The Public Education Network
Study of LEF Leadership:
Report on Baseline Survey Findings

October 17, 2001

Jacquedline Raphael
Jraphael @ui.urban.org
Alissa Anderson
Aanderso@ui.urban.org

The Urban Institute
2100 M Street NW
Washington, DC 20037



Table of Contents

TABLE OF CONTENTS.....c ettt bbbt bbb b bbbttt 2
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY. ..ottt st ss st sess s ess e s eeb e s bbbt bbbttt 3
INTRODUCTION ....oiutiiueirterirtesestesessesessesessessssesesseses bbb sseses st ee b eessbeessbseas b eesebeebebsebe b e b e s et s e et ae et st et ebebnbenaas 6
OVERVIEW OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THISSTUDY ....cccenturinieinirinsiresiresesessesessessssessesessesess s sssssssssesssssnses 6
BRIEF REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ...ttt ses s sess sttt 7
IMIETHODS.......cuiieerieeseeiresise sttt s a e b bbbttt 9
The Full Study......coeevvennne.
The Baseline Survey
BASELINE SURVEY FINDINGS ......coritrieirieeireeeeseesiretseseseei st sttt 11
LEF Leadership and Community Demographic CharacteristiCS.......counnnncnenesesesesee s 11
Table 1: Executive Director DemographiCS DY TENUE ..o 11
Table2: Characteristics of Students Served by LEFS.........coooii e 12
Table 3: Executive Director DEmMOGraphiCS........c.ceiiiriieirieee sttt
Table 4: Boards of Directors Demographics
Table5: Perception Of BOard Of DIFECIOFS. .......cc.cerieirierieirieisie ettt st
LEF Executive Director ACtiVitieS and SKillS..........corneieeie e
Table 6: Executive DireCtors Time AlIOCAHON...........cccririririeireee et
Table 7: Executive Directors’ Time AllOCation DY TENUIE........coouciiiiriiecreeereeese e
Table 8: Perception of Importance of Leadership Skills.................
Internal Organizational ISSUES........cccvvereinereceenesesie s ssesenes
Table9: Average Hours Executive Directors Work per Week
Table 10: Perceptions Of SEAff........ ..ottt
Figure 1. Executive Directors Characterization of Their BOarTS...........cccovvcvevveicveeiccce s
LEF Executive Directorsas Community Collaborators...........oceeueeeeeveneeenisesessesss e sesesssssssssssessssssssesessens
Figure 2. Frequency with which Executive Directors Tak with the Following Groups
Figure 3: Similarity of ViSion Of EQUCAHON. ...........ccceviiiiicieecc et
Figure4: LEFis"Critica Friend" Of DISTICE.........cccoeuiiiiereiccc ettt
CONGCLUSIONS ..ottt ireae e ses bbbt bbb a bbb bbbt 23
Implications for Civic Capacity BUilAiNg. ..ot sess s sess s ssssssnas 24
Implications for Leadership DEeVEIOPIMENE ...t seae s 25
QuEStioNS fOr FUrther CONSIAENALION .......c.oviuricereriree sttt bbbt 26
BIBLIOGRAPHY ...ttt ess s bbb bbbt bbbt 28
APPENDIX A: SUFVEY INSEFUMENT ....viviveiriciieeicicieiesisis s sss ettt sesssssssesesssssesesssesssssasssesssssssasesssesesass 30
APPENDIX B: SUrVEY FINGINGS +uuivuiiriiiriiiiiiiiesssseses s sssssaseses s s s ssssnsssnssnnssnssnsssnsennsesnsenns 41



The Public Education Network Study of LEF Leadership:
Report on Baseline Survey Findings

Executive Summary

| mportance of Sudy

Many nonprofit organizations seek to make change. To that end, much needed “capital” —
varioudy described as socid, public, professiona, and human — is being brought to bear upon
pressing socid issues. Researchers across the country are attempting to understand how these
resources are being generated, deployed, and administered, and to what avail. Of particular
interest here are locd education funds (LEFs) and their leaders. LEFs are a set of voluntary,
intermediate, and misson-driven organizations, conceived by the Ford Foundation in 1983,
which st drategicdly at the nexus of educationd and civic capacity building.

This report provides the results of the first phase of the Public Education Network (PEN)
leadership study, a basdine survey administered to 59 LEF executive directors. The survey had
two purposes. to provide a snapshot of leadership characteristics and perceptions of executive
directors — information never before compiled and examined — and to gather contextua
information on the LEFs and the communities they serve. The results will be used as a
foundation for subsequent research on LEF leadership. In time, the findings from this research
will asss PEN in its efforts to nurture and sustain LEF leedership.

This survey, and subsequent study components, will build on dready conducted research by, for
example, Elizabeth Useemn, from within PEN, and Steven Ott, Burt Nanus, and others from
without. It will dso provide a fresh source of data for community leadership and change
researchers such as Richard Harwood and David Chridip, and help inform the practices of
other organizations undertaking a change agenda.

Methods

Survey items were formulated by Urban Indtitute researchers, examined by experts insde and
outside the PEN network to maximize study validity, and pilot-tested with current and former
LEF executive directors. The resulting survey was administered between June 4 and July 4,
2001 and generated a 75 percent response rate.

Future components of the study will involve a more comprenensve exploration of LEF
leadership through facilitated discussions with founding directors, new directors, and directors of
long-gtanding LEFs, semi-dructured interviews with founding executive directors and key
informants; and a follow-up survey of al executive directors.



Basdline Survey Findings

The basdine survey reveded a number of interesting findings about executive directors work
and characterigtics, as wdll as their perceptions of important leadership skills. These include the
fallowing:

If executive directors had total control over their time alocation, most would continue to
concentrate on program development and didtrict relations. However, they would_spend
less time carrying out the actual management of programs and focus more time on
strategic planning.

Most frequently respondents ranked interpersonal skills and strategic planning as key
to effective LEF leadership.

Thisfirg glimpse suggeststhat LEF executive director leadership can be best described
by a community collaborative model of leadership because interacting with and
mohbilizing the community is viewed an integra role of the executive director.

Differences surfaced in the background and experience of newer executive directors —
those who have hdld therr pogtion for four years or less — and longer-term executive
directors. Newer executive directors are more likely to have a higher level of
educational attainment, have previous experience in education, and are less likely to
live in the community served by their LEF.

Nearly al respondents indicated a high level of satisfaction with their job and their
compensation — this despite reports of very high numbers of hours dedicated to their
work.

There is a disparity between the characteristics of LEF leaders and the communities they
serve. While executive directors tend to be white and middle-income, the students in
the districts served by the LEFs tend to be lower-income and non-white

The mgority of executive directors fed their boards of directors are executing their
responsibilities effectively. For instance, 93 percent report that their board ensures that
the LEF stays true to and advances its mission.

Sudy Implications

Implications of these findings for civic community building and leadership development are
summarized in the concluson section of the full report, as are areas for further sudy. Sdient
implications indude the following

LEF leadership is likely to be a strong factor in the development of public capita. LEFs
and their leaders can contribute to dmost dl of the nine factors identified by Richard
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Harwood (1996) as part of public capita, particularly as catalytic organizations with
grong leadership, that promote informa networks and links and greeter community
discussion.

Although racid and ethnic homogeneity is a common problem among nonprafits, it may
be particularly important for LEFs and PEN to address, as LEFs claim to represent a
public community response to the need for better schools.

PEN and LEFs will want to consider the systematic differences among new and longer-
term executive directors when thinking about how to nurture LEF |leadership.

Some evidence pointed to a need on the part of executive directors for increased
understanding of how to develop a board's autonomy. Generaly, an important aspect
of LEF leadership will continue to be the executive director’s ability to work effectively
with his or her board.

Clearly, important questions for further inquiry and informa and forma discussion arise from the
above findings and implications. Among them:

What factors cause executive directors to spend more time than desired on
program management, and less time than desired on strategic planning?

What exactly do executive directors mean when they say they want to spend much
more time on strategic planning, especially at a time when nonprofits are being
called to divert so much time and expertise to the process?

What are some of the implications, for inter-LEF and community collaboration, of
multiple LEFs and executive directorsin one community?

This study provides important basdline information about LEF executive directors. Follow-up
research is planned to yied vauable practical information about LEF leadership. The study is
expected to generae rich discusson among al stakeholders, including LEF board and dtaff
members, PEN, and other community leaders.



The Public Education Network Study of LEF Leadership:
Report on Baseline Survey Findings

Introduction

Locd education funds (LEFs) are nonprofit, independent, community-based school reform
organizations that seek to improve student achievement for al children through partnerships with
local school didricts. LEFs marshd resources, broker relationships, and fund or provide
sarvices to schools and school digtricts. The Public Education Network (PEN), the nation’s
largest network of such organizations, addresses these same goals through national advocacy
(often through groups of LEFS) for systemic change in education, increased public involvement
in reform, and direct support and technica assstance to member LEFs.

