LOOKING BEYOND SCHOOL WALLS: EXAMINING THE IMPACT OF
SUPERINTENDENT LONGEVITY ON TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF
THEIR WORKING CONDITIONS

Derrick D. Jordan

A dissertation submitted to the faculty of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill in
partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Education in the Department of
Educational Leadership and Policy in the School of Education

Chapel Hill
2012

Approved by:
Advisor: Dr. Fenwick W. English
Reader: Dr. Rita O’Sullivan
Reader: Dr. Stanley Schainker
Reader: Dr. James Veitch

©2012
Derrick D. Jordan
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
ii

ABSTRACT
DERRICK D. JORDAN: Looking Beyond School Walls: Examining the Impact of
Superintendent Longevity on Teachers’ Perceptions of Their Working Conditions
(Under the direction of Dr. Fenwick W. English)
The purpose of this study was to determine if superintendent longevity significantly
impacted teachers’ perceptions of their working conditions. In addition, the study sought to
determine if there were differences in perceptions among teachers whose superintendent was
beginning (1 or fewer years in current position), emerging (between 2 to 6 years in current
position), or established (7 or more years in current position). The study used Callahan and
Kowalski’s (see Kowalski & Brunner, 2005) five role conceptualizations to chronicle the
evolution of the superintendency and to support their argument that the role of the 21st century
superintendent has become quite complex and impacts all aspects of a school district, including
those areas that have traditionally been relegated to principals.
This causal-comparative study used of the results from the 2010 North Carolina Teacher
Working Conditions Survey (NCTWCS). Those data were used to determine teachers’
perceptions of their working conditions within the state’s 115 public, non-charter school districts.
In addition, the researcher acquired tenure data for each of the corresponding superintendents
who oversaw the 115 districts included in their study. Each school-based, licensed public
school employee (e.g., teachers, counselors, media specialists, etc.) in the state (N=119,000) was
given the opportunity to take part in the NCTWCS every two years. From that group, 89%
percent of those educators (n=105,688) responded to the 2010 survey.
Ordinary least squares regression was used to determine if superintendents’ length of
iii

tenure significantly impacted teachers’ perceptions of their working conditions as measured by
the survey’s responses. A one-way ANOVA was used to test for construct differences among
three distinct categories of superintendent tenure.
The study revealed that only one of the nine teacher working condition scales,
professional development, was significantly related to superintendent tenure (r = -.23, p = .014).
There was no statistical significance among tenure groups, indicating that educators did not
perceive their working conditions much differently regardless of whether their superintendent
was a beginning, emerging, or established leader.

iv

DEDICATION
To my mother, Audrey Denise Jordan, and my grandmother, Betty J. Bynum –
Thank you for always believing in me and sharing
in all of my hopes and dreams.
Ma, I have not said it enough, but I hope you realize (because I most certainly do)
that you have done and continue to do a tremendous job
as a mother and a father! Your hard work has produced a positive statistic.
Grandma, I am so thankful that you always keep me lifted in
prayer and remind me that
God is able!
To you both, this dissertation and the doctoral degree are just as much yours as they are mine!
To Nykeria Garvin and Jamari MONTRELL Vick:
The world is yours. You can do anything and be whatever you want. I
expect great things from you two. Get all of the education you can, and set your goals high. I
believe in you!
Thank you, God, for everything!

v

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
I hardly know where to begin. This work has been the result of much prayer, sacrifice,
and commitment. Throughout my five-year journey, I was blessed to have had support,
encouragement, and mentorship from a number of people. First and foremost, God has truly
sustained me through all of the peaks and valleys. In the words of Marvin Sapp’s (2007) charttopping song, “Never would have made it. Never could have made it without You…I would
have lost it all; But now I see how YOU were there for me…”
To Dr. Fenwick W. English, I am so very grateful to you for agreeing to chair my
dissertation committee. It is quite ironic that I began my doctoral work at Carolina by taking one
of your classes and am now culminating my studies with you as one of the foremost contributors
to the successful completion of my dissertation. Thank you for being so responsive to my many
e-mails and visits to your office. I continue to be amazed that you were able to read chapter
drafts, provide substantial feedback, and get them back to me in record time. And, whenever I
strayed away from writing, you found time to gently remind me that “tempus fugit…time flies.”
Please know that I fully realize that this work was doable because of your refusal to allow me to
give up.
I wish to also thank the remaining members of my dissertation committee: Dr. Rita
O’Sullivan for helping me to conceptualize this study during our proposal class and Dr. Stanley
Schainker and Dr. James Veitch for their close questioning and constant reminders to use my
practitioner's lens.

vi

I am also indebted to Dr. Cathy Zimmer, who demystified the world of statistics for me.
Although she was not an official member of my dissertation committee, her expertise and
feedback were immeasurable. I am so much more confident in my statistical abilities because of
Dr. Zimmer’s coaching, and I cannot express enough how fortunate we are to have the services
provided through the Odum Institute.
My research would have been less enjoyable and even more time consuming had it not
been for Keri Church, Social Research Scientist, LEARN North Carolina. Keri, perhaps by
virtue of her experience with the North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey Initiative,
seemed to quickly recognize the value of this work. She was quick to respond to my numerous
questions and requests for data.
I would be remiss if I did not acknowledge the other distinguished members of the
Educational Leadership faculty (Dr. Frank Brown, dean emeritus; Dr. Catherine Marshall; and
last but certainly not least, Dr. Linda C. Tillman) all of whom have made a profound contribution
to my professional maturation. I wish to especially acknowledge Dr. Kathleen Brown, chair of
the department, who took the time to respond to my initial e-mail inquiry about the program. My
decision to apply was due in large part to her willingness to engage an "aspiring Tarheel" in
dialogue about the wonderful possibilities awaiting me at Carolina.
A very big "I LOVE YOU" to my mother; grandmother; Aunt Sissy; Aunt Bridgette; and
Senathra. Also, a special thank you to my church family, especially Yvonne Sallie, who, from
the time we first met, has always called me “professor.” To my extended family, Tierre and
Jennifer Ramsey, thanks for being like a brother and sister to me. You welcomed me into your
life, your home, and your family. We are forever bound together.
To Mr. Timothy Pittman (who offered me my first administrative position);

vii

Dr. Steve Stone (who made me a principal); Dr. Craig Witherspoon (who granted me “release
time” to commute to Chapel Hill for classes); Dr. Robin McCoy (who gave me my first job as a
district/central office leader); and Superintendent Robert Logan (who promoted me to assistant
superintendent and has always taken his role as my mentor seriously), thank you for helping to
shape my career.
I am also thankful to the following special friends and colleagues: Jeanette Darden;
Spanishia Spragley; Morris F. McAdoo; Davon L. Harris; Joseph S. Wright, III; Ella B. Battle;
Mary B. Odom; Joyce Hawkins; Norma Boone; Terry Greenlund; and Beth McCullough. And,
to my “right hand,” Kristin E. Case, I hope to offer as much encouragement and support to you
as you work to finish your Bachelor’s Degree as you have provided to me over the past several
months. Thanks so much for reminding me about the importance of faith.
To Dr. Latish C. Reed, words cannot begin to express how grateful I am that our paths
crossed. You will never know how much you have inspired me over the course of these last few
years. It seems like yesterday that you called together a group of your students to map out our
plan for graduation. WOW! I was only in my second semester of classes. Guess what? I still
have those notes. And, the fact that I am now "Dr. Jordan" is a solid indication that I took every
word you said seriously. Although you decided to leave UNC and return to your home state,
you never allowed distance to diminish your interest in my success. Please know that you are
appreciated!
Lastly, to my "dissertation partner," Dr. Mia Murphy, I am so thankful that God ordered
our steps and put us on the same path. We have come a long ways from our first meeting at the
Cameron Village Regional Library to just a few weeks before we walk across the stage with our
doctoral degrees in hand. I could fill a page or more about how we made slow, steady progress

viii

towards the finish line. Even when we did not believe that the end was in sight, our combined
strength fully outweighed any of our individual weaknesses. I have truly made a life-long
FRIEND! Although I realize that there will be fewer phone calls and e-mails now, I pray that we
never lose touch.
"Now, to Him who is able to do immeasurably more
than all we ask or imagine...(Ephesians 3:20)," I present this work to
Thee with my most humble gratitude!

ix

TABLE OF CONTENTS
LIST OF TABLES ....................................................................................................................... xiv
LIST OF FIGURES ...................................................................................................................... xv
CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................... 1
Organization of Dissertation ....................................................................................................... 1
Background ................................................................................................................................. 1
Statement of the Problem ............................................................................................................ 2
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions ............................................................................ 4
Significance of the Study ............................................................................................................ 5
Overview of Methodology and Conceptual Framework ............................................................ 5
Assumptions................................................................................................................................ 6
Limitations .................................................................................................................................. 7
Definitions of Key Terms ........................................................................................................... 7
2010 North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey Domains/Constructs ...................... 8
CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE
AND CONCEPUTAL FRAMEWORK ....................................................................................... 10
The Teacher Shortage ............................................................................................................... 11
Teacher Turnover ...................................................................................................................... 13
x

National Rates ....................................................................................................................... 14
North Carolina Rates............................................................................................................. 16
Impact on Financial Resources and Student Performance .................................................... 17
Working Conditions and Their Link to Teacher Turnover ....................................................... 18
The North Carolina Working Conditions Survey Initiative ...................................................... 20
2010 Survey Analysis ........................................................................................................... 21
Time ...................................................................................................................................... 21
Facilities and Resources ........................................................................................................ 22
Teacher Leadership ............................................................................................................... 22
School Leadership ................................................................................................................. 22
Professional Development .................................................................................................... 23
Community Support and Involvement .................................................................................. 24
Managing Student Conduct................................................................................................... 24
Instructional Practices and Support ...................................................................................... 25
Principals’ Impact on Teacher Working Conditions ................................................................ 25
The Superintendent and Teaching Working Conditions ........................................................... 27
21st Century Duties and Responsibilities .............................................................................. 28
North Carolina Standards for Superintendents ..................................................................... 30
Superintendent Transiency.................................................................................................... 32
Conceptual Framework ............................................................................................................. 33
Summary ................................................................................................................................... 37
CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY .............................................................................................. 38
Purpose of the Study ................................................................................................................. 38
xi

Research Questions ................................................................................................................... 38
Research Design and Procedures .............................................................................................. 39
Population and Sample ............................................................................................................. 39
Instrumentation ......................................................................................................................... 40
Validity ..................................................................................................................................... 42
Construct ............................................................................................................................... 42
Construct Validation ............................................................................................................. 43
Reliability.............................................................................................................................. 43
Analysis..................................................................................................................................... 44
CHAPTER IV: RESULTS ............................................................................................................ 45
Descriptive Statistics ................................................................................................................. 46
Teacher Working Conditions Survey.................................................................................... 46
Superintendent Tenure .......................................................................................................... 50
Results ....................................................................................................................................... 52
Research Question 1 ............................................................................................................. 52
Research Question 2 ............................................................................................................. 54
Summary ................................................................................................................................... 55
CHAPTER V: ANALYSIS, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS ......................................... 56
Overview and Purpose of the Study.......................................................................................... 56
Analysis..................................................................................................................................... 58
Superintendent Longevity in North Carolina ........................................................................ 58
Simple Regression ................................................................................................................ 58
ANOVA ................................................................................................................................ 59

xii

Discussion ................................................................................................................................. 59
Non-Significant Relationships .............................................................................................. 60
Significant Relationship ........................................................................................................ 61
Implications and Recommendations ......................................................................................... 63
Future Research .................................................................................................................... 63
Practice .................................................................................................................................. 66
References ................................................................................................................................. 69
Appendix A: Institutional Review Board Notice of Exemption .................................................. 78
Appendix B: Approval to Use North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey Data ......... 79
Appendix C: Script for Telephone Interviews ............................................................................. 82
Appendix D: 2010 North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey .................................... 83

