to validate that hire and ensure a superintendent who could 

help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability 

system. School districts are accountable to the State of Texas, and school board members 

are accountable to the local community because they hire the district's superintendent 

with the expectation that s/he can ensure state accountability compliance. This study 

filled a gap in the research dealing with what questions school board members can ask 

superintendent candidates during the structured-panel interview to help ensure hiring a 

superintendent who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system. 

This study is supported by relevant and existing research that shows that the 

structured-panel interview is a reliable, valid, and legal way of conducting employment 

interviews (Herman, 1994; Pursell et al., 1980; Taguchi, 2002). The structured interview 

relies on well-constructed questions with validated answers to reach reliability and 

validity (Herman; Pursell et al.; Rosse & Levin, 1997). "Superintendent Interview 

Questions" that were developed and answered by superintendents, acting as the "Delphi 

Group Members," provide a reliable, valid, and legal set of "Superintendent Interview 

Questions" for school board members. These "Superintendent Interview Questions" may 
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be used during the structured-panel interview, helping to connect school board members 

with superintendent candidates who can help lead school districts to exemplary status on 

the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

Also, by replicating national (Glass et al., 2000) and state (Largent, 2001; 

Zemlicka, 2001) studies concerning characteristics and career paths of superintendents 

compared to "Survey Respondents," one can see that some of the characteristics and 

career paths of superintendents are generalizable across all three groups. The reasons for 

hiring a prospective superintendent come from the structured-panel interview, the 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" asked, and the responses given by the 

superintendent candidate. This study provides school board members "Superintendent 

Interview Questions," validated responses, and an analytical method of considering those 

question responses to better ensure the hiring of a superintendent with the skills necessary 

to help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system. 

Validity of the Sttidy 

This study is both significant and valid for the following reasons. First, school board 

members need help in formulating structured-interview questions ("Superintendent 

Interview Questions") based on good qualitative data to ask superintendent candidates. 

Second, superintendents should be hired who will help lead Texas school districts to 

exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. Finally, some 

of the characteristics and career paths of superintendents at the national and state levels 
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are generalizable to "Survey Respondents." These concepts provide the foundation for 

this study, and certain assumptions are made concerning 

Organization of Dissertation 

This dissertation is divided into five chapters. Chapter 1 provides an overview, 

statement of the problem, purpose of the study, research questions, assumptions of the 

study, necessary definitions specific to this study, delimitations of the study, limitations 

of the study, significance of the study, and feasibility of the study. Chapter II consists of 

a review of the currently available literature that was applicable to this study. Chapter III 

presents the manner in which this study was conducted. Chapter IV presents the actual 

study. And, Chapter V discusses the study's findings and their relevance. 

Author Information 

To enrich the qualitative nature of this study, the researcher includes author 

information (Appendix N, "Author Information") in the end materials. The purpose of 

this information is to provide available information about the authors and those 

interviewed for the work. This information helps to build the case for validity of the 

study and for future study in the field. 
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CHAPTER 11 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

Chapter II considers and reviews relevant research in areas necessary for a legal 

and practical understanding of the interview process that is a prime method in selecting a 

potential superintendent. This review of the literature is divided into five sections. 

Historical background materials are reviewed in the first section and it includes a 

discussion of the laws and regulations requiring that job interviews be nondiscriminatory. 

Relevant theoretical perspectives studies are reviewed in the second section and it 

includes a discussion of the meta-analyses (quantitative studies) that have been done in 

the area of job interviews. 

Meta-analysis refers to any method that combines the probabilities, 
outcomes, or effects from two or more studies testing essentially the same 
directional hypothesis to help reveal the overall effect, size or likelihood 
of relationship between the tested variables. In other words, meta-analysis 
is an analysis of other analyses. (Tuckman, 1999, p. 81) 

In section two regarding meta-analyses of research on structured interviews, the 

importance of using the structured interview versus the traditional or unstructured 

interview is discussed regarding reliability and validity of the two methods of 

employment interviews. Structured interviews have a high degree of reliability and 

validity, and unstructured interviews have a low degree of reliability and validity. The 

differences between structured interviews and unstructured interviews are not presented 

as a conflict between studies simply because multiple meta-analyses reveal the same 
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conclusions. The structured interview is superior to the unstructured interview in the 

hiring of employees. 

Current literature is reviewed in sections three, four, and five. The third section is 

a discussion of the literature regarding the importance of structured interviews and 

structured-panel interviews. The fourth section is a discussion of the literature regarding 

training needed for a successful structured interview, including a comprehensive look at 

pre-interview skills, interview skills, and post-interview skills. In sections three and four 

regarding training in the use of the structured-interview process, multiple studies are sited 

with little if any disagreement in the way a structured interview should be conducted. 

The fifth section is a discussion of the studies that deal with question development 

for structured interviews. In section five, there are multiple studies regarding the 

development of reliable, valid, and legal "Superintendent Interview Questions." Once 

again these studies complement each other rather than conflict. 

The studies available in the area of employment interviews cover over eighty 

years of research. Interestingly, federal laws, federal regulations, and case law also play 

a vital role in the employment interview process. Because of the vast amount of studies 

that have been done concerning the employment interview, and the laws and regulations 

regulating the employment interview, this literature review includes research that has 

been generated over a period of time, not just in the recent past. A major difference in 

this study and other, more theoretical, fields of study is that it has a true historical 

progression regarding its development requiring the use of sources which span a long 

period of time. 
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Each aspect of the literature review establishes foundations for the development 

of reliable, valid, and legal "Superintendent Interview Questions." Application 

statements are made throughout the literature review concerning how school board 

members can use the research presented in the process of hiring a new superintendent. 

This combines the importance of "Superintendent Interview Questions" development and 

fraining for school board members in the structured-panel interview process. The reality 

exists that school board members need reliable, valid, and legal "Superintendent 

Interview Questions" as well as structured-panel interview training. 

The following issues build the case for the need for this research. First, there is a 

dwindling pool of superintendent applicants. Second, there is a high rate of 

superintendent turnover. And finally, the primary reason for school board members 

choosing a superintendent candidate is the superintendent candidate's personality 

presented during the interview, not the ability to do the job. 

Research question number one asks: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to ensure 

the hiring of an instructional leader who will help lead the district to exemplary 

status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system? 

It also recognizes the fact that reliable, valid, and legal "Superintendent Interview 

Questions" did not exist prior to this study for school board members to use during the 

superintendent candidate interview. Research lays the foundation for how such reliable, 

valid, and legal "Superintendent Interview Questions" can be created, and how proper 
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training of school board members in the structured-panel interview process may help 

school board members hire superintendents who will help lead their districts to 

exemplai-y status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

The foundational concepts influencing the interview and eventually the hiring 

process are the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution. 

These amendments provide protection against certain discrimination. These fundamental 

means for promoting equal protection to United States citizens are presented next. 

Historical Background into Laws and Regulations 

The Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments 

The Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution provide 

protection against certain discrimination. This information is important to this study 

because school board members, acting as the structured-interview panel, which is a 

"colleague group" (Herman, 1994, p. 122) working as a panel to hire a prospective 

candidate for a job, must understand that they must not illegally discriminate against 

superintendent candidates in the hiring process of a new superintendent. The Fifth 

Amendment states that citizens are not to be 

. . . deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor 
shall private property be taken for public use, without just compensation. 
{United States Constitution) 

The Fourteenth Amendment states that no State shall 

. . . deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of 
law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of 
the law. {United States Constitution) 
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Both the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments contain "due process" statements that 

protect United States citizens from being denied "life, liberty, or property" by Federal or 

State governments without due process of law. "These due process clauses have 

occasionally been used by claimants as a basis for the remedy of discriminatory 

employment practices" (Arvey & Faley, 1988, p. 65). School board members can avoid 

illegal discrimination suits based on the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United 

States Constitution by following a structured-panel interview process included in this 

literature review and by applying the pre-interview skills, interview skills, and post-

interview skills included in this literatiire review. Just as the Fifth and Fourteenth 

Amendments protect against broad discrimination, so does Title VII of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964, as amended 1972. 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 

"Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended 1972, prohibits 

employment discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex, or national origin" 

(Pursell et al., 1980, p. 907). Prior to this act persons were routinely 

discriminated against based on their race, color, religion, sex, and/or national 

origin during the employment interview. This was done either by a job candidate 

not receiving an interview with a prospective employer or not being hired after 

the interview based on one of these non-protected classes prior to Title VII of the 

Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended 1972. The intent of this act was to 

eliminate discrimination in the workplace directed toward the aforementioned 
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protected classes. What resulted from this law was the use of pre-employment 

tests that were used to continue illegal discrimination based on race, color, 

religion, sex, and/or national origin. However, there were several Supreme Court 

cases that supported Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended 1972. 

Court cases resulting from Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as 

amended 1972, which restricts the use of pre-employment tests, moved employers 

back to the use of the employment interview and away from employment tests 

(Pursell et al., 1980). "Particularly noteworthy of these were Griggs v. Duke 

Power Co. (1971) and Albemarle Paper Co. v. Moody (1975) (briefly reviewed 

later in this chapter). The net consequence of cases like these is that tests and 

other selection criteria are prohibited if they have an adverse impact on protected 

minorities and are not directly job-related" (p. 907). Court cases and federal 

government decisions also established the legal foundation that pre-employment 

tests must be both reliable and valid (Arvey & Faley, 1988; Pursell et al.). Legal 

protection against unreliable and invalid pre-employment testing was established 

by Titie VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended 1972. Additional 

protection for those seeking employment was established in two acts: the Age 

Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967 (ADEA), as amended 1978 and the 

Americans With Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA). 
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Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967 (ADEA) and 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) 

The Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967 (ADEA) originally 

prohibited job discrimination against workers aged 40 to 64; the Act was amended in 

1978 to raise the upper age limit to 69. Also, the Americans with Disabilities Act of 

1990 (ADA) prohibits job discrimination against workers with disabilities. Titie VII of 

the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended 1972, the Age Discrimination in Employment 

Act of 1967 (ADEA), as amended 1978, and the Americans with Disabilities Act 1990 

(ADA) prohibit illegal discrimination against any of the following protected classes: race, 

color, religion, sex, national origin, age, and disabilities. 

School board members must understand that there is never a reason to ask 

questions in the structured interview regarding any of these protected classes: race, color, 

religion, sex, national origin, age, and disabilities. This is based on the aforementioned 

laws. School board members need to learn to apply these laws regarding non

discrimination in the hiring process, the structured-panel interview process, and reliable, 

valid, and legal structured-interview questions and answers during the structured-panel 

interview. Even with the job seeker protected by Constitutional Amendments and 

specific legislative acts, a final protection exists in the guidelines established by the Equal 

Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC). 

48 



Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) 1978 
Uniform Guidelines of Employee Selection Procedures 

"These Guidelines define stringent procedural and documentation requirements 

for the design and implementation of selection systems [for hiring employees]. In 

essence, these Guidelines operationally defined job relatedness and validation" (Pursell et 

al., 1980, p. 907). Those involved with the hiring of employees must remember that the 

employment interview is a measurement method just as is a paper-and-pencil test and 

must be treated as such (Herman, 1994: McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer, 1994; 

Rosse & Levin, 1997). In applying to school board members the work of Herman, 

McDaniel et al., Pursell et al., and Rosse and Levin regarding needed expertise in the 

development of reliable, valid, and legal employment measures, it can be concluded that 

school board members generally do not have the expertise to develop reliable, valid, and 

legal employment measures that will help school board members select a "good hire, " a 

superintendent who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system for the district. This assumption can be made regarding 

school board members because they are not familiar with the day-to-day operations of 

school districts and/or the specific daily duties of the superintendent. 

The Interview and Case Law 

As previously stated. Federal law and Equal Employment Opportunity 

Commission (EEOC) rulings require that those persons doing the hiring not illegally 

discriminate. Texas law does not require that superintendent candidates be interviewed, 

but it does require that school board members hire the superintendent (TEA, 2001, § 
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11.201 .b). In this respect, school board members must understand what constitutes legal 

discrimination and illegal discrimination. 

In rare circumstances, school board members may choose to hire a new 

superintendent without interviewing him/her first. An assumption of this sttidy is that 

this situation exists if school board members already know the superintendent candidate, 

specifically in a case in which a current employee of the district is moved up into the 

position of superintendent. This is a variance from the normal procedure of school board 

members hiring a new superintendent. A normal process in hiring a new superintendent 

involves school board members interviewing prospective superintendent candidates. 

Rosse and Levin (1997) emphasized the fact that employment interviews are part 

of hiring new employees. Curriculum vitae and job applications provide information 

about prospective job candidates; however, they do not provide the same information as a 

face-to-face meeting between employer and prospective employee. In fact, employee 

interviews have quite literally become a "ritual" (p. 155) in the hiring process, and it is 

the duty of the person or persons doing the hiring of employees to turn this ritual into a 

"high-impact hiring tool" (p. 155). 

School board members do normally "ritualistically" interview superintendent 

candidates prior to their being hired. Rosse's and Levin's (1997) work applies to school 

board members because school board members are not going to hire a superintendent 

based on curriculum vitae alone; school board members are going to interview 

superintendent candidates. The challenge before school board members is to turn this 

"ritual into a high-impact hiring tool" (p. 155). School board members need information 
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to turn the structured interview into a means of hiring a superintendent who will help lead 

the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

According to Caruth and Handlogten (1997), 

in the Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures a test 
encompasses 'any measure, combination of measures, or procedure used 
as a basis for any employment decision.' Hence, the interview is 
definitely a test and is subject to the same validation requirements as any 
other test or step in the selection process, should adverse impact on a 
protected class be shown, (p. 208) 

Employers may have more or less abandoned the use of paper-and-pencil pre-

employment testing in favor of the interview in order to avoid legal problems, which the 

Supreme Court acknowledges in Griggs v. Duke Power Company (1971) and Albemarle 

V. Moody (1975). However, discrimination is not allowed in the interview any more than 

it is in pre-employment testing (Caruth & Handlogten). In Griggs v. Duke Power 

Company (1971) and Albemarle v. Moody (1975) the United States Supreme Court's 

decisions deal with the fact that neither Duke Power Company nor Albemarle had a 

means of validating the pre-employment tests that they were giving prospective 

employees. 

The following court cases emphasize the importance of interview questions being 

validated. Interview questions must be "logically constructed based on measuring bona 

fide occupational qualifications, and their ability to predict must be validated in the same 

way that employee tests are" (Herman, 1994, p. 115; see also Anderson & Shackleton, 

1993; Rosse & Levin, 1997; Wendover, 1998). 

In Robbins v. White-Wilson Clinic (1982), Robbins was not hired. The 

interviewer indicated that Robbins was not hired based on her personality. The Supreme 
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Court inquired from White-Wilson Medical Clinic what criteria were used to evaluate the 

personality of its employee candidates, and White-Wilson Medical Clinic was unable to 

validate its hiring criteria. Because there were no validated criteria for their decision. 

White-Wilson Medical Clinic lost the case {Robbins v. White-Wilson Medical Clinic; 

1982). In EEOC v. Spokane Concrete Products (1982), a woman was not hired based on 

her inability to lift heavy objects. However, she was not requested to lift anything during 

the interview. Spokane Concrete Products used a visual assessment of one's ability to 

lift, and the federal district court concluded that this was not a valid means of deciding 

sfrength {EEOC v. Spokane Concrete Products, 1982; Herman, 1994). In yet another 

case important to valid interview procedures, Watson v. Ft. Worth (1988), the employer 

could not show validity in the interview process and lost the case. A black bank teller 

was passed over for job advancement on numerous occasions, and in each instance a 

white applicant was given the promotion. The bank had neither formal interview 

procedures nor validated criteria for employee selection, and the Supreme Court ruled 

against them in the suit {Watson v. Ft. Worth Bank & Trust, 1988; Herman). These three 

cases are the bases for any employment tests and/or interview procedures being valid. If 

an employer carmot demonstrate that the hiring processes are valid, the courts will not 

accept them as legal. 

Subsequent to these court decisions, the interview has become the primary 

selection method for employment; however, the federal government recognizes the 

interview as a form of testing, and the expectation is that the interview will be both 

reliable and valid in order to be legal. These Supreme Court decisions are the legal bases 
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for school board members using the structured-panel interview process. The structured-

panel interview is both reliable and valid (Anderson & Shackleton, 1993), and if the 

structured-panel interview process is adhered to by school board members illegal 

discrimination will not occur during the interview. Additionally, the research supports 

the use of the structured-interview panel. Multiple studies have been done on both the 

reliability and validity of the structured-panel interview. 

These studies have resulted in several meta-analyses on this subject. 

(Meta-analysis refers to any method that combines the probabilities, 
outcomes, or effects from two or more studies testing essentially the same 
directional hypothesis to help reveal the overall effect, size or likelihood 
of relationship between the tested variables. In other words, meta-analysis 
is an analysis of other analyses. [Tuckman, 1999, p. 81]) 

Relevant Theoretical Perspectives of Meta-Analyses 
Of Research on Structured Interviews 

Meta-analyses of the structured interview provide the needed research foundation 

to establish a need for school board members, to use the structured-panel interview 

process. The structured interview is an interview process in which all applicants are 

asked the same set of questions, and interactions between the interviewer and the 

candidate are as standard as possible (Anderson & Shackleton, 1993; Caruth & 

Handlogten, 1997; Herman, 1994; Pursell et al., 1980; Rosse & Levin, 1997; Wendover, 

1998). Interestingly, there is over eight decades of employment interview research 

available "with in excess of 500 separate stiidies" (Anderson, 1992, p. 1). Data supports 

the idea that structured interviews, especially panel interviews, have a high degree of 

reliability. Wiesner's and Cronshaw's (1988; Cronshaw & Wiesner, 1989) meta-analysis 
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of the interview process found that structured interviews have a reliability rating of 0.82 

(McDaniel et al. [1994] reported 0.84 reliability), while unstructured interviews have a 

reliability rating of 0.62 (McDaniel et al. reported 0.68 reliability). They also found that 

panel interviews have a reliability rating of 0.85, while one-to-one interviews have a 

reliability rating of 0.78. These figures indicate that the structured interview is reliable 

because it can be used to consistentiy select persons who will be successfial in the jobs for 

which they are interviewing. Also, these findings support the use of the structured-panel 

interview by school board members acting as the structured-interview panel because the 

structured-panel interview is reliable. It can be used to consistently select persons who 

will be successftil in the jobs for which they are interviewing (Anderson & Shackleton). 

Additional meta-analyses also support the idea that structured interviews have a 

high degree of validity, which indicates that the interviewer(s) is (are) able to predict the 

job performance of the candidate(s) being interviewed (Anderson & Shackleton, 1993). 

Structured interviews have reported validity ratings of 0.62 (Wiesner & Cronshaw, 

1988); 0.56 (Salgado & Moscoso, 1995 in Salgado & Moscoso, 2002); 0.51 (Schmidt & 

Hunter, 1998); 0.50 (McDaniel et al., 1994); and, 0.39 (estimated) (Hunter & Hunter, 

1984). Unstructured interviews have reported validity ratings of 0.38 (Schmidt & 

Hunter); 0.31 (Wiesner & Cronshaw); 0.19 (Reilly & Chao, 1982); and, 0.14 (Hunter & 

Hunter). 

One reason given for structiired interviews having a much higher validity rating 

than unstructured interviews is that structiired interviews approximate a written 

intelligence test that is simply administered orally (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Wright, 
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Lichtenfels, & Pursell, 1989). Both one-to-one and panel interviews have the same 

validity rating of 0.44 (Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988). In 106 studies, McDaniel et al. 

(1994) reported a validity of 0.47 for structured interviews and 0.40 for unstructured 

interviews. Marchese and Muchinsky (1993) found a validity of 0.38 in 31 studies 

regarding unstructured interviews. Schmidt and Rader (1999) reported that structured 

employment interviews have a high level of validity and that said validity is 

generalizable. 

These studies indicate that the interview is a good means of selecting employees 

as long as, first, the interview is conducted in a structured manner (Huffcutt & Winfred, 

1994; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988) and, second, structured-interview questions are based 

on a detailed job analysis, which consists of identifying a job's main components. This 

information can lead to the creation of criteria that can be used to identify the ideal 

candidate for the job (Walley & Smith, 1998; Wiesner & Cronshaw; Sims, 2002). 

These findings support the use of the structured-panel interview by school board 

members because the structured-panel interview, conducted in an appropriate and 

effective manner, is statistically valid. (It is able to predict the job performance of the 

candidate being interviewed [Anderson & Shackleton, 1993]). Consequentiy, school 

board members interested in hiring a superintendent who will help lead the district to 

exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system need to use the 

structured interview process. Because of their importance in the hiring process of a 

superintendent by school board members, the structured interview and the structured 

interview panel are considered next. 
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Current Literature 

Structured Interviews and Structured-Panel Interviews 

Interviews can be either effective or ineffective, based on the approach taken for 

the interview. The structured interview focusing on job-related questions is one effective 

tool used in hiring qualified individuals. "Structured interviews are far more valid than 

unstructured interviews-as much as twice as valid" (Rosse & Levin, p. 168, 1997). 

Huffcutt "defined structure as the reduction in procedural variability across applicants, 

which can franslate into the degree of discretion that an interviewer is allowed in 

conducting the interview" (1992 in Huffcutt & Winfred, 1994, p. 186). The focus of the 

structured interview is the ability of the candidate to do the job. Questions asked during 

the structured interview are tested for validity, as are the candidate's answers to the 

questions (Herman, 1994; Pursell et al., 1980; Rosse & Levin). 

The structured interview provides the same agenda for all candidates and is a 

"common denominator" in the elimination of candidates being interviewed, as all 

candidates are asked the same questions so that their responses can be examined for 

strengths and weaknesses. Also, the structured interview reduces subjectivity and 

decreases the inconsistencies across individual interviews that are part of the traditional 

or unstructured interview (Martel, 2002; Motowidlo & Burnett, 1995; Pursell et al., 

1980). 

Structure is the main contributor to validity in interviewing; Marchese and 

Muchinsky (1993) reported that "structured interviews yield higher validity coefficients 
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than unstructured interviews" (p. 23). Huffcutt and Roth (1998) found that the structured 

interview does not appear to have a negative impact on minorities based on multiple 

meta-analyses. After reviewing 85 years of personnel selection, Schmidt and Hunter 

(1998) reported that the structured interview is an excellent means of deciding if a 

prospective employee will be successful in the new job. The structured interview does 

have validity and can successfully predict job performance (Schmidt & Hunter; Salgado 

& Moscoso, 2002). 

Only with the use of a structured interview is there any hope of meeting 
legal requirements that the selection interview be valid. Only by using 
structured interviews do interviewers consistently agree with each other in 
evaluating job applicants. The questions are standardized, the information 
required is job related, the interviewers apply the same frame of reference 
to each applicant, and the information gathered is preorganized to be 
rationally comparative and therefore useful. (Herman, 1994, p. 123; see 
also Arthur, 2001; Caruth & Handlogten, 1997) 

Another aspect of the structured interview that makes it valuable in avoiding 

discrimination in hiring is that it encourages the interviewer to look at job-related 

questions and their answers, not visual stimulus coming from the candidate (Motowidlo 

& Burnett, 1995). Visual considerations that may influence the traditional or 

unstructured interview include physical attractiveness, clothing, smiles, gestures and 

posture; however, the trained interviewer will work to negate these factors so that undue 

influence on the hiring decision will not occur. This ties very closely to the findings of 

Glass et al. (2000), Largent (2001), and Lyons (1993) that school board members tend to 

hire superintendents based on the personality of the candidate that is evidenced in the 

interview, not on the candidate's qualifications or past performance. Taguchi (2002; 

Hunter & Hunter, 1984) explained that the best predictor of futiire performance is past 
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performance. If a superintendent is successful in leading one district to exemplary status 

on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system, s/he may be successful in 

producing the same results in a different district. 

The shiictured interview gains even more validity when an interview panel is used 

to conduct the interview, regardless of who is on the panel (Herman, 1994). Rosse and 

Levin (1997) provided a note of caution regarding the make-up of the interview panel to 

help avoid the suspicion of discrimination. The members of the interview panel should 

be representative of the candidate pool, forjudges and juries will tend to question 

decisions made concerning hiring if those doing the interviewing are all white males. 

Also, structured-interview questions that would lead a reasonable person to suspect 

discriminatory intent must be avoided. However, under Texas law it is possible that a 

particular school board may consist entirely of white males, since the only requirement 

for being a school board member in Texas is that one must be a qualified voter in the 

school district (TEA, 2001, Education Code § 11.061.b). 

The works of Herman (1994) and Rosse and Levin (1997) in the field of 

structured-panel interviews and structured-interview question development apply to 

school board members because these individuals need to follow a structured-panel 

interview process with reliable, valid, and legal "Superintendent Interview Questions" 

and answers. Also, they need to be trained in the structured-panel interview process to 

avoid successful lawsuits. The interview panel approach allows for multiple raters of 

each candidate and for the team to discuss each candidate as the interviews are concluded 

(Pursell et al., 1980; Taguchi, 2002). The multiple rater approach provides intra-rater 
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reliability: "the similarity of results found among a number of different people assessing 

the same candidate" (Walley & Smith, 1998, p. 250). Also, when all candidates are 

asked the same structured-interview questions, the interview panel can compare each 

candidate's answers for specific strengths and weaknesses; thus the interview panel's 

choice for the position is more likely to be accurate (Adler, 1998). 

The panel interview is used more frequently for executive level positions and for 

jobs in which the individual interacts frequently with the panel members in the course of 

performing his/her duties (Caruth & Handlogten, 1997). In the realm of education, 

superintendents are hired by school board members acting as a body corporate in the 

hiring process. This means school board members must become a structured-interview 

panel in the selection of the superintendent. Additionally, superintendents work directly 

with school board members in the performance of their duties (TEA, 2001, Education 

Codes § 11.211 .d.6-8), making the panel interview format the logical and legal format 

for hiring a new superintendent. 

During the panel interview, there is more time to think about follow-up interview 

questions to the structured-interview questions, and panel members can attend more 

cleariy to what the candidate is saying (Adler, 1998). Afterward, the panel interview 

allows the members of the panel to compare their thoughts concerning the candidate 

(Arthur, 1986). Adler provided the following strengths of the panel interview: 

• There's less emotion because it's easier to avoid getting personal in a 
panel session. 

• The interviewer's body language isn't as meaningful. Even if one of 
the interviewers doesn't like an answer, the physical clues (slumped 
shoulders or glazed eyes) aren't so obvious to the candidate. 
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• Strong candidates don't mind it, if it's not too soon in the process. 
They don't have to put on an artificial show to be friendly, they can 
just be themselves. You see more of the true personality in a panel 
interview. 

• It allows weaker interviewers to participate. This is especially 
important if the weaker interviewer is the hiring manager, (pp. 170-
171) 

Adler's (1998) recognition that all members of the interview panel may not be of 

equal sfrength in the interview process relates extremely well to the concept of school 

board members being the structured-interview panel. Although school board members 

may or may not ever have hired anyone, either personally or professionally, school board 

members are required by law to hire the superintendent (TEA, 2001, § 11.201.b). All 

aspects of the hiring process that can work to the advantage of school board members 

being the structured-interview panel will increase the likelihood that this group can and 

will make a "good hire" for the district. The "good hire" is a new superintendent who 

will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system. To attain this "good hire," school board members must 

understand the interview process and have specific training in order to clearly apply 

segments of the structured-interview process that will lead to hiring a superintendent who 

will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system. 

60 



Training 

"Clearly, the interview must be carefully planned and conducted if it is to fulfill 

its objectives" (Caruth & Handlogten, 1997, p. 207; see also Anderson & Shackleton, 

1993; Motowidlo & Burnett, 1995). Interviewers should be trained in the structured-

interview process (Rosse & Levin, 1997), for serious problems can occur if the 

structured-interview panel is not properly trained (McGarvey, 1996; Adler, 1998): "Goals 

are not set for the interview, the wrong questions are asked, the right information is not 

secured, discriminatory areas are explored, biases are not controlled, and poor selections 

are made" (Caruth & Handlogten, p. 221; see also Anderson & Shackleton). The works 

of Adler, Anderson and Shackleton, Caruth and Handlogten, McGarvey, Motowidlo and 

Burnett, and Rosse and Levin apply to school board members because school board 

members should become familiar with the interview process that will be followed. 

Training is also important because school board members are responsible for 

follow-up interview questions (explained later in this chapter) and should not stray into 

"illegal" questions previously discussed (race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, or 

disability). Unfortunately, most school board members lack the training necessary to 

function as a structured-interview panel member. So, a training process becomes vital if 

school board members are going to be able to successfully hire a superintendent who will 

help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accreditation 

system. 

Research indicates that there is a specific series of steps that should be followed 

by structiired-panel intei-yiewers. These steps include three categories of skills that 
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school board members must learn through training. The first category, pre-interview 

skills, includes: review applicant's materials, pre-screen applicants, check references, 

prepare the location, and decide who asks questions. The second category, interview 

skills, includes: build rapport, explain interview procedures, take notes, listen, address 

applicant's questions, follow-up interview questions, and conclude the interview. The 

third category, post-interview skills, includes: use interview notes and use interview 

scales. 

Pre-Interview Skills 

Pre-interview skills include the following: review applicant's materials; pre-

screen applicants; check references; prepare the location; and decide who asks questions. 

These skills need to be part of the training process for the structured interview. Research 

lays the foundation for the importance of training school board members in the use of 

these pre-interview skills. This training will assist school board members in selecting a 

superintendent who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system. 

Review Applicant's Materials. Research indicates that the interview panel should 

review the candidate's application materials (Adler, 1998; Caruth & Handlogten, 1997; 

Herman, 1994; Wendover, 1998), including the "applicant's resume [curriculum vitae] (if 

one has been provided), employment application, test scores, reference checks and other 

relevant information to form a general impression of the individual's qualifications and 

background" (Caruth & Handlogten, p. 209; see also Herman). When school board 
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members advertise for a new superintendent, school board members decide what 

materials to require of all superintendent candidates. 

Customary application materials include resume (curriculum vitae), professional 

application, two or three letters of recommendation, philosophy of education statement, 

transcripts reflecting highest degree held, teacher service record which is the form which 

documents a school employee's employment record in the State of Texas, letter of 

infroduction explaining interest in the local school district, and proof of superintendent 

certification (retrieved, June 23, 2003, www.tasanet.org/ 

EducatorsJobBank/ajb/job.phtml?id=9137; 9420; 9080; 9358). The works of Anderson 

and Shackleton (1993), Caruth and Handlogten (1997), Herman (1994), and Wendover 

(1998) apply to school board members because after the requested materials are received 

by the district, school board members review the materials from each superintendent 

candidate. 

After the materials are reviewed, school board members normally prepare follow-

up interview questions concerning something in these materials. The follow-up interview 

questions are specific to individual superintendent candidates and could be asked of the 

candidate if s/he were chosen to be interviewed by school board members. After school 

board members review the superintendent candidate's application materials, school board 

members will conduct a prescreening interview. 

Pre-Screening Interview. Herman (1994; Falcone, 2002) explained that the 

purpose of the prescreening interview is to eliminate some candidates prior to a formal 

interview. "Conducted by phone, the prescreening interview is a reasonable way to 
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surprise the applicant, to get him or her talking without a great deal of preparation time, 

an inexpensive way to chat with the applicant about the nature of the job, and to get a 

quick sense of how the applicant sounds" (Herman, p. 89). The prescreening interview 

saves valuable time for the interviewer(s) and/or the interview panel, and this is an 

excellent reason for limiting the number of individuals who will be interviewed to the 

best of those who have formally applied (Adler, 1998; Herman; Wendover, 1998). 

When school board members hire a search consultant, the prescreening interview 

is conducted by the search consultant (D. Killough, personal communication, July 8, 

2003). School board members may apply the findings of Adler (1998), Falcone, (2002), 

Herman (1994), and Wendover (1998) concerning the pre-screening interview process. 

Legal opinion provided by Wardell, school attorney, recommends that school board 

members conduct pre-screening interviews by telephone in one of three ways: A single 

member of the school board can gather information from the superintendent candidates 

and no posted agenda is required; A committee of school board members can be 

appointed by school board members to gather information from the superintendent 

candidates and an agenda must be posted; or. School board members, acting as a whole, 

may gather information from the superintendent candidates and an agenda must be posted 

(H. Wardell, personal communication, June 23, 2003). As part of the pre-screening 

process, reference checking is presented next. 

Check References. An extremely important step in the interview process is the 

checking of references prior to the actiial interview. Adler (1998) developed a two-part 

process for checking references that can easily be adapted and applied by school board 
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members as they check superintendent candidate references. Part one of the reference-

check procedure is to learn about the person providing information concerning the job 

candidate; part two concerns the questions to be asked about the candidate's 

qualifications. This check list is included in Appendix C, as "Adler's Reference Check 

List for Employees" and can be easily modified to be used by school board members 

when checking references for superintendent candidates. 

School board members may apply Adler's (1998) work regarding reference 

checks in the hiring process of a new superintendent. Once again, legal opinion provided 

by Wardell, school attorney, recommends that school board members conduct reference 

checks by telephone in one of three ways: A single member of the school board can 

gather information from references and no posted agenda is required; A committee of 

school board members can be appointed by the school board to gather information from 

references and an agenda must be posted; or. School board members, acting as a whole, 

may gather information from references and an agenda must be posted (H. Wardell, 

personal communication, June 23, 2003). 

Prepare the Location. After prescreening and reference checking, the next step in 

the pre-interview tasks is to prepare the location (Pursell et al., 1980; Wendover, 1998) 

for a structured-panel interview. The interviewer(s) should place the applicant in "a seat 

and form a soft arc in front of him or her. This setting is less structured and more 

conducive to a productive exchange" (Arthur, 1986, p. 103; see also Pursell et al.). 

School board members can easily prepare the location for a successftil structtired-panel 

interview using Arthur's, Pursell et al.'s and Wendover's suggestion of an arc-shaped 
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design for the interview. As part of the pre-screening process, the decision of who will 

ask what "Superintendent Interview Questions" is presented next. 

Decide Who Asks Questions. Pursell et al. (1980) recommended that one 

member of the interview panel ask all of the structured-interview questions in order to 

ensure consistency; this interview panel member should ask the structured-interview 

questions during each interview. Pursell et al.'s recommendation that one member of the 

stiiictured-interview panel ask all structured-interview questions of all of the candidates 

can easily be adapted to the structured-interview process used by school board members. 

School board members must address this issue prior to the first structured-panel 

interview. 

School board members may apply Pursell et al.'s (1980) recommendations, or 

school board members may choose specific school board members to ask certain 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" of each superintendent candidate. At each 

structured-panel interview, the same school board member needs to ask the same 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" of each candidate, thus increasing structure within 

the structured interview. 

Interview Skills 

The pre-interview process consists of prescreening, reference checking, location 

preparation, and deciding who is going to ask specific structured interview questions. 

Once this process is completed, it is time to meet the prospective hires for the actiial 

interview situation. Interview skills include the following: build rapport; explain 
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interview procedures; take notes; listen; address applicant's questions; follow-up 

interview questions; and conclude the interview. These skills need to be part of the 

training process for the structured interview. The research reveals the importance of 

fraining in interview skills, and this study stresses the importance of providing this 

training to school board members. This training will assist school board members in 

selecting a superintendent who will help lead the district to exemplary stattjs on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system. The first interview skill described next, is 

building rapport. 

Build Rapport. School board members need to be trained in the importance of 

rapport building between school board members and each superintendent candidate. This 

can be accomplished by greeting the applicant on time (Pursell et al., 1980; Herman, 

1994; Wendover, 1998) and immediately beginning to build a positive rapport that will 

influence all aspects of the interview. One aspect of building rapport is for individual 

interviewers to ignore what s/he needs to do next after the interview and focus on the 

candidate. The candidate must feel comfortable enough in the interview situation to 

answer structured-interview questions and follow-up interview questions to the best of 

his or her ability (Adler, 1998; Arthur, 1986; Ball & Ball, 2000). The interviewer(s) 

chats briefly and tries to keep an open mind (Arthur; Herman; Wendover), remembering 

that "rapport building sets the stage for the entire interview" (Ball & Ball, p. 193). As 

part of the interview process, the explanation of the interview procedures to the candidate 

is presented next. 
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Explain Interview Procedures. The interviewer(s) should let the applicant know 

what to expect (Ball & Ball, 2000; Hennan, 1994; Wendover, 1998). Details to include 

in this part of the interview are the structure of the interview, the approximate length of 

the interview, the timeline for filling the job, and the fact that the interview panel will be 

taking notes (Ball & Ball). The works of Ball and Ball, Herman, and Wendover apply to 

school board members because one of the school board members explains to each 

superintendent candidate that s/he will be asked a specific set of "Superintendent 

Interview Questions" and possible follow-up interview questions regarding answers to 

the "Superintendent Interview Questions" and/or their application materials. Also, the 

candidate is informed that there will be a time for the superintendent candidate to ask 

questions. The procedure of notification that will be used for each superintendent 

candidate about the next step in the process, plus the approximate time length allocated 

for the interview, is also explained. Once these items have been accomplished, the 

interview begins. As part of the interview process, note-taking skills are presented next. 

Take Notes. During the structured interview, all members of the structured-

interview panel must take extensive notes. Doing so helps all members of the structured-

interview panel to be accurate in their recall of the interview. After interviewing many 

different candidates, the candidates may all tend to blend together, sounding somewhat 

alike (Adler, 1998; Anderson & Shackleton, 1993; Clegg, 2001; Herman, 1994; 

Wendover, 1998). Writing down key words and ideas during the actual interview and 

expanding the notes after the interview is a good practice in order to cleariy and 

accurately remember strengths and weaknesses of the candidates. 
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These notes should be objective, should be relative to job-related facts, and should 

avoid opinions in order to remain legal in case that the structured-interview panel's notes 

were to be used in a court case (Arthur, 1986: Falcone, 2002). The works of Adler 

(1998), Anderson and Shackleton (1993), Arthur and Clegg (2001), Falcone, Herman 

(1994), and Wendover (1998) apply to school board members because school board 

members should be trained in proper note-taking procedures. It is very important that 

"legal notes" are taken. "Legal notes" are those that include job-related answers, not 

personal opinions of school board members, about superintendent candidates. As part of 

the interview process, the importance of the structured-interview panel listening during 

the structured interview is presented next. 

Listen. During the structured interview, members of the structured-interview 

panel should allow the candidate to answer the structured-interview questions and follow-

up interview questions and should avoid speaking to fill the silence that naturally occurs 

during an interview. "The panel should avoid contaminating the interview by giving 

verbal and nonverbal signals to the applicant about the way he or she answers questions" 

(Herman, 1994, p. 143; see also Pursell et al., 1980; Wendover, 1998). The candidate 

should do the talking (Arthur, 1986; Herman; Wendover), allowing wait time for the 

candidate to answer the question is essential. "Every time an applicant opens his or her 

mouth, they are giving you free data. If you do not actively listen, you are going to miss 

valuable information. Free information should be the foundation for many of your 

[follow-up] interview questions" (Arthur, p. 84). 
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Once again, it is very important that members of the structured-interview panel 

refrain from filling the silence created while the candidate responds to structured-

interview questions and follow-up interview questions (Caruth & Handlogten, 1997). 

Active listening is vital (Adler, 1998; Hennan, 1994; Wendover, 1998). Empathetic 

listening is also an important skill for interviewers to develop. "Empathetic listening 

requires that the listener put aside his or her own biases and frames of reference" (Caruth 

Handlogten, p. 222; see also Adler). 

The works of Adler (1998), Arthur (1986), Caruth and Handlogten (1997), 

Herman (1994), Pursell et al. (1980), and Wendover (1998) apply to school board 

members because only through listening to the superintendent candidates' responses can 

school board members gain information necessary to help ensure that they hire a 

superintendent who can lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system. School board members must realize that what the 

candidate has to say is of utmost importance and that they need to remain silent. It is not 

the responsibility of school board members to fill the natural silence that occurs during 

the structured interview. As part of the interview process, the way the structured-

interview panel will respond to the candidate's questions follows. 

Answer Applicant's Questions. The applicant should be allowed to ask questions 

(Adler, 1998; Anderson & Shackleton, 1993; Ball & Ball, 2000; Caruth & Handlogten, 

1997; Herman, 1994; Wendover, 1998), and someone from the interview panel must be 

ready to answer these questions (Ball & Ball). The works of Adler, Anderson and 

Shackleton, Ball and Ball, Caruth and Handlogten, Herman, and Wendover apply to 
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school board members because school board members need to decide how superintendent 

candidates' questions will be answered. One school board member, perhaps the school 

board president, may be the single school board member to answer all superintendent 

candidates' questions. School board members may choose to allow any school board 

member to answer the superintendent candidates' questions, based on the individual 

expertise of school board members. School board members need to decide prior to the 

structured interview how this issue will be addressed. As part of the interview process, 

the importance of job related follow-up interview questions are presented next. 

Follow-Up Interview Questions. The interview provides a time for the 

interviewer or the interview panel to ask a set of structured-interview questions of all 

candidates and to ask follow-up interview questions of applicants based on their curricula 

vitae and any other relevant data gathered. Along with the set of structured-interview 

questions that are to be asked of all candidates, a time during the interview must be 

dedicated to follow-up interview questions that are specific to individual candidates. 

Follow-up interview questions are sparked by something that the candidate says during 

the interview or from the materials provided by the candidate in his/her curriculum vitae. 

"Questions should never be closed (able to be answered by yes or no), but open 

(requiring the applicant to elaborate and share his or her ideas)" (Herman, 1994, p. 132; 

see also Anderson & Shackleton, 1993; Clegg, 2001). The interviewer or the structured-

interview panel pursues questions from the applicant's responses and probes any 

incomplete answers (Caruth & Handlogten, 1997; Herman; Wendover, 1998). 
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The works of Anderson and Shackleton (1993), Caruth and Handlogten (1997), 

Clegg (2001), Herman (1994), and Wendover (1998) apply to school board members 

because school board members must learn to use follow-up interview questions to clarify 

incomplete answers given by the superintendent candidate. Because of the need for 

follow-up interview questions, each member of the structured-interview panel must be 

familiar with what constitutes a legal question, an illegal question, and a politically 

correct question for follow-up interview questions (Taguchi, 2002). 

Research findings clearly show that all structured-interview questions and follow-

up interview questions must be job related and must not include questions that relate to 

sex, religion, national origin, or any other protected class. Follow-up interview questions 

must be used to clarify an answer given by the candidate to a particular structured-

interview question (Arthur, 1986; Caruth & Handlogten, 1997). There is never a reason 

to ask a personal question of a superintendent candidate; the only basis for an interview 

question is job performance. School board members, applying Adler's (1998) research, 

should not ask follow-up interview questions regarding a candidate's age, race, 

nationality, memberships to clubs, social groups, religious organizations, arrest record, 

children, or family. 

Follow-up questions are designed to "unearth facts, figures, dates, names, and 

other specifics" (Adler, 1998, p. 99). Adler emphasizes this area of the interview and 

refers to it as "fact finding" (p. 99) that 

. . . turns generalities into specifics. Get examples and quantify 
everything This will reduce exaggeration and validate responses. It 
will also quickly minimize candidate nervousness. Interviewing is a fact
finding mission, not a popularity contest. As long as you know what 
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you're looking for, don't give up until you find it. As long as the job is 
great, great candidates won't mind. (Adler, pp. 128-129; see also Arthur 
1986) 

The works of Adler (1998), Arthur (1986), Caruth and Handlogten (1997), and 

Taguchi (2002) apply to school board members because school board members must 

know what constitutes a legal follow-up interview question and a politically correct 

follow-up interview question. After the structured-interview panel concludes with all of 

its questions and the superintendent candidate has been afforded a time to ask questions 

of school board members, the interview must be concluded. 

Conclude the Interview. The interview must conclude on a positive note (Adler, 

1998; Ball & Ball, 2000; Caruth & Handlogten, 1997; Herman, 1994; Wendover, 1998). 

"Your last responsibility in the interview is a strong close. This underscores your 

professionalism and continues to show the candidate respect" (Ball & Ball, p. 202). This 

is the final opportunity for the structured-interview panel to build rapport with the 

candidate, show respect for the candidate, and transition into the final step of the 

interview, which is most often an opportunity for the candidate to ask questions of the 

interview panel (Ball & Ball). School board members need to apply the works of Adler, 

Ball and Ball, Caruth and Handlogten, Herman, and Wendover to the close of the 

structured-panel interview because this is the last chance for school board members to 

attract the superintendent candidate to the school district. A poor conclusion to the 

interview on the part of school board members could influence a superintendent 

candidate not to accept the position of superintendent of schools. The superintendent 
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candidate could infer from a poor close a weakness on the part of the school board 

members and not accept the job. 

Post-Interview Skills 

After the interview itself is complete, there is still work for school board members 

to finish the process. Post-interview skills include using interview notes and interview 

scales. These skills need to be part of the training process for the structured interview. 