LEFs were established throughout the country garting in the mid 1980s to catdyze school
reforms aimed at supporting disadvantaged children in public schools. Since their inception,
LEFs have raised over $1 hillion for public schools. A seed grant from the Ford

Foundation in 1983 helped to establish a group of LEFs that belonged to the Public Education
Fund (now the Public Education Network). Currently, 60 such LEFs are part of PEN. Over the
years, LEFs have shifted from a primarily “charitable’ or service gpproach — providing funds
and sarvices to schools and school digtricts — to an advocacy approach of engaging key
community stakeholders in the reform process.

Overview of the I mportance of this Study

This study of LEF leadership will contribute to severa broad aress of research. Fird, the
sudy’s focus on leadership of LEFs — and particularly, the executive director’s role in the
LEFs work — will contribute to an underganding of how individuas shape the work of
community-based nonprofit organizations. Key fegiures of this leadership include the
collaboration with community (e.g., devisng ways to engage and mohilize the public, and to
work effectively with the school didrict system), aswell asthe internd management of LEF dtaff
and board to ensure fisca soundness, sustainability, and effectiveness. LEF executive directors
must manage in ways that complement the strengths of other individuals who participate in the
LEF, including the board of directors and other LEF staff members. In 1999, Elizabeth Useem
underscored that the future success of LEFs depends in part on increasing LEFS capacity to
overcome organizetiona chdlenges. This study ought to provide information that will be of
practica useto PEN asit considers ways to help its member LEFs to address these challenges.

The second area of research is school reform, which encompasses an expanding role for the
public. Key federa education legidation, including the Goas 2000: Educate America Act and
1994 Elementary and Secondary Education Act, require community participation in the
development of statewide and loca drategic plans for education reform. These plans have as
their god magtery of chalenging academic standards by all students. In addition, federa
requirements have made the public a consumer of accountability information, with the
expectation that public reporting will serve as a lever to affect school improvement. Vouchers



and other parental choice options have aso expanded the role of the community in school
improvement.

By mediating between the school didtrict, the primary locd education policymaking inditution,
and the community it serves, LEFs are truly intermediary organizations, and their role as such
in education reform is the third area of research to which this sudy will contribute. In a
quditative sudy of intermediary organizations in Oakland, Cdifornia, Honig (2001) suggested
that third-party organizations can provide needed support to school stes implementing new
programs, support that policymakers and complex school digtrict bureaucracies are unable to
provide. Intermediary organizations can help policymaking bodies to better understand and
facilitate implementation of reform.

Findly, this sudy overlgps with the growing reseerch on community building. LEFs are localy
focused efforts that unite citizens to improve the lives of families. The issues involved in
mohbilizing the public to solve its own problems are critical to the work accomplished by LEFs.
Community building aso brings various gpproaches to the change process, including community
organizing and community economic development. LEFs that seek to catalyze education reform
through community building participate in a collaborative process of developing locd |leadership
and creating coditions. LEFs are not merely an “arm” of the loca school digtrict.

Brief Review of the Literature

Little is known about LEF leadership over the ladt fifteen years. Elizabeth Useemn (1999) identifies
severd conditions for the success of an LEF, including a productive working relaionship with
the school didrict, an dignment between the didtrict’s and the LEF's vison for reform, the
involvement of busness in the LEF, the avallability of resources, and the adminigrative skill of
the LEF s board and executive director. Of particular importance, she suggested, was the need
to implement an overall LEF drategy that has the “broadest long-term impact on educational
practices’ - true systemic reform. Such a Strategy must find a balance between a narrow focus
on a few key areas, and a broader focus on many areas, to maximize opportunity (Useem,
1999, 25-26). The executive director of an LEF plays a key role in identifying and pursuing a
ba anced organizationd focus.

A 1987 evauation of the Public Education Fund (a precursor to the Public Education Network)
includes a discussion of LEF daffing and governance (Haas, et d.). Executive directors are
described as a fairly homogenous group -- predominantly white, femae, and well-educated,
with a strong commitment to civic and socid activism in education reform. Executive directors
were aso prime candidates for “burnout”: they frequently reported feding they lacked sufficient
time to accomplish their goals. The rate of turnover appeared to be on the rise. These conditions
may well have changed. It will be important to assess the stability and job satisfaction of current
LEF executive directors.

The 1987 evauation dso explored executive directors views on the involvement of their LEF
board of directors in key LEF aress. In generd, these views indicated that the boards
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involvement was decreasing, and that this shift could well be a Sgn of the hedthy evolution of
the LEFs surveyed, with the board evincing greater trust in the cagpacity of the LEF executive
director and gtaff to accomplish its goals. Researchers will want to pay particular attention to
how the development of the LEFs over a longer period of time has affected governance within
LEFs.

Nonprofit sector research poses severd different scenarios for the congtruction of organizationa
leadership. Stephen Block (1998a) notes that the traditional nonprofit governance modd is
hierarchica, with the executive director subordinate to the board of directors. Y et he cites other
researchers who suggest tha more often, dthough the board is legdly in control of an
organization (the legad and fiduciary role), the executive director is in charge of leading an
organization, using his or her skills, and is the entity most directly connected to the organization's
success. In fact, amore collegia modd is often podited, in which the executive director, through
active management, asssts board members in fulfilling their roles (Block, 1998b).

A more analytic gpproach to the nonprofit sector identifies severd patterns of governance. The
pattern most commonly practiced among nonprofits has the chief executive officer as the
primary decision-maker and the board as the key ratifier of decisons (Murray, 1998). The next
most common pattern is a board-dominated nonprofit, often found in smaler, younger, more
volunteer-driven nonprofits, in which the board develops recommendations and the chief
executive officer provides information to inform these decisions. Also common among hospitals
and univergties is a saff-driven organization, and, in organizations with high levels of sdf-help
and advocacy, afina pattern of collective governance, in which al key stakeholders cometo a
consensus about decisions, is common.

This sudy of LEF leadership will eucidate how LEF executive directors effectively connect
loca resources (donors), public engagement, school system operations, and a wide range of
pre-existing strategies, resources, and ideas (including those supported by PEN), as well as
negotiate and implement unique partnerships. From executive directors, this demands
knowledge, skills, and the ability to work effectively in an “open system,” i.e,, an organization
composed of interdependent parts that interacts with its environment. Because the settings in
which LEFs operate vary a grest ded, no sngle set of leadership characterigics and
competencies will fully describe the range of LEF directors requirements. In some settings,
political skills will be of the utmost importance; in others, technicd skills (eg., fundraisng) will
be mogt critica. An executive director’'s kil at identifying gods, as well as implementing
drategies to achieve them, is necessarily an interaction with the local context.

Many modes of leadership are relevant to this study, though these theories do not typicaly
differ in sgnificant ways and are not often based on empirica evidence. Management expert
Henry Mitzberg (1973, cited in Block, 1998a 102), organizes the typical executive director Kill
st into ten roles that fal into three sets of broad behaviors: decisiond roles (e.g., resource
alocation, negotiator); informationd roles (e.g., monitor, spokesperson); and interpersond roles
(e.g., leader, liaison). Nanus and Daobbs (1999) cite the work of Lipman-Blumen (1996), who
identifies nine leadership styles. However, Nanus and Dobbs suggest that nonprofit leaders are
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likey to use more than one yle, or to develop their own. They conceptudize nonprofit
leedership in terms of Sx overlgpping roles, incuding: vidonary, drategist, politician,
campaigner, coach, and change agent.

Mog likdy, a modd to hep understand LEF leadership must encompass more than one
particular individua’s style and roles. Models for community collaboration provide a ussful
framework for understanding how an executive director of an LEF might function. This modedl
has been documented anecdotdly in Collaborative Leadership, by Chridip & Larson (1994).

The literature on school restructuring and whole-school reform stresses the critica role that
community support and involvement plays in sustaining comprehensive reform (Porter &
Osthoof, 1993). A new U.S. Department of Education report (2001) on turning around low-
performing schools suggests that “in order to succeed, reform efforts need to be adapted to the
needs of the individua school and involve the entire school community.” The report aso points
to the vaue, to low-performing schools, of externd support, including the types of expertise,
programming, professona development, and other services supported by LEFs. Parent and
community involvement has been repestedly observed to be a key factor in increasing
educationa outcomes by numerous researchers including Peterson-del Mar (1994), the Center
on Organization and Restructuring of Schools (Newmann & Wehlage, 1995), and nationa
education laboratories such as the Southwest Educationa Development Laboratory (2000),
which wrote a guide to promating family and community involvement in school improvement.

Leadership of LEFsisarich fidd for future inquiry because it encompasses the involvement of
various stakeholders in education reform. LEFs chalenge traditiond notions about who best
represents the interests of the loca community. As many different groups outside the school
digrict bureaucracy expand ther influence, the literature on interactions with the school boards,
teachers unions, sate legidatures, and the public at large will dso be rdevant to this study.

Methods

The Full Sudy

This report provides results of a survey that is part of an ongoing systematic study of leadership
of LEFs in PEN. In paticular, the study focuses on leadership skills and characterigtics of
executive directors of LEFs.