xiii

LIST OF TABLES
Table 1 National Teacher Turnover Rates .................................................................................... 15
Table 2 North Carolina Teacher Turnover Rates .......................................................................... 17
Table 3 Professional Development Rate of Agreement Comparisons (2008 vs. 2010) ............... 23
Table 4 North Carolina Standards for Superintendents ................................................................ 32
Table 5 Evolution of Superintendent Roles .................................................................................. 36
Table 6 Reliability Statistics for Survey Organized Around Major Constructs ........................... 44
Table 7 Research Questions and Procedures ................................................................................ 45
Table 8 Construct Factors and Sub-Construct Factors ................................................................. 47
Table 9 Descriptive Statistics for Construct Factors (N=115) ...................................................... 50
Table 10 Superintendent Tenure Frequencies (N=115) ................................................................ 51
Table 11 Frequency Distributions of Superintendent Tenure by Group....................................... 52
Table 12 Results of Regression Analysis for Superintendent Tenure and Construct Factor ........ 53
Table 13 One Way ANOVA Results (N=115) ............................................................................. 54

xiv

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 1 Conceptual Framework .................................................................................................. 34

xv

CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Organization of Dissertation
This dissertation consists of five chapters. Chapter I serves as an introduction to the
study and provides the statement of the problem, its context and significance. In addition, a short
overview of the research methodology is provided along with definitions of key terms. The
relevant literature is synthesized in Chapter II, and Chapter III provides a more comprehensive
examination of the methodology. Chapter IV presents the data, and Chapter V concludes the
study by offering an analysis and discussion of the findings and implications for future research
and practice.
Background
Fifty years ago, there was an overabundance of teachers to fill the nation’s public school
classrooms. Carrol and Foster (2010) suggested that the reason rested in the fact that females,
who accounted for the overwhelming majority of the teaching force, had very few professional
job opportunities outside of the education arena. Consequently, those teachers developed a firm
commitment to the profession and seldom left before retirement. In the 1980s, however, with the
release of A Nation at Risk, the field of education fell under increased scrutiny, and more
attention was given to the notion of improving student performance and strengthening what some
still call a failing education system (Emery & Ohanian, 2004). One of the results was a focus on
the impending teacher shortage which researchers (at least at that time) believed to be the
consequence of increases in student enrollments and teacher retirements. From that point until
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now, much attention has been devoted to identifying causes of and solutions to the shortage
(Ingersoll, 2002a), which included teacher working conditions.
Statement of the Problem
A quality education represents our strongest hope for guaranteeing the success of the
country’s most valuable resources, its students. It is the way through which students are
prepared to become self-sufficient, productive citizens, capable of functioning in an everchanging world. According to Burstein, Czech, Kretschmer, Lombardi, and Smith (2009), “A
highly qualified teacher is one of the most important factors in improving student achievement”
(p. 24). As such, it is imperative that schools and districts be staffed with capable teachers who
are committed to identifying and implementing strategies aimed at ensuring that each student
meets his or her fullest potential.
While teachers continue to account for a significant portion of the work force in the
United States, there is still a shortage plaguing public school districts across the country
(Hanushek, Kain, & Rivikin, 2004). As an initial response to the problem, policy makers and
educational leaders focused their attention on increasing the supply of teachers. Midcareer/lateral entry programs, alternative licensure programs, financial incentives, and other
strategies have all been used nationwide to attract new teachers to the profession (Hirsch,
Koppich, & Knapp, 2001). While the literature indicates successful results in the area of
recruitment with the aforementioned approaches, as well as others, there is evidence to indicate
that the failure to devote ample attention to the issue of teacher retention has exacerbated the
inability to adequately staff today’s classrooms (Ingersoll & Smith, 2003). Ingersoll (2003)
further declared, “…Increases in student enrollment and teacher retirements are not the primary
causes of the high demand for new teachers and subsequent staffing difficulties” (p. 31),
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suggesting that recruitment initiatives alone will not sufficiently address the teacher shortage.
Consequently, contemporary researchers have shifted their attention away from simply
increasing the pool of teaching candidates and have begun looking more deliberately at attrition
and why teachers leave the profession at such alarming rates (Liu & Meyer, 2005; Strunk &
Robinson, 2006). According to Ingersoll (2003), “High levels of turnover suggest that an
organization has underlying problems in how the organization functions” (p. 31). Among the
chief reasons why teachers leave the profession are: (a) low salaries; (b) poor climate/discipline;
(c) no role in decision making/teacher leadership; and (d) the lack of and/or the need for
administrative support (Ingersoll, 2002a). In the education arena, such factors are encapsulated
into one group, commonly referred to as working conditions. The extant literature reveals that
teacher working conditions play a key role in whether a teacher stays or leaves. That assertion is
supported by Ingersoll and Smith (2003), who wrote, “Data suggest that the roots of the teacher
shortage largely reside in the working conditions within schools and districts” (p. 31).
Furthermore, Sioberg and Hirsch (2008), through their work with the North Carolina Teacher
Working Conditions Initiative, determined that “…the presence of working conditions is strongly
connected to the future employment plans of teachers and actual attrition” (p. 3).
Studies have shown a significant correlation between administrative leadership and
positive teacher working conditions (Greenlee & Brown, 2009; Kukla-Acevedo, 2009; Loeb,
Darling-Hammond, & Luczak, 2005). Much of the literature is focused on coaching and
developing teachers, implementing discipline plans, and minimizing duty assignments, which are
deemed to be school-level practices and generally fall within the purview of the school principal.
However, there is a growing emphasis on the important role that district leaders play, particularly
at the superintendent’s level. Issues such as the hiring of principals, vision-building, policy
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development, and salary decisions (e.g., negotiations with unions, district supplements, etc.) play
a key role in teachers’ perceptions of their working conditions and are inextricably linked to the
superintendent’s leadership.
Ironically, high turnover is not just endemic in the teaching arena. In fact, the average
tenure for a superintendent is between 2.5 and 6.5 years (Natkin, Cooper, Alborano, Padilla, &
Ghosh, 2002). The lack of consistency at the superintendent’s level could have negative impacts
within a school district. Districts whose superintendents have short tenures are typically unable
to thrive because of their inability to maintain stability (Pascopella, 2011). Consequently, as the
title of this study suggests, there is a need to look beyond school walls to identify other key
factors linked to the positive and negative working conditions for teachers.
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to investigate the degree to which extended superintendent tenure
(i.e., number of years in his or her current position) impacts teachers’ perceptions of their
working conditions. The following research questions guided the study:
1. Does a superintendent’s tenure in office have a significant impact on teachers’
perceptions of their working conditions? In other words, do teachers whose
superintendent has greater longevity report increased satisfaction with their working
conditions?
2. Do teachers whose superintendent is beginning (1 year or less in current position),
emerging (2 to 6 years in current position) or established (7 or more years in current
position) perceive their working conditions differently? If so, in what ways?
The second research question was designed to test whether or not there were significant
differences in perceptions of working conditions among predetermined tenure groups.
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Significance of the Study
The passage of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 has underscored the need to retain
qualified teachers (Greenlee & Brown, 2009). It has resulted in increased accountability and
mandates that all public schools in the United States be rated according to their students’
performance on annual state assessments in identified subject areas. With explicit standards of
learning and heavy pressure to provide tangible evidence of student success, it is no longer
enough for educators to promise improved student outcomes. School and district leaders must
now produce academic performance increases for all students and are penalized for failing to do
so. If there is to be any hope of meeting such a lofty expectation, it is imperative that researchers
and educational leaders identify additional ways to stabilize the teaching force.
Historically, the task of cultivating positive working conditions for teachers has been
placed squarely on the shoulders of building-level administrators, primarily school principals.
However, the landscape of the superintendency has changed as accountability has increased
(Browne-Ferringno & Glass, 2005). Today’s superintendents have to take a more legitimate role
in many of the areas that have customarily been left to school principals. In addition, because
superintendents are responsible for hiring of principals and have primary control over other key
organizational dynamics, the role they play in establishing positive working conditions and
increasing job satisfaction must not be overlooked. And, given the fact that many
superintendents tend to be somewhat transient, it is likely that the length of a superintendent’s
tenure in a given district has implications with regards to working conditions.
Overview of Methodology and Conceptual Framework
This causal-comparative study required the use of the results from the 2010 North
Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey (NCTWCS) results aggregated by LEA and then
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sorted by individual working condition domains. Those data were used to determine teachers’
perceptions of their working conditions within the state’s 115 public, non-charter school districts.
In addition, the researcher acquired tenure data for each of the superintendents who oversee the
districts included in the study. Ordinary least squares regression was used to determine if
superintendents’ length of tenure significantly impacted teachers’ perceptions of their working
conditions as measured by the survey’s responses.
This study used Callahan and Kowalski’s (see Kowalski & Brunner, 2005) five role
conceptualizations to chronicle the evolution of the superintendency and support the argument
that the role of the 21st century superintendent has become quite complex and impacts all aspects
of a school district, including those areas that have traditionally been relegated to principals. In
addition, the framework underscores the relationship between those conceptualizations by
linking each of the nine constructs (which provide the basis for the North Carolina Teaching
Working Conditions Survey) to one of the five roles.
Assumptions
The primary assumption of this study was that it takes time for a superintendent to impact
working conditions, because some aspects of working conditions require changes within the
system which cannot be made immediately. Once changes are implemented, time must pass
before the actual changes begin to occur. The longer the time a superintendent has in office,
therefore, the more it is hypothesized his or her decisions can become recognizable and hence
“perceived” by teachers. Furthermore, it is assumed that the survey instrument (with regards to
the questions used) is appropriate for determining teachers’ perceptions of their working
conditions. It was also assumed that anonymity was maintained and respondents were not
subjected to undue pressure by administrators to provide less than candid, honest responses,
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which could have produced skewed results. Lastly, although it is accepted that some level of
turnover is to be expected and is in fact necessary to encourage innovation, (Ingersoll & Smith,
2003), this study assumes that turnover is generally negative.
Limitations
The study only included data relative to educators in North Carolina and may not have
broad generalizability. In addition, all 115 districts received equal treatment in the study
regardless of size. It is probable, though, that the size of a district has the potential to impact
teachers’ perceptions, thus creating an additional limitation. Further, there are varying numbers
of people who serve on the state’s local boards of education, and each board member has a
particular level of experience in terms of years of service. This study, however, did not allow for
examination of other variables which could have impacted teachers’ perceptions.
The role of the principal and the principal’s impact on working conditions is well
document in the literature. Similarly, the role of the superintendent has been thoroughly
recorded. Virtually void from the literature, however, are specific links between the
superintendent’s role and teacher retention, specifically with regards to improving working
conditions as a strategy for decreasing turnover.
Definitions of Key Terms
This section offers definitions of key terms that will be used frequently throughout the
study.
Attrition: The loss of personnel due to a teacher’s decision to leave a school (also known as
turnover)
Local Education Authority (LEA): In the state of North Carolina, there are 115 public school
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districts. Each district functions as a local education authority. Consequently, “LEA” and
“district” are used interchangeably in this study.
Superintendent: The chief executive officer/leader of a school district
Tenure: The length of time in a particular position
2010 North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey Domains/Constructs
The following nine domains/constructs are used as a framework for the 2010 NCTWCS
and are defined by the North Carolina Teaching Standards Commission
(http://ncteachingconditiosn.org/2010drill-down-tools, 2011):
Time: Available time to plan, collaborate and provide effective instruction
Facilities and Resources: Availability of instructional, technology, office, communication
and school resources to teachers
Community Support and Involvement: Community and parent/guardian communication and
influence in the school
Managing Student Conduct: Policies and practices available to address student conduct issues
and ensure a safe school environment
Teacher Leadership: Teacher involvement in decisions that impact classroom and school
practices
School Leadership: The ability of school leadership to create trusting, supportive environments
and address teacher concerns
School Leadership Effort: The extent to which school leadership makes a sustained effort to
address concerns
Professional Development: Availability and quality of learning opportunities for educators to
enhance their teaching
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Instructional Practices and Support: Data and supports are available to teachers to improve
instruction and student learning

