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This study examined the professional networking of North and West Texas public 

school superintendents. It looked at how these superintendents professionally network, 

use professional organizations in networking, and how they extend opportunities 

beyond the organizations to gain knowledge and information about their demanding and 

stressful responsibilities. Lastly, it looked at superintendents in the field on whom others 

rely for knowledge and understanding.  

. Doctor 

of Education (Educational Administration), May 2010, 112 pp., 20 tables, 24 figures, 

references, 37 titles. 

Surveys were mailed out to 443 North and West Texas public schools. Only the 

superintendents from those districts were asked to complete the survey. This limitation 

was desired to restrict the population to only the superintendents of schools, thus 

focusing the study on the professional networking of only superintendents. Three 

hundred sixty (360) superintendents responded to the survey, a return rate of 81.3%. 

 This research concluded that superintendents professionally network by 

communicating through monthly meetings, organizational conferences or meetings, or 

email. Their networks are facilitated through communication, contacts, location, 

longevity, and organizational associations. These organizations provide the 

superintendent’s primary network contact. The number of contacts in a network is 

usually a small group of 5 to 9 professionals who are known from longevity in the 

profession, prior educational positions, similar district size, being located in or near a 

city, and other geographic neighbors. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 Research into the networking of school superintendents has been a much-

ignored aspect in educational administration. The term networks and networking are 

used considerably in professional education journals, articles, and organizations. Even 

in dialogue between professional colleagues and groups, the jargon of networks and 

networking is used. If one were to ask these professional groups to describe the two 

terms, they probably would be able to give a working definition. Nonetheless, networks 

and networking in professional educational literature is lacking a clear definition.  

 The Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) defines 

the term "network" to mean a group of people united by a common purpose, interested 

in a particular issue, or seeking similar information (ASCD, 2004). Business education 

literature provides yet another definition on networks and networking. A network is “an 

organized collection of your personal contacts and your personal contacts’ own 

networks. Networking is finding fast whom you need to get what you need in any given 

situation and helping others do the same” (Mackay, 1997). These definitions create an 

understanding of what professional educational literature and organizations mean by 

networking and one of the purposes in their design. 

While many educational administration textbooks and professional journals 

speak to the importance of networking or communication among superintendents, yet 

an inquiry into the research specifically designed to study this networking is limited. The 

reason for this lack of research has been due to many factors. The easiest of these 

factors to understand is simply the sheer number of school superintendents that would 
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have to participate in a study across an individual state or the country. This research 

study was conducted to contribute to this limited body of networking knowledge. In 

particular, this research looked at those superintendents that were actively networking. 

It focused on the networking of North and West Texas public school superintendents. 

This population of superintendents represents half of the public school superintendents 

in the state of Texas. These districts range from urban to rural.   

 The superintendent’s role as the educational leader of a school district is without 

question critical to the success of students, parents, and the community served. As a 

result, individuals in this position must be adept in all phases of education and district 

operation. This adeptness includes curriculum and instruction, personnel, finance, 

facility management, building maintenance, transportation, food service, and the politics 

of the community. Because of these many phases of district operations, 

superintendents have a challenging task of assimilating effective information to improve 

their districts and their own professional development. Educational administration 

textbooks and journals refer to networking or communication among superintendents as 

one of the ways a superintendent can help increase their knowledge while improving the 

schools they serve. 

 History shows that society realized early that in order to operate and manage 

schools efficiently, a position needed to be created to accomplish this task. While 

several terms for this position were used at various times, superintendent seemed to 

work the best. The word comes from the Latin words super, meaning “over,” with 

intendo, meaning “direct” (Wilson, 1960). The position started first on the state level. It 

quickly moved to the county level; then to the local level. “The position of school 
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superintendent is a product of growth and necessity. It was fashioned; it was not born. It 

unraveled; it was not conceived” (Wilson, 1960).  

The first superintendent was probably appointed in 1837 in Buffalo, New York. 
He was a layperson, earned no salary, and generally served as a school 
inspector. Apparently, he survived in the position only a few months and was 
replaced by a salaried person at $75.00 a year. The superintendency slowly 
grew. Superintendents attending a meeting in 1865 of the National Teachers 
Association formed the National Association of School Superintendents which 
soon thereafter became the Department of Superintendency of the National 
Education Association (NEA, 1870).  
 

The National Education Association was later changed to the American Association of 

School Administrators (AASA) (Norton, Web, Dlugosh & Sybouts, 1996). 

 With the development of this professional organization, superintendents realized 

that it was important to form relationships with one another and work toward common 

educational goals. The organization also helped facilitate superintendents’ professional 

development, thus improving their knowledge and understanding of educational issues 

and school operations. Networking or communication among superintendents has 

always been a key component of superintendent professional organizations. 

 As school systems developed, state governments also recognized the 

importance of the superintendent’s position. In Texas, the Texas Education Code (TEC) 

deems the superintendent as the education leader and chief executive officer of the 

school district. The superintendent’s leadership role with the board of trustees and 

school district staff determines the direction of programs both educationally and fiscally. 

Texas law requires that a superintendent be employed by a board of trustees on a term 

contract not to exceed five years, thus making the superintendent’s post the only 

position within a school district that is allowed to have more than a two-year term 

contract. The superintendent must be certified by the Texas State Board for Educator 
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Certification (SBEC) with a superintendent certification (TEC §11.201). This 

acknowledgment by the State of Texas, on the importance of the superintendency, 

communicates how important the position is in the delivery of education to our children. 

 The Texas Association of School Boards (TASB) Policy Reference Manual 

defines the superintendent’s roles and responsibilities within policy. The superintendent 

is responsible for preparing and recommending policies to be adopted by the board of 

trustees, for developing a proposed budget, fpr developing administrative regulations to 

implement policies, and for organizing the central administration of the district. The 

superintendent is also responsible for the educational programs, services, and facilities 

of the district. Also, the superintendent is responsible for the selection, assignment, 

evaluation, renewal/non-renewal of all personnel contracts, and the day-to-day 

operations of the district. (TASB Policy BJA [LEGAL]). 

 With these many responsibilities, it is necessary for superintendents to stay 

informed on many educational, employment, managerial, and financial issues. 

Superintendents must seek ways to continue, expand, and improve their professional 

knowledge to serve their constituents. Superintendents look to professional 

organizations for ideas, trends, and continuing education to improve their knowledge 

base and as a means to network with other education professionals. Most Texas 

superintendents look to organizations such as the AASA, the Texas Association of 

School Administrators (TASA), ASCD, and the Texas Association for Supervision and 

Curriculum Development (TXASCD) as a means of networking. 

 As part of their respective purposes, these organizations include a means for 

superintendents to professionally network. For example,  
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Leadership Networks, a part of the AASA Leadership Development department, 
connects networks of organizations and individuals that share common goals and 
core beliefs. These networks link with each other and with the work of the 
department so that they find the mutual support needed in order to maintain and 
promote shared values and beliefs (AASA, 2009).  
 

As a state organizational part of the AASA, the TASA continues with this tenet. The 

TASA provides opportunities “through cutting-edge seminars and institutes, state-of-the-

art conferences, and customized district training, including executive development, 

networking opportunities, individual professional growth, and more” (TASA, 2009). The 

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development advises that “to succeed in 

today's high-pressure school environment, you need better ideas and tools, and a 

network of experienced practitioners who know what works in schools” (ASCD, 2009). 

Lastly, the TXASCD declares that one of its purposes is to unite individuals “to improve 

the quality of teaching and learning” (TXASCD, 2009). 

 The designated purposes of these organizations raises a question about the 

effectiveness of superintendents in using these organizations to create, carry out, and 

achieve a means to network with other superintendents professionally. Do these 

professional networking opportunities extend beyond the programs and conferences 

into the day-to-day life of superintendents? Do superintendents network with only those 

superintendents in whom they have confidence and who will keep the exchange of 

knowledge and ideas confidential? Do superintendents seek networking opportunities 

with only those superintendents in similar size districts or situations? Do 

superintendents, through professional networking, look to other superintendents for help 

in expanding and improving their knowledge base thus improving their knowledge, 

understanding, and capabilities in the performance of their jobs as the educational 
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leaders of public school districts in the State of Texas? Do superintendents look to other 

individuals outside their profession to network with for information? 

Purpose of the Study 

 Superintendents go about their job responsibilities in many ways. These 

responsibilities are demanding and stressful. As a result, superintendents do not always 

rely on their own knowledge; they look for information, assistance, and wisdom from 

their colleagues in the field. Examining this networking of professionals deepens the 

understanding of the interactions among superintendents. 

 Networking is thought to be built on the concepts of association, accessibility, 

and standing by which superintendents have access to colleagues with similar needs, 

wants, and characteristics. This study examined the professional networking of North 

and West Texas public school superintendents. In particular, this research looked at 

those superintendents that were actively networking. It looked at how these 

superintendents professionally network, use professional organizations in networking, 

and how they extend opportunities beyond the organizations to gain knowledge and 

information about their demanding and stressful responsibilities. Lastly, it looked at 

other superintendents and professionals that superintendents rely on for knowledge and 

understanding. 

 A number of questions were posed in this study concerning what kind and how 

much association, accessibility, and standing superintendents have and/or desire. 

Those questions are: 

1. Does a professional network of superintendents exist and to what extent does 

group affiliation influence the network? 
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2. Do personal characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, age, years of experience, 

and longevity affect networking accessibility? 

3. Do factors such as school district size and/or geographic location contribute to 

superintendents’ involvement within the network? 

4. Do superintendents look to other superintendents or professionals for advice? 

 The networking among superintendents is significant to understanding how 

information is exchanged among superintendents and what influence that exchange has 

on the day-to-day operation of schools in the state of Texas. Data were collected and 

examined to draw inferences regarding superintendent professional networks. The 

important question was for superintendents to indicate if they belonged to a network. 

From this indication, data were studied on their association, accessibility, and perceived 

standing within the network exponentially. 

This study was limited to the west and north regions of Texas. These regions 

were selected for their proximity to my location and knowledge of the networking of 

superintendents. The southern and eastern regions of Texas were not researched. 

Summary 

 This dissertation consists of five chapters. This first chapter has described the 

current understanding of the superintendent position and the need for professional 

networking. Professional networks and the influence of professional organizations on 

those networks have been described. 

 Chapter 2 contains an in-depth review of the literature stemming from the 

information introduced in Chapter 1. Chapter 3 discusses the methodology, research 

procedures, and data analysis procedures of the study. Chapter 4 presents the data and 
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data analysis. Lastly, Chapter 5 presents meaningful observations, conclusions, and 

implications for further study. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 The research studying superintendent networking is limited. Only a few studies 

have examined this networking. None of these studies has examined the networking of 

Texas superintendents. The research and literature generally focus on how the 

superintendent manages the organization, how political pressures are addressed, and 

internal and external professional interaction. 

 This literature review focuses on superintendent networking or communications 

with other superintendents or nondistrict administrative professionals. The first 

superintendent was appointed in Buffalo, NY, in 1837. From 1837 to 1869, 29 cities 

appointed superintendents to expertly manage their school systems. Since 1870, school 

systems both urban and rural have employed superintendents (Bolton, Cole & Jessup, 

1937). At the close of the Civil War, superintendents organized to form the National 

Association of School Superintendents. In 1870, they affiliated with the National 

Education Association (NEA) as the Department of School Superintendency. The 

organization changed its name in 1937 to the present day American Association of 

School Administrators (AASA). National meetings of this organization have been held 

continuously since 1866. The exchange of ideas among superintendents has always 

been a part of these meetings (Wilson, 1960). 

 The Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) defines 

the term "network" to mean a group of people united by a common purpose, interested 

in a particular issue, or seeking similar information (ASCD, 2004). Lipnak and Stamps 

(1986) defined networks and networking as  
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a web of free standing participants cohering through sheared values and 
interests. Networks are composed of self-reliant people and independent groups 
. . . Networking is people connecting with people, linking ideas and resources. 
One person with a need connects with a resource, and networking begins. 
 

 Lee Hecht Harrison is a career and leadership consultant who provides 

outplacement, leadership development, executive coaching and career development 

services. Harrison described networking as: 

a particular form of conversation directed toward information exchange. It is 
typically a series of conversations rather than a single one. Most of us do 
networking on a regular basis. We sometimes do it without even being aware that 
we are doing it (1991). 
 
While the word networking has been used only in the last several decades by 

national and state superintendent associations and in professional literature, the 

concept has been in practice from the time of the first superintendents’ meeting in 1865 

with the formation of the National Association of School Superintendents. These original 

superintendents’ meetings were held to unite and share information with other 

superintendents. Therefore, while the word networking has been used only recently, the 

practice of superintendent networking has been practiced since 1865. 