The purpose of the survey was to identify the skills, characterigtics, and behaviors evident in
respondents in their capacity as LEF executive directors. The survey provides a snapshot of
LEF leadership, including how LEF executive directors spend their time, what skills they
perceive are mogt ussful in their leadership role, and what challenges they face in their position.
The survey dso collected contextud information about executive directors, the LEFs they
managed, and the communities they served. Also, the survey asked the respondents to answer
guestions about their LEFS purpose, operations, effectiveness, and governance. This
information has not been collected by PEN previoudy. Researchers were dso able to link the
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data collected with this survey to other previoudy collected PEN data, to provide richer
contextua information for andyss.

This survey will be followed up with a second survey, to the same population of current
executive directors, at some time toward the end of the study period. The follow-up survey will
address issues raised in other research activities planned for this study. These activities include
case dudies of seven founding directors of LEFS, and facilitated discussons with executive
directors. This first survey was intended to provide basdine information that cuts across al
executive directors and can inform the rest of the study.

Thefull sudy will indude the following srategies

(1) Theuse of results of abaseline survey administered to al 59 LEF directors as afoundation
for the other components of the full research study.

(2) Facilitated discussions with founding directors, new directors, and directors of
longstanding LEFsto gain afull perspective on the current tatus of LEF leadership.

(3) Stevisitsto LEFs, to include semi-gructured interviews with founding executive directors
and key informants, observations of key LEF events, and document review (e.g., board
minutes, srategic plans). The vidits will explore LEF leadership.

(4) A follow-up survey administered to dl executive directors.

The Basdline Survey

Survey development began in April, 2001, with a review of exigting literature about PEN and
LEFs. In addition, the researchers reviewed literature on leadership and organizationa
management (see bibliography). Findly, extensve discussons with PEN gaff helped the
research team to understand the broad parameters of LEF operations and the skills exercised
by LEF executive directors.

A draft protocol was circulated among other Urban Ingtitute researchers for their review, and
PEN daff reviewed the survey. Suggestions from al reviewers were incorporated into the next
draft, which was then pilot-tested with four current or recently retired LEF executive directors.
Two versons of certain questions were pilot-tested to determine the best approach. Upon
completion of pilot-testing and find revisons, the survey was sent again to PEN for find
approval.

On June 5, 2001, the researchers mailed the survey to al 59 LEF executive directors, using a
list provided by PEN. Severd follow-up e-mails were sent to LEF executive directors by PEN

and the researchers to make the response rate as high as possible. By July 4, the closing date,

44 surveys had been received, a response rate of 75 percent. This response rate was deemed
sufficient to dlow us to generdize about the universe of LEF executive directors. Two surveys,

filled out by interim or acting directors, were discarded, as agreed to by PEN and the research
team.
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The researchers primary interest in andyzing these data was to describe the entire LEF
executive director population. To andyze these data, researchers ran descriptive datigtics (e.g.,
measures of central tendency) and cross-tabulations. More sophisticated anayses were not run
due to the smdl sample sze. The researchers measured reationships sgnificance levels, but
rarely were the results Satisticaly sgnificant. (Statisticaly sgnificant results are indicated as such
in the report.)

Baseline Survey Findings

LEF Leadership and Community Demographic Characteristics

Findings from this survey reved that as in 1987, executive directors of LEFs continue to be
predominantly white, middle-aged femaes. Twenty-six percent of newer executive directors,
defined as those who have held their position for four years or less, are male compared to none
of the longer-standing directors (see Table 1). Yet the racid and ethnic compostion of
directors has essentialy remained congtant.

Table 1. Executive Director Demographicsby Tenure

ED Characteristics Overall Newer Longer-term
Femde 88% 74% 100%

White 85% 84% 86%
African-American 7% 11% 5%

According to data collected by PEN, the digtricts served by the LEFs in our sample tend to
have high percentages of non-white and lower-income students (see Table 2).2 On average the
LEFs serve didtricts in which 52 percent of the student body is non-white and 50 percent are
digible for the federdly funded reduced-price lunch program. Assuming that characteristics of
sudents in these didtricts serve as a proxy for the wider communities characterigtics, executive
directors typicaly differ from the communities they serve both in terms of ethnic/racid
background and socioeconomic class.® Given thet interaction with the community is essentid to
the executive director's role, demographic differences between LEF leaders and their
communitiesis an issue worth exploring in subsequent aspects of this study.

! EDswere divided into two categories, “newer” and “longer-term,” based upon the sample distribution of ED tenure.
The median number of years EDs have held their position isfour years. The gender differencesby ED tenure are
gatisticaly sgnificant at the .05 level however racid/ethnic differences are not satigticdly significant.

2 Low-income status is based on percent receiving free or reduced price lunch.

% White EDs are more likdly than non-white EDs to lead LEFs serving districts with higher percentages of non-white
students. However it should be noted that the number of minority EDsin the sampleisvery small and that this
relationship is not statistically significant.
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Table2: Characteristics of Students Served by LEFs

Student Characteristics Mean Minimum Maximum
Number of students 110,000 2,000 800,000
Non-white students* 52% 0% 93%
Free or reduced lunch* 50% 17% 75%
Student-teacher ratio* 17:1 14:1 251

PEN data

Although demographically, newer executive directors look much like longer-term directors, a
number of distinct differences in experience and background exist between these groups (see
Table 3). Almogt half of al newer executive directors hold Ph.D.s compared to only 14 percent
of longer-term EDs. In addition, 70 percent of newer executive directors have previous work
experience in the field of education compared to less than haf of longer-term EDs. These
numbers are reversed for previous work in nonprofits, where 76 percent of longer-term
executive directors compared to 55 percent of newer executive directors have experience.
Newer directors are dso less likdy than their longer-term counterparts to live in the community
served by their LEF.?

Table 3: Executive Director Demographics

ED Characteristics Overall Newer Longer-term
B.A. 32% 21% 43%

M.A. 32% 31% 33%

Ph.D. 32% 47% 14%
Education experience 60% 70% 48%
Non-profit experience 67% 55% 76%

Live in community 76% 68% 81%

Y'rs in community (mean) 32 29 34

Because boards of directors are a critica part of LEF leadership, it is important to understand
how board demographics compare to those of the community and, further, how executive
directors use their boards to connect to the community. According to PEN data, LEFs in our
sample serving didricts with higher percentages of students of color are more likely to be

* None of these differences are statitically significant.
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governed by boards with larger proportions of people of color.’> However, on average,
members of the boards are a rdatively homogenous group of people (see Table 4). The
average board of directors of LEFs in our sample is composed of 24 people, 63 percent of
whom are male and 78 percent of whom arewhite.® The basdine survey reveded that only 57
percent of the executive directorsin our study agree that their board of directors has ensured its
representativeness of the community it serves, while highly rating their boards in other areas (see
Table5). Thus, in generd, the mismatch between LEF leadership and the community served by
the organization extends beyond the executive director to include the boards of directors.

Table4: Boardsof Directors Demographics

Mean Minimum Maximum
Totd board members* 24 11 45
Female board members* 9 1 17
Male board members* 15 0 32
White board members* 19 1 41

*Pen data

Table5: Perception of Board of Directors

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree SFroneg
agree disagree
a Boad ensures LEF staystrue to and 41% 5204 79 0% 0%
advances misson
b. Boarc_i ensures financia soundness and 36% 36% 17% 129 0%
capacity of LEF
c. Board ensures LEF iswell-led and 36% 5004 12% 0% 0%
managed
d. Board ensuresiit is adequately 0 0 0 0
representative of community it serves 26% 31% 26% 1% 0%
e. Board advances LEF swork and
() (o) 0
credibility with condtituents 36% 45% 19% 0% 0%
f. Board chalenges me in productive ways 31% 48% 19% 2% 0%

® The sample sizeistoo small to explore how the racial/ethnic make-up of Boards affects directors perception of its
representativeness when contralling for the percentage of minority studentsin the districts served by the LEF or for the
racia/ethnic background of the director.

® Based on 2000 data collected by PEN.
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LEF Executive Director Activities and Skills

Allocation of time

One objective of the basdine survey was to identify how executive directors alocate their time.
Respondents were asked to rank eight key activities by the amount of time they typicaly spent
on each across the past year. Results are summarized in the first column of Table 6.

Table 6: Executive Directors Time Allocation
Activities on which Executive Directors spend their time, on average, ranked from
1to 8 where 1 isthe activity that occupies the majority of their time.