The research makes the case for school board members being trained in these post-

interview skills. This training will assist school board members in selecting a 

superintendent who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system. 

Use Interview Notes. To begin using the post-interview skills, each 

member of the structured-interview panel evaluates the candidate from the notes 

s/he has taken during the interview and writes a brief interview summary 

(Herman, 1994; Taguchi, 2002; Wendover, 1998). "This process itself offers 

good checks and balances. Strengths and weaknesses are tempered, resulting in a 

much more objective assessment. Personality naturally takes a second position 

behind performance when evaluated in a panel session" (Adler, 1998, p. 171). 

The works of Adler, Herman, Taguchi, and Wendover apply to school board 

members because school board members must use their interview notes to write a 

brief summary of the structured-panel interview. Writing and then reviewing the 

notes helps to steer school board members away from the personality of the 
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superintendent candidate and toward the superintendent candidate's ability to 

answer the "Superintendent Interview Questions." 

Use Interview Scales. Using the interview notes, each of the structured-panel 

interview members then records his/her ratings of each candidate on rating scale sheets 

(Table 3.1; Table 4.46). The interviewer(s) rates the answers given by the candidate on a 

predetermined scale. This scale should be behaviorally-anchored, and questions should 

be weighted as to their importance to job-related behaviors (Anderson & Shackleton, 

1993; Eraser, 1978). Motowidlo and Burnett (1995) stressed the importance of 

structured-interview panels using rating scales in making employment decisions because 

doing so forces the structured-interview panel to use a predetermined scale in helping to 

make a judgment (Anderson & Shackleton; Eraser). 

It is also very important that the structured-interview panel not discuss the 

applicants, their answers, or the questions between interviews. This discussion is to take 

place only after all of the structured interviews are concluded; at that time, the structured-

interview panel members bring together their notes and rating sheets for discussion in 

order to hire the best possible candidate for the position. It must be sfressed that the basis 

of the hiring decision must be the candidate's ability to answer job-related questions 

(Pursell et al., 1980). Thus, the "Superintendent Interview Questions" become a primary 

factor in obtaining information that will help school board members hire a superintendent 

who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system. 
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Structured-Interview Questions Development 

Research cleariy points to the relevance and importance of the structured 

interview and the structured-interview panel. It also cleariy indicates that in the process 

the most important aspect is the structured-interview questions to be asked of the 

candidate and his/her responses. The structured-interview panel uses structured-

interview questions to force the process toward "sources of information that are believed 

to be predictably useful and away from sources that are believed to be predictably 

irrelevant" (Motowidlo & Burnett, 1995, p. 239). In any structured interview, the focus 

is on the set of structured-interview questions that all candidates must answer. This 

keeps the structured-interview panel in control of the interview and forces the candidate 

to answer structured-interview questions relating to job skills. The candidate cannot 

manipulate the structured interview by straying away from the questions asked, and the 

structured-interview panel cannot stray away from gathering information specific to the 

job being filled. This forces the structured-interview panel toward relevance and away 

from irrelevant or illegal questions (Anderson & Shackleton, 1993; Herman, 1994; 

Motowidlo & Burnett; Wendover, 1998). 

School board members need to apply the works of Anderson and Shackleton 

(1993), Herman (1994), Motowidlo and Burnett (1995), and Wendover (1998) because 

school board members, who are usually a diverse group, may or may not have experience 

in the structured-interview process. On the other hand, an assumption of this study is that 

superintendent candidates, who may or may not have experience in the structured-

interview process, will have experience in interviewing employees and in being 
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interviewed for employment. When school board members are novices to the interview 

process, and superintendent candidates are experienced in the structured-interview 

process, it becomes even more important for school board members to use the structured-

interview process. Thus, school board members can remain in control of the structured 

interview, and appropriate information, which is information relevant to the candidate's 

being able to help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system, can be gathered from each superintendent candidate. 

In any job interview, and especially the structured interview, there should be a 

reason for all questions, and that reason should be to ascertain whether the candidate 

possesses the competencies needed to successfully perform the duties listed on the job 

description and the job analysis. Job analysis is identifying a job's main components 

(Walley & Smith, 1998). A job description is "a written document describing the details 

of the job in terms of component tasks. It also includes the incumbent's activities and the 

minimum standards of competence. It is usually derived from a job analysis" (p. 251). 

The person or group of persons conducting the interview should consult the job 

description and job analysis prior to the interview and create pertinent questions for use 

during the structured-panel interview (Anderson & Shackleton, 1993; Arthur, 2001; 

Herman, 1994; Pursell et al., 1980; Rosse & Levin, 1997; Sims, 2002; Wendover, 1998). 

The works of Anderson and Shackleton, Arthur, Herman, Pursell et al., Rosse and Levin, 

Sims, Walley and Smith (1998), and Wendover apply to school board members, because 

it can be concluded that the majority of school board members do not have knowledge of 
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the day-to-day operations of a school superintendent or the expertise required to write 

"Superintendent Interview Questions." 

The Texas Education Code describes the duties of the superintendent (TEA, 2001, 

Education Code § 11.201) (Appendix B, "Superintendent Qualifications"). This list of 

superintendent duties can be used as the basis for "Superintendent Interview Questions," 

matching question development to job competencies. Using the works of Anderson and 

Shackleton (1993), Arthur (2001), Herman (1994), Pursell et al. (1980), Rosse and Levin 

(1997), Sims (2002), Walley and Smith (1998), and Wendover (1998), one can conclude 

that superintendents of school districts rated exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system can create both questions and answers for school board members to 

use during the superintendent candidate structured-panel interview. 

There should be at least one structured-interview question per item on the job 

description. If a job description or job analysis does not exist, one should be written 

(Herman, 1994). Wendover (1998) and Arthur (2001) both suggested that individuals 

successful in the position being filled should be observed and analyzed as to what makes 

them successful, and structured-interview questions should be developed which allow the 

structured-interview panel to hire candidates who have been successful in similar 

positions. This is wise because "past behavior or performance is the best predictor of 

ftitiire behavior or performance" (Taguchi, 2002, p. 60; see also Arthur; Ball and Ball, 

2000). To best understand a candidate's abilities for a particular job, the structiired-

interview questions asked during the interview should focus on specific past experiences 

of the candidate (Salgado & Moscoso, 2002; Taguchi). 
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Questions that are inaccurate, incomplete or ambiguous result in a reduction of 

standardization during the interview if the candidate must ask for clarification 

(Chambers, 2001; Pursell et al , 1980). In addition to testing for clarity, there should also 

be a means of validating answers to structured-interview questions. The validation of 

answers protects the organization both from hiring an employee who carmot do the job 

and from successful lawsuits (Herman, 1994; Rosse & Levin, 1997; Wendover, 1998). 

The validation of answers to structured-interview questions also strengthens the 

structured interview by allowing the structured-interview panel to listen for specific 

responses that have been validated as desirable answers by the person or persons making 

and/or answering the questions (Motowidlo & Burnett, 1995). 

Applying the works of Herman (1994), Motowidlo and Burnett (1995), Rosse and 

Levin (1997), and Wendover (1998) in validating the answers to "Superintendent 

Interview Questions" protects school board members both from hiring a superintendent 

who carmot do the job and from successful lawsuits. Validated answers also strengthen 

the structured interview by allowing school board members to listen for specific answers 

to "Superintendent Interview Questions." These can be considered as "good" answers to 

the "Superintendent Interview Questions" because superintendents of districts rated 

exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system provided the answers, 

thus ensuring their validity. 

Either in the development of pre-employment test questions or structiired-

interview questions, documentation of validity must be part of the development process 

of such questions. 
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In terms of a guide to the fonnat and extent of the documentation required, 
the Uniform Guideline on Employee Selection Procedures is very explicit 
concerning the documentation necessary to demonstrate validity (EEOC 
1978, pp. 38303-38307) 

Employers must not wait to document validity of their hiring process until they are sued 

by a rejected employee candidate (Pursell et al., 1980). A record should be maintained 

regarding the reliability, validity, and legality of the interview development processes 

during their development, not after the fact. 

Summary 

The United States' laws are specific concerning illegal discrimination in hiring 

employees, and the existing research is rich concerning the importance of the structured-

panel interview, structured-panel interview question development, and training in pre-

interview and structured-interview processes. However, the existing research is lacking 

in school board members' use of the law and/or the research in interviewing 

superintendent candidates, developing questions for the interview by school board 

members, and applying this information to the pre-interview or structured-interview 

process. Because the existing research is excessively limited regarding school board 

members conducting superintendent interviews and interview question development, this 

researcher makes application statements concerning how school board members can 

utilize some of the existing, but limited, information to hire an instructional leader who 

will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system. 
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School board members choose school superintendents, and research indicates that 

the interview is the number one factor in school board members' choosing a particular 

candidate (Glass et al., 2000; Largent, 2001; Lyons, 1993). Prior to this sttidy, research 

was limited in the area of questions that school board members should ask potential 

superintendent candidates in order to hire a superintendent capable of leading the district 

to exemplary statias on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. School 

board members should apply Wiesner's and Cronshaw's (1998) research regarding the 

structured-panel interview process when interviewing superintendent candidates since the 

structured-panel interview has both statistical reliability and validity. 

Legislation (TEA, 2001, Education Code §11.201.b) (Appendix A, "Board Legal 

Status: Powers and Duties") supports school board members as the members of the 

structured-panel interview because by law school board members must hire the 

superintendent, and the research supports school board members following a structured-

interview process (Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988). According to two superintendent search 

consultants, Killough (Texas Association of School Boards superintendent search 

consultant) and Marshall (Arrow Consultant Services superintendent search consultant), 

school board members using superintendent search assistance follow the structured-panel 

interview format exclusively. This is done to help each school board member compare 

all candidates fairly; to avoid school board members asking illegal questions (D. 

Killough, personal communication, March 20, 2003; R. Marshall, personal 

communication, March 25, 2003); to help reduce the halo effect of the candidate; to force 

school board members to focus on the profile developed by the board and the consultant 

81 



as to what the board is looking for in the candidate; and to overcome the reality that 

school board members are not qualified to conduct interviews (R. Marshall, personal 

communication, March 25, 2003). 

The research provides specific information on using the structured-panel 

interview as well as how to develop reliable, valid, and legal structured-interview 

questions and answers that can be used during a structured-panel interview. It does not, 

however, provide specific information in these two areas directed exclusively to school 

board members who are hiring a superintendent who is expected to lead a school district 

to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. It is 

necessary to formulate a set of reliable, valid, and legal structured-interview 

questions/answers presented in a format that school board members can use effectively 

and easily and that have a high degree of reliability and validity. 

This study focuses the research regarding question development and expected 

responses by having superintendents ("Delphi Group Members") of school districts rated 

exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system create 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" that school board members can ask superintendent 

candidates, and reliable and valid responses, in order for school board members to hire 

candidates who will help lead their school district to exemplary status on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system. 
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Conclusion 

The literature review establishes a foundation for research question number one: 

What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

This question also addresses what should be the answers to these "Superintendent 

Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional leader who will help lead the 

district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

Rationale 

School board members of all school districts, including those rated exemplary on 

the Texas Education Agency's accountability system, see their superintendent on a 

limited basis: at school board meetings, in the community, at school events, but not on a 

day-to-day basis. These limitations on school board members support the concept of 

"Delphi Group Members" writing the structured-panel interview questions. These 

"Delphi Group Members" have the expertise needed to write such "Superintendent 

Interview Questions" primarily because they understand the day-to-day operations of a 

school district that is rated exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's accountability 

system. 

83 



It is very important that "Superintendent Interview Questions" used to evaluate 

superintendent candidates capable of leading their district to exemplary status on the 

Texas Education Agency's accountability system be tested for clarity prior to their use; 

this was accomplished by reviewing the questions with persons currently performing the 

job. 

The works of Herman (1994), Motowidlo and Burnett (1995), Pursell et al. 

(1980), Rosse and Levin (1997), and Wendover (1998) apply to school board members 

because school board members do not have the expertise or knowledge to develop 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" and validated answers to the questions. The laws 

of the nation, though, are clear that interview questions must be validated. It is clear that 

school board members need help in developing the questions that should be asked during 

the structured-interview process. "Superintendent Interview Questions" and validated 

answers to those questions were constructed by "Delphi Group Members." School board 

members can use these "Superintendent Interview Questions" and validated answers and 

can easily demonstrate that the structured-interview process has documented validity, and 

adheres to the Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures (EEOC, 1978). 

Developing from the primary research question are two subordinate research 

questions. Research question number two asks: 

Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

And, research question number three asks: 

84 



• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent hiring practices be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

The two subordinate research questions are considered in Chapter III rather than Chapter 

II since the primary focus of the study is research question number one: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 
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CHAPTER 111 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 

Introduction 

Research (Chapter II) indicates that structured interviews that use reliable, valid, 

and legal structured-interview questions, called "Superintendent Interview Questions" in 

tills study, are highly valuable in the selection of potential employees. This study 

developed "Superintendent Interview Questions" to be used in the superintendent/school 

board members interview. This "Superintendent Interview Question" development was 

accomplished by using the Delphi Method, which has been explained completely in this 

chapter. The major focus of this study was the "Superintendent Interview Questions" that 

school board members can use in their search for a superintendent who will help lead 

their district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

The "Superintendent Interview Questions" were generated by the respondents, who were 

called "Delphi Group Members" in this study and were 10 superintendents whose 

districts have reached exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability 

system. 

This study used both qualitative and quantitative paradigms-a mixed method to 

answer the three research questions of the study. Additionally, the researcher used "the 

dominant-less dominant design to combine qualitative and quantitative approaches in a 

single stiady" (Creswell, 1994, p. 177) to answer research questions two and three. The 

qualitative paradigm is used (Creswell) to answer the primary research question: 
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• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

This part of the study was called the "Action Research Study" and used the Delphi 

Method for research data gathering and interpretation. 

Both the qualitative and quantitative paradigms (Creswell, 1994) were used to 

answer research questions two and three. This part of the study was called the 

"Replication Study." "Survey Respondents" were the 149 superintendents whose 

districts reached exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability 

system. Spring, 2002. Research question number two asks: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"? 

Research question number three asks: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent hiring practices be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"? 

Research questions two and three are subordinate research questions to research question 

one. The "Replication Study" reported open-ended survey responses qualitatively and 

closed survey responses quantitatively. 
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Rationale for Qualitative and Quantitative 
Research Methodologies 

Qualitative research is a collection of non-numeric data that is intended to be 

reported in narrative fonn in order to "discover important underlying dimensions and 

patterns of relationships" (Polit & Hungler, 1997, p. 466). Kaplan (1964) stated "if you 

can measure it [qualitative research], that ain't it!" (p. 206), and Berg (2001) confirmed 

this idea by stating that qualitative research "cannot be analyzed by running computer 

programs" (p. 2). On the other hand, quantitative research is a collection of quantifiable 

or numeric data that can be reported by precise measurement in order to understand 

statistical "phenomena or assess the magnitude and reliability of relationships among" 

(Polit & Hungler, p. 466) the data. 

A mixed paradigm was appropriate to answer the three research questions in this 

study. The primary research question: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

was answered using the qualitative paradigm. Research question number two: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"? 

and research question number three: 
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• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent hiring practices be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"? 

were answered using both the qualitative and quantitative paradigms. 

The "Action Research Study" 

Infroduction 

This study was designed to collect expert opinion concerning a research question 

that could not be measured numerically. Morse (1991) provided four characteristics of a 

qualitative research problem: 

(a) the concept is "immature" due to a conspicuous lack of theory and 
previous research; (b) a notion that the available theory may be inaccurate, 
inappropriate, incorrect, or biased; (c) a need exists to explore and 
describe the phenomena and to develop theory; or (d) the nature of the 
phenomenon may not be suited to quantitative measures, (p. 120) 

This researcher found that there was a total lack of research into: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary statias on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

Since there was no quantitative means of answering this research question, a qualitative 

method was used. 
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Action Research Using the Delphi Method in a Qualitative 
Method Research Design 

This is an "Action Research Study" using the Delphi Method to answer research 

question number one: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

Action Research is considered for its theoretical relevance, its language, its process, the 

respondents ("Delphi Group Members"), the researcher, and data collection procedures. 

The explanation of Action Research is followed by an explanation of the Delphi Method 

used in this "Action Research Study" as the research gathering and interpretation method. 

Since this study was conducted as a qualitative study, a clear understanding of the 

qualitative study process framed by Action Research (also known as participatory Action 

Research or "backyard research") is presented (Greenwood & Levin, 1998; McNiff, 

Lomax, & Whitehead, 1996; McNiff & Whitehead, 2000). The Delphi Method was used 

as the research gathering and interpretation method in this "Action Research Study." 

This "Action Research Study" dealt with problem solving in the education field. 

Action Research, with its basis in industrial research, and its original purpose to 

make businesses more efficient, has in recent years found favor in the field of education 

as a means to "improve practice" (Glesne, 1999, p. 13; see also Greenwood & Levin, 

1998; McNiff et al., 1996; McNiff & Whitehead, 2000). Action Research calls for the 
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researcher to act as the facilitator and to keep the research moving toward the answer to 

the research question, which normally deals with increased productivity in an industrial 

setting or resolution of a problem within education or the fields of nursing or social work 

(Glesne; Greenwood & Levin; McNiff et al.; McNiff & Whitehead). 

As in all qualitative research, the researcher must decide where s/he falls on the 

observer-participant continuum, from the lowest level of participant as observer to a full 

participant in the process. In Kurt Lewin's original model for Action Research, there was 

a clear distance set between the researcher and the respondents (Glesne, 1999). For the 

purposes of this study, the researcher chose to be "observer as participant" (p. 44), which 

is explained as "the researcher remains primarily an observer but has some interaction 

with study participants" (p. 44). The researcher of the question: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

defined his role in the following manner: In this stiady the researcher was a veteran 

superintendent whose school district had reached exemplary statias on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system. Spring, 2002. The researcher dealt with a 

homogeneous group of superintendents ("Delphi Group Members") whose districts had 

also reached exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

Spring, 2002. 
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The researcher used the following protocol while doing his research. First, the 

researcher selected the "Delphi Group Members" using a selection criteria from a pool of 

superintendents whose districts had been rated exemplary on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system. Spring, 2002. Second, after each round of the Delphi, 

the researcher collected all of the data, organized it, and returned it to the "Delphi Group 

Members." Third, only when duplications occurred within the data did the researcher 

delete any information, and these deletions were reported to the "Delphi Group 

Members." Fourth, each round of the Delphi was clearly defined prior to begirming the 

research, and the researcher did not deviate from his predetermined protocol. And, fifth, 

the researcher prepared the final report and shared all of the findings with the "Delphi 

Group Members." A step-by-step procedure list that clearly states the researcher's duties 

in each round of the Delphi is included in this chapter. 

After selecting the Delphi Method and reviewing the qualitative literature 

regarding Action Research, the researcher determined that Action Research is the most 

conclusive way to answer research question number one: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary statias on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

"Action research has at its essence the intent to change something, to solve some 

sort of problem, to take action, but the focus is not necessarily emancipatory or political" 
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(Glesne, 1999, p. 10; Greenwood 8c Levin, 1998; McNiff et al., 1996; McNiff & 

Whitehead, 2000). In the case of this research, the intent was to meet an existing need. 

Although most prior use of Action Research has been in fields not educationally related. 

Action Research, using the Delphi Method for data collection and interpretation, allows 

for research that is conducted to solve a problem and meet a need that could make a 

difference in the field of education. The problem posed the question: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary statias on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

The Delphi Method is a way of gathering expert opinion from a panel of selected 

"Delphi Group Members" to answer a research question that can not be answered 

quantitatively; in other words, it is opinion technology. In this research, the panel of 

"Delphi Group Members" was a group of 10 superintendents in the State of Texas whose 

school districts had reached exemplary status on the state's accountability system. Spring, 

2002. These "Delphi Group Members" were asked to answer the following research 

question: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to ensure 

the hiring of an instructional leader who will help move the district to exemplary 

status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system? 
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Once Action Research was cleariy identified as the best research method, the next step 

was to consider specific elements that were to be developed in the "Action Research 

Study." 

Elements of an "Action Research Study" 

The following section includes the appropriate language to be used in an "Action 

Research Stiidy," procedures needed to initiate the Action Research process, the "Delphi 

Group Members" in this "Action Research Stiidy," the researcher in this "Action 

Research Study," and data collection in this "Action Research Study." 

Language in an "Action Research Study." In Texas, there are very few 

qualifications for becoming a school board member, and educational level is not one of 

them (TEA, 2001, Education Code § 11.061.b). The language of Action Research is at a 

level that both professional and laypersons can easily understand (Berg, 2001; 

Greenwood «fe Levin, 1998; McNiff et al., 1996; McNiff & Whitehead, 2000). If this 

study does not translate to a level of language that a typical school board member can 

understand, then it has no relevance, and the research question is rendered useless. 

Action Research is intended to have relevance to the average individual; thus it is an 

excellent research means to report information back to school board members, but it has 

to be at a language level commensurate with the understanding of those addressed. 

Procedures to Initiate an "Action Research Study." "The basic action research 

procedural routine involves four stages: (1) identifying the research question(s), (2) 

gathering the information to answer the question(s), (3) analyzing and interpreting the 
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information, and (4) sharing the results with the participants" (Berg, 2001, p. 180; 

Greenwood & Levin, 1998; McNiff et al., 1996; McNiff & Whitehead, 2000). Kemmis 

and McTaggart (1988) described Action Research as a spiral of activities orchestrated by 

the researcher to get data from the "Delphi Group Members," who are referred to as 

"Delphi Group Members" in this study. This spiral of activities included planning, 

acting, observing, and reflecting. 

In this "Action Research Study," "Delphi Group Members" were selected using 

specific criteria; the "Delphi Group Members" were then asked to provide a list of 

questions in response to the following scenario: "You have been chosen for this stiady 

because your school district reached exemplary status on the State's accountability 

system based on the Spring, 2002, academic excellence indicator system (AEIS). If your 

school board asked you to replace yourself, what structured-interview questions 

("Superintendent Interview Questions") would you ask superintendent candidates that 

would help you select a new superintendent who would continue the district's exemplary 

status? When preparing your structured-interview questions ("Superintendent Interview 

Questions"), you are being asked to consider the following: 'When preparing 

competency-based structured-interview questions ("Superintendent Interview 

Questions"), remember two things: (a) they are designed to elicit specific examples 

concerning what the applicant has done in the past, and (b) they should tie in directly 

with job-specific competencies'" (Appendix B, "Superintendent Qualifications"). The 

researcher then took those initial questions generated by the "Delphi Group Members" 

and returned the information to the "Delphi Group Members" as Delphi Group Report I. 
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At the end of each Delphi round, the researcher prepared and returned a Delphi Group 

report to the "Delphi Group Members" for fiarther action. 

Respondents in an "Action Research Study." Action Research normally is 

intended to study something that needs to be changed, and the "Delphi Group Members" 

are selected for their ability to provide expertise toward the needed change (Berg, 2001; 

Glesne, 1999; Greenwood & Levin, 1998; McNiff et al., 1996; McNiff «fe Whitehead, 

2000). For the research to yield an answer to a problem, those who participated in the 

research as "Delphi Group Members" were chosen for their interest in the research 

question. Interest of the "Delphi Group Members" separates Action Research from other 

types of research because simple interest of the researcher is not enough to make the 

research yield a desired product. 

"Action research collaborates with the very people it seeks to study" (Berg, 2001, 

p. 180) in order to make something better (Glesne, 1999; Greenwood & Levin, 1998; 

McNiff et al., 1996; McNiff & Whitehead, 2000). Soltis (1990) reported that in some 

original Action Research, the consequences of the findings were not considered as 

important by the researchers. These original researchers were acting as political activists, 

and they felt that their research was more important to the whole of society than the harm 

or negative actions that could occur to the respondents. This negative aspect of Action 

Research was easily avoided in this study because the findings for research question 

number one were not necessarily political. 

In this "Action Research Study," the researcher began the session with an open-

ended question to which the group responded (Berg, 2001; Greenwood & Levin, 1998; 
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McNiff et al., 1996; McNiff & Whitehead, 2000). The "Delphi Group Members" were 

selected for their expertise as successftil superintendents: those whose school districts had 

been rated exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system, Spring, 

2002, and who were interested in bettering public schools in Texas as members of the 

school community as a whole. In the first round of the Delphi, the "Delphi Group 

Members" were asked to generate "Superintendent Interview Questions" for use in 

superintendent interviews by school board members to answer the research question: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

At this point in the research, a multiple round Delphi began in order to generate 

"Superintendent Interview Question" development. 

The Researcher in an "Action Research Study." The researcher is responsible for 

the marmer in which information is gathered in an "Action Research Study" (Berg, 2001; 

Greenwood & Levin, 1998; McNiff et al., 1996; McNiff & Whitehead, 2000), and in this 

particular study the researcher chose to gather data through anonymous written input 

from the "Delphi Group Members." In the Delphi, the "Delphi Group Members," not the 

researcher, judge items in terms of importance (Hasson, Keeney, & McKenna, 2000). "In 

the Delphi process, the monitoring team [researcher] mailed the feedback report to the 

respondents ["Delphi Group Members"], and each respondent ["Delphi Group Member"] 
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independently read, evaluated, and interpreted the ideas on the feedback report" (Delbecq 

etal., 1975, p. 17). 

From the first round of the study, in which the "Delphi Group Members" were 

asked to provide "Superintendent Interview Questions" that the "Delphi Group 

Members" then answered to produce the finished product, the researcher interacted with 

the "Delphi Group Members" as the facilitator. Research protocol in this study stated 

that the researcher would never make a conscious decision to edit or delete information 

from the study without approval from the "Delphi Group Members." To increase validity 

in the process and the findings of the research, a recent Texas Tech doctoral graduate was 

consulted to evaluate each step of the Delphi, helping to ensure that the researcher's role 

was true to the protocol criteria set up by the researcher, and the predetermined steps of 

the Delphi were be followed. With these two factors in mind, data collection began to 

take form. 

Data Collection in an "Action Research Study." Berg (2001; Greenwood & 

Levin, 1998; McNiff et al., 1996; McNiff & Whitehead, 2000) included the concept of a 

meeting with the respondents to analyze collected data during Action Research. At this 

point in the stiady, the "Delphi Group Members" worked with the researcher to "assess 

the data and clarify information that had been gathered" (p. 183). Referred to as the 

"technical/scientific/collaborative mode" (p. 186), communication was between the 

researcher and the "Delphi Group Members." It was the job of the researcher, as 

facilitator, to provide technical expertise to the group in collecting data and sharing that 

data with the "Delphi Group Members" in order to resolve any problems. 
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At each round of the Delphi, the "Delphi Group Members" were asked to review 

all of the data that the researcher, as facilitator, had gathered from the "Delphi Group 

Members." It was the job of the researcher, as facilitator, to collect the data from the 

"Delphi Group Members" at each round of the Delphi and then to return that data to the 

"Delphi Group Members" for continuing analysis and more in-depth clarification by the 

"Delphi Group Members." At each step of the "Action Research Study," information and 

perceptions "of all stakeholders" ("Delphi Group Members") (Berg, 2001, p. 184; see 

also Greenwood & Levin, 1998; McNiff et al., 1996; McNiff & Whitehead, 2000) were 

included for review by all "Delphi Group Members." Decisions of the "Delphi Group 

Members" were created collaboratively (Stinger, 1996). 

All "Delphi Group Members" were included in the process by the researcher's 

keeping in contact with them for their input; also, each "Delphi Group Member" was able 

to "read various accounts as they developed (not simply after the project was completed)" 

(Berg, 2001, p.l84; see also Greenwood & Levin, 1998; McNiff et al., 1996; McNiff & 

Whitehead, 2000). During each round of the Delphi, all "Delphi Group Members" 

received written reports from the researcher, who acted as the facilitator. In these reports, 

all collected data from the "Delphi Group Members" was retiamed to the group in 

workable format. The reports were a collection of all of the data from the "Delphi Group 

Members," not just summaries; when collected data was redundant, the researcher 

explained this in the report to the "Delphi Group Members." 

Additionally, when information was removed from the data because it was not 

rated highly enough on the Likert Scale 
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(A Likert scale lays out five points separated by intervals assumed to be 
equal distances. It is fonnally termed an equal-appearing interval scale. 
This scale allows subjects to register the extent of their agreement or 
disagreement with a particular statement of an attitude, belief, or 
judgment. [Tuckman, 1999, pp. 216-217]) 

being used to remain in the data, the researcher continued to report that information as 

"less important to the group." This information was removed from the final report after 

the "Delphi Group Members" were aware that it would not be included in that report. 

In this study, the researcher provided the technical support and report-writing 

skills needed to accomplish the answer to the research question: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

The researcher also encouraged each "Delphi Group Member" to complete each round of 

the Delphi. Between each round of the Delphi, the researcher contacted all "Delphi 

Group Members" to thank them for their efforts in completing the previous round and to 

explain the procedures that would be followed in the next round. These actions were 

taken by the researcher in order to remain true to Action Research and to keep all "Delphi 

Group Members" informed and engaged so that the research would be completed. Only 

when the "Delphi Group Members" are interested in the outcome of the research will 

they invest time in the study. 
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Action Research Concerns. At this point, a note of caution is expressed 

concerning Action Research, or "backyard research." The researcher was aware that 

there could be unintended consequences to the "Delphi Group Members" due to the 

findings. The researcher must be totally honest with the "Delphi Group Members" in 

Action Research, not only for ethical reasons, but also because the "Delphi Group 

Members" and the researcher are partners in the process. "To dupe them in any way 

would be to undermine the very processes one wants to examine" (Punch, 1994, p. 89). 

This study did not report findings regarding any one public school district in the state, nor 

would the answer to the research question: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to ensure 

the hiring of an instructional leader who will help move the district to exemplary 

status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system? 

result in negative consequences for any of the "Delphi Group Members." 

Difficulties can occur in Action Research when the researcher is not from within 

the organization being studied. These difficulties involve: "defining the research focus, 

creating action groups where no formal organization exists, and knowing when and how 

to leave or end the research project" (Glesne, 1999, p. 14; see also Greenwood & Levin, 

1998; McNiff et al., 1996; McNiff & Whitehead, 2000). The researcher was aware that 

Action Research can produce data possibly damaging to the researcher. Action Research 

can and does deal with political situations, and political situations can cause political 

damage that can leave the researcher and/or the respondents vulnerable. However, it is 
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an assumption of this study that this "Action Research Study" is not political, and can not 

be damaging to the "Delphi Group Members." When conducting "backyard" research 

(Action Research) the researcher "may have to negotiate with colleagues and superiors 

not only what data can be collected but also what gets reported" (Glesne, p. 27). An 

assumption of this study is that the gathered data in this study can in no way be harmful 

to the "Delphi Group Members"; however, to ensure that data collection, in this study, is 

not damaging to the "Delphi Group Members," the researcher will keep all gathered data 

anonymous. 

Summation of Action Research and an Introduction to the 
Delphi Method 

Action Research requires interested persons ("Delphi Group Members") to invest 

time in the solution to a problem (Berg, 2001; Greenwood & Levin, 1998; McNiff et al., 

1996; McNiff & Whitehead, 2000); the Delphi Method used in this study to gather and 

interpret research data accomplished just that. The Delphi Method is an excellent 

research method or tool to use when a collaborative answer to a question is needed. The 

basic philosophy behind the Delphi is that 'n' heads are better than one (Dalkey, 1969). 

A group of superintendents ("Delphi Group Members") whose districts had been rated 

exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system, Spring, 2002, 

worked together in an anonymous fashion to create a list of "Superintendent Interview 

Questions" that school board members, acting as a structured-interview panel, would 

have available for use when interviewing superintendent candidates. Thus, the relevance 

of the primary research question is apparent: 
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• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

The "Delphi Group Members" also worked within the Delphi procedures to come 

to consensus on reliable and valid answers to the aforementioned "Superintendent 

Interview Questions." By using the procedures of the Delphi Method and framing it 

within the concepts of Action Research to generate questions/responses, a powerfial and 

user-friendly qualitative study was accomplished. 

The Delphi Method 

At this point, note is given as to why the Delphi Method was the means of 

gathering and interpreting data in this "Action Research Study." The Delphi Method was 

a valid, user-friendly, research-based method of attaining contemporary information; 

thus, the researcher used the Delphi Method to conduct this study. 

In a dissertation entitled A Model For The Selection of Superintendents by School 

Board Members In Texas, Jones (1992) used the Delphi Method. Her research involved 

gathering expert opinion on the process that school board members should use in hiring a 

new superintendent. She provided a step-by-step method that school board members 

could follow to methodically hire a new superintendent. However, her work was limited 

to the process and did not offer guidance to school board members as to: 
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• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what the answers should be to ensure 

the hiring of an instructional leader who will help lead the district to exemplary 

status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

This researcher, as did Jones, utilized the Delphi Method as the means of gathering and 

interpreting data in this "Action Research Study." Other Delphi stiidies conducted at 

Texas Tech University included the following. Glosson (1979), in the field of home 

economics, wrote Competencies needed by teacher of vocational education for the 

handicapped: A Delphi approach; Hollis (1977), in the field of education, wrote Speech 

communication curriculum of the future: A Delphi profile; and Sizer (2002), in the field 

of family and consumer sciences education, wrote Skills and factors influencing the 

development of competencies in manual therapy: A Delphi investigation. The Delphi 

Method is useful in gathering expert opinion (Cetron & Monahan, 1968), and the 

previous examples and Worsham's (1980) exhaustive bibliography helped to demonstrate 

the method's versatility in gathering expert opinion across differing fields of study. 

Worsham's work shows that the Delphi Method has been used in the following fields: 

chemical industry, corporate environment, comment analysis, planning communications, 

computers, communications, cost effectiveness, cross impact technological, decision 

making, drugs, economic analysis/development, education, electronics, employee 

benefits, energy, exploratory development, forecasting, futures analysis, goals, group 

value judgments/techniques, housing, information systems, industrial engineering, land 

use, law of diminishing returns, mapping, marketing, medicine, models, personnel 
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administration, planning, panel experts, quality of life, quantitative analysis, recreation, 

research, social environment/changes, think tanks, and transportation planning. 

The Ancient Delphi and Modem Delphi Method 

In the historical Delphi, "forecasts and opinions" (Milkovich, 1975, p. 84) were 

the objective. 

The original oracle of Delphi, in ancient Greece, was a shrine to Apollo at 
which forecasts and opinions were spoken by a priestess who is alleged to 
have uttered sounds in a frenzied trance. These messages were interpreted 
by a priest who usually spoke in verse. Government officials, politicians, 
military officers, and merchants were among those seeking the help of the 
oracle; all persons brought rich gifts and presumably grants, (p. 84) 

And in modem Delphi research, "forecasts and opinions" are also the objective. 

The Delphi Method is applicable to this research study and is used to answer research 

question number one: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instmctional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

The Delphi Method was developed in the 1950s by the Rand Corporation as a 

means to collect expert opinion; the original use of the Delphi Method was a 

collaboration between Dr. Olaf Helmer, Norma Dalkey, and T.J. Gordon of Douglas 

Aircraft in the area of technological forecasting. 
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The experiment was designed to apply expert opinion to the selection, 
from the viewpoint of a Soviet strategic planner, of an optimal U. S. 
Industrial target system and to the estimation of the number of A-bombs 
required to reduce the munitions output by a prescribed amount. (Dalkey 
«& Helmer, 1963, p. 458) 

Dalkey and Helmer (1963) introduced the idea of gathering expert opinion by 

having members of the Delphi interact anonymously through "controlled feedback" 

(Dalkey, 1969, p. 14). Anonymous interaction and controlled feedback was 

accomplished in this study through the researcher's acting as the facilitator in the process. 

The researcher gathered opinions from the "Delphi Group Members," organized the data, 

and returned the collected data to the "Delphi Group Members" for additional input. 

The researcher is important to the process because it is imperative that "Delphi 

Group Members" act independently of the ideas of others, thus creating original thought 

(Delbecq et al., 1975; Huber & Delbecq, 1972). At each round of the Delphi, the 

researcher prepared a report that was returned to the group for input. The "Delphi Group 

Members" reviewed the report and recorded their opinions regarding the information. 

The researcher once again prepared a report that was returned to the "Delphi Group 

Members." This process was followed until a certain level of consensus was reached 

using predetermined Likert Scale agreement (Helmer, 1968; Turoff, 1970; Yang, 2000). 

Research shows that the whole concept of the Delphi Method concerns improving 

decision making using expert opinion through group judgments (Dalkey, 1969; Delbecq, 

et al., 1975). This method of information gathering allows for compilation of the 

knowledge and judgments of experts ("Delphi Group Members") (Bright, 1968; Delbecq 

et al.). Problem solving is important to almost all organizations, and the Delphi Method 
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is one means of problem solving that has a research base (Delbecq et al.). Using this 

method of problem solving increases the time that one spends actually attending to the 

problem because each "Delphi Group Member" is working independently of the group; 

also, each member of the Delphi records his/her thoughts to be returned to the group for 

review and input (Delbecq et al.; Van de Ven, 1974). "The results of a Delphi exercise 

are subject to greater acceptance on the part of the group than are the consensus arrived at 

by more direct forms of interaction" (Dalkey, p. 17), specifically including face-to-face 

meetings. 

Experiments carried out by Dalkey at Rand (1968, 1969) and Campbell at 
the University of California (1996) found the Delphi process more 
effective than interacting meeting. In these experiments, the problem 
required "Delphi Group Members" to estimate the accuracy of a set of 
facts. The pooled estimates resulting from the Delphi Technique 
[Method] were found more accurate than the estimates resulting from the 
interacting meetings. (Delbecq et al., p. 18) 

The Delphi requires a standardization of research procedures that are set from the 

beginning of the process "in order to approach reliability" (Hill & Fowles, 1975, p. 180). 

This creates a research procedure that is objective, allowing for a certain amount of 

reassurance in the results (Dalkey, 1969, p. 17). This is important because it is a means 

of introducing opinion into research; there are some research topics that have to rely on 

what experts ("Delphi Group Members") think, not on a predetermined set of collected 

data (Dalkey). Dagenais (1978) reported that the "Delphi method reliability is acceptably 

high in real situations" (p. 308; see also Dalkey, Rourke, Lewis, & Snyder, 1972). 

Because of the reliability of the Delphi Method and the facility it offers in the 

collection of expert opinion, the Delphi Method of data collection and data interpretation 
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was the tool of choice in this qualitative study. The researcher acted as the facilitator 

who guided the process. The Delphi Method allows for current issues such as: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instmctional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

to be evaluated by a group of experts ("Delphi Group Members"). 

It is noted at this point, though, that even with a proven method such as the Delphi 

Method there can be potential problems. Hill and Fowles (1975) warned of such issues 

with the Delphi in regard to standardization within the methodology. 

The reliability of Delphi forecasting is critically weakened by an absence 
of recognized administrative standards to guide Delphi implementation, 
along with an insufficiency of the methodological expertise which would 
be necessary to make up for the first deficit when a Delphi is actually 
executed. The lack of administrative standards, as well as the procedural 
requirements of Delphi, place great demands upon the judgment of the 
experimenter at a number of cmcial points. Whether in the selection of 
the panel, the editing of initial responses about possible fiature 
developments, the stmcturing of questions for following rounds, or the 
selection of divergent prediction for feedback to the panel - in all these 
areas the researcher has no firm methodological guidance and must often 
rely on purely private assessments . . . . Even in the absence of commonly 
accepted standards of administration, Delphi users should at least be aware 
of the vulnerability of the methods to the kinds of reliability problems 
noted here and should attempt to confront them. Unfortunately, few 
experimenters recognize these attributes as threats, choosing instead to 
view variability of method as a strength of the tool, and assuming 
apparently that it is inherently rigorous enough to obviate such problems, 
(pp. 184-185; see also Moore, 1987) 
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The researcher addressed these concems in this work, not by ignoring them, but by using 

proven procedures from previous Delphi works to model proven practices within this 

work. 

The Delphi Method remains the single best research tool to use in this "Action 

Research Study" for consideration in addressing the primary focus of this research, which 

is: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instmctional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

This type of research question is similar to the original Delphi study, in which experts 

were asked to decide how many A-bombs would be necessary to inflict a certain amount 

of damage to the United States. Subsequent use of the method has continued to collect 

expert opinion regarding an issue that can not be answered without opinion technology 

(Dalkey «& Helmer, 1963). 

Helmer (1968) explained that the Delphi Method can be used when judgmental 

information is considered to be indispensable. The Delphi increases original thought and 

creativity because group members are not worried about group acceptance due to 

working in isolation and anonymity. At the conclusion of the Delphi, the group feels a 

great sense of accomplishment, and they also feel that "closure" had been reached 

(Delbecq et al., 1975, p. 35). 
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Thus, even with the potential problems inherent in the Delphi Method, it remains 

the single best method of formulating and evaluating the question of: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instmctional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary statias on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system. 

However, there were certain considerations followed in this study that strengthen the 

validity of the outcome of the research. 

Five Considerations When Using the Delphi Method 

Prior to beginning with the Delphi study, the researcher considered a five-step 

checklist specifically directed toward the appropriateness of the Delphi Method as the 

data collection and interpretation method for appropriateness for this study. The 

researcher responded to the five criteria as they applied to this study, thus addressing the 

use of the method for this study. Linstone and Turoff (1975) identified the five steps as a 

checklist for the use of the Delphi Method. 

(1) "The problem does not lend itself to precise analytical techniques but can 

benefit from subjective judgments on a collective basis" (Linstone & Turoff 1975, p. 4; 

see also Hasson et al., 2000). At the time of this study, there were no purely quantitative 

techniques that could be used in seeking expert opinion from "Delphi Group Members" 

whose districts had been rated exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's 
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accountability system. Spring, 2002, as to the "Superintendent Interview Questions" (and 

validated answers to those questions) for superintendent/school board members 

interview. This research provides subjective judgments as to a collective basis using the 

Delphi Method. The Delphi Method allows for such expert opinion gathering, basing the 

concept of the Delphi Method on the assumption that "n heads are better than one" 

(Dalkey, 1969, p. 6; see also Helmer, 1967). Dalkey called this manner of gathering 

expert opinion "opinion technology" (p. vii) and acknowledged that the Delphi is a quick 

and efficient way to "cream the tops of the heads" (p. 16) of experts ("Delphi Group 

Members"); and Hill and Fowles (1975), in fact, referred to the "best guess" (p. 185; see 

also Helmer) made by knowledgeable "Delphi Group Members." 

(2) "The individuals needed to contribute to the examination of a broad or 

complex problem have no history of adequate communication and may represent diverse 

backgrounds with respect to experience or expertise" (Linstone & Turoff, 1975, p. 4). 

The "Delphi Group Members" in this study probably did not know each other, either 

professionally or socially, and of course, "Delphi Group Members" were not aware of 

other group members' identities. The only commonality between "Delphi Group 

Members" was that each was a superintendent whose district had been rated exemplary 

on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. Spring, 2002. 

(3) "More individuals are needed than can effectively interact in a face-to-face 

exchange: time and cost make frequent group meetings infeasible, and, the efficiency of 

face-to-face meetings can be increased by a supplemental group communication process" 

(Linstone & Turoff 1975, p. 4: see also Delbecq. et al., 1975). The "Delphi Group 
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Members" consisted of 10 superintendents from various locations across the State of 

Texas. The size of this group and the nature of the multiple rounds of the Delphi made it 

unfeasible for face-to-face meetings. Data was gathered in one of the following ways: 

fax, email, or United States Mail. 

(4) "Disagreements among individuals are so severe or politically unpalatable that 

the communication process must be refereed and/or anonymity assured" (Linstone & 

Turoff, 1975, p. 4). In the Delphi, independent thought is fostered by "Delphi Group 

Members" working in isolation. Confrontation, which can lead some "Delphi Group 

Members" to give in to pressures for conformity, is eliminated as each member of the 

Delphi works independently. Within the Delphi Method, each "Delphi Group Member" 

is encouraged to come up with new thoughts and ideas without the fear of group 

pressures (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963). 

In this study, anonymity was maintained among the "Delphi Group Members" so 

that individual responses were combined with the best thinking of the group. Following 

the traditional Delphi Method of anonymity produced the most reliable results (Dalkey, 

1969; Dalkey & Helmer, 1963; Delbecq et al., 1975). The undesirable issues of 

personality and/or political disagreements among the "Delphi Group Members" were 

eliminated so that "the anonymity and isolation of experts ["Delphi Group Members"] 

provided freedom from conformity pressures" (Delbecq et al., p. 35; see also Dalkey; 

Huber & Delbecq, 1972). Anonymity was accomplished through the use of 

questionnaires faxed, emailed or sent by United States mail to the "Delphi Group 
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Members;" the anonymity worked to eliminate the effect of dominant personalities within 

the "Delphi Group Members" (Dalkey; Delbecq et al.). 