9

CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE
AND CONCEPUTAL FRAMEWORK
This chapter summarizes and synthesizes the pertinent literature regarding the nation's
teacher shortage and excessive teacher turnover (both nationally and within the state of North
Carolina), highlighting the latter as a primary contributor to the shortage. The discussion
continues with an exploration of working conditions and their impact on teachers' decisions to
remain, transfer or leave teaching altogether. In addition, the development and implementation
of the North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey Initiative are recounted, with a
summary analysis of the results from the 2010 iteration of the survey. The next two sections
focus on the relationship between administrative leadership and teachers' perceptions of their
working conditions, providing quantitative measures that underscore the extent to which
principals impact those perceptions. With regard to the superintendent’s role, the researcher
provides literature relative to the historical context of the position and the subsequent evolution
of the position into a multidimensional one with emphasis on 21st century roles and
responsibilities. Parallels are drawn between the responsibilities of principals and
superintendents, thereby supporting the hypothesis that superintendents, like principals, have a
clear impact on working conditions. The focus on the superintendent concludes with a brief
discussion of the transient nature of the superintendency.
Finally, to frame the study, this research relies on Callahan and Kowalski’s (see English,
2005) role conceptualizations. In the last section of this chapter, the conceptual framework is
used to trace the historical transitions of the superintendent’s position, automatically dividing
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them into five overlapping roles which cut across many of the areas traditionally ascribed to
principals. Thus, the framework may be useful in more fully understanding the inherent link
between superintendents and teacher working conditions.
The Teacher Shortage
A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform (1983) has long been
considered one of the most groundbreaking publications in educational history. It ignited
debates among educational leaders, researchers, and policy makers and gave rise to a number of
initiatives designed to improve public education. One of the foremost results was the emphasis
placed on the importance of adequately staffing public school classrooms. Beginning as early as
1984, many schools have struggled to find enough qualified applicants to fill teaching vacancies
(Ingersoll & Smith, 2003). The initial response was a focus on the development and
implementation of recruitment strategies. Sign-on bonuses, alternative licensing requirements,
and second career programs were designed to stem the teacher shortage by enticing a new cadre
of professionals to move into the teaching profession (Ingersoll, 2002). Despite favorable results
with such initiatives, however, the shortage of teachers has continued.
Dr. Richard Ingersoll, Professor of Education and Sociology at the University of
Pennsylvania, has written extensively about the teacher shortage (2001; 2002a; 2002b; 2007;
2011; Ingersoll & May, 2011; Ingersoll & Rossi, 1995). Much of his research draws on data
from the Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) and the Teacher Follow-Up Survey (TFS) which
are nationally representative surveys conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics of
the U.S. Department of Education. According to Ingersoll (2003), “[The] SASS is the largest
and most comprehensive data source available on the staffing, occupational, and organizational
aspects of schools” (p. 146). The survey has four components--the School Questionnaire, the
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Teacher Questionnaire, the Principal Questionnaire, and the School District Questionnaire
(previously known as the Teacher Demand and Shortage Questionnaire until the 1999–2000
iteration of the survey)--and is designed to provide insight into teacher demand and shortage
(http://www.nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass, 2011).
In 2010, Ingersoll and Merrill analyzed data from six administration cycles of the SASS
and the TFS, covering a 20-year span: 1987-88, 1990-91, 1993-94, 1999-2000, 2003-04, and
2007-08. Their goal was to determine how the teaching force had changed over the past two
decades. The authors discovered six trends, with the following four being related to the teacher
shortage:
1. The teaching force has continued to grow;
2. The modal age of today’s teachers has risen to 55;
3. There has been a steady increase in the number of novice teachers; and
4. Teacher turnover has increased 28%.
The first trend they identified showed that the teaching force has—despite the appearance
otherwise--continued to grow at an exponential rate, increasing by approximately 46% since the
1980s. Smaller class sizes and reduced teaching loads for teachers, due primarily to increases in
the number of students identified as learning disabled, have resulted in the need for additional
teachers to fill the gaps. As Ingersoll and Merrill noted, "Special education classes average
about one-half the size of general education classes in elementary and secondary schools" (p.
16), thus accounting for a significant portion of the subsequent increase in the number of
teachers.
The second and third trends pertain to the age of today’s teachers. Ingersoll and Merrill
(2010) noted that the modal age was 41 in 1987-88 but had increased to 55 by 2007-08. Along
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those same lines, approximately 470,000 more teachers were over age 50 than was the case just
20 years previous. Ironically, as the teaching force has grayed, it has also begun “greening” (p.
18). In other words, as the number of veteran teachers has increased, so has the number of
beginning teachers. As Ingersoll and Merrill concluded, “In 1987-88, the modal teacher had 15
years of teaching experience under his or her belt. By 2007-08, the modal teacher was not a
gray-haired veteran but a beginner in his or her first year of teaching” (p. 18).
The fourth trend suggested that the number of teachers moving between schools and
leaving the profession altogether has continued to rise since the early 1990s. Because of the
inherent impact that excessive turnover has on staffing in general and the teacher shortage in
particular, there is a compelling need to look more closely at potential causes of the turnover.
Teacher Turnover
In the teaching profession, turnover (or attrition) is broken into two types: movers and
leavers. “Movers” are those who remain in the profession but transfer to teaching jobs in a
different school. “Leavers” are those who exit the teaching profession altogether. According to
Ingersoll (2003), both inherently create negative results for students, schools and districts.
Although teachers account for approximately 4% of the workforce, there is more turnover
in teaching than in other service professions (Ingersoll, 2003). In many cases, schools have to
hire just as many teachers as they lose on a yearly basis. As such, simply increasing the number
of teachers does not solve the problem of the shortage. For example, from 1994-2004,
approximately 2.25 million new teachers were hired in the United States. During that same
approximate time period, however, there was a loss of 2.7 million teachers (National
Commission on Teaching and America's Future, 2010). In addition, teacher quality has been
questioned due to the number of teachers who entered the profession without having had
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adequate training (Darling-Hammond, 2003). The Projections of Education Statistics to 2020
(2011), the National Center for Education Statistics’ (NCES) 39th report since 1964, provides
enrollment projections based on data from NCES and the U.S. Census Bureau. According to the
report, “Total elementary and secondary enrollment has increased 8% between 1995 and 2008
and is projected to increase an additional 5% between 2008 and 2020” (p. 4). Similarly, the
number of public school teachers increased 24% between 1995 and 2008. As a result, the
number of public school teachers is expected to increase an additional 9% between 2008 and
2020.
The National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (2010) also revealed that
by 2004, Baby Boomers (those born between 1946 and 1964) accounted for 54% of the teaching
force. In the 1960s and 1970s, those veteran educators flooded the teaching profession. By
1976, the United States had seen one of the youngest groups of teachers ever. Today, those
teachers are at or nearing retirement. Moreover, more than 300,000 teachers retired between
2004 and 2008. Further, the study’s authors predicted, “We can expect to lose as many as a
million and a half veteran teachers to retirement in the next eight years” (p. 3).
National Rates
Average teacher turnover rates in the United States tend to fluctuate from year to year,
but overall they have been steadily increasing since the early 1990s, from 13.5% in 1991-92 to
15.6% in 2008-09 (see Table 1).
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Table 1
National Teacher Turnover Rates

Academic
Year

Total
Teachers

Teacher
Leavers

Teacher
Movers

Percentage
of Leavers

Percentage
Total
of Movers Turnover

1988-89

2,386,500

132,300

188,400

5.6

7.9

13.5

1991-92

2,553,500

130,500

185,700

5.1

7.3

12.4

1994-95

2,555,800

167,600

182,900

6.6

7.2

13.8

2000-01

2,994,700

221,400

231,000

7.4

7.7

15.1

2004-05

3,214,900

269,600

261,100

8.4

8.1

16.5

2008-09

3,380,300

269,800

255,700

8.0

7.6

15.6

Source: http://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/pdf/coe_tat.pdf (2011) Note: These data represent
results from the Teacher Follow-Up Surveys (TFS) conducted by the National Center of
Educational Statistics. The lack of consistency in terms of the intervals for the academic years
listed above is due to the variations in the administration windows for the Schools and Staffing
(SAS) Survey. The TFS is administered the year following the administration of the SAS.
Further compounding the issue of high attrition is the fact that new teachers are leaving
the profession at even more alarming rates. In fact, the odds of teachers leaving within their first
few years of teaching are 184% higher than those for their more veteran counterparts (Ingersoll,
2001). The National Center for Education Statistics’ Teacher Attrition and Mobility Report
(2010) lent support to that claim when it was estimated that in 2008-09, 13.7% of the nation’s
teachers with just 1-3 years of experience moved to another school, while 9.1% left teaching
altogether. Strunk and Robinson (2006), in their review of a study conducted in 1989, found that
the attrition rate tended to decrease as teachers gained more experience. It was determined that
15% of the teachers in the study quit after one year, while 9% quit after two years and 8% quit
after three years. The data indicated, by contrast, that less than 3% of teachers with eight or
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more years of experience quit. Thus, the authors concluded, “…younger teachers have a higher
rate of turnover, which declines as teachers hit middle age/experience level, and then rises again
as teachers near retirement” (p. 70).
North Carolina Rates
In North Carolina, pursuant to general statues, the State Board of Education, through the
North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI), is required to monitor and assemble
an annual turnover report. Consequently, each LEA in the state is asked to complete a survey to
determine the number of teachers leaving a district during a specified period of time. According
to the NCDPI’s most recent report, for 2010, 11,012 of the 99,241 teachers (or 11.10%) left their
school district during the 2009-2010 academic year, only a slight decrease of 1.62% from the
previous year. The turnover rates among individual LEAs ranged from a low of 1.89% to a high
of 31.82%. For the past 10 years, the average turnover rate in North Carolina was 12.68% (see
Table 2). While North Carolina’s turnover rates do not mirror the national trends, the rates are
still unacceptable.
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Table 2
North Carolina Teacher Turnover Rates