How EDs Currently Spend Their Time How EDs I deally Would Like to Spend Time
1. Edablishing, maintaining didrict rdaions 1. Straegic planning

2. Deveoping programs 2. Deveoping programs

3. Managing programs 3. Edablishing, maintaining didrict relaions

4. Fundraisng 4. Tdking with the community

5. Taking with the community 5. Board development

6. Organizationd management 6. Fundrasng

7. Board development 7. Managing programs

8. Strategic planning 8. Organizationd management

The top three activities executive directors reported spending time on clearly reflect a key
agpect of LEF activity: working with the locd school didtrict(s) to develop and implement
programs that support education reform. These responses suggest that executive directors are
actively engaged in perhgps the most critical work of the LEFs Although these results are
important, they must be explored further, usng different research methods. In a sudy of
managers in an academic setting, Hannaway (1989) found that managers viewed their work
activities they did as “part of some greater process’ that “could not be easly divided into
discrete actions for particular outcomes” Furthermore, managers had difficulty answering
questions about the purpose of tasks, e.g., whether it was to gather information or to supervise
a subordinate: “[M]uch of managerid work is process driven,” she wrote, and “most
managerid activities have multiple functions that occur smultaneoudy. For example, a manager
might be monitoring, superviang, and problem solving dl during one exchange with a
subordinate” (p. 46).

Responses to time dlocation rankings vary somewhat by executive directors length of tenure
(see Tadle 7). Those in office for more than four years spend less time establishing or
maintaining digtrict relations than newer directors. About 20 percent of dl executive directorsin
the sample identify this as one of their key chdlenges, and not surprisngly, newer directors are
more likely to do so. It makes sense that newer directors focus more on didtrict relations than
longer-term directors, given their relative newness to the position. Newer executive directors
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might spend more time than longer-term executive directors on activities that alow them to
establish themsalves in the community in their new role as director.

Table7: Executive Directors Time Allocation by Tenure

“Newer” Executive Directors Longer-standing Executive Directors

1. Edablishing, maintaining didtrict reaions 1. Fundraisng

2. Devedoping programs 2. Devedoping programs

3. Managing programs 3. Edablishing, maintaining digrict relaions
4. Fundraisng 4. Managing programs

5. Tdking with the community 5. Tdking with the community

6. Organizationd management 6. Organizationd management

7. Straegic planning 7. Board development

8. Board development 8. Strategic planning

Actual versus desired time allocation

The basdline survey aso asked executive directors to rank the same eight activities in terms of
how they idedly would like to spend their time, providing a comparison, captured in Table 6,
between actual and desired time dlocation by executive directors. This provided some hints
about deeper-level perceptions held by executive directors about their work.

The datareved that executive directors would idedlly like to be spending a good ded of time on
two of the top three activities on which they currently spend their time — maintaining digtrict
relaions, and developing programs. However, they ranked “managing programs’ seventh out of
eght activities on which they would like to spend time, suggesting that they fed they are
gpending more time currently than they ought to be on the day-to-day management of
programs. This points to possible overextenson on the part of executive directors, a precursor
to burnout and high turnover (See next section). PEN may be able to serve as a resource for
executive directors looking for new, more efficient ways to ensure that effective program
management takes place.

Other activities on which executive directors would like to be spending less time incdude
fundraisng and organizationa management. These activities, too, are fundamenta to the
sugtainability of LEFs, yet they are perceived to be taking up more of the executive directors
time than desired.

Executive directors would like to be spending more time on severd activities, including talking
with members of their community, developing their boards, and — most significant — engaging
in grategic planning. In fact, executive directors on average reported that athough Srategic
planning is the activity that they spend the least amount of time on, reldive to other activities, it
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is the activity that ideally, they would like to spend the most time on.” Management is replete
with writing and discusson about managers inability to focus on long-term planning because
short-term crises (“putting out fires’) and day-to-day management take precedence.
Particularly in nonprofit organizations, which emphasize “misson ddivery,” drategic planning
will be viewed as a key activity for executive directors (Tschirhart, 1996, in Ott). Furthermore,
changes in the nonprofit environment over the last twenty years — including larger client bases,
less public-sector funding, regulatory restrictions, and pressures to expand misson — mean
“nonprofits and their boards will be ‘a sed if they fal to chart their courses by planning
srategicaly” (Ott, 2001).

The high vaue placed on grategic planning by LEF executive directors, which is not uncommon
among nonprofits, may be related to a growing emphasis on performance measurement for both
for- and non-profit organizations, as drategic planning encompasses an evauatiion component.
Two common results of effective srategic planning relae to evauation: determination of whether
objectives are being met, and establishment of a means to evauate programs, dtaff, and
resources (Smith, Bucklin, & Associates, 2000).

Ovedl, then, it is not surprising that executive directors want to spend more time on drategic
planning. However, it is Sgnificant that this is the activity they fed they are spending the least
amount of time on currently. It will be important to explore what obstacles exist to effective
grategic planning on the part of executive directors. In addition, PEN may be interested in
helping LEFs to plan drategically, perhaps through a capacity-building exercise or workshop
that ensures that LEF executive directors spend the necessary time on this activity.

Executive directors’ perception of required leadership skills

Consgtent with their desire to spend more time on grategic planning is LEF executive directors
ranking of the importance of eght skills for effective leadership of their LEF. On average,
drategic planning was ranked as the second most important skill for effective LEF leadership.
Overdl results are summarized in Table 8.

The ill ranked as most important for effective leadership was interpersond skills. Executive
directors reinforced this finding in open-ended responses, with 40 percent indicating that
interpersona/communication skills, and the ability to build relationships, were the most important
skills required of an executive director® Mot likely, this is due to the extensive time that
executive directors spend talking with community members.”

" Thisfinding was consistent for both shorter and longer-term EDs.

8 Interpersonal/communication skills and the ability to build relationships were collected and organized as two distinct
responses to open-ended items. However, it was decided to combine them in reporting because (1) many respondents
themselves reported them together as one skill, and (2) for some responses it was difficult to determine whether they
would be best classified as communication/interpersona skills or relationship-building skills.

9 See the section on community |eadership.

16



Table 8: Perception of Importance
of Leadership Skills

Skillsfor Effective LEF Leadership
Ranked in Order of Importance by EDs

Interpersond skills

Strategic planning/thinking
Programmiatic knowledge

Evauating organizationd effectiveness
Rasng money

Ability to supervise'manage saff
Public spesking

Managing money

O N O Uk~ wDNPRF

The emphasis on interpersond sKills has dso shown up in previous research. A factor andysis
by Stogdill (1974) of 52 studies on leadership, published between 1945 and 1974, found that
socid and interpersond skills were among the most frequently identified factors used to describe
leaders.

Sgnificantly, of the eight skills listed in the survey item, those rated as less important to effective
leadership include “managing money” (eighth), the “ability to supervisemanage gaff” (sixth),
and “raising money (fifth). Here, too, lies a hint that athough executive directors do not see their
primary role as day-to-day manager of their LEFs, they are often in this postion. In fact, the
main challenge executive directors reported facing was fundraising.

Internal Organizational |ssues

Time constraints

Burnout is not surprising in nonprofit organizations, often leading to high turnover (Pomerantz,
1991).The 1987 evauation of the Public Education Fund found that executive directors were
exhibiting early sgns of “burnout.” A number of executive directors in this 2001 sample
reported that time condraints presented a chdlenge for them in their work. Typica responses
included: “baancing conflicting demands on my time,” “lack of time” “time to do everything
that must be done.” Executive directors aso reported working well over 40 hours per week:
on average, they work 52 hours per week; 41 percent reported working 60 hours per week or
more (see Table 9).
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Table 9: Average Hours Executive Directors Work per Week

Hourswk <30 30-44 45-59 60+

% of EDs 2% 24% 33% 41%

By linking the survey data to data collected by PEN in 1999, we explored the reationship
between gtaff Sze and the basdine survey findings. According to PEN data, athough LEF saff
gze ranges from 1 to 162, hdf of the LEFsin the study have a staff of six or less, of which two
members, on average, are part-time saff members. The newer the LEF, the more likdly it isto
have a smdler gaff. For instance, 61 percent of LEFs founded after 1987 have a st&ff of less
than six compared to 39 percent of LEFs founded before 1988, In addition, asmall number of
respondents wrote comments about staffing:

The [LEF] is very small. There is only one project director and much to be done
organizationally.

| work four days per week as there is no money for other staff or time at this point.
| amthe only staff. Thislimits the number and type of projects our LEF can take on.

Sgnificantly, though, executive directors in LEFs with larger saff szes were more likdly to
report working agreater number of hours per week. 89 percent of those with a staff of 12 or
more reported working 50 or more hours per week compared to only 11 percent of those with
asmaler gaff'. In addition, executive directors of LEFs with smaller saff sizes spend the most
time, on average, managing and developing programs compared to executive directors of LEFs
with larger gaff. These findings contradict the notion thet time congraints experienced by
executive directors would be amdiorated by a larger LEF aff. It would be useful, in
subsequent study, to investigate this relaionship further, particularly to determine whether
specific issues affect how executive directors can spend their time.

The 1987 PEF report also suggested that executive director turnover might be on therise. Not
surprising, the mgority of LEFs have experienced changes in leadership since this report was
released. Only three of the longer-standing LEFs in the sample are led by their origina founding
directors and, on average, the tenure of executive directors in the sample is five years™ One-
fourth of the LEFs in the sample have an average executive director tenure of 3.4 years or
I%B

1 Thisresult is not statistically significant.

" Thisresult is not statistically significant.