"Anonymity and group response allow a sharing of responsibility that is 

refreshing and that releases from the respondents' ["Delphi Group Members"] 

inhibitions" (Dalkey, 1969, p. 17). Also, the Delphi environment has been found to be 

highly motivational for the "Delphi Group Members" (Dalkey). McKenna (1994) 

infroduced the idea of 'quasi-anonymity' in a Delphi in which the "Delphi Group 

Members" know the names of other "Delphi Group Members," but all gathered 

information is reported to the "Delphi Group Members" anonymously. In this study, the 

"Delphi Group Members" were requested to conceal their identity concerning the Delphi 

until after the final report was prepared. This request was made in the initial telephone 

contact (Copy in Appendix D, "Telephone Script") and in the follow-up letter (Copy in 

Appendix E, "Delphi Acceptance and Introduction Letter"). 

Since there is strong research to support requesting anonymity, great care was 

taken to maintain anonymity in this study. Dalkey (1969; Bouchard, 1969; Helmer, 

1967) found that anonymous feedback produced group estimates that were more accurate 

than group estimates made by non-anonymous groups. Anonymous input from the 

"Delphi Group Members" eliminates the control of a dominant personality over a group 

in a group setting, eliminates communications that have nothing to do with the problem 

being addressed, and eliminates the ability of the group to pressure "Delphi Group 

Members" to conform (Dalkey). 
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Additionally, Huber and Delbecq (1972) reported that judgments coming from 

independent members of groups tended to have fewer errors than judgments coming from 

groups as a whole. Each "Delphi Group Member" worked independently from the group 

as a whole, and the members were anonymous to one another; thus, information was 

gathered in written form from each member of the group. Horowitz (1964) found that 

written responses to research situations yielded the following: 

(1) Writing represents a more serious commitment than speaking;... (2) 
writing is slower, duller, more prosaic, stodgy, and circumspect. But it is 
also richer, fuller, and more precise-the last because of elaboration; and,. 
. . (3) writing samples more of the intellectualized and rational and 
deliberate person, (p. 647) 

The writing process in the Delphi has been reported by "Delphi Group Members" 

as being very positive; this process creates both high commitment and a "greater sense of 

permanence than does spoken expression" (Delbecq et al., 1975, p. 23). The writing 

process forces "Delphi Group Members" to think in depth about the problem, and it also 

forces commitment to the research; the end result is "high-quality ideas" (p. 34). Since 

the research evidence is strong, the methods used to answer the research question: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instmctional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

emphasized independent work, anonymity, and isolation of "Delphi Group Members" 
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(5) "The heterogeneity of the participants must be preserved to assure validity of 

the results, i.e., avoidance of domination by quantity or by strength of personality 

('bandwagon effect')" (Linstone & Turoff 1975. p. 4). Weaver (1971) stated. 

It [the Delphi Method] prevents professional status and high position from 
forcing judgments in certain directions as frequently occurs when panels 
of experts meet. The intention was to assure that change in estimates 
reflected rational judgment, not the influence of certain opinion leaders, 
(p. 267; see also Dalkey, 1969) 

Many times, decision-making meetings are filled with discussion that has little to 

do with solving a problem and are nothing more than conversation about what interests 

the group or individuals in the group. (This conversation that has nothing to do with 

problem solving is referred to as "noise.") Often times, these meetings end with the 

views of one or two dominant individuals being expressed as the opinion of the group 

(Cetron & Manahan, 1968; Dalkey, 1969; Delbecq, et al., 1975; Whitman, 1990). 

Bouchard (1969) also found that "individual brainstorming is superior to group 

brainstorming in both quality and quantity" (p. 2). The Delphi Method eliminates both 

noise (useless conversation) and dominance of individuals in the group because "Delphi 

Group Members" work independently of the group as a whole. This Delphi was 

conducted in a manner that reduced or eliminated noise altogether by having the "Delphi 

Group Members" work in isolation from one another, and the researcher furnished 

reports back to each "Delphi Group Member" (Dalkey). 

The "Delphi Group Members" consisted of superintendents whose school districts 

had been rated exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

Spring, 2002, and who represented districts of various sizes. The Delphi Method was 
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desirable to avoid personality conflicts and/or personality dominance by a "Delphi Group 

Member" as the group sought information to generate consensus. Delbecq et al. (1975) 

explain that one of the uses of the Delphi Method is "to seek out information which may 

generate a consensus on the part of the respondent group" (p. 11; see also Dalkey, 1969; 

Tumoff, 1970). Superintendents whose school districts had been rated exemplary on the 

Texas Education Agency's accountability system. Spring, 2002, were called upon to 

reach consensus, using the Delphi Method, to answer research question number one: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instmctional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

Summary 

As a brief summation of the information presented to this point, the goal of this 

"Action Research Study" using the Delphi Method was for the "Delphi Group Members" 

to constmct a set of "Superintendent Interview Questions" and answers that can be used 

by school board members to select a superintendent who will help lead the district to 

exemplary statiis on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. The 

researcher achieved his goal of answering research question number one by using the 

Delphi Method as the research tool and by attending to the following five considerations: 

first, using subjective judgments on a collective basis; second, contributing to the 
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examination of the complex problem even if the "Delphi Group Members" represented 

diverse backgrounds in experience or expertise; third, realizing that more individuals 

were needed than could effectively meet face-to-face because of time, distance, and cost; 

fourth, realizing that anonymity was necessary and would be assured; and fifth, 

preserving heterogeneity of the participants to prevent dominance by quantity or 

personality. 

Once the relevance of using the "Action Research Stiidy," including the Delphi 

Method, was clearly understood for relevance for this study, the Delphi Method was 

applied to the specific research question: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instmctional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

Also included in this segment of the work are the participants, the data collection 

procedures, and the data analysis as a single unit because the three areas are so closely 

related that separation is not necessary. 
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Participants, Data Collection Procedures, and Data Analysis 
Procedures 

Application of the Delphi Method and Time Frame 
of the Study 

The Delphi was developed using the work of Delbecq et al. (1975) regarding the 

"process outiine and schedule for Delphi" (p. 87). The following outiine gives the 

necessary steps to develop a successful Delphi and presents a time schedule that is 

recommended for each of the 10 steps in the process. Dates for the beginning of each 

aspect of the Delphi are included in this section within brackets [ ]. 

(1) "Develop the Delphi question (1/2 day [December 10, 20031)" (Delbecq et 

al., 1975, p. 87). Question development was central to the study, since the research 

question was answered using the Delphi Method. The research question was "well 

phrased and definitive" (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 5) so that the "Delphi Group Members" 

interacted with the question in order that the collected information from the "Delphi 

Group Members" contributed positively to the research study. This study used the Delphi 

Method to seek out information to generate a consensus on the part of "Delphi Group 

Members" regarding "Superintendent Interview Questions": 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instmctional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system?. 
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(2) "Select and contact "Delphi Group Members" (2 davs [December 17, 20031)" 

(Delbecq etal., 1975, p. 87). The "Delphi Group Members" were selected with care 

(Helmer, 1968). In selecting "Delphi Group Members," it was extremely important that 

the subjects were very knowledgeable of the subject matter (Dalkey, 1969). This was 

important because the study involved "combining individual judgments to obtain a 

reasoned consensus" (Helmer, p. 116). "Expertise, however, is the desired goal for panel 

selection, and it is this featiare which separates Delphi from other general forms of survey 

research" (Clayton, 1997, p. 5; see also Reeves & Jauch, 1978). Hill and Fowles (1975) 

offered the following definition of an expert: 

An expert is someone who commands a specialized body of knowledge. 
At the forefront of a field, he [she] must be aware of the knowns as well as 
of the unknowns. To operate successfully here, at the cutting edge of 
knowledge, calls for considerable mental effort. Stores of information 
must be kept on tap so they can be drawn on for excursions into new 
intellectual territory. Thoughtfiilness-of the kind that is elicited by 
commitment-must come to the fore at every occasion, (p. 187) 

In setting the criteria for selecting "Delphi Group Members," one considers the way in 

which the Delphi information may or may not directly affect the "Delphi Group 

Members." "If they will be directly affected by the Delphi, then they are more likely 

willing to be involved in the study" (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 3; see also Hill & Fowles). 

Selection was based on five major criteria: first, expertise and interest; second, 

purposive sampling; third, agreement to be included in the study; fourth, having districts 

similar to the state's demographics; and fifth, districts that had reached exemplary status 

on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. Spring, 2002. 
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Active superintendents, or recently retired superintendents, were selected as 

"Delphi Group Members" for the Delphi Group for their expertise and their interest. 

Often the selection of the sample of'experts' involves non-probability 
sampling techniques, either purposive sampling or criterion sampling. 
Here participants are not selected randomly, so representativeness is not 
assured. Rather, they are selected for a purpose, to apply their knowledge 
to a certain problem on the basis of criteria, which are developed from the 
nature of the problem under investigation. Purposive sampling is based on 
'the assumptions that a researcher's knowledge about the population can 
be used to handpick the cases to be included in the sample' (Polit & 
Hungler, 1997, p. 229). These assumptions are founded on criteria and as 
Patton (1990, p. 176) explains 'the logic of criterion sampling is to review 
and study all cases that meet some predetermined criterion of importance.' 
Both techniques are similar to selective sampling procedures. (Hasson et 
al., 2000, p. 3) 

In the selection of active superintendents or recently retired superintendents, the 

researcher used a purposive sampling (Patton, 1990) method in selecting the "Delphi 

Group Members" in order to ensure experts in the field as "Delphi Group Members." By 

defining clearly how the "Delphi Group Members" were chosen (purposive sampling), 

the researcher was able to ensure that only superintendents or recently retired 

superintendents of the largest districts in the state with minority and socioeconomic 

populations at or above 30% and that had reached exemplary status on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system. Spring, 2002, were selected as "Delphi Group 

Members." 

After the criteria were set for the selection of the "Delphi Group Members," the 

"Delphi Group Members" were contacted. It is recommended that they be contacted by 

telephone (Appendix D, "Telephone Script") and then receive a follow-up fax or letter 
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(Appendix E, "Delphi Acceptance and Introduction Letter") regarding the time 

commitment needed to complete the Delphi (Hasson et al., 2000). 

Finally, the "Delphi Group Members" selected for this sttidy had to first agree to be 

included as "Delphi Group Members." Second, "Delphi Group Members" came from 

distiicts that were similar to the state's demographics; and third, "Delphi Group 

Members" were from school districts that had been rated exemplary on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system, Spring, 2002. Telephone calls were made to 

superintendents in schools with the largest student populations with at least 30% of that 

population being Hispanic and/or black, at least 30% of the student population being 

economically disadvantaged, and that had reached exemplary status on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system. Spring, 2002. The researcher continued 

down the list of 149 exemplary districts as listed on "Districts With a 2002 

Accountability Rating of: Exemplary" list (TEA, 2002) until 10 "Delphi Group 

Members" were found who would participate in the study as "Delphi Group Members." 

The Delphi Method was the means used to gather information from these 10 "Delphi 

Group Members" whose school districts had been rated exemplary on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system. Spring, 2002. 

(3) "Select sample size (1/2 day [December 10, 2003])" (Delbecq et al., 1975. p. 

87). Ten "Delphi Group Members" were used as the sample size in this Delphi based on 

the fact that this group was a group of homogeneous experts in the field of educational 

leadership. Delbecq et al. states that "with a homogeneous group of people, ten [10] to 

fifteen [15] participants might be enough" (p. 89; see also Dalkey, 1969). In the original 
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Delphi, "seven "Delphi Group Members"" (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963, p. 460) were used. 

In studying the number of homogeneous "Delphi Group Members" needed in a Delphi, 

Huber and Delbecq (1972) found that increasing the number of "Delphi Group Members" 

had "strategic benefits" (p. 172), to a point. Their study suggests there needs to be at 

least five "Delphi Group Members," "but the benefit of increasing beyond ten [10] judges 

is modest" (p. 172). Reliability of an 11-member Delphi Group has been reported at 0.76 

by Dalkey, et al. (1972; Brown & Helmer, 1964). Based on these research findings, 10 

"Delphi Group Members" were considered sufficient for this study. 

(4) "Develop Questionnaire # 1 (1 day [January 5, 2004]); Type and send out (1 

day); Response time (5 days)" (Delbecq et al., 1975, p. 87). Mitchell (1991) 

recommended that the original Delphi round start with a "semi-stmctured" question and a 

limited number of questions so as not to overwhelm the "Delphi Group Members." 

Nosanchuk (1972) and Neff (1979) recommended that a real hfe situation, vignette, or 

scenario be used to begin an open-ended research question, which in this study was the 

first Delphi round. Accordingly, a scenario was used to begin the first round of the 

Delphi in this research. The use of the scenario rather than a formal questionnaire to 

begin the Delphi was a deviation from the traditional Delphi (Parreault, 1994) in that the 

"Delphi Group Members" were asked, in Round One, to provide "Superintendent 

Interview Questions": 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instmctional 
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leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

The only criterion for "Superintendent Interview Question" development was that 

any question submitted by a "Delphi Group Member" must relate directly to the duties of 

the superintendent listed in Texas Association of School Boards' "Superintendent 

Qualifications (legal)" (a copy is included in Appendix B, "Superintendent 

Qualifications"). 

This approach, however, is far more time consuming and more demanding 
of the panel members, but the greater involvement, input and ownership of 
the ideas generated should result in a final product which substantiates use 
of such a strategy. (Clayton, 1997, p. 6; see also Helmer, 1967) 

In other words, the "Delphi Group Members," rather than the researcher, were asked to 

help formulate the questions for the first questionnaire. The resulting questions proved 

more useful, even if more time was demanded initially of the "Delphi Group Members," 

since the "Delphi Group Members" then had "ownership" of the questions and were more 

apt to continue in the Delphi, giving more thoughtful questions and answers. 

Following the initial contact with the "Delphi Group Members," a letter or fax 

was sent to those "Delphi Group Members" selected and willing to participate in the 

study. 

In the second correspondence to the "Delphi Group Members," the "Delphi Group 

Members" were given the following: "You have been chosen for this study because your 

school district reached exemplary status on the State's accountability system based on the 

Spring, 2002, academic excellence indicator system (AEIS). If your school board were to 

ask you to replace yourself, what stmctiared-interview questions ("Superintendent 
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Interview Questions") would you ask superintendent candidates that would help you 

select a new superintendent who would continue the district's exemplary status? When 

preparing your stmctured-interview questions ("Superintendent Interview Questions"), 

you are being asked to consider the following: 'When preparing competency-based 

stmctured-interview questions ("Superintendent Interview Questions"), remember two 

things: First, they will be designed to elicit specific examples concerning what the 

applicant has done in the past; and Second, they should tie in directiy with job-specific 

competencies'" (Arthur, 2001, p. 178). This will be Round One in a Delphi. In Round 

One you will be asked to generate stmctured-interview questions ("Superintendent 

Interview Questions"). These stmctured-interview questions ("Superintendent Interview 

Questions") will be collected and will eventually be used by school board members in the 

process of hiring superintendents." 

(5) "Analysis of Questionnaire #1(1/2 day [January 19, 20041); Type and send 

out (1 day); Response time (5 days)" (Delbecq et al., 1975, p. 87). It was the 

responsibility of the researcher to facilitate the gathering of information, grouping like 

responses together, and preparing a report for the "Delphi Group Members" (Delbecq et 

al.; Hasson et al., 2000). The researcher was responsible for pooling data, but not 

interpreting it, in order for the ideas of each "Delphi Group Member" to remain equal in 

the written reports (Delbecq et al.; Helmer, 1968). The researcher analyzed the 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" for similarities and the marmer in which they fit 

the Texas Association of School Boards' (TASB's) legal policy regarding the 
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superintendent's qualifications and duties (TASB, superintendent) (Appendix B, 

"Superintendent Qualifications"). 

The researcher analyzed each "Superintendent Interview Question," and similar 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" were grouped together or were eliminated due to 

duplication. Any item that was eliminated from any Delphi Round was reported to the 

"Delphi Group Members" as less important to the group, or redundant, until the final 

round, at which time the information was completely removed from the report. The 

resulting "Superintendent Interview Questions" were returned to the "Delphi Group 

Members" for Round Two. 

In Round Two each "Delphi Group Member" was asked to rate each question 

from Round One with the following Likert Scale: 

1 = least important 

2 = low importance 

3 = medium importance 

4 = high importance 

5 = most important. 

Research shows strong reasons for the use of a measuring device such as the 

Likert Scale for the "Delphi Group Members" to use in ranking the "Superintendent 

Interview Questions" and answers. 

(A Likert scale lays out five points separated by intervals assumed to be 
equal distances. It is formally termed an equal-appearing interval scale. 
This scale allows subjects to register the extent of their agreement or 
disagreement with a particular statement of an attitude, belief, or 
judgment. [Tuckman, 1999, pp. 216-217]) 
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Zane, Sulzer-Azaroff, Handen, and Fox (1982; Dalkey, Brown, Cochran, & Dalkey 1969; 

Delbecq et al., 1975; Huber & Delbecq, 1972) used rating scales in their research to help 

"Delphi Group Members" reach consensus and found that using the rating scale helped 

the researchers analyze the data. 

Use of a statistical definition of the group response is a way of reducing 
group pressure for conformity; at the end of the exercise there may still be 
a significant spread of individual opinions. Probably more important, the 
statistical group response is a device to assure that the opinion of every 
member of the group is represented in the final response. (Dalkey, 1969, 
p. 16) 

It has been found that error reduction occurs in the Delphi Method when "Delphi 

Group Members" used a rating scale during the process of the Delphi (Huber & Delbecq, 

1972). "Superintendent Interview Questions" were rated by the "Delphi Group 

Members," and those "Superintendent Interview Questions" rated three, or of medium 

importance, or higher on the Likert Scale, were retained for analysis by the "Delphi 

Group Members" in Round Three. 

(6) "Develop Questionnaire # 2 (2 days [January 21, 2004]); Type and send out (1 

day); Response time (5 days)" (Delbecq et al., 1975, p. 87). In Round Three, 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" coming out of Round Two and deemed to be 

important to the "Delphi Group Members," as defined by using the predetermined Likert 

Scale in the previous Delphi Round, were distributed to the group with instmctions to 

answer the "Superintendent Interview Questions" as they would if being interviewed by 

school board members for a superintendency. The "Delphi Group Members" were asked 

to answer the "Superintendent Interview Questions" with specific examples that would 

prove one's ability to perform the job as superintendent. The researcher requested that 
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the "Delphi Group Members" answer the "Superintendent Interview Questions" in bullet 

format when possible to help separate partial answers from the answer as a whole. 

(7) "Analysis of Questionnaire # 2 (1 day [January 26, 20041)" (Delbecq et al.. 

1975, p. 87). The researcher took all answers to Round Two "Superintendent Interview 

Questions" and answers developed in Round Three and typed them in bullet format. In 

Round Four, each "Delphi Group Member" was asked to rate each Round Three answer, 

using the following Likert Scale: 

1 = least important 

2 = low importance 

3 = medium importance 

4 = high importance 

5 = most important. 

Answers were rated by the "Delphi Group Members," and those answers that were rated 

three, or of medium importance, or higher on the Likert Scale were retained for Round 

Five. 

(8) "Develop Questionnaire # 3 (2 days [Febmary 9, 20041); Type and send out (1 

day); Response time (5 days)" (Delbecq et al., 1975, p. 87). In Round Five, the "Delphi 

Group Members" were asked to use a statistical weighting to assign a value to each 

"Superintendent Interview Question," and its answers, that evolved from Round Four. 

The "Delphi Group Members" received the following: "Each of the following 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" and answers to those "Superintendent Interview 

Questions" has been deemed important by the "Delphi Group Members," as defined by 
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using the predetermined Likert Scale in the previous Delphi Round. In this final round of 

the Delphi you are being asked to analyze each "Superintendent Interview Question," 

with its answers, as to the importance of this "Superintendent Interview Question" and its 

answers to the overall success of a superintendent Oob-relevance) in helping to lead a 

distiict to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. You 

are addressing the following question: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instmctional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

The "Delphi Group Members" were asked to use the following Likert Scale, 

which in this case was statistical weighting, to rate each question and its answers: 

5 = most important 

4 = high importance 

3 = medium importance 

2 = low importance 

1 = least important. 

This statistical weighting system was used to help school board members place some 

numerical values on candidates' answers to "Superintendent Interview Questions" during 

the school board/superintendent candidate interview. 
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(9) "Analysis of Questionnaire # 3 (1 day [Febmarv 23, 20041)" (Delbecq et al., 

1975, p. 87). For the final report, the researcher averaged the statistical weighting 

reported by each "Delphi Group Member" to each question and its answer. This average 

was used to assign each "Superintendent Interview Question" and its answer(s) a 

statistical weight to be used by school board members, acting as the stmctured-interview 

panel, to franslate superintendent candidate answers into numerical values to help with 

die decision-making procedures in hiring a superintendent. (The "Superintendent 

Interview Questions," and their answers, that should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members to ensure the hiring of an instmctional leader who 

will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system will then be useful to and measurable by a school board as it seeks 

a superintendent.) 

(10) "Prepare a final report (4 days [March 1, 20041); Type report and send out (1 

day); Prepare respondents' ("Delphi Group Members") report (1 day); Type report and 

send out (1 day)" (Delbecq et al., 1975, p. 87). The researcher prepared the final report in 

a marmer that appropriately represented the judgments of the "Delphi Group Members" 

(Delbecq et al.). The final report was prepared in table form (Table 4.46). The first table 

(Table 3.1; Table 4.46) was based on Eraser's (1978) five-point plan for grading 

candidates for jobs. "The system relies upon classifying candidates against the spread of 

individuals in the population as a normal distribution across five grades, sub-divided into 

twenty ftarther grading points" (Anderson & Shackleton, 1993, p. 139; see also Arthur, 

1986; Eraser). Each question, with its answer(s), is presented on a separate table (Table 
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3.1; Table 4.46) to represent the form the tables would take in an actual interview 

situation with school board members acting as a stmctured-interview panel. Tables 3.1, 

3.2 and 3.3 are examples actually used in Chapter IV to present part of the findings of 

this study. The board translates their individual scores to the "Board of Tmstees 

Summary Grading Table" (Table 3.2). Then, a final score is calculated using a 

"statistically weighted decision making procedure" (Table 3.3) (Anderson & Shackleton, 

p. 144; see also Eraser). 

Data Analysis 

The "Superintendent Interview Questions" and answers are presented in narrative 

form, and the checklists are presented in table format (Table 3.1; Table 4.46) with the 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" at the top of the page and the expert answers in 

buUeted format. 

Tmstworthiness and Credibility of the Study 

Validity 

To validate the Delphi Method, the researcher considered a nine-step checklist 

specifically directed toward the use of the Delphi Method. To clarify the use of the 

Delphi and its appropriateness for this stiidy, the researcher responded to the checklist as 

it applied to this stiidy, thus addressing the validity and credibility of the process selected 

for this sttidy. Hasson et al. (2000) identified the following nine steps as a checklist for 

the Delphi Method. 
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(1) "Clarify the research problem, remember the Delphi [methodi technique is a 

group facilitation technique and as such only lends itself to group involvemenf (Hasson 

et al., 2000, p. 7). The research question was valid because a predominant number of 

school board members lack the tools necessary to effectively select a superintendent who 

will help lead the school district to exemplary status on the state's accountability system. 

Although information existed regarding interview procedures, the specific application 

with specific stmctured-interview questions ("Superintendent Interview Questions") did 

not exist prior to this study. This study filled the gap between what is available to school 

board members regarding stmctured-interview processes and what is appropriate for 

school superintendent selection. The Delphi Method proved effective because it is a 

research method that allows for the gathering of expert opinion. Research question 

number one was answered by the "Delphi Group Members," who were the 

superintendents whose districts had reached exemplary statias on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system. 

(2) "Identify the resources available and skills of the researcher in analysis, 

administration and relationship building" (Hasson et al.. 2000, p. 7). The researcher had 

the tools needed to perform a successfial Delphi: Microsoft Word, computer for email, fax 

machine, and plain paper copier. A recent graduate from the Texas Tech University 

Educational Leadership doctoral program assisted the researcher by checking for validity 

by verifying that the researcher followed his stated protocol. Mitchell (1991; Hasson et 

al.) sfresses the importance of the researcher keeping in contact with the "Delphi Group 

Members" at each stage of the Delphi. The researcher was aware of the need to keep in 
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contact with the "Delphi Group Members" with faxes, emails, or letters to continually 

encourage them to remain involved in the process in a timely manner. 

(3) "Understand the technique's process and decide upon which medium to use 

(electronic or written communication)" (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 7). Each of the 10 

"Delphi Group Members" were allowed to choose the medium that best suited his/her 

style for information exchange. In the first letter/fax (Appendix E, "Delphi Acceptance 

and Infroduction Letter") to each "Delphi Group Member," s/he was asked which 

medium s/he preferred-fax, email, or United States mail. An assumption of this study is 

that allowing the "Delphi Group Members" to make this decision would help the "Delphi 

Group Members" accomplish each round of the Delphi in a timely fashion since the 

"Delphi Group Member" chose the medium through which s/he received information. 

(4) "Decide on the stmcture of the initial round (either qualitative or quantitative) 

and the number of rounds to employ" (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 7). The initial round 

provided an open-ended scenario to begin this qualitative study for each of the "Delphi 

Group Members" to respond to in a qualitative manner. After the initial round, there 

were three additional rounds with six exchanges of information. After each formal 

round, the researcher provided a feedback report on the gathered data for the "Delphi 

Group Members" to review. 

(5) "Determine the criteria and the definition of 'expert' and the meaning of 

'consensus' in relation to the study's aims" (Hasson et al.. 2000, p. 7: see also Gordon, 

1968). Experts ("Delphi Group Members") were those superintendents who had led their 

districts to exemplary status on the state's accountability system. Spring, 2002. 
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Consensus was achieved during the Delphi rounds by using different Likert Scales to 

reach a predetennined level of group acceptance for the items that reached the final 

report. 

(6) "Give careful thought to the criteria employed, the justification of a participant 

as an 'expert', the use of non-probability sampling techniques, either purpose or criterion 

methods" (Hasson et al., 2000. p. 7). The researcher selected experts ("Delphi Group 

Members") based on superintendents whose school districts had been rated exemplary on 

the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. Spring, 2002, minority populations 

of students in the district, low socioeconomic populations of students in the district, and 

district size. Using these criteria for "Delphi Group Member" selection, a purposive 

method of choosing group members was followed. 

(7) "Give attention to issues which guide data collection: the discovery of 

opinions, the process of determining the most important issues referring to the design of 

the initial round, and then determining the most important issues referring to the design 

of the initial round, and the management of opinions, analysis and handling of both 

qualitative and quantitative data" (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 7). All data analysis was 

included in the design of the study at each round of the Delphi. The researcher carefully 

followed predetermined protocol in preparing each round of the Delphi and then, 

ultimately, the final report. All materials were presented in a qualitative manner in each 

round of the Delphi and in the final report. Likert Scales were used to bring "Delphi 

Group Members'" opinion to consensus. 
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(8) "Consider how to present the final results in either graphical and/or statistical 

representations with an explanation of how the reader should interpret the results, and 

how to digest the findings in relation to the emphasis being placed upon them" (Hasson et 

al., 2000, p. 7). The final report is presented in narrative form and in table format (Tables 

4.46, Table 4.47, & Table 4.48). Each question and appropriate answer(s) listed on a 

separate sheet of paper fomis a table (Table 4.46). Each table includes a grading scale 

showing the importance of specific questions in a scaled manner; each table accompanies 

each question for school board members to use in evaluating superintendent candidates' 

answers (Table 4.46). 

(9) "Finally, address issues of ethical responsibility, anonymity, reliability, and 

validity in an ongoing manner throughout the data collection process" (Hasson et al., 

2000, p. 7; see also Mitchell. 1991). The researcher realized from the beginning of the 

study that the research was not any more reliable than the researcher was ethical. The 

researcher was extremely careful to follow predetermined standardization of research 

procedures with the idea that this study could and should be replicated in the ftittire. 

Also, throughout each round of the Delphi, the anonymity of the "Delphi Group 

Members" was protected; not until the presentation of the final report were the identities 

of the "Delphi Group Members" revealed to each other. To address reliability and 

validity issues throughout the Delphi, the researcher adhered to the predetermined 

methods to be used at each round of the Delphi. A recent Texas Tech doctoral graduate 

and fellow superintendent read all reports to see that the researcher followed the 

standardization of research procedures. Adherence to the nine steps of Hasson et al. 
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strengthened the validity and credibility of the entire stiidy since it provided a system by 

which the researcher carefully evaluated the specific steps of the Delphi Method that 

were used. 

To concisely consider the nine steps of the Delphi Method in answering the 

research question: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instmctional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system?, 

the subjects, the development of the instmments, collection of data, data analysis, and, 

finally, the method for ascertaining the validity and credibility of the Delphi Method were 

of prime importance. 

Subjects 

Selection of the "Delphi Group Members" was dependent on three primary 

factors. First, "Delphi Group Members" agreed to be included as "Delphi Group 

Members." Second, they came from districts similar to the state's demographics. And 

third, they came from school districts that had been rated exemplary on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system. Spring, 2002. The researcher proceeded 

down the list of 149 school districts that had been rated exemplary on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system. Spring, 2002 (Appendix F, "Exemplary 
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School Districts") until 10 superintendents, active or retired, were found who agreed to 

become "Delphi Group Members" in the study. The Delphi Method was the means used 

to gather information from these 10 superintendents ("Delphi Group Members") whose 

school districts had been rated exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system, Spring, 2002. The 10 largest exemplary districts who had reached 

exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system with 30% or 

higher African-American and/or Hispanic students, 30% or higher economically 

disadvantaged students, and the attainment of exemplary status on the Texas Education's 

accountability system were the selected districts. Only districts that taught grades pre-

kindergarten (PK) through 12 were considered. 

Development of the Instmment and Collection of Data 

The researcher worked with the "Delphi Group Members" to gather 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" via fax, email, or United States mail; the 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" were categorized by the researcher based on the 

duties of the superintendent (Appendix B, "Superintendent Qualifications"). These 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" were combined into a master set of 

"Superintendent Interview Questions." The researcher took the answers provided to the 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" and combined similar answers; these answers 

submitted by the "Delphi Group Members" formed tables (Table 4.46) that school board 

members can use while interviewing superintendent candidates. The researcher asked the 

"Delphi Group Members" in the study to validate the "Survey Interview Questions" and 
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answers (Table 4.46). Following the research protocol, as was concisely outlined in this 

chapter, enabled the researcher to answer the research question: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instmctional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

The "Replication Study" 

Introduction 

The next step was to consider subordinate research questions two and three. 

Research question number two asks: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

Research question number three asks: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent career paths be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

"Survey Respondents" were the 149 superintendents whose districts had been rated 

exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system, Spring, 2002. 

Research questions two and three, the "Replication Study," were considered in this study 

to provide the foundation that school board members do not currently hire 

superintendents primarily based on their abilities to do the job because school board 
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members do not have the "tools" (structured-panel interview knowledge and 

"Superintendent Intemew Questions") to do so. In replicating the findings of Glass et al. 

(2000) regarding superintendent characteristics and career paths at the national level and 

Largent's (2001) and Zemlicka's (2001) research on superintendent characteristics and 

career paths of at the state level to "Survey Respondents," a descriptive survey approach 

was used. Closed survey questions are reported in a quantitative manner using 

descriptive analysis. 

The reported information classifies, organizes, and summarizes data about 

characteristics and career paths of "Survey Respondents." Open-ended questions are 

reported in a qualitative manner in order to enrich the research with data that can not be 

reported as a number (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998). In order to study superintendent 

characteristics and career paths, this collected data is compared for generalizability to the 

national (Glass et al., 2000), state (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001) and "Survey 

Respondents." The nominal data is compared for generalizability using the chi-square as 

the statistical test (Tuckman, 1999). 

Survey Research 

Survey research has an "undeniable value as a means of gathering data" 

(Tuckman, 1999, p. 12). In gathering information, the "Survey Respondents" must be 

willing to cooperate by answering the survey. When preparing a survey, the researcher 

considers the following: 

(1) To what extent might a question influence respondents ["Survey 
Respondents"] to show themselves in a good light? 
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(2) To what extent might a question influence respondents ["Survey 
Respondents"] to attempt to anticipate what researchers want to hear 
or learn? 

(3) To what extent might a question ask for infonnation about respondents 
["Survey Respondents"] that they may not know about themselves? 
(p. 237) 

In this study, a survey (Appendix G, "Superintendent Profile Survey") was taken 

of the entire population of "Survey Respondents." This survey included 149 "Survey 

Respondents." Because this study surveyed all of the population within this group of 

"Survey Respondents," it was not an example of a sampling of a population, thus 

avoiding the problems associated with survey sampling. This was possible because the 

size of the population did not require a sampling of the population; rather, the entire 

population was surveyed. Strengths of the survey method for information gathering 

include the fact that it involves less time and costs, and that it is a study of all members of 

a given population or group, eliminating the possible errors that can occur when sampling 

a population. 

The only other way this information could have been collected would have been 

through personal interviews. This would have involved extensive travel, time and 

financial resources of the researcher. Babbie (1990) reported that interviews can take 

from "one to three hours and" cost from "$40 to $100 per interview" (p. 65). To be cost 

and time efficient, a survey via fax and/or United States mail was used as the best data 

collection method for this stiidy since all 149 "Survey Respondents" were contacted. 

Elimination of possible errors is of benefit to the "Replication Study" since 

sampling surveys historically have made some major errors. The 1936 Literaiy Digest 

predicted that Alfred M. Landon would beat Franklin D. Roosevelt by a "landslide," and 
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in 1942 Gallup predicted that Thomas Dewey would win over Harry Tmman. History 

shows that both of these sampling surveys were inaccurate, illustrating the problems that 

can occur when a sampling of a population was surveyed. If the sample does not match 

the population as a whole, mistakes can and will be made (Babbie, 1990, Fink, Vol. 6, 

1995). In this study, all 149 "Survey Respondents" were surveyed concerning their 

personal characteristics and career paths in order to eliminate, as far as was possible, the 

errors that could occur when a sampling of a specific population was surveyed. 

Subjects 

Specifically, the population for this stiady answering research questions two and 

three (Research question number two: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"? 

And, research question number three: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent career paths be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"?) 

included all public school superintendents ("Survey Respondents") whose school 

districts had been rated exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's accountability 

system, Spring, 2002. The entire population of 149 "Survey Respondents" were 

surveyed, using the "Superintendent Profile Survey of Spring, 2002 Exemplary School 

Districts." A copy of the survey is located in Appendix G, "Superintendent Profile 

Survey." First year "Survey Respondents" were not disqualified from the group, even 
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though first year "Survey Respondents" in the 2001-2002 school year were not 

necessarily responsible for their district's reaching exemplary status on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system during that school year. Krejcie and Morgan 

(1979) detennined that for a population of 149, a researcher must have 108, or 72.5% 

"Survey Respondents" in order to have a representative sample; 129, 86.6% surveys were 

returned in this study. 

Examination of data showed that, based on the Spring, 2002, TAAS test results, 

149, or 14.3%), of the State's 1040 school districts reached exemplary status on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system (TEA, 2002). In order for those districts to 

reach exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system, 90% of 

all student groups (African-American, Hispanic, White, and economically disadvantaged) 

had to pass the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) tests. These districts had 

to maintain an attendance rate of 94%) or better and a dropout rate of \% or less. The 

State tested students in the areas of reading, math and writing. Reading and math were 

tested at grades 3-8 and 10; writing was tested at grades 4, 8 and 10 (TEA, 2002). 

Development of the Instmment 

The instmment (Appendix G, "Superintendent Profile Survey") was developed 

using both open-ended and closed quesfions. Open-ended questions relied on the 

respondents to provide the answer to the questions, and closed questions required 

responses for the questions to be provided by the surveyor in a choice fonnat (Fink, Vol. 

2, 1995). To answer research questions two and three-Research question number two: 
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• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"? 

And, research question number three: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent hiring practices be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"?, 

a new profile survey (Appendix G, "Superintendent Profile Survey") instmment of 45 

questions was created, using several questions from these studies (Glass et al., 2000; 

Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001) and others developed by the researcher (Table G.l). 

Fink suggested that using a previously proven instmment is a good idea, even if it is 

modified for a new purpose. A personal communication with Dr. James Largent, Dr. 

Brian Zemlicka, and Dr. Thomas Glass granted permission for the use of their questions 

in this work (Appendix H, "Letters of Permission"). 

Survey Face Validity 

Face validity ("Do the items appear to measure what the instmment purports to 

measure?" [Creswell, 1994, p. 121; see also Fink, Vol. I, 1995]) of the instmment was 

accomplished by having two Educational Leadership Classes at Texas Tech University 

check for face validity while field-testing the instmment. Appendices I (Table I.l) and J 

(Table J.l) show face validity reports from the first field test, conducted April 5, 2003, 

and the second field test, conducted April 12, 2003. 
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Survey Field Tests 

Two field-tests of the instmment took place in order to "try out" (Fink, Vol. 1, 

1995, p. 86, see also Fowler, 1993) the instmment prior to the final version of the 

instmment being administered. Fink suggested that the instmment should be field-tested 

to see how long the instmment takes to complete and how easily the field-test group(s) 

can understand the questions and directions. The first field-testing of the instmment 

occurred on April 5, 2003, and the second field-testing of the instmment occurred on 

April 12, 2003. The researcher used two different Educational Leadership classes at 

Texas Tech University to fill out the survey and provide feedback on any questions that 

were ambiguous. Appendix K (Table K.l) showed the first field test population 

demographic breakdown for the April 5, 2003, field test, and Appendix L (Table L.l) 

showed the second field test population demographic breakdown for the April 12, 2003, 

field test. 

After the second field test, the researcher finalized the instmment with input from 

his dissertation chair. 

• Questions 8, 12, 13, 15, and 26 were taken verbatim from the Glass et al. (2000) 

study. 

• Questions 2, 10, 11, 14, 20, 23, and 34 were used from the Glass et al. study with 

modifications. 

• Questions 5, 7, 9, 24, 25, 27, 30, 33, 36, 37, 38, 40, and 44 were taken verbatim from 

Largent (2001) and Zemlicka (2001) stiidies. 
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• Questions 29 and 42 were used from the Largent and Zemlicka studies with 

modifications. 

• Questions 1,3,4,6, 16, 17, 21, 31, 32, 35, 39, 41, 43, and 45 were researcher-

developed (added to collect additional characteristic data of "Survey Respondents" of 

exemplary schools-additional descriptive data of the "Survey Respondents.") 

• Questions 18, 19, 22, and 28 were researcher-developed with modifications. 

The final version of the instmment was submitted to the Protection of Human Subject 

Approval Committee for approval. After final approval from the Protection of Human 

Subject Approval Committee, the instmment was ready for use and data collection began. 

Collection of Data 

The survey ("Superintendent Profile Survey of Spring, 2002, Exemplary School 

Districts") was faxed to the "Survey Respondents" with a request that the survey be filled 

out and faxed back to the researcher. The instmments were faxed on Friday, December 

18, 2003. Each fax included a cover letter, a copy of the survey instmment, and the 

return fax number. A copy of the cover letter and a copy of the questionnaire are in 

Appendix G, "Superintendent Profile Survey." The cover letter encouraged each "Survey 

Respondent" to participate in the study, assured each one of his/her anonymity, and stated 

that all raw data would be destroyed as soon as the study was completed. 

Babbie (1990; Bourque & Fielder, 1995) suggested that follow-up measures need 

to be taken to increase questionnaire return rates; the following measures followed 

Babbie's suggestions for increasing the questionnaire return rate. A reminder packet. 
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which included all of the original infonnation from the original packet, was faxed one 

week, Wednesday, January 7, 2004, after the original survey was faxed to all of those 

Survey non-Respondents. A third attempt was made in the fourth week Friday, January 

23, 2004 by mailing yet another packet to each of the Survey non-Respondents. 

As the surveys were returned via fax or United States mail, the researcher made 

note of which "Survey Respondents" had returned the survey. The information from the 

surveys was transferred to collection charts as the surveys were retiamed; this step was 

done as the information was returned so that the amount of data remained manageable for 

the researcher. Dane (1990; Bourque & Fielder, 1995) reminded the researcher that raw 

data can overwhelm the researcher if an efficient data management plan is not followed. 

The collection charts were Microsoft Word tables; these tables were used because sorting 

information within the charts was easily accomplished using the software. 

Data Analysis Tmstworthiness and Credibility 

The "Survey Respondent" profile information is presented in a marmer that 

illustrates district characteristics, superintendent personal characteristics, superintendent 

professional characteristics and superintendent career paths of the "Survey Respondents." 

Descriptive statistics, which classify, organize, and summarize data about a particular 

group of observations (Fink, Vol. 1, 1995; Ravid, 1994), are used to report the collected 

quantitative data. This nominal data is compared for generalizability using the chi-square 

as the statistical test (Connor-Linton, 2004; Gravetter & Forzano, 2003; Tuckman, 1999). 
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The open-ended questions on the survey are reported in a qualitative manner in 

order to enrich and give depth to the research by providing information from the "Survey 

Respondents" that can not be reported in numerical fashion (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998; 

Fink; Fink, Vol. 2, 1995). All data collected was subjected to quantitative analysis 

(descriptive and statistical) and qualitative analysis in order to analyze the 

generalizability of the national study of Glass et al. (2000), the state studies of Largent 

(2001), and Zemlicka (2001), and this study regarding the characteristics and career paths 

of "Survey Respondents" in each study. 

If a survey measures what it is intended to measure, it reaches a high degree of 

validity. Validity also increases by each "Survey Respondent's" receiving the survey 

materials in the same manner, with particular detail being paid to survey preparation so 

that all "Survey Respondents" analyze and interpret the questions in the same way (Fink, 

Vol. I, 1995). Fowler (1993) provided four reasons that respondents ("Survey 

Respondents") might not report accurate information: First, there is a lack of knowledge 

about the issues or concems. Second, the respondents ("Survey Respondents") did not 

recall details or information that is called for on the survey. Third, questions are not field 

tested for clarity and understanding. Fourth, respondents ("Survey Respondents") are 

hesitant to report sensitive items. These items had no impact on this study because the 

information being requested was easily provided by the "Survey Respondents" in that the 

"Survey Respondents" were knowledgeable about the items requested; they generally had 

an opinion about the items; they were answering clear, field-tested questions; and they 
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were assured that the raw data would be destroyed in a timely manner at the conclusion 

of the research. 

Summary 

To concisely review the process for answering research questions two and three-

Research question number two: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"? 

And, Research question number three: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent career paths be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"?, 

the researcher adhered to the following designated steps. 

1. Determined the research questions; in this case, research question number two: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"? 

And, Research question number three: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent career paths be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"? 

2. Determined the method used to answer research questions two and three: 

Research question number two: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"? 
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And, Research question number three: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent career paths be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"? 

In this case, generalizability was tested using the chi-square statistical technique. 

3. Determined the participants best qualified to answer the questions. In this case, 

they were the entire population of superintendents ("Survey Respondents") whose 

school districts were rated exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system. Spring, 2002. 

4. Determined data collection procedure for time and cost efficiency. In this study, a 

survey format via fax or via United States mail, when there was no response from 

the fax, was used. 

5. Determined the data analysis method, which in this case was to use descriptive 

statistics to report the collected quantitative and qualitative data for open-ended 

questions. 

Once these steps had been followed, the researcher followed these procedures: 

1. Created an instmment using both researched and researcher-created questions to 

gather information about characteristics and career paths of "Survey 

Respondents." 

2. Evaluated the questions selected for validity, using a field test format with a group 

knowledgeable of the topic. 

3. Revised the questions based on the result of multiple field tests. 
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4. Finalized, with input from the dissertation chair, the questions to be placed on the 

survey instmment that would go to "Survey Respondents" meeting the stated 

criteria for selection: Superintendents ("Survey Respondents") of school districts 

rated exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. Spring, 

2002. 

5. Submitted the finalized document to the Protection of Human Subjects Approval 

Committee for approval. 

6. Administered the instmment when final approval had been given. 

Finally, after the approved survey instmment was sent to the "Survey 

Respondents," the following steps were followed for data collection and analysis. 

1. Faxed the survey so results had an expected return on Tuesday or Wednesday. 

2. Sent a cover letter of explanation, a copy of the survey, and a return fax telephone 

number. 

3. Assured the "Survey Respondents" of anonymity and that raw data would be 

destroyed at the conclusion of the research. 

4. Followed up after one week with a reminder packet (everything that was in the 

first fax plus a second plea for completion) to all "Survey non-Respondents." 

5. Followed up after the second week if there had been no response. 

6. Used a checklist to compile data as the surveys were received. 

7. Used descriptive statistics to report the collected quantitative and qualitative data 

for open-ended questions. 
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Once all these steps were completed, the researcher once again evaluated the validity and 

credibility of the research by reviewing all preset criteria within the study and having a 

recent Texas Tech doctoral graduate review the procedures in the research for validity 

and credibility. 