Academic Year

Total Teachers

Teachers Leaving

Percentage

2000-2001

90,307

12,610

13.96%

2001-2002

92,367

11,533

12.44%

2002-2003

92,688

11,531

12.44%

2003-2004

92,166

11,399

12.37%

2004-2005

95,709

12,398

12.95%

2005-2006

101,229

12,730

12.58%

2006-2007

103,765

12,776

12.31%

2007-2008

96,966

13,432

13.85%

2008-2009

98,985

12,595

12.72%

Source: http://www.ncpublicschools.org/recruitment/surveys/turnover/? (2011)
Impact on Financial Resources and Student Performance
Over the past few years, the financial results of excessive teacher turnover have been
examined more closely (Watlington, Shockley, Guglielmino, & Felsher, 2010). Barnes, Crowe,
and Schaffer completed a study in 2007 to determine the costs associated with turnover. The 18month study involved five districts: Chicago (IL) Public Schools, Milwaukee (WI) Public
Schools, Granville (NC) County Public Schools, Jemez Valley (NM) Public Schools, and Santa
Rosa (NM) Public Schools. The researchers “…examined the costs of recruiting, hiring,
processing, and training teachers at both the school and district levels” (Barnes, Crowe, &
Schaffer, para.2). Despite the variations in the size of district, location, demographics, and types
of induction programs, the study revealed that the financial implications of teacher turnover were
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quite sizeable. Darling-Hammond (2003) also pointed to a study conducted in Texas which
determined that the state’s yearly 15% turnover rate was costing the state a minimum of
$320,000,000 per year, or $8,000 for each new teacher who leaves within the first three or so
years after entering the classroom. On a larger scale, The Alliance for Excellent Education
(2008) suggested that the costs related to replenishing the country’s fleeting teaching force was
“a staggering $7.34 billion” (p. 22).
A number of studies have substantiated the claim that teachers are critically important in
improving student achievement (Burstein, Czech, Kretschmer, Lombardi, & Smith, 2009;
Darling-Hammond, 2002; Ingersoll, 2007), and The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 has
heightened the need to ensure that today’s teachers are highly qualified (meaning that teachers
must be appropriately licensed in their subject area and meet other state-sanctioned expectations,
e.g., renewal credits, good evaluations, etc.). Penalties are levied against schools and districts
that fail to meet this requirement. This approach alone does not give attention or direction to the
issue of excessive turnover. Thus, Greenlee and Brown (2009) have argued that an equal amount
of importance should be placed on ensuring that districts do a better job of keeping quality
teachers. In order to achieve that goal, it is necessary to focus more attention on the numbers of
teachers leaving the profession and the underlying reasons for their decisions.
Working Conditions and Their Link to Teacher Turnover
Because teachers are generally isolated from one another, schools have become more
challenging workplaces, thus having an impact on teachers’ decisions to stay or leave their
school or district (Elfers, Plecki, & Knapp, 2006). In 2005, Alliance for Excellent Education
wrote in an issue brief, “Every school day, nearly a thousand teachers leave the field of teaching.
Another thousand teachers change schools, many in pursuit of better working conditions”
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(para.1). Working conditions with regard to school settings are multifaceted. In fact, it has been
suggested that working conditions are so nebulous that nearly anything could be categorized as
such (Berry, Smylie & Fuller, 2008). Although no concrete definition of the term exists, teacher
working conditions generally include the following broad categories: (a) physical
features/suitability of buildings and equipment; (b) organizational structures, including
leadership/governance, workload, etc.; (c) sociological features, including role identity and status
among peers; (d) economic features; (e) cultural features (e.g., values and norms); (f)
psychological features; and (g) educational features which include but are not limited to
accountability targets and curriculum (Futernick, 2007; Johnson, 2006).
The claim that working conditions are tied to teachers' decisions to leave or stay has been
consistently corroborated by a number of researchers. For example, Brown and Wynn (2007)
wrote, “In general, research studies confirm that a number of working conditions form the main
factors predicting high teacher morale and are those decisive factors relating to success in
retention” (p. 667). Similarly, having examined North Carolina teachers’ perceptions of their
working conditions for the past several years, Hirsh and Church (2009) found that positive
working conditions generally yield increased job satisfaction and less turnover. As a result,
those schools whose teachers are satisfied with their working conditions have a higher retention
rate. Greenlee and Brown (2009) determined that teachers who migrate or leave do so in search
of better resources and more professional opportunities, including more autonomy, stronger
curriculum innovations, more authority in school-based decisions, and additional professional
development.
Using data from a survey of 1,071 California teachers, Loeb, Darling-Hammond, and
Luczak (2005) examined the impact of working conditions on turnover. They found that the
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greatest indicator of turnover was tied to teachers’ view of their respective school’s conditions.
Liu and Meyer (2005) examined teachers’ perceptions of their jobs and the subsequent impact on
turnover. In doing so, they used data from the 1994-95 Schools and Staffing Survey and the
Teacher Follow-Up Survey. The sample included 6,279 teachers. Of those surveyed, 41% had
remained in their same teaching position since the first survey. However, almost the same
percentage, 38%, quit teaching, and 21% of the teachers switched to another teaching
assignment. Liu and Meyer’s analysis indicated that student discipline was a primary reason for
dissatisfaction. Gonzalez, Brown, and Slate (2008) looked specifically at reasons for attrition in
the state of Texas. They interviewed several teachers who had left teaching after just one year of
service and identified several organizational factors to be the cause of the departures.
Salary and benefits, because of their unique impact on attrition, are typically viewed as
separate factors and therefore tend to be viewed independent of the aforementioned areas.
Salaries, although thought by many to be a primary reason for leaving the teaching profession,
are not mentioned as often as might be expected (Boe, Cook, & Sundeland, 2008).
The North Carolina Working Conditions Survey Initiative
Because of the overwhelming benefit of positive working conditions on teacher retention,
many states have begun collecting data regarding teachers’ perceptions of their working
conditions. North Carolina was one of the first states to begin collecting such data. According
to the North Carolina Teaching Working Conditions website (www.ncteachingconditions.org,
2011), the state’s efforts began in 2002 under the leadership of Governor Michael Easley. The
governor’s office partnered with the Center for Teaching Quality, whose job it was to develop
the working conditions survey instrument. Since its initial unveiling, the survey has undergone
revisions and has been administered every two years. In 2004 and 2006, there was a 66%
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response rate, with more than 85% of the state’s schools reaching the minimum response rate of
40% necessary to have valid data. During the 2010 administration, the fifth iteration of the
statewide survey, 100% of the state’s public schools reached the minimum response rate.
Equally impressive was the fact that every district had at least 72% participation.
2010 Survey Analysis
The New Teacher Center (NTC) conducted an analysis of the 2010 North Carolina
Teacher Working Conditions Survey (NCTWCS) data and summarized their findings in a
research brief (2010). Some 105,688 (89%) educators responded to the survey, the highest
participation rate since the initial survey in 2002. Of the eight areas assessed, the following five
areas were also included in the 2008 version: (a) time; (b) facilities and resources; (c) teacher
leadership; (d) school leadership; and (e) professional development. The three new areas
included: (a) community support and involvement; (b) managing student conduct; and (c)
instructional practices and support. Among the chief findings were the following:
1.

Educators provided the most positive assessments of their working conditions
than they had in all the previous years;

2.

Eighty-five percent of those surveyed indicated that their respective school was a
good place to work and learn; and

3.

Only a small percentage (3%) wished to leave the profession.

The following sections summarize the NTC’s findings for each of the factors and sub-factors
included in the 2010 survey:
Time
The issue of time was the most challenging category of working condition. Finding time
within the school day for teachers to adequately plan for instruction, collaborate, and develop
plans for meeting the individual needs of students is a critical component in establishing positive
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working conditions. Yet, only 50% of the respondents agreed that routine paperwork was
minimized.
Facilities and Resources
Overall, the results relative to this area of the survey were quite favorable. Even in the
midst of challenging budget situations, 90% of those surveyed indicated that their schools
physical environment supported teaching and learning, and 80% reported that their school was
clean and well-maintained. With regard to technology, 80% and 81%, respectively, agreed that
they had adequate access to instructional technology and an appropriate internet connection
speed.
Teacher Leadership
One of the most fundamental tenets of the North Carolina Professional Teaching
Standards is the importance of teacher leadership. In fact, the state’s newly created teacher
evaluation instrument provides for the assessment of it. The 2010 results in the area of teacher
leadership were considerably higher than the results from 2008. Eighty-two percent, an increase
of 21%, of the educators surveyed felt that they were looked to (or consulted) when it comes to
making decisions relative to issues in education. Approximately 76% (versus 62% in 2008) of
the respondents felt that an effective decision-making process was in place at their respective
school. In 2010, 84% of teachers reported that they felt trusted to make educational decisions,
up from 74% in 2008.
School Leadership
The 2010 results indicated that school leaders were successfully working to create
trusting, supportive school environments. In 2004, only half of those surveyed felt that
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there was mutual trust and respect in their schools. The number rose to two thirds in 2008 and to
almost three quarters in 2010. Similarly, approximately 79%, up from 72% in 2008, indicated
that they typically felt supported by their school’s leader.
Professional Development
North Carolina, like many other states, has faced significant budget challenges over the
past few years that have resulted in cuts to professional development. Yet, the data indicated that
educators were more positive about opportunities for growth in 2010 than in any of the previous
surveys. Table 3 summarizes the findings.
Table 3
Professional Development Rate of Agreement Comparisons (2008 vs. 2010)

Factor

Rate of Agreement in 2008

Rate of Agreement in 2010

Sufficient resources are
available for professional
development

58%

78%

Adequate time provided to
receive professional
development

65%

78%

Professional development
deepens content knowledge

69%

80%

Professional development
improves ability to improve
student learning

68%

89%

Despite the positive results in this area, there was compelling evidence to indicate a
disconnect between the educators’ perceived professional development needs and the actual
types of professional development received. The respondents were asked to identify the areas in
which they believed they needed professional development in order to more effectively teach
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their students, while noting the areas in which they had received professional development for
more than 10 hours within the previous two years. Over 50% of the teachers indicated that they
had received professional development in technology integration and differentiation; yet, 60%
indicated the need for additional support in both areas. Along those same lines, about 50% of
teachers indicated the need for professional development in strategies for addressing unique
learners.
Community Support and Involvement
With regard to community engagement, 89% of educators agreed that their school
maintained an adequate level of open dialog with the community. There was almost 100%
agreement with the claim that teachers kept parents and guardians informed about their students’
academic progress. Overall, approximately 85% of educators indicated that the community
generally supported their school, and 84% felt supported as teachers.
Although 90% of respondents felt that their school adequately encouraged parental
involvement, only 74% actually felt supported by parents and guardians. Similarly, 72% agreed
that parent and guardians were an influential part of the decision-making process at their school.
Managing Student Conduct
A safe and orderly environment is necessary to establish a positive learning situation for
students. Four main areas were assessed within this factor. The results indicated that North
Carolina's public school teachers overwhelmingly (93%) believed that their schools were safe,
due primarily to consistently enforced disciplinary procedures. Eighty-five percent of those
surveyed indicated that the students were aware of their behavioral expectations, and 72%
believed that students adhered to them. Regarding the enforcement of rules, 80% affirmed that
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rules were consistently enforced by teachers, while 70% suggested that administrators were
equally consistent.
Instructional Practices and Support
More than 93% of North Carolina’s educators agreed that innovation was encouraged.
Eight-seven percent reported that they worked in professional learning communities to align
instruction. With respect to autonomy, 77% of those surveyed agreed that they were able to
make decisions about instructional techniques. Sixty-eight percent of teachers acknowledged a
positive link between their teaching assignments and the likelihood of success with students.
Principals’ Impact on Teacher Working Conditions
In the case of the public school arena, much of the literature relating to teacher working
conditions has been tied specifically to the role of the principal (Cuban, 2008; Wood, 2005).
Norton (2002) wrote, “Studies on school effectiveness, school climate, and student achievement
all reveal one commonality, the fact that good happenings in schools depend to a great extent on
the quality of school leadership” (p. 50). School principals are often characterized as the chief
learning officer who bears ultimate responsibility for success or failure of the school (Bottoms &
O’Neil, 2001). They are trained to develop and implement cutting-edge strategies to meet the
varied needs of their subordinates (Harr, 2007). When it comes specifically to their impact on
teacher working conditions, Kukla-Acedo (2009) argued, “organizational [working] conditions
are driven by administrator behavior” (p. 443). Likewise, according to the New Teacher Center
(2010):
Analyses of previous survey data have demonstrated that school leadership is one of the
strongest predictors of teacher retention and future employment plans. In 2010, when
asked which aspect of teaching conditions most affects their willingness to keep teaching
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at their school, almost three out of 10 (28%) educators selected school leadership, nearly
two times more than any other working condition area assessed. (p. 5)
A number of other studies have further emphasized the link between teaching working
conditions and administrative leadership. For example, Loeb Darling-Hammond and Luczak
(2005) concluded that one of the major areas of dissatisfaction relative to working conditions
was unsupportive leadership. Likewise, Luekens, Lyter, Fox and Chandler (2004), using data
from the 2000-2001 follow-up survey from National Center for Education Statistics, found that
32% of teachers who transferred to a new school were dissatisfied with their working conditions
in general, and 38% were specifically dissatisfied with the level of support they received from
their administrator(s). In another study, Johnson and Birkeland (2003) followed 50 teachers
from Massachusetts over a four-year period and found that teachers who migrated described their
principal as “arbitrary, abusive, or neglectful” (p. 594).
Because principals have a greater opportunity to provide direct support while playing an
active role in developing and nurturing teachers (Roberson & Roberson, 2009; Watkins, 2005),
their role is even more crucial when it comes to new teachers. Wood (2005) summarized this
reality, noting, “When a site administrator organizes and/or supports instructional activities that
promote professional relationships among novice teachers and experienced teachers, morale is
greatly improved and beginning teachers’ self-concept is strengthened” (p. 45). Moreover,
Wood determined that principals who immersed themselves (through active participation) in
their school’s induction program and provided specific guidance and direction to novice teachers
were viewed more favorably. In fact, some of the study’s participants indicated that their
principal, because of his or her support, was the reason why they opted not to quit.
Habegger (2008) looked specifically at how principals create a positive school culture.

