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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to examine leadeiséinaviors of principals
associated with public elementary schools that wéher in the school turnaround
process or had already transitioned out of schoadl@mic turnaround from 2011 through
2016. Transformational leadership guided the stadietermine whether leadership
behaviors differed among leaders of schools astsutwwith academic failure. School
accountability data were initially gathered throubl Louisiana Department of
Education website. Academically unsuccessful sish@dJS) were identified. Schools
that were deemed failing at least one time dureg2012-2016 timeframe were grouped
as follows: (a) Group A consisted of two schook thad been out of AUS status for at
least two years, (b) Group B consisted of two sthtt@at had fluctuated in and out of
AUS status, and (c) Group C consisted of two schth@t had never exited out of AUS
status. Teacher and principal perceptions of lesfile were compared between
principals of the three groups, between teachetiseothree groups, and between
principals and teachers between the three grolmphis quantitative study, data were
gathered using the Multi-Factor Leadership Questine (MLQ) which measures leader
and follower perceptions of leadership behaviothiwian organization. The study
participants were six principals, who used the leeddrm of the MLQ, and 84 teachers,
who used the Rater form of the MLQ. The MLQ com$ad5 standardized items that are

grouped into four categories: (a) Transformatidresddership, (b) Transactional



Leadership, (c) Laissez-faire Leadership, and (ac@mes of Leadership. The results of
the MLQ survey were converted into SPSS for analy§lne-way analysis of variances
(ANOVA) and Mann-Whitney U Tests revealed significdifferences between
perceptions of leadership behaviors of leaders Bohools that had exited out of AUS
status, schools that had fluctuated in and out@§Atatus, and schools that had never
exited out of AUS status. Recommendations forrutesearch and implications for

practice are also included.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Based on assessment scores provided by the Nafiseaksment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), only 13% of Louisiana’s fourthadgatudents attending public schools
were considered proficient in reading in 1992 (biadil Center for Educational Statistics
[NCES], 2014). While the percent of students paniag at or above the NAEP
proficiency level in 2017 increased to 26%, Louisiavas still below the national
proficiency level of 36% (National Assessment oliEational Progress website, 2018).
Fourth grade reading scores in Louisiana wereerbtittom 6% of NAEP tested
jurisdictions.

Math proficiency level for Louisiana’s fourth gradeidents was 7% in 1992
(NCES, 2014). In 2017, students performing atomva NAEP proficiency levels in
math grew to 27% compared to the national aver&g@% proficient or above in math.
Although Louisiana fourth grade mathematics preficly scores have improved since
1992, Louisiana was ranked in the bottom 4% oktkgirisdictions followed only by
Puerto Rico.

NAEP, also called the Nation’s Report Card, offassght into the United States
education system and what our children are leargilagional Assessment of
Educational Progress website, 2018). NAEP assedsraee administered uniformly

using the same sets of test booklets across tlennahssessments are conducted



periodically in mathematics, reading, science,ingitthe arts, civics, economics,
geography, U.S. History, and in technology and meegjiing literacy. NAEP results serve
as a common metric for all states along with thetiit of Columbia, Department of
Defense Education Activity, and Puerto Rico. Theessment stays essentially the same
from year to year with only carefully documente@imfes. Results are updated every
two years and provide educators, policymakersedeafficials, and families with
information regarding how the nation’s children doegng compared to other children in
participating large urban districts, other stage] the nation. Along with test score data
is a breakdown of ethnicity and gender. NAEP asrest results provide a snapshot of
student academic progress over time.

Federal funding for school improvement began in51@6h the passage of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965kgkat 2008). Since then, federal
funding has continued to increase. Over $16 millilogrants to improve school
leadership at low-performing schools was awardethbyJ.S. Department of Education
in 2015 ("USDOE Awards more than $16.2 Million ima@ts to Improve Leadership,"
2015). The federal discretionary funding budgetdlementary and secondary education
for 2017 was approximately $70 billiori§cal Education 2017 Budge2016). The
mandatory budget for elementary and secondary éidnda 2017 was $140 billion. The
2017 education budget requested for Title | gramtich is distributed to states to
improve the educational opportunity for disadvarthgtudents was $15.4 billion with
$173.7 million designated to augment local effaitaed at turning around low-
performing schools. Financial support for teachrea school leader recruitment and

training programs was over $410 million.