Conclusion 

This study used both qualitative and quantitative paradigms to answer three 

research questions, with the primary question being: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of 

superintendent candidates by school board members, and what should be the 

answers to these "Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of 

an instmctional leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on 

the Texas Education Agency's accountability system? 

The two subordinate research questions 

Research question number two asks: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"? 

and. Research question number three asks: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent hiring practices be 

generalized to the "Survey Respondents"? 

developed as a foundation for the need for research question number one. It is an 

"Action Research Stiidy" using the Delphi Method of gathering information because of 
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the reliability of this method in gathering and formulating new data and applying the data 

in a new way to a research question. 

Research questions numbers two and three were answered via a survey method 

that had previously proved reliable and valid for collecting information. This information 

provided the foundation for research question number one. The actual findings of this 

research are presented in Chapter IV. 
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Table 3.1 Board of Trustees Interview Grading Table (Fraser, 1978) 

E Grade 
Bottom 10 % 
1 2 3 4 

D Grade 
Lower 20% 
5 6 7 8 

C Grade 
Middle 40% 
9 10 11 12 

Delphi Question-
• (Bulleted Delphi answers) 

B Grade 
Upper 20% 
13 14 15 16 

A Grade 
Top 10% 
17 18 19 20 

Interviewer's comments 

Table 3.2 Board of Trustees Summary Grading Table (Anderson, 
& Shackleton, 1993; Fraser, 1978) 

Q 1 1 3 4 5 6 7 Total 11 Grade 

Table 3.3 Board of Trustees Weighted Grade Table (Anderson & Shackleton; Fraser) 

Question # Statistical weight Grade Weight X grade 

Grand total (add weight x grade column) 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF DATA AND ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS 

Introduction 

The data presentation and analysis of the three research questions are in reverse 

order because the findings of research questions two and three, which are subordinate to 

research question number one, support the use of research question number one. 

Research questions two and three are subordinate research questions to research question 

number one, and the findings regarding research questions two and three are presented 

first in this chapter. The findings for research question one are presented last. 

This study answers research questions two and three: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

And, 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent career paths be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

through data analysis of a survey. This part of the study is called the "Replication 

Study." And, the answer to both research question number two and number three is that 

some characteristics and career paths are generalizable to the "Survey Respondents." 

This study answers research question number one: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 
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"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instmctional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency s accountability system? 

with the Delphi method. This part of the study is called the "Action Research Study." 

The answer to research question number one is that there are now 21 reliable, valid, and 

legal "Superintendent Interview Questions" that school board members can use during 

the superintendent/school board members stmctured interview. 

Findings of the "Replication Study" 

Introduction to the Findings of the "Replication Study" 

Through the use of a survey, characteristics of superintendents in the responding 

exemplary school districts. Spring 2002, have been collected. Of the State's 149 

exemplary districts, 129 surveys were returned, or 86.6%. The following analysis of the 

information includes: (1) information collected from the survey, (2) information from 

Largent's (2001) and Zemlicka's (2001) stiidies of superintendents in the State of Texas, 

and (3) information from the AASA (Glass et al., 2000) study of superintendents in the 

nation. Both narrative information and tables are used to present the findings. The 

results are presented in the following sections: district characteristics of "Survey 

Respondents" (Tables 4.1^.13b.2); personal characteristics of "Survey Respondents" 

(Tables 4.I4a-4.23c.2); career paths of "Survey Respondents" (Tables 4.24-4.33); 

personal characteristics and career paths of "Survey Respondents" (Tables 4.23a-4.41); 
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personal and professional characteristics of "Survey Respondents"(Tables 4.42a-

4.43b.2); and professional characteristics of "Survey Respondents" (Tables 4.44a-4.45). 

District Characteristics of "Survey Respondents" 

The following is a brief compilation of the data collected regarding school 

districts who reached exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability 

system. Spring, 2002 (Tables 4.1-4.45). This information is reported as an average, or 

the most reported, answer by "Survey Respondents." These districts taught grades PK-12 

(Table 4.1), have been exemplary for an average of 4.5 years (Table 4.4.2), and were 

located in mral Texas (Table 4.5a). The average size of these districts was 1141 students 

(Table 4.2b.2). The districts were located in Education Service Center Region 10, which 

is in Richardson, and were Chapter 42 districts on the state's funding formulas, indicating 

that they receive money from the state for fiinding education in their districts (Table 4.6). 

On average, these districts had 2.4 superintendents (Table 4.7.2) in the past 10 years, and 

they were hired by the local school board without the assistance of an outside consultant 

(Table 4.8a). The average tenure for a superintendent in one of these districts was 7.1 

years (Table 4.8c). 

People have not been elected to the school board who "had an agenda," (Table 

4.9a), nor have pressure groups emerged to influence school board members (Table 

4.10a). "Survey Respondents" indicated that their school board members are aligned 

with community interest (Table 4.1 la), that their school board members are qualified for 
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their position (Table 4.12a), and that the school board members take the "Survey 

Respondents recommendations regarding policy issues about 90-100%) of the time (Table 

4.13a). 

Personal Characteristics of "Survey Respondents" 

The following represents the average information regarding the superintendents of 

these exemplary school districts. The "Survey Respondents'" average age was 49.8 years 

(Table 4.14c), the "Survey Respondents'" were white (Table 4.20a) males (Table 4.15a), 

who were married (Table 4.16a) with two children (Table 4.17). "Survey Respondents" 

attended religious services once per week (Table 4.19a), and "Survey Respondents" were 

Baptist (Table 4.19b). The "Survey Respondents'" spouses did not work for their school 

districts (Table 4.18). "Survey Respondents" spent their childhoods in a mral community 

(Table 4.23a), were conservative (Table 4.22a), and their hobbies included reading, 

hunting, and fishing (Table 4.21). They did not serve in the United States military (Table 

4.31). 

Career Paths of "Survey Respondents" 

The "Survey Respondents" indicated that they would have done nothing 

differently concerning their career paths to the superintendency (Table 4.24). "Survey 

Respondents" were high school teachers and high school principals prior to becoming 

superintendents (Table 4.25b. 1), and they coached athletics and were class sponsors prior 

to becoming school administrators (Table 4.30a). They were classroom teachers for an 
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average of 8.8 years (Table 4.37a). The "Survey Respondents" last move was to become 

a superintendent for the first time (Table 4.27a). Their reason for choosing the 

community in which they worked was because they liked the area (Table 4.29a). 

The "Survey Respondents" have a master's degree (Table 4.34a) which they 

received from Tarleton State University (Table 4.34c), and their superintendent 

certification is from Texas Tech University (Table 4.34d). They did not attend a junior 

college (Table 4.28), nor did they receive a scholarship to attend college (Table 4.35). 

Personal Characteristics and Career Paths of "Survey Respondents" 

The "Survey Respondents" have been in education for an average of 26.4 years 

(Table 4.36b) and plan to retire within the next five years (Table 4.32). They have had 

one superintendent position (4.38a), have been a superintendent for an average of 8.8 

years (Table 4.39a.2), and have been in their current position for 5.9 years (Table 4.40b). 

Personal and Professional Characteristics of "Survey Respondents" 

The "Survey Respondents" felt that they were hired for personal characteristics 

(Table 4.42a). They are satisfied with their current salaries (Table 4.41) and belong to 

Texas Association of School Administrators (TASA) (Table 4.43a). 

Professional Characteristics of "Survey Respondents" 

When asked about ftitiire tiimover among school superintendents they indicated 

that there would be increasing turnover (Table 4.44a). Their advice to school board 
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members as to what to consider in a superintendent was to seek a person who is good 

with school finances and is a people person (Table 4.45). 

Summaries of the "Replication Study's" Findings 

District Characteristics of "Survey Respondents" 

Ninety-five, or 13.1%, of the responding districts included grades PK-12 (Table 

4.1). The smallest district reporting had 50 students, the largest had 20,500, and the mean 

of the responding districts was 1141.0 students (Table 4.2b.2). Slightiy more than 28% 

of these districts reported having between 100 and 249 students (Table 4.2a). Nationally, 

approximately 33%o, have between 1000-2999 stiidents (Table 4.2b.l) (Glass, et. al 2000). 

In Texas, 60.0%) reported having between 300-2999 students (Table 4.2c. 1) (Largent, 

2001; Zemlicka, 2001). A chi-square comparison of "Survey Respondents'" districts and 

national districts regarding student size was found to be significant (Table 4.2b3). Also, 

chi-square comparisons of "Survey Respondents'" districts and Texas districts; "Survey 

Respondents'" districts and national districts; and "Survey Respondents'" districts, Texas 

districts, and national districts regarding student size were all found to be significant 

(Table 4.2c.2). 

Education Service Center Region 10 in Richardson had the greatest number of 

exemplary districts, 12, or 9.3%, of the responding districts (Table 4.3). The average 

number of years that reporting districts had been exemplary was 4.5, while the shortest 

reported time for being exemplary was one year, reported by one district; the longest time 

for being exemplary was 11 years, reported by two districts (Table 4.4.2). However, two 
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years of being exemplary was the most common number reported, with 31, or 24.0%, 

reporting this figure (Table 4.4.1). Many of the reporting districts, 108, or 85.7%, were 

mral (Table 4.5a), compared with 592, or 80.0%), of Texas districts that reported being 

mral (Table 4.5b. 1) (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001). A chi-square comparison of 

"Survey Respondents'" districts and Texas districts regarding type (mral, urban, or 

suburban) was found not to be significant (Table 4.5b.2). Eighty-three, or 68.0%, of the 

"Survey Respondents'" districts were reported to receive fiinding from the state for 

education, making them Chapter 42 districts (Table 4.6). 

Over the past 10 years, exemplary districts have had an average of 2.4 

superintendents leading the districts (Table 4.7.2). The fewest number of superintendents 

employed by exemplary districts during this period of time was one (18 districts), the 

most was six (three districts), and the most reported number was two (46 districts) (Table 

4.7.2). Local school boards conducted their own search for the superintendent 69.8% (90 

districts) of the time (Table 4.8a); Texas districts reported 479, or 65.0% (Largent, 2001; 

Zemlicka, 2001), and national districts reported 1203, or 54.0%, (Glass et al., 2000) 

superintendent searches being conducted by the local school board (Table 4.8b. 1). Chi-

square comparisons of "Survey Respondents'" districts and Texas districts as to the way 

superintendents were hired was found not to be significant (Table 4.8b.2); however, chi-

square comparisons between "Survey Respondents'" districts and national districts and 

"Survey Respondents'" districts, Texas districts, and national districts regarding 

superintendent hiring methods were all found to be significant (Table 4.8b.2). When the 

local school board conducted the search for the superintendent, the average tenure was 
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reported to be 7.1 years among "Survey Respondents" and 5.5 years among Texas 

superintendents (Table 4.8c) (Largent; Zemlicka). 

Eighty-six, or 74.1%), of "Survey Respondents" reported that they had not had 

school board members elected who "had an agenda" for being elected to the school board 

(Table 4.9a). This compares to 408, or 56.0%, of Texas respondents who reported that 

they had not had school board members elected who "had an agenda" for being elected to 

the school board (Table 4.9b. 1) (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001). Chi-square 

comparisons between "Survey Respondents" and Texas school board members elected 

who did not "have an agenda" were found to be significant (Table 4.9b.2). Pressure 

groups dedicated to influencing school board members' decisions were present in 46, or 

35.7%, of the "Survey Respondents'" districts. In contrast 57% of Texas districts 

(Largent; Zemlicka), and about 42%), of national districts reported that there were 

pressure groups dedicated to influencing school board members' decisions (Table 

4.1 Ob. I) (Glass et al., 2000). Chi-square comparisons between "Survey Respondents'" 

districts and Texas districts regarding board pressure groups were found not to be 

significant; however, chi-square comparisons between "Survey Respondents'" districts 

and national districts and "Survey Respondents'" districts, Texas districts, and national 

districts were found to be significant (Table 4.10b.2). 

"Survey Respondents" reported that school board members were aligned with 

community interests 78.3% of the time (101 respondents) (Table 4.1 la). This compares 

with 543, or 15.0%, of Texas school board members (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001), 

and 1471, or 65.9%), of national school board members (Table 4.1 Ib.l) (Glass et al.. 
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2000). Chi-square comparisons between "Survey Respondents'" districts and Texas 

districts regarding school board members being aligned with community interests were 

found not to be significant. However, chi-square comparisons between "Survey 

Respondents'" districts, Texas districts, and national districts regarding school board 

members' alignment with the community were found to be significant (Table 4.1 lb.2). 

In general 74, or 51.4%, of "Survey Respondents" felt that their school board 

members are qualified for their position (Table 4.12a). This compares with 407, or 

56.0%), of Texas school board members (Largent, 2001: Zemlicka 2001), and 1284, or 

57.44%), of national school board members whose superintendents felt that their school 

board members are qualified school board members (Table 4.12b.l) (Glass et al, 2000). 

Chi-square comparisons between "Survey Respondents" and Texas respondents 

regarding qualified school board members were found not to be significant; however, chi-

square comparisons between "Survey Respondents" and national respondents regarding 

qualified school board members, and "Survey Respondents," Texas respondents, and 

national respondents regarding qualified school board members were found to be 

significant (Table 4.12b.2). 

One hundred twenty, or 93.0%, of "Survey Respondents" reported that their 

policy recommendations are accepted between 90-100%) of the time (Table 4.13a). This 

compares with 658, or 91.0%, of Texas respondents (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001), 

and 1964, or 88.6%, of national respondents (Table 4.13b.l) (Glass et al., 2000). All chi-

square comparisons were found not to be significant regarding superintendent policy 

recommendations (Table 4.13b.2). 
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Personal Characteristics of "Survey Respondents" 

The average age of "Survey Respondents" was 49.8 years, with the oldest being 

68 years of age and the youngest being 32 years of age (Table 4.14a; Table 4.14c). The 

age reported the most by "Survey Respondents" was 52, reported by 11 respondents. In 

comparison, Texas respondents' average age was 51.6; with the oldest respondent being 

75 and the youngest respondent being 27. Thirty-seven, or 28.9%, of "Survey 

Respondents" reported being between 51-55 years of age (Table 4.14b.l), with 822, or 

36.9%, of national respondents reporting the same age range (Table 4.14b.l) (Glass et al., 

2000). Chi-square comparisons between "Survey Respondents" and national 

respondents' ages were found to be significant. 

Males made up 80.6% (104 respondents) of the "Survey Respondents" (Table 

4.15a), compared to 88.5% (655 respondents) of Texas respondents (Largent, 2001; 

Zemhcka, 2001) and 86.9%) (1938) of national respondents (Table 4.15b.l) (Glass et al., 

2000). Chi-square comparisons between the genders of "Survey Respondents" and Texas 

respondents, "Survey Respondents" and national respondents, and "Survey 

Respondents," Texas respondents, and national respondents were found to be significant 

(Table4.I5b.2). 

One hundred twenty, or 94.5%, of "Survey Respondents" (Table 4.16a), and 

2046, or 92.5%, of national respondents (Table 4.16b. I) (Glass et al., 2000) reported 

being married. Chi-square comparisons showed these comparisons to be significant 

(Table 4.16b.2). Sixty-four "Survey Respondents" had two children; three "Survey 

Respondents" either had no children or five children (Table 4.17). Seventy-three, or 
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59.8%, of "Survey Respondents" reported that their spouse did not work in their school 

district: 49, or 40.2%, of "Survey Respondents'" spouses did work in their district: 36, or 

29.5%), as professional employees, and 13, or 9.0%, as paraprofessional employees 

(Table 4.18). 

When asked about religious service attendance, 51, or 42.5%, of "Survey 

Respondents" reported that they attend one religious service per week. Seven, or 5.8%), 

of the "Survey Respondents" reported that they attend religious services never or 

infrequentiy (Table 4.19a). The most reported denomination was Baptist, with 43, or 

37.1%, reported by "Survey Respondents" (Table 4.19b). 

An overwhelming number, 124, or 97%, of "Survey Respondents" reported being 

white (Table 4.20a). This is similar to Texas and national data: 681, or 92%), of Texas 

respondents (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001), and 2112, or 94.9%), of national 

respondents (Table 4.20b. 1) (Glass et al., 2000) also reported being white. Chi-square 

comparisons concerning ethnicity between "Survey Respondents" and Texas respondents 

and "Survey Respondents" and national respondents were not significant; however, chi-

square comparisons between "Survey Respondents," Texas respondents, and national 

respondents were found to be significant. 

Reading, hunting, and fishing were listed highest among the hobbies of "Survey 

Respondents." Thirty-nine, or 33%), of "Survey Respondents" listed reading as one of 

their hobbies, while 36, or 30.5%), listed hunting, and 35, or 29.7%, listed fishing (Table 

4.21). Sixty-two percent, or 80 "Survey Respondents," considered themselves to be 

conservative. This compares with 32.4%, or 713 national respondents (Table 4.22b. 1). 
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A chi-square comparison of "Survey Respondents" and national respondents concerning 

political philosophy was significant (Table 4.22b.2). The childhood community of 

"Survey Respondents" was reported as mral by 83, or 66.9%, of those responding (Table 

4.23a). This compared to 1542, or 69.2%, of national respondents (Table 4.23b. 1) (Glass 

et al., 2000). The chi-square comparison of the childhood community of "Survey 

Respondents" and national respondents was not significant (Table 4.23b.2). Additional 

chi-square comparisons of "Survey Respondents" and Texas respondents, and "Survey 

Respondents," Texas respondents, and national respondents were not significant. 

Career Paths of "Survey Respondents" 

In the career path to the superintendency 84, or 70.6%, of "Survey Respondents" 

indicated that they would not have done anything differently prior to becoming a 

superintendent (Table 4.24). In a chi-square comparison between "Survey Respondents" 

and national respondents regarding career paths, the findings were significant (Table 

4.25b.2). Fifty-four, or 50.4%), of "Survey Respondents," 318, or 43%o, of Texas 

respondents (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001), and 698, or 31.2%, of national respondents 

(Glass et al., 2000) listed their career paths to the superintendency as teacher-principal-

superintendent (Table 4.26b. 1). All chi-square comparisons were found to be significant 

regarding the career path to the superintendency, which included the following 

comparisons: "Survey Respondents" and Texas respondents, "Survey Respondents" and 

national respondents, and "Survey Respondents," Texas respondents, and national 

respondents (Table 4.26b.2). 
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"Survey Respondents" reported that their last change in position was to become a 

superintendent for the first time by 43, or 34.1%, of those reporting (Table 4.27a). This 

compares to 707, or 31.7%), of national respondents (Table 4.27b. 1) (Glass et al., 2000); 

the chi-square perfonned on this comparison, "Survey Respondents" to national 

respondents, was found to be not significant (Table 4.27b.2). "Survey Respondents" 

listed liking the area, 50, or 39.4%), as the most reported reason for deciding to move to a 

certain community; this compares to 345, or 48%, of Texas respondents (Largent, 2001; 

Zemlicka, 2001). The chi-square comparison of "Survey Respondents'" and Texas 

respondents' reasons for choosing a certain community was significant (Table 4.29b.2). 

Seventy-eight, or 60.5%o, of "Survey Respondents" reported being class sponsors, 

and seventy-five, or 58.1%o, of "Survey Respondents" listed coaching athletics as 

extracurricular duties (Table 4.30a). Coaching athletics was listed as an extracurricular 

duty by 431, or 58.2%, of Texas respondents (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001) and 1255, 

or 58.9%), of national respondents (Glass et al., 2000). Being a class sponsor was 

reported by 14, or 1.8%o, of Texas respondents (Largent; Zemlicka) and 152, or 7.1%, of 

national respondents (Table 4.30b. 1) (Glass, et al.). All chi-square comparisons, "Survey 

Respondents" and Texas respondents, "Survey Respondents" and national respondents, 

and "Survey Respondents, Texas respondents, and national respondents were all found to 

be significant (Table 4.30b.2). 

Most (121, or 94.5%)) of "Survey Respondents" had not been in the United States 

military (Table 4.31). Fifty-five, or 45.5%, of "Survey Respondents" planned to retire 
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within 0-5 years (Table 4.32). Some (44, or 34.4%) "Survey Respondents" had attended 

a junior college at least one semester as a fiall-time student (Table 4.28). 

Personal Characteristics and Career Paths 
Of "Survey Respondents" 

The highest degree attained by 103, or 81.2%), of "Survey Respondents" was a 

master's degree (Table 4.34a). The highest degree reported by Texas respondents (559, 

or 76.0%)) was a master's degree (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001), and the highest degree 

attained by national respondents (1214, or 54.3%) was also a master's degree (Table 

4.34b. 1) (Glass et al., 2000). The chi-square comparing "Survey Respondents" and 

Texas respondents was found to be not significant; however, chi-square comparisons 

between "Survey Respondents" and national respondents, and "Survey Respondents, 

Texas respondents, and national respondents were all significant (Table 4.34b.2). 

Tarleton State University was the most reported university from which "Survey 

Respondents" received their highest degree (nine, or 9.1%) (Table 4.34c), and Texas 

Tech University was the most reported university from which "Survey Respondents" 

received their superintendent certification, (15, or 12.0%) (Table 4.34d). Sixty-seven, or 

52.8%o, of "Survey Respondents" had not received any scholarships to attend college; 

however, 28, or 22%), received athletic scholarships, and 26, or 20.5%, received academic 

scholarships (Table 4.35). 

The average number of years in education for "Survey Respondents" and Texas 

respondents (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001) was 26.4 years (Table 4.36b). "Survey 

Respondents" were in the classroom for an average of 8.8 years, and Texas respondents 
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were in the classroom for an average of 8.5 years (Table 4.37b) (Largent; Zemlicka). chi-

square comparisons between "Survey Respondents" and national respondents were found 

to be not significant (Table 4.37c.2). 

Eighty, or 65.6%), of the "Survey Respondents" were in their first superintendency 

(Table 4.38a). The average number of superintendent positions "Survey Respondents" 

had held was 1.4, and Texas respondents was 1.8 (Table 4.38b). Two hundred seventy-

nine, or 12.5%), of the national respondents reported being in their first superintendency 

(Table 4.38c. 1) (Glass et al., 2000). The chi-square comparison performed between 

"Survey Respondents" and national respondents regarding the number of superintendent 

positions the respondents had held was significant (Table 4.38c.2). 

Twenty-one, or 16.4%o, of the "Survey Respondents" reported being a 

superintendent two-three years (Table 4.39a. 1); 302, or 13.5%, of the national 

respondents reported being a superintendent two-three years (Table 4.39b. 1). The 

average number of years "Survey Respondents" had been a superintendent was 8.8 

(Table 4.39a.2). Chi-square comparisons of the number of years as superintendent 

between "Survey Respondents" and national respondents were significant (Table 

4.39b.2). Seventy-nine, or 62.7%, of "Survey Respondents" reported being in their first 

to fifth year as a school superintendent (Table 4.40a), with the average number of years 

in their current superintendency being 5.9, compared to Texas respondents being 5.2 

years (Table 4.40b) (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001). In general "Survey Respondents" 

are satisfied with their salary, as reported by 70, or 56.5%, of them (Table 4.41). 
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Personal and Professional Characteristics 
Of "Survey Respondents" 

Personal characteristics of superintendent candidates was chosen by 80, or 65%, 

of the "Survey Respondents" (Table 4.42a) for the reason that they were hired for their 

current position. This compares to 364, or 50%, of state respondents (Largent, 2001; 

Zemlicka, 2001), and 893, or 40%), of national respondents (Table 4.42b.l) (Glass et al., 

2000). Chi-square comparisons of "Survey Respondents" and state respondents, "Survey 

Respondents" and national respondents, and "Survey Respondents," state respondents, 

and national respondents concerning the reason they were chosen by their school boards 

were all significant (Table 4.42b.2). 

One hundred-fifteen, or 98.3, of "Survey Respondents" listed Texas Association 

of School Administrators (TASA) as a professional organization of which they were a 

member (Table 4.43 a). This compares to 1414, or 63.2%), of national respondents (Table 

4.43b. 1) who indicated they were a member of their state's American Association of 

School Administrators (AASA) organization. The chi-square comparison regarding 

professional membership between "Survey Respondents" and national respondents was 

significant (Table 4.43b.2). 

Professional Characteristics of "Survey Respondents" 

When asked to predict ftiture superintendent tumover in Texas, 106, or 84.8%, of 

"Survey Respondents" (Table 4.44a) indicated that they felt that there would be 

increasing turnover. This compares to 608, or 84%o, of Texas respondents (Table 4.44b. 1) 

(Largent, 2001; Zemlicka 2001) predicting increased tumover in Texas 
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superintendencies. The chi-square comparison regarding future tumover by Texas 

superintendents between "Survey Respondents" and Texas respondents was not 

significant (Table 4.44b.2). 

When asked what qualifications school board members should look for in a new 

superintendent by "Survey Respondents," 50, or 42.4%, listed character or high morals as 

important. "Survey Respondents" also listed "people person" (43 "Survey Respondents," 

or 36.4%)), and knowledge of school finances (42 "Survey Respondents," or 35.6%) as 

very important (Table 4.45). 

Chi-Square Analysis of the "Replication Study" Data 

Chi-square comparisons were used to test for generalizability regarding 

subordinate research questions two and three. Research question number two asks: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

Research question number three asks: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent career paths be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

Chi-square comparisons found that some superintendent characteristics and 

superintendent career paths can be generalized across the responding populations: 

"Survey Respondents," Texas respondents, and national respondents. Detailed tables are 

referenced regarding each chi-square comparison. These tables are found at the end of 
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this chapter. Also, detailed summaries were previously provided in the narrative of this 

chapter regarding each set of chi-square comparisons. 

Chi-square comparisons in the areas of: 

• Accept policy recommendations (Table 4.13b.2) 

• Ethnicity (Table 4.20b.2) 

• Type of childhood community (Table 4.23 c.2) 

• Career path to superintendency (Table 4.26b.2) 

• Highest degree completed (Table 4.34b.2) 

• Future superintendent tumover (Table 4.44b.2) 

were found not to be significant regarding "Survey Respondents" and state respondents, 

indicating that the results are generalizable across the two responding populations. 

Chi-square comparisons in the areas of 

• Accept policy recommendations (Table 4.13b.2) 

• Ethnicity (Table 4.20b.2) 

• Type of childhood community (Table 4.23 c.2) 

• Career path to superintendency (Table 4.26b.2) 

• Reason for last move (Table 4.27b.2) 

• Years as classroom teacher (Table 4.37c.2) 

were found not to be significant regarding "Survey Respondents" and national 

respondents, indicating that the results are generalizable across the two responding 

populations. 
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Chi-square comparisons in the areas of: 

• Accept policy recommendations (Table 4.13b.2) 

• Type of childhood community (Table 4.23c.2) 

• Career path to superintendency (Table 4.26b.2) 

were found not to be significant regarding "Survey Respondents," state respondents, and 

national respondents, indicating that the results are generalizable across the three 

responding populations. 

Chi-square comparisons in the areas of: 

• Number of students in district (Table 4.2c.2) 

• "Survey Respondents" characterize current school board (Table 4.1 lb.2) 

• Gender (Table 4.15b.2) 

• Main reason for choosing current community (Table 4.29b. 1) 

• Exfracurricular activities supervised (Table 4.30b.2) 

• Why selected for current position (Table 4.42b.2) 

were found to be significant regarding "Survey Respondents" and state respondents, 

indicating that the results are not generalizable across the two responding populations. 

Chi-square comparisons in the areas of: 

• Number of students in district (Table 4.2c.2) 

• Hired by school board members only or with the help of a consultant (Table 

4.8b.2) 

• Board members elected who "had an agenda" (Table 4.9b.2) 

• "Survey Respondents" characterize current school board (Table 4.1 lb.2) 
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School boards' general abilities and preparation (Table 4.12b.2) 

Age(Table4.14b.2) 

Gender (Table 4.15b.2) 

Marital status (Table 4.16b.2) 

Extracurricular activities supervised (Table 4.30b.2) 

Highest degree completed (Table 4.34b.2) 

Number of superintendent positions held (Table 4.38c.2) 

Years as superintendent (Table 4.39b.2) 

Why selected for current position (Table 4.42b.2) 

Memberships (Table 4.43b.2) 

were found to be significant regarding "Survey Respondents" and national respondents, 

indicating that the results are not generalizable across the two responding populations. 

Chi-square comparisons in the areas of: 

• Number of students in district (Table 4.2c.2) 

• Hired by school board members only or with the help of a consultant (Table 

4.8b.2) 

• Pressure groups emerged to influence school board members (Table 4.1 Ob.2) 

• "Survey Respondents" characterize current school board (Table 4.1 lb.2) 

• School boards' general abilities and preparation (Table 4.12b.2) 

• Gender (Table 4.15b.2) 

• Ethnicity (Table 4.20b.2) 

• Conservative, liberal, or independent (Table 4.22b.2) 
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• Extracurricular activities supervised (Table 4.30b.2) 

• Highest degree completed (Table 4.34b.2) 

• Why selected for current position (Table 4.42b.2) 

were found to be significant regarding "Survey Respondents," state respondents, and 

national respondents, indicating that the results are not generalizable across the three 

responding populations. 

The Major Implication of the "Replication Study" 

The "Replication Study" found there were some characteristic and career path 

information of "Survey Respondents," Texas respondents (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 

2001), and national respondents (Glass et al., 2000) that were generalizable across the 

three responding populations. However, additional research needs to be conducted in the 

areas where the characteristics and career paths were found to not be generalizable across 

the three responding populations. 

The Major Implication and Findings of the 
"Action Research Study" 

The major implication of the "Action Research Study" is that there are now 

reliable, valid, and legal "Superintendent Interview Questions" (Table 4.46) that school 

board members can use during the superintendent/school board members stmctured 

interview. The Delphi Group produced 21 "Superintendent Interview Questions," and 

answers that school board members can use during the superintendent/school board 

members stmctured-interview. These questions and answers are in Table 4.46. As 
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analysis of these questions' correlations to Texas Association of School Boards (TASB) 

"Superintendent Qualificafions" (Appendix B) is included with each question (Table 

4.46). These correlations are made to match "Superintendent Interview Questions" to job 

analysis and job descriptions (Anderson & Shackleton, 1993; Arthur, 2001; Herman, 

1994; Pursell et al., 1980; Rosse & Levin, 1997; Sims, 2002; Walley & Smith 1998; 

Wendover, 1998). Table 4.47 provides a summary table for all school board members to 

record their individual scores for each "Superintendent Interview Question." Along with 

these questions and answers, the Delphi Group produced a weighted grade for each 

question. This weighted grade is located in Table 4.48. The weighted grade was 

produced by adding each Delphi Group Members' Likert Scale response to the 

importance of each "Superintendent Interview Question" and dividing by the number of 

Delphi Group Members responding to that question. The "Delphi Study" answered 

research question number one: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instmctional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

The major implication of this "Delphi Study" is that there are now 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" that are reliable, valid, and legal for school board 

members to use in the superintendent/school board members stmctured-interview. Prior 

to this study, these questions and the answers to the questions did not exist. A practical 
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way for school board members to use these "Superintendent Interview Questions" is 

explored fiiUy in Chapter V, along with other implications of the "Action Research 

Study." 

Application of the Findings of the "Action Research Study" 

Prior to school board members conducting the superintendent/school board 

members stmctured interview, school board members will need to review the information 

in Chapter II regarding training for stmctured-panel interviews. The pre-interview 

process consists of prescreening, reference checking, location preparation, and deciding 

who is going to ask specific stmctured interview questions. Interview skills include the 

following: build rapport; explain interview procedures; take notes; listen; address 

applicant's questions; follow-up interview questions; and conclude the interview. Post-

interview skills include using interview notes and interview scales. After school board 

members have been trained in these aspects of the stmctured-panel interview, they will be 

ready to use the "Superintendent Interview Questions" (Table 4.46) in an actual 

interview. 

The following instmctions are specific to "Superintendent Interview Questions" 

(Table 4.46), "Board of Tmstees Summary Grading Table" (Table 4.47), and "Board of 

Tmstees Weighted Grade Table" (Table 4.48). 
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General Instmctions: Prior to the superintendent/school board members stmctured 

interview, each school board member will need to read the 21 questions and answers 

located in Table 4.46. This should be done prior to each stmctured interview so that 

school board members will be familiar with the "Superintendent Interview Questions" 

and answers. 

Instmctions for Table 4.46 (Board of Tmstees Interview Questions and Grading Table) 

During the superintendent/school board members stmctured interview, each school board 

member should take notes regarding each question in the space provided. After each 

interview each school board member should rate the superintendent candidate on the 

scale provided for each question and answer; at this time in the interview process school 

board members should be working independently. Discussion concerning the 

superintendent candidates should take place after all of the interviews have taken place 

and all school board members have "graded" each superintendent candidate's answers to 

the "Superintendent Interview Questions." 

Instmctions for Table 4.47 (Board of Tmstees Summary Grading Table) 

After all superintendent candidates have been interviewed, the "Board of Tmstees 

Summary Grading Table" (Table 4.47) should be filled out. The table has a column for 

each school board member's grade for each question. A different "Board of Tmstees 

Summary Grading Table" should be used for each superintendent candidate. After all of 

the grades from each school board member have been transferred to the "Board of 

176 



Tmstees Summary Grading Table" for each superintendent candidate, one school board 

member should add the rows across for each question. After the rows are added, that sum 

should be divided by the number of school board members who interviewed the 

superintendent candidate. Nonnally, the number that the sum will be divided by will be 

seven; however, there may be situations in which there are not seven board members 

conducting the interviews. The sum divided by the number of school board members 

will become the "Grade" and should be recorded in the "Grade" column on the "Board of 

Tmstees Summary Grading Table." 

Instmctions for Table 4.48 (Board of Tmstees Weighted Grade Table) 

This "Grade" should also be recorded on the "Board of Tmstees Weighted Grade Table" 

in the "Grade" column. After the "Grade" is recorded on the "Board of Tmstees 

Weighted Grade Table," the "Grade" needs to be multiplied by the "Statistical Weighted 

Algorithm." After the two numbers are multiplied ("Weight x Grade"), the product needs 

to be recorded in the "Weight x Grade" column. To arrive at a "Grand Total" the 

numbers in the "Weight x Grade" column will need to be added, and that number will 

need to be recorded in the "Grand Total" blank at the bottom of the "Board of Tmstees 

Weighted Grade Table." 

After all of the steps have been followed, school board members will need to 

make a decision as to which superintendent is to be hired for the position of 

superintendent of schools. The way that the "Grand Total" is to be used in the decision 
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making process for hiring the new superintendent of schools must be decided by the 

board of tmstees as a whole. 
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Distiict Characteristics of "Survey Respondents" 

Table 4.1 (District Characteristic)-Grades Taught in District: (PK-12 Other) 

SRs 
Lowest Grade Taught-Highest Grade Taught 
P K - 1 2 
P K - 8 
P K - 6 
K - 8 
K - 1 2 
Other 
Totals 

SRs 
# 

95 
6 
6 
7 
8 
7 

129 

SRs 
% 

73.7 
4.7 
4.7 
5.4 
6.2 
5.4 
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Table 4.2 (District Characteristic)-Number of Students in District 

4.2a SRs Size 

SRs 
Size 
52-99 
100-249 
250-499 
500 - 999 
1000-1499 
1500-2499 
2500 - 4999 
5000 - 9,999 
10,000-20,500 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

11 
36 
17 
35 
10 
9 
5 
3 
2 

128 
1 

SRs 
% 

8.6 
28.1 
13.3 
27.3 

7.8 
7.0 
3.9 
2.3 
1.6 

4.2b. 1 Comparison SRs-USA Size 

Comparison SRs-USA 
Size 
100,000 + 
50,000-99,999 
25,000-49,999 
10,000-24,999 
5,000 - 9,999 
3,000-4,999 
1000-2,999 
300 - 999 
>300 
Totals 

SRs 
# 
0 
0 
0 
2 
3 
5 

21 
49 
49 

129 

SRs 
% 
0 
0 
0 

1.6 
2.3 
3.9 

16.3 
38.0 
38.0 

USA 
# 
9 

20 
66 
98 

177 
271 
752 
594 
251 

2238 

USA 
% 

0.3 
1.1 
3.4 
4.4 
7.9 

12.2 
33.2 
26.2 
11.2 

4.2b.2 Comparison SRs-USA Size 

Comparison SRs-USA 
District Size 
Mean size of SRs district 
Least amount of students in SRs districts 
Greatest amount of students in SRs districts 

SRs 

1141.0 
50 

20,500 

SRs 
# 

129 
1 
1 

USA 

4026 
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Table 4.2 Cont. 

4.2b.3 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-USA Size 

Comparison SRs-
USA 
Size 

SRs-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

Chi-Square = 

105.921690399363 is less than or equal to 
0.001 

The distribution 
is 

significant 

4.2c.1 Comparison SRs-TX-USA Size 

Comparison SRs-TX-USA 
Size 
25,000 -r 
3,000 - 24,999 
300 - 2,999 
>300 
Totals 

SRs 
# 
0 

10 
70 
49 

129 

SRs 
% 
0 

7.8 
54.3 
28.0 

TX 
# 

18 
138 
439 
132 
727 

TX 
% 

2.0 
19.0 
60.0 
18.0 

USA 
# 

95 
546 

1346 
251 

2238 

USA 
% 

4.8 
24.5 
59.4 
11.2 

4.2C.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX-USA Size 

Comparison SRs-TX-
USA 
Size 
SRs-TX 

SRs-USA 

SRs-TX-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

3 

3 

6 

Chi-Square = 

32.245974602059 

89.5264138679725 

105.024109407984 

P 

is less than or equal 
to 0.001 

is less than or equal 
to 0.001 

is less than or equal 
to 0.001 

The distribution 
is 

significant 

significant 

significant 
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Table 4.3 (District Characteristic)-Education Service Center (ESC) Number 

SRs 
Education Ser\ ice Center 
1 
• ) 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
20 
Totals 

SRs 
# 
1 
5 
8 
8 
1 
1 
7 
8 
7 

12 
10 
8 
3 
8 

10 
9 

11 
5 
7 

129 

SRs 
0, 

0 

0.8 
4.0 
6.2 
6.2 
0.8 
0.8 
5.4 
6.2 
5.4 
9.3 
7.8 
6.2 
2.3 
6.2 
7.8 
7.0 
8.5 
4.0 
5.4 
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Table 4.4 (District Characteristic)-How many years has your district been exemplary? 

4.4.1 SRs Years Exemplary 

SRs 
Years Exemplary 
1 
T 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
11 
Totals 

SRs 

2 
31 
20 
13 
21 

19 
7 
9 
4 
2 

129 

SRs 
% 

1.6 
24.0 
15.5 
10.1 
17.1 
14.7 
5.4 
7.0 
3.1 
1.6 

4.4.2 SRs Years Exemplary 

SRs 
Years Exemplary 
Average number of years SR's districts have been exemplary 
Fewest number of years SR's districts have been exemplary 
Most number of years SR's districts have been exemplary 

SRs 

4.5 
1 

11 

SRs 
# 

129 
2 
2 
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Table 4.5 (District Characteristic)-Your district is: (rural-urban-suburban) 

4.5a SRs District Type 

SRs 
District Type 
Rural 
Urban 
Suburban 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

108 
T 

16 
126 

3 

SRs 
% 

85.7 
1.6 

12.7 

4.5b. 1 Comparison SRs-TX 

Comparison SRs-TX 
District Type 
Rural 
Urban 
Suburban 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

108 
-1 

16 
126 

3 

SRs 
% 

85.7 
1.6 

12.7 

TX 
# 

592 
39 

109 
740 

TX 
% 

80.0 
5.0 

15.0 

4.5b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX 

Chi-Square 
Comparison SRs-

TX 
District Type 

SRs-TX 

Degrees of 
freedom 

2 

Chi-Square = 

3.82743477534279 

P 

is less than 
or equal to 

0.20. 

The distribution is 

not significant-for significance at 
the .05 level, chi-square should be 

greater than or equal to 5.99. 

Table 4.6 (District Characteristic)-Your district is a: (Chapter 41 District-Chapter 42 District) 

SRs 
District Finance 
Chapter 41 
Chapter 42 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

39 
83 

122 
7 

SRs 
% 

32.0 
68.0 
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Table 4.7 (District Characteristic)-Number of Superintendents Employed by Your School District in 
Past 10 Years: 

4.7.1 SRs # of Superintendents 

SRs 
# of Superintendents 
1 
1 

3 
4 
5 
6 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

28 
46 
28 
17 

1 

3 
124 

5 

SRs 
% 

22.6 
37.1 
22.6 
13.7 

1.6 
2.4 

4.7.2 SRs # Superintendents 

SRs 
# Superintendents 
Average number of superintendents employed by SRs districts 
Fewest number of superintendents employed by SRs districts 
Most number of superintendents employed by SRs districts 
Most commonly reported number of superintendents employed by SRs district 

SRs 

2.4 
1 
6 
2 

SRs 
# 

124 
18 
3 

46 
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Table 4.8 (District Characteristic)-What group/individual managed the search 
process for your current superintendency? (local school board-local school board with 
the assistance of a consultant-Who was the consultant?) 

4.8a SRs How Hired 

SRs 
How Hired 
Local School Board 
Consultant 

Totals 

Who 

TASB 
ESC 
Consultant 

SRs 
# 

90 
39 
17 
6 

16 
129 

SRs 
% 

69.8 
30.2 
73.2 
4.7 

12.4 

4.8b. 1 Comparison SRs-TX-USA How Hired 

Comparison SRs-TX-USA 
How Hired 
Local School Board 
Consultant 

Totals 

Who 

Professional search firm 
State School Board Association 
Other 

SRs 
# 

90 
39 
16 
17 
6 

129 

SRs 
% 

69.8 
30.2 
12.4 
13.2 
4.7 

TX 
# 

479 
261 
136 
102 
23 

717 

TX 
% 

65.0 
32.0 
18.0 
14.0 
3.0 

USA 
# 

1203 
1024 
394 
427 
203 

2227 

USA 
% 

54.0 
46.0 
17.7 
19.2 
9.1 

4.8b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX-USA How Hired 

Chi-Square 
Comparison SRs-
TX-USA 
How Hired 
SRs-TX 

SRs-USA 

SRs-TX-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

4 

4 

8 

Chi-Square = 

4.19269158889464 

19.002574777209 

72.7375686861874 

P 

is less than 
or equal to 

1 
is less than 
or equal to 

0.001 
is less than 
or equal to 

0.001 

The distribution is 

not significant-for significance at 
the .05 level, chi-square should be 

greater than or equal to 9.49 
significant 

significant 
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Table 4.8 Cont. 

4.8c Comparison SRs-TX How Hired 

Comparison SRs-TX 
Superintendent Tenure 
Average tenure in years when hired by school board 
Average tenure in years when hired by TASB 
Average tenure in years when hired by a search firm 
Average tenure in years when hired by other methods 

SRs 

7.1 
4.4 
3.7 
4.3 

SRs 

90 
17 
16 
6 

TX 

5.5 
3.8 
3.4 
3.1 

Table 4.9 (District Characteristic)-During Your Current Tenure, Have Board 
Members Been Elected Who "Had an Agenda" for being Elected to the Board? (Yes-no) 

4.9a SRs Agenda 

SRs 
Agenda 
Yes 
No 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

30 
86 

116 
13 

SRs 
% 

25.9 
14.1 

4.9b. 1 Comparison SRs-TX Agenda 

Comparison SRs-TX 
Agenda 
Yes 
No 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

30 
86 

116 
13 

SRs 
% 

25.9 
74.1 

TX 
# 

318 
408 
726 

TX 
% 

44.0 
56.0 

4.9b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX 

Chi-Square Comparison 
SRs-TX 
Agenda 
SRs-TX 

Degrees of 
freedom 

1 

Chi-Square •-

13.2747160758158 is less than or equal 
to 0.001 

The 
distribution is 

significant 
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Table 4.10 (District Characteristic)-During Your Current Tenure, Have Organized Groups Emerged 
to Pressure the Board? No-yes If yes, what areas do the pressure groups come from? 
([mark all that apply] community-political-religious-private sector-tax groups-other) 

4.10a SRs Pressure Group 

SRs 
Pressure Group 
No 
Yes 

Totals 

Group 

Community 
Political 
Religious 
Private sector 
Tax 
Other 

SRs 
# 

83 
46 
33 

7 
4 
5 
9 

10 
129 

SRs 
% 

64.3 
35.7 
25.6 

5.4 
3.1 
3.9 
7.0 
7.8 

4.10b. 1 Comparison SRs-TX-USA Pressure Group 

Comparison SRs-TX-USA 
Pressure Group 
No 
Yes 

Totals 
NA 

Group 

Community 
Political 
Religious 
Private sector 
Tax 
Other 

SRs 
# 

83 
46 
33 

7 
4 
5 
9 

10 
129 

4 

SRs 
% 

64.3 
35.7 
25.6 

5.4 
3.1 
3.9 
7.0 
7.8 

TX 
# 

416 
309 
241 

52 
25 

5 

725 

TX 
% 

57.0 
43.0 
75.0 
16.0 
8.0 
1.0 

USA 
# 

944 
1280 
703 
361 
346 
177 
81 

2224 

USA 
% 

42.4 
57.6 
31.1 
16.0 
15.3 
7.8 
3.6 
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Table 4.10 Cont. 