 The superintendency today is a more complex position than ever before. The 

AASA Commission on Standards for the Superintendency (AASA, 1993) explained: 

to a great extent, the quality of America’s schools depends on the effectiveness 
of school superintendents. These executives of our nation’s schools have 
complex leadership responsibilities, and those who hold the position must be 
among the brightest and best our society has to offer. Their vision and 
performance must focus on creating schools that will inspire our children to 
become successful, caring Americans, capable of becoming contributing citizens 
of the world . . .   
 
The superintendency requires bold, creative, energetic, and visionary school 
leaders who can respond quickly to a myriad of issues ranging from dealing with 
social changes, diverse student populations, and demands for equity to 
improving school quality for every child and making effective use of new 



 11

technologies. 
 

 Because of these expectations, the 21st-century superintendent has to stay 

abreast of the most current information and must be dedicated to increasing his or her 

educational knowledge in a fast-paced and ever-changing world. Therefore, 

superintendents must continually look for ways to add to their knowledge and 

professional development. Networking is a valuable way to accomplish this task. 

 The practice of networking continued to be emphasized through participation in 

professional programs over the years. Bolton, Cole, and Jessup (1937) wrote: 

It is very important that the superintendent participate actively in educational 
programs. By doing so he will be kept alive professionally. It will cause him to 
formulate his ideas for public expression. This preparation and expression will 
help to clarify and enlarge his own ideas. By participation he will not only gain 
individually but he will make a contribution that will stimulate and assist others . . 
. Attendance at the state association should be annual and of frequent 
occurrence at the National Education Association. They are a source of renewed 
zeal, inspiration, and enthusiasm which the superintendent cannot afford to miss. 
 

The AASA (1962) added to the importance of networking by writing: 

In the process of self-analysis and job analysis, it might be wise to get assistance 
from a wise administrator or knowledgeable professor who knows the difficulties 
which will have to be met and the skills, knowledge, understandings, and 
personal qualities essential for success in this particular undertaking. 
 
This recurring theme continues to be a part of the educational leadership 
literature: Networking, it turns out, is basically old wine in new bottles in the 
sense that it means more interaction and more information exchange. But 
networking, as we mean to use the term here, also calls for systematized, more 
efficient interactions, which implies new behaviors on the part of the 
superintendent (Merrow, Foster, & Estes, 1974). 
 

Networking continues as an important aspect in a superintendent’s job performance 

needs. Therefore, superintendents must continually look for ways to add to their 

knowledge and professional development. 
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 Superintendents’ knowledge and professional development growth require some 

necessary skills. These skills can be divided into three categories: (1) technical skills, 

(2) socialization skills, and (3) self-awareness skills (Daresh & Playko, 1995). The 

studies of Perkins (1966), Feilders (1982), and Pitner and Ogawa (1981), all indicate 

that a superintendent spends a majority of time communicating with others. Effective 

leadership requires both a commitment to life-long learning and a dedication to 

reflective practice (Kowalski, 1999). However, the main role of the superintendent is one 

of providing information to those both inside and outside the school system about the 

work of the entire school system. (Duignan, 2007) 

 Inherently, a superintendent must continually grow in knowledge and 

understanding related to these skills. Most Texas superintendents look to organizations 

such as the AASA, the Texas Association of School Administrators (TASA), the ASCD, 

and the Texas Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (TASCD) as 

means for continued growth in these skills. These organizations all state, as part of their 

purpose, means to network professionally. Kowalski (2005) explained that  

national and state support networks are another vehicle for professional growth, 
and they are becoming more prevalent. These arrangements may be formal and 
informal, and they exist to help administrators share information and resources. 
  

Superintendents use networks and networking as means of connecting with other 

professionals, ideas, and resources. This networking can increase the growth of 

knowledge and understanding related to technical, socialization, and self-awareness 

skills of the superintendent.  

 As networking grows and expands, the topics of discussion are becoming more 

specific. Networks are formed to focus on different issues. The Meadows Foundations 
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of Texas funded the Meadows Executive Leadership Program to foster on-going 

professional development of superintendents (Carter, Estes, Loredo, & Harris, 1991). 

This program developed the Diagnostic Executive Competency Assessment System 

(DECAS) to increase superintendent awareness of personal and professional 

knowledge, capabilities, and skills in accordance with the AASA’s vision of a National 

Executive Development Center function. Initially, the program derived data from 150 

superintendents or school system executives. Once the skill levels were established, 

the superintendents participated in a diagnostic workshop. From this workshop, a 

professional development plan was established, an action plan created, and mentors 

selected to work on the plans. 

 Another network, the Western States Benchmarking Consortium (1997), joined 

seven school district superintendents together to increase student learning, staff 

development, data-driven decision-making, and involvement with the local community 

(Schachter, 2006). This network of seven superintendents joined together to improve 

their districts through finding common ground. Through this association, the districts 

have developed 16 benchmarks covering four strategic areas of student learning, 

capacity development, community connectedness, and data-driven decision-making. 

From these 16 benchmarks, programs such as college readiness programs for all 

students in Grades pre-K through 12 and literacy initiatives stretching from Grades K 

through 16 have been developed. 

 Another network started is the Superintendent’s Leadership Network (1997). 

Sponsored by the BellSouth Foundation and the Schlechty Center for Leadership in 

School Reform, the network meets three times a year in an effort to gain insight into 
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running complex organizations, professional development, and renewal. 

Superintendents are asked to choose one of four fields of inquiry to explore. Three of 

those fields are the school board, district-level leaders, and principals. The fourth field 

concerns the superintendent’s vision for the district and community. 

 Another network, the Connecticut Superintendents’ Network, was created as an 

open forum centered on instruction. As Archer (2005) explained,   

inspired by the “medical rounds” model used in teaching hospitals, the network 
brings superintendents together for daylong observations of classrooms in 
members’ schools. After watching closely, they analyze what they saw.  
 

The growth and expansion of the networking idea should help superintendents improve 

professionally. 

 A network at the University of Georgia is called the Southeastern 

Superintendents Institute. The program meets annually for three-day sessions. These 

institutes meet for superintendents to explore new programs and leadership models for 

improving the performance of public schools. 

Superintendent Networking Studies 

 As stated earlier, the research of superintendent networking is limited. Studies of 

networking in other professions are limited, too. Comparisons between professions are 

almost nonexistent. This is probably because professions lack commonality. However, 

one comparison has been made between superintendents and city managers. While 

different jobs, superintendents and city managers have some commonality since they 

are both high-profile executive jobs and deal with large groups of people. Additionally, 

they have the common attributes of belonging to professional associations. These 

associations promote communication and networking between members. Zeigler, 
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Kehoe, and Reisman (1984) explained that  

organizational membership is an indicator of professionalism because it fosters 
“horizontal” modes of communication  . . . these associations also help to 
develop and maintain policy consensus among professionals by rapidly 
spreading knowledge of new programs, ideas, or methodologies.  
 

This is yet another reason networking is important. 

 The number of women in the superintendency has been increasing because of 

their networking. Brunner and Bjork (2001) found that “female superintendents noted 

networking as very relevant to their job performance.” This networking has risen out of 

the need to compete against the “good ol’ boys” network. Shakeshaft (1989) found that  

family and work support, although crucial, need to be supplemented with a large 
system of contacts so that women can both learn about job availability and about 
how other women handle similar administrative situations. There needs to be a 
system that can compete with the Old Boys’ Club. A common vehicle for 
providing women with both contacts and information is a network.  
 

This network has been the catalyst for the increase in number of women in 

superintendent positions. 

 The AASA (1962) pointed out the importance of networking through the 

development of mentors: 

In the process of self-analysis and job analysis, it might be will to get assistance 
from a wise administrator or knowledgeable professor who knows the difficulties 
which will have to be met and the skills, knowledge, understandings, and 
personal qualities essential for success in this particular undertaking. 
 

The superintendent must have a means to develop and reshape this focus. Networking 

provides a means to develop and reshape the focus as it fosters new ideas from others. 

Armstrong Study, 1989 

 While many college textbooks written on the superintendency highlight the 

importance of professionally networking or communication, only a few research studies 
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have been dedicated to how superintendents actually professionally network and who 

they rely on for current information on the wide responsibilities of their jobs. In a 

dissertation conducted by Mack Armstrong (1989) through Washington State University, 

social connections and the relationship of networking of superintendents was examined. 

The survey was first piloted to superintendents in the state of Idaho. Suggestions from 

those surveys were analyzed and incorporated into the distributed survey instrument. 

 The surveys were distributed to public school superintendents and educational 

service district (ESD) superintendents. The research study distributed 299 self-report 

sociometric surveys. Of this number, 290 were public school superintendents and 9 

were ESD superintendents. Only the superintendents were surveyed. Assistant 

superintendents, state superintendents, and state department assistants were all 

excluded from the study. The survey was developed as a self-report instrument 

consisting of 13 questions. Questions focused on how superintendents gained 

accessibility into networks through affiliation, accessibility, and status.   

 The data was analyzed using block model and sociogram construction for each 

superintendent attribute. Additionally, sociograms were analyzed to illustrate the 

connections between superintendents. Eighty-nine percent (89%) of superintendents 

returned surveys. The study found that 29% of the superintendents indicated that they 

had no network. Superintendents also indicated that they rely on only 1.2% of their 

colleagues for knowledge and understanding. Additionally, the superintendents 

indicated that their networks were organized with superintendents in similar size 

districts, similar salaries, and/or those in close proximity to their district. Ethnicity, 

gender, age, years of experience, degree, or credentialing institution did not affect 
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superintendents’ inclusion in a network. 

Cox Study, 1990 

 Donald Cox through Washington State University (1990) examined the job-

related behavior of networked and nonnetworked superintendents. Semistructured 

interviews were conducted with five networked superintendents and four nonnetworked 

superintendents. These superintendents were identified by the Armstrong study at 

Washington State University (1989). Cox conducted in-depth interviews of the 

superintendents using field study techniques as a guide. The first section of that data 

shows a descriptive view of the participants and their districts. The second section of 

the data shows the contrast between networked and nonnetworked superintendents. 

Section 3 gave the background profiles of the superintendents. 

 The study found that networked superintendents were older, more experienced in 

education and the superintendency, and paid a higher salary. Additionally, they were 

found in larger school districts, focused on relationships among staff, spent more money 

per pupil, and value a spirit of collegiality in their districts. Nonnetworked 

superintendents often valued a personal style of leadership and led by achieving 

organizational efficiency. 

 Rawles Study, 1995 

 Jule H. Rawles (1995) through the University of LaVerne studied to what degree 

California female high school principals, assistant/deputy superintendents, and 

superintendents of high school districts networked with male school administrators and 

other female school administrators. Prior to this study, Rawles found little research 

studying the use of networks and networking as career advancement tools for women in 
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high school education. Since advancement for women by the way of the high school 

principalship had been identified in earlier research as a primary career path to the top 

school leadership positions, networking was perceived as a successful method of 

career advancement. This study examined the methods and use of networking among 

women in specific high school and district leadership positions. 

 Comparisons were made between the uses of networking methods among 

women holding different positions in educational administration. Perception of the 

effectiveness of networking methods for obtaining promotions was presented. Using this 

information, current practices were described and conclusions drawn from the 

experiences of these women for others to use in plans and decisions. 

 One hundred forty-eight (148) high school principals, assistant/deputy 

superintendents, and superintendents of high school districts in the State of California 

responded to the research questions. Descriptive and inferential statistics were used in 

analyzing the data. The questionnaire had a response rate of 78%. 

 The study found that assistant/deputy superintendents network to a higher 

degree than superintendents or high school principals. Networking of women became 

increasingly more important in career advancement. Women networked to a limited 

degree with those in the same administrative level. Networking was described in this 

study as structured and conscious. 

Broderick Study, 1996 

 Raymond Broderick through Northern Illinois University (1996) described and 

analyzed the social and professional networking that existed among superintendents in 

Illinois. A survey was sent to all Illinois superintendents and was divided into four 
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sections. Superintendents were asked to identify their closest colleagues in Section 1. 

Section 2 asked for the superintendent’s colleague’s age, gender, ethnicity, number 

times contacted, length of association, and professional organizations. In Section 3 

respondents were asked how networking affected their work and working relationships. 

Section 4 contained demographic information of the respondents. Networks were 

analyzed by using frequencies, percentages, and cross tabulations of networks with a 

chi-square statistic used for identifying significant differences between variables. 

Questionnaires were sent to 892 superintendents; 399 superintendents responded, 

making a return rate of 45%. The study concluded that superintendents have identifiable 

networks. The superintendents networked most frequently about finance and 

superintendent/board relations. Additionally, a majority perceived that networks helped 

them with their career. 