26

The three principals in this study intentionally devoted time to ensuring that their respective
school’s culture was positive. They focused on building teachers’ self-efficacy using a twopronged approach. The first step was to create a sense of belonging and empowerment.
Teachers were made to feel a part of a team. Common planning was provided during the school
day to establish professional learning communities in which teachers and principals worked
collaboratively to identify ways to improve teaching and learning. The second step involved
setting goals. Establishing a shared vision, mission and core beliefs was the initial step in
establishing a clear direction for the school. Those key components provided a foundation for
the decision-making process.
Roberson and Roberson (2009) advocated the use of some additional strategies to meet
the unique needs of novice teachers. They suggested that, because principals are typically the
primary point of contact throughout the hiring process and the point of authority for the school, it
is important for them to fully understand the issues and concerns associated with new teachers.
As such, principals should anticipate questions and work diligently to provide as many answers
as possible before problems arise. They should also take special care to ensure to that new
teachers are given the most appropriate teaching assignments while decreasing extracurricular
activities. Meetings for conversation, sharing and reflections should be held regularly along with
on-going professional development. Lastly, principals should provide substantive feedback as
novice teachers work to understand and integrate school and district goals into their practice.
The feedback should be frequent and should not be superficial.
The Superintendent and Teaching Working Conditions
Literature relating to specific links between superintendents and teachers’ working
conditions is scant. However, there is a body of research to indicate that contemporary
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superintendents are faced with vast new responsibilities and have subsequently become more
involved in many of the functions traditionally reserved for building-level administrators
(Browne-Ferrigno & Glass, 2005; Petersen & Young, 2004). According to Hoyle, Bjork,
Collier, and Glass (2005), “The old, less-visible role of the superintendent has changed to that of
a highly visible chief executive who needs vision, knowledge, and skills to lead in a new and
complex world” (p. 1). Today’s public school superintendents are ultimately responsible for the
success or failure of their district (Rammer, 2007). As Pascopella (2011) put it, whether or a not
a district is able to remain grounded is due in large part to the stability of the superintendent.
In reviewing the American Association of School Administrators’ standards for
superintendents and the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium’s standards for
educational administrators, Ferrigno-Browne and Glass (2005) found some duplication of
responsibilities in a number of areas. Thus, it is reasonable to assume, as noted in the preceding
chapter, that superintendents, like principals, have an impact on teacher working conditions.
21st Century Duties and Responsibilities
The school district superintendent’s position was created in the mid-1800s and was
primarily responsible for performing clerical duties. From that time until now, the position has
continued to evolve around a number of social, philosophical, and political influences (Kowalski,
2005). The position has matured from that of a mere clerk to the current role of communicator
and chief executive officer. Increased scrutiny and debates among educational policymakers
have resulted in stringent state and federal accountability standards, making the superintendent
more accountable. As Petersen and Young (2004) pointed out, “NCLB’s reliance on data from
annual student achievement scores to determine the future of schools, students and school
personnel brings about a complicated and ominous challenge to the daily professional life of
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school superintendents” (p. 343). Superintendents in the 21st century have been forced to take a
more active role in instructional leadership which had traditionally been one of the fundamental
roles of school principals. They are now held more directly responsible for improving district
outcomes and are charged with more than simply hiring principals.
As superintendents work to implement reform and restructuring, they must work
alongside stakeholders to ensure that everyone moves toward a common purpose. Wells,
Maxfield, Klocko, and Fuen (2010) wrote, “Superintendents are in unique positions to be able to
create and communicate a vision for their districts. Superintendents communicate these values in
their interactions with principals and teachers in their districts” (p. 672). Kowalski and Brunner
(2005) added, “Virtually every major school improvement concept and strategy encourages
administrators to work collaboratively with teachers, parents, and taxpayers to build and pursue a
collective vision” (p. 149).
Politics permeates educational systems and has an obvious impact on what happens in
today’s schools. As Piltch and Fredericks (2005) pointed out, “… It is impossible to avoid
situations where political considerations affect decision-making” (p. 11). Consequently, it is
critical for superintendents to have a solid knowledge of the political arena. Moreover, they
must fully understand changes to the political landscape, being aware of which situations require
a specific type of action/power (Marshall & Gerstl-Pepin, 2005). Miller, Salsberry, and Devin
(2009) sought to determine the types of power yielded by superintendents. Seven types of power
surfaced: (a) reward power; (b) coercive power; (c) legitimate power; (d) referent power; (e)
expert power; (f) informational power; and (g) connectional power. In addition, the following
themes emerged:
1. Shared leadership and community building was increasing, primarily because of
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accountability;
2. Superintendents tended to blend two or more types of power in any given situation;
3. Depending on the dynamics of a given district or community, different types of power
worked in different situations;
4. No Child Left Behind has forced the use of certain power to carry out mandates; and
5. It was important for superintendents to know when not to exercise power.
In short, the top-down model can no longer be seen as the only approach to leading a district.
Contemporary superintendents must use a balanced approach, taking into account a number of
factors, including how their decisions might impact teacher working conditions.
Superintendents must also work with federal, state, and local government to develop and
manage budget priorities (Odden & Picus, 2008). In addition, Katzenmeyer and Moller (2001)
argued, “Superintendents …can legitimize the efforts of developing teacher leadership by
establishing appropriate policy and district culture and by being advocates for leadership
opportunities” (p. 15). They are also well-positioned to positively impact instructional practice
through professional development (Firestone, Mangin, & Martinez 2005).
North Carolina Standards for Superintendents
In 2007, the North Carolina State Board of Education approved the state’s standards for
superintendents. They were developed to guide reflection and increase the effectiveness of
senior-level district administrators across the state. The seven standards are aligned with the
seven standards for North Carolina’s school executives/school-level administrators adopted by
the state board in 2006. In addition, “The seven standards for superintendents reflect the 2006
work of McREL (Mid-continent Research for Educational and Learning) School District
Leadership that Works: The Effect of Superintendent Leadership on Student Achievement” (p. 2).
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Table 4 lists the standards and a sample of corresponding practices for each, which offers insight
into what one would expect of an effective North Carolina superintendent.
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Table 4
North Carolina Standards for Superintendents

Standard

Sample Practices

1. Strategic Leadership

Collaboration with stakeholders, shared visioning, systemic
change, innovative ideas, development and implementation
of strategic plan, goal setting, aligned financial priorities

2. Instructional Leadership

High-profile focus on learning, high expectations for all
students, fully functional professional learning
communities, aligned curriculum, plan for use of data

3. Cultural Leadership

Community building, trust, well-being among stakeholders,
celebrations of accomplishments

4. Human Resource Leadership

Ensures availability of resources (including time and
personnel), open communication with principals, on-going
professional development, positive attitude, creates
leadership opportunities for educators

5. Managerial Leadership

Applies and accesses current technologies, creates
collaborative budget process, identifies and plan facility
needs, collaboratively develops and enforces rules and
procedures

6. External Development Leadership

Establishes community partnerships, engages stakeholders,
designs protocols to ensure compliance with mandates,
communicates needs to appropriate entity

7. Micropolitical Leadership

Defines and understands internal and external political
systems, prepares and recommends policy, applies law and
policies fairly, provides input on critical educational issues

Source: http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/profdev/standards/school-executivesstandards/superintendents.pdf (2011)

Superintendent Transiency
The average tenure for urban superintendents, although increasing, is only about 3.6
years (Council for Great City Schools, 2003). However, Natkin, Cooper, Alborano, Padilla, and
Ghosh (2002) found that superintendent tenure averaged 6 to 7 years regardless of the district’s
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size or location. Despite the small disparity, Cooper, Fusarelli, and Carella (2000) have asserted
that there is a substantial shortage of applicants to fill superintendency vacancies. Their survey
of 2,979 superintendents from across the nation revealed that 92% of the respondents were
concerned that a high level of turnover at the superintendent’s level will result in an inability to
maintain sound leadership in the position. Because of the seemingly daunting responsibilities
associated with the superintendency, fewer leaders are opting to the take on the role, and
excessive turnover at the superintendent’s level certainly gives cause for concern.
Conceptual Framework
Callahan and Kowalski (see Kowalski & Brunner, 2005), identified five role conceptualizations
to chronicle the evolution of the superintendency and underscore the ever-increasing
sophistication associated with the position. Regarding the conceptualizations, Kowalski and
Brunner (2005) wrote, “In practice, completely separating these five conceptualization is
impossible because practitioners often assume two or more of them at any time,” and … “all
remain essential to practice” (p. 145). Consequently, those conceptualizations are used as a
framework for showing a link between the superintendent and most everything related to
climate/working conditions within a school district, even at the school level. Figure 1 provides a
pictorial representation of the overlap between each role and the 2010 North Carolina Teacher
Working Conditions Survey constructs and underscores the notion that each conceptualization is
equally important to the success and effectiveness of the modern-day superintendent. Above the
lines, in bold font, are the role conceptualizations. Below each line, are the working condition
factors which align with the superintendent’s duties.
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Figure 1
Conceptual Framework

Following are descriptions of each conceptualization as explicated by Callahan and
Kowalski. The descriptions provide the integral duties and responsibilities for the roles, many of
which are similar to those of principals.
1. Superintendent as Teacher-Scholar: The role of the district superintendent was
established in the mid-1800s. During the first decade of the 20th century, the primary
roles of the superintendent were quite simplisitic and included the consistent
implementation of state curricula and the supervision of teachers. The Common
School Movement sought to immerse students into American culture through a
prescribed set of subjects and courses.
2. Superintendent as Manager: At the height of the 20th century, as the United States
began its move towards industrialization, public education was impacted in two major

34

ways. First, urbanization resulted in larger cities and bigger and schools. During that
period, there was a new focus on standardization and efficiency, resulting in the need
for managers.
3. Superintendent as Democratic Leader: The evolution of the superintendent’s position
into that of a democratic leader spanned some 25 years, from 1930-1955.
Superintendents had to learn how to navigate the political arena in hopes of garnering
and maintaining stakeholder support.
4. Superintendent as Applied Social Scientist: The concept of the superintendent as a
social scientist began in 1955 and continued until 1970. Democratic leadership was
being viewed as overly idealist, ignoring the reality of practice. Much of the
knowledge derived from the development of the social sciences in the 1940s and
1950s was applicable to the administrative arena, and school administration
professors were engaged in social science research. In addition, dissatisfaction with
public education made the social sciences appealing.
5. Superintendent as Communicator: With the release of A Nation at Risk in 1983,
schools came under increased scrutiny, resulting in a number of initiatives designed
to improve public education. From 1970 until now, superintendents have focused
their efforts on collaborating with stakeholders to increase buy-in as districts move
though periods of major reform.
Table 5 expands and chronicles the duties and responsibilities of the superitnendency and
provides additional relative to the social contexts which helped shape each conceptualization.
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Table 5
Evolution of Superintendent Roles

Time Frame

Role

1830-1850

Duties

Social Context

Simple clerical and practical
tasks

1850-1910

Teacher-Scholar

1910-1920

Transitional Period

1920-1930

Manager

1930-1955

Democratic Leader

1955-1970

Applied Social Scientist

1970-Present

Communicator/CEO

Supervise instructional and
ensure curriculum uniformity;
superintendent as master teacher

Budget development, personnel
management, facility
management, and
standardization of operations
Political strategist, galvanize
policymakers, employees, and
taxpayers to support district
initiatives
Emphasis on empiricism,
predictability, and scientific
certainty and the use of research
to deal with issues such as
poverty, racism, crime,
violence, and gender
discrimination
Work collaboratively with
principals, teachers, parents,
and community; climate
building to support school
restructuring efforts, lead
learner, collaborator, and
visionary, balances authority to
empower principals and faculty
to provide system coherence;
aligns goals and actions of
districts and campuses

Source: Edwards, 2006, p. 21
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Common School
Movement; Civil
War

Industrial
Revolution

Great Depression;
World War II

End of
desegregation;
white flight; baby
boomers entering
schools; Cold
War
Information Age;
A Nation at Risk;
School
improvement
initiatives;
Accountability
Age; Adequate
Yearly Progress;
school report
cards, academic
success for all
students