12 The median is four, meaning 50 percent have held position for four years or less

13y et 50 percent of these L EFs were founded in 1998 or |ater and therefore should not be viewed as having ahigh
turnover, astheir EDs could not have had alonger tenure.

18



Although daff burnout it frequently a problem for nonprofits, not a single executive director
reported being dissatisfied with his or her job. In fact, in open-ended survey items, many
executive directors described why they enjoyed their work. One wrote that being the executive
director was “the most exciting and fulfilling job | have ever had,” and that she “can’t imagine
doing anything else as worthy or satisfying.”

The overwhedming mgority of executive directors in our sample aso report that saff morde is
high (see Table 10). Executive directors consstently report positively on their reations with their
gaff. Over 90 percent report that the staff trust the executive director, athough longer-term
directors are less likely to report this, and 95 percent indicate that the staff understand their
roles and responsibilities (see Table 10).%* However, these findings are based on the perception
of the executive director and may not accurately reflect how staff fed. Future research activities
will give us waysto learn more about L EF |leadership from the perspective of LEF dtaff.

Table 10: Perceptions of Staff

Srongl . Srongl Don't

agre?ay Agree  Disagree disagrgeé know
Saff mordeislow. 0% 2% 37% 61% 0%
Staff understand roles. 36% 59% 3% 3% 0%
LEF gaff trust the ED. 43% 49% 0% 0% 9%

Executive directors' relationship with their board of directors

The basdine survey sought information about the relationship between executive directors and

their boards of directors. A collegia partnership between directors and boards, rather than a
hierarchica relationship, is seen as critica to the effectiveness of nonprofit organizations. Such a
partnership typicaly evolves as a nonprofit organization grows.

When asked to characterize their boards governance style, two-thirds of executive directors
described their board as more of a following board — meaning the board usudly follows the
executive director’ s lead (see Figure 1)." Directors of longer-standing LEFs are more likely to
report that their board follows her lead, echoing the 1987 PEF evaduation finding that as LEFs
age, board involvement in mgor areas of the organizations work decreases and staff and
director responsibilities increase™. This suggests that a shift in LEF leadership is associated with
the naturd organizational evolution of non-profits. Leadership of longer-sanding LEFs in the
sample appears to have moved away from the traditiona hierarchica modd often associated
with nonprofit leadership, ather to a collegid modd in which the executive director and the

¥ These findings do not show any variation by LEF staff size.

> A leading/controlling Board was defined as“in nearly al cases, the board leads the LEF” while afollowing Board was
defined as“in nearly all cases, the board follows the executive director’ s lead”.

1678 percent of executive directors of LEFs founded pre-1988 reported that their board of directors follows her lead
(ranked it afour or five) compared to 55 percent of EDs of more recently founded LEFs.
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board share authority evenly, or a dightly more executive director-dominated modd, in which
the executive director makes key decisons, with the board serving to ratify these decisons.

Figurel
Executive Directors Characterization of Their Boards

100% -
80% 7 - W 5=following

04
60%
40% m3
40% @2
20% 26% O 1=leading/controlling

0%

3%

Although we can draw preliminary conclusions from the survey about the balance of power and
digtribution of leadership respongbilities between executive directors and their boards, a deeper
understanding of these rdaionships will likely emerge from the case studies.

Regardless of how executive directors characterize their boards leadership in relation to their
own, it is clear from the survey that the mgority of executive directors fed their board of
directors is executing its responshilities effectively. For instance, 93 percent report that their
board ensures that the LEF stays true to and advances its mission, 88 percent indicate that their
board makes certain that the LEF is well-led and managed, and 81 percent maintain that their
board advances the organization’s work and credibility.

LEF Executive Directors as Community Collaborators

Executive directors responses to questions about how they spend their time, and what skills
they vaue, suggest that LEF leadership may be best characterized by a community collaboration
mode. Centrd to this modd is the leader’s ahility to engage and mobilize the community in
collaborative action (Chridip & Larson, 1994). Collaborative leadership differs from tactical (or
heroic) leadership, in which an individua takes charge and achieves very specific objectives,
and aso from postiond leadership, in which a leader guides a structured organization to
perform specific tasks. Rather than promoting a particular vison or solution to a problem, the
collaborative leader emphasizes how community members can work together. Chridip &
Larson find amilarities between this vison of leadership and other longer-standing theories of
leadership, including transforming leadership, servant leadership, and leadership as process.

Necessary conditions for effective collaboraion in communities include the following, among
others:
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Presence of strong stakeholder groups

Broad-based involvement

Credibility and openness of process

Commitment and/or involvement of high-levd, visble leaders

Support or acquiescence of “established” authorities

Ability to overcome mistrust and skepticism

Strong leadership of the process of collaboration, rather than advocacy of a particular
point of view

Principles underlying this type of process leadership, as identified through research on over 50
successtul collaborative initiatives, include the ability to inspire commitment and action; lead as
peer problem solver; and build broad-based involvement.

Although the survey results are mostly impressionistic, they reflect aspects of a collaborative
leadership style. For example, 37 percent of executive directors wrote, in an open-ended item,
that the ability to build rdationships was a key skill required for their work. The maority of
executive directors in the sample spend a large portion of ther time talking with community
members.” Much of this talking appears to occur with schools and districts — key congtituents
for LEFs. In fact, 85 percent of the respondents indicated that they spoke with school or digtrict
daff at least weekly (see Figure 2).

Some survey respondents said that process-oriented, collaborative skills were necessary for
LEF leadership, induding the ability to: effectivdy community with dl segments of the
community; work with the school system; ingpire others with vison and move the change
forward; and work with diverse groups who play varying roles in the community.

Over 80 percent of executive directors in the sample aso reported spesking with community
members, and over 70 percent reported talking with business leaders and non-profit leaders,
respectively, a least every two weeks (see Figure 2).** About haf the sample indicated that
they talk with each of the following groups at least every two weeks aso: local or sate political
leaders, locd foundation/grantmaking staff, and parents. Interestingly, 40 percent reported
gpesking with parents & least weekly. Furthermore, a key chalenge facing LEFs in the next ten
years, according to respondents, will be engaging community stakeholders in education reform,
and executive directors report engaging the public in reform as one of the top four chalenges
they face as leaders. Smilarly, effective community engagement is the third most commonly
cited challenge directors foresee for their LEF over the next ten years. Thus, the work of the
executive director clearly involves — and will continue to involve — a deep levd of interaction
and work with the community.

Although the survey data provide ingght into how frequently executive directors talk with
various members of the community, further research could ducidate exactly why executive

17 Egtablishing/maintaining district relations and talking with the community were ranked in the top four of eight
activities on which EDs spend the most of their time.
18 100 percent of the EDs in the sample reported collaborating with other third-party organizations.
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directors find community engagement chalenging, how this affects their LEFs work, and how
executive directors of different length of tenure devise strategies to overcome this challenge.™

Figure 2: Frequency with which Executive Directors Talk with the Following Groups
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Sgnificantly, Chridip & Larson (1994) indicate that in community collaborations, the primary
focus of leadership needs to be on the process of how people work together to solve problems,
and not on the content of the problem itsdlf (63-64). Collaborative leaders vaue safeguarding
the process of collaboration more than finding particular solutions to problems. They even go so
far as to suggest that subject expertise, a capability identified as the third most important
leadership skill by respondents (caled “programmatic knowledge’ in the basdline survey), may
be less important than the ability to collaborate effectively for these leaders. Such a hypothes's
should be tested further in interviews with L EF executive directors as part of this study.

9t isaso of interest to explore how community engagement challenges differ for LEFs serving multiple districts,
especidly if these districts represent different communities.
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Community-building organizations are more flexible, smdler, and less bureaucratic than school
and school digtrict bureaucracies — a potential source of tension in collaborative efforts (Jehl,
Blank, & McCloud, 2001). However, the mgority of executive directors in our sample
reported that their LEFS vision of education is somewhat or very smilar to that of the digtrict(s)
they serve (see Figure 3). Additionaly, 90 percent agreed that their LEF isa“criticd friend” of
the digtrict(s) served (see Figure 4).

Figure 3: Smilarity of Figure4: LEF is“Critical
Vison of Education Friend” of Digrict
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Conclusions

This basdine survey reveded consensus among LEF executive directors on their leadership
vaues and key challenges. This suggests that the LEF modd is fairly consistent across a variety
of contexts.

In executive director-driven organizations such as LEFS, leadership involves collaboration with
the larger community, as well as interna management of the LEF itsdf. Survey results indicate
that executive directors do indeed see themselves as primary actors in the main work of the
LEFs. They build rdaionships, talk to community members, and work directly with the school
system. Executive directors would like to spend less time on daily management and fundraising
chalenges, and more time on the more visonary role of drategic planner.® Community
collaboration would require this latter type of leadership.