4.10b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX-USA Pressure Group 

Chi-Square 
Comparison SRs-
TX-USA 
Pressure Group 
SRs-TX 

SRs-USA 

SRs-TX-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

1 

1 

2 

Chi-Square = 

2.18522744252487 

23.7642450551498 

65.4447568714264 

P 

is less than 
or equal to 

0.20 
is less than 
or equal to 

0.001 
is less than 
or equal to 

0.001 

The distribution is 

not significant-for significance at 
the .05 level, chi-square should be 

greater than or equal to 3.84 
significant 

significant 
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Table 4.11 (District Characteristic)-How Would You Characterize Your Current School Board? 
(dominated by elite-represents distinct factions-aligned with community interests-not 
active-other) 

4.11a SRs Board 

SRs 
Board 
Dominated by elite 
Represents distinct factions 
Aligned with community interests 
Not active 
Odier 
Totals 

SRs 
# 
2 

16 
101 

4 
6 

129 

SRs 
% 

1.6 
12.4 
78.3 
3.1 
4.7 

4.1 lb. 1 Comparison SRs-TX-USA Board 

Comparison SRs-TX-USA 
Board 
Dominated by elite 
Represents distinct factions 
Aligned with community interests 
Not active 
Other 
Totals 

SRs 
# 
2 

16 
101 

4 
6 

129 

SRs 
% 

1.6 
12.4 
78.3 
3.1 
4.7 

TX 
# 

20 
134 
543 
30 

0 
727 

TX 
% 

3.0 
18.0 
75.0 
4.0 

0 

USA 
# 

59 
423 

1471 
279 

0 
2232 

USA 
% 

2.6 
19.0 
65.9 
12.5 

0 

4.1 lb.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX-USA Board 

Chi-Square Comparison 
SRs-TX-USA 
Board 
SRs-TX 

SRs-USA 

SRs-TX-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

4 

4 

8 

Chi-Square = 

37.1803154800834 

118.990316011907 

193.645419122269 

P 

is less than or 
equal to 0.001 
is less than or 
equal to 0.001 
is less than or 
equal to 0.001 

The 
distribution is 

significant 

significant 

significant 
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Table 4.12 (District Characteristic)-What Opinion Do You Have of Your Current School Board's 
General Abilities and Preparation? (very well qualified-qualified-not qualified-
incompetent-other) 

4.12a SRs Board's Abilities 

SRs 
Board's Abilities 
Very well qualified 
Qualified 
Not qualified 
Incompetent 
Totals 

SRs 
# 

43 
74 
12 
0 

129 

SRs 
% 

33.3 
57.4 
9.3 

0 

4.12b.l Comparison SRs-TX-USA Board's Abilities 

Comparison SRs-TX-USA 
Board's abihties 
Very well qualified 
Qualified 
Not qualified 
Incompetent 
Don't Know 
Totals 

SRs 
# 

43 
74 
12 
0 
0 

129 

SRs 
% 

33.3 
57.4 
9.3 

0 
0 

TX 
# 

254 
407 

58 
6 
1 

726 

TX 
% 

35.0 
56.0 

8.0 
>1.0 
>1.0 

USA 
# 

285 
1284 
611 
49 

6 
2235 

USA 
% 

12.75 
57.44 
27.34 
2.19 
0.27 

4.12b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX-USA Board's Abilities 

Chi-Square 
Comparison SRs-
TX-USA 
Board's abilities 
SRs-TX 

SRs-USA 

SRs-TX-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

4 

4 

8 

Chi-Square = 

1.59382068376879 

55.4632812889037 

270.90272681925 

P 

is less than 
or equal to 

1 
is less than 
or equal to 

0.001 
is less than 
or equal to 

0.001 

The distribution is 

not significant-for significance at 
the .05 level, chi-square should be 

greater than or equal to 9.49 
significant 

significant 
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Table 4.13 (District Characteristic)-How Often Does Your School Board Accept Your Policy 
Recommendations? (90-100%-80-89%-70-79%-60-69%-50-59%-less than 50%) 

4.13a SRs Recommendations Accepted 

SRs 
Recommendations Accepted 
90 - 100% 
80 - 89% 
70 - 79% 
60 - 69% 
50 - 59% 
Less than 50% 
Totals 

SRs 
U 

120 
8 
1 
0 
0 
0 

129 

SRs 
% 

93.0 
6.2 
0.8 

0 
0 
0 

4.13b.l Comparison SRs-TX- USA Recommendations Accepted 

Comparison SRs-TX-USA 
Recommendations Accepted 
90-100% 
80 - 89% 
70 - 79% 
60 - 69% 
50 - 59% 
Less than 50% 
Totals 

SRs 
# 

120 
8 
1 
0 
0 
0 

129 

SRs 
% 

93.0 
6.2 
0.8 

0 
0 
0 

TX 
# 

658 
48 
13 

1 
3 
3 

726 

TX 
% 

91.0 
7.0 
2.0 

>1.0 
>1.0 
>1.0 

USA 
# 

1964 
199 
39 

5 
5 
4 

2216 

USA 
% 

88.6 
9.0 
1.8 
0.3 
0.2 
0.9 
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Table 4.13 Cont. 

4.13b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX- USA 

Chi-Square 
Comparison SRs-TX-
USA 
Recommendations 
Accepted 
SRs-TX 

SRs-USA 

SRs-TX-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

5 

5 

10 

Chi-Square = 

2.03043180263597 

2.83916126185632 

8.75113568655616 

P 

is less 
than or 

equal to 1 

is less 
than or 

equal to 1 

is less 
than or 

equal to 1 

The distribution is 

not significant-for significance 
at the .05 level, chi-square 

should be greater than or equal 
to 11.07 

not significant-for significance 
at the .05 level, chi-square 

should be greater than or equal 
to 11.07 

not significant-for significance 
at the .05 level, chi-square 

should be greater than or equal 
to 18.31 
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Personal Characteristics of "Survey Respondents' 

Table 4.14 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Age 

4.14a SRs Age 

SRs 
Age 
3 0 - 3 5 
3 6 - 4 0 
4 1 - 4 5 
4 6 - 5 0 
5 1 - 5 5 
5 6 - 6 0 
6 1 - 6 5 
66 + 
totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 
7 
9 

22 
19 
38 
29 

2 
1 

127 
2 

SRs 
% 

5.5 
7.1 

17.3 
15.0 
29.9 
22.8 

1.6 
0.8 

4.14b. 1 Comparison SRs-USA Age 

Comparison SRs-USA 
Age 
3 0 - 3 5 
3 6 - 4 0 
4 1 - 4 5 
4 6 - 5 0 
5 1 - 5 5 
5 6 - 6 0 
6 1 - 6 5 
66 + 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 
8 
9 

22 
19 
37 
30 

2 
1 

128 
1 

SRs 
% 

6.3 
7.0 

17.2 
14.8 
28.9 
23.4 

1.6 
0.8 

USA 
# 

17 
40 

151 
564 
822 
453 
157 
21 

2225 

USA 
% 

0.8 
1.8 
6.8 

25.4 
36.9 
20.4 

7.1 
0.9 

4.14b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-USA Age 

Chi-Square Comparison 
SRs-USA 
Age 
SRs-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

7 

Chi-Square = 

81.5447165414735 

P 

is less than or equal 
to 0.001 

The 
distribution is 

significant 
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Table 4.14 Cont. 

4.14c Comparison SRs-TX Age 

Comparison SRs-TX 
Age 
Mean age 
Oldest 
Youngest 
Most reported age 

SRs 

49.8 
68 
32 
52 

SRs 
# 

128 
1 
1 

11 

TX 

51.6 
75 
27 

52 and 56 

Table 4.15 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Gender: (male-female) 

4.15a SRs Gender 

SRs 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
Totals 

SRs 
# 

104 
25 

129 

SRs 
% 

80.6 
19.4 

4.15b. 1 Comparison SRs-TX- USA Gender 

Comparison SRs-TX-USA 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
Totals 

SRs 
# 

104 
25 

129 

SRs 
% 

80.6 
19.4 

TX 
# 

655 
85 

740 

TX 
% 

88.5 
11.5 

USA 
# 

1938 
294 

2232 

USA 
% 

86.8 
13.2 

4.15b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX- USA Gender 

Chi-Square Comparison 
SRs-TX-USA 
Gender 
SRs-TX 

SRs-USA 

SRs-TX-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

1 

1 

2 

Chi-Square = 

6.19056657770004 

4.02169538624282 

6.18614766498862 

P 

is less than or 
equal to 0.025 
is less than or 
equal to 0.05 
is less than or 
equal to 0.05 

The 
distribution is 

significant 

Significant 

Significant 
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Table 4.16 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Are You Married? (yes-no) 

4.16a SRs Marital Status 

SRs 
Marital Status 
Married 
Single 
Widowed 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

120 
5 
-) 

127 
• ) 

SRs 

94.5 
3.9 
1.6 

4.16b. 1 Comparison SRs-USA Marital Status 

Comparison SRs-USA 
Marital Status 
Married 
Single 
Widowed 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

120 
5 
2 

127 
2 

SRs 
% 

94.5 
3.9 
1.6 

USA 
# 

2046 
166 

0 
2212 

USA 
% 

92.5 
7.5 

0 

4.16b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-USA Marital Status 

Chi-Square Comparison 
SRs-USA 
Marital Status 
SRs-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

2 

Chi-Square = 

36.9770016541158 

P 

is less than or equal 
to 0.001 

The 
distribution is 

significant 
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Table 4.17 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Number of Children 

SRs 
Children 
0 
1 
-> 
3 
4 
5 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 
3 

10 
64 
35 

9 
3 

124 
5 

SRs 
% 

2.4 
8.1 

51.6 
28.2 

7.3 
2.4 

Table 4.18 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-^ Your Spouse Employed in 
Your School District? 

SRs 
Spouse 
No 
Yes 
Professional employee 
Paraprofessional 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

73 
49 
36 
13 

122 
7 

SRs 
% 

59.8 
40.2 
29.5 

9.0 
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Table 4.19 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-If You Attend Religious Services, how Many 
SerN'ices per Week? (denomination) 

4.19a SRs Religious Service Attendance 

SRs 
Church Attendance 
1 week 
2 week 
3 week 
4 week 
1 month 
2 month 
3 month 
4 month 
5 month 
0 
Infrequently 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

51 
10 
15 
2 
8 

13 
9 
4 
1 
1 
6 

120 
9 

SRs 
% 

42.5 
8.3 

12.5 
1.7 
6.7 

10.8 
7.5 
3.3 
0.8 
0.8 
5.0 

4.19b Denomination 

SRs 
Denomination 
Baptist 
Methodist 
Church of Christ 
Catholic 
Lutheran 
Non-Denominational 
Greek Orthodox 
Christian 
Episcopal 
Presbyterian 
Pentecostal 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

43 
22 
14 
20 

2 
5 
1 
5 
2 
1 
1 

116 
13 

SRs 
% 

37.1 
19.0 
12.1 
17.0 
1.7 
4.3 
0.9 
4.3 
1.7 
0.9 
0.9 
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Table 4.20 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Your Ethnicity (African 
American-Hispanic-Native American-Caucasian-Other) 

4.20a SRs Ethnicity 

SRs 
Ethnicity 
White 
Hispanic 
Native American 
Other 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

124 
3 
0 
1 

128 
1 

SRs 
0 

97.0 
2.3 

0 
0.7 

4.20b. 1 Comparison SRs-TX- USA Ethnicity 

Comparison SRs-TX-USA 
Ethnicity 
White 
Hispanic 
Native American 
Black 
Asian 
Other 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

124 
3 
0 
0 
0 
1 

128 
1 

SRs 
% 

97.0 
2.3 

0 
0 
0 

0.7 

TX 
# 

681 
34 

3 
16 
0 
5 

739 

TX 
% 

92.0 
5.0 
0.4 
2.0 

0 
0.6 

USA 
# 

2112 
31 
18 
50 

5 
11 

2227 

USA 
% 

94.9 
1.4 
0.8 
2.2 
0.2 
0.5 

4.20b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX- USA Ethnicity 

Chi-Square 
Comparison SRs-
TX-USA 
Ethnicity 
SRs-TX 

SRs-USA 

SRs-TX-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

4 

5 

10 

Chi-Square = 

4.87275412136238 

5.20430102268106 

34.0360591753712 

P 

is less than 
or equal to 

1 
is less than 
or equal to 

1 
is less than 
or equal to 

0.001 

The distribution is 

not significant-for significance at 
the .05 level, chi-square should be 

greater than or equal to 9.49 
not significant-for significance at 
the .05 level, chi-square should be 

greater than or equal to 11.07 
significant 
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Table 4.21 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Please List Hobbies 

SRs 
Hobbies 

antiques 
art 
athletics 
auctions 
BB guns with children 
boat reconstruction 
box shooting 
building construction 
carpentry 
chess 
classic car restoration 
computers 
crafts 
cross stitch 
crossword puzzles 
decorating 
diving 
drinking 
eating 
following politics 
genealogy 
gun collecting 
hiking 
hot rodding 
housework 
leather work 
live theater 
metal detecting 
metal work 
off-roading 
partying 
photography 
quilting 
recreation vehicle 
scouting 
sewing 
television 
water sport 
weight lifting 
cooking 
dancing 
shopping 
swimming 
technology 

SRs 
# 
1 

SRs 
% 

0.8 

1.7 
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Table 4.21 Cont. 

SRs 
Hobbies 

• Coaching youth 
• tennis 
• investments/stock market 
• motorcycles 
• snow skiing 
• walking 
• work 
• boating 
• cycling 
• grandchildren 
• horses/riding/races 
• camping 
• outdoors 
• running/jogging 
• collecting 
• woodworking 

Exercise/working out 
Family 

• movies 
• music/symphony 

Travel 
Sports/on TV 

• gardening/yard work/landscaping 
• farming/ranching 

Golf 
Fishing 
Hunting 
Reading 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 
9 

10 

12 
17 
21 

29 
35 
36 
39 

118 
11 

SRs 
% 

2.5 

3.4 

4.2 

5.1 

5.9 
7.6 
8.5 

10.2 
14.4 
17.8 

24.6 
29.7 
30.5 
33.0 
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Table 4.22 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Which Do You Consider Yourself? 
(conservative-liberal-independent) 

4.22a SRs Politics 

SRs 
Politics 
Conservative 
Liberal 
Independent (Moderate) 
Totals 

SRs 
# 

80 
7 

42 
129 

SRs 
% 

62.0 
5.4 

32.6 

4.22b. 1 Comparison SRs-USA Politics 

Comparison SRs-USA 
PoUtics 
Conservative 
Liberal 
Independent (Moderate) 
Totals 

SRs 
# 

80 
7 

42 
129 

SRs 
% 

62.0 
5.4 

32.6 

USA 
# 

713 
243 

1245 
2201 

USA 
% 

32.4 
11.0 
56.6 

4.22b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-USA Politics 

Chi-Square Comparison 
SRs-USA 
Politics 
SRs-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

2 

Chi-Square = 

47.7095391587465 

P 

is less than or equal 
to 0.001 

The 
distribution is 

significant 
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Table 4.23 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Indicate the Type of Community in Which You 
Spent the Majority of Your Childhood: (rural-urban-suburban) 

4.23a SRs Childhood Community 

SRs 
Childhood Community 
Rural 
Urban 
Suburban 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

83 
14 
27 

124 
5 

SRs 

66.9 
11.3 
21.8 

4.23b. 1 Comparison SRs-USA Childhood Community 

Comparison SRs-USA 
Childhood Community 
Rural 
Urban 
Suburban 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

83 
14 
27 

124 
5 

SRs 
% 

66.9 
11.3 
21.8 

USA 
# 

1542 
311 
375 

2228 

USA 
% 

69.2 
14.0 
16.8 

4.23b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-USA Childhood Community 

Chi-Square 
Comparison SRs-
USA 
Childhood 
Community 
SRs-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

2 

Chi-Square = 

2.37236025608999 

P 

is less 
than or 

equal to 1 

The distribution is 

not significant-for significance at 
the .05 level, chi-square should be 

greater than or equal to 5.99 
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Table 4.23 Cont. 

4.23c. 1 Comparison SRs-TX-USA Childhood Community 

Comparison SRs-TX-USA 
Childhood Community 
Rural/Small Town 
Urban/Suburban 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

S3 
41 

124 
5 

SRs 
% 

66.9 
33.1 

TX 
# 

514 
226 
740 

TX 
% 

69.4 
30.6 

USA 
# 

1542 
686 

2228 

USA 
% 

69.21 
30.79 

4.23c.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX-USA Childhood Community 

Comparison 
SRs-TX-
USA 
Childhood 
Community 
SRs-TX 

SRs-USA 

SRs-TX-
USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

1 

1 

2 

Chi-Square = 

0.316848645724631 

0.284567319023395 

0.321028378472037 

P 

is less 
than or 

equal to 1 
is less 
than or 

equal to 1 
is less 
than or 

equal to 1 

The distribution is 

not significant-for significance at the .05 
level, chi-square should be greater than or 

equal to 3.84 
not significant-for significance at the .05 
level, chi-square should be greater than or 

equal to 3.84. 
not significant-for significance at the .05 
level, chi-square should be greater than or 

equal to 5.99 
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Career Paths of "Survey Respondents" 

Table 4.24 (Superintendent Career Path)-Is There Anything You Would Have Done Differently in 
Your Career Path to the Superintendency? 

SRs 
Career Paths 

accepted a principalship first 
> avoided East Texas 
> be more mobile 
> been an elementary principal for 2 - 5 years 
» I would have taught for more than 4 years 
• not gone into education 
» years at private university were excellent 

I would have been a high school principal 
Learned more before taking over 
I would have worked to get a doctorate years ago 
Moved into the superintendency quicker 
No 
Totals 
NA 

SR's 
# 
1 

2 
3 

10 
15 
84 

119 
10 

SR's 
% 

0.8 

1.7 
2.5 
8.4 

12.6 
70.6 
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Table 4.25 (Superintendent Career Path)-Please List in Chronological Order All the 
Professional Positions in Education You Have Held and the Number of Years for Each: 
(example: elementary teacher-6 years, junior high school science-2 years-assistant high 
school principal-2 years, high school principal-7 years) 

4.25a SRs Position 

SRs 
Position 
1-5 
12 + 
1-5 
1-5 
6-10 
1-5 
20 + 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
1-5 
6-10 
1-5 
6-10 
1-5 
1-5 
6-10 
1-5 
16-20 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
1-5 
6-10 
1-5 
6-10 
20 + 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
15-20 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
22 + 

# of Years 

7-12 principal 
AD 
AD 
Asst principal 
Asst principal 
Asst spec ed director 
Asst supt 
Asst supt 
Asst supt 
Asst supt 
CO 
CO 
College 
College 
Coordinator 
Counselor 
Counselor 
ES asst principal 
ES principal 
ES principal 
ES principal 
ES principal 
ES teacher 
ES teacher 
ES teacher 
HS asst principal 
HS asst principal 
HS band director 
HS band director 
HS principal 
HS principal 
HS principal 
HS principal 
HS teacher 
HS teacher 
HS teacher 
HS teacher 
HS teacher/coach 

SRs 
# 
2 
1 
1 

19 
1 
1 
1 

20 
4 
2 

18 
7 
3 
1 
7 
1 
3 
3 
1 

16 
18 

1 
13 
6 
2 

12 
2 
2 
2 
1 

24 
13 
6 
1 

19 
9 
5 
1 

SRs 
% 

1.6 
0.8 
0.8 

14.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 

15.6 
3.1 
1.6 

14.1 
5.5 
2.3 
0.8 
5.5 
0.8 
2.3 
2.3 
0.8 

12.5 
14.1 
0.8 

10.2 
4.7 
1.6 
9.4 
1.6 
1.6 
1.6 
0.8 

18.8 
10.2 
4.7 
0.8 

14.8 
7.0 
3.9 
0.8 
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Table 4.25a Cont. 

SRs 
Position 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
1-5 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
1-5 
6-10 
7-15 
15-20 
1-5 
6-10 
16-20 
11-15 
1-5 
6-10 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 
26-30 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16 + 
11-15 
1-5 
6-10 
25 + 
16-20 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
Totals 
NA 

# of Years 

HS teacher/coach 
HS teacher/coach 
HS teacher/coach 
JH/MS asst principal 
JH/MS principal 
JH/MS principal 
JH/MS principal 
JH/MS teacher 
JH/MS teacher 
JH/MS teacher 
K-12 principal 
K-12 principal 
Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal 
Principal/supt 
Principal/supt 
Principal/supt 
Superintendent 
Superintendent 
Superintendent 
Superintendent 
Superintendent 
Superintendent 
Teacher 
Teacher 
Teacher 
Teacher 
Teacher/coach 
Teacher/coach 
Teacher/coach 
Teacher/coach 
Teacher/coach 

SRs 
# 
2 
6 
3 
4 

13 
1 
1 

20 
1 
") 
9 
3 
4 
1 

25 
10 

1 
8 

18 
4 
6 
1 
2 
7 
7 
3 

54 
27 
22 
16 
6 

13 
6 
1 
3 
5 

15 
5 

128 
1 

SRs 
% 

1.6 
4.7 
2.3 
3.1 

10.2 
0.8 
0.8 

15.6 
0.8 
1.6 
7.0 
2.3 
3.1 
0.8 

19.5 
7.8 
0.8 
6.3 

14.1 
3.1 
4.7 
0.8 
1.6 
5.5 
5.5 
2.3 

42.2 
21.1 
17.2 
12.5 
4.7 

10.2 
4.7 
0.8 
2.3 
3.9 

11.7 
3.9 
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Table 4.25 Cont. 

4.25b. 1 Comparison SRs-USA Position 

Comparison SRs-USA 
Position 
Elementary teacher 
Elementary assistant principal 
Elementary principal 
Junior high/middle teacher 
Junior higli/middle assistant principal 
Junior high/middle principal 
High school teacher 
High school assistant principal 
High school principal 
Director/coordinator 
Assistant/associate superintendent 
College/university professor 
Counselor 
Supervisor/consultant 
other 
Totals 

SRs 
# 

21 
3 

36 
23 
4 

15 
33 
14 
43 

8 
27 
4 
4 
2 
5 

128 

SRs 
% 

16.4 
2.3 

28.1 
18.0 
3.1 

11.7 
25.8 
10.9 
33.6 

6.3 
21.1 

3.1 
3.1 
1.6 
3.9 

USA 
# 

742 
157 
851 
990 
334 
631 

1326 
589 

1046 
723 
812 
227 
200 
245 
164 

9037 

USA 
% 

33.2 
7.0 

38.0 
44.2 
14.9 
28.2 
59.2 
26.3 
46.7 
32.3 
36.3 
10.1 
8.9 

10.9 
7.3 

4.25b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-USA Position 

Chi-Square Comparison 
SRs-USA 
Position 
SRs-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

14 

Chi-Square = 

31.2691045643197 

P 

is less than or 
equal to 0.01 

The 
distribution is 

significant 
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Table 4.26 (Superintendent Career Path)-Career Path to the Superintendency (teacher, assistant 
principal, principal and central office-teacher and central office-teacher and principal-
central office only-principal only-teacher only-other) 

4.26a SRs Career Path 

SRs 
Career path 
Teacher - assistant principal -
principal - central office 
Teacher-central office 
Teacher - principal 
Central office 
Principal 
Teacher 
Other 
Totals 

SRs 
# 

43 

8 
54 

1 
1 
6 
5 

129 

SRs 
% 

33.3 

6.2 
50.4 
0.8 
0.8 
4.7 
3.9 

4.26b. 1 Comparison SRs-TX-USA Career Path 

Comparison SRs-TX-USA 
Career path 
Teacher - AP-principal - central office 
Principal-central office 
Teacher - central office 
Teacher - principal 
Central office 
Principal 
Teacher 
Other 
Totals 

SRs 
# 

43 
0 
8 

54 
1 
1 
6 
5 

129 

SRs 
% 

33.3 
0 

6.2 
50.4 
0.8 
4.7 
3.9 
3.8 

TX 
# 

303 
0 

49 
318 

0 
0 

12 
58 

740 

TX 
% 

41.0 
0 

7.0 
43.0 

0 
0 

2.0 
6.0 

USA 
# 

1085 
36 

197 
698 
26 
32 
49 

114 
2237 

USA 
% 

48.5 
1.6 
8.8 

31.2 
1.7 
1.4 
2.2 
5.1 
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Table 4.26 Cont. 

4.26b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX-USA 

Chi-Square Comparison 
SRs-TX-USA 
Career path 
SRs-TX 

SRs-USA 

SRs-TX-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

6 

7 

14 

Chi-Square = 

21.7173845948514 

26.9121200376638 

93.3360093314949 

P 

is less than or 
equal to 0.01 
is less than or 
equal to 0.001 
is less than or 
equal to 0.001 

The 
distribution is 

significant 

significant 

significant 
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Table 4.27 (Superintendent Career Path)-What Was Your Reason for Leaving Your Previous 
Position/Assignment (to become a superintendent for the first time-moved up in same 
district to become superintendent-move to larger district-move for higher salary-job 
dissatisfaction-board conflict-non-renewed-other)? 

4.27a SRs Last Move 

SRs 
Last Move 
Superintendent for first time 
Moved up in same district to become superintendent 
Move to a larger district 
Moved for higher salary 
Job dissatisfaction 
Board conflict 
Non-renewed 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

43 
35 
20 
21 

3 
4 
0 

126 
3 

SRs 
% 

34.1 
27.8 
15.9 
16.7 
2.4 
3.8 

0 

4.27b. 1 Comparison SRs-USA Last Move 

Comparison SRs-TX 
Last Move 
Moved up in same district to become superintendent 
Outside candidate 
Totals 

SRs 
# 

35 
94 

129 

SRs 
% 

27.1 
72.9 

USA 
# 

707 
1520 
2227 

USA 
% 

31.7 
68.3 

4.27b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-USA Last Move 

Chi-Square 
Comparison SRs-
TX 
Last Move 
SRs-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

1 

Chi-Square = 

1.20368805978167 

P 

is less 
than or 

equal to 1 

The distribution is 

not significant-for significance at the 
.05 level, chi-square should be 
greater than or equal to 3.84 
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Table 4.28 (Superintendent Career Path)-Did You Attend a Junior College (at least 
one semester as a full time student)? (yes-no) 

SRs 
Junior College 
No 
Yes 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

84 
44 

128 
1 

SRs 
0, 

0 

65.6 
34.4 
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Table 4.29 (Superintendent Career Path)-What Was the Main Reason You Chose to Work in Your 
Present Community? (liked the area-family ties in the area-position was more important 
than community-salary-other, explain) 

4.29a SRs Current Community 

SRs 
Current Community 
Liked the area 
Family ties in the area 
Position was more important than community 
Salary 
Other 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

50 
41 
15 
13 
20 

127 
2 

SRs 
% 

39.4 
32.3 
11.8 
10.2 
15.7 

4.29b. 1 Comparison SRs-TX Current Community 

Comparison SRs-TX 
Current Community 
Liked the area 
Family ties in the area 
Position was more important than community 
Salary 
Other 
Totals 
NA 

SR 
# 

50 
41 
15 
13 
20 

127 
2 

SR 
% 

39.4 
32.3 
11.8 
10.2 
15.7 

TX 
# 

345 
157 
130 
86 
6 

724 

TX 
% 

48.0 
22.0 
18.0 
12.0 

1.0 

4.29b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX Current Community 

Chi-Square Comparison 
SRs-TX 
Current Community 
SRs-TX 

Degrees of 
freedom 

4 

Chi-Square = 

81.9562822668932 

P 

is less than or equal 
to 0.001 

The 
distribution is 

significant 
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Table 4.30 (Superintendent Career Path)-Type of Extracurricular Activities 
Supervised as a Teacher (coaching athletics-choral music-band-club sponsor-class 
sponsor-newspaper/annual-none-other) 

4.30a SRs Extracurricular Activities/Duties 

SRs 
Extracurricular Activities/Duties 
Coaching athletics 
Choral music 
Band 
Club sponsor 
Class sponsor 
Newspaper/annual 
None 
Other 
UIL 
Cheerleading/Drill Team/ Pep Squad 
Totals 

SRs 
# 

75 
4 
4 

57 
78 
9 
8 

26 
15 
7 

129 

SRs 
% 

58.1 
3.1 
3.1 

44.2 
60.5 

7.0 
6.2 

20.2 
11.6 
5.4 

4.30b. 1 Comparison SRs-TX-USA Extracurricular Activities/Duties 

Comparison SRs-TX-USA 
Extracurricular Activities/Duties 
Coaching athletics 
Club advisor 
Class advisor 
Newspaper/Annual 
Music Groups 
Other 
Totals 

SRs 
# 

75 
57 
78 
9 
8 

28 
129 

SRs 
% 

58.1 
44.2 
60.5 

7.0 
6.2 

20.2 

TX 
# 

431 
159 
14 
0 

32 
2 

638 

TX 
% 

58.2 
21.4 

1.8 
0 

4.3 
<1.0 

USA 
# 

1255 
386 
152 
68 
78 

187 
2126 

USA 
% 

58.9 
18.3 
7.1 
3.2 
3.7 
8.8 
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Table 4.30 Cont. 

4.30b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX-USA Extracurricular Activities/Duties 

Chi-Square Comparison 
SRs-TX-USA 
Extracurricular 
Activities/Duties 
SRs-TX 

SRs-USA 

SRs-TX-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

10 

Chi-Square 

275.500450216676 

168.865715649636 

325.717362897685 

is less than or 
equal to 0.001 
is less than or 
equal to 0.001 
is less than or 
equal to 0.001 

The 
distribution is 

significant 

significant 

significant 

Table 4.31 (Superintendent Career Path)-Have You Been in the United States 
Military? (no-yes-If yes, branch) 

SRs 
Military Service 
No 
Yes 

Totals 
NA 

Branch 

Army 
Navy 
Air Force 
National Guard 

SRs 
# 

121 
7 
2 
2 
1 
2 

128 
1 

SRs 
% 

94.5 
5.5 
1.6 
1.6 
0.8 
1.6 

Table 4.32 (Superintendent Career Path)-Please estimate-How Many Years do You Plan to Continue 
as a School Superintendent Prior to Retiring? 

SRs 
Years Until Retirement 
0-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
20+ 
Other 
Total 
NA 

SRs 
# 

55 
29 
17 
10 
2 
8 

121 
8 

SRs 
% 

45.5 
24.0 
14.0 
8.3 
1.7 
6.6 
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Table 4.33 (Superintendent Career Path)-Number of Superintendent Positions You 
Have Held in the Past 10 Years 

SRs 
Number of Positions 
1 
0 

3 
13 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

92 
26 

9 
1 

128 
1 

SRs 
% 

71.9 
20.3 

7.0 
0.8 

216 



Table 4.34 

Personal Characteristics and Career Paths 
Of "Survey Respondents" 

(Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-Highest Degree Completed: 
(masters-doctorate; From what university/college did you receive your highest degree?; 
From what university/college did you receive your superintendent certification?) 

4.34a SRs Highest Degree 

SRs 
Highest Degree 
Master's 
Doctorate 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

103 
24 

127 
2 

SRs 
% 

81.2 
18.8 

4.34b. 1 Comparison SRs-TX-USA Highest Degree 

Comparison SRs-TX-USA 
Highest Degree 
BA/BS 
Master's 
Doctorate 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 
0 

103 
24 

127 
2 

SRs 
% 
0 

81.2 
18.8 

TX 
# 
0 

559 
181 
740 

TX 
% 
0 

76.0 
24.0 

USA 
# 
7 

1214 
1015 
2236 

USA 
% 

0.3 
54.3 
45.4 

4.34b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX-USA Highest Degree 

Chi-Square 
Comparison SRs-
TX-USA 
Highest Degree 
SRs-TX 

SRs-USA 

SRs-TX-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

1 

2 

4 

Chi-Square = 

1.8572775384381 

35.0821673016175 

129.5813867586 

P 

is less than 
or equal to 

0.001 
is less than 
or equal to 

0.001 

The distribution is 

not significant-for significance at 
the .05 level, chi-square should be 

greater than or equal to 3.84 
significant 

significant 
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Table 4.34 Cont. 

4.34c From What University/College Did you Receive Your Highest Degree? 

SRs 
Highest Degree from what University 

» Baylor University 
» California Coast University 
• Eastern New Mexico University 
» Lamar University 
» McMurray College 
» Sam Houston State University 
» South Texas College of Law 
» Southern Oklahoma 
» Southwestern Oklahoma State 
» University of Houston (a< Victoria 
• University of New York 
» University of Southeastern Oklahoma 
• University of Texas & South West Texas State University 
» University of Texas @ Austin 
• University of Texas @ Tyler 
» Abilene Christian University 
» Angelo State University 
• Sul Ross & UTSA 
» University of Texas @ San Antonio 
» Stephen F. Austin 
» Texas A&M @ Kingsville University 
» Texas State University/Southwest Texas State University 
• University of Houston® Clear Lake 
» Sul Ross State University 
• Texas A&M @ Commerce University 
> Texas Woman's University 
> University of Houston 

Texas A&M University @ Canyon 
East Texas State University 

• Texas Tech University 
• University of North Texas 

Texas A & M University 
Tarleton State University 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 
6 
7 

8 
9 

93 
36 

SRs 
% 

1.1 

2.2 

3.2 

4.3 

5.4 
6.5 
7.5 

8.6 
9.7 
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Table 4.34 Cont. 

4.34d From Wliat University/College Did You Receive Your Superintendent Certification? 

SRs 
Superintendent Certification from what University 

Uni\ 

Univ 

• Angelo State University 
• East Texas State University 
• Eastern New Mexico University 
• Southern Oklahoma 
• Southwestern Oklahoma State 
• Texas A & I University 
• Trinity University 
• University of Texas @ Arlington 
• University of Texas (a; Tyler 
• A&M (a Kingsville 
• Abilene Christian University 
• Baylor University 
• Sam Houston State University 
• University of Houston (a, Victoria 
• University of Texas @ Austin 
ersity of Texas @ San Antonio 
• Texas A&M 
• University of Houston 
ersity of North Texas 
• Texas Women's University 
» University of Houston @ Clear Lake 
• Sul Ross State University 
» Texas A&M @ Canyon 
» Texas State University/SWTSU 

Tarleton State University 
Texas A&M @ Commerce 
Stephen F. Austin State University 
Texas Tech University 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 
1 

2 

3 
4 

5 
6 

9 

10 
11 
13 
15 

125 
4 

SRs 
% 

0.8 

1.6 

2.4 
3.2 

4.0 
4.8 

7.2 

8.0 
8.8 

10.4 
12.0 
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Table 4.35 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-Did You Receive Any 
Scholarships to Attend College? (no-yes; athletic-academic-music-other, explain) 

SRs 
College Scholarship 
No 
Yes 

Totals 
NA 

Kind 

Academic 
Athletic 
Music 
Other 

SRs 
# 

67 
60 
26 
28 
4 
3 

127 
1 

SRs 
% 

52.8 
47,2 
20.5 
22.0 

3.1 
2.4 
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Table 4.36 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-How Many Years 
Have You Been in Education? 

4.36a SRs Years in Education 

SRs 
Years in Education 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 
26-30 
31-35 
36-40 
41+ 
Totals 

SRs 
# 
0 
1 

11 
18 
21 
37 
29 
11 

1 
129 

SRs 
% 
0 

0.8 
8.5 

14.0 
16.3 
28.7 
22.5 

8.5 
0.8 

4.36b Comparison SRs-TX Years in Education 

Comparison SRs-TX 
Years in Education 
Average years in education 
Least years in education 
Most years in education 
Most reported years in education 

SRs 

26.4 
10 
41 
32 

SRs 
# 

129 
1 
1 

10 

TX 

26.4 
9 

56 
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Table 4.37 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-How Many Years 
Were You a Classroom Teacher? 

4.37a SRs Classroom Teacher 

SRs 
Classroom Teacher 
0-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 
26 + 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

38 
46 
30 

7 
3 
1 

125 
4 

SRs 
% 

30.4 
36.8 
24.0 

5.6 
2.4 
0.8 

4.37b Comparison SRs-TX Classroom Teacher 

Comparison SRs-TX 
Classroom Teacher 
Average years as classroom teacher 
Least number of years as classroom teacher 
Greatest number of years as classroom teacher 
Most reported number of years as classroom teacher 

SRs 

8.8 
0 

26 
5 

SRs 
# 

125 
1 
1 

16 

TX 

8.5 
0 

25 

4.37c. 1 Comparison SRs-USA Classroom Teacher 

Comparison SRs-USA 
Classroom Teacher 
0-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 
26 + 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

38 
46 
30 

7 
3 
1 

125 
4 

SRs 
% 

30.4 
36.8 
24.0 

5.6 
2.4 
0.8 

USA 
# 

841 
847 
362 
124 
47 
11 

2232 

USA 
% 

37.7 
37.9 
16.2 
5.6 
2.1 
0.5 
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Table 4.37 Cont. 

4.37C.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-USA Classroom Teacher 

Chi-Square 
Comparison SRs-
USA 
Classroom 
Teacher 
SRs-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

5 

Chi-Square = 

8.55952766112171 

P 

is less than 
or equal to 

0.20 

The distribution is 

not significant-for significance at 
the .05 level, chi-square should be 

greater than or equal to 11.07 
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Table 4.38 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-Number of Superintendent 
Positions You Have Held, Including Current Position 

4.38a SRs Number of Superintendencies 

SRs 
Number of Superintendencies 
1 
2 
3 
4+ 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

80 
21 
11 
10 

122 
7 

SRs 
% 

65.6 
17.2 
9.0 
8.2 

4.38b Comparison SRs-TX Number of Superintendencies 

Comparison SRs-TX 
Number of Superintendencies 
Average number of superintendent positions held 
Greatest number of superintendent positions held 
Lowest and most frequent answer 

SRs 

1.4 
7 
1 

SRs 
# 

1 
80 

TX 

1.8 
8 
1 

4.38c. 1 Comparison SRs-USA Number of Superintendencies 

Comparison SRs-USA 
Number of Superintendencies 
1 
2 
3 
4+ 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

80 
21 
11 
10 

122 
7 

SRs 
% 

65.6 
17.2 
9.0 
8.2 

USA 
# 

279 
401J 
981 
571 

2232 

USA 
% 

12.5 
18.0 
44.0 
25.6 
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Table 4.38 Cont. 

4.38c.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-USA Number of Superintendencies 

Chi-Square Comparison 
SRs-USA 
Number of 
Superintendenc ies 
SRs-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

3 

Chi-Square = 

469.067389463864 

P 

is less than or 
equal to 0.001 

The 
distribution is 

significant 

225 



Table 4.39 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-How Many Years 
Have You Been a Superintendent? 

4.39a. 1 SRs Years as Superintendent 

SRs 
Years as Superintendent 
1 
2 - 3 
4 - 5 
6 - 7 
8 - 9 
10-11 
12-13 
14-15 
16+ 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 
9 

21 
20 
12 
14 
11 
9 

11 
21 

128 
1 

SRs 
% 

7.0 
16.4 
15.6 
9.4 

10.9 
8.6 
7.0 
8.6 

16.4 

4.39a.2 SRs Years as Superintendent 

SRs 
Years as Superintendent 
Average tenure as superintendent 
Fewest number of years as superintendent 
Greatest number of years as superintendent 
Most reported number of years as superintendent 

SRs 

8.8 
1 

30 
1 and 4 

# 

14 
1 

14 
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Table 4.39 Cont. 

4.39b. 1 Comparison SRs-USA Years as Superintendent 

Comparisons SRs-USA 
Years as Superintendent 
1 
2 - 3 
4 - 5 
6 - 7 
8 - 9 
10-11 
12-13 
14-15 
16+ 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 
9 

21 
20 
12 
14 
11 
9 

11 
21 

128 
1 

SRs 
% 

7.0 
16.4 
15.6 
9.4 

10.9 
8.6 
7.0 
8.6 

16.4 

USA 
# 

153 
302 
289 
299 
262 
252 
140 
482 

52 
2231 

USA 
% 

6.9 
13.5 
13.0 
13.4 
11.7 
11.3 
6.3 

21.6 
2.3 

4.39b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-USA Years as Superintendent 

Chi-Square Comparisons 
SRs-USA 
Years as Superintendent 
SRs-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

8 

Chi-Square = 

91.1586640439591 

P 

is less than or 
equal to 0.001 

The 
distribution is 

significant 
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Table 4.40 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-How Many Years 
Have You Been in Your Current Position? 

4.40a SRs Years in Current Position 

SRs 
Years in Current Position 
1-5 
6-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 
26+ 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

79 
23 
12 
8 
2 
2 

126 
3 

SRs 
% 

62.7 
18.3 
9.5 
6.3 
1.6 
1.6 

4.40b Comparison SRs-TX Years in Current Position 

Comparison SRs-TX 
Years in Current Position 
Average number of years in current superintendency 
Longest tenure in current superintendency 
Shortest tenure in current superintendency 
Most reported number of years in current superintendency 

SRs 

5.9 
26 

1 
1 

SRs 
# 

126 
1 

21 
21 

TX 

5.2 
39 

1 
1 

Table 4.41 (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-How do You Feel 
About Your Current Salary? (very satisfied-satisfied-neither satisfied nor dissatisfied-
dissatisfied-very dissatisfied) 

SRs 
Salary Satisfaction 
Very satisfied 
Satisfied 
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Very dissatisfied 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

17 
70 
27 
10 
0 

124 
5 

SRs 
% 

13.7 
56.5 
21.8 

8.1 
0 
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Personal and Professional Characteristics 
Of "Survey Respondents" 

Table 4.42 (Superintendent Personal & Professional Characteristics)-Why do You Think You Were 
Selected for Your Current Position? (personal characteristics-change agent-maintain 
status quo-instructional leader-no particular reason-not sure-other) 

4.42a SRs Reason for Selection 

SRs 
Reason for Selection 
Personal characteristics 
Change agent 
Maintain status quo 
Instructional leader 
No particular reason 
Not sure 
Other 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

80 
15 
8 

27 
2 
0 

10 
123 

6 

SRs 
% 

65.0 
12.2 
6.5 

22.0 
1.6 
1.6 
8.1 

4.42b. 1 Comparison SRs-TX-USA Reason for Selection 

Comparison SRs-TX-USA 
Reason for Selection 
Personal characteristics 
Change agent 
Maintain status quo 
Instructional leader 
No particular reason 
Not sure 
Other 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

80 
15 
8 

27 
2 
2 

10 
123 

6 

SRs 
% 

65.0 
12.2 
6.5 

22.0 
1.6 
1.6 
8.1 

TX 
# 

364 
154 
30 

154 
8 

17 
0 

727 

TX 
% 

50.0 
21.0 
4.0 

21.0 
I.O 
3.0 

0 

USA 
# 

893 
587 

33 
574 

62 
80 
0 

2229 

USA 
% 

40.0 
26.4 

1.5 
25.8 

2.8 
3.6 

0 
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Table 4.42 Cont. 

4.42b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX-USA Reason for Selection 

Chi-Square Comparison 
SRs-TX-USA 
Reason for Selection 
SRs-TX 

SRs-USA 

SRs-TX-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

6 

6 

12 

Chi-Square = 

59.8650003066159 

194.70562801701 

283.359566575536 

P 

is less than or 
equal to 0.001 
is less than or 
equal to 0.001 
is less than or 
equal to 0.001 

The 
distribution is 

significant 

significant 

significant 
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Table 4.43 (Superintendent Personal & Professional Characteristic)-Please List the Names of 
Organizations in Which You are a Member, Both Professional and Other 

4.43a SRs Memberships 

SRs 
Memberships 

SRs 
# 

SRs 
% 

4-H advisory committee 
AAA 
AARP 
AAUW 
ACU Visiting Committee CB 
AERA 
Altar Society 
American Boer Goal Assoc. 
AUSAA (Assoc, of U.S. Army) 
Catholic Daughters 
COSTS (Coalition of Small Texas Schools) 
Democratic party 
DetCog 
Farm Bureau 
Fast Growth 
Gun club 
-?- START 
-?- Arts 
HOG 
Houston Livestock Show 
Industrial Foundation 
Junior Achievement 
Kiwanis 
-?- Country Club 
MCEC 
MedCo 
NAESP 
NATA 
National Rural Ed. Assoc. 
NCER (National Center for Ed. Research) 
NCTM (National Council of Teacher of Mathematics) 
ETxRegional Ed 
Optimist 
PAASB 
Pilot Club 
Pineywood Fair 
Queen of Peace KJZT 
Reading Council 
Red Cross 
Red Hot Society ^ _ ^ 

1 0.9 
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Table 4.43a Cont. 