Summary
Retirement of career educators is no longer seen as the sole reason for the teacher
shortage. Given that public schools have to replace a higher number of teachers than are hired
each year, there can be no doubt that the lack of teacher retention contributes greatly to the
shortage. Working conditions play a significant role in teacher retention. Heretofore, with
regards to administrative leadership, the superintendent has been overlooked as a significant
contributor to teachers’ perceptions of their working conditions. The extant research looks only
at the principal’s impact. Increases in accountability and stringent consequences for failure to
meet performance targets have resulted in superintendents being held more accountable for the
success or failure of their district’s schools. As such, this study seeks to add to the literature
regarding superintendent leadership, its impact on teacher working conditions, and the
consequences of superintendent longevity.
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
This chapter discusses the research methods used in this study. It has been divided into
sections that address the purpose of the study, research questions, design, procedures for data
collection, population and sample, instrumentation, reliability, validity, and statistical treatment.
Purpose of the Study
As our nation’s public schools continue to struggle to keep our classrooms filled with
qualified educators, it has become even more necessary for researchers to identify solutions
aimed at decreasing teacher turnover. Given what we know about teacher working conditions
and their impact on whether a teacher stays or leaves the profession, the purpose of this study
was to investigate the extent to which a superintendent’s tenure impacts teachers’ perceptions of
their working conditions. More specifically, the goal was to determine whether or not there was
a significant relationship between length of superintendent tenure and the perceptions of
teachers’ perceptions of their working conditions as indicated on the 2010 North Carolina
Teacher Working Conditions Survey (NCTWCS).
Research Questions
1. Does a superintendent’s tenure in office have a significant impact on teachers’
perceptions of their working conditions? In other words, do teachers whose
superintendent has greater longevity report increased satisfaction with their working
conditions?
2. Do teachers whose superintendent is beginning (1 year or less in current position),
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3. emerging (2 to 6 years in current position) or established (7 or more years in current
position) perceive their working conditions differently? If so, in what ways?
Research Design and Procedures
The nature of this study was causal-comparative. According to Fraenkel and Wallen
(2000), “In casual-comparative research, investigations attempt to determine the cause or
consequences of differences that already exist among groups of individuals” (p. 393). Two sets
of data were needed to conduct the study. The researcher gained access to the results from the
2010 NCTWCS, including all of the school-level data within LEA. Access to those data required
permission and assistance from the director of the North Carolina Professional Teaching
Standards Commission. Information relative to superintendent tenure was not readily available.
No agency in North Carolina collects such data on the state’s superintendents. Consequently, the
researcher relied on directories produced by the Communications Department at the North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction. A comprehensive directory of key public school
officials is published each academic year. The researcher began by listing all of the names of the
superintendents who were in office in 2010. Next, he worked backwards in five-year increments
(smaller increments were used when necessary) to determine when each superintendent began
his or her tenure. Whenever the aforementioned approach failed to yield the needed results, the
researcher contacted the individual districts and conducted a brief phone interview using the
script provided in Appendix C.
Population and Sample
There are 115 public school districts (excluding charter schools) in the state of North
Carolina and one superintendent for each. Each school-based, licensed public school employee
(teacher, counselor, media specialist, etc.) in the state (N=119,000) is given the opportunity to
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take part in the NCTWCS every two years. These professionals serve students in prekindergarten through 12th grade. From that group, 89% percent of those educators (n=105,688)
responded to the 2010 survey. In order for reports to be produced for a specific district, that
particular LEA must have had at least 40% of its teachers to participate. All districts had at least
72% participation; 13 districts had 100% participation, and 77 districts had over 90%
participation.
Instrumentation
The website devoted to the North Carolina Teaching Working Conditions Initiative,
www.ncteachingconditions.org, provides summary survey results for 2006, 2008, and 2010.
Also, since 2010, user guides for school personnel, district leaders, and parents have been
available to assist various stakeholder groups with understanding, analyzing, and using the
resources provided. With regard to this study, the website was most helpful for gleaning critical
information relative to the initiative’s background, the development and revision of the survey
instrument, and the subsequent statewide implementation. According to the website (2011),
Governor Michael F. Easley began the North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Initiative in
2001. The North Carolina Professional Teaching Standards Commission (NCPTSC), in
conjunction with LEARN NC and the New Teacher Center (NTC), was and still is responsible
for administering and implementing the survey. The website further notes that all three
organizations are committed to providing support for teachers in hopes of improving their
effectiveness in the classroom. An outgrowth of their efforts in North Carolina has been a focus
on improving teacher working conditions as a strategy for increasing teacher retention. With
regard to the NCTWCS, each organization plays a critical role in the implementation process.
For example, LEARN NC’s primary role includes the collection of the survey data. The NTC,
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because of its experience with conducting similar surveys in other states, is responsible for
analyzing and reporting the data. The NCPTSC works to ensure that the instrument is in line
with the state’s priorities as relates to the state’s outline for increasing teacher effectiveness.
In 2002, the first survey instrument was developed and administered as a pilot study. The
survey consisted of 39 questions and was designed to “assess whether or not state working
conditions standards developed by the North Carolina Professional Teaching Standards
Commission were being met” (New Teacher Center, 2008, p. 1). It was designed to be
administered using pencil and paper. Two years later, the survey was redesigned and
administered online. In 2006, there was a 66% response rate (from the approximately 75, 000
licensed school-based personnel) and in 2008, there were over 104, 000 participants.
The 2010 NCTWCS was administered online March 15-April 16, 2010. As has been the case
since the survey’s inception, participation was completely voluntary and anonymous. The
survey instrument was divided into 12 sections. The introductory section of the instrument had
six questions. Three of those questions were to be answered by principals only and were notated
as such. The questions in this particular section sought to acquire demographic information from
each respondent and asked primarily for information about type of position (teacher, principal,
assistant principal, etc.), length of service (total years as an educator and at current school). The
next eight sections of the survey corresponded to a specific working condition/construct (time,
facilities and resources, community support and involvement, managing student conduct, teacher
leadership, school leadership, professional development, or instructional practices and support).
The remaining three sections were devoted to overall perceptions, new teacher support, and
principal mentoring.
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Validity
Construct
With regard to content validity, it is important to highlight that the instrument has
continued to undergo analysis and revisions since its initial unveiling in 2002. The first
instrument (developed in 2001 and used in 2002) was based on a review of research on working
conditions and their impact on teacher dissatisfaction and mobility and was conducted by the
North Carolina Professional Teaching Standards Commission (NCPTSC). Additional
information from state and national data from the National Center of Education Statistics’ School
and Staffing Survey was used to identify other conditions which impacted teachers’ satisfaction
and employment decisions. Through these analyses, 30 state working conditions were created in
five areas (time, empowerment, leadership, time, and facilities and resources) and approved by
the North Carolina State Board of Education. These standards were the basis for the original and
subsequent surveys. The most recent instrument, like the ones before it, is based on past
iterations (i.e., 2002, 2004, 2006 and 2008). While some of the same constructs have been used
as a nucleus, a section for new teacher (those with fewer than three years of experience in the
profession) was added. In 2006, questions were added for principals only. Those questions
sought to determine the level of support being provided at the district level. The 2010 survey
added additional constructs to assess conditions related to community support and involvement,
management of student conduct, and instructional practices. In addition, the response options
only included five options: (a) strongly agree; (b) disagree; (c) agree; (d) strongly agree; and (e)
don’t know (New Teacher Center, 2011).
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Construct Validation
Confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses were conducted to determine the ability of
the instrument to assess the areas addressed in the instrument (time, managing student conduct,
school leadership, professional development, teacher leadership, facilities and resources,
community support and involvement and instructional practices and support). According to the
New Teacher Center’s research brief (2011):
Using a principal components analysis and varimax rotation procedures, eigenvalues of
one or greater were used as the criteria for factor extraction. In the 2010 NC TWC
Survey, a nine factor model accounted for the greatest proportion in the total variance
(multiple factor models were attempted), suggesting that there are nine distinct concepts
within the survey… Confirmatory factor analyses where the number of factors was set at
eight produced an eight factor solution… Assessing each construct as originally
developed, [the NTC] identified the questions that load most strongly for each construct
and thus are most representative of that construct. These results indicate that the survey
sections are well suited in North Carolina to reflect the focus area of each major concept
generated through the factor analyses (p. 2).
Reliability
To test the reliability (consistency) of the North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions
Survey for measuring the presence of various components of teaching conditions, Cronbach’s
alphas were run on the data. Each of the factors included in the survey had alphas above 0.8 and
were therefore deemed reliable. Table 6 below provides the summary data for each factor.
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Table 6
Reliability Statistics for Survey Organized Around Major Constructs

Cronbach's
Alpha

Cronbach's
Alpha Based on
Standardized
Items

Time

.859

.860

.468

7

95626

Facilities & Resources

.883

.884

.458

9

99148

Community Support &
Involvement

.896

.898

.524

8

91933

Managing Student Conduct

.903

.903

.570

7

99021

Teacher Leadership

.931

.933

.637

8

94520

School Leadership

.923

.924

.504

12

85166

Professional Development

.951

.952

.603

13

75032

Instructional Practices &
Support

.860

.865

.445

8

76370

Factors

Mean
Inter-Item
N of
Correlations Items

Sample
Size

Source: New Teacher Center, 2011, p. 4
Analysis
In addition to descriptive statistics for all variables, ordinary least squares regression was
used. With regard to the regression analysis, the overall score on each factor served as a
dependent variable (y), and superintendent tenure served as the independent variable (x). There
were a total of nine models, one for each dependent variable. Significance of the regression
equation (alpha= .05 or less) was tested. The researcher used SPSS to perform the statistical
tests for the study.
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS
The purpose of this quantitative study was to investigate the extent to which
superintendent longevity impacts teachers’ perceptions of their working conditions. The study
used results from the 2010 North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey (NCTWCS) and
tenure data for all 115 public school superintendents in North Carolina. This chapter is divided
into three sections which present the procedures used to analyze the data and the subsequent
results. The first section lists the research questions and notes the statistical procedures used for
analysis. Section 2 provides findings for each research question. The third section provides a
summary of the chapter.
The two research questions for this causal-comparative study are provided in Table 7. In
addition, the applicable statistical procedures for each question are also included.
Table 7
Research Questions and Procedures
Research Question

Statistical Procedure

RQ 1. Does a superintendent’s tenure in office
have a significant impact on teachers’
perceptions of their working conditions?
In other words, do teachers whose superintendent
has greater longevity report increased satisfaction with
their working conditions?

Ordinary Least Squares
Regression

RQ 2. Do teachers whose superintendent is beginning
One-Way ANOVA
(1 year or less in current position), emerging (2
to 6 years in current position) or established (7 or more years in
current position) perceive their working conditions differently.
If so, in what ways?
______________________________________________________________________________
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Question 1 sought to determine whether a statistically significant relationship existed
between superintendents’ years in office and teachers’ responses on the 2010 NCTWCS.
Question 2 was designed to determine if there were differences among three tenure groups (i.e.,
beginner, emerging, or established). All reported tests of statistical significance were based on
an alpha less than or equal to .05.
Descriptive Statistics
Teacher Working Conditions Survey
The 2010 NCTWCS was administered statewide to all licensed, school-based public
school educators (teachers, administrators, media coordinators, counselors, etc.) by the New
Teacher Center. To ensure anonymity, respondents were provided with randomized access codes
which were distributed by a designee at each school. A total of 105,688 (89%) of the state's
educators responded to the survey during the 2010 cycle. (See Appendix D for a copy of the
survey.) Although administrators responded to many of the same questions as their nonadministrative colleagues, they also responded to questions specific to their role. The data from
those questions have not been included in this study. The survey is divided by nine main
constructs and then into several sub-constructs which are detailed in Table 8.
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Table 8
Construct Factors and Sub-Construct Factors

N of Survey
Items

Construct Factor

Sub-Constructs

Time

Time to plan, collaborate and instruct

7

Student Conduct

Behavior policies and safe practices

7

Teacher Leadership

Involvement in decisions that impact
classroom and school practices

8

School Leadership

Ability to create trusting, supporting
environment and address concerns

12

School Leadership Effort

Leadership issues, facilities and resources,
use of time, professional development,
teacher leadership, community support and
involvement, student conduct, instructional
practices and support, and new teacher
support

9

Professional Development

Quality learning opportunities for educators

13

Facilities and Resources

Instructional, technology, office,
communication, and school resources

9

Community Support and
Involvement

Stakeholder communication and influence

8

Instructional Practices and
Support

Data and support for improvement of
instruction and learning

8

Source: New Teacher Center (2011)
The items associated with the school leadership factor are from the first school leadership
scale with the agreement items about school leadership. The school leadership effort factor
includes items from the second school leadership scale that has the stem “School leadership
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makes a sustained effort to address concerns about.” The responses for each school were
aggregated to produce the district data used for the study. According to Keri Church, social
research scientist with LEARN North Carolina, the organization responsible for collecting the
data:
The items to be included in the factors were determined by a confirmatory factor analysis
run in SPSS by the New Teacher Center. To calculate [each factor’s] average, we found
the mean of all agreement responses (values 1 to 4) in a school for each of the individual
items in the factor as listed in the codebook. Then, these item averages at the school
level are used to calculate a mean that is the factor average in the district. So, each item
and each school is equally weighted in the district factor average (Personal
communication, December 9, 2010).
The values referenced above correspond to the survey’s response scale wherein 4
represents the highest rate of agreement/most positive response and 1 represents the lowest rate
of agreement/most negative response. Table 9 shows the descriptive statistics for the nine
construct factors.
Mean scores for seven of the construct factors (student conduct, teacher leadership,
school leadership, school leadership effort, facilities and resources, community support and
involvement, and instructional practices and support) for all educators across the 115 school
districts in North Carolina were between 3.06 and 3.18, suggesting overall satisfaction with
time to plan, collaborate, and otherwise prepare to meet the needs of their students. The means
for the remaining two construct factors (time and professional development) were 2.83 and 2.99,
respectively, indicating that the respondents had a lower rate of agreement with those survey
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statements. This lower score suggests concerns about the types and amount of professional
development provided to teachers.
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Table 9
Descriptive Statistics for Construct Factors (N=115)