% Because strategic planning can include the development of performance indicators to meesure progress of the LEF,
thisfinding may reflect the trend toward grester accountakility in the nonprofit sector over the last ten years.
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Ancther key finding in this analyss is that nearly al respondents indicated a high leved of
satisfaction with their job and their compensation — this despite reports of very high numbers of
hours dedicated to their work. It will be important, in the remaining research activities for this
sudy, to explore with executive directors whether they are in danger of “burning out,” a
possibility suggested by the 1987 evaluation of LEFs (Haes, et d.). Furthermore, LEF staff and
community response to the LEF executive directors would hedp PEN understand LEF
leadership tremendoudly.

Ancther important finding is that executive directors with longer tenure differ in their
demographics, priorities, and perceived chalenges than executive directors who have held their
jobs for fewer years. Longer-term executive directors appear to focus less on establishing
didgrict relations than newer executive directors, and newer executive directors are more likely
to talk more frequently with local foundations. Yet overal, longer-term executive directors
goend more time on fundrasing than newer executive directors. Simply being new to the
executive director postion might creste a need for directors to emphasize activities that alow
them to establish themselvesin their new role.

Severd implications emerge from this preiminary investigation. These address the areas of civic
cagpacity building in generd, leedership development within LEFs and throughout PEN, and
questions for further consderation and study. Each is described below.

Implications for Civic Capacity Building

LEFs do not accomplish their work in a vacuum. In fact, these survey results suggest that LEF
leaders are intimately involved in the fundamental community building thet is part of their misson.
Thus, LEFs are invested in encouraging the conditions needed for community collaboration and
action. The concept of “public capital,” developed by The Harwood Group (1996), describes
the “ capacities, rdationships, networks and linkages’ that facilitate effective community action.
This concept, meant to encompass a broader aray of dimensons than “socid capitd”
(Coleman, 1988), may well hold promise as a key to understanding the terrain in which LEFs
flourish. Factors contributing to the public capitd system include the presence of community
norms and a shared purpose, factors that inhere at least partly in the community itsdlf, emerging
from its history. Other factors, such as numerous socid gatherings, deliberate community
didogue, and informa networks and links, may well be the product of a civic capacity building
throughout the community, and over time. The relationship between the public schools and
public capita appears particularly strong, and worthy of further study as a corollary to any study
of LEF effectiveness.

In addition, LEF leadership is likely to be a strong factor in the development of public capitdl.
LEFs and their leaders contribute to dmost dl of the nine factors identified by Harwood (1996)
as pat of public capitd, particularly the presence of cataytic organizations, strong leadership,
informa networks and links, and community discussion.
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A second implication for civic cgpacity building is the fact that executive directors tend to be
white and of middle to high income, despite the more diverse demographics of the communities
served by their LEFs. PEN survey results show a smilar misaignment between the composition
of boards of directors and the communities served by LEFs. Although this homogeneity is a
common problem among nonprofits, it may be particularly important for LEFs and PEN to
address, as LEFs claim to represent acommunity response to the need for better schools.

Implications for Leader ship Devel opment

These survey results indicated some differences between newer and longer-term LEF executive
directors. Newer executive directors are more likely to be mae and to live outsde of the
community served by their LEF. Furthermore, they have dightly higher educationd atainmernt,
more experience in educationa settings, and less experience in nonprofits. They spend more
time focusng on didrict relations and talking to locd foundetions, and less time overdl on
fundraisng.

PEN saff have dso suggested that a smal number of the newest executive directors have a
stronger business background, and appear to be operating their LEFs in a more competitive
manner. Thisis in keeping with changes in the nonprofit world, induding scarce funding, iffer
compstition, and a stronger emphasis on achieving outcomes. PEN will want to congder these
differences when thinking about how to nurture LEF leadership. What worked fifteen years ago
may not be relevant in today’ s environment.

In addition to differences among executive directors, the LEFs themsalves are in different stages
of development. According to nonprofit management consultants, “ Organizations move through
digtinguishable life cycles— or stages of development — as they mature and grow. Each stage
requires a different management style and organizational structure” (Gross, Mahiasen, &
Franco, 1998). The four most common stages for nonprofit organizations include: informd,
structured, decentraized, and consolidated. The trangtion through each of these stages brings
new challenges to nonprofit leeders. It may be useful to LEF executive directors to learn more
about this developmenta process.

Organizationd development dso has implications for boards of directors. As nonprofit
organizations develop through their organizationa stages, their boards of directors dso mature.
Mathiasen (1990) suggests that boards pass through three developmenta stages, moving from
an organizing board of directors, to a volunteer governing board, to an indtitutiona board. The
degree of authority wielded by the board is dso rdlevant to therr growth. A dSgnificant 26
percent of our survey respondents indicated that their boards were completely “following.” This
may suggest a need, on the part of executive directors, for increased understanding of how to
develop a board's autonomy. An important aspect of LEF leadership will be the executive
director’s ahility to work effectively with his or her board.

Finaly, PEN can consder taking a leadership role in helping executive directors spend the time
needed to lay the groundwork for effective strategic planning. A workshop or conference could
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provide a secure time for such work. PEN may aso wish to explore how it can help executive
directors spend less time on day-to-day management of programs without sacrificing the quality
of such programming.

Questions for Further Consideration

Overdl, we found a large degree of consensus among executive directors about the key skills
needed to lead an LEF effectively. The next step in our study will be to understand in greater
detall how these kills are exercised. The following questions remain:

What style of leadership is exhibited by LEF executive directors? This survey provided
more information about the “outward” focus of leadership in the community than about
executive directors leadership style and habits. However, PEN will want to consider further
ressarch to better understand internal LEF management, a chdlenging responsbility
shouldered by LEF leaders (Useem, 1999).

Is the fact that executive directors are spending an average of 52 hours per week on
their jobs a problem? Although we know that LEFs have smdl g&ff Szes it isnot yet clear
whether alarger saff would amdliorate the large number of hours executive directors spend
working. Our survey resultsindicate that LEFs with larger staff work even longer hours than
those with smdler g&ff. In addition, athough we might speculate that long hours could lead
to burnout and high turnover, executive directors reported extremely high job satisfaction.
Further study is needed to understand how executive directors fed about the time they
spend on their jobs.

What obstacles cause executive directors to spend more time than desired on
management, and less time than desired on strategic planning? Our survey results
suggest that LEF executive directors would like to be dlocating their time differently, but is
that possible? If so, what obstacles would need to be removed? Have any executive
directors been able to dlocate their time more favorably? Answers to these questions would
be extremdy beneficid for LEF leadership development. PEN may aso wish to develop
methods for helping LEFs to manage their programs.

What exactly do executive directors mean by “ strategic planning” ? Filot-testing of the
urvey suggested that “drategic planning” may be interpreted differently by different
respondents. More in-depth study is needed to learn what executive directors want to be
doing, and how they currently accomplish it given their time congraints. Also, as mentioned,
PEN may wish to assist executive directors in better sirategic planning.

Do executive directors focus on the process of collaboration, and do they see it as a
critical aspect of LEF leadership? Chridip & Larson (1994) suggest that leaders of
effective community-based organizations emphasi ze the process of collaboration as much as
the specific gods and objectives of their misson. Is this true, and if so, how do executive
directors do s0? It is possible that LEF executive directors have a good ded of knowledge
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about how to engage the public. If they lack such knowledge, resources may exist that
could be ussful in leadership devel opment.

=  Why are multiple LEFs emerging in the same communities, and is this a problem?
Respondents were given the opportunity to write any additional comments on the survey.
Two described the existence of another LEF serving the same didtricts they serve. Their
comments were somewhat darming:

Thisis a new LEF in a community (a) already served by an LEF that has created
no meaningful improvement (we think we have a better idea), (b) that doesn't
have much of a history of civic engagement and collaboration, and (c) has a
dearth(?) of effective civic leaders.

Having more than one LEF in the city amplifies difficult district relationships.

It would be useful to explore reasons for the development of multiple LEFs in one area, and
the implications for LEF |leaders.
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LOCAL EDUCATION FUND
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SURVEY

THE URBAN INSTITUTE

All responses to this survey will be kept grictly confidentia. No information that you provide on
this questionnaire that might individually identify you or your LEF will be shared with anyone
outside the Urban Indtitute research group. Y our participation is voluntary.

Pease return your completed questionnaire by mail to:
Alissa Anderson
The Urban Inditute
Education Policy Center
2100 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20037

Or by fax: (202) 833-2477

If you have any questions, please call or email Ms. Anderson
(202) 261-5682 or Aanderso@ui.urban.org.
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1. Areyou the executive director (or the equivaent) of this LEF? If you are an interim or acting director,
please check “No.”
(J Yes —» |If yes, please proceed to question 2.

(O No — If no, please do not complete this survey.
Pessereturnit in its enclosed envelope.

About Your LEF

2. Inwhat year was your LEF founded?

3. Sinceitsinception, how many executive directors hasthis
LEF had, including yoursdf? executive directors

4. Towhat extent do you agree or disagree with the following Statements?

Strongly Strongly Don't
agree Agree Disagree  disagree know
a. LEF staff moraleislow............. 1 2 3 4 5
AII' staff members undngnd 1 5 3 4 5
their roles and responsibilities.....
c. The staff trust and respect 1 5 3 4 5
me......
d. Board member mordeislow...... 1 2 3 4 5
e. TheLEFiscarrying out its
mission effectively ................ . 2 e 4 2
f. TheLEFisa“critical friend” of 1 5 3 4 5

the school district(s) it serves.....