Hoover Study, 1996 

 Thomas Hoover (1996) from the University of Northern Iowa analyzed the 

informal networking patterns of Iowa’s superintendents. The purpose of the study was to 

describe the informal communication network of Iowa’s public school superintendents. A 

self-report survey of seven questions was mailed to 361 public school superintendents 

in Iowa; 269 superintendents responded, making a return rate of 75%. A multistep 

analysis was used to determine informal communication associated with the informal 

networking of Iowa’s superintendents. The study revealed discrepancies in networking 

patterns among the superintendents. Eighty-three percent (83%) of the superintendents 

were named by their peers while 17% were complete isolates. However, after a closer 

analysis, the definition of a superintendent named five times or less revealed that 56% 
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were relegated to isolate status. This raised doubts about the importance of networking. 

Lastly, 23 individuals or stars were named that other superintendents relied on for 

knowledge and understanding. 

Haynes Study, 2000 

 Penelope Haynes through Oklahoma State University (2000) studied the social 

networks of female superintendents. This qualitative study examined 8 rural female 

superintendents through open-ended interviews. Data was tied to components of time, 

intensity, intimacy, and reciprocal services. The study found that female 

superintendents had close ties to surrounding male superintendents based on time, 

intensity, and intimacy. An important area discovered in this study was that weak ties 

existed between female superintendents and outside contacts. It was important to note 

that this study found that there was a “good ol’ boys” network among superintendents 

and it was not for female superintendents. 

Summary 

 The school superintendent is a complicated and diverse individual who must 

exude leadership. People who hold these positions must stay abreast of many 

complicated systems and situations in their roles as educational leaders for school 

districts. Through this review of literature, it should be apparent that this job is extremely 

complex and that the necessity for continual growth, knowledge, and understanding can 

only be achieved by the superintendent continually learning. Networks and networking 

provide one means to this learning curve. This study was designed to examine the 

active networks and networking of superintendents. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This study examined the professional networking of North and West Texas public 

school superintendents in the Texas Education Agency (TEA) Educational Service 

Centers (ESC) in Regions 9 (Wichita Falls), 10 (Richardson), 11 (Fort Worth), 14 

(Abilene), 15 (San Angelo), 16 (Amarillo), 17 (Lubbock), and 18 (Midland). It looked at 

how superintendents in these ESCs professionally network, use professional 

organizations in networking, and how they extend opportunities beyond the 

organizations to gain knowledge and information about their demanding and stressful 

responsibilities. Lastly, it looked at superintendents in the field whom others rely on for 

knowledge and understanding. 

Research Questions 

 A number of questions were posed in the study in an effort to discover what kind 

and how much association, accessibility, and standing superintendents have and/or 

desire. The questions for the study are: 

1. Does a professional network of superintendents exist and to what extent does 

group affiliation influence the network? 

2.  Do personal characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, age, years of experience, 

and longevity affect networking accessibility? 

3.  Do factors such as school district size and/or geographic location contribute to 

involvement within the network? 

4.  Do superintendents look to other superintendents or professionals for advice? 

 Data were collected and examined to draw introspectively within superintendent 
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professional networking. In particular, it looked at those superintendents that were 

actively networking. 

Selection of the Population 

 The public school superintendents within ESC Regions 9 (Wichita Falls), 10 

(Richardson), 11 (Fort Worth), 14 (Abilene), 15 (San Angelo), 16 (Amarillo), 17 

(Lubbock), and 18 (Midland) were selected as the population for this networking study. 

According to the TEA, there are 443 public school districts in these ESC regions. Only 

persons holding the designation as superintendent of schools were asked to respond to 

the survey. Only the superintendents were chosen so that the results would reflect only 

the superintendent networks. 

Survey Instrument 

 The survey instrument was developed from guidelines for designing a 

questionnaire as presented in Educational Research: An Introduction (Gall, Borg, & 

Gall, 1996) and adapted from information in Questionnaires: Design and Use (Birdie & 

Niebuhr, 1986). The survey was limited to the superintendent of schools in each the 

school districts. This limitation was desired to restrict the population to superintendents 

of schools, thus focusing the study on the professional networking of superintendents. 

A test survey was created using the guidelines. The test survey was sent to 

several superintendents and college professors. They were asked to comment on the 

clarity of questions and survey formatting. Their responses were used to help modify 

and improve the survey and increase the response rate of the survey. 
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Distribution of Survey 

 The survey instrument was distributed to the superintendents in the TEA ESC  

Regions 9 (Wichita Falls), 10 (Richardson), 11 (Fort Worth), 14 (Abilene), 15 (San 

Angelo), 16 (Amarillo), 17 (Lubbock), and 18 (Midland). Surveys were mailed to the 443 

public school districts in those regions. Only the superintendents were chosen so that 

results pertained only to the superintendent networks. A cover letter accompanying the 

surveys explained the purpose of the study. Return envelopes were sent to aid in the 

return of the surveys. Superintendents were asked to return the surveys by a specific 

date. Additionally, follow-up post cards were sent to remind superintendents of the 

survey and ask for their help in the study. 

Data Analysis 

 The survey was composed of 30 questions. These survey questions were used 

to answer the four research questions. Survey Questions 1 through 26 focused on the 

respondent’s network. A primary data source was established from Question 22 as to 

whether or not the superintendent considered that he had a network. Basic frequency 

counts were used to describe this information. For those who indicated they had a 

network, “group affiliation” was examined by asking for a primary network contact group. 

The list of groups to choose from were: professional organization, educational service 

center, a certification classmate, geographic neighbor contact from prior positions, or 

other. The last group term of “other” was used as an open-ended means for the 

respondent superintendent to enter a group not listed in the questions. If the 

superintendent had a network, this question was expanded by asking for group 

affiliation within the networking. The respondent/s group affiliation choices were: 
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professional organization, educational service center, a certification classmate, 

geographic neighbor contact from prior positions, or other. The superintendent could 

choose all that applied from that list. 

Computing a Networking Independent Variable 

 Independent variables were established through specific questions. These 

independent variables are gender, ethnicity, age, years of experience, longevity, 

degrees earned, district size, and location. Independent variables were analyzed for 

impact on the dependent variables established. Survey Questions 27 through 30 

established another descriptive component. These questions were reviewed for 

networking patterns and reported via counts and/or percentages.  

 Following statistical methodology, a hypothesis test for each question was 

conducted using statistical methods. A null hypothesis (Ho) was stated and an alternate 

hypothesis (Ha) was stated. The null hypothesis was that the variable was not an 

indicator of networking. The null hypothesis is presumed to be true unless sample data 

produces overwhelming evidence to the contrary. The tests were designed so that the 

hypothesis test resulted in a decision to either reject or fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

The alternate hypothesis was that the variable was an indicator of networking. However, 

the fact that a variable was an indicator of networking did not mean that the variable 

caused networking, only that there was a positive relationship. 

The steps followed to establish networking independent variables were: 

1. Computed a networking dependent variable that was used to identify networking 

respondents 



 25

2. Selected the appropriate statistical test (such as ANOVA, chi square, t-test, or 

proportion) 

3. Determined the critical value of the test statistic. The null hypothesis was rejected 

beyond this value. 

4. Analyzed the sample data and computed the value of the test statistic. 

5. A decision was made. Was the value of the test statistic in the rejection region? 

6. Stated the conclusion in terms of the original question 

Computing a Networking Dependent Variable 

To respond to these questions, a networking dependent variable that could be used 

to discriminate between networking respondents and nonnetworking respondents was 

needed. Survey Questions 19-27 were the best indicators. Here were the steps 

followed: 

1. A new variable, “q19n,” was computed from the responses to Question 19, “What 

Professional Organizations do you belong to?” By counting them, the values were 0, 1, 

2, 3, 4, or 5. Higher numbers were interpreted as belonging to a network. 

2. A new variable, “q20n,” was computed from the responses to Question 20, “What 

Professional Conferences or Meetings do you attend on a regular basis?” By counting 

them, the values were 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6. Higher numbers were interpreted as 

belonging to a network. 

3. A new variable, “q21n,” was computed from the responses to Question 21, “What 

group is your primary network contact in?” by assigning the value 0 to any blank 

response and 1 to all others. 
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4. A new variable, “q22n,” was computed from the responses to Question 22, “How 

many professionals are in your network?” by assigning the value 0 to any blank 

response, 1 to the response “1-4”, 2 to the response “5-9”, 3 to the response “10-14”, 

and 5 to the response “15 or more.” 

5. A new variable, “q23n,” was computed from the responses to Question 23, “Where 

did you meet the people in your network?” by assigning the value 0 to any blank 

response and 1 to all other responses. 

6. A new variable, “q24n,” was computed from the responses to Question 24, “How 

often do you contact someone in your network?” by assigning the value 0 to any blank 

response and one 1 to all others. 

7. A new variable, “q25n,” was computed from the responses to Question 25, “What is 

the purpose in contacting your network?” by assigning the value 0 to any blank 

response and 1 to all others. 

8. A new variable, “q26n,” was computed from the responses to Question 26, “Why do 

you contact people in your network?” by assigning the value 0 to any blank response 

and 1 to all others. 

9. A new variable, “q27n,” was computed from the responses to Question 27, “Who do 

you network with?” by assigning the value 0 to any blank response and 1 to all others. 

10. These new variables were summed to compute the networking dependent variable 

values for each respondent. These values had a mean of 11.08 and standard deviation 

of 2.163. Since the 0 values were clearly outliers, they were eliminated. 

11. After removing the outliers, the mean was 11.22 and standard deviation was 1.629. 

The skewness test for normalcy showed skewness at 0.368 with standard error of 
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skewness 0.130, which indicates the data is skewed too far to the right of the normal 

curve. The kurtosis test for normalcy showed kurtosis at -0.308 with standard error of 

kurtosis 0.259, which indicate that the data was more pointed than the normal curve. 

12. The data was transformed using ln(x) to adjust for the skewness and kurtosis. After 

transformation, the mean was 2.4073 and standard deviation was 0.14459. The 

skewness was 0.012 with standard error of skewness 0.130, which was no longer 

skewed. The kurtosis test showed kurtosis at -0.231 and standard error of kurtosis 

0.259, which was no longer pointed. 

13. The transformed data were used for the remainder of the hypothesis testing. For the 

purpose of this analysis, respondents who network were identified as those with  

transformed values greater than 1 standard deviation to the right of the mean (2.5519). 

These tests were used to determine if the superintendent had a network or no network. 

 

Figure 1. Standard deviation and mean for N = 360. 
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Figure 2. Standard deviation and mean for N = 354 after removing outliers. 

 
Figure 3. Mean and standard deviation after data were transformed. 
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available information. Therefore, parametric tests are preferred whenever possible. The 

criteria for the parametric test is that the variables are continuous, normally distributed, 

and the variances do not differ significantly. The networking dependent variable, after 

removal of outliers and after transformation, is continuous and is normally distributed. 

The statistical test used then depends on the characteristics of the independent 

variable. Qualitative data is not in numerical form. The proportion test was the best 

statistical test for these questions. 

Qualitative questions from this survey include: 

Q1. What is your gender? 

Q2. What is your ethnicity? 

Q11. How is your District classified? 

Q12. Where did you apply for your higher education? 

Q13. Degree(s) Earned? 

Q16. State Certificates Held? 

Q17. Are you currently working on a doctorate? 

Q18. What educational position most prepared you for the superintendency? 

Q19.  What Professional Organizations do you belong to? 

Q20. What Professional Conferences or Meetings do you attend on a regular basis? 

Q21. What group is your primary network contact in? 

Q23. Where did you meet the people in your network? 

Q24. How often do you contact someone in your network? 

Q25. What is the purpose in contacting your network? 

Q26. Why do you contact people in your network? 
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Q27. Who do you network with? 

Q28. Other Networks 

Q29. Has a school board or board member (other than your present district) asked for 

your advice on school business while in your present district? 

Q30 through Q34. What means of communication do you use to professionally 

network? 

Q35. What is your preferred means of networking? 

Q36 through Q40. On a scale of 1 to 4, how comfortable are you with each form of 

communication? 

Q41 through Q45. When using these forms of communication, what is the frequency 

that you use each? 

Continuous data can have any value within a defined range. The t-test was used for 

this data. Quantitative continuous questions from this survey include: 

Q3. What is your age? 

Q4. Total years in education as a Teacher or Administrator? 

Q5. Total years as a superintendent? 

Q6. Total years in your current district? 

Q7. How many different districts have you served as a superintendent? 

Q8. What Regional Education Service Center serves your current district?                                            

Q10. Current district enrollment? 

Q22. How many professionals are in your network? 