Construct Factor

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

SD

Time

2.58

3.15

2.83

0.13

Student Conduct

2.71

3.53

3.09

0.13

Teacher Leadership

2.87

3.40

3.09

0.11

School Leadership

2.95

3.48

3.16

0.11

School Leadership Effort

2.85

3.37

3.06

0.10

Professional Development

2.63

3.25

2.99

0.10

Facilities and Resources

2.85

3.50

3.18

0.13

Community Support and
Involvement

2.81

3.36

3.08

0.11

Instructional Practices and
Support

2.85

3.36

3.06

0.10

Superintendent Tenure
There are 115 public school superintendents (excluding charter schools) in North
Carolina. The overall length of tenure for superintendents included in this study ranged from a
low of one or fewer years to a high of 30 years, as shown in Table 10. The average
superintendent tenure was 4.80 years (SD= 4.178). A majority of the superintendents had been
in their current position for less than four years (64%).
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Table 10
Superintendent Tenure Frequencies (N=115)

Number of Years

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative Percent

1 or fewer

11

9.6

9.6

2

22

19.1

28.7

3

23

20.0

48.7

4

18

15.7

64.3

5

12

10.4

74.8

6

5

4.3

79.1

7

4

3.5

82.6

8

6

5.2

87.8

9

1

.9

88.7

10

4

3.5

92.2

11

2

1.7

93.9

12

1

.9

94.8

13

2

1.7

96.5

15

1

.9

97.4

16

1

.9

98.3

20

1

.9

99.1

30

1

.9

100.0

While direct prediction of working conditions from years of experience was conducted, it
also was considered that working condition factors might vary by classifying superintendents as
novice (1 year or less), emerging (2-6 years), or established (7 or more years). As Table 11
indicates, most superintendents (50%) fell into the 2-to-6 year group.
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Table 11
Frequency Distributions of Superintendent Tenure by Group

Tenure Group

N

Percentage

1 year or less

11

9.6

2 - 6 years

80

69.6

7 or more years

24

20.9

Results
Research Question 1
A regression analysis was conducted using superintendent tenure as a predictor of
respondents’ perception of each of the nine construct factors. The model revealed that
superintendent tenure accounts for 5.2% of the variance in professional development with a
Pearson r = -.23, F(1, 114) = 6.203, p = .014, B=-0.005. This result is a statistically significant
negative correlation (Cohen, 1988), which means that satisfaction with professional development
decreased as superintendent tenure increased.
Superintendent tenure did not significantly predict the remaining eight factors: (a) time;
(b) student conduct; (c) teacher leadership; (d) school leadership; (e) school leadership effort; (f)
facilities and resources; (g) community support and involvement; and (h) instructional practices
and support. Table 12 shows the significant and non-significant slopes and R2 statistics.
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Table 12
Results of Regression Analysis for Superintendent Tenure and Construct Factor

Time

Student Conduct

Teacher
Leadership

School Leader
Effort

School Leadership

B

p-value

B

p-value

B

p-value

B

p-value

B

p-value

Tenure

0.000

0.988

0.002

0.478

-0.002

0.473

-0.003

0.170

-0.003

0.157

Intercept

2.827

0.000

3.085

0.000

3.097

0.000

3.172

0.000

3.071

0.000

R2

0.000

0.988

0.004

0.478

0.005

0.473

0.017

0.170

0.018

0.157
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Professional
Development

Facilities and Resources

Community Support and
Involvement

Instructional Practice
and Support

B

p-value

B

p-value

B

p-value

B

p-value

Tenure

-0.005

0.014

-0.002

0.529

0.003

0.281

-0.003

0.204

Intercept

3.104

0.000

3.186

0.000

3.071

0.000

3.077

0.000

R2

0.052

0.014

0.004

0.529

0.010

0.281

0.014

0.204
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Research Question 2
A one-way ANOVA was used to test for construct differences among three categories of
superintendent tenure. No significant differences were found when examining working
condition factors by the three categories of superintendent tenure. The ANOVA statistics for
each construct are listed in Table 13.
Table 13
One Way ANOVA Results (N=115)

Means Constructs by
Superintendent Tenure
1 year
or
fewer
(N=11)

(N=80)

7 or
more
years
(N=24)

Time

2.84

2.82

Student Conduct

3.06

Teacher Leadership

Constructs/
Factors

2-6
years

F Test

F

df1 , df2

pvalue

2.82

0.350

2, 112

0.706

3.11

3.10

1.592

2, 112

0.208

3.06

3.10

3.08

1.044

2, 112

0.355

School Leadership

3.13

3.16

3.15

1.049

2, 112

0.354

School Leadership
Effort

3.04

3.06

3.04

0.885

2, 112

0.415

Professional
Development

2.98

2.99

2.97

0.398

2, 112

0.672

Facilities and
Resources

3.17

3.18

3.17

0.079

2, 112

0.924

Community Support and
Involvement

3.05

3.09

3.09

1.738

2, 112

0.181

Instructional
Practices and
Support

3.04

3.07

3.06

0.925

2, 112

0.399
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Summary
In determining the impact of superintendent tenure on educators’ perceptions of their
working conditions, the researcher utilized two statistical approaches. Ordinary least squares
regression was used, with superintendent tenure serving as the independent variable and with
each individual survey construct factor serving as a dependent variable (for a total of nine
models). Only one statistically significant relationship (p < 0.05) was found. Multiple group
comparisons were also conducted to test differences among three tenure groups when each
construct factor was used as a categorical independent variable. There was no statistical
significance, indicating that educators did not perceive their working conditions much differently
regardless of whether their superintendent was a beginner, emerging, or established leader.
Chapter V will present an analysis and discussion of the findings and implications for future
research and practice.
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CHAPTER V: ANALYSIS, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS
For the past century, the role of the district superintendent has continued to evolve from a
static, one-dimensional position into a multi-faceted, dynamic one. Callahan and Kowalski (see
Kowalski & Brunner, 2005) have analyzed the historical perceptions of the superintendency and
identified the following five role conceptualizations:
1. Teacher-Scholar;
2. Manager;
3. Democratic Leader;
4. Applied Social Scientist; and
5. Communicator/CEO.
Collectively, those conceptualizations provided the framework for this study. The framework
put into perspective the unique complexities which exist within the superintendent’s role and
provided the lens through which the data were analyzed.
The final chapter of this dissertation is divided into four sections. The first section
provides an overview of the study, its purpose and the research questions. The second section
presents the analyses of the results. The third section offers a discussion of the findings and
implications and recommendations for future research and practice.
Overview and Purpose of the Study
A number of studies have explored the impact of classroom teachers on their students’
academic performance and have determined that effective teachers are unmistakably linked to
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positive student performance. Teachers, however, are leaving the profession at rates that surpass
the number of new hires. As teacher turnover continues to increase across the nation, it is
necessary to identify the root causes of poor working conditions, which studies have found to be
one of the primary reasons teachers decide to quit. A review of the literature revealed that
principals are significantly responsible for teachers’ perceptions of their working conditions.
Yet, for the past several years, school superintendents have been faced with a number of factors
that have resulted in them having to become more involved in school-level planning, decisionmaking, and instructional issues, all of which have heretofore been left primarily to principals. A
complicating factor, though, is that superintendent turnover is a problem in and of itself.
The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine whether or not superintendent
tenure/longevity in office impacted teachers’ perceptions of their working conditions. This study
sought to add to the body of research pertaining to administrative impact on teacher retention.
The specific research questions to be answered were:
1. Does a superintendent’s tenure in office have a significant impact on teachers’
perceptions of their working conditions? In other words, do teachers whose
superintendent has greater longevity report increased satisfaction with their working
conditions?
2. Do teachers whose superintendent is beginning (1 year or less in current position),
emerging (2 to 6 years in current position) or established (7 or more years in current
position) perceive their working conditions differently? If so, in what ways?
Two sources of data were used to conduct the study. The results from the 2010 North
Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey (NCTWCS), aggregated at the district level, served
as the independent variables, and tenure data for each of the 115 public school superintendents in
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North Carolina were the dependent variables. Data were analyzed using SPSS to identify
answers to the questions.
Analysis
Superintendent Longevity in North Carolina
As indicated in Chapter II, the average tenure for superintendents nationwide is between
2.5 and 6.5 years. The results generated for this study mirrored that national trend. Analysis of
the descriptive statistics revealed that nearly half (48.7%) of the North Carolina superintendents
in 2010 had only been in their current position for three years or less (See Table 10). Only
17.4% had exceeded the national tenure average, with the longest-serving superintendent having
30 consecutive years of service in the same position. The statistical findings for the study are
explicated below.
Simple Regression
The first research question sought to determine whether or not superintendents’ tenure
had a significant impact on the way teachers perceived their working conditions. An ordinary
least squares regression analysis was conducted using superintendent tenure as a predictor of
respondents’ perception in relation to each of the nine construct (working condition) factors.
The analysis revealed that superintendent tenure accounts for 5.2% of the variance in
professional development, with a Pearson r = -.23, F(1, 114) = 6.203, p = .014, B=-0.005. This
result is a statistically significant, negative correlation (Cohen, 1988), which means that
professional development decreased as superintendent tenure increased. Superintendent tenure
did not significantly predict the remaining eight factors: (a) time; (b) student conduct; (c) teacher
leadership; (d) school leadership; (e) school leadership effort; (f) facilities and resources; (g)
community support an d involvement; and (h) instructional practices and support.
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ANOVA
The second research question was designed to test whether or not there were significant
differences in perceptions of working conditions among three tenure groups (e.g., beginning,
emerging, and established). A one-way ANOVA was used to test for construct differences
among three distinct categories of superintendent tenure. None of the means of any constructs
differed by the three categories of superintendent tenure, indicating that the superintendent
tenure did not have a significant impact on how respondents perceived their working conditions.
Discussion
Research already exists to support the claim that principal leadership impacts teachers’
perceptions of their working conditions in a significant way. However, given the growing
complexity of the superintendent’s position, many of the duties traditionally ascribed to the
modern-day superintendent overlap with those of principals, thus creating a need for effective
superintendents to balance a number of additional responsibilities. Moreover, as Bredeson and
Kose (2007) note, “Within complex systems, superintendents assume formal administrative roles
that are shaped by personal preferences (personalization), organizational expectations
(socialization), and a variety of other role messages, both internal and external” (p. 16).
According to Kowalski (2005), “…neatly separating [the role conceptualizations] is virtually
impossible because they often overlap” (p. 3). Given the aforementioned constraints and
applying the study’s framework to understand the historical role conceptualizations and
complexities of the position, it was reasonable to hypothesize that there would be a positive,
significant relationship between superintendent tenure and each of the construct factors.
However, all but one of the analyses yielded no statistically significant relationships. A
discussion of the findings follows.
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Non-Significant Relationships
The fact that no significance was found between superintendent tenure and a majority (8
out of 9 or 89%) of the construct factors merits additional explanation. First, it might be
concluded that change takes time. Rorrer, Skrla, and Scheurich (2008) suggested that there must
be a reorientation in structure, process, and culture in order to effectively implement it. This
researcher believes that not enough time had lapsed for most of the superintendents in this study
to affect change and therefore is reluctant to unequivocally accept the non-significant findings.
Furthermore, given the abysmal turnover issues inherent at the superintendent level, one could
reasonably surmise that the sample was insufficient in terms of size because of the lack of
variation among the lengths of tenure within the North Carolina superintendent group. This
reality is aggravated by the fact that many superintendents see their role as insurmountable and
are subsequently leaving more quickly than they can be replaced. In addition, there are a number
of superintendents who engage in what Bjork, Glass and Brunner (2005) call “musical chairs” (p.
36), wherein the superintendent does not leave the educational leadership role altogether but
instead accepts a comparable position in another district or state. In such cases, those district
leaders are called “movers.”
Farley-Ripple, Solano, and McDuffie (2012) contend that not enough attention has been
devoted to administrative mobility and turnover and the subsequent impact on a variety of
outcomes (e.g., student achievement, teacher morale, reform efforts, etc.). Frequent turnover, the
authors warned, can be a hindrance to systemic improvement. They further indicated, “Still, we
lack evidence about what degree of turnover is negative and for what period of time retention is
desirable” (p. 220). Although Farley-Ripple, Solano, and McDuffie’s study looked specifically
at school leadership (i.e., principals and assistant principals), their findings, because of the nature
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of the modern-day superintendency and the similarities between the principals and
superintendents’ roles and responsibilities, could be applicable to this study. In other words,
there is still insufficient research to make specific, concrete determination about how long it
takes for leaders to have a positive or negative impact on their respective organization.
Significant Relationship
In the 1980s, instructional leadership became the dominant paradigm for school leaders
after researchers determined that a large number of effective schools had principals who kept a
high focus on curriculum and instruction. In 1993, the American School Board Association’s
Commission on Standards for the Superintendency released professional standards for
superintendents. In 1998, Doyle (as cited by Petersen and Barnett, 2005) suggested, “The true
superintendent will be [in years to come] the CAO: Chief Academic Officer. That is what
schools should be about, that is what school leadership should be about” (p. 16). Even today,
superintendents are expected to work more deliberately in the areas of curriculum and instruction
and share in the consequences for failing to ensure that instructional improvements are realized.
In order for educators to make significant strides toward meeting the diverse educational
needs of their students, they must first have a firm understanding of content and pedagogy (Hoy
& Miskel, 2008). As such, the failure to provide teachers, administrators, and other employees
with adequate professional development will ultimately have a detrimental impact on the overall
climate of a school/district and ultimately on student outcomes. After all, professional
development is the way through which educators improve their skills and increase their
knowledge base, and it is generally cited as one of the foremost components of effective schools
(Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). According to Hoy and Miskel (2008), “Overall, wellconceived and well-executed professional development offers considerable promise in reforming