SRs 
Men iberships 

• Reg. Ill study Group 
• Rural School Assoc. 
• STAR Texas 
• Superintendent Academy 
• TAASA 
• TABC TX BB coaches 
• TAMS (Texas Mid-Sized Schools) 
• TAMSC 
• TASPA 
• TASWE 
• TCCA 
» TCEA (Texas Computer Ed. Assoc) 
• TEA focus accountability group 
» -?- Co. Livestock Assoc. 
» Texas-EXPO 
» TLA (Texas Library Assoc) 
• TSPRA 
» TX 6 Man Coaches 
• USAO 
• ZONTA Int. 
» -?- Interveners 
» Economic Development 
» NSBA (National School Board Assoc.) 
» SRSFC (Small Rural School Finance Coalition) 
• TAGT 
» TSchoolCoop 
• United Way 
• Boards and committees 
> Knights of C 
> THSCA 
> TSTA 

UIL executive committee 
Delta Kappa Gamma 
NRA 
PTA/PTO 
TASCD 
TASMUSA 
TEPSA 
TREA 
TX school coalition 

Masonic Lodge 
Phi Delta Kappa 

• Church 
• TASSP 

SRs 

2 

3 

4 

5 
7 
8 

SRs 
% 

1.7 

2.6 

3.4 

4.3 
6.0 
6.8 
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Table 4.43a Cont. 

SRs 
Memberships 
AASA 
ATPE 
TASBO 

• ASCD 
• Chamber of C 
• Equity Center 
• Rotary 

TARS - TX Assoc, of Rural Schools 
TASB 
TACS - TX Assoc, of Community Schools 
Lions 
TASA 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 
9 

10 
13 
14 

15 

18 
19 
25 
26 

115 
117 
12 

SRs 
% 

7.7 
8.5 

11.1 
12.0 

12.8 

15.4 
16.2 
21.4 
22.2 
98.3 

4.43b. 1 Comparison SRs-USA Memberships 

Comparisons SRs-USA 
Memberships 
AASA 
ASBO 
NASSP 
NABSE 
NSBA 
ASCD 
NAESP 
NEA 
State AASA 
Phi Delta Kappa 
Other 
Totals 

SRs 
# 
9 
0 
0 
0 
2 

14 
1 
0 

115 
7 
0 

117 

SRs 
% 

7.7 
0 
0 
0 

1.7 
12.0 
0.9 

0 
98.3 

6.0 
0 

USA 
# 

1699 
190 
219 

27 
395 
925 

76 
87 

1414 
880 
389 

6301 

USA 
% 

75.9 
8.5 
9.8 
1.2 

17.6 
41.3 

3.4 
3.9 

63.2 
39.3 
17.1 

4.43b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-USA Memberships 

Chi-Square Comparisons 
SRs-USA 
Memberships 
SRs-USA 

Degrees of 
freedom 

10 

Chi-Square = 

269.104791366458 

P 

is less than or 
equal to 0.001 

The 
distribution is 

significant 
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Table 4.44 

Professional Characteristics of "Suryey Respondents" 

(Superintendent Professional Characteristic)-Prediction for Future Superintendent 
Tumover in Texas (increasing turnover-decreasing tumover-about the same) 

4.44a SRs Tumover Prediction 

SRs 
Tumover Prediction 
Increasing tumover 
Decreasing tumover 
About the same 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

106 
0 

19 
125 

4 

SRs 
% 

84.8 
0 

15.2 

4.44b. 1 Comparison SRs-TX Tumover Prediction 

Comparison SRs-TX 
Tumover Prediction 
Increasing tumover 
Decreasing turnover 
About the same 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 

106 
0 

19 
125 

4 

SRs 
% 

84.8 
0 

15.2 

TX 
# 

608 
11 

108 
727 

TX 
% 
84 

1 
15 

4.44b.2 Chi-Square Comparison SRs-TX Tumover Prediction 

Chi-Square 
Comparison SRs-
TX 
Turnover 
Prediction 
SRs-TX 

Degrees of 
freedom 

2 

Chi-Square = 

1.91720520378759 

P 

is less 
than or 

equal to 1 

The distribution is 

not significant-for significance at the 
.05 level, chi-square should be 
greater than or equal to 5.99 
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Table 4.45 (Superintendent Professional Characteristic)-If You Were Going to Advise a School 
Board in What to Look for in Their Next Superintendent, What Would You Recommend? 

SRs 
Suggestions for qualities 

SRs 
# 

SRs 
% 

Ability to deal effectively with opposing views/ideas 
Age/40-45/young 
Board do not open for interviews 
Board If the district does not need much change hire the best person from within 
Board If the district needs new blood good luck on finding the right person 
Board Limit the interview - keep the interview more relaxed and less stressful not 
all instmctional leaders are public speakers 
Board must know what they want in their superintendent and to get the board to 
commit to stability on the board if at all possible 
Board Seek community input 
1. do a needs assessment 
2. list the qualities needed to meet these needs 
3. add the qualities listed by the community 
Board Team of eight based on mutual respect and tmst 
Board hire someone you can trust to do the job and leave them alone - hold 
accountable without micro-managing 
Board Hu-e the person not the credentials. Make sure the individual is a fit for the 
board, community and staff 
Board -Pay well 
Brave 
Competitor 
Consensus builder 
Counselor, certified 
Creative 
Diligent 
Discipline important 
Diverse interests and skills 
Enthusiastic with a strong desire to make a difference 
Even tempered 
Excited and enjoys working as a superintendent 
Fair to all 
Fast reader 
Fund raiser 
Good memory 
Handsome 
Hire good instmctional principals 
Lets problems roll off back 
Motivated 
Multi-talented 
Optimistic 
Parents Personal, parent centered 
Passion for district and for education 

1 0.08 
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Table 4.45 Cont. 

SRs 
Suggestions for qualities 

• Patient 
• Positive 
• Stability in personal life 
• Stay in district 
• Stress Able to handle stress 
• Strong willed 
» Understanding 
• Visible with all employee groups 
» Experience 5 years administrative experience 
» Active in state organization 
» Board be honest with candidate 
» Board tmst and support 
» Common sense 
» Family values 
» Humble attitude 
» Loyalty 
» Caring/kind 
» High energy 
» Listener 
» Manager 
» Motivator 
» Political sawy/Good political skills 
» Qualification, multiple certificates 
» Small schools enjoys small schools 
• Special ed., knowledge of 
• Team builder Tenacity/self-confident/tough skinned 
» Change agent 
• Conservative 
• Cooperation/Collaborative 
» Curriculum 
> Decision maker 
> Law, knowledge of 

Personnel, ability to attract and retain good people at every level 
Board hire a consultant 
Flexible/adaptability 
Intelligence 
Lifelong learner 
Goals Mission/data driven 
Risk taker 
Sense of humor 

Commitment, long term demonstrated 
Technology literate 

SRs 
# 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 
8 

SRs 
% 

0.08 

1.7 

2.5 

3.4 

4.2 

5.1 

5.9 
6.8 
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Table 4.45 Cont. 

SRs 
Suggestions for qualities 

• High expectations Academic achievement, committed to 
• Knowledge/well rounded 
• Organized 

Visionary 
Student centered loves kids 

• Communication 
• Instmctional leader 
• Time on task/work ethic no fear of toilets, mop buckets, or lawnmowers/strong work 

ethic 
• Community Civic minded/involved/fit 
• Leader 

Background Experience/record of success 
Finance 
People person/friendly/outgoing/public relations 
Character/Ethical/Honest/High Morals/Tmstworthy 
Totals 
NA 

SRs 
# 
9 

10 
18 
19 

23 

33 
42 
43 
50 

118 
11 

SRs 
% 

7.6 

8.5 
15.3 
16.1 

19.5 

28.0 
35.6 
36.4 
42.4 
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General Instructions: Prior to the superintendent/school board members structured 

interview, each school board member will need to read the 21 questions and answers 

located in Table 4.46. This should be done prior to each structured interyiew so that 

school board members will be familiar with the "Superintendent Interyiew Questions" 

and answers. 

Instructions for: Table 4.46 (Board of Trustees Interyiew Questions and Grading Table) 

During the superintendent/school board members structured interview, each school board 

member should take notes regarding each question in the space proyided. After each 

interyiew each school board member should rate the superintendent candidate on the 

scale provided for each question and answer; at this time in the interyiew process school 

board members should be working independently. Discussion concerning the 

superintendent candidates should take place after all of the interviews have taken place 

and all school board members have "graded" each superintendent candidate's answers to 

the "Superintendent Interview Questions." 
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Table 4.46 Board of Tmstees Interview Questions and Grading Table 

4.46.1 Question-What quantifiable data would you use to demonstrate that the district was 
progressing beyond exemplary (Appendix B, #8)? 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-What quantifiable data would you use to 
demonstrate that the district was progressing beyond 
exemplary? 

I would use all student performance data 
along with any data quality issues to insure 
the integrity of the system. 
SAT and ACT scores and participants 
TAKS 
Reading inventory tests (TPRI) 
Percentage of students accepted to the 
college or technical school of their choice. 
UIL Academics. 
Parental and student satisfaction indicia. 
Scholarships. 
Graduation rate 
Benchmarks 
Number of students taking pre-AP/AP 
courses and distinguished program 
End of course tests 
Dual and concurrent student enrollment 
and courses in which they are emolled. 
Statistics on teachers regarding degree 
attainment 
PDAS results 
Dropout information 
Attendance data 
Disciplinary records 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.: Question-What would you do to ensure continuous improvement for all children in this 
ISD (Appendix B, #1, #8, #11)? 

Bottom 10% Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 11 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-What would you do to ensure continuous 
improvement for all children in this ISD? 

Interviewer's comments 

Development and alignment of basic 
skills vertically PK-12 by district 
teacher instmctional team for all core 
subject areas tested. 
I would make sure that the campus plans 
matched the District Goals and District 
Improvement Plans by holding monthly 
meetings with principals to assess our 
progress. 
Constantly review all curriculum and 
special programs to insure attempts at 
improvements are based on sound 
research data. All administration and 
staff are involved in disaggregation of 
all assessments to determine student 
needs. Implement strategies to address 
these needs. 
Develop plan, train, communicate, 
monitor and adjust 
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Bottom 10 "o Lower 20"'o Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-What would you do to ensure continuous 
improvement for all children in this ISD? 

Interviewer's comments 

Continuous improvement would be 
assured by a support stmcture for 
campus principals consisting of special 
population oversight, curriculum 
oversight, staff development oversight 
and assessment oversight. Benchmark 
stmcture would be district wide with 
assistance in scoring and interpreting 
results. Curriculum support would work 
with teachers to assure the student 
expectations were in place and strategies 
and materials available to meet student 
needs. Special populations would 
facilitate extra time or personnel to help 
with re-teaching and working with hard 
to reach students. Principals would be 
held accountable for increases in 
performance on the commissioner's 
worksheet data and I would expect 
improvement from one assessment 
period to another and data outlining the 
strategies utilized to help students meet 
expectations. 
Have benchmark exams given and 
performance reviewed-results reported 
tome 
Monitor student performance rate each 6 
weeks (grades) 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.3 Question-What plan of action would you develop for a campus which received a lower 
rating on the new accountability system (Appendix B, #1, #2, #8)? 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-What plan of action would you develop 
for a campus which received a lower rating on the 
new accountability system? 

Interviewer's comments 

Plan of evaluation by Campus District 
Instmctional Team. 
I would allow the principal to tell me 
what interventions will take place in the 
new year and how the Central Office 
Support Center can help. 
I would then hold monthly meetings 
with that principal to make sure that the 
campus plan is progressing 
Or if I need to make a change in the 
campus principalship. 
Appropriate Motivation 
Appropriate Training 
Appropriate Supervision 
Appropriate Evaluation 
Stmcture staff development for the staff 
that is campus appropriate so they may 
develop skills in content areas tied to 
testing. 
Plan of Action for a low performing 
campus would be to go deep into the 
analysis of the benchmark, assessment 
results. 
Have a team to visit the campus 
frequently to monitor actual 
instmctional practices by classroom. 
Insist on data drilled down to individual 
teacher performance and growth plans 
for teachers whose performance data 
indicates weakness. 
Analyze programs in place and their 
effectiveness in meeting student needs. 
Support from the central office, plan of 
action with specific timeline for 
improvement 
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Bottom 10% Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-What plan of action would you develop 
for a campus which received a lower rating on the 
new accountability system? 

Interviewer's comments 

Make sure all teachers and principals are 
committed to improvement 
Review data 
Identify areas of weakness 
Target instmction 
Make sure staff understands TEKS and 
how to implement 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.4 Question - What would your plan of action be in this ISD to: Either maintain our 
exemplary rating or move us to exemplary rating for the first time and, at the same time, 
comply with the new NCLB (No Child Left Behind) and AYP (Adequate Yearly 
Progress) requirements (Appendix B, #1, #8)? 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 1( 17 18 19 20 
Question - What would your plan of action be in 
this ISD to: Either maintain our exemplary rating or 
move us to exemplary rating for the first time and, 
at the same time, comply with the new NCLB (No 
Child Left Behind) and AYP (Adequate Yearly 
Progress) requirements? 

Interviewer's comments 

Development and presentation of a 
district and community publicity plan 
that will demonstrate the district's status 
attaiimient compared to the 
requirements of NCLB and AYP. It 
should also reflect how the district's 
plan will meet those new requirements 
for each student. 
I think in order to answer this question, I 
would have researched the AEIS and 
AYP reports to let me know where they 
are in order to take them where they 
need to go. 
Be determined to be child-centered. 
NCLB and AYP are intertwined with 
our goal of exemplary status. There are 
some difficult issues that contradict the 
direction you should go with some of 
your students, especially special 
education students. Overall these 
requirements should overlap and be 
meshed together for overall success. 

244 



Table 4.46.4 Cont. 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question - What would your plan of action be in 
this ISD to: Either maintain our exemplary rating or 
move us to exemplary rating for the first time and, 
at the same time, comply with the new NCLB (No 
Child Left Behind) and AYP (Adequate Yearly 
Progress) requirements? 

Interviewer's comments 

In our district our plan is to continue 
what we have found to be successful. 
We provide support to assure that the 
No Child Left Behind provisions are in 
place. We have already done an 
evaluation of our staff to determine 
whether or not they are highly qualified 
and have that benchmark data to work 
from. Last year our district and all of 
our campuses met adequate yearly 
progress and we stmcture and monitor 
our assessment to assure that this first 
year success is continued. We are 
continuously refining our benchmarks 
and curriculum and adjust with each 
new set of performance indicators. 
Compliance with NCLB is not optional-
we must find a way to satisfy the 
requirements of TAKS and if we do a 
good job in preparing student's 
compliance with NCLB is a work in 
progress. 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.5 Question-What expectations do you have of the school board, and what role do you 
believe they should play in either maintaining our exemplary rating or reaching an 
exemplary rating for the first time (Appendix B, #4, #6)? 

Bottom 10% Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-What expectations do you have of the 
school board, and what role do you believe they 
should play in either maintaining our exemplary 
rating or reaching an exemplary rating for the first 
time? 

Interviewer's comments 

I believe the Board should set the goal 
to become an exemplary school district 
Support campus and district goals 
1 believe the Board should encourage 
risk taking and tmst the superintendent 
to lead the charge. 
The Board should evaluate the 
superintendent using quantifiable 
student performance data. 
Know your job. 
Do your job. 
Support for the superintendent, and 
leadership team 
Support programs through policy 
Support the enforcement of the 
curriculum, assessment and instmction 
policies 
Support a budget which enables to 
district to support an Exemplary and 
beyond instmctional program. 
Respond to recommendations that 
enhance the teaming/teaching 
environment. 
Support and acknowledge student and 
campus success in public and through 
the media. 
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Table 4.46 

4.46.6 

Cont. 

Question-How will you involve the parents and business community in either achieving 
an exemplary rating or maintaining an exemplary rating (Appendix B, #1, #8)? 

Bottom 10% Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-How will you involve the parents and 
business community in either achieving an 
exemplary rating or maintaining an exemplary 
rating? 

Interviewer's comments 

Develop and plan a volunteer program 
for parents and community members to 
attend and participate in campus and 
district instmctional activities. 
This would be done through the District 
Instmctional Improvement Council and 
in the grocery stores. The community 
needs to see and feel your presence in 
the grocery stores as well as in print. 
Education Foundation 
DPOC (District Performance Objective 
Committee) 
Booster Clubs and PTOs 
Parents will be encouraged to talk with 
their children and discuss the reasons 
that testing is important and that they 
are supportive of these assessments that 
will help direct their future goals. 
Obviously, focus on doing school work 
and doing it well will be a big benefit to 
the success of the children. The 
community can show support as a pride 
thing to give the students recognition in 
the media and at assemblies at the end 
of each school year. 
Communicate, communicate, 
communicate 
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Table 4.46.6 Cont. 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 5 6 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-How will you involve the parents and 
business community in either achieving an 
exemplary rating or maintaining an exemplary 
ratino? 

Interviewer's comments 

Parents and business community is 
involved through constant focus on the 
work of the district, its achievements. 1 
constantly strive to have media involved 
in what we are about and have campuses 
routinely promote their staff and 
students. 
We regularly recognize staff and 
students at board meetings. 
I do presentations at community events, 
PTO's and faculty meetings. 
I talk to parent groups about the 
importance of attendance, good nutrition 
on assessment days, ways they can help 
their students. 
We constantly promote a child-centered 
attitude as well as the idea that the 
schools belong to the community. 
They are involved in our plarming 
process-both campus and District. 
You plan for success. 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.7 Question-How will you inform the board and our community about the progress that the 
district is making (Appendix B, #8, #11)? 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-How will you inform the board and our 
community about the progress that the district is 
makina? 

Interviewer's comments 

Board meetings 
Daily 
Campus meetings 
Community meetings 
All forms of the local media. 
Results of all testing and of your AEIS 
report will be at scattered times 
throughout the school year. Timing is 
important in selling new ideas for 
improvement. Identify the needs and 
then share the directions you want to go 
for improvement. 
Informing the board and community of 
the district progress comes through 
focused reports on the operations of the 
district following evaluation of 
departments and improvement 
strategies. We often employ "outside 
evaluators" to come into our 
departments and review them. We 
present these reports in a public meeting 
to the board and the results are 
publicized. We have had a curriculum 
audit, a transportation audit, custodial 
and maintenance audit. Monitoring and 
improving areas targeted gives direction 
to all of the operations in the district. 
Campus reports 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.8 Question-This district has kept the main thing the main thing. What is the "main thing" 
to you (Appendix B, #1, #8)? 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-This district has kept the main thing the 
main thing. What is the "main thing" to you? 

Interviewer's comments 

The "main thing" is student 
performance. 
Long-term student success. 
The "main thing" is to keep your staff 
together and focused on preparing the 
students consistently for testing by 
having a solid curriculum guide that 
everyone follows. 
Success for all achievement, a zero gap 
in achievement 
The main thing is success and learning 
for all children. 
Student achievement and safety 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.9 Question-What expectation do you have of your (1) Administrative staff/principals, (2) 
Teachers/faculty, (3) Campus Improvement Committees, and (4) Support staff in either 
reaching an exemplary status or maintaining an exemplary status, and how would you 
hold them accountable for student performance (Appendix B, #2, #8, #11)? 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-What expectation do you have of your 
(1) Administrative staff/principals, 
(2) Teachers/faculty, 
(3) Campus Improvement Committees, and 
(4) Support staff in either reaching an exemplary 
status or maintaining an exemplary status, and how 
would you hold them accountable for student 
performance? 

Interviewer's comments 

• I would make sure that the campus plans 
matched the District Goals and District 
Improvement Plans by holding monthly 
meetings with principals to assess our 
progress. 

(1) Administrative staff 
• I expect my administrative staff to be 

held to a higher standard and work with 
other administrators in a collaborative 
marmer rather than in a competitive one. 

• Administrative staff-will give teachers 
support by providing training for entire 
staff to build consistent process for 
success. Accountability will come in 
the form of test results. 

• Administrative staff—focus on the 
TEKS and assure that support is there 
for instmction, benchmarking and the 
staff is knowledgeable regarding weak 
areas. Vertical aligrmient is consistently 
monitored and addressed and weak 
areas/teachers supported. Monitoring 
should be in place so that a tme picture 
of actual instmction is benchmarked 
along with performance results. 
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Table 4.46.9 Cont. 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40'!« Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 9 10 11 i: 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-What expectation do you have of your 
(1) Administrative staff/principals, 
(2) Teachers/faculty, 
(3) Campus Improvement Committees, and 
(4) Support staff in either reaching an exemplary 
status or maintaining an exemplary status, and how 
would you hold them accountable for student 
performance? 

Interviewer's comments 

• Administrative Staff- Facilitators for 
improvement and monitor campus 
performance 

(2) Teachers 
• I expect teachers to know how students 

performed on last year's assessment in 
order to individualize their instmction. 

• Teachers-prepare students with practice 
tests. Give students test taking skills 
and positive reinforcement to build 
confidence. Accountability will come 
in the form of test results. 

• Teachers—Follow the curriculum 
policy, know the objectives and students 
expectations and design and deliver 
lessons that are focused on these. 
Consistently monitor student progress 
and adjust for group and individual 
needs. Keep in contact with parents of 
students who have difficulties and work 
to assist them and the students in 
continuous improvement. 

• Teachers-help ensure results are 
produced through work done with 
students; review individual student data 

(3) Campus Improvement Committees 
• I expect CIC's to meet monthly to 

evaluate the success of their campus 
plans and own their deficits. 

• Campus Improvement Committee-Help 
the administration set reachable goals 
while striving for exemplary status. 
Accountability will come in the form of 
test results. 

252 



Table 4.46.9 Cont. 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-What expectation do you have of your 
(1) Administrative staff/principals, 
(2) Teachers/faculty, 
(3) Campus Improvement Committees, and 
(4) Support staff in either reaching an exemplary 
status or maintaining an exemplary status, and how 
would you hold them accountable for student 
performance? 

Interviewer's comments 

• Campus Improvement Committees-Know 
the mles and requirements of 
curriculum, assessment and 
accountability. Have focused needs 
assessments developed and reviewed for 
target areas. Research best practices for 
strategies to enhance areas of growth 
need. Keep focused on the need to 
continuously improve and develop a "no 
excuses" approach to campus 
improvement plan development. 

• Campus Improvement Committee-set 
goals and objectives for campus based 
on data 

(4) Principals 
• I expect principals to improve student 

performance each year and if they do 
not within three years then, I expect 
them to resign or receive an adverse 
recommendation regarding their 
employment. 

• Principals are expected to be 
knowledgeable about the status of 
performance by their students and the 
performance of their teachers. 
Consistent monitoring of following the 
curriculum, reviewing benchmark data 
and classroom walkthroughs are 
expected. 

• Principals-Maintain and assist teachers 
in achievement 
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Table 4.46.9 Cont. 

Bottom 10% 
1 

Lower 20% Middle 40% 
9 10 11 12 

Question-What expectation do you have of your 
(1) Administrative staff/principals, 
(2) Teachers/faculty, 
(3) Campus Improvement Committees, and 
(4) Support staff in either reaching an exemplary 
status or maintaining an exemplary status, and how 
would you hold them accountable for student 
perfonnance? 

We would expect all of our employees to be 
(1) child success centered 
(2) instmction centered and 
professional. Performance reviews 
would be regularly held for all levels of 
employees. Sub-par perfonnance will 
lead quickly to stmctured growth plans. 
Team effort required, everyone must be 
"on the same page" 

Upper 20% 
13 14 15 16 

Top 10% 
17 18 19 20 

Interviewer's comments 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.10 Question-What specific role will you assume in all actions to ensure the district's 
continued exemplary status or its first-time exemplary status (Appendix B, #8)? 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-What specific role will you assume in all 
actions to ensure the district's continued exemplary 
status or its first-time exemplary status? 

Interviewer's comments 

Become district and community "cheer 
leader". 
I will provide the administrative support 
to take risks and fund the initiatives. 
I will also encourage our staff through 
high expectations and provide an 
environment, which will enable 
administrators and staff multiple 
opportunities to share best practices. 
Chief Motivator 
Chief Trainer 
Chief Supervisor 
Chief Evaluator 
Be sure that your district wide testing 
coordinator is prepared to oversee all 
phases of the testing. 
Set the tone and expectation. 
Stay involved, visible and supportive, 
Communicate progress regularly 
The superintendent has to be 
knowledgeable about the status of 
assessment results, where there are 
trouble spots and what is being done to 
eliminate weak areas. 
Expectations of high performance must 
be shared individually and collectively 
with the administrators so that there is 
no question of what is expected. 
Focus must be given to provide the 
motivation and resources that campuses 
need in order to achieve their ends. 
I will provide the necessary resources to 
ensure success and set the vision. 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.11 Question-How do you establish and maintain a district wide "Culture of Success" 
(Appendix B,#l , #2, #8, #11)? 

Bottom 10% Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-How do you establish and maintain a 
district wide "Culture of Success"? 

Interviewer's comments 

Continuous improvement of each 
student in the district's instmctional 
program PK-12. 
One person at a time and with the 
repeated message of we are exemplary 
by teaching every kid, every day. 
Vision 
Goals 
Strategies 
Situational Awareness (data-driven) 
The level of expectation will be placed 
at exemplary with all administrators and 
shared with the staffs on each campus 
by their principal. 
Build tmst, get buy in; let the principals 
know they are valued and held 
accountable 
The district wide culture of success is 
promoted through the Fish Philosophy 
which we adopted two years ago and 
sustain on a daily basis. 
We emphasize the team approach as the 
vehicle to success and evaluate and hire 
personnel that have this belief system. 
In our District there are high 
expectations. I make all staff aware of 
this through conversations I have with 
them. This is a culture of our 
community. 
We have been very successful in all 
aspects of school (academics, athletics, 
the arts) and it is expected. 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.12 Question-Explain how you will motivate, train, supervise, and evaluate principals to be 
instmctional leaders (Appendix B, #1, #2, #3, #8). 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-Explain how you will motivate, train, 
supervise, and evaluate principals to be instmctional 
leaders. 

Interviewer's comments 

Plan and develop district team activities, 
social and professional. Train, 
supervise, and evaluate principals 
according to the district-developed 
benchmarks. 
I am enthusiastic by nature but I am also 
visible and visit with our campus 
principals and key stakeholders often. 
The fact that I have been a campus 
principal at an elementary school, junior 
high school and high school gives me 
the credibility with the staff 
No principals' meetings 
Central Administration will deliver 
services to each principal 
Superintendent will visit each principal 
weekly to assist personally 
Principals will be trained to be on 
campus and with teachers extensively 
Simational awareness will be explored 
in a data-driven environment 
Each administrator will develop a Q&Q 
portfolio (Quantity and Quality) 
Periodic data-checks done by principals 
Close supervision of teachers 
Each principal will develop "Dream 
Sheet" 
Principals will attend at least one TAKS 
training session depending on their level 
of experience and results of past tests. 
Weekly staff meetings that have a 
portion of the meeting devoted to testing 
of every kind will keep principals 
focused on specific tests coming up. 
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Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-Explain how you will motivate, train, 
supervise, and evaluate principals to be instmctional 
leaders. 

Interviewer's comments 

Training, supervising, motivating and 
evaluating all fit in with the systems 
thinking approach. 
I have training sessions to give 
administrators the background they need 
in sustaining continuous improvement. 
We train continuously on the team 
approach, that all working together in 
the same direction is the key to success. 
I meet with them one on one so that they 
can share ideas, successes and concems. 
It is my job to help alleviate the 
concems they have so that they can 
focus on the students and their success. 
Evaluation has to be one that validates 
their growth while also discussing areas 
that need improvement. 
I try to have regular discussions with 
them in which we work together to 
focus on solutions. 
I feel you have to be a positive leader 
and cheerleader for principals. 
I define expectations and allow them to 
do their jobs. 
We usually meet monthly to discuss 
progress. 
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4.46.13 Question-Are you a risk taker? Describe a previous situation where you have taken risks 
and succeeded or failed (Appendix B, #1, #8). 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-Are you a risk taker? Describe a previous 
situation where you have taken risks and succeeded 
or failed. 

Interviewer's comments 

Yes. Challenged and removed 
incompetent staff members from district 
employment after a year of evaluation in 
the instmctional and support service 
departments. 
Yes, but 1 usually have such a stake in it 
that I minimize the risks. I held a 
Superintendent's Scholars Program last 
summer to grow some National Merit 
Scholars and funded the program 
($5,000) and the results did not produce 
any NMS. 
Yes. I organized a two-hour telethon to 
raise money for our education 
foundation. 
Requiring all of our kindergarten 
students to take a computer class 
reading program was expensive and 
usedagreat deal of manpower. The 
tests results in the lower grades over a 
period of years progressively improved 
and the results were exemplary test 
scores as each year went by. It was a 
very good decision. 
Yes, three years to become recognized 
and five to become exemplary 
I am a risk taker. We are a poor mral 
district with a great need for facilities 
improvement and in November of last 
year we went forward with a 28 million 
dollar bond effort to build a new 
elementary school, a new junior high 
school and a new support building 
(maintenance, transportation, etc.). The 
bond was successful. 
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Bottom 10% Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-Are you a risk taker? Describe a previous 
situation where you have taken risks and succeeded 
or failed. 

Interviewer's comments 

Yes, because of the requirement of all 
students passing Algebra I-and realizing it 
is the basis for all other math-established 
and implemented a program that 
established 3 varieties of Algebra-A one 
period for on grade level students, a two 
period (one state - one local credit) and a 
3'̂ '' form of Algebra for those students who 
failed two period math prior year. This 
grouping has been very successful. 
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4.46.14 Question-How long did it take your current school district to become an exemplary ISD 
and how did you do it (Appendix B, #1, #8)? 

Bottom 10 % 
1 

Lower 20% 
6 7 

Middle 40% 
9 10 11 12 

Question-How long did it take your current school 
district to become an exemplary ISD and how did 
you do it? 

Four years. Develop and organize a 
district instmctional team PK-12 in all 
core subjects made up of teachers, 
principals, and district staff. 
(Superintendent serving as ex-officio on 
all teams). 
The district became exemplary in my 
second year but the efforts have been 
going on for 3-5 years. 1 think the 
difference is that I stressed the 
importanceof using one's data. I also 
think that after the first year I removed a 
principal from a campus because she 
only reached an acceptable rating with 
few challenging populations. 
Three years after I got here. 
Emphasize academics 
Motivate, Train, Supervise, Evaluate 
personnel 

It took four years of gradual 
improvement. The most difficult area 
was at the secondary level, in terms of 
testing, dropout rates, and attendance. 
Consistent expectations and non stop 
teaching to cover all of the TEKS. 
Building pride in your campus and 
school district were also beneficial. 
Three years to become recognized, 5 
years to become exemplary 

Upper 20% 
13 14 15 16 

Top 10% 
17 18 19 20 

Interviewer's comments 
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Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 9 10 11 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-How long did it take your current school 
district to become an exemplary ISD and how did 
you do it? 

Interviewer's comments 

It took our school district many years to 
become Exemplary and we have been 
for the last 3 years. What it took was a 
very focused position on curriculum and 
assessment along with staff 
development to give training in areas 
where teachers needed support. It took 
establishing the expectation that 
teachers would teach the student 
expectations and the TEKS and center 
on children's needs. It took providing 
personnel and technology to support the 
assessment of instmction through 
benchmark testing and analysis of 
results and it took putting district and 
campus administrators in place that 
monitor instmction and work to 
consistently improve staff and student 
performance. 
Our school district has been exemplary 
for the past 4 straight years. It was a 
process of determining strengths and 
weaknesses, developing a belief that all 
students could leam, and the expectation 
that they all would leam. 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.15 Question-As instmctional leader for your district, what curriculum/instmctional actions 
have you taken in the past that will either continue the district's exemplary status or move 
the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system 
(Appendix B,#l , #8)? 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-As instmctional leader for your district, 
what curriculum/instmctional actions have you 
taken in the past that will either continue the 
district's exemplary status or move the district to 
exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 
accountability system? 

Interviewer's comments 

Organization and development of a 
district/campus instmctional curriculum 
team (Alignment of basic skills in all 
core subjects, PK-12 district wide). 
Benchmarks Assessments, which are 
used to diagnose and prescribe what is 
necessary for the students, campus and 
district to succeed. 
Scouting Report (each teacher) 
Battle Plan (each teacher) 
All students who fail practice tests or 
have scores that are marginally passing 
must attend tutorials that address their 
specific needs. Students who need to be 
tested for special education will be 
tested in a timely manner to identify 
levels of testing needed for SDAA. 
Comprehensive curriculum management 
audit pre and post every 5 years 
As an instmctional leader, I have 
worked to have a strong curriculum 
policy in place that requires teaching the 
objectives. I expect monitoring and 
focus is part of the daily/weekly review 
of my administrators. I ask and get 
analysis of data and seek campus 
administrator understanding of the 
needs and focus at the campus level. I 
strive to provide a systems thinking 
umbrella so that "all the fish are 
swimming upstream". 
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Table 4.46.15 Cont. 

Bottom 10% Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-As instmctional leader for your district, 
what curriculum/instmctional actions have you 
taken in the past that will either continue the 
district's exemplary status or move the district to 
exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 
accountability system? 

Interviewer's comments 

All our teachers vertically are trained in the 
6 + 1 writing process to prepare for TAKS-
needed a common philosophy and vision. 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.16 Question-Describe your greatest accomplishment in which you facilitated successful 
student performance district wide (Appendix B, #1, #2, #8). 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-Describe your greatest accomplishment in 
which you facilitated successful student 
performance district wide. 

Interviewer's comments 

1 think becoming the third largest 
exemplary school district was quite an 
accomplishment, especially when fewer 
districts received this rating than the 
year before. 
Raising SAT scores to more than an 
1100 average district-wide. 
At the Jr. High level, the principal and I 
developed a very strong program of 
practice tests, remediation, 
disaggregation of test scores, teacher 
training and motivation to try to prepare 
the students in the seventh and eight 
grades to do well enough on testing to 
be exemplary. The challenge was for 
them to know that not many Jr. High 
schools with that many students have 
been successful in reaching exemplary 
status; therefore, this would make them 
very special. It worked. 
My greatest accomplishment would be 
working to establish curriculum as the 
focus of the entire program, promoting 
and monitoring vertical alignment and 
instilling team-building/systems 
thinking philosophy within the entire 
district, including the board. 
Math and developing a vertical 
alignment in the program - our scores 
are well above the state and regional 
average. 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.17 Question-Prioritize these service areas. Place them in order of the most likely to 
experience funding cuts considering dwindling school revenues. List justifications that 
could be used by special interest groups disagreeing with your priority ranking (Appendix 
B, #4). 
1. Food Service 
2. Extra Curricular Activities 
3. Core Academics 
4. Community Outreach 
5. Transportation 
6. Fine Arts 
7. Vocational Training 

Bottom 10 % 
1 

Lower 20% Middle 40% 
9 10 11 12 

Question-Prioritize these service areas. Place them 
in order of the most likely to experience funding 
cuts considering dwindling school revenues. List 
justifications that could be used by special interest 
groups disagreeing with your priority ranking. 
1. Food Service 
2. Extra Curricular Activities 
3. Core Academics 
4. Community Outreach 
5. Transportation 
6. Fine Arts 
7. Vocational Training 

Transportation 
Vocational training 
Extra curricular activities 
Food Services 
Community Outreach 
Fine Arts 
Core Academics 

• Loss of employment in various support 
programs. 

• Lack of total student development. 
• Enforcing of two-mile limit for bus 

transportation of students will cause 
hardships. 

Upper 20% 
13 14 15 16 

Top 10% 
17 18 19 20 

Interviewer's comments 
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Table 4.46.17 Cont. 

Bottom 10%. Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-Prioritize these service areas; Place them 
in order of the most likely to experience funding 
cuts considering dwindling school revenues. List 
justifications that could be used by special interest 
groups disagreeing with your priority ranking. 
1. Food Service 
2. Extra Curricular Activities 
3. Core Academics 
4. Community Outreach 
5. Transportation 
6. Fine Arts 
7. Vocational Training 

Interviewer's comments 

1. Transportation ( safety, convenience of students) 
2. Extra Curricular Activities (provides motivation 
and productive invoKement outside of school 
hours) 
3. Fine Arts (provides support for individual talents 
and right brain stimulation) 
4. Community Outreach (a literate, involved 
community is a supportive community) 
5. Food Service (child nutrition is essential to 
teaming) 
6. Vocational training (a segment of the student 
population is geared towards hands on—workplace 
skill need and development 
7. Core Academics (the core of instmction support 
of the basic skills all need to ultimately contribute to 
society) 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.18 Question-What type of instmctional in-service programs would you institute for new 
teachers and administrators to ensure the district's continued exemplary status or its first-
time exemplary status (Appendix B, #1, #2, #8)? 

Bottom 10% Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-What type of instmctional in-service 
programs would you institute for new teachers and 
administrators to ensure tlie district's continued 
exemplary status or its first-time exemplary status? 

Interviewer's comments 

Develop instmctional in-service 
programs that will inform and require 
commitment and participation by all 
new staff members. 
New teachers and administrators will be 
inserviced on how to use data correctly 
and teamed up with strong mentors in 
order to not lose any ground. 
Lee Hannell (questioning strategies) 
Poverty training (Maslow) 
Fish 
Who moved my Cheese? 
Covey 7 Steps 
TEKS Disaggregation 
TAKS Disaggregation 
Brain Research 
In-service programs need to be focused 
on disaggregation of information on 
every grade level and then instmction in 
how to use that information to the best 
benefit of the students. Small group 
sessions for idea sharing are also very 
important. 
Seek input from the staff as to their 
needs 
Bring in a motivational speaker 
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Table 4.46.18 Cont. 

Bottom 10 % 
1 3 4 

Lower 20% 
5 6 7 

Middle 40% 
9 10 11 12 

Question-What type of instmctional in-service 
programs would you institute for new teachers and 
administrators to ensure the district's continued 
exemplary status or its first-time exemplary status? 

In-service programs focus on team-
building for both administrators and all 
staff. We try to include all staff in 
training as much as possible so that they 
feel and take on the role of whole 
district support. Systems thinking is 
also an approach we promote especially 
with the administration. Beyond this, 
we provide training in areas that show 
training need through needs assessment, 
performance reports and individual 
evaluations. 
We have implemented the Train Your 
Own philosophy. We use our own 
people to train staff. We review data, 
discuss plans for maintenance and 
improvement, and establish evaluation 
timelines. 

Upper 20% 
13 14 15 16 

Top 10% 
17 18 19 20 

Interviewer's comments 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.19 Question-How would you go about ensuring that each school is using benchmark results 
effectively (Appendix B, #1, #8)? 

Bottom 10 "b Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-How would you go about ensuring that 
each school is using benchmark results effectively? 

Interviewer's comments 

At scheduled intervals each campus will 
be required to compare their campus 
results to the district benchmarks and 
state standards. 
These results are reported every 9 weeks 
and results are reviewed with the 
campus principal, campus committees, 
and comparisons are made between 
campuses and grade levels. 
Motivate 
Train 
Supervise 
Evaluate each principal 
The administrators on each campus will 
individually sit down with me and the 
assistant superintendent for curriculum 
and have them show evidence of 
disaggregation and study of benchmark 
results for every level of their campus. 
Analyze each 6-9 weeks, superintendent 
meets one on one with each principal to 
assess and develop a plan of action 
We review benchmark development, 
have a definite calendar with windows 
of time blocked for benchmark results. 
Central administration reviews 
benchmark results, they are then 
discussed with the campus leadership 
and instmctional staff and redirected 
plans are developed. 
Have them provide a copy of results to 
me upon completion of benchmark 
exams. 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.20 Question-What budget actions would you recommend in the district's instmctional and 
curriculum areas to assure the districts continued exemplary status or its first-time 
exemplary status (Appendix B, #5)? 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-What budget actions would you 
recommend in the district's instmctional and 
curriculum areas to assure the districts continued 
exemplary status or its first-time exemplary status? 

Interviewer's comments 

Plan and develop a budget annually that 
is based on instmctional excellence (a 
minimum of 60% committed to 
classroom instmction). 
I would recommend a budget that 
supports the Board's goals and district 
initiatives. 
At least 62.37% of the gross budget 
should be spent in the area of 
instmction. 
Allocate sufficient funds for remedial 
instmction. 
Identify subgroups that need help in 
identified areas and budget training for 
staff. 
Base budget on campus based needs and 
district priorities 
Budgets must focus on areas that 
support instmction and 1 would direct 
departments, campuses to focus their 
requests on the areas that have been 
identified as either needing continued 
financial support or requiring a 
redirection of funds. 
As a superintendent I must be open to 
ideas and strategies from campuses 
especially if they are directed toward the 
improvement that I know is needed. I 
help them to help their staff understand 
that at times equal dollars does not 
equate to high performance and 
targeting areas with funds helps that 
department to achieve the stmcture 
needed to improve. 

271 



Table 4.46.20 Cont. 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-What budget actions would you 
recommend in the district's instmctional and 
curriculum areas to assure the districts continued 
exemplary stams or its first-time exemplary status? 

Interviewer's comments 

Budget needs to reflect strong commitment 
to achieving maximum student 
achievement. 
Staff development targeted in areas that 
need improvements and 
Provided curriculum development 
Supplied material tied to identified 
programs 
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Table 4.46 Cont. 

4.46.21 Question-How would you motivate and challenge this high performance team in this ISD 
(Appendix B,#l , #2, #8)? 

Bottom 10 % Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-How would you motivate and challenge 
this high perfonnance team in this ISD? 

Interviewer's comments 

Compare district to other area districts 
and state ranking. 
Review and evaluate campus and 
district curriculum instmctional 
activities. 
Develop district instmctional team. 
I would motivate and challenge this 
high performance team by directing our 
intentions to increase the number of 
commended students and through 
advance academic measures. 
Interview each key person and see 
where the values and goals are 
Interview each board member and see 
where their values and goals are 
Motivate, Train, Supervise, Evaluate 
accordingly 
Set the bar of expectation higher than 
ever and place it squarely in the laps of 
the administrators and staff to find ways 
to achieve at a greater level. 
Support, recognition, challenge, reward, 
incentives 
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Table 46.21 Cont. 

Bottom 10 »o Lower 20% Middle 40% Upper 20% Top 10% 
1 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
Question-How would you motivate and challenge 
this high performance team in this ISD? 

Interviewer's comments 

We have motivated by having district 
and campus celebrations of success. We 
use the beginning of the school and the 
end of the school to gather all staff 
together and celebrate all of the 
successes in the district. We work hard 
in tough financial times to give our staff 
salary increases so that they know we 
recognize their contributions and value. 
We work to promote from within and 
grow from within. We constantly 
publicize the individual, campus and 
district successes so that our staff is 
proud to work here and feel a part of a 
successful organization. We constantly 
tell the community how good the staff 
and campuses are. 
Continuous positive reinforcement and 
encouragement because the trail is long 
and difficult. 
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Instructions for Table 4.47 (Board of Trustees Summary Grading Table) 

After all superintendent candidates have been interviewed, the "Board of Trustees 

Summary Grading Table" (Table 4.47) should be filled out. The table has a column for 

each school board member's grade for each question. A different "Board of Trustees 

Summary Grading Table" should be used for each superintendent candidate. After all of 

the grades fi-om each school board member have been transferred to the "Board of 

Trustees Summary Grading Table" for each superintendent candidate, one school board 

member should add the rows across for each question. After the rows are added, that sum 

should be divided by the number of school board members who interviewed the 

superintendent candidate. Normally, the number that the sum will be divided by will be 

seven; however, there may be situations in which there are not seven board members 

conducting the interviews. The sum divided by the number of school board members 

will become the "Grade" and should be recorded in the "Grade" column on the "Board of 

Trustees Summary Grading Table." 
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Table 4.47 Board of Tmstees Summary Grading Table 

Q 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total n Grade 
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Instructions for Table 4.48 (Board of Trustees Weighted Grade Table) 

This "Grade" should also be recorded on the "Board of Trustees Weighted Grade Table" 

in the "Grade" column. After the "Grade" is recorded on the "Board of Trustees 

Weighted Grade Table," the "Grade" needs to be multiplied by the "Statistical Weighted 

Algorithm." After the two numbers are multiplied ("Weight x Grade"), the product needs 

to be recorded in the "Weight x Grade" column. To arrive at a "Grand Total" the 

numbers in the "Weight x Grade" column will need to be added, and that number will 

need to be recorded in the "Grand Total" blank at the bottom of the "Board of Trustees 

Weighted Grade Table." 
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Table 4.48 Board of Tmstees Weighted Grade Table (Anderson & Shackleton, 1993; 
Fraser, 1978) 

Question # 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Statistical Weighted 
Algorithm 

4.4 
4.5 
4.3 
4.2 
4.2 
4.0 
4.4 
4.3 
5.0 
4.7 
4.2 
5.0 
4.2 
4.5 
4.3 
3.5 
3.0 
4.7 
4.5 
4.3 
4.8 

Grade Weight X Grade 

Grand total (add weight x grade column) 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, 

FUTURE RESEARCH, AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

The Problem 

School board members are eventually faced with the task of hiring a new 

superintendent as superintendent positions open for various reasons: death, non-renewal 

or contract termination, retirement, or the superintendent's departure for another district. 