The remainder of the questions did not relate to networking. This includes Q9, Q14, 

Q15, and Q46 through Q49. 
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Summary 

 Chapter 3 establishes the methodology involved in studying the networking of 

superintendents. The survey instrument was distributed and data analyzed. Chapter 4 

presents the results and analysis of the survey as described in Chapter 3. Chapter 5 

presents a summary, observations, and conclusion. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS 

The Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) defines 

the term "network" to mean a group of people united by a common purpose, interested 

in a particular issue, or seeking similar information (ASCD, 2004). As discussed in 

Chapter 3, this study examined the professional networking of Texas public school 

superintendents in Texas Education Agency (TEA) Educational Service Centers (ESC) 

Regions 9 (Wichita Falls), 10 (Richardson), 11 (Fort Worth), 14 (Abilene), 15 (San 

Angelo), 16 (Amarillo), 17 (Lubbock), and 18 (Midland). According to the TEA, there are 

443 public school districts in these 8 ESC regions. This research looked at how 

superintendents in these ESCs professionally network, use professional organizations 

in networking, and how they extend opportunities beyond the organizations to gain 

knowledge and information about their demanding and stressful responsibilities. Lastly, 

it looked at those superintendents in the field that others rely on for knowledge and 

understanding. 

Purpose 

 What is the probability that belonging to one or more of these groups determines 

networking or nonnetworking? To analyze this, assume that if the entire population were 

sampled, the proportions would be normally distributed. A confidence interval of 95% is 

desired and this translates into a standard deviation of 1.96, meaning that 95% of these 

samples would fall within ∀1.96 standard deviations. This may be visualized as the 

shaded area under the normal curve that includes 95% of the population. The remaining 
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5% falls to the right or to the left in the unshaded area (Figure 4). When the test statistic 

falls in one of these areas, the null hypothesis is rejected. 

 

Figure 4. Normal curve for 95% of the population. 
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Thus the confidence interval is .10 ∀ 1.96(.0158) = .10 ∀ .031 and any proportion less 

than .069 or greater than .131 is outside the confidence interval (Figure 5). 

 

 

Figure 5. Areas outside the confidence interval. 
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The questions for the study were: 

1. Does a professional network of superintendents exist and to what extent does group 

affiliation influence the network? 

2. Do personal characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, age, years of experience, and 

longevity affect networking accessibility? 

3. Do factors such as school district size and/or geographic location contribute to 

involvement within the network? 

4. Do superintendents look to certain superintendents or other professionals for 

advice? 

Only the person holding the designation as superintendent of schools was asked to 

respond to the survey. This limitation was desired to restrict the population to 

superintendents of schools, thus focusing the study on the professional networking of 

superintendents. 

The survey was composed of 30 questions. The survey was distributed to 443 

public school districts, of which 360 superintendents responded to the survey. This 

resulted in a return rate of 81.3%. No surveys were rejected because of incomplete 

data. All returned surveys had information that was statistically useful in determining 

networking. This chapter contains a report of the analysis of data gathered by the 

survey to answer these 4 questions. 

 Question 1:  Does a professional network of superintendents exist and to what 

extent does group affiliation influence the network? 

A professional network is a group of people united by a common purpose, 

interested in a particular issue, or seeking similar information (ASCD, 2004). There are 
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two basic types of statistical tests, parametric and nonparametric. Parametric tests are 

the more powerful of statistical tests. The criteria for parametric test is that the variables 

are continuous, normally distributed, and the variances do not differ significantly. The 

null hypothesis is that belonging to the organization is not an indication of networking. 

The alternate hypothesis is that belonging to the organization is an indication of 

networking. The respondents who network were defined as those with a sum greater 

than the mean plus one standard deviation and respondents who did not network were 

defined as those with a sum less than the mean minus one standard deviation. This 

established a continuum of networking superintendents ranging from no networking at 

all to a high degree of networking.  

The extent the networking group affiliation influences the network was computed 

from Survey Questions 19, 20, 22, 24 to 26, and 35. These questions created the 

dependent variable for comparison of the other survey questions.   

Survey Question 19, “What Professional Organizations do you belong to?”, first 

addressed this research question. The choices of the American Association of School 

Administrators (AASA), Texas Association of School Administrators (TASA), the ASCD, 

and the Texas Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (TXASCD) 

were provided as possible responses. The respondents’ organizational affiliations were 

not mutually exclusive because a respondent could select more than one organization 

(Figure 6). 

The best parametric statistical test for this question was a one-sided test for 

proportions. If the proportion is greater than .131 then the null hypothesis failed. 

Detailed data is shown in Appendix A. Summaries are shown in Table 1. 
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Figure 6. Responses to question about professional organizations. 

Table 1 

Summary of Data from Survey: Organizations and Networking 

Organization Proportion Networking? 

AASA .316 Yes 

TASA .105 No 

ASCD .316 Yes 

TASCD .413 Yes 

 
The largest number of superintendents indicated that they were members of the 

TASA (351). However, based on the one-sided test for proportions, active networking 

occurred best with superintendents belonging to AASA, ASCD, and TASCD. 

Survey Question 20 was a little more complicated. Superintendents had to 

indicate what conferences or meetings they attended on a regular basis. The 

respondents who regularly attended conferences or meetings were not mutually 
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exclusive because a respondent could select more than one conference or meeting. 

The best parametric statistical test for this question was a one-sided test for proportions. 

The null hypothesis is that attending conference or meeting is not an indication of 

networking. The alternate hypothesis is that attending a conference or meeting is an 

indication of networking. If the proportion is greater than .131 then the null hypothesis 

fails. 

 

Figure 7. Responses to question about regularly attended conferences or meetings. 

Attendance at Texas Association of School Boards (TASB)/Texas Association of School 

Administrators (TASA) Convention 

Is attendance at the TASB/TASA convention an indicator for networking? 
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Attendance at TASA Mid-Winter Conference 

Is attendance at the TASA mid-winter conference an indicator for networking? 

The proportion of 48 networking superintendents out of the entire population of 71 

TASA mid-winter conference attendees was 48/71 = .676, which is outside the limits, 

thus attendance at the TASA mid-winter conference, is an indicator for networking. 

Attendance at the TASA Spring Conference 

Is attendance at the TASA spring  conference an indicator for networking? The 

proportion of 34 networking superintendents out of the entire population of 35 TASA 

spring conference attendees was 34/35 = .971, which is clearly outside the limits; thus 

attendance at the TASA spring conference is an indicator for networking. 

Attendance at TASA Summer Conference 

Is attendance at the TASA summer conference an indicator for networking? The 

proportion of 40 networking superintendents out of the entire population of 48 TASA 

summer conference attendees was 40/48 = .833, which is outside the limits; thus 

attendance at the TASA summer conference, is an indicator for networking. 

Attendance at TASB Summer Leadership Institute (SLI) 

 Is attendance at the TASB Summer Leadership Institute (SLI) an indicator for 

networking? The proportion of 24 networking superintendents out of the entire 

population of 26 TASB SLI attendees was 24/26 = .923, which is outside the limits; thus 

attendance at the TASA SLI is an indicator for networking.  

 Responses by the networking and the nonnetworking groups for superintendents 

attending conferences or meetings are shown in Table 2. Superintendents used all of 

the conferences in Question 20 as network opportunities. 
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Table 2 

Responses for Superintendents Attending Conferences or Meetings 

 TASB/TASA 
Convention 

TASA Mid-
Winter 

Conference

TASA 
Spring 

Conference

TASA 
Summer 

Conference 

TASB Summer 
Leadership 

Institute (SLI) 

All respondents 295 325 91 176 79 
Networking 
respondents  47   48 34   40 24 
Nonnetworking 
respondents  22   23   1     4   2 

 

 Superintendents next indicated the number of professionals in their networks in 

Question 22. Most respondents indicated that they had a professional network ranging 

from 1 to 15 or more persons. Only two respondents indicated that they had no network. 

 The best parametric statistical test for this question was a comparison of 

proportions for each choice. The null hypothesis is that the network grouping is not an 

indication of networking. The alternate hypothesis is that the network grouping is an 

indication of networking. If the proportion is greater than .131 then the null hypothesis 

fails. Detailed data are shown in Appendix A. Summaries are shown in Table 3. The 

largest number of superintendents indicated that they had 15 or more professionals in 

their network. However, based on the parametric statistical comparison of proportions 

for each choice, networking occurred most often when five to nine professionals were in 

a group. The literature supports this finding that networking occurs best in smaller 

groups. 
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Figure 8. Number of other people in superintendents’ networks. 
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indication of networking. The alternate hypothesis is that the contact frequency is an 

indication of networking. 

 

Figure 9. Frequency with which superintendents contact other superintendents. 

 
Table 4 
 
Contact Frequency as Indication of Networking 

Network grouping Proportion Networking? 

Yearly .000 0 

Monthly .137 1 

Weekly .093 0 

Daily .042 0 

 
 

If the proportion is greater than .131 then the null hypothesis fails. Detailed data 

are shown in Appendix A. Summaries are shown in Table 4. The largest number of 

superintendents indicated that they had contact with their networks weekly (204). 
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However, based on the parametric statistical one-sided test for proportions, networking 

occurred most often on a monthly basis. This data will be supported later in Research 

Question 3. 

Survey Question 25 asked superintendents to indicate the purposes for which 

they contacted their networks. The respondents’ purposes in networking were not 

mutually exclusive because a respondent could select more than 1 networking purpose. 

Superintendents indicated that their purposes in networking were mainly state, 

professional, local, and general education issues. “Cry on another shoulder” was not 

listed as frequently as the other issues but was still a significant issue. 

 

Figure 10. Purposes for which superintendents contacted their networks. 
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hypothesis fails. Detailed data are shown in Appendix A. Summaries are shown in Table 

5. Superintendents indicated that these issues were the purposes of their networking. 

However, based on the parametric statistical comparison of proportions for each choice, 

these issues did not relate to networking. 

Table 5 

Purposes as Indications of Networking 

Purpose of networking Proportion Networking? 

Professional issues .112 0 

State issues .101 0 

Local issues .092 0 

General issues .104 0 

Cry on shoulder .120 0 

 

Survey Question 26 dealt with why superintendents network. The respondents’ 

reasons for contacting their networks were not mutually exclusive. Respondents could 

select more than one networking purpose. The best parametric statistical test for this 

question was a comparison of proportions for each choice. The null hypothesis is the 

purpose of networking is not an indication of networking. The alternate hypothesis is 

that the purpose of networking is an indication of networking. If the proportion is greater 

than .131 then the null hypothesis fails. Detailed data is shown in Appendix A. 

Summaries are shown in Table 6. 
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Superintendents indicated that these reasons were the purposes of their 

networking. However, based on the parametric statistical comparison of proportions for 

each choice, these reasons did not relate to networking. 

 

Figure 11. Reasons superintendents contact their networks. 

Table 6 

Reasons for Contacting Networks as Indications of Networking 

Reason to contact network Proportion Networking 

Supt/board relations .112 0 

Personnel .101 0 

Curriculum and instruction .092 0 

Finance .104 0 

Public information .120 0 
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mail, video conferencing, or Web-based conferencing. The best parametric statistical 

test for this question was a comparison of proportions for each choice. The null 

hypothesis is that the preferred means of networking is not an indication of networking. 

The alternate hypothesis is that the preferred means of networking is an indication of 

networking. If the proportion is greater than .131 then the null hypothesis fails. Detailed 

data are shown in Appendix A. Summaries are shown in Table 7. 

The largest number of superintendents indicated that they preferred face-to-face 

contacts as the preferred means of networking (215). However, based on the 

parametric statistical comparison of proportions for each choice, superintendents 

actually networked better through e-mail than face-to-face or on the telephone. This fact 

was supported in Research Question 4. 

 

Figure 12. Superintendents’ preferred methods of networking. 
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Table 7 

Preferred Means of Networking 

Network grouping Proportion Networking 

Unknown .000 0 

Web-based conferencing .000 0 

Video conferencing .000 0 

E-mail .133 1 

Telephone .057 0 

Face-to-face .121 0 
 

The data relating to Research Question 1 indicated that superintendents do 

network. Group affiliations with the AASA, ASCD, and/or the TXASCD; attending the 

TASA or the Texas Association of School Boards (TASB) conferences or meetings; 

networking groups of five to nine superintendents; meeting monthly; and communicating 

through e-mail all influence involvement with networking. Research Questions 2, 3, and 

4 were also supported by these findings. 

 Question 2:  Do personal characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, age, years of 

experience, and longevity have an effect on this accessibility? 

The primary questions from the survey to determine networking or non-

networking were Questions 19 through 27. These questions provided the dependent 

variables in order to answer this research question. There are two basic types of 

statistical tests, parametric and nonparametric. Parametric tests are the more powerful 

of statistical tests. The criteria for parametric test is that the variables are continuous, 

normally distributed, and the variances do not differ significantly. The null hypothesis is 

that belonging to the group is not an indication of networking. The alternate hypothesis 
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is that belonging to the group is an indication of networking. The respondents who 

network were defined as those with a sum greater than the mean plus one standard 

deviation and respondents who did not network were defined as those with a sum less 

than the mean minus 1 standard deviation. This established a continuum of networking 

superintendents ranging from no networking at all to a high degree of networking. 