61

schools” (p. 317). Elmore (2000) suggests that “Heavy investments in highly targeted
professional development for teachers and principals are the fundamentals of strong classroom
instruction” (p. 28).
Despite the fact that superintendents themselves are ultimately responsible for their
district’s educational program (including ensuring that teachers are equipped to provide adequate
instruction) and the academic performance of their students, there is a growing body of research
that suggests that it is overly idealistic to expect superintendents to have any productive level of
direct engagement when it comes to curriculum and instruction. According to Petersen and
Barnett, (2005):
Because of the contextual and professional responsibilities of district superintendents,
several authors have questioned the concept of “superintendent as instructional leader.”
These authors beg the question of whether or not historical expectations and current
dynamics permit superintendents to actually aspire to the role of leader of curriculum and
instruction (p. 113).
Petersen and Barnett identified the following factors as some of the most significant barriers to
instructional leadership at the superintendent’s level:
1. Internal pressures such as establishing and maintaining a positive relationship with
the board of education;
2. Growing dissatisfaction with public school education;
3. Increased accountability;
4. Politics; and
5. Dwindling resources including strapped budgets.
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Such obstacles force superintendents to make difficult decisions on a daily basis about how they
will spend their time. The end result in many cases is a diminished focus on teaching and
learning.
Implications and Recommendations
The findings for this study indicate a significant, negative relationship between
superintendent tenure and teachers’ perceptions of professional development and no significance
between superintendent longevity and the remaining eight construct factors. Those findings
clearly indicate a disconnect between superintendent leadership and positive outcomes relative to
working conditions. The following section offers recommendations and implications for future
research and practice.
Future Research
Additional research is necessary in order to more fully expand the literature pertaining to
the superintendent’s role and impact in retaining teachers. Research to date has emphasized the
negative impact that excessive turnover has on student outcomes. Furthermore, answers to key
questions about why teachers leave have been identified. Solutions have also been offered, some
of which have been successful in decreasing turnover. Nonetheless, others have fallen short,
leaving room for additional investigations. Such explorations should include but not be limited
to:
1. Case studies of novice and veteran superintendents that might offer insight into
superintendents’ efforts, particularly those related to improving working conditions,
to retain teachers;
2. More detailed analysis of how the 21st century superintendent’s roles and
responsibilities intersect with those of principals;
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3. Comparative studies of superintendent preparation programs to determine the nature
of the programs (e.g., admission, course, and degree requirements) and to identify
similarities and differences in hopes of drawing some conclusions about the extent to
which superintendents are being equipped with the skills necessary to face the
challenges of the nation’s retention issue, both in terms of theory and practice; and
4. Outcome studies that examine efficacy of preparation programs in relation to
graduates’ successes and failures with respect to retaining teachers.
5. Surveys to ascertain whether or not teachers feel that their superintendent’s leadership
made a difference in their employment decisions.
Because of the relatively small variance among tenure data and the survey data used in
this research, it may prove beneficial to replicate this study and expand it to additional states in
hopes of securing a more robust superintendent sample and working conditions survey dataset.
Including data from other iterations of the NCTWCS might strengthen the findings of this study
or produce rival hypotheses. Increasing the number of variables might also make significant
contributions to the literature. For example, expanding the study by investigating not only the
link between superintendent longevity and teachers’ perceptions of their working conditions but
also the extent to which superintendent longevity impacts teacher turnover and student
performance could reveal some additional significant findings.
In addition, new and innovative ways to assess/evaluate superintendents may prove
worthwhile. North Carolina State Board Policy TCP-C- 020 requires that the state’s
superintendents be evaluated on a yearly basis using a prescribed instrument designed by the
North Carolina Department of Public Instruction. The policy reads, “The intended purpose of
the North Carolina Superintendent Evaluation Process is to assess the superintendent in relation

64

to research-based strategies that have been proven to be effective”
(http://sbepolicy.dpi.state.nc.us/policies/TCP-C-020.asp?pri=02&cat=C&pol=020&acr=TCP,
para. 1, 2012). The current process consists of five steps, beginning with the superintendent
completing a self-evaluation and concluding with the summary evaluation and goal-setting for
the subsequent year. Each member of the district’s board of education is allowed to individually
rate the superintendent, after which point the board is required to reach consensus on the final
ratings. Such an approach could lead to increased arbitrary ratings. While the superintendent
has the opportunity to both respond to proposed ratings and provide any additional artifacts he or
she deems necessary to merit the changing of a particular rating, the board maintains its authority
to make the final decisions. Much of the evaluation process is quite subjective in that it relies
heavily on opinion in a number of areas instead of specific, concrete measures of performance.
Such an approach increases the likelihood of tense superintendent-board of education
relationships. Consequently, “School board members must avoid serious pitfalls if they want
this process to have credibility for them, the public, and very importantly, the superintendent”
(Goen, p. 24). Following are four recommendations for consideration:
1. Identify specific targets to be met. For example, boards of education might consider
identifying yearly performance goals for state-mandated assessments using a researchbased, value-added data model;
2. Goals could also be tied to working conditions survey results with areas that are rated low
being included as required components of the superintendent’s growth plan;
3. Teacher turnover rates should be examined and factored into evaluations; and
4. A mid-year (or more frequent) assessment of the superintendent may perhaps decrease
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the likelihood of a superintendent being shocked by noted concerns, while giving him or
her the chance to improve marginal areas prior to the final evaluation.
Practice
This study examined superintendent longevity and its impact on teachers’ perceptions of
their working conditions. In addition, the study sought to determine if there were differences in
perceptions among teachers whose superintendent was beginning (1 or fewer years in current
position), emerging (2 to 6 years in current position), or established (7 or more years in current
position). While the study revealed that only one of the nine Teacher Working Condition scales,
professional development, was significantly related to superintendent tenure (r = -.23, p = .014),
the recommendations relative to implications for practice are nonetheless extrapolated from the
results and are in some cases extensions of the study.
First, if superintendents are to take the role of instructional leader seriously, they must
make sustained efforts to free themselves from bureaucratic tasks and focus their efforts on
improving teaching and learning. Superintendents must be flexible and willing to take time to
collaborate with stakeholders in hopes of identifying ways to bridge gaps and make connections,
especially when there are situations where practice and research conflict. They must create a
culture wherein risk-taking is encouraged. For teachers to feel appreciated and become
followers, superintendents must also spend time and effort developing trust.
The result of instructional leadership is a collaborative learning environment where
learning is not confined to the classroom and is the objective of all educators. Instructional
leadership is an important departure from the ancient model of administrator as authoritarian.
Inherent in the concept is the idea that learning should be a top-down process. If those in charge
of the school district are excited about learning, then they will share their enthusiasm throughout
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the district. Those who learn to be instructional leaders acquire many characteristics that are
beneficial to their schools and communities. Instructional leaders exhibit a clear sense of
direction for their district and prioritize and focus attention on the things that really matter in
terms of the work of students. Furthermore, instructional leaders know what is happening in the
classrooms and develop the capacities of staff by building on their strengths, identifying and
reducing their weaknesses. Such leaders also attempt to sustain improvement and change in their
district by anticipating and overcoming the obstacles that will inevitably emerge along the way.
Simply put, superintendents must provide the impetus, both in terms of human and fiscal
support, necessary to help teachers design and facilitate learning experiences that inspire,
interest, and actively involve students.
Because of the already-established impact of principal leadership on working conditions,
superintendents might benefit from focusing more intently on the hiring and development of
principals. As Rammer (2007) suggests, superintendents must change the way they hire
principals because: “Superintendents are responsible for and are actively involved in selecting
and hiring principals” (p. 70). Thus, archaic approaches to making hiring decisions must be
replaced. Identifying and implementing a clear, coherent, systematic process is critical when
determining who leads schools within a district.
The professional link between superintendent and principals is quite important and can
greatly impact a principal’s leadership. According to Spanneut and Ford (2007), “Whether by
design or by chance, superintendents communicate their beliefs about what is important
educationally and the roles they expect their principals to fulfill” (p. 28). They further
emphasize the importance of four critical tasks which superintendents must undertake in order to
fully develop their principals. First, the superintendent must work with principals to establish a
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mutual understanding of what sound instructional leadership entails. Second, superintendents
should provide targeted support for principals to help them hone their skills and grow
professionally through dialogue, mentorship, and modeling of appropriate practices. Third,
superintendents should assist principals in identifying areas in need of improvement, thereby
allowing for increased concentration on specific targets. Last, it is within the superintendent’s
purview to help identify resources to aid the principal in achieving goals and remove obstacles
which may impede progress.
Today’s superintendents are faced with a number of external and internal factors (e.g.,
increased accountability, strained budgets, political pressures, etc.) that have resulted in the need
for them to devote less time to the most fundamental tenets of schooling, teaching and learning
(Petersen & Barnett, 2005). However, it is necessary, perhaps now more than ever before, for
superintendents to refocus their attention toward instructional leadership.
As Firestone, Mangin, and Martinez (2005) highlight, “The district leadership can
influence teaching practice through professional development” (p. 414). Thus, leaders must
work to provide appropriate on-going opportunities for professional development. Professional
development must be appropriate in scope and relevance. Moreover, teachers must be given a
legitimate role in defining that scope and relevance by identifying their individual needs. At the
very least, they should be allowed to choose topics for professional development sessions.
Failure to do so may result in teachers’ viewing the sessions as irrelevant to their professional
needs. In such situations, professional development has no positive impact on teaching and
learning and ultimately impedes teachers’ growth and leads to withdrawal (Steffy, Wolfe,
Pasach, & Enz, 2000).
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Appendix C: Script for Telephone Interviews
My name is Derrick Jordan, and I am doctoral student in the department of Educational
Leadership at The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. I am in the process of conducting
a dissertation study to determine the impact of the superintendent on teacher working conditions.
Would you please tell me the name of the superintendent who was in office when the 2010
NCTWCS was administered (from the beginning of March, 2010 through April 16, 2010) and
how long that person had served in the position at that time?

82

Appendix D: 2010 North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey
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