When such vacancies occur, the most important duty that school board members are 

charged with is to hire a superintendent for the school district (AASA, 1983; Smith & 

Nelson, 1990). Since this educational leader becomes, in effect, the de facto leader of the 

district, hiring the superintendent of schools is the most important decision school board 

members make (AASA, 1983; Smith & Nelson, 1990). 

In any school district, it is the superintendent who is ultimately responsible for the 

success or failure of the district (Cooper et al., 2000). With the average tenure of 

superintendents in Texas being from 3.13 to 5.85 years, there is a constant need for 

school board members to interview superintendent candidates (Largent, 2001). This 

statistic alone illustrates the importance of school board members having reliable, valid, 

and legal structured-interview questions to ask superintendent candidates during the 

superintendent/school board members candidate interview. Length of superintendent 

tenure in the state of Texas is what sparked my interest in the superintendent/school 
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board members structured interview process. School board members must be equipped 

with the knowledge of how to conduct a structured interyiew and must have reliable, 

valid, and legal "Superintendent Interview Questions" that they can use during the 

superintendent/school board members structured interview. It becomes vital that school 

board members have these needed tools to hire a superintendent who can help lead the 

district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

A primary tool for school board members to use in the selection process of a 

superintendent is the structured interview (Huffcutt & Winfred, 1994), which, according 

to research, is one of the best methods currently available for hiring prospective 

employees (Herman, 1994). Prior to this study, school board members simply did not 

have reliable, valid, and legal questions to ask to evoke a response that indicates 

competency in the prospective superintendent to lead a district to exemplary status on the 

Texas Education Agency's accountability system. This study provides such 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" for school board members to use during the 

interview in the hiring of a new superintendent who can help lead the district to 

exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

There is research available to guide school board members in the process of hiring 

a superintendent. Although this research comes primarily from the business world, it can 

easily be applied to the superintendent/school board members structured interview 

process. One prime factor that consistently appears in relevant research is the structured 

interview process, which according to research, is of great importance in hiring an 

appropriate person for a specific job (Herman, 1994). It has been found that the ability of 
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the superintendent candidate to demonstrate personal characteristics during the structured 

interview seems to be the most important factor in the superintendent selection process 

(Glass et al., 2000; Largent, 2001; Lyons, 1993). These findings are reinforced by my 

own findings. "Survey Respondents" reported that personal characterisfics are the 

number one reason for their selection for their current posifion (80 "Survey 

Respondents," or 65.0% [Table 4.42.bl]). 

One major research question was addressed in a qualitative manner in this study. 

Growing fi-om the primary question were two additional questions considered in a 

qualitative and quantitative study; thus; a mixed method was used. Research question 

number one asked: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to ensure 

the hiring of an instructional leader who will help lead the district to exemplary 

status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system? 

Growing fi-om this primary question are two subordinate questions that are a 

necessary part of the study since they pertain to the primary question in a relevant and 

usefiil manner. These two questions reveal the reality of how superintendents are 

currently hired by school board members, building the case for the need for this research. 

Research question number two asked: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

And, research question number three asked: 
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• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent career paths be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

Also, by replicating national (Glass et al., 2000) and state (Largent, 2001; 

Zemlicka, 2001) studies concerning characteristics and career paths of superintendents 

compared to "Survey Respondents," one can see that some of the characterisfics and 

career paths of superintendents are generalizable across all three groups. Prior to my 

study I assumed that most or all of the characteristics and career paths of the "Survey 

Respondents," Texas respondents, and national respondents would be generalizable 

across the three groups. My findings indicate that this is not true. It also becomes 

evident that hiring a superintendent for his/her characteristics or career paths is not going 

to help ensure that school board members hire a superintendent who will help lead the 

district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

This can be accomplished if school board members will use a research based structured-

interview process and will ask reliable, valid, and legal "Superintendent Interview 

Questions." 

Rationale 

This study meets a need: School board members need to know the mechanics of 

hiring the "right" superintendent who can help lead the district to exemplary status on the 

Texas Education Agency's accountability system. This study is supported by relevant 

and existing research that shows that the structured-panel interview is a reliable, valid. 
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and legal way of conducting employment interviews (Herman, 1994; Pursell et al., 1980; 

Taguchi, 2002). 

Also, by replicating national (Glass et al., 2000) and state (Largent, 2001; 

Zemlicka, 2001) studies concerning characteristics and career paths of superintendents 

compared to "Survey Respondents," one can see that some of the characterisfics and 

career paths of superintendents are generalizable across all three groups. However, the 

operative word here is 'some.' As I have previously stated, I assumed that all or most of 

the characteristics and career paths would be generalizable across all three groups, but my 

findings show this is not the case. This is important because the findings are not 

generalizable across all three groups, and there are some unique differences between the 

groups of superintendents ("Survey Respondents," Texas respondents [Largent; 

Zemlicka], and national respondents [Glass et al.]). I will leave the discovery of these 

unique differences for another researcher. 

The Literature 

To ensure reliable, valid, and legal "Superintendent Interview Questions," this 

study reviewed the literature in five sections. The literature review established 

foundations for the development of reliable, valid, and legal "Superintendent Interview 

Questions." 

The first section is a discussion of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments, federal 

law. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) rulings, and case law 

requiring that job interviews be nondiscriminatory. The second section is a discussion of 
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the meta-analyses (quantitative studies) that have been done in the area of job interviews. 

The third section is a discussion of the literature regarding the importance of structured 

interviews and structured-panel interviews. The fourth section is a discussion of the 

literature regarding training needed for a successful structured interview-a 

comprehensive look at pre-interview skills, interview skills, and post-interview skills. 

Finally, the fifth section is a discussion of the studies that deal with structured-interview 

question development for structured interviews. 

The available literature provided detailed information concerning preparation for 

a structured interview and structured interview format. Currently, however, structured 

interview techniques and structured interview questions have a business perspective and 

do not address a specific use such as the hiring of a superintendent of schools. This work 

established a need for "Superintendent Interview Questions" and answers that are 

reliable, valid, and legal for school board members to use while interviewing 

superintendent candidates who are able to help lead the district to exemplary status on the 

Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

The Methods 

This research was a mixed method study, using both the qualitative and 

quantitative paradigms. 
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The "Action Research Study" 

The qualitative method of Action Research, using the Delphi Method as the 

method of research data gathering and interpretation, was used to answer research 

question number one: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to ensure 

the hiring of an inshrictional leader who will help move the district to exemplary 

status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system? 

As established by the research available in the literature review there are certain formats 

for the interview that are best suited to the educational field, and these were considered in 

depth in Chapter II because they are the fi-amework for the primary focus of the interview 

process itself 

Once the Action Research method was selected and the Delphi Method judged 

most appropriate for gathering data, the next step in the "Action Research Study" was to 

actually gather a reliable, valid, and legal set of "Superintendent Interview Questions" 

specific to the job. This was done by using the Delphi Method to collect and validate a 

series of "Superintendent Interview Questions" and validated responses from an expert 

group known as "Delphi Group Members." 

The "Replicafion Study" 

A survey approach was used to test for generalizability of the characteristics and 

career paths of national, state, and "Survey Respondents" (the 149 superintendents whose 
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school districts reached exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system. Spring, 2002). This survey research is called the "Replicafion 

Study," and it is used to answer research question number two and research question 

number three. 

Research question number two asked: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

Research question number three asked: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent career paths be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

The finding of this study is that hiring a superintendent for his/her characteristics 

or career path is not going to help ensure that school board members hire a 

superintendent who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system. Superintendent candidates' abilities to answer 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" must be the basis for hiring superintendents if the 

goal is to hire a superintendent who is going to help lead the district to exemplary status 

on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

Implications of the "Acfion Research Study" 

As previously stated in Chapter IV, the major implication of this "Action 

Research Study" is that there are now "Superintendent Interview Questions" that are 

reliable, valid, and legal for school board members to use in the superintendent/school 
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board members structured interview. Prior to this study, these questions and the answers 

to these questions did not exist. However, there are many other implications that I 

conclude from this study. 1 am going to follow a hierarchical approach for the 

presentation of these implications. If school board members use these "Superintendent 

Interview Questions" during the superintendent/school board members interview, and a 

superintendent is hired who leads their district to exemplary status on the Texas 

Education Agency, the school board members will be seen by their communifies as 

strong civic leaders. The district will receive recognition from the local community and 

other communities in the area based on their new exemplary status on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system. This recognition could promote community 

growth because the public is seeking good schools for their children. 

Building level instructional leaders (principals) can enjoy success within the 

district because the students in their buildings show exemplary academic success as 

measured by the Texas Education Agency. School districts with noted success may enjoy 

easier recruitment of new teachers and retention of veteran teachers. Teachers who work 

in successful districts may feel a great amount of pride in their current district and may be 

willing to remain in the district for many years, regardless of location or salary 

considerations. 

There can also be some definite implications for curriculum in a district that has 

reached exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. A 

district that is continuously successfial in delivering the state's curriculum will also be 

more successfial with students concerning local achievement measures (grades). Students 
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who are being prepared for high stakes state testing know what they are supposed to leam 

because their teachers explain what is expected of them. Teachers are more successftil 

with more students because the written, taught, and tested curriculums are all aligned 

(English, 2000; English & Steffy, 2001). Districts that are successftil with the state's 

curriculum as measured by the state will then have the luxury to expand the district's 

curriculum to include extensive training in ACT/SAT preparation, allowing students to 

have more and more choices about fiature education after high school. 

Parents will tend to be more supportive of schools where their children are 

successful. Parental support for education is a key to student success, and a strong 

partnership can easily be an implication of a district receiving exemplary status on the 

Texas Education Agency's accountability system. Also, the number of home school 

students may not increase, or may actually diminish, due to a district receiving exemplary 

status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

Another implication of a district reaching exemplary status on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system might be little or no support for school 

vouchers. If local schools do very well and parents and community see their local school 

as excellent, there will be little sympathy for the voucher movement. 

I save the most important group for last while considering implications that may 

occur due to hiring a superintendent who leads a district to exemplary status on the Texas 

Education Agency's accountability system. That group is the students. Students who are 

successftil in high school will have a greater opportunity to continue their education after 

high school. Because they have enjoyed success, they will feel that they can continue to 
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be successftil in post-high school education or within the work force. Additionally, these 

students often return to the community of their youth as young adult parents who desire 

their children to have the same quality school/education they had. 

This study is applicable to all superintendent searches in the State of Texas 

because it does not matter whether school board members use a consultant to help them 

in their search or conduct the search independently since school board members will be 

empowered with the data necessary for quality superintendent selection. 

Implications of the "Replicafion Study" 

As previously stated in Chapter IV, the major implication of the "Replication 

Study" is that there are some characteristics and career path information of "Survey 

Respondents," Texas respondents (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001), and national 

respondents (Glass et al., 2000) that are generalizable across the three responding 

populations. However, additional research needs to be conducted in the areas where the 

characteristics and career paths were found not to be generalizable across the three 

responding populations. The chi-square comparisons that have been found to be 

significant are listed below. 

Chi-square comparisons in the areas of: 

• Number of students in district (Table 4.2c.2) 

• "Survey Respondents" characterize current school board (Table 4.1 lb.2) 

• Gender (Table 4.15b.2) 

• Main reason for choosing current community (Table 4.29b. 1) 
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• Extracurricular activities supervised (Table 4.30b.2) 

• Why selected for current position (Table 4.42b.2) 

are found to be significant regarding "Survey Respondents" and state respondents, 

indicating that the results are not generalizable across the two responding populations. 

Chi-square comparisons in the areas oft 

Number of students in district (Table 4.2c.2) 

Hired by school board members only or with the help of a consultant (Table 

4.8b.2) 

Board members elected who "had an agenda" (Table 4.9b.2) 

"Survey Respondents" characterize current school board (Table 4.1 lb.2) 

School boards' general abilifies and preparafion (Table 4.12b.2) 

Age(Table4.14b.2) 

Gender (Table 4.15b.2) 

Marital stafiis (Table 4.16b.2) 

Extracurricular activities supervised (Table 4.30b.2) 

Highest degree completed (Table 4.34b.2) 

Number of superintendent positions held (Table 4.38c.2) 

Years as superintendent (Table 4.39b.2) 

Why selected for current position (Table 4.42b.2) 

Memberships (Table 4.43b.2) 

are found to be significant regarding "Survey Respondents" and national respondents, 

indicating that the results are not generalizable across the two responding populations. 
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Chi-square comparisons in the areas of 

Number of students in district (Table 4.2c.2) 

Hired by school board members only or with the help of a consultant (Table 

4.8b.2) 

Pressure groups emerged to influence school board members (Table 4.10b.2) 

"Survey Respondents" characterize current school board (Table 4.1 lb.2) 

School boards' general abilities and preparafion (Table 4.12b.2) 

Gender (Table 4.15b.2) 

Ethnicity (Table 4.20b.2) 

Conservafive, liberal, or independent (Table 4.22b.2) 

Extracurricular activities supervised (Table 4.30b.2) 

Highest degree completed (Table 4.34b.2) 

Why selected for current position (Table 4.42b.2) 

are found to be significant regarding "Survey Respondents," state respondents, and 

national respondents, indicating that the results are not generalizable across the three 

responding populations. 

The most usefiil finding which could produce the most practical implications of 

the "Replication Study" are that "Survey Respondents" who were hired by local school 

boards without the assistance of a "headhunter" have longer tenure than those who are 

hired with the assistance of a "headhunter." When the local school board conducted the 

search for the superintendent ("Survey Respondent"), the average tenure was reported to 

be 7.1 years among "Survey Respondents" and 5.5 years among Texas superintendents 
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(Table 4.8c) (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001). When assisted by Texas Association of 

School Boards this number dropped to 4.4 years among "Survey Respondents" and 3.8 

years among Texas respondents (Table 4.8c). In my opinion this finding has multiple 

implications. 

Local school districts can save the expense of hiring a "headhunter" when the 

school board members conduct their own search for a new superintendent. This places 

the decision for hiring the new superintendent wholly on the school board members; there 

is no degree of separation between the candidates and the school board members as is the 

case when a third party ("headhunter") assists with the superintendent search. 

It appears to me that without that one degree of separation school board members 

are going to be more supportive and protective of the new superintendent because there is 

no one else to blame for the decision if the new superintendent is not successftil in the 

district. School board members who choose to conduct their own search for a new 

superintendent will perceive this as a difficult task, when in reality all they need to do is 

follow specific state laws (TEA, 2001, Gov't Code 552.126) regarding the hiring of a 

new superintendent and Texas Associafion of School Board's policies (Appendix A, 

"Board Legal Status: Powers and Duties"). Moreover, these elected officials now know 

what questions to ask that will assist in hiring a "good superintendent" for their district. 

I do see one unintended implication that might occur when school board members 

make the decision to conduct their own search for a new superintendent. This involves 

the school board members' training that accompanies the search for a new 
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superintendent. School board members can and should contract with an outside 

organization concerning board training prior to hiring a new superintendent. Texas 

Association of School Boards is very willing to conduct such training. This training 

should include such items as the responsibilities of school board members, their place in 

the district governance procedures, and the responsibilities of the superintendent and 

his/her place in the running of the district. 

Implications of the Chi-Square Comparisons 

I am convinced that the chi-square comparisons in my study that were found to be 

significant call for additional research. However, I am going to address some of the 

implications that may be true concerning these significant chi-square comparisons. The 

number of students in districts (Table 4.2c.2) was much lower in the "Survey 

Respondents'" districts than in either the state respondents' districts (Largent, 2001; 

Zemlicka, 2001), or the national respondents' districts (Glass et al., 2000). The 

implication of this finding makes a case for smaller districts; however, smaller districts 

cost more to operate than do larger districts, and for that reason I do not see that there 

will ever be a movement to create new smaller districts across the state. 

More "Survey Respondents" were hired by their local school boards (Table 

4.8b.2), without the assistance of a "headhunter," than were Texas respondents (Largent, 

2001; Zemlicka, 2001) or national respondents (Glass et al., 2000). The implicafion of 

this finding is that more school board members might consider conducting their own 

search for a new superintendent without the assistance of a "headhunter." 
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Fewer "Survey Respondents" reported having pressure groups emerge to 

influence school board decisions (Table 4.10b.2) than did state respondents (Largent, 

2001; Zemlicka, 2001) or national respondents (Glass et al., 2000). This might imply that 

there are fewer dissatisfied patrons within the district of "Survey Respondenf than those 

of the other two reporting populations (Texas respondents and national respondents). 

"Survey Respondents" also reported that their school boards were aligned with 

community interests (Table 4.1 lb.2) and are either qualified or highly qualified (Table 

4.12b.2) to be school board members much more often than did state respondents 

(Largent; Zemlicka) and national respondents (Glass et al.). This implies that school 

board members need to be elected who have community interest in mind and are 

qualified to fill their duties. There may need to be legislation that requires more and 

different training prior to someone being elected to the position of school district trustee. 

A higher number of "Survey Respondents" reported a master's degree (Table 

4.34.b.2) as their highest degree attained than did Texas respondents (Largent; Zemlicka) 

or national respondents (Glass et al.). This may imply that a doctorate degree is not 

necessary in order to lead a district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's 

accountability system. A higher percentage of "Survey Respondents" were female than 

were Texas (Largent; Zemlicka) or National respondents (Glass et al.) 

Finally, I am going to address the reasons that "Survey Respondents" felt they 

were selected for their current position. Sixty-five percent (80 respondents) of the 

"Survey Respondents" felt that they were hired for "personal characteristics" (Table 

4.42b.2), while only 50% of Texas respondents (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001) and 
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40% of national respondents (Glass et al., 2000) listed "personal characteristics" as the 

reason they felt they were hired. Prior to my study, I assumed that the main reason for 

"Survey Respondents" being hired would have been their skills as instructional leaders or 

change agents. This finding leads me to think that school board members need to be 

looking for a superintendent who has a dynamic personality and who also has the 

knowledge needed to help lead a school district to exemplary status on the Texas 

Educafion Agency's accountability system. 

Recommendations 

The Use of the Delphi Method in the "Action Research Study" 

In order to answer research question number one: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

I used the Delphi Method for data collection and interpretation because it is a way to 

include expert opinion in research (Bright, 1968; Dalkey & Helmer, 1963; Delbecq et al., 

1975; Huber & Delbecq, 1972). 

I defined the "Delphi Group Members" as experts who helped to answer the first 

research question prior to the Delphi beginning. By carefully stating the criteria to be 

used in the study for expert selection, I was able to answer the first research question: 
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• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instrucfional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

The questions which were generated to answer research question number one are 

located in Table 4.46, and I feel that the quality of these questions and their answers 

reflect well on the criteria used for the selection of experts in the study (Gordon, 1968; 

Hasson et al., 2000). The 10 "Delphi Group Members" (Appendix M) were 

superintendents or recently retired superintendents from the 10 largest districts that 

reached exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system in the 

2001-2002 school year. These districts had minority and low socioeconomic student 

populations similar to those of the State of Texas. 

The information collected from the "Delphi Group Members" was through 

anonymous written feedback from each of the "Delphi Group Members" (Dalkey, 1969; 

Delbecq et al , 1975; Huber & Delbecq, 1972). As the researcher and facilitator, it was 

my job to compile the input from the "Delphi Group Members" and return it to the 

"Delphi Group Members" in report form to which they could respond. I found that the 

anonymous input from each of the "Delphi Group Members" was recognized as strong by 

the group as a whole. I can make this conclusion because there were originally twenty-

four questions presented by the "Delphi Group Members," and all but three of the 

questions remained in the sttidy. Three of the questions were determined by the "Delphi 
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Group Members" to be of low importance and thus were removed from the study. As the 

researcher and facilitator in the Delphi, 1 also found it easy to provide reports at each 

round of the Delphi to the "Delphi Group Members." I can state with confidence that 

these reports were easily generated because of the predetermined protocol set for the 

study (Delbecq et al., 1975) in Chapter III. 

The use of the Delphi Method in this study allowed me to answer, in a timely 

marmer, research question number one: 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

The Delphi Method allows one to collect information from a group of experts without the 

expense of face-to-face meetings (Linstone & Turoff, 1975; Hasson et al., 2000). I would 

never have been able to gather the 10 "Delphi Group Members" (the panel of experts) 

used in this study together once, much less up to six times (Linstone & Turoff, 1975; 

Delbecq et al., 1975). 

The Delphi Method allowed each of the "Delphi Group Members" to equally 

contribute to the study. By using anonymous input from the "Delphi Group Members," 

there was no dominance of personality among the group, and there was also no forced 

consensus reached by the group (Bouchard, 1969; Cetron & Manahan, 1968; Dalkey, 

1969; Delbecq et al., 1975; Linstone & Turoff, 1975; Weaver, 1971; Whitman, 1990). 
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Prior Delphi researchers encourage the use of a scale to reach consensus (Brown 

et al., 1969; Delbecq et al., 1975; Huber & Delbecq, 1972; Zane et al., 1982). 1 used 

Likert Scales in this study to help the "Delphi Group Members" to reach consensus. 

Because of the success 1 had using Likert Scales in my study I would encourage any 

researcher who is going to use the Delphi Method to answer a similar research question 

to use Likert Scales to reach consensus at each appropriate round of the Delphi in their 

study. 

I followed Delbecq et al.'s (1975) recommended timeline in completing this 

study. I feel very strongly that setting a timeline for the study prior to its beginning 

allowed me to complete the study in a timely manner. I encourage any researcher using 

the Delphi Method to consider a realistic timeline for completing his or her research 

based on Delbecq et al.'s (1975) recommended timeline for the Delphi Method. 

I present the final report (Hasson et al., 2000) in such a manner that school board 

members can actually use the "Superintendent Interview Questions" in a real 

superintendent/school board members interview (Table 4.46). I also include in the final 

report two additional tables (Table 4.47; Table 4.48) that school board members can use 

in the superintendent/school board members interview. These tables will allow school 

board members to translate the answers given to the interview questions by the 

superintendent candidates to a grade (Table 4.46); collect each school board members' 

grade for each candidate's answers (Table 4.47); and ultimately translate the grades to a 

numerical value for the board as a whole (Table 4.48). I developed these tables (Table 

4.46; Table 4.47; Table 4.48) based on prior research in the area of structured-panel 
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interviews (Anderson & Shackleton, 1993; Fraser, 1978) and the need for this "Action 

Research Study" to conclude with a usable final report (Delbecq et al., 1975). 

I include the only negative aspect that 1 encountered in completing this part of my 

study. Each of the "Delphi Group Members" agreed to be part of this study, and for that 

reason I expected all members of the Delphi to finish all rounds of the Delphi. However, 

I had two of the 10 "Delphi Group Members" who did not respond to the final round of 

the Delphi. Anticipating that there might be up to three dropouts in the Delphi, I chose to 

use 10 "Delphi Group Members" in this study; I do not believe that two members 

dropping out of the process in the last round has any effect on the reliability or validity of 

the study. In the original Delphi there were seven "Delphi Group Members," and it has 

been found that there need to be at least five "Delphi Group Members." However, there 

seems to be no great advantage to having more than 10 "Delphi Group Members" (Brown 

& Helmer, 1964; Dalkey, 1969; Dalkey & Helmer, 1963; Delbecq et al., 1975; Huber & 

Delbecq, 1975). I recommend that any researcher who is going to use the Delphi Method 

to answer a similar research question as this one start with at least 10 "Delphi Group 

Members" in order to address the dropout factor. 

Once again, I was surprised that I had two "Delphi Group Members" who did not 

finish the final round of the Delphi. I feel a certain sense of disappointment in the fact 

that these two "dropouts" had agreed to be part of the Delphi and that they were 

superintendents who were working with me as the researcher and a fellow 

superintendent. I chose not to pursue any extenuating circumstances that might have 

been shared with me about these "Delphi Group Members" dropping out because I state 
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in the protocol concerning this study in Chapter 111 that 1 will be "observer as participant" 

(Glesne, 1999). I did encourage each member of the Delphi to complete each round, and 

I did thank each member at the end of each round for responding (Hasson et al., 2000; 

Mitchell, 1991); however, I feel that contacting a specific "Delphi Group Member" as to 

why s/he did not respond to the final round would not have allowed me to remain 

"observer as participant," nor would it have allowed these two "Delphi Group Members" 

to remain anonymous. Other than this one negative aspect, I can do nothing but 

encourage other qualitative researchers to use the Delphi Method in gathering expert 

opinion in any other study similar to this one, which answered the first research question. 

The Use of Survey Research in the "Replication Study" 

In order to answer research questions two and three: 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents'"? 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent career paths be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

I used a survey to collect information for the "Replication Study" to obtain data about the 

"Survey Respondents." The "Survey Respondents" were the 149 superintendents whose 

districts had been rated exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's accountability 

system. Spring, 2002. Survey research is one excellent way to gather information about a 

specific group of respondents (Tuckman, 1999). Since Babbie (1990) reported that 

personal interviews can cost from $40.00 to $100.00 each and can take anywhere from 
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one to three hours each, not including travel time, the use of a survey was the only 

practical means of gathering the needed data. 

I used some questions froin a national survey (Glass et al., 2000) and a state 

survey (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001), as well as questions that are unique to my 

survey (Fink, Vol. 2, 1995). My survey is located in Appendix G and is called the 

"Superintendent Profile Survey." 1 received permission from Glass et al., Largent, and 

Zemlicka to use their survey questions (Appendix H). 

I conducted two separate face validity checks (Appendix I; Appendix J) and field 

tests (Appendix K; Appendix L) of the instrument prior to administering the survey. 

Survey researchers recommended that face validity and field tests be conducted prior to 

the formal administration of the survey instrument in order to make sure the instrument is 

clear (Creswell, 1994; Fink, Vol. a, 1995; Fowler, 1993). After I conducted the two face 

validity and field tests, I finalized the instrument with my dissertation chair. I then 

received permission from the Protection of Human Subject Approval Committee for its 

use. 

I faxed the survey to the "Survey Respondents," on Friday, December 18, 2003. I 

followed up with a second fax on Wednesday, January 7, 2004, to all of the "Survey 

Respondents" who had not responded to the first fax. Along with the second fax I 

included a personal note requesting that the "Survey Respondents" please respond to the 

survey. I am certain that this personal note helped increase the number of "Survey 

Respondents." I made a third and final attempt to increase the number of "Survey 

Respondents" by mailing a survey to the last 28 non-responding "Survey Respondents." 
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I received 129 total surveys in response to the three requests. Babbie (1990; Bourque & 

Fielder, 1995) suggested that multiple attempts need to be made to increase the return 

rate of the survey. 

According to Krejcie and Morgan (1979), 108 returned surveys would be needed 

from a group of 149 for the return rate to be reliable and valid. I had a return rate of 129, 

or 86.6%), which I consider to be an outstanding return rate. I feel that the use of the fax 

as the primary delivery method of the survey helped to increase the return rate. I had 121 

of the surveys returned via fax, and only eight returned via U.S. mail. I would encourage 

anyone interested in survey research to consider using a fax delivery method if at all 

feasible. Also, an interesting note can be made that in general it is more economical to 

fax a survey than it is to mail it. 

Dane (1990; Bourque & Fielder, 1995) recommended that the researcher have a 

way of dealing with raw data regarding returned surveys. As surveys were returned, I 

marked off the "Survey Respondents" by district in order to know who needed a follow-

up survey. I also recorded all of the raw data on Microsoft Word tables as the surveys 

were returned. I chose to use Microsoft Word tables because information in these tables 

is easily sorted. I strongly recommend that survey researchers include in their plan of 

action a way of dealing with raw data. 

I feel that my survey was easily understood by the "Survey Respondents" and that 

the information gathered has a high degree of validity and reliability (Creswell, 1994; 

Fink, Vol. 1, 1995; Fowler, 1993). However, I report that one of my questions provided 

answers that were varied and made the information difficult to use. That question, 
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number 25 (Table 4.25-Please List in Chronological Order All the Professional Posifions 

in Education You Have Held and the Number of Years for Each: [example: elementary 

teacher-6 years, junior high school science-2 years-assistant high school principal-2 

years, high school principal-7 years]), would have been stronger if I had provided 

specific answer choices. This is the only negative aspect that I can report regarding the 

"Replication Study." 

I recommend very strongly that any fiiture researchers who are going to be using 

survey research adhere to proven practices in the area of survey research. I feel that I did 

approach the use of my survey, from its development to the final report, in accordance 

with proven survey research standards (Babbie, 1990; Bourque & Fielder, 1995; 

Creswell, 1994; Dane, 1990; Fink, Vol. 1, 1995; Fink, Vol. 2, 1995; Fink, Vol. 6, 1995; 

Fowler, 1993; Krejcie & Morgan, 1979; Tuckman, 1999). 

The Use of the Chi-Square Statistical Test in the "Replication Study" 

In order to test for generalizability between the three populations: "Survey 

Respondents," Texas respondents (Largent, 2001; Zemlicka, 2001), and national 

respondents (Glass et al., 2000), I used the chi-square as the statistical test for 

generalizability (Connor-Linton, 2004; Gravetter & Forzano, 2003; Tuckman, 1999). 

When testing for generalizability one is seeking to find out if there is a statistical 

difference between two or more groups. If the chi-square test is reported as significant, 

then the results are not generalizable. If the chi-square test is reported as not significant, 

then the results are generalizable. I was fortunate to find a web site that helped me with 
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the calculation of the chi-square tests for generalizability. I recommend the chi-square to 

any person wishing to test for statistical significance between groups. Remember that to 

use the chi-square, numbers, not percentages, of responses must be available. I also 

recommend the chi-square calculator available online at 

www.georgetown.edu/faculty/ballc/webtools/web_chiJut.html for anyone using the chi-

square in his/her research. This online chi-square calculator allowed me to do my own 

statistical calculations. 

Future Research 

I feel that my study can and should spark interest in ftiture studies. My "Action 

Research" study could be duplicated in other states with high stakes testing programs. It 

would be very interesting to see what questions and answers to structured interview 

questions superintendents from different states would develop. If superintendents from 

different states produced similar questions to be used in the superintendent/school board 

members structured interview as the "Delphi Group Members," additional reliability and 

validity may be given to my set of "Superintendent Interview Questions." I remind those 

reading this study that I intentionally used superintendents with both high minority and 

low-socioeconomic populations within their districts. Any fiature studies that did not use 

a purposive sampling of superintendents similar to mine would not be comparable. 

Additional studies could also be done within Texas regarding my study. One 

could follow a superintendent who was hired using my "Superintendent Interview 

Questions" (Table 4.46) and see how long it took the superintendent to lead his/her 
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district to exemplary status on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

Other such studies could be done to see if a correlation could be established between the 

use of these structured interview questions ("Superintendent Interview Quesfions") 

(Table 4.46) and a superintendent's abilities to lead his/her district to exemplary stattis on 

the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

Because my research is divided into two distinct parts, additional sttidies can also 

be done regarding my "Replication Sttidy." The "Replication Sttidy" in my research 

needs additional statistical analysis to discover why many of the superintendent 

characteristics and career paths are not generalizable across the three populations 

analyzed ("Survey Respondents," Texas respondents, and national respondents). I make 

the assumption that additional statistical tests can be performed on the same numbers, 

providing more detailed analysis. I am not a quantitative researcher, and this would be a 

very good study for someone who is. 

Other studies might include using the same survey (Appendix G, "Superintendent 

Profile Survey of Spring, 2002 Exemplary School Districts) that I used in different states. 

There are a number of states that have high stakes testing, as does Texas, and it would be 

usefiil to see if information concerning my "Survey Respondents" and their counterparts 

are generalizable. I feel that such studies would have validity because so many of the 

personal characteristics and career paths of my "Survey Respondents" are not 

generalizable across the three populations in my study ("Survey Respondents," Texas 

respondents, and national respondents). 
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Additional survey research might include surveying principals of the 

superintendents whose districts reached exemplary status on the state's accountability 

system in order to gather informafion about the superintendents from a third party. Also, 

future researchers could survey school boards immediately after hiring a new 

superintendent to get their perspective on why they made the decision to hire a specific 

individual. This could determine if there is a discrepancy between school board members 

and the "Survey Respondents" as to the reasons for their hiring. 

Conclusions 

I feel that in answering research question number one 

• What "Superintendent Interview Questions" should be asked of superintendent 

candidates by school board members, and what should be the answers to these 

"Superintendent Interview Questions" to ensure the hiring of an instructional 

leader who will help lead the district to exemplary status on the Texas Education 

Agency's accountability system? 

school board members have a reliable, valid, and legal set of "Superintendent Interview 

Questions" that they can use in the superintendent/school board members structured 

interview. In order for school board members to successftiUy use these "Superintendent 

Interview Questions" they need to be trained in the structured-interview process 

(discussed in Chapter II). 

Also, the answer to research questions two and three 
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• (Can national and state studies regarding superintendent characteristics be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"? 

• Can national and state studies regarding superintendent career paths be 

generalized to "Survey Respondents"?) 

provides additional guidance to school board members in what to look for in a new 

superintendent. Personal characteristics were listed as the reason for 65% of "Survey 

Respondents" being selected for their current job, and the top three attributes that 

"Survey Respondents" recommend school board members seek in a new superintendent 

are integrity (42.4% of "Survey Respondents), people skills (36.4% of "Survey 

Respondents), and knowledge of school finance (35.6%). 

This leads me to conclude that school board members need to select a 

superintendent based on the candidate's answers to the "Superintendent Interview 

Questions" and his/her integrity, people skills, and knowledge of school finance. A 

person can have all of the knowledge in the world concerning curriculum and curriculum 

development, but if s/he does not have the ability to get people to follow their lead they 

will not succeed. Also, if s/he does not have the financial skills to keep a district solvent, 

there will not be enough money to operate the district, much less to allow the district to 

become exemplary on the Texas Education Agency's accountability system. 

School board members are charged with the task of hiring a superintendent when 

a vacancy occurs. My study can assist in this most important of duties. This sttidy is 

intended to help provide a reliable, valid, and legal basis for hiring a new superintendent 

and to assist in this process. It can only assist school board members, though; it can 
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never replace their judgments in the superintendent/school board members structured 

interview. 
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APPENDIX A 

BOARD LEGAL STATUS: POWERS AND DUTIES 
(BAA LEGAL) 

All powers and duties not specifically delegated by statute to Texas 
Education Agency or the State Board are reserved for the Board. The 
Board has the legal power to: 

Govern and oversee the management of the public schools of the District. 
Education Code 11.151(b) 

Adopt rules and bylaws. Education Code 11.151 (d) [See BF (LEGAL)] 
Adopt a policy to establish a District-and campus-level planning and decision 

making process. Education Code 11.251(b) [See BQ series] 
Levy and collect taxes and issue bonds. Educafion Code 45.001 [See 

(LEGAL) text at CCA, CCG] 
Employ and compensate a tax assessor or collector, as the Board considers 

appropriate. Education Code 45.231(a); Tax Code 6.22 [See BDAF 
(LEGAL)] 

Adopt and file a budget for the next succeeding fiscal year. Education Code 
44.004, 44.005 [See CE (LEGAL)] 

Have District fiscal accounts audited at District expense by a Texas certified 
or public accountant holding a permit from the Texas State Board of 
Public Accountancy following the close of each fiscal year. Education 
Code 44.008(a) [See CFC] 

Appraise the Superintendent annually using either the commissioner's 
recommended appraisal process or a process and criteria developed by the 
District. Education Code 21.354(c) [See BJCD (LEGAL)] 

Publish an annual report describing the District's educational performance 
including campus performance objectives and the progress of each campus 
toward those objectives. Education Code 39.053(a) [See BQ series, GB 
(LEGAL)] 

Receive bequests and donations or other monies or fiands coming legally into 
its hands in the name of the District. Education Code 11.151(a) [See CDC 
(LEGAL)] 

Select a depository for District funds. Education Code, Ch. 45, Subch. G 
[See BDAE (LEGAL)] 

Canvass election results as required by law. Election Code 67.003 [See BBB 
(LEGAL)] 

Acquire and hold real and personal property in the name of the District. 
Education Code 11.151(a); Local Gov't Code 271.004 [See CHG 
(LEGAL)] 

321 



Execute, perform, and make payments under contracts, which may include 
leases, leases with option(s) to purchase, or installment purchases, with 
any person for the use, acquisition, or purchases of any personal property, 
or the financing thereof The contracts shall be on terms and conditions 
that are deemed appropriate by the Board in accordance with state law. 
Local Gov't Code 271.005 

Exercise the right of eminent domain to acquire property. Education Code 
11.155 

Hold all rights and titles to the school property of the District, whether real or 
personal. Education Code 11.151 (c) 

Authorize the sale of any property, other than minerals, held in trust for free 
school purposes. Educafion Code 11.154(a) [See CDB (LEGAL)] 

Sell minerals in land belonging to the District. Education Code 11.153(a) 
[See CDB (LEGAL)] 

Employ, retain, contract with, or compensate a licensed real estate broker or 
salesperson for assistance in the acquisition or sale of real property. 
Education Code 11.154(c) 

Adopt a policy providing for the employment and duties of District personnel. 
Education Code 11.163 [See (LEGAL) text at BJ series, DC series, DEA] 

Solicit and consider recommendations from each campus-level and the 
District-level committee regarding the number and length of written 
reports that District employees are required to prepare. Education Code 
11.164 [See (LEGAL) text at BQA, BQB] 

Sue and be sued in the name of the District. Education Code 11.151 (a) 

BOARD MEMBERS: AUTHORITY (BBE LEGAL) 

Because the Board is a body corporate, members can perform no 
valid act except as a body at meetings properly convened and conducted. 
Toyah ISD v. Pecos-Barstow ISD, 466 S.W.2d 377 (Tex. Civ. App.-San 
Antonio, 1971, no writ); Buchele v. Woods, 528 S.W.2d 95 (Tex. Civ. 
App.-Tyler, 1975, no writ) 

Individual Trustees, in their official capacity as public officers 
entmsted with governing and overseeing the management of the District, 
have an inherent right of access to records maintained by the District, 
under Board policies for orderly access. Atty. Gen. Op. No. JM-119 
(1983); Education Code 11.151 [See FL] 
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RECRUITMENT AND APPOINTMENT (BJB LEGAL) 

The name of an applicant for Superintendent is excepted from 
disclosure under Chapter 552, Government Code. 

The Board must give public notice of the name or names of the 
finalists being considered for Superintendent at least 21 days before the 
date of the meeting at which a final action or vote is to be taken on the 
employment of the person. Gov't Code 552.126 
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APPENDIX B 

SUPERINTENDENT QUALIFICATIONS (LEGAL) 

QUALIFICATIONS (Legal)-The qualificafions for Superintendent must 
pennit a candidate for certification to substitute management training or 
experience for educational experience. Education Code 21.046 
DUTIES-The Superintendent shall be the educational leader and chief 
executive officer of the District. Education Code 11.201(a) 
The duties of the Superintendent include: 

1. Assuming administrative responsibility and leadership for the planning, 
operation, supervision, and evaluation of the education of programs, 
services, and facilities of the District and for the annual performance 
appraisal of the District's staff 

2. Assuming administrative authority and responsibility for the assignment 
and evaluation of all personnel of the District other than the 
Superintendent and making recommendations regarding the selection of 
such personnel, as provided by Education Code 11.163. 

3. Initiating the termination or suspension of an employee or the non-renewal 
of an employee's term contract. 

4. Managing the day-to-day operations of the District as its administrative 
manager. 

5. Preparing and submitting to the Board a proposed budget. 
6. Preparing recommendations for policies to be adopted by the Board and 

overseeing the implementation of adopted policies. 
7. Developing or causing to be developed appropriate administrative 

regulations to implement policies established by the Board. 
8. Providing leadership for the attainment of student performance in the 

District based on the state's academic excellence indicators and other 
indicators as may be adopted by the State Board of Education or the 
Board. 

9. Organizing the District's central administration. 
10. Performing any other duties assigned by action of the Board. Education 

Code 11.201(d) 
11. Regularly consulting the District-level committee in the planning, 

operation, supervision, and evaluation of the District educational program. 
Education Code 11.252(f) 

12. Reporting the District's maximum attendance to the commissioner no later 
than April 25 of each year, for the purpose of textbook requisitions. 
Education Code 31.103(a) (b) 

13. Upon receipt of notice from a law enforcement agency, notifying all 
instructional and support personnel who have responsibility for 
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supervising a student who has been arrested or taken into custody; 
notifying all instructional and support personnel who have regular contact 
with a student who has been convicted of, or adjudicated for, a felony 
offense. Code of Criminal Procedure, Article 15.27 

14. Upon receipt of notice from a law enforcement authority regarding a 
registered sex offender, releasing all information contained in the notice to 
appropriate school personnel, including peace officers and security 
personnel, principals, nurses, and counselors. Code of Criminal 
Procedure, Article 62.03(e), 62.04(f) 
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Part two 

APPENDIX C 

ADLER'S REFERENCE CHECK LIST FOR EMPLOYEES 

First determine the relationship to the candidate. Find out the tides of 
both the reference and the candidate, how long the working 
relationship lasted, and their most recent contact. 
Obtain the reference's current title, company, and the scope of the job 
compared with the job when the reference knew the candidate. 
Determine the reference's scope of responsibility. Just ask about the 
size of his or her organization and the number and types of people on 
the staff 
Determine what the company environment was like - pace, standards 
of performance, quality of the people, and the quality of the processes 
and systems. 
Ask the reference how he or she measured performance, (p. 161) 

is to ask questions about the candidate's qualifications: 
Please give me a summary of (candidate)'s strengths and weaknesses. 
Please provide examples of accomplishments to support major 
strengths and weaknesses. 
How did the weaknesses affect job performance? 
Can you give me some examples of where the candidate took the 
initiative? 
How would you rank this person as a manager? 
What was his/her biggest management accomplishment? 
How strong was this person in building/developing teams? 
How would you rank this person's overall technical competence in 
[job specific] area? Get specific examples. 
Is technical competence a real strength? Why? 
Team and interpersonal - Get examples of group projects. 
Determine timeliness - Get examples when the candidate was under 
pressure. 
How strong are his/her verbal and written communications? How 
were these measured? 
Find out ability to handle pressure, criticism. Get examples. 
How strong a decision-maker is this candidate? Can you give me 
some examples and how they were made? 
Can you give me an example of commitment? 
What single area could the candidate change to be more effective? 
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• Would you rehire the candidate? Why or why not? 
• How would you rank this person's character and personal values 

system? How did this affect performance? 
• How would you compare this candidate to others you know who are at 

the same level? Why is the candidate stronger (or weaker)? 

How would you rank overall perfonnance on a scale of zero to ten? What 
would it take to move up one point? (pp. 163-164) 
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APPENDIX D 

TELEPHONE SCRIPT 

Hello 

your district was an exemplary school district on TEA's 2002 accountability system. 

Were you superintendent of ISD 

in the spring of 2002? If the answer is no, thank you for your time. If the answer is yes, 

how many years were you in the district at that time? 

If the answer was ("That was my first year in the district," -thank you for your time) 

If the answer was "My second year or longer," would you be interested in participating in 

a study concerning superintendents of exemplary schools? If no-Thank you for your 

time. If yes-Explain (1) The research question; (2) The Delphi Method and the "Delphi 

Group Members'" commitment to the time to complete the Delphi (3) The need to remain 

anonymous; and (4) They would be receiving a fax from me asking them to sign and 

return signifying that they understand the scope of their responsibilities and that they 

agree to participate in the Delphi and remain anonymous.) I have your fax number as 

; is that correct? 
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APPENDIX E 

DELPHI ACCEPTANCE AND INTRODUCTION LETTER 

I would like to thank you for agreeing to participate in the research we discussed on the 

telephone. Let me summarize the research question and methods for you. "If your 

school board asked you to hire your replacement, what questions would you ask your 

prospective replacement (limiting your questions to those regarding the job description of 

the superintendent of schools)?" You are one often superintendents from exemplary 

school districts who have been chosen for this study. You were chosen as a "Delphi 

Group Member" because of your district's size, minority population, and low-

socioeconomic population. As a member of the Delphi you are going to need to respond 

to the questions you receive on each round of the Delphi (three to four rounds). There 

will need to be a time commitment on your part to respond to each round in a timely 

fashion (normally three to five days). You will always receive feedback from each 

round. I am requesting that you remain anonymous during the Delphi; this is part of a 

traditional Delphi study. Please respond to the following: I would prefer to receive 

Delphi information via 

fax 

email 

traditional mail 

I will be using Micro Soft Word, and, if you do not have a preference, email with Word 

attachments would be the quickest way for us to accomplish the Delphi. However, I want 
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you to receive your information in the form that is the best for you. At the end of the 

study I would like to include your name, district, mailing address, email, and work 

telephone number in my dissertation. Please provide the information that you would not 

mind being in my dissertation. 