 Survey Questions 1-6 collected demographic information to answer Research 

Question 2. Of the respondents, 328 were male and 32 were female. The ethnicity 

responses of the respondents consisted of 343 Caucasian, 7 Hispanic, 2 Native 

American, 3 African American, and 5 other/unknown. 

The best parametric statistical test for gender and ethnicity Questions 1 and 2 

was a comparison of proportions for each choice. The null hypothesis is that the 

personal characteristics are not an indication of networking. The alternate hypothesis is 

that the personal characteristics are an indication of networking. If the proportion is 

greater than .131 then, the null hypothesis fails. Detailed data are shown in the following 

table list as Appendix A. Summaries are shown in Table 8.  

An analysis of the respondents indicated that only the Hispanic characteristic was 

in proportion to cause networking. Because of the small number (7) of Hispanics 

responding to the survey, these superintendents probably talk to each other more 

frequently. The characteristics of being male, female, or Caucasian were not 

characteristics of networking. While these characteristic factors tend to relate with one 

another, the large number separates and fractures communication. 
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Figure 13. Gender of participating superintendents. 

 

 

Figure 14. Ethnicity of participating superintendents. 
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Table 8 

Gender and Ethnicity as Indications of Networking 

Characteristic Proportion Networking? 

Male .098 No 

Female .125 No 

Caucasian .096 No 

Hispanic .286 Yes 
 

Survey Question 3 asked for the age of the respondent. There was a wide array of 

ages represented among the respondents. Figure 14 shows the distribution of ages and 

the number of respondents at each age level. The youngest respondent was 33 and the 

oldest was 72. The largest number of 196 respondents was in the 50 to 59 age groups.  

The best statistical test for age was the t-test to test the differences of the means 

between the networking and non-networking groups. The t-test for independent groups 

was appropriate because the same variable (age) was measured in two independent 

groups (networking and nonnetworking) and the objective was to know whether or not 

the difference between group means was statistically significant. The null hypothesis is 

that the personal characteristic is not an indication of networking. The alternate 

hypothesis is that the personal characteristic was an indication of networking. The 

means and standard deviations for the two variables was key information included in 

Table 9. 
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Figure 15. Ages (in years) of participating superintendents. 
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Table 9 

Group Statistics: Age 

Net N M SD SE M 

Q.3 Age 1 48 53.15 5.809 0.838 

 2 38 51.34 8.181 1.327 

 

The mean difference statistic indicates the magnitude of the difference between means. 

Table 10 

Independent Samples Test: Age 

  

Levene's test 
for equality of 

variances t-test for equality of means 

  F Sig. T df 
Sig.  

2-tailed M difference SE difference 

95% confidence 
interval of the 

difference 
                Lower Upper 
Q.3 
Age 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

6.199 0.015 1.194 84.000 0.236 1.804 1.510 1.199 4.807

  Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

   1.149 64.358 0.255 1.804 1.570 1.332 4.940
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 Levene's test for equality of variances is a test of the homogeneity of variance 

assumption. When the significance is greater than 0.05, the equal variances assumed 

row is used; otherwise, the equal variances not assumed row is used. For this test, the 

significance (0.015) is lower than 0.05, so the equal variances not assumed row is used. 

This is an alternative way of computing the t-test that accounts for heterogeneous 

variances and provides an accurate result. The output for both formats shows the 

degrees of freedom (df) and probability (2-tailed significance). As in all statistical tests, 

the basic criterion for statistical significance is a 2-tailed significance less than 0.05. The 

0.225 in this example is clearly more than 0.05 so the difference is not statistically 

significant. Thus, the conclusion is that age is not a discriminator for networking or non-

networking in this group of respondents.  

From the literature on networking, years of experience and longevity are 

important in establishing professional networks. Figure 15 shows respondents’ total 

years in education. The fewest number of years in education of the respondents was 4 

years. The most number of years in education of the respondents was 48 years. Most 

respondents were in the 20 to 29 years range. 

The t-test was used for testing the differences between the means of the number 

of years in education as a teacher or administrator of the networking and nonnetworking 

groups in a similar fashion as in Questions 1 and 2 above concerning gender and 

ethnicity. 
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Figure 16. Participating superintendents’ length of time in education in years. 
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Table 11 

Group Statistics: Years in Education 

Net N M SD SE M 

Q.4 Yrs in Education 1 48 29.38 6.654 0.960 

 2 38 25.64 9.717 1.576 

 

Table 12 

Independent Samples Test: Years in Education 

  
Levene's test for 

equality of variances t-test for equality of means 

  F Sig. t df 
Sig.  

2-tailed 
M 

difference
SE 

difference

95% confidence 
interval of the 

difference 
                Lower Upper 
Q.4 Yrs in 
education   

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

10.188 0.002 2.109 84.000 0.038 3.730 1.769 0.213 7.248

  Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  2.021 62.765 0.048 3.730 1.846 0.041 7.419
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As seen in Table 12, Years in Education Levene's test for equality of variances 

has significance less than 0.05, so the equal variances not assumed row was used. The 

2-tailed significance of 0.048 was slightly less than 0.05 so the difference was 

statistically significant. Thus, the conclusion showed that years in education as a 

teacher or administrator was a discriminator for networking or nonnetworking in this 

group of respondents.  

In Figure 16, Years as Superintendent, the superintendents showed that they are 

committed to education. This was shown by the largest number of superintendents 

being in education from 17 to 34 years. Superintendents have experience and longevity 

in education. Additionally, the respondents’ years as superintendent ranged from 0, or 

new to the superintendency, to 32 years. Most respondents were in the 1- to 5-year 

range. The t-test was used for testing the differences between the means of the number 

of years as superintendent of the networking and nonnetworking groups in a similar 

fashion. 

In Table 14, Years as Superintendent, Levene's test for equality of variances 

indicated significance more than 0.05, so the equal variances assumed row was used. 

The 2-tailed significance of 0.077 was slightly more than 0.05 so the difference was not 

statistically significant. Thus, the conclusion was that years as superintendent was not a 

discriminator for networking or nonnetworking in this group of respondents. 

Longevity in the same district was not a characteristic of the job. As seen in 

Figure 18, Years in Current District, an overwhelming number of superintendents served 

a single district fewer than 10 years. The t-test was used for testing the differences 
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between the means of the number of years in current district of the networking and 

nonnetworking groups in a similar fashion. 

 

 

Figure 17. Participating superintendents’ length of service as superintendents. 
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Table 13 
Group Statistics: Years as Superintendent 

Net N M SD SE M 

Q.5 Yrs as supt. 1 48 10.1563 6.58509 0.95048 

 2 39 7.4808 7.34453 1.17607 

 

Table 14 

Independent Samples Test: Years as Superintendent 

  
Levene's test for 

equality of variances t-test for equality of means 

  F Sig. t Df 
Sig. 

2-tailed 
M 

difference
SE 

difference

95% confidence 
interval of the 

difference 

                Lower Upper 
Q.5 
Yrs as 
supt.   

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

0.016 0.899 1.790 85.000 0.077 2.67548 1.49502 - 0.29701 5.64797

  Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  1.769 77.217 0.081 2.67548 1.51213 - 0.33542 5.68638
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Figure 18. Years participating superintendents serve in one district. 
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Table 15 

Group Statistics: Years in Current District 

Net N M SD SE M 

Q.6 Yrs in current district 1 47 9.5745 10.80005 1.57535 

 2 39 992.8782 6140.01087 983.18860

 

Table 16 

Independent Samples Test: Years in Current District 

  

Levene's test 
for equality 
of variances t-test for equality of means 

  F Sig. t df 
Sig. 2-
tailed 

M 
difference 

SE 
difference 

95% confidence interval 
of the difference 

                Lower Upper 
Q.6 Yrs in 
current district  

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

5.054 0.027 1.099 84.000 0.275 983.30374 894.52010 2762.15505 795.54757

 Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  1.000 38.000 0.324 983.30374 983.18987 2973.66723 1007.05976
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In Table 16, Years in Current District, Levene's test for equality of variances had 

significance less than 0.05, so the “equal variances not assumed” row was used. The 2-

tailed significance of 0.324 was more than 0.05 so the difference was not statistically 

significant. Thus, the conclusion was that years in current district was not a 

discriminator for networking or nonnetworking in this group of respondents. 

The answer to Research Question 2, “Do personal characteristics such as 

gender, ethnicity, age, years of experience, and longevity have an effect on this 

accessibility?” was answered from the analysis of Survey Questions 1-6. Tables 8-10 

and Tables 13-16 indicated that gender, Caucasian race, age, and longevity as a 

superintendent do not influence involvement with networking. However, Tables 8, 11 

and 12 indicted that Hispanic ethnicity and the number of years in education positively 

influenced involvement with networking. 

 Question 3:  Do things such as school district size and/or geographic location 

contribute to their involvement within the network?  

The networking or nonnetworking group from Questions 19 through 27 were used 

as the dependent variables to determine the answer to Research Question 3. Again, 

parametric tests were used to analysis the data. The criteria for a parametric test is that 

the variables are continuous, normally distributed, and the variances do not differ 

significantly. The responses to Questions 8, 10, and 11 were independent variables to 

compare networking and nonnetworking superintendents.  

Question 8 asked what regional ESC serves the respondent’s current district. The 

respondents’ answers were then compared to the networking and nonnetworking 

groups. The respondent superintendents were from ESC Regions 9 (Wichita Falls), 10 
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(Richardson), 11 (Fort Worth), 14 (Abilene), 15 (San Angelo), 16 (Amarillo), 17 

(Lubbock), and 18 (Midland). 

 

Figure 19. Educational Service Center regions in which superintendents work. 
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Figure 20. Current enrollment for districts of participating superintendents. 

 

 

Figure 21. Classifications of districts of participating superintendents. 
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Table 17 

District Enrollment Characteristic as Indication of Networking 

Characteristic Proportion Networking? 

1-2,999 enrollment .037 No 

3,000-49,999 enrollment .407 Yes 

ESC 9 .000 No 

ESC 10 .261 Yes 

ESC 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 .058 No 

ESC 18 .154 Yes 

Urban, suburban, or independent town .276 Yes 

Rural .035 No 
 

The answer to Research Question 3, “Do factors such as school district size 

and/or geographic location contribute to involvement within the networks?” was 

answered from the an analysis of Survey Questions 8, 10 and 11. Respondents 

indicated that school district size, being located in ESC 10 or 18, and being located in or 

near a city influence networking. Superintendents in large districts appear to have more 

time for networking than their colleagues in smaller districts. This is probably due to 

fewer administrators in the smaller districts for superintendents to delegate 

responsibilities to, and the superintendent having to focus on other duties with less time 

for networking. Large districts are also found near cities which supports superintendent 

networking. Networking in ESC Region 10 is primarily located in a large urban area 

where many districts are clustered near large cities which also supports the findings. 

ESC 18 was unusual. Region 18 is vastly rural and comprised of smaller districts. 

However, Region 18 facilitates the networking of superintendents within the region 
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through monthly meetings and e-mails. This is supported from the data in Research 

Question 1 through the finding from Survey Questions 30-35. 

 Question 4: Do superintendents look to certain superintendents or other 

professionals for advice? 

The networking or nonnetworking group from Questions 19 through 27 were used 

as the dependent variables to determine the answer to Research Question 4, for which 

data were provided by Survey Questions 21, 23, and 27. Again, parametric tests were 

used to analysis the data. The criteria for parametric test is that the variables are 

continuous, normally distributed, and the variances do not differ significantly. 

Survey Question 21 asked superintendents what group their primary network 

contact was in.  

 

Figure 22. Sources of primary network contacts. 
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proportion is greater than .131 then the null hypothesis fails. Detailed data are shown in 

Appendix A. Summaries are shown in Table 18. 

The largest number of superintendents indicated that their primary contacts came 

through association with the ESC (138). However, based on the parametric statistic a 

comparison of proportions for each choice, superintendents actually had their primary 

contacts in professional organizations. This is because superintendents meet monthly at 

the ESCs for the TASA Study Group meeting. Therefore, the professional organization 

is the catalyst for the monthly meeting at the ESCs. Superintendents indicated their 

primary contact came from the ESCs but contact would not be made without the study 

group meeting. 

Table 18 

Primary Network Contacts as Indications of Networking 

Primary network contact Proportion Networking? 

Professional organization .229 1 

Educational Service Center .080 0 

Certification classmate .000 0 

Geographical neighbor .074 0 

Contact from prior positions .112 0 
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Survey Question 23 asked superintendents where people met their network 

contacts.

 

Figure 23. Places where participating superintendents met network contacts. 
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Table 19 

Places Where Network Contacts Met as Indications of Networking 

Where network group met Proportion Networking? 