Executive Director Roles and Responsibilities

5. Inatypical week, how many hours do you work as executive director
both insde and outside the office? hours/week

32



6. Thefollowingisalig of activities on which you likely spend time as executive director of this LEF.
Thinking across the past year (or the part for which you have been executive director), please rank
the following activities by how much time you personally spent on them.

lindicates | spent the largest portion of my time this year on this activity,”
2 indicates “I spent the second largest portion of my time this year on this activity,” and so on...

Rank all eight
____ Strategic planning
____Board development
____Managing/monitoring exigting programs and initigtives
____Devedoping new programs and initiatives
___ Development/fundraising
___ Egablishing/maintaining relationship with schools/digtrict(s)
____ Tdking with the community (excluding schoolg/digtrict(s))
___ Organizaiona management
7. Peaserank the following activities by how much time you would ideally like to spend on them as LEF

executive director. Consder what you believe would contribute most to effective leadership and
impact of your LEF — not what you may actudly do.

1 indicates 1 would spend the largest portion of my time on this activity,”
2 indicates 1 would spend the second largest portion of my time on this activity,” and so on...

Rank all eight

____ Strategic planning

____Board development

____Managing/monitoring exiging programs and initigtives

___ Devdoping new programs and initiatives

____ Deveopment/fundraising

___ Egablishing/maintaining relationship with schools/digtrict(s)
____ Tdking with the community (excluding schoolg/digtrict(s))
__ Organizationa management
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8. Peazindicate the frequency with which you typicaly tak to each of the following groups or people

(excluding your board of director members).
Atleast
At lesst every
At least every 2 At least 34 Rarely or
Daily weekly weeks monthly months never

1 2 3 4 5 6
Other local education funds.................. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Loca nonprofit organization leaders (other
than LEF 1 2 3 4 5 6
directors).......ccoooviiiiiiniinnn.
Local or state politica |eaders (e.g., school 1 5 3 4 5 6
board members)
Locd businessleaders...........c.covevennnnn. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Loca community members..................... 1 2 3 4 5 6
Loca foundation/grantmaking ingtitution
Staff . 1 2 3 4 5 6
Digtrict/school staff..........cccovvvvviieinnnns 1 2 3 4 5 6
Nationa foundationg/corporations............. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Media.......oooevie i, 1 2 3 4 5 6
Nationa education organizations (e.g., Indtitute
for Educational Leedership, Nat'| Education 1 2 3 4 5 6
ASSOCIAION)...ccveeeeeeiee e,
PEN....oii 1 5 3 4 5 6

9. How would you rate your overal job satisfaction?

Circle one number.
< >
Very satisfied Satisfied Disstidfied Very dissisfied
1 2 3 4

10. What do you think are the two maost important skills a new executive director of your LEF would
need?
1.




11. Thefollowing isalist of leadership skills. Some skills may be more important than others for effective
leadership. Please rank the skills by their importance to effective leadership of your LEF. (1
indicates that it is the most important, 2 the second most important, and so on.)

Rank all eight

____ Strategic planning/thinking

___Interpersond skills

____Raising money

____Managing money

____Public speaking

____Ability to supervise and manage staff

____ Programmatic knowledge/expertise (e.g., district budget, education reform)

____BEvaluating/monitoring organizational effectiveness

12. Please indicate how often in a year (or the part for which you have been executive director) you

typicdly do the following:
Atleasta
Atlesst Atleast Atlesst Atleast few At least
onceper onceper twiceper onceper timesper  onceper
day week month month year year Never
a. Read literature relevant to your

position or your LEF swork (e.g., 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
leadership, education reform).

b. Communicate with or visit other

LEFs or LEF directors. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
c. Attend PEN conferences. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
d. Attend other work-related 1 5 3 4 5 6 7

conferences.

e. Participate in other professional
development activities (e.g., working 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
with a consultant, taking a class).

f. Offer professiond development
opportunities to your staff or board.
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13. Please use this scale to characterize your board.

Circle one number.

L eading/ Following board
controlling board » Innearlyall cases,
In nearly all cases, the board follows

the board leads the executive
the LEF. director’slead.
1 2 3 4 5

14. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your board of directors?

Strongly Strongly
The board... agree Agree Neutral  Disagree  disagree
a. ensures that the LEF stays true to and
o 1 2 3 4 5
advances its mission
b. ensures the financial soundness and capacity
of the LEF 1 2 e 4 >
c. ensuresthat the LEF iswell-led and 1 5 3 4 5
managed
d. ensures that the board is adequately
: o 1 2 3 4 5
representative of the community it serves
e. advances the LEF swork and credibility
: . 1 2 3 4 5
with congtituents
f. challenges me in productive ways 1 2 3 4 5

15. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly Strongly
agree Agree  Disagree  disagree

a. Thereaeenough locd busnessesinthis
community from which to draw support 1 2 3 4
for thisLEF.

b. Thereislarge body of potentia volunteers
(e.g., retired persons, college students) in
this community from which to draw
volunteersfor this LEF.
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16. What are the two most important challenges you face as an LEF executive director?
1.

17. What do you see as two most important challenges LEFs will face over the next ten years?
1.

18. Using the scale below, please indicate to what extent you believe the executive director isresponsble
for or contributes to your LEF s sugtainability.

Circle one number.
< >
Great extent Moderate extent Little extent Not at al
1 2 3 4

Community/District Characteristics

19. Does your LEF serve one or more than one didtrict?
(J Only onedigricc (3 More than one digtrict

20. Please ligt the forma name(s) of the didtrict(s) your LEF serves. If your LEF serves more than six
districts, please attach a list of the district names to this survey.

21. Please indicate the total number of sudentsin
al of the digtricts served by your LEF: students
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22. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.

Srongly Srongly
agree Agree Neutral Disagree disagree
a. Teacher turnover isaproblem in the 1 5 3 4 5
school digtrict(s) served by this LEF.
b. Leadership turnover isaproblem inthe 1 5 3 4 5

school didtrict(s) served by this LEF.

23. Please rate how similar your LEF svision of education isto that of the digtrict(s) served by your LEF.
If your LEF serves more than one district, try to generalize across all of them or those with
which you work most often.

Circle one number.

< >
Very smilar Somewhat similar Somewhat different Very different
1 2 3 4

24. Does your LEF collaborate with other third-party organizations serving the same district(s) as your
LEF (eg., nonprofit organizations, aliances, coditions)?
T—OYes (ONo

—»| 24a If yes, please indicate whether the level of collaboration between your
LEF and other third-party organizationsis sufficient:
Our LEF:
(3 Should collaborate alot more
(3 Should collaborate a little more
(3 Collaborates enough
(3 Should collaborate a little less
(3 Should collaborate alot less

Executive Director Background

25. For gpproximately how many years have you been the director of thisLEF? If less than one year,
please write the number of months for which you’ ve been the director.
years (OR months)

26. Please indicate whether you ever hed apaid professona postion in any of the following aress
(excluding your current position):

Education ONo  OYes — o6a I yes, please check if you were alan:
Nonprofit ONo OVYes i Teacher OYes INo

i. Adminigrator (JYes [ No
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27. Do you live in the attendance area for the district(s) served by your LEF?
m—OYes (No

—»| 27a If yes, for how many years have you lived in the attendance areafor
the digtrict(s) served by the LEF for which you work?
years

28. What is your gender? O Femde (O Mde
29. What isyour age?

30. With which racid/ethnic group(s) do you identify?
Check dl that apply
O African-Americar/Black
(3 American-Indian or Alaska Native
O Asa/Pacific Idander
(3 Hispanic
J White
(J Other

31. What isthe highest degree you have attained?
(3 Bachelor’s Degree
(J Master’s Degree
(3 Doctorate or other professional degree
(J Other:

32. What isyour current sdlary ?
(3 $10,000-$20,000 (3 $60,001-$70,000
(3 $20,001-$30,000 (3 $70,001-$80,000
(3 $30,001-$40,000 (3 $80,001-$90,000
(3 $40,001-$50,000 (3 $90,001-$100,000
(J $50,001-$60,000 (3 $100,000 or more

33. Using the following scale, please indicate how satisfied you are with your current sdlary.
Circle one number.
< >
Very satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied
1 2 3 4

34. Please write the name of your LEF:
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Please write anything you think we ought to know about you or your LEF to better understand your role as
executive director.

Thank you very much for taking thetimetofill out thissurvey. Pleasereturnit in itsenclosed
envelopeto: Alissa Anderson, The Urban Ingtitute, Education Policy Center, 2100 M Strest,
NW, Washington, DC 20037.

If you have any questions, please call or email Ms. Ander son at (202) 261-5682 or
Aander so@ui.urban.org.
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All results reported here exclude missing data. Respondents who reported not being the executive
director were excluded from the analyses. Some question stems have been shortened. For full
guestion stems, please see Appendix A.