Name 

District 

Mailing Address 

Email 

Work telephone number 

Also, please read the following and sign, date, and retum. I agree to be part of this 

Delphi study and to complete each of the rounds in the Delphi. I also agree to remain 

anonymous during the Delphi. 

Signed __^ 

Date -

FAX to: G. Steve Mills-Denver City ISD-806.592.5909 
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APPENDIX F 

EXEMPLARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS (TABLE F.I) 
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Table F.l Exemplary School Districts 

District 

State N= 149 N=50 
Galena Park 
Brazosport 
Alvin 
Angleton 
Columbia-Brazoria 
Sweeny 
Monahans-Wickett-Pvote 
Cuero 
Atlanta 
Denver City 
Marion 
Ft. Sam Houston 
Childress 
Sonora 
East Bemard 
Anson 
Skidmore-Tynan 
Schleicher 
Stafford 
Itasca 
Sundown 
Bronte 
Ricardo 
Plains 
Gmver 
Webb Cons. 
Petersburg 
Sudan 
Robert Lee 
D'Hanis 
San Isidro 
San Perlita 
Wellman-Union Cons. 
Sands 
Grady 

% 
Black 

14 
21 
10 
3 

16 
17 
16 
7 

13 
37 

2 
3 

37 
9 
0 

11 
2 
2 
1 
0 

19 
1 

15 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
6 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 

% 
Hispanic 

42 
63 
36 
37 
30 
18 
15 
48 
34 

2 
62 
29 
19 
29 
62 
26 
38 
63 
62 
44 
28 
48 
27 
74 
55 
48 
95 
68 
45 
30 
47 
96 
79 
37 
59 
34 

% 
Minority 

56 
84 
46 
40 
46 
35 
31 
55 
47 
39 
64 
32 
56 
38 
62 
37 
40 
65 
63 
44 
47 
49 
42 
74 
55 
48 
95 
69 
51 
30 
47 
96 
79 
38 
59 
34 

% 
Low SES 

50.4 
65.8 
43.2 
46.4 
39.9 
38.1 
31.0 
45.9 
50.6 
54.1 
44.3 
32.9 
34.8 
47.0 
43.6 
34.7 
61.3 
56.1 
52.6 
56.2 
57.8 
46.7 
63.1 
63.8 
59.7 
50.4 
63.4 
58.9 
52.7 
43.7 
46.2 
78.1 
86.6 
43.5 
59.2 
37.9 

# 
Students 

4,099,674 
19,336 
13,068 
11,560 
6,372 
3,126 
2,172 
2,041 
1,971 
1,909 
1,352 
1,343 
1,224 
1,192 

917 
859 
825 
663 
639 
635 
597 
553 
540 
536 
491 
401 
350 
348 
328 
295 
290 
270 
261 
216 
213 
211 
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Table F.l Cont. 

District 

Terrell Co. 
Southland 
Paint Rock 
Cotton Center 
Damon 
Walcott 
Adrian 
Kendleton 
Lohn 
Star 
Kenedy Co. Wide 
Westhoff 
Three Way 
Ramirez 
Divide 

% 
Black 

0 
0 

0 
2 
1 
1 
2 

51 
0 

12 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

% 
Hispanic 

60 
52 
34 
49 
31 
47 
29 
46 
35 
38 
72 
44 
33 
91 
40 

0/ 
/o 
Minority 

60 
54 
34 
51 
32 
48 
31 
97 
35 
50 
72 
45 
33 
91 
40 

% 
Low SES 

58.7 
66.7 
55.3 
68.9 
54.5 
57.3 
65.0 
95.7 
70.4 
91.3 
69.2 
70.4 
67.3 
79.4 
55.0 

# 
Students 

201 
186 
170 
167 
154 
150 
120 
117 
108 
103 
78 
71 
49 
34 
20 
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APPENDIX G 

SUPERINTENDENT PROFILE SURVEY 

Original Fax Retum Fax 

To: (Superintendent's name) To: G. Steve Mills 
Distiict: District: Denver City ISD 
Fax: Fax: 806.592.5909 

Pages: Six (6), including this one. 

This is a confidential message, intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed. If 
you receive this message in error, please forward it to the correct person, or fax it back to 
me. Thank you. 

Dear (Superintendent's name), 

Congratulations to you and your district for being an Exemplary School district. 

The Spring, 2002, TAAS tesfing in the State of Texas resulted in 149 School districts 
receiving Exemplary Status on the Texas Education Agency's accreditation system. I am 
requesting that you please take a few minutes and fill out this survey and fax it back to 
me. As part of my doctoral dissertation process, I m collecting profile information on all 
superintendents whose districts received Exemplary status in Spring, 2002. All 
information will be handled in a confidential marmer. No information will be reported 
using your name or in connection with your specific school district. 

Informed Consent Form 

I give my consent for my participation in the research project: "Superintendent Profile 

Survey of Spring, 2002, Exemplary School Districts." 

I understand that the person responsible for this research project is G. Steve Mills, 
Doctoral Student, College of Education, Texas Tech University, available at (806) 592-
5990 ext. 5901. 

1. Your participation will involve responding to a set of survey questions; 
2. There are no anticipated adverse risks from your participation; 
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3. There are no anticipated benefits from your participation; 
4. Your participation is voluntary; 
5. You may tenninate your participate at any time; and 
6. You will not be paid for your participation. 

The risks are explained to you as following: there are no anticipated risks with 
participation in this study. It is ftirther being explained to you that the total durafion of 
your participation will not exceed thirty (30) minutes; and that all data associated with 
this study will remain in strictest confidence. 

Signature of participant date 

Signature of project director date 

Please Retum This Consent Form With The Survey Via Fax 

Sincerely, 

G. Steve Mills 
Superintendent of Schools 
Denver City ISD 

Note: (I) Parentheses indicate characterisfic and career path face validity denotations. 
(2) Bulleted responses show the changes made to certain questions after each field 
test. 

Please indicate with an X that you have read the confidentiality statement on the fax 
cover sheet. [ ] 

1. (District Characteristic)-Grades taught in district [ ] PK - 12 
Other 

2. (District Characteristic)-Number of students in district 

3. (District Characteristic)-Education service center (ESC) number 

4. (District Characteristic)-How many years has your district been exemplary? 
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5. (District Characteristic)-Your district is: 
[ ] Rural 
[ ] Urban 
[ ] Suburban 

6. (District Characteristic)-Your district is a: 
[ ] Chapter 41 Distiict 
[ ] Chapter 42 Distiict 

7. (District Characteristic)-Number of superintendents employed by your school district 
in past 10 years: 

8. (District Characteristic)-What group/individual managed the search process for your 
current superintendency? 
[ ] local school board 
[ ] local school board with the assistance of a consultant 

Who was the consultant? 

9. (District Characteristic)-During your current tenure, have board members been elected 
who "had an agenda" for being elected to the board? 
[]yes 
[ ]no 

10. (District Characteristic)-During your current tenure, have organized groups emerged 
to pressure the board? 
[ ]no 
[]yes 

If yes, what areas do the pressure groups come from? 
[ ] community 
[ ] political 
[ ] religious 
[ ] private sector 
[ ] tax groups 
[ ] other 

• During your current tenure, have organized groups emerged to pressure the 
board? 

[ ]no 
[]yes 

If yes, what areas do the pressure groups come from? (mark all that apply) 
[ ] community 
[ ] political 
[ ] religious 
[ ] private sector 
[ ] tax groups 
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[ ] other 
11. (District Characteristic)-How would you characterize your current school board? 
[ ] dominated by elite 
[ ] represents distinct factions 
[ ] aligned with community interests 
[ ] not active 

• How would you characterize your current school board? 
[ ] dominated by elite 
[ ] represents distinct factions 
[ ] aligned with community interests 
[ ] not active 
[ ] other, 

12. (District Characteristic)-What opinion do you have on your current school board's 
general abilities and preparation? 
[ ] very well qualified 
[ ] qualified 
[ ] not qualified 
[ ] incompetent 
[ ] other, 

13. (District Characteristic)-How often does your school board accept your policy 
recommendations? 
[ ] 9 0 - 1 0 0 % 
[ ] 80 - 89% 
[ ] 70 - 79% 
[ ] 60 - 69% 
[ ] 50 - 59% 
[ ] less than 50% 

14. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Age 

15. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Gender: 
[ ] male 
[ ] female 

16. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Are you married? 
[]yes 
[ ]no 

17. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Number of children 
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18. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Is your spouse in education? 
[]yes 
[ ]no 

• Is your spouse employed in your school district? 
[ ]no 
[]yes 

If yes, 
[ ] professional employee 
[ ] paraprofessional employee 

19. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-If you attend religious services, how many 
services per week? 

Denomination 
• If you attend church, how often? (number of services per week, month. 

year) 
Denomination 

• If you attend church, how often? 
week-month-year) 
Denomination 

number of services per (circle one: 

20. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Your Ethnicity 
[ ] African American 
[ ] Hispanic 
[ ] Native American 
[ ] Caucasian 
[ ] Other 

21. (Superintendent Personal Characterisfic)-Please list hobbies 

22. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Which do you consider yourself? 
[ ] conservative 
[ ] liberal 
• Which do you consider yourself? 

[ ] conservative 
[ ] liberal 
[]independent 
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23. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic)-Indicate the type of community in which 
you spent the majority of your childhood: 

[ ] mral 
[ ] urban 
[ ] suburban 

24. (Superintendent Career Path)-Is there anything you would have done differently in 
your career path to the superintendency? 

25. (Superintendent Career Path)-Please list in chronological order all the professional 
positions in education you have held and the number of years for each: (example: 
elementary teacher-6 years, junior high school science-2 years-assistant high school 
principal-2 years, high school principal-7 years) 

Position Number 
of 
Years 

26. (Superintendent Career Path)-Career path to the Superintendency: 
[ ] teacher, assistant principal, principal and central office 
[ ] teacher and central office 
[ ] teacher and principal 
[ ] central office only 
[ ] principal only 
[ ] teacher only 
[ ] other 

27. (Superintendent Career Path)-What was your reason for leaving your previous 
position/assignment? 

[ ] to become a superintendent for the first time 
[ ] moved up in same district to become superintendent 
[ ] move to larger district 
[ ] move for higher salary 
[ ] job dissatisfaction 
[ ] board conflict 
[ ] non-renewed 
[ ] other 
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28. (Superintendent Career Path)-Did you attend a junior college? 
[]yes 
[ ]no 

• Did you attend a junior college (at least one semester as a full time student)? 
[]yes 
[ ]no 

29. (Superintendent Career Path)-What was the main reason you chose to work in your 
present community? 

[ ] liked the area 
[ ] family ties in the area 
[ ] position was more important than community 
[ ] salary 
• What was the main reason you chose to work in your present community? 

[ ] liked the area 
[ ] family ties in the area 
[ ] position was more important than community 
[ ] salary 
[ ] other, explain 

30. (Superintendent Career Path)-Type of extracurricular activities supervised as a 
teacher? 

[ ] coaching athletics 
[ ] choral music 
[ ] band 
[ ] club sponsor 
[ ] class sponsor 
[ ] newspaper/annual 
[ ] none 
[ ] other 

31. (Superintendent Career Path)-Have you been in the United States Military? 
[ ]no 
[]yes 

If yes, branch-

32. (Superintendent Career Path)-Please estimate-How many years do you plan to 
continue as a school superintendent prior to retiring? 

33. (Superintendent Career Path)-Number of superintendent posifions you have held in 
the past 10 years? 
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34. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-Highest Degree Completed: 
[ ] masters 
[ ] doctorate 

From what university/college did you receive your highest degree? 

From what university/college did you receive your superintendent certification? 

35. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-Did you receive any 
scholarships to attend college? 

[ ]no 
[]yes 

[ ] athletic 
[ ] academic 
[ ] music 
[ ] other, explain 

36. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-How many years have you 
been in education? _ ^ 

37. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-How many years were you a 
classroom teacher? 

38. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-Number of superintendent 
positions you have held, including current position? 

39. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-How many years have you 
been a superintendent? ^ 

40. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-How many years have you 
been in your current position? ^ 

41. (Superintendent Personal Characteristic & Career Path)-How do you feel about your 
current salary? 

[ ] very satisfied 
[ ] satisfied 
[ ] neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
[ ] dissatisfied 
[ ] very dissatisfied 
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42. (Superintendent Personal & Professional Characterisfic)-Why do you think you were 
selected for your current position? 

[ ] personal characteristics 
[ ] change agent 
[ ] maintain status quo 
[ ] instmctional leader 
[ ] no particular reason 
[ ] not sure 
• Why do you think you were selected for your current position? 

] personal characteristics 
] change agent 
] maintain status quo 
] instmctional leader 
] no particular reason 
] not sure 
] other, 

43. (Superintendent Personal & Professional Characteristic)-Please list the names of 
organizations in which you are a member, both professional and other 

44. (Superintendent Professional Characteristic)-Prediction for future superintendent 
tumover in Texas: 

[ ] increasing tumover 
[ ] decreasing tumover 
[ ] about the same 
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45. (Superintendent Professional Characteristic)-If you were going to advise a school 
board in what to look for in their next superintendent, what would you recommend? 

Please retum completed survey to: 

G. Steve Mills 
Superintendent of Schools 
Denver City ISD 

Fax: 806.592.5909 

Table G.l Question Source 

Question Source 
Glass et al. (2000) 
Glass et al. (2000) Modified 
Largent (2001) & Zemlicka (2001) 
Largent (2001) & Zemlicka (2001) modified 
Researcher (2003) 
Researcher (2003) modified 

Question Number 
8,12, 13,15,26 
2, 10, 11, 14,20,23,34 
5, 7, 9, 24, 25, 27, 30, 33, 36, 37, 38, 40, 44 
29,42 
1, 3,4, 6, 16, 17,21, 31, 32, 35, 39,41,43,45 
18, 19,22,28 
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APPENDIX H 

LETTERS (EMAILS) OF PERMISSION 
TO USE RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Dr. Tom Glass responded: 
March 26, 2003 

Tom Glass wrote: Yes go ahead and use the AASA questions. You should go 
to the library and get the 10 year studies for 1970, 1980, 1990. These 
will give you additional comparison data. 

G. Steve Mills 
Email: stemil(^denyer-city.k 12 .tx.us 

Tom Glass 
Email: tglass@memphis.edu 

Dear Dr. Glass, 

I am working on my dissertation at Texas Tech University in Educational Leadership. I 
am working on a Delphi Study regarding questions that school board members should ask 
prospective superintendents in the interview. Along with the Delphi I am going to do a 
"Replication Study" of Jim Largent's and Brian Zemlicka's work on characteristics and 
career paths of superintendents in the state of Texas. I am very interested to see if your 
work at AASA and their work in Texas is generalalizable to superintendents of 
exemplary schools in Texas. My hypothesis [assumption] is that there will not be a 
significant difference in the findings of the studies, but it would certainly be interesting if 
there were. 

Largent and Zemlicka received permission from you to include questions from the AASA 
study in their works. I would also like to request permission to use some of your survey 
questions in my study. 

Thank you in advance for your time. 

Sincerely, 
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Dr. Jim Largent responded: 
March 22, 2003 

Jim Largent wrote: You are welcome to use any of the information from my stiady, 
including the questions... for a small fee. No, seriously, help yourself to any of my work. 
If you save my email address I would be interested to see what your findings revealed. 
Best of luck to you as you complete this endeavor. 

Jim 

G. Steve Mills 
Email: stemil(gdenyer-city.kl 2.tx.us 

Jim Largent 
Email: jlargent(^msk.esc7.net 

Dear Dr. Largent, 

I am working on my dissertation at Texas Tech University in Educational Leadership. I 
am working on a Delphi Study regarding questions that school board members should ask 
prospective superintendents in the interview. Along with the Delphi I am going to do a 
"Replication Study" of yours and Brian Zemlicka's work on characteristics and career 
paths of superintendents in the state of Texas. I am very interested to see if your work in 
Texas and Tom Glass's work at AASA is generalalizable to superintendents of exemplary 
schools in Texas. My hypothesis [assumption] is that there will not be a significant 
difference in the findings of the studies, but it would certainly be interesting if there were. 

I would also like to request permission to use some of your survey questions in my study. 
I have made the same request of Tom Glass regarding the questions used from the AASA 
study and Brian Zemlicka regarding his questions on the Texas study. 

Thank you in advance for your time. 

Sincerely, 
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Dr. Brian Zemlicka responded: 
March 20, 2003 

Brian Zemlicka wrote: I am very excited you have read my dissertation and wish to use 
some survey questions. Jim Largent and myself [sic] worked very closely on 
superintendent characteristics and career paths. We thought it was great sttaff and 
interesting for school administrators. We were also aware of the ftittare superintendent 
shortage and hoped to recmit some future applicants. You have my permission to use 
survey questions from my dissertation. Good Luck and keep me posted. 

BZ 

G. Steve Mills 
Email: stemil(^denver-city.k 12.tx.us 
March 20, 2003 

Brian Zemlicka 
Email: bzemlicka(^winis.kI2.tx.us 

Dear Dr. Zemlicka, 

I am working on my dissertation at Texas Tech University in Educational Leadership. I 
am working on a Delphi Study regarding questions that school board members should ask 
prospective superintendents in the interview. Along with the Delphi I am going to do a 
"Replication Study" of yours and Jim Largent's work on characteristics and career paths 
of superintendents in the state of Texas. I am very interested to see if your work in Texas 
and Tom Glass's work at AASA is generalalizable to superintendents of exemplary 
schools in Texas. My hypothesis [assumption] is that there will not be a significant 
difference in the findings of the studies, but it would certainly be interesting if there were. 

I would also like to request permission to use some of your survey questions in my study. 
I have made the same request of Tom Glass regarding the questions used from the AASA 
study and Jim Largent regarding his questions on the Texas study. 

Thank you in advance for your time. 

Sincerely, 
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APPENDIX I 

FIELD TEST, SATURDAY, APRIL 4, 2003 FACE 

VALIDITY COMPARISONS (TABLE I.I) 
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Table 1.1 Field Test, Saturday, April 4, 2003 Face Validity Comparisons 

Survey Question 
Number 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 

NA 

1 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 
1 

District 
Characteristic 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
6 

4 

6 
6 

6 
5 
1 

1 
5 

Supt. Personal 
Characteristic 

3 
6 
7 
4 
1 
4 
5 

1 
2 

2 
7 

1 
5 
1 
1 
1 
6 
5 

7 
1 

2 
7 
7 

Supt. Professional 
Characteristic 

1 
2 
1 

3 
1 

1 
3 
2 
1 

2 

1 

1 

1 
4 
3 

6 
2 
4 

Supt. 
Career Path 

3 

3 
4 
2 
1 
2 
4 
5 
7 
3 

1 

3 

1 

3 
3 

1 
4 
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Table I.l Cont. 

Survey Question 
Number 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

NA 

1 
1 
1 

1 

District 
Characteristic 

2 

Supt. Personal 
Characteristic 
4 
5 
6 
4 

1 
1 
2 

Supt. Professional 
Characteristic 

1 

3 
5 
3 
1 
3 

Supt. 
Career Path 
2 

1 
3 
5 
2 
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APPENDIX J 

FIELD TEST, SATURDAY, APRIL 12, 2003 FACE 

VALIDITY COMPARISONS (TABLE J.l) 
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Table 11 Field Test, Saturday, April 12, 2003 Face Validity Comparisons 

Survey Question 
Number 

1 
-> 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 

NA District 
Characteristic 

12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
11 

12 

12 
12 

11 
12 

12 

9 

Supt. Personal 
Characteristic 

12 
12 
1 

12 

12 
1 

12 

1 
12 
12 
12 

Supt. 
Professional 
Characteristic 

12 
12 
1 

12 

12 

12 

12 
12 

12 
12 

12 

12 

Supt. Career Path 

1 
12 

11 
12 
12 
11 

12 
12 
12 

12 

12 
12 

3 

351 



Table J.l Cont. 

Survey Question 
Number 

38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

NA District 
Characteristic 

Supt. Personal 
Characteristic 

12 
12 
12 

Supt. 
Professional 
Characteristic 

12 
12 

12 

Supt. Career Path 

12 

12 
12 
12 
12 
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APPENDIX K 

FIRST FIELD TEST POPULATION DEMOGRAPHIC 

BREAKDOWN APRIL 4, 2003 (TABLE K.l) 

Table K.l First Field Test Population Demographic Breakdown April 4, 2003 

N = 
Gender 
• Male 
• Female 
Occupation 
• Teacher(s) 
• Administrator(s) 
• University Research Assistant 
Educational Program 
• Master's 
• Doctorate 
Ethnicity 
• Hispanic 
• Caucasian 
Age Range 
Public School Experience 

7 

1 
6 

4 
2 
1 

3 
4 

4 
3 

26-58 
0-33 years 
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Table L.l 

APPENDIX L 

SECOND FIELD TEST POPULATION DEMOGRAPHIC 

BREAKDOWN APRIL 12, 2003 (TABLE L.l) 

Second Field Test Population Demographic Breakdown April 12, 2003 

N = 
Gender 
• Male 
• Female 
Occupation 
• Teacher(s) 
• Administrator(s) 
• Student Teacher Supervisor 
• Counselor 
• Public School Coordinator 
• Student 
• No Response 
Educational Program 
• Master's 
• Doctorate 
Ethnicity 
• Hispanic 
• Caucasian 
• Other 
• No Response 
Age Range 
Public School Experience 

12 

5 
7 

5 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

10 
2 

2 
8 
1 
1 

23-57 
0-33 years 
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APPENDIX M 

DELPHI GROUP MEMBERS 

Carol Bertholf, Superintendent of Schools 
Columbia-Brazoria ISD 
P.O. Box 158 
520 South 6̂ ^ Street 
West Columbia, TX 77486 
Email: cbertholf@columbia-brozoria.isd.tenet.edu 
Work telephone: 979.345.5147 ext. 1107 

J. D. Cox, Superintendent of Schools 
Arianta ISD 
315 Buckner Sfreet 
Atlanta, TX 75551 
Email: jdcox(S)atlanta.esc8.net 
Work telephone: 903.796.4194 ext. 12 

Dennis W. Dreyer, Superintendent of Schools 
Marion ISD 
P.O. Box 189 
Marion, TX 78124 
Email: ddreyer(a),marion.txed.net 
Work telephone: 830.914.2803 ext. 105 

Dr John Hall, Superintendent of Schools 
Cuero ISD 
405 Park Heights 
Cuero, TX 
Email: jhall(a),cueroisd.org 
Work telephone: 361.275.3832 

Randy Miksch, Superintendent of Schools 
Sweeny ISD 
1310 North Elm Street 
Sweeny, TX 77480 
Email: rmiksch(a),mail.sweenv.isd.esc4.net 
Work telephone: 979.491.8000 
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Dr. Shiriey Neeley, Commissioner of Education 
Texas Education Agency 
1701 North Congress Avenue 
Austin, TX 78701 
Email: sneeley(^tea.state.tx.us 
Work telephone: 512.463.8985 

Rudy Okruhlik, Superintendent of Schools 
Brazosport ISD 
P.O. Drawer Z 
Freeport, TX 77542 
Email: rokruhlik(a)brazosportisd.net 
Work telephone: 979.730.7000 ext. 10159 

Dr. Greg Smith, Superintendent of Schools 
Alvin ISD 
301 East House Street 
Alvin, TX 77511 
Email: gsmith(a)alvin.isd.tenet.edu 
Work telephone: 281.388.1130 

Dr. J. Herman Smith, Retired Superintendent of Schools 
Angleton ISD 
228 Chinkapin Lane 
Brookeland,TX 75931 
Email: ihsgolf(a),direcway.com 
Work telephone: 409.698.3228 

Clifton L. Stephens, Superintendent of Schools 
Borger ISD 
200 East Ninth 
Borger, TX 79007 
Email: Clifton.stephens(%borgerisd.net 
Work telephone: 806.273.6481 
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APPENDIX N 

AUTHORS 

Anderson, Neil-is Lecttirer in Organizational Psychology at the University of 
Nottingham. Following careers in finance and human resource management in 
industry, he moved back into research into recruitment and selection. He has 
published several articles in the area of selection interviewing and is editor of the 
International Journal of Selection and Assessment also published by Blackwell 
(Anderson & Shackleton, 1993, back cover). 

Arvey, Richard-is a professor of industrial relations at the University of Minnesota and 
president of Richard D. Arvey and Associates, Inc., located in Minneapolis, 
Minnesota. He has been active as an industrial/organizational psychologist for 
over 15 years and has published nearly 100 articles and reports. He now serves 
on the editorial board of two national professional journals and is a fellow of the 
Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology of the American 
Psychological Association (Arvey & Faley, 1988, back cover). 

Babbie, Earl-did his undergraduate work at Harvard University and received his Ph.D. 
from the University of California at Berkeley. He has been teaching research 
methods for twenty years and is currently Professor of Sociology and Chair of the 
Social Sciences division at Chapman College. He is active in the American 
Sociological Association and is a long-time member of the American Association 
for Public Opinion Research. As well as Survey Research Methods, he is author 
of three other research methods texts from Wadsworth: Social Research for 
Consumers, Observing Ourselves: Essays in Social Research, and The Practice of 
Social Research, Fifth Edition, the leading social science research methods text 
since 1975 (Babbie, 1990, back cover). 

Benton, Joshua-Staff writer of The Dallas Morning News (Benton, 2000, p. 1). 
Berg, Bruce L.-Califomia State University, Long Beach (Berg, 2001, cover page). 
Bossidy, Larry-was chairman and CEO of AUiedSignal from 1991 to 1999. Prior to 

joining AUiedSignal, he was vice chairman of General Electric and COO of GE 
Capital (Bossidy, 2001, p. 48). 

Bouchard, Thomas J., Jr.-University of California, Santa Barbara (Bouchard, 1969, p. 1). 
Bourque, Linda B., Ph. D.-is a professor in the Department of Community Health 

Sciences in the School of Public Health at the University of California at Los 
Angeles, where she teaches courses in research design and survey methodology. 
Her research is in the areas of ophthalmic clinical trials and intentional and 
unintentional injury. She is author or coauthor of 50 scientific articles and the 
books Defining Rape and Processing Data: The Survey Example (with Virginia 
Clark) (Bourque & Fielder, 1995, p. 223). 
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Bright, James R.-Professor, Graduate School of Business Administration, Harvard 
University (Bright, J. R., 1968, cover page). 

Buckley, M. Ronald-Price College of Business, University of Oklahoma, Norman, 
Oklahoma (Miceli et al., 2001, p. 15). 

Bumett, Jennifer. R.-Department of Management, University of Florida (Motowidlo & 
Bumett, 1995, p. 239). 

Butler, Charies-College of Education, University of Oklahoma, Norman, OK 73019 
(405) 325-4202 (Chance, et al., 1992, p. 470). 

Campion, Michael A.-is presenfiy involved in research on selection, validation, EEO and 
affirmative action. He holds a masters degree in Industrial/Organizational 
Psychology from the University of Akron, Ohio. Human Resource Analyst, 
Weyerhaeuser Company, Plymouth, North Carolina (Pursell et al., 1980, p. 907). 

Capps, James L.-Assistant Superintendent, Putnam City Schools, Oklahoma City, 
Oklahoma (Chance & Capps, 1992, cover page). 

Camth, Donald L.-is a principal at Human Resource Management Systems in Rockwall, 
Texas (Camth & Handlogten, 1997, back cover). 

Cetron, Marvin J.-Mr. Cetron is the head of the Technological Forecasting and Appraisal 
Group, Exploratory Development Division, in the Headquarters of the U.S. Naval 
Material Command and has been engaged in various technological planning roles 
in laboratories. Navy Headquarters and in the Department of Defense for more 
than fifteen years. He has published extensively in the fields of operations 
research, R&D planning and resource allocation, as well as technological 
forecasting (Cetron & Manahan, 1968, p. 144). 

Chambers, Harry E.-president of the Atlanta-based training and consulting group. Trinity 
Solutions, Inc., is an internationally known performance improvement specialist 
who works with organizations committed to improving the productivity of their 
managers and staff. Mr. Chambers specializes in leadership development, 
diagnosing and correcting performance problems, increasing communication 
effectiveness, and dealing with people who demonstrate poor attitudes and 
negativity. With a reputation for providing content-rich programs that focus on 
delivering real-world strategies and techniques, he has earned a client list that 
includes United Technologies, the Marriott Corporation, Inc. Magazine, the 
Make-a-Wish Foundation, and the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers. He, his wife, Christine, and son, Patrick, live in the Atlanta suburb of 
Peachtree City and in a cabin in the north Georgia mountains. For more 
information, please contact Harry E. Chambers and Trinity Solutions, Inc., at 
1.800.368.1202. E-mail: trinitysol(^aol.com. Web: www.trinitysol.com. 
(Chambers, 2001, p. 325). 

Chance, Edward W.-Department of Educational Leadership and Policy Sttidies, College 
of Education, University of Oklahoma, Norman, Oklahoma 73019 (Chance & 
Capps, 1992, cover page). (405) 325-4202 (Chance, et al., 1992, p. 470). 

Chao, Georgia T.-Pennsylvania State University (Reilly & Chao, 1982). 
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Cole, Rendell-Sulphur Public Schools, 1021 W. 9th Street, Sulphur, OK 73086, (405) 
622-3174 (Chance, et al., 1992, p. 470). 

Creswell, John W.-is a Professor of Educational Psychology at Teachers College, 
University of Nebraska, Lincoln. He specializes in qualitative and quantitative 
research designs and methods, as well as faculty and academic leadership issues 
in colleges and universities. He has authored four books - two on faculty 
research performance and two on the academic leadership of department 
chairpersons. Widely published in national journals, he has served on numerous 
editorial boards for educational journals and currently holds the position of 
Associate Editor for The Review of Higher Education. He lives in Lincoln, 
Nebraska, with his wife and two teenage children (Creswell, 1994, p. 228). 

Cronshaw, Steven F.-Department of Psychology, University of Guelph, Guelph, Ontario, 
Canada (Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988, p. 275). Professor Cronshaw's research 
interests and publication are in the areas of human rights legislation and 
employment testing, selection utility, job evaluation, and leadership (Eder & 
Ferris, 1989, p. 355). 

Dagenais, Fred-Department of Medicine, University of Califomia, 50 Kirkham Street, 
San Francisco, Califomia, 94143 (Dagenais, 1978, p. 308). 

Dalkey, Norman-The RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, Califomia (Dalkey & Helmer, 
1963, p. 458). Is Senior Mathematician at The Rand Corporation. He has done 
work in computer simulation, decision theory, and experimental evaluation of 
group judgment (Delphi). He has published numerous papers on these subjects 
and his chapter in various compendia on Long Range Forecasting, use of 
computers in the social science, systems research, and others (Dalkey et al., 1972, 
back cover). 

Delbecq, Andre-Professor of Management, Graduate School of Business, University of 
Wisconsin, Madison. Dr. Delbecq is primarily interested in group processes and 
in organization change (Huber & Delbecq, 1972, p. 161). 

Eisner, Elliot W.-is Professor of Education and Art at Stanford University. His major 
interests focus upon the educational uses of the arts in their own right and in the 
study of educational practice. (Eisner & Peshkin, 1990, p. 371). 

English, Fenwick W.-is professor of education in the Department of educational 
leadership and Policy Studies in the College of Education at Iowa State 
University, Ames, Iowa. He has been a professor at Lehigh University, the 
University of Cincinnati, and the University of Kentucky. He has served as a 
major platform speaker for many national education associations, and has 
presented symposium papers at the University Council for Educational 
Administration (UCEA) and Division A of the American Education Research 
Association (AERA). His practitioner experience includes a middle school 
principalship; assistant superintendent in Sarasota, Florida; and a superintendency 
in New York. He is the author/coauthor of twenty books. He eamed his B.S. and 
M.S. from the University of Southern Califomia and his Ph.D. from Arizona State 
University (English & Steffy, 2001, p. 157). 
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Faley, Robert-is an associate professor at the Graduate School of Management at Kent 
State University. He received his B.A. from Fairfield University and his M.A. 
form the Graduate Faculty of the New School for Social Research. He received 
his Ph.D. in industrial/organizafional psychology form the University of 
Tennessee at Knoxville. He is a member of the Academy of Management, the 
American Psychological Association, and the Association of Human Resources 
Management and Organizational Behavior. He is the author of several articles 
(Arvey & Faley, 1988, back cover). 

Fielder, E. P., Dr. Ph-has more than 30 years' experience in survey research. Since her 
beginnings in market research, she has had working experience in all phases of 
survey methods and has conducted hundreds of surveys, both commercial and 
academic. For the past 23 years, she has been with the Institute for Social Science 
Research at the University of Califomia at Low Angeles, where she is Director of 
the Survey Research Center, and has taught survey research methods at UCLA 
and at the University of Southem Califomia. She has consulted on studies for 
numerous organizations and community service agencies and has a strong 
background in cross-cultural research (Bourque & Fielder, 1995, p. 223). 

Fink, A., Ph. D.-is Professor of Medicine and Public Health at the University of 
Califomia, Los Angeles. She is on the Policy Advisory Board of UCLA's Robert 
Wood Johnson Clinical Scholars Program, a health research scientist at the 
Veterans Administration Medical Center in Sepulveda, Califomia, and president 
of Arlene Fink Associates. She has conducted evaluations throughout the United 
States and abroad and has trained thousands of health professionals, social 
scientist, and educators in program evaluation. Her published works include 
nearly 100 monographs and articles on evaluation methods and research. She is 
coauthor of How to Conduct Surveys and author of Evaluation Fundamentals: 
Guiding Health Programs, Research, and Policy and Evaluation for Education 
and Psychology (Fink, 1995, Vol. I, p. 129). 

Forzano, Lori-Ann B.-is an Associate Professor of Psychology at the State University of 
New York College at Brockport, where she has taught since 1992. She eamed a 
Ph.D. in experimental psychology form the State University of New York at 
Stony Brook in 1992, where she also receiver her B.S. in psychology. Dr. 
Forzano's research interests are in the area of conditioning and learning. 
Specifically, she studies self-control and impulsiveness in adults and young 
children. Her research has been published in the Journal of the Experimental 
Analysis of Behavior and Learning and Motivation and is regularly presented at 
the annual conference of the Association for Behavior Analysis (Gravetter & 
Forzano, 2003, p. vii). 

Fowler, Floyd J., Jr.-received a Ph. D. in social psychology from the University of 
Michigan in 1966. Since then he has been principal invesfigator for major survey 
studies of local populafion trends, attitudes toward local government and services, 
gambling, law enforcement, racial tensions, fear of crime, Jewish identification, 
and the needs of the elderiy. His recent work has focused on measuring how 
medical treatment affects quality of life. He also has been engaged in primary 
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methodological studies of how to reduce interviewer-related error and how to 
evaluate survey questions. He taught survey research methods at the Harvard 
School of Public Health and elsewhere. For 14 years he was Director of the 
Center for Survey Research at the University of Massachusetts at Boston, Where 
he currently serves as a Senior Research Fellow (Fowler, 1993, p. 156). 

Fowles, Jib-is Chairman of the Studies of the Futtire Program at the University of 
Houston at Clear Lake City (Hill & Fowles, 1975, p. 179). 

Fox, Christopher J.-Doctoral Sttident, University of Massachusetts (Zane et al., 1982, p. 

Fullan, Michael-is the Dean of the Ontario Insfittite for Sttidies in Education Of the 
University of Toronto. He is recognized as an intemational authority on 
educational reform. His ideas for managing change are used in countries around 
the worid and his books have been published in many languages. His What's 
Worth Fighting For trilogy (with Andy Hargreaves) and Change Forces trilogy 
are widely acclaimed (Fullan, 2001, p. 297). 

Gaylord, Sarah R.-is past president of the Eastem North Carolina Chapter of ASTD, has 
consulted and published in the field of training and development, and holds a 
masters in Education from East Carolina University. Personnel Development 
Manager, Weyerhaeuser Company, Plymouth, North Carolina (Pursell et al., 
1980, p. 907). 

Glesne, Corrine-is Associate Professor of Educafion at the University of Vermont, where 
she teaches courses in research and educational foundations. She has published in 
The International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, Qualitative 
Inquiry, Writing Educational Biography, and The Handbook of Qualitative 
Research in Education, among others (Glesne, 1999, back cover). 

Glosson, Linda Ruth Cox-Ph.D. Texas Tech University, December, 1979 (Glosson, 
1979, cover page). 

Gordon, T. J.,-is Director of Space stations and Planetary Systems for the Douglas 
Aircraft Company. Together with Dr. Olaf Helmer, of The Rand Corporation, he 
is an author of the Delphi technique. He has also designed the game "Future," for 
Kaiser Aluminum Company, which permits players to estimate likely future 
events which are interlinked with each other, and to influence the future through 
investment policies (Bright, 1968, p. 134). 

Gravetter, Frederick J.-is a Professor of Psychology at the State University of New York 
College at Brockport. Dr. Gravetter has taught at Brockport since the early 
1970's, specializing in statistics, experimental design, and cognitive psychology. 
He received his bachelor's degree in mathemafics from M.I.T. and his Ph.D. in 
psychology from Duke University. In addition to publishing several research 
articles, Dr. Gravetter has co-authored Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences and 

Essentials of Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences (Gravetter & Forzano, 2003, p. 
vii). 

Handen, Benjamin L.-Doctoral Student, University of Massachusetts (Zane et al., 1982, 
p. 21). 
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Handlogten, Gail D.-is a principal at Human Resource Management Systems in 
Rockwall, Texas (Camth & Handlogten, 1997, back cover). 

Harvey, Michael-School of Business Administration, University of Mississippi, 
University, Mississippi (Miceli et al., 2001, p. 15). 

Hasson, Felicity-Ba MSc, Research Associate, Center for Nursing Research, University 
of Ulster (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 10). 

Helmer, Olaf-The RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, Califomia (Dalkey & Helmer, 
1963, p. 458). 

Herman, Susan J., Ph.D.,-has spent more than 20 years as a business owner, has hired 
more than 1,500 employees, and has interviewed approximately five times that 
many. In her 10 years as a management consultant and trainer, she worked with 
managers in the public as well as private sector to help them manage the selection 
process. As a Professor of Human Resource Management at the Keene State 
College of the University of New Hampshire System for five years, and as a 
Visiting Professor in the School of Commerce at the University of Brifish 
Columbia for one year, she taught the skills of management to hundreds of 
undergraduate and graduate students and adult professionals. Her various careers 
have all focused on finding, developing, and working with the people best suited 
to an organization's goals. Her most recent research involved the employment 
interview process. She has developed a system for designing stmctured 
interviews that help to predict an applicant's ability to fit well into a specific job 
with a specific organization. Her doctoral work in organizational development 
and her subsequent research and consulting practice focused on how managers 
can build organizational commitment and company spirit to enhance 
organizational productivity and worker satisfaction (Herman, 1994, p. 176 - 177). 

Hill, Kim Quaile-teaches public policy and research methodology at the University of 
Houston at Clear Lake City (Hill & Fowles, 1975, p. 179). 

Hollis, Phoebe Inzer Proctor-Ed. D. Texas Tech University, August, 1977 (Hollis, 1977, 
cover page). 

Horowitz, Milton W.-Queens College of the City University of New York (Horowitz & 
Newman, 1964, p. 640). 

Huber, George P.-Professor of Management, Graduate School of Business, University of 
Wisconsin, Madison. Dr. Huber is primarily interested in decision making and in 
research and evaluafion methods (Huber & Delbecq, 1972, p. 161). 

Huffcutt, Allen I.-Department of Psychology, Bradley University (Huffcutt & Winfred, 
1994, p. 184). 

Hungler, Bemadette, BSN, Ph.D.-Associate Professor, School of Nursing, Boston 
College, Chestnut Hill, MA (Polit & Hungler, 1997, cover page). 

Hunter, John E.-Michigan State University (Hunter & Hunter, 1984, p. 72). 
Hunter, Ronda F.-College of Education, Michigan State University (Hunter & Hunter, 

1984, p. 72). 
Jauch, Lawrence R.-Southem Illinois University at Carbondale (Reeves & Lawrence, 

1978, p. 157). 
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Johnson, Susan Moore-is a professor and academic dean at Harvard University's 
graduate school of education in Cambridge, Mass (Johnson, 1996, p. 60). 

Jones, Mary Sue McClelland-Ed. D. Texas Tech University, December, 1992 (Jones, 
1992, cover page). 

Keeney, Sinead-Ba Mres, Research Associate, Center for Nursing Research, University 
of Ulster (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 10). 

Killough, Don-Texas Association of School Boards Superintendent Search Consultant. 
12 years of experience in helping school boards hire superintendents (D. 
Killough, personal communication, March 20, 2003). 

Krejcie, Robert V.-University of Minnesota, Duluth (Krejcie & Morgan, 1970, p. 607). 
Levin, Robert-is director of the Center for Human Function & Work, a private sector 

work performance research organization. The Center has been a University of 
Colorado at Boulder Research Park Organization since 1989. Levin also serves as 
an adjunct member of the management faculty of the College of Business and 
Administration at the University of Colorado at Boulder. Levin founded the 
organization that is now the Center for Human Function & Work in 1986, with 
the twin aims of conducting research that would lead to a better understanding of 
work performance and of applying research in practical ways to help solve 
significant work performance problems. He has worked on hiring, selection and 
performance issues for most of the Center's clients, including tmcking companies, 
large resorts, government organizations, nonprofits, and health care organizations. 
Levin's research on performance has ranged form work physiology to industrial 
psychology, including research with Joseph Rosse and others on the effects that 
job applicants' efforts to distort responses have on hiring. He is a member of the 
Intemational Society for Performance Improvement and the American 
Association for the Advancement of Science. Levin has worked as the national 
director of the country's largest coaching education and training program; as the 
director of Nordic skiing for a ski training center, including serving on the 
national clinic faculty of the U.S. Ski Coaches Association; and as a U.S. Forest 
Service fire management foreman. He received his B.A. degree (1979) from 
Reed College in biology. He has written a wide range of materials on 
management, coaching, and hiring, including his monthly column "On 
Managemenf with Joseph Rosse. Levin can be reached at 303-444-8797. Levin 
enjoys living in the Rocky Mountain West, and spending time near his home in 
Boulder, Colorado, exploring Rocky Mountain wildemess areas, cross-country 
and downhill skiing, and traveling through the canyons and deserts of the 
Colorado Plateau (Rosse & Levin, 1997, p. 298). 

Lewis, Ralph-is Assistant Professor in the Department of Manpower and Management at 
Califomia State University at Long Beach. He is also a Research Assistant in the 
Behavioral Sciences Department of the Graduate School of Management at the 
University of Califomia at Los Angeles, and a consultant to The Rand 
Corporation (Dalkey et al., 1972, back cover). 

Lichtenfels, Philip A.-Bristol-Myers Corporation, Evansville, IN (Wright et al., 1989, p. 
191). 
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Ligon, Jo^Byng Public Schools, Byng School, Route 3, Ada, OK 74820 (405) 322-4282 
(Chance, et al., 1992, p. 470). 

Linstone, Harold A.-Portland State University (Linstone & Turoff, 1975, cover page). 
Lomax, Pamela-is Professor of Educational Research at Kingston University in England. 

Her commitment is to working with practitioners, particular with teachers, who 
want to get their work accredited within higher education. She has developed and 
implemented a number of innovative programs within the portfolio of courses 
offered by Kingston University, including what has been identified as one of the 
best action research MA programs in the UK and an award winning post-graduate 
diploma program which is provided by partner schools. Pam has considerable 
experience as a researcher, but in recent years has come to prefer action research 
to other approaches. She facilitates a large action research network centered on 
Kingston University and extends an open invitation to anyone who wants to 
become part of it. Her work is widely published and a great deal of her time is 
spent in helping less well-known action researchers put their research into the 
public domain (McNiff et al., 1996). 

Lyons, James E.-Chairperson and Professor, Educational Administration Department, 
The University of North Carolina at Chariotte, 332 Kennedy Building, Chariotte, 
North Carolina (Lyons, 1993, p. 311). 

McDaniel, Michael A.-Department of Psychology, University of Akron, Akron, Ohio 
4432504301 (McDaniel et al., 1994, p. 599). 

McGarvey, Robert-writes on business psychology and management topics for several 
national publications. To reach him online with your questions or ideas, email 
rjmcgaryey(^cis.compuserve.com (McGarvey, 1996, p. 89). 

McKenna, Hugh-RCN RMN DipN (Lond) Bsc (Hons) Adv Dip EdRNT Dphil FRCSI, 
Head of school of Health Sciences. University of Ulster. Newtownabbey. 
Northem Ireland (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 10). 

McNiff, Jean-works as a consultant in education in national and intemational contests. 
She is particularly active in the Republic of Ireland, where she is helping others to 
establish action research approaches to professional development. She is Director 
of the Modular Program for Professional Development, in partnership with the 
University of the West of England, at Marion Institute of Education, Dublin. She 
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