Professional organization .146 1 

Educational Service Center .099 0 

Certification classmate .099 0 

Geographical neighbor .114 0 

Contact from prior positions .133 1 

 

 The largest number of superintendents indicated that their network met through 

an ESC (274). However, based on the parametric statistic one-sided test for 

proportions, superintendents actually met contacts in their professional organizations 

and from prior positions. Again, this is due to superintendents meeting monthly at the 

ESC for the TASA Study Group meeting. Therefore, the professional organization and 

prior contact are the catalysts. Superintendents indicated that they met their contacts at 

the ESC and through prior contacts but this would not be made without the study group 

meeting. 

 The last survey question addressing Research Question 4 is Question 27. “Who 

respondents networked with” was not mutually exclusive because a respondent could 

select more than one networking group of people. 
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Figure 24. Contacts within participating superintendents’ networks. 

The best statistical test for this question is a comparison of proportions for each 

choice. The null hypothesis of “who” is not an indication of networking. The alternate 

hypothesis of “who” is an indication of networking. If the proportion is greater than .131 

then the null hypothesis fails. Detailed data are shown in Appendix A. Summaries are 

shown in Table 20. 

Table 20 

Classification of Networking Contacts as Indication of Networking 

Who network is with Proportion Networking? 

Professional organization contact .113 0 

Certification classmate .084 0 

Geographical neighbor .136 1 

Contacts from prior positions .107 0 

Who Network Is With

317

220

261

168

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350

Contacts from Prior Positions

Geographical Neighbor

Certification Classmate

Professional Organization Contact

Respondents



 70

 The largest number of superintendents indicated the “who” as contacts from prior 

positions (317). However, based on the parametric statistical comparison of proportions 

for each choice, superintendents actually network with their geographic neighbors. Here 

again, this is due to superintendents meeting monthly at the ESC for the TASA Study 

Group meeting. Therefore, the professional organization and prior contact meet at the 

regional ESC but this would not happen without the study group meeting. 

The answer to Research Question 4 indicates that superintendents do network. 

Their primary contacts were with professional organizations. The people in their 

networks came from professional organizations and contacts from prior positions. 

Lastly, superintendents primarily networked with their geographic neighbors. These 

networking opportunities are held at ESCs but facilitated through the TASA monthly 

study group meetings. 

Summary 

Statistical analysis of data gathered by the superintendent questionnaire provides 

answers to the four research questions: 

Question 1:  Does a professional network of superintendents exist and to what 

extent does group affiliation influence the network? 

Research Question 1 data indicated that superintendents actively network 

through their affiliations with the AASA, ASCD, and/or the TASCD, and by attending the 

TASA or the TASB conferences or meetings. They network best in a group of five to 

nine superintendents, meeting monthly, and/or communicating through e-mail. 

Question 2:  Do personal characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, age, years of 

experience, and longevity affect this accessibility? 
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Research Question 2 was answered from an analysis of Survey Questions 1-6. 

Respondents indicated that gender, being Caucasian, age, and longevity as a 

superintendent did not influence involvement with networking. However, being Hispanic 

and number of years in education did influence involvement with networking. 

Question 3:  Do factors such as school district size and/or geographic location 

contribute to their involvement within the network? 

Research Question 3 was answered from an analysis of Survey Questions 8, 10 

and 11. Respondents indicated that school district size, being located in ESC 10 or 18, 

and being located in or near a city influenced networking. 

Question 4: Do superintendents look to certain superintendents or other 

professionals for advice? 

Research Question 4 indicated that superintendents do network. Their primary 

contact is with professional organizations. The people in their networks came from 

professional organizations and contacts from prior positions. Lastly, superintendents 

primarily network with are their geographic neighbors. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, OBSERVATIONS, CONCLUSION 

 A professional network is a constituent group uniting educators around a specific 

educational issue. Networks allow participants to exchange ideas, share common 

interests, identify and solve problems, grow professionally, and establish collegial 

relationships (ASCD, 2009). This study examined the professional networking of Texas 

public school superintendents in Texas Education Agency (TEA) Educational Service 

Center (ESC) Regions 9 (Wichita Falls), 10 (Richardson), 11 (Fort Worth), 14 (Abilene), 

15 (San Angelo), 16 (Amarillo), 17 (Lubbock), and 18 (Midland). It examined how 

superintendents in these ESCs actively and professionally network, use professional 

organizations in networking, and how they extend opportunities beyond the 

organizations to gain knowledge and information about their demanding and stressful 

responsibilities. 

 In this chapter, the networking data gathered and analyzed will be discussed 

through observations of the four research questions. A section of this chapter will focus 

on implications for further study. Lastly, a conclusion will be given to this research 

project. 

The 4 research questions posed in the study were: 

1. Does a professional network of superintendents exist and to what extent does group 

affiliation influence the network? 

2. Do personal characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, age, years of experience, and 

longevity affect networking accessibility? 

3. Do factors such as school district size and/or geographic location contribute to 
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involvement within the network? 

4. Do superintendents look to certain superintendents or other professionals for 

advice? 

 Since the study focused on the networking of superintendents, only the 

superintendents of public school districts in these regions were asked to respond to the 

survey. This limitation was desired to restrict the population to superintendents of 

schools, thus focusing the study on the professional networking of superintendents. 

Surveys were mailed to 443 public school superintendents, of whom 360 

responded for a return rate of 81.3%. The survey was composed of 30 questions. No 

surveys were rejected because of incomplete data. All returned surveys had information 

that was statistically useful in determining networking. 

Observations 

 The observation of the data gathered and analyzed from this research project on 

the active networking of superintendent is discussed by restating each research 

question posed. 

 Question 1:  Does a professional network of superintendents exist and to what 

extent does group affiliation influence the network? 

 The research on superintendent networking is limited. Earlier research that 

studied superintendent networking indicated that networking did exist. Armstrong’s 

(1989) indicated that 71% of the superintendents had a network. Cox’s (1990) research 

showed that older and more experienced superintendents network. Broderick’s (1996) 

research indicated that superintendents had identifiable networks. Haynes’s (2000) 
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study, focusing on the networking of female superintendents, indicated that female 

superintendents do network with other female superintendents. 

The answer to Research Question 1 indicates that a professional network of 

superintendents does exist. These networks are established through group affiliations 

with the American Association of School Administrators (AASA), Association for 

Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD), and/or Texas Association for 

Supervision and Curriculum Development (TXASCD), attending Texas Association of 

School Administrators (TASA) or Texas Association of School Boards (TASB) 

conferences or meetings, networking groups of five to nine superintendents, meeting 

monthly, and communicating through e-mail all influenced involvement with networking. 

Professional organizations promote and encourage superintendents’ networking, 

or, specifically superintendents’ actively networking with the largest professional 

associations of the AASA, the ASCD, and TXASCD. The largest number of 

superintendents belongs to the TASA. Interestingly, belonging to the TASA or the TASB 

did not indicate networking. However, attending the TASA and the TASB conferences or 

meetings did indicate networking. 

The networking group size of five to nine was not surprising. While 

superintendents in the research reported 15 or more contacts in their networks, the 

survey results of networking and nonnetworking superintendents revealed that 

superintendents networked better with five to nine people. This is due to fewer 

conflicting interests in small groups. 

Although the superintendents reported they network weekly, the research found 

that superintendents network mainly on a monthly basis. This is probably due to most 
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superintendents getting together once a month for the TASA Study Groups meetings 

sponsored by the ESCs throughout the state. 

From the research, the largest number of superintendents indicated they prefer 

face-to-face networking. However, the research shows that more networking is being 

done through e-mail correspondence. With the advancement of technology, 

superintendents can send an e-mail out at anytime and usually receive a response 

within a 24-hour period. Face-to-face networking is usually limited to the monthly basis 

as discussed earlier. However, networking is most effective in e-mail and face-to-face 

situations. 

 Question 2:  Do personal characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, age, years of 

experience, and longevity affect this accessibility? 

 Earlier research studies indicated that personal characteristics such as gender, 

ethnicity, age, years of experience, and longevity had mixed indications of networking. 

Armstrong’s (1989) study found that personal characteristics did not have an effect on 

networks. Broderick’s (1996) research also indicated that personal characteristics did 

not affect networking. The Cox (1990) study indicated that the characteristics of age and 

experience did affect networking. Haynes’s (2000) study, focusing on the networking of 

female superintendents, indicated that being a female superintendent does indicate 

networking among other female superintendents. Haynes also showed that the “good ol’ 

boy” network does exist but does not include females.  

The answer to Research Question 2 is that being Hispanic and number of years 

in education do influence involvement in networking, but gender, being Caucasian, age, 

and longevity as a superintendent do not influence involvement with networking. The 
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number of years in education should not be surprising. The longer one stays in the 

education profession, the more one comes into association with other teachers, 

administrators, and professional educators. Through the years, one’s circle of influence 

grows. Today, this circle connection through professional organizations encourages and 

promotes networking at conferences or meetings. This is more important than gender, 

age, and longevity as superintendent. 

 The networking of Hispanics is interesting but not startling. Because of the small 

number (7) of Hispanics responding to the survey, the conclusion is that these 

superintendents probably talk to each other more frequently. This is probably related to 

ethnic background and language familiarity. While Caucasian superintendents tend to 

talk with one another, the large number separates and fractures communication. 

 Question 3:  Do factors such as school district size and/or geographic location 

contribute to their involvement within the network? 

Earlier research indicted that networking does follow along school district size 

and/or geographic location. Armstrong’s (1989) study showed that networks were 

usually organized along similar-sized districts and proximity to other districts. Cox’s 

(1990) research showed that large-school superintendents networked more readily than 

superintendents from smaller-sized districts. 

The answer to Research Question 3 is that school district size, being located in 

ESC 10 or 18, and being located in or near a city influenced involvement with 

networking. The proportion of networking superintendents in districts with 3,000 or more 

students was interesting. From discussion in the literature, the perception is that 

superintendents in districts with smaller student populations network. However, this 
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research shows that they do not network. This is probably due to fewer administrators in 

the district to delegate responsibilities to, and the superintendent having to focus on 

other duties with less time for networking. 

The networking of superintendents in ESC 10 and 18 was interesting. ESC 10 is 

located in Richardson and the networking of these superintendents relates to 

networking in districts with 3,000 or more students. ESC 10 boasts 80 public school 

districts with 15.23% of the students in Texas being educated in the region. This fits into 

the networking of superintendents in large districts. This information also lends itself to 

networking of superintendents being located in or near a city. 

On the other hand, ESC 18 superintendent networking is contrary to the other 

factors of superintendent networking in districts with 3,000 or more students and being 

in or near a city. The ESC 18 geographic area is the largest in the state, covering more 

than 37,000 square miles. ESC 18 includes 19 counties, 33 school districts, and 

approximately 81,000 students. This is completely opposite of research on district size 

and geographic location. However, ESC 18 prides itself in being diverse, unique, and 

friendly. The region also works to create and encourage superintendent networking. 

 Question 4: Do superintendents look to certain superintendents or other 

professionals for advice? 

Earlier research indicated that superintendents do look to other superintendents 

or professionals for advice. Armstrong’s (1989) study found that there was a group of 

superintendents whom others relied on for knowledge and understanding concerning 

jobs and positions. Cox’s (1990) research showed that other superintendents looked to 

the more experienced superintendents for information and advice. Broderick’s (1996) 
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indicated that superintendents network with certain other superintendents concerning 

finance and superintendent/board relationships. Haynes’s (2000) study showed that 

female superintendents look to other female superintendents for understanding and 

advice.  

Research Question 4 indicates that superintendents do look to certain 

superintendents or other professionals for advice. Their primary network contact is with 

a professional organization. The people in their networks came from professional 

organizations and contacts from prior positions. Lastly, actively networking 

superintendents primarily network with their geographic neighbors. 

Most actively networking superintendents indicated that their primary networking 

contact came through their affiliation with the ESCs. The research demonstrates that 

superintendents use the service centers to contact others. However, the service center 

was not a networking place. The ESCs are not considered professional organizations. 

However, ESCs are regional in their geographic location. Therefore, the networking of 

superintendents with their geographic neighbors is not unexpected. 

Implications for Further Study 

 The research on superintendent networking is limited. Only a few studies have 

examined this networking. None of these studies has examined the networking of Texas 

superintendents. The research and literature generally focus on how a superintendent 

manages an organization, how political pressures are addressed, and internal and 

external professional interaction. 

 This study examined the active professional networking of Texas public school 

superintendents in Regions 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18. This research study is 
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narrow because of the size of Texas, the number of ESCs, and the number of districts 

within the state. The first area for further study is to examine the remaining ESCs for 

Regions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, 19, and 20. This study can be replicated and the 

data extrapolated for the entire state of Texas. 