1. Areyou the executive director? Yes No
Percent 71% 3%
Number 42 2
2. In what year was your LEF founded? ‘7983 ‘8488 ‘8993 ‘94-'98 ‘99-'00

14% 41% 18% 17% 10%

3. How many EDs has your LEF had? 1 2 3 4 5
Percent 34% 32% 12% 15% 7%
Number 14 13 5 6 3

SA=Strongly agree, A=Agree, DK=Don’t
know, D=Disagree, SD= Strongly disagree
SA A DK D SD

4. To what extent do you agree?

a LEF gaff mordeislow.
Pacet 0% 2% 0% 37% 61%
Number O 1 0 15 25
b. All gaff understand responghilities.
Percent 36% 5% 0% 3% 2%
Number 14 23 0 1 1
c. The staff trust and respect me.
Percent 43% 49% 8% 0% 0%
Number 15 17 3 0 0
d. Board member mordeislow.
Percet 0% 2% 3% 33% 62%
Number O 1 1 14 26
e LEF carying out mission effectively.
Percent 41% 57% 0% 2% 0%
Number 17 24 0 1 0
f. LEFiscriticd friend of digtrict(s).
Percent 56% 34% 3% 7% 0%
Number 23 14 1 3 0

5. How many hours/ week do you work? <30 30-44 4559 60-70
2% 24% 33% 41%
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6. How much time do you spend on...

1-8, where 1 islargest portion of

time
Mean Rank Ranked Results
a. Strategic planning 5.80 8
b. Board devel opment 5.49 7
c¢. Managing exiging programs 3.70 3
d. Developing new programs 3.43 2
e. Fundraising 3.79 4
f. Edtablishing didtrict reations 3.36 1
g. Taking with community 4.90 5
h. Organizationad management 5.13 6
7. How much time would you like to. .. L, WEEd |§tilr?;gest RRtonlen
Mean Rank Ranked Results
a Strategic planning 3.32 1
b. Board devel opment 4.65 5
. Managing existing programs 5.44 7
d. Developing new programs 3.37 2
e. Fundraising 5.22 6
f. Edtablishing digtrict rdations 3.70 3
g. Taking with community 3.83 4
h. Organizationad management 6.27 8
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8. How frequently do you talk with...

a. Parents

b. Other LEFs

c. Loca nonprofit organizations

d. Locd/state political leaders

e. Loca business leaders

f. Locd community leaders

g. Locd foundation/grantmaking staff

h. Digtrict/school staff

i. Nationd foundations

. Media

k. Nationd educetion organizations

|. PEN

Percent
Number

Percent
Number

Percent
Number

Percent
Number

Percent
Number

Percent
Number

Percent
Number

Percent
Number

Percent
Number

Percent
Number

Percent
Number

Percent
Number

Dally to
weekly

39%
15

7%
51%
21

37%
15

55%
23

61%
25

29%
12

85%
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0%

12%

2%

10%

3-4 / month

1-2 / month
or rarely
33% 28%
13 11
38% 55%
15 22
39% 10%
16 4
46% 17%
19 7
45% 0%
18 0
37% 2%
15 1
42% 29%
17 12
15% 0%
6 0
46% 54%
19 22
50% 38%
20 15
25% 63%
10 30
60% 30%
24 12

* Responses have been aggregeted.




9. Rate your job satisfaction.

Vay - Dis Very dis
el e e e
Percent 41% 59% 0% 0%
Number 17 24 0 0

10. Most important ED sKills

Wkite-in responses
Ability to build relaionships ~ 37%
Programmatic knowledge  11%
Fundrasng  10%

11. Effective leadership skills

a Strategic planning/thinking

b. Interpersond sKills

c¢. Rasing money

d. Managing money

e. Public speaking

f. Ability to supervise/manage saff
g. Programmatic knowledge

h. Evauation of organization

1-8, where 1 is most important
Mean Rank Ranked Response

2.88 2
241
4.56
6.32
5.49
5.39
4.27
4.41

A WO NOWO PR

12. How typicdly in ayear do you...*
a Read literature relevant to work

b. Communicate with other LEFs

c. Attend PEN conferences

d. Attend other work conferences

e. Participate in professond deve.

f. Offer professona devd. to saff

Atleast  Atleast At least
weekly monthly yearly

Percent  90% 10% 0% 0%
Number 37 4 0 0

Never

Percent 3% 29% 61% 7%
Number 1 12 25 3

Percent 0% 0% 83% 17%
Number 0 0 33 7

Percent 2% 10% 88% 0%
Number 1 4 36 0

Percent 2% 30% 65% 3%
Number 1 12 26 1

Percent 2% 33% 63% 2%
Number 1 13 25 1

* Responses have been aggregeted.
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13. How would you characterize your
board?

Number

1 2 3 4
Percent 3% 5% 26%
Number 1 2 10 15

40%

Where 1= leading, 5= following

5
26%
10

14. To what extent do you agree. ..

SA=strongly agree, A=agree, N= neutral,
D=disagree, SD=strongly disagree

SA A N D SD
a Board ensures LEF staystrue to and Percent 41% 52% 7% 0% 0%
advances misson Number 17 22 3 0 0
b. Board ensures financid soundness and Percent 36% 36% 17% 11% 0%
capacity of LEF Number 15 15 7 5 0
c. Board ensures LEF iswell-led and Percent 36% 52% 12% 0% 0%
managed Number 15 22 5 0 0
d. Board ensures it is adequately Percent 26% 31% 26% 17% 0%
representative of community it serves Number 11 13 11 7 0
e. Board advances LEF swork and Percent 36% 45% 20% 0% 0%
credibility with condtituents Number 15 19 8 0 0
Percent 31% 48% 19% 2% (0%
f. Board chdlenges mein producti
IS ME N ProCUCVE WS Number 13 20 8 1 O
Strongly . Srongly
15. To what extent do you agree... B Agee  Disgree .
a There are enough loca businesses from Percent  25% 60% 13% 2%
which to draw support for LEF Number 10 24 5 1
b. Thereisalarge body of potential Percent  28% 64% 8% 0%
volunteers from which to draw support Number 11 25 3 0
16. Top 2 chdlenges facing ED Write-in responses
Securing new funding sources 30%
Rdations with digtrict, other key players  19%
17. Top 2 chdlengesfacing LEF Write-in responses
Funding issues, resources, sudtainability  38%
Ensuring effectivenessof LEF work — 14%
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18, ED contributes to L EF sustaingbility e Modeate  DME Notaal
Percent 76% 24% 0% 0%
Number 32 10 0 0

19. Does LEF serve 1 or more districts? One More than one
Percent 71% 29%
Number 30 12

20. Names of districts served N/A

e 2000- 31,000 61,000-
21. Tota number of sudentsin districts 30000 60000 90,000 91,000+
24% 28% 17% 31%

22. To what extent do you agree...

SA=strongly agree, A=agree, N= neutral,
D=disagree, SD=strongly disagree
SA A N D SD

a Teacher turnover isaproblemin the Percent 43% 38% 3% 14% 2%
digtrict(s) served by this LEF. Number 18 16 1 6 1
b. Leadership turnover isaproblem in the Percent 41% 29% 17% 9% 4%
digtrict(s) served by this LEF. Number 17 12 7 4 2
T .. . Vay Some: Some Vay
23. Smilarity of vison of educetion... Smilar whet what different
smilar different
Percent  44% 42% 12% 2%
Number 18 17 5 1
24. Collaborate with third-party orgs? Yes No
Percent 100% 0%
Number 42 0
. . LEF should Alat Alitle Alitle  Alot
24a. Degree of collaboration sufficient? collaborate.. moe  moe  FO e -
Percent 12% 54% 32% 2% (0%
Number 5 22 13 1 0
25. Number of yearsas ED of thisLEF <3 359 699 10+
37% 19% 24% 20%
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26. Have you ever worked in education? Yes No
Percent 74% 25
Number 26% 9
26a. Have you ever worked as ateacher? Yes No
Percent 68% 32%
Number 13 6
26a. Have you ever worked as an YVes No
adminigrator?
Percent 81% 19%
Number 21 5
27. Do you live in atendance area? Yes No
Percent 76% 24%
Number 31 10
27a. How many yearslived in attnd. area <15 15-29 3044 45+
20% 37% 10% 33%
28. Gender Femde Mde
Percent 88% 12%
Number 36 5
29. Age <45 45-54 55-64 65+
17% 49% 29% 5%
30. Racelethnic African — yite Other
: el American
Percent 7% 85% 8%
Number 3 35 3
31. Highest degree BA MA Ph.D.  Other
Percent  32% 32% 32% 6%
Number 13 13 13 2
32. Current sdary <$40,000 $40,001-$60,000
17% 27%
$60,001-$80,000 $80,001+

19%

37%
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33. Sdary satisfaction

Percent
Number

Vay
sdtisfied
23%
9

Sdtisfied
70%
28

Dis-

Vey dis

stisfied  sisfied

7%
3

0%
0
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