 Networking should be examined in the area of superintendent communication. 

With the current technologies that are available to superintendents, a study should 

explore the types of equipment and/or venue superintendents use to network. Further 

study should be done concerning superintendent’s personal contacts, geographic 

location, effects of longevity, and work in and through organizations. Each area should 

be explored individually. 

Conclusions 

 Networking is built on the concepts of association, accessibility, and standing by 

which superintendents access their colleagues who have similar needs, wants, and 

characteristics. This research looked at those superintendents that were actively 

networking. It looked at how these superintendents professionally network, use 

professional organizations in networking, and how they extend opportunities beyond the 

organizations to gain knowledge and information about their demanding and stressful 

responsibilities. Lastly, it looked at other superintendents and professionals that 

superintendents rely on for knowledge and understanding. 

 Superintendents do professionally network. These networks are facilitated 

through superintendent’s communication, contacts, location, longevity, and 

organizational association. Superintendents network by communicating through monthly 

meetings, organizational conferences or meetings, or e-mail. These organizations 
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provide primary network contacts for superintendents. The number of contacts in a 

network is usually a group of 5 to 9 professionals. These contacts come from longevity 

in the profession, prior educational positions, similar district size, being located in or 

near a city, and other geographic neighbors. 

 Networking will continue to be important to superintendents. The makeup of the 

network, its location, communication within the network, and association through and 

with professional organizations will continue to grow. Networking should be encouraged 

as a tool and fostered to improve education. The more effective networking becomes, 

the more superintendents can improve and help the students, districts, and communities 

they serve. 

 



 81

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A 
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Calculations for Proportions. 

 Net index is a normally distributed dependent variable that shows the degree of 

networking in discrete integers 0 to 16. There are 360 responses with a mean of 11.03 

and standard deviation 2.163. All respondents with net index above 14 are classified as 

networking. Independent variables are shown on the left with the number of responses 

for each value of net index shown in the table. The last three columns show the sum, 

the proportion that are networking and a 0 for nonnetworking or 1 for networking in the 

last column. Independent variable names are shaded when they indicate networking 

and the sum is greater than 4. 

  

Values of Net index 
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Independent Variable 0 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

S
um

 

All  6 2 4 41 82 93 49 47 26 9 1 360 0.100

Gender - Qualitative    

 Male 3 1 4 39 77 86 43 40 24 8  325 0.098 0

 Female 1 2 5 7 6 7 2 1 1 32 0.125 0

Ethnicity - Qualitative    

 Black 1 1 1    3 0.000 0

 Asian    0

 Caucasian 3 2 4 41 81 89 45 45 24 8 1 343 0.096 0

 Hispanic 2 1 2 1 1  7 0.286 1

 Indian 1 1    2 0.000 0
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 Other 1    1 0.000 0

Age - Quantitative, Discrete    

 33 2    2 0.000 0

 34 1 1 2    4 0.000 0

 35 1 1 3    5 0.000 0

 36 1 1 1    3 0.000 0

 38 2 1    3 0.000 0

 39 1 3 1   5 0.200 1

 40 1 1 4 1    7 0.000 0

 41 3 1    4 0.000 0

 42 3 2 1 2    8 0.000 0

 43 3 4 3    10 0.000 0

 44 2 2 2    6 0.000 0

 45 2 2 4 1 1    10 0.000 0

 46 1 3 7 8 1 3    23 0.000 0

 47 5 3 2 2 1   13 0.077 0

 48 2 3 3 1   9 0.111 0

 49 2 3 4 3 2    14 0.000 0

 50 3 3 1 1 1   9 0.111 0

 51 1 3 5 1 5 1 1  17 0.118 0

 52 2 5 13 2 3 2 1  28 0.107 0

 53 1 6 4 6 2 2 2  23 0.174 1

 54 1 6 4 4 2 3  1 21 0.190 1
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 55 3 5 3 4 2 1 1  19 0.105 0

 56 7 2 4 4   17 0.235 1

 57 1 1 6 4 1 4 1 2  20 0.150 1

 58 8 6 4 4 3 2  27 0.185 1

 59 1 1 1 3 3 2    11 0.000 0

 60 2 3 1 2 1 3   12 0.250 1

 61 1 1 1 1    4 0.000 0

 62 1 1    2 0.000 0

 63 1 1 1    3 0.000 0

 64 1 1 1   3 0.333 1

 65 2    2 0.000 0

 66 1 1    2 0.000 0

 67 2 2 1   5 0.200 1

 69 1 1    2 0.000 0

 70 1 1    2 0.000 0

 72 1    1 0.000 0

Years in Ed - Quantitative, 

Discrete 

   

 4 1    1 0.000 0

 6 1    1 0.000 0

 8 1 1 1    3 0.000 0

 9 1    1 0.000 0

 10 1 1 1 1    4 0.000 0
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 11 1 1 1    3 0.000 0

 12 1 1 3 1 1    7 0.000 0

 13 1 1 3    5 0.000 0

 14 1 3 2 1    7 0.000 0

 15 2 1   3 0.333 1

 16 2 1 1    4 0.000 0

 17 2 4 5 1 1   13 0.077 0

 18 3 4 4 2 2    15 0.000 0

 19 2 2 1    5 0.000 0

 20 1 7 5 3    16 0.000 0

 21 2 6 2 1   11 0.091 0

 22 1 1 2 2 2 2    10 0.000 0

 23 1 3 4 2 2 1   13 0.077 0

 24 1 2 4 1 2    10 0.000 0

 25 4 2 5 2 2    15 0.000 0

 26 2 1 3 3 4 1   14 0.071 0

 27 5 3 1 3    12 0.000 0

 28 1 6 5 2 1 3   18 0.167 1

 29 1 2 2 5 3 4 1   18 0.056 0

 30 5 5 3 1 1   15 0.067 0

 31 3 4 6 2 3 1   19 0.053 0

 32 2 5 2 4 2   15 0.133 1

 32.5 1    1 0.000 0
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 33 3 2 5 3 2   15 0.133 1

 34 1 1 5 5 2 4 3   21 0.143 1

 35 1 1 2 1 1 2   8 0.250 1

 36 1 1 1 1 2 2   8 0.250 1

 37 4 2 1 1   8 0.125 0

 38 2 3 2 1 1 1   10 0.100 0

 39 1    1 0.000 0

 40 1 2 1 1    5 0.000 0

 42 1   1 1.000 1

 43 1    1 0.000 0

 44 1    1 0.000 0

 45 1   1 1.000 1

 46 2    2 0.000 0

 47 1    1 0.000 0

 48 1 1    2 0.000 0

Years as Supt. - Quantitative, 

Discrete 

     

 0 1    1 0.000 0

 1 9 11 9 5 1    35 0.000 0

 2 1 8 4 7 3 1 1 1  26 0.077 0

 2.5 1    1 0.000 0

 3 3 9 10 4 3 1   30 0.033 0

 3.5 1    1 0.000 0
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 4 4 4 9 2 1 3 1 1 25 0.200 1

 5 1 3 11 11 4 4 1   35 0.029 0

 6 1 1 2 5 3 2 1 1  16 0.125 0

 7 2 7 3 1 2 3   18 0.167 1

 8 1 4 5 3 2 4 2  21 0.286 1

 9 4 5 2 4 4 1   20 0.050 0

 10 2 1 3 3 4 5 1   19 0.053 0

 11 1 1 5 2 1    10 0.000 0

 12 1 2 2 3 2 1 1  12 0.167 1

 13 1 3 1 2   7 0.286 1

 14 3 3 2 7 2 1  18 0.167 1

 15 1 3 1 2 2   9 0.222 1

 16 1 3 1 2    7 0.000 0

 17 1 1 1    3 0.000 0

 18 2 2 1   5 0.200 1

 19 4 2 1    7 0.000 0

 20 3 1    4 0.000 0

 21 1 1    2 0.000 0

 22 1  1  2 0.500 1

 23 1 2 1 1   5 0.200 1

 24 1 1 1 1    4 0.000 0

 25 1 1 1 1   4 0.250 1

 26 1 1    2 0.000 0
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 27  1  1 1.000 1

 29 1    1 0.000 0

 30 1 1    2 0.000 0

 31 1    1 0.000 0

 32 1    1 0.000 0

Yrs in Dist - Quantitative, Discrete    

 0 1    1 0.000 0

 1 7 15 9 3 3 3 1  41 0.098 0

 2 1 6 5 8 3 4 1   28 0.036 0

 3 1 1 1 9 10 8 5 5 1  41 0.146 1

 4 1 2 6 12 6 5 5 2 1 40 0.200 1

 5 4 12 9 4 8 3 1  41 0.098 0

 6 2 5 2 10 1  1  21 0.048 0

 7 2 2 2 1 2  1  10 0.100 0

 8 3 3 5 1 1   13 0.077 0

 9 5 1 3 1 1    11 0.000 0

 10 2 1 6 1 4    14 0.000 0

 11 1 1 2 3 1 1   9 0.111 0

 12 1 1  1  3 0.333 1

 13 1 1    2 0.000 0

 14 1 2    3 0.000 0

 15 3    3 0.000 0

 16 1 3  1  5 0.200 1
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 17 1    1 0.000 0

 18 2    2 0.000 0

 19 1 2 1    4 0.000 0

 20 1 4 1    6 0.000 0

 21 1 1    2 0.000 0

 22 1 1 3 1 1   7 0.143 1

 23 1 4    5 0.000 0

 24 1 1    2 0.000 0

 25 1 3 1    5 0.000 0

 26 2 1 3    6 0.000 0

 27 1 1 1    3 0.000 0

 28 1 1    2 0.000 0

 29 1 1   2 0.500 1

 30 1    1 0.000 0

 31 1 1 1   3 0.333 1

 32 1 1 1    3 0.000 0

 33 1    1 0.000 0

 34 1 1 1   3 0.333 1

 35 1 1   2 0.500 1

 36 1    1 0.000 0

 38 1   1 1.000 1

 44 1 2    3 0.000 0

Diff Dists - Quantitative, Discrete    
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 0 1 5 3 8 1 1    19 0.000 0

 1 1 1 1 27 45 48 18 22 7 2 1 173 0.058 0

 2 1 1 2 5 19 20 13 13 11 4  89 0.169 1

 3 9 10 12 4 5 1  41 0.146 1

 4 1 6 4 4 3 2 2  22 0.182 1

 5 1 1 1 1 3    7 0.000 0

 6 1   1 1.000 1

 7 1    1 0.000 0

 8 1    1 0.000 0

 11 1    1 0.000 0

Which ESC - Qualitative    

 1 1    1 0.000 0

 9 2 3 7 13 5 5    35 0.000 0

 10 1 5 11 14 7 13 14 4  69 0.261 1

 11 4 14 13 11 11 3 2 1 59 0.102 0

 13 1    1 0.000 0

 14 1 1 7 8 7 2 4  2  32 0.063 0

 15 2 7 10 6 8 1    34 0.000 0

 16 1 5 14 14 8 3    45 0.000 0

 17 1 7 12 17 5 5 5   52 0.096 0

 18 3 6 8 2 3 4   26 0.154 1

 19 1    1 0.000 0

 20  1  1 1.000 1
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Willing Relocate - Qualitative    

 1 2 3 23 46 46 29 31 14 4  198 0.091 0

 2 3 1 18 36 47 20 16 12 5 1 159 0.113 0

Enrollment - Quantitative, 

Discrete 

   

 Not Answered 1    1 0.000 0

 1-499 1 1 3 31 38 40 10 12    136 0.000 0

 500-999 1 1 1 7 21 25 14 6 2 1  79 0.038 0

 1000-1599 3 11 11 6 6 3 1  41 0.098 0

 1600-2999 1 8 10 9 5 3 1  37 0.108 0

 3000-4999 2 1 4 8 2 1  18 0.167 1

 5000-9999 2 2 1 3 5 4 1 18 0.556 1

 10000-24999 2 1 4 8   15 0.533 1

 25000-49999 2 1 2 3   8 0.375 1

 50000 plus 3  1  4 0.250 1

Classification - Qualitative    

 None 1 1    2 0.000 0

 Urban 3 3 4 1 1  12 0.167 1

 Suburban 2 5 7 4 12 12 4  46 0.348 1

 Independent Town 1 2 7 5 10 6 6 2 1 40 0.225 1

 Rural 3 2 3 37 69 78 31 25 7 2  257 0.035 0

Did PhD help position - 

Qualitative 
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 No Answer 6 2 14 14 6 7 3 2  54 0.093 0

 Yes 2 5 11 11 13 10 5 1 58 0.276 1

 No 3 1 3 2 1   10 0.100 0

 N/A 2 4 37 60 67 29 25 12 2  238 0.059 0

PhD Before Supt - Qualitative    

 No Answer 6 2 15 15 6 8 3 2  57 0.088 0

 Before 2 6 8 7 11 5 4 1 44 0.227 1

 After 3 5 7 4 6 1  26 0.269 1

 N/A 2 4 37 58 65 29 24 12 2  233 0.060 0

Working on PhD - Qualitative    

 No Answer 2 1 3 3 1 2   12 0.167 1

 Yes 3 3 8 3 2 2 1  22 0.136 1

 No 1 2 4 38 78 82 43 44 22 8 1 323 0.096 0

Professional Organizations    

 AASA 1 1 18 17 30 23 6 2 98 0.316 1

 TASA 3 2 3 38 79 93 49 47 26 9 2 351 0.105 0

 ASCD 1 4 16 13 20 14 9 2 79 0.316 1

 TASCD 2 6 5 14 9 8 2 46 0.413 1

Attendance at Conferences or 

Meetings 

   

 TASB/TASA Conference 2 2 13 67 82 45 47 26 9 2 295 0.125 0

 TASA Mid-Winter Conference 1 1 32 73 88 48 45 26 9 2 325 0.114 0

 TASA Spring Conference 3 11 23 25 20 7 2 91 0.319 1
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 TASA Summer Conference 1 1 1 12 57 34 36 23 9 2 176 0.193 1

 TASA Summer Leadership 

Institute 

1 2 8 12 13 19 16 6 2 79 0.304 1

Primary Network Group    

 Professional Organization 1 3 6 11 8 8 7 3 1 48 0.229 1

 Educational Service Center 2 18 37 37 15 18 7 3 1 138 0.080 0

 Certification Classmate 1 1 3 1    6 0.000 0

 Geographical Neighbor 2 1 10 12 16 12 10 5   68 0.074 0

 Contact from Prior Positions 1 1 7 23 26 11 10 7 3  89 0.112 0

Number of Professionals in 

Network 

   

 1-4 1 2 6 13 11 5 6 4   48 0.083 0

 5-9 1 1 1 11 34 26 13 10 12 3 2 114 0.149 1

 10-14 1 11 5 10 7 4 2 1  41 0.073 0

 15 or more 1 1 13 30 46 24 27 8 5  155 0.084 0

Were meet People in Network    

 Professional Organization 1 1 15 30 38 30 31 17 6 2 171 0.146 1

 Educational Service Center 1 4 26 68 75 33 40 18 7 2 274 0.099 0

 Certification Classmate 1 1 8 20 20 13 10 6 2  81 0.099 0

 Geographical Neighbor 1 2 24 43 58 29 30 19 4 1 211 0.114 0

 Contact from Prior Positions 1 1 14 41 34 25 28 15 5 2 166 0.133 1

Frequency of Meeting    

 Yearly    
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 Monthly 1 2 15 27 31 17 14 12 4 1 124 0.137 1

 Weekly 2 22 51 51 29 30 13 5 1 204 0.093 0

 Daily 4 4 9 3 3 1   24 0.042 0

Purpose of Contact    

 Professional Issues 2 27 58 70 41 39 22 6 2 267 0.112 0

 State Issues 2 30 62 70 44 40 19 7 2 276 0.101 0

 Local Issues 1 27 55 58 34 33 12 7 2 229 0.092 0

 General Issues 2 28 60 68 41 34 20 5 2 260 0.104 0

 Cry on Shoulder 1 11 24 26 19 14 7 4 2 108 0.120 0

Why Contact?    

 Superintendent/'Board 

Relationship 

2 27 58 70 41 39 22 6 2 267 0.112 0

 Personnel 2 30 62 70 44 40 19 7 2 276 0.101 0

 Curriculum & Instruction 1 27 55 58 34 33 12 7 2 229 0.092 0

 Finance 2 28 60 68 41 34 20 5 2 260 0.104 0

 Public Information 1 11 24 26 19 14 7 4 2 108 0.120 0

Who Network With?    

 Professional Organization 

Contact 

2 25 35 36 27 24 11 6 2 168 0.113 0

 Certification Classmate 1 33 68 62 38 37 14 6 2 261 0.084 0

 Geographical Neighbor 1 20 53 51 36 29 21 8 1 220 0.136 1

 Contacts from Prior Positions 4 36 73 83 45 42 23 9 2 317 0.107 0

Board Contact - Qualitative    
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 No Answer 3 1 3 1 1   9 0.111 0

 Yes 1 1 23 56 68 39 38 20 8  254 0.110 0

 No 3 18 26 22 10 8 5 1 1 94 0.074 0

Face-to-Face - Qualitative    

 No 3 1 1 1 2 1  1  10 0.100 0

 Yes 1 4 40 81 91 49 46 26 8 1 347 0.101 0

Telephone - Qualitative    

 No 3 1 1 3    8 0.000 0

 Yes 1 3 41 82 90 49 47 26 9 1 349 0.103 0

E-mail  - Qualitative    

 No 3 1 2 4 3 6 1 1 3   24 0.125 0

 Yes 1 2 37 79 87 48 46 23 9 1 333 0.099 0

Video Conferencing  - Qualitative    

 No 3 2 4 34 70 70 43 35 23 8  292 0.106 0

 Yes 7 12 23 6 12 3 1  64 0.063 0

Web Conferencing - Qualitative    

 No 3 2 4 40 80 83 47 40 25 9 1 334 0.105 0

 Yes 1 2 10 2 7 1   23 0.043 0

Preferred Means - Qualitative    

 None 3 1 1 3    8 0.000 0

 Face-to-Face 1 3 21 42 59 31 31 20 5 1 214 0.121 0

 Telephone 1 15 31 25 12 15 5 1  105 0.057 0

 E-mail 4 9 6 6 1 1 3  30 0.133 1
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Comfortable with Face-to-Face - 

Qualitative 

   

 No Answer 3 1 2    6 0.000 0

 Not Comfortable 1 2 1    4 0.000 0

 Some Comfortable 1 4 2 2 1 1 1   12 0.083 0

 Very Comfortable 1 3 36 78 88 48 46 25 9 1 335 0.104 0

Comfortable with Telephone - 

Qualitative 

   

 No Answer 3 1 3    7 0.000 0

 Not Comfortable 1 2 1    4 0.000 0

 Some Comfortable 1 1 1  1  4 0.250 1

 Comfortable 4 4 10 6 1 3   28 0.107 0

 Very Comfortable 1 3 36 76 79 42 45 23 8 1 314 0.102 0

Comfortable with E-mail - 

Qualitative 

   

 No Answer 3 1 3    7 0.000 0

 Not Comfortable 1 2 2 1 1   7 0.143 1

 Some Comfortable 1 3 4 12 2 3 2  1 28 0.107 0

 Comfortable 7 17 19 11 8 8   70 0.114 0

 Very Comfortable 1 2 29 59 59 35 36 15 9  245 0.098 0

Comfortable with Video - 

Qualitative 

   

 No Answer 3 1 3 7 7 3 5 1  1 31 0.065 0
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 Not Comfortable 3 10 15 22 9 9 5 1  74 0.081 0

 Some Comfortable 1 11 27 28 15 13 10 2  107 0.112 0

 Comfortable 12 24 27 12 15 5 4  99 0.091 0

 Very Comfortable 1 5 9 9 10 5 5 2  46 0.152 1

Comfortable with Web - 

Qualitative 

   

 No Answer 3 1 3 10 15 4 5 1 2 1 45 0.089 0

 Not Comfortable 4 15 27 26 17 16 8 1  114 0.079 0

 Some Comfortable 13 32 32 15 11 12 2  117 0.120 0

 Comfortable 7 8 16 6 12 1 2  52 0.058 0

 Very Comfortable 1 3 5 4 7 3 4 2  29 0.207 1

Freq of Face-to-Face - Quantitative, 

Discrete 

   

 No Answer 3 1 2 1    7 0.000 0

 Yearly 1 1 1 1   4 0.250 1

 Monthly 16 38 41 16 12 8 2 1 134 0.082 0

 Weekly 3 15 30 33 23 23 12 3  142 0.106 0

 Daily 1 10 13 17 9 11 5 4  70 0.129 0

Freq of Telephone - Quantitative, 

Discrete 

   

 No Answer 3 1 3 1    8 0.000 0

 Yearly 1    1 0.000 0

 Monthly 2 5 8 11 6 2 1  1 36 0.056 0
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 Weekly 2 17 41 40 20 29 13 2  164 0.091 0

 Daily 1 19 32 39 22 16 12 7  148 0.128 0

Freq of E-mail - Quantitative, 

Discrete 

   

 No Answer 3 1 1 1 6 1 1    14 0.000 0

 Yearly 1 2 1 1   5 0.200 1

 Monthly 1 7 11 18 8 3 4  1 53 0.094 0

 Weekly 1 17 28 31 16 28 10 1  132 0.083 0

 Daily 1 1 17 41 36 23 15 11 8  153 0.124 0

Freq of Video - Quantitative, 

Discrete 

   

 No Answer 3 1 2 7 21 20 16 15 9 2 1 97 0.124 0

 Yearly 1 1 27 49 56 25 23 15 5  202 0.099 0

 Monthly 1 6 11 17 6 8 2 2  53 0.075 0

 Weekly 1 2 1    4 0.000 0

 Daily 1    1 0.000 0

Freq of Web - Quantitative, 
Discrete 

   

 No Answer 6 1 2 10 32 34 24 23 12 4 1 149 0.114 0

 Yearly 1 1 29 45 54 21 18 12 5  186 0.091 0

 Monthly 1 2 1 3 3 5 2   17 0.118 0

 Weekly 3 1 1    5 0.000 0

 Daily 1 1 1    3 0.000 0
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INFORMATION LETTER FOR RESEARCH STUDY 
Subject Name: ___________________________________Date: _____________________ 
 
Title of Study:  Networking of North and West Texas Public School Superintendents 
 
Principal Investigator:  Glenn E. Barber 
 
 Before agreeing to participate in this research study, it is important that you read and 
understand the following explanation of the proposed procedures.  It describes the procedures, 
benefits, risks, and discomforts of the study.  It also describes your right to withdraw from the 
study at any time. 
 This study will examine the professional networking of North and West Texas Public 
School Superintendents in Educational Service Centers (ESC), Region 9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 
and 18.  It will look at how superintendents in these ESC’s professionally network, use 
professional organizations in networking, how they extend opportunities beyond the 
organizations to gain knowledge and information about their responsibilities, and 
superintendents in the field that other superintendents rely on for knowledge and understanding.  
This data may be useful to professional organizations in developing activities and programs to 
help superintendents in their leadership roles.  
 The enclosed survey instrument should only take a few minutes of your time to complete.  
It has been developed to study the networking of superintendents.  A number of questions are 
posed in this survey which seeks what kind and how much association, accessibility, and 
standing superintendents have and/or desire.  This survey is limited to only the superintendent 
of schools.  Data will be collected and examined that does not discriminate on the basis or race, 
religion, color, national origin, sex, or disability.  People named in survey responses will not be 
used in the dissertation nor will they be given to any other source.  Names will be used by the 
researcher for data analysis purposes only.  There are no foreseeable risks. 
 
REVIEW FOR PROTECTION OF PARTICIPANTS: 
 This research study has been reviewed and approved by the University of North Texas 
Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects  
 
RESEARCH SUBJECTS’ RIGHTS:  I have been told the inconveniences, possible benefits of 
the study, or my decision to withdraw. I have read the above information and I understand that I 
do not have to take part in this study, and my refusal to participate or  
to withdraw will involve no penalty or loss of rights or benefits or legal recourse to which I am 
entitled. The study personnel may choose to stop my participation at any time. 
 
In case there are problems or questions, I have been told I can call Glenn E. Barber, University 
of North Texas Doctoral Student, at telephone  number                             or Dr. Bill Camp, UNT 
Department of Teacher Education and Administration, contact number 
 
I understand my rights as a research subject.  My completion of this survey is my voluntary 
agreement to participate in this study. I understand what the study is about and how and why it is 
being done.  I may keep a copy of this information letter for my records. 
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University of North Texas 
College of Education 

Department of Teacher Education and Administration 
 
 
 
 
March 31, 2005 
 
,  
,  
 
,   
 
Dear : 
 

Approximately three weeks ago, we mailed a survey from TASA seeking your 
help in a research study concerning the career pathways to the superintendency and 
superintendents' networks.  We understand the great demands on your time during the 
spring but a complete response is important to the survey.  Please complete the survey 
and return it in the enclosed envelope.  Completing the survey should not take more 
than fifteen minutes, and the information gained will give an accurate projection in this 
TASA supported research.  If you have already responded, we appreciate your help. 
 
I have enclosed another survey and a postage-paid envelope for your convenience. 
 
Thank you again for your help.  If you have any questions, please give me a call at               
. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Glenn E. Barber, Superintendent 
Greenwood I.S.D. 
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