For over 50 years, education and political leatiere enacted legislation and
other mandates to improve education for studenitswrperforming schools (Herman et
al., 2008; lorio & Yeager, 2011; Jackson, 20083h@&l reform models have been in
existence almost as long, and typically assumewa ahd steady approach to school
reform (Herman et al., 2008). Recent literaturéuwning around failing organizations
suggest that organizations must implement quickndtic measures in order to change
the performance of a failing organization. Withnsany children unable to achieve
academically at a proficient level and the billiarigiollars poured into school reform
efforts, productive school turnaround efforts foademically struggling students and
low-performing schools were examined.

At the end of the 2017 school year, 272 schoolouisiana were considered
persistently failing and in need of “Comprehendivervention” from the Louisiana
Department of Educatior2(16-2017 School and center performar@l 7). State
intervention was deemed necessary in order to theesachievement gap and help
schools improve overall student learning. The irtgpace of school leadership and its
relationship to student achievement has been wbitantiated over the last four decades
(Avci, 2015; Herman et al., 2008; Nichols, GlassBé&rliner, 2012). As a result of their
own extensive review of school leadership literatlouis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, and
Anderson (2010) concluded that school improvemeatdcnot occur without effective
school principals. The purpose of this study veagrovide an examination of successful
principal behaviors that were associated with sthtbat had been labeled a failing
school but then achieved academic growth as defigagtle Louisiana Department of

Education. The research was based on data froookctihat were once considered



academically unsuccessful (AUS) but successfuliyed around academic achievement
for at least two years compared to schools thaanesal academically unsuccessful.
Closer examination of the leadership attributethefprincipals of these schools provided
insight into leadership behaviors that contribotéhie transformation and growth of

academic achievement in failing schools.

Background

The Louisiana Legislature passed Act 718 in theD28gislative session (Cowen
Institute for Public Education Initiatives [Cowemstitute], 2012). Act 718 grants the
Louisiana Board of Elementary and Secondary EdoicdBESE) the state constitutional
and statutory authority to govern the public ediecasystem of the state. Louisiana
Revised Statute 17:10.1 updated and establisheldomlsaccountability system for every
school in Louisiana based on student achievememp@®ved by BESE (Louisiana
BESE: Board of Elementary and Secondary Educatigsite, 2018). High academic
achievement which results in continuous and subatacademic improvement for all
students is used to establish Adequate Yearly BssgiAYP) for the state of Louisiana
and applies to all public elementary and secondealngpol students within the state. In
Louisiana, each school district is evaluated oadldifferent grade clusters: (a)
elementary (k-5), (b) middle (6-8), and (c) highaal (9-12). Each grade cluster must
meet requirements in three areas: (a) test paatioip, (b) academic performance, and (c)
an additional academic indicator. For elementéugters, the additional academic
indicator is the school attendance rate. The sghedbrmance score component and the
subgroup component of the Louisiana School AccdiilittaSystem are used to

determine the school or district AYP. Changedatesvide testing results for subgroup



components evaluated for AYP are: (a) African Arami/Black, (b) American
Indian/Native Alaskan, (c) Asian, (d) Hispanic/lredj (e) multi-racial, (f) Pacific
Islander (g) white, (h) students with disabiliti@$ limited English proficiency, (j)
economically disadvantaged, and (k) all students.
Louisiana School Report Card System

In order to communicate the quality of school perfance for each school and
district in the state, BESE rates the performaria@l @chools and school districts with
letter grades from “A” to “F” (Cowen Institute, 2Bl School letter grades are based on
results of the school performance score calculeéeth year after spring testing. The
Louisiana Department of Education provides thishmfation in the form of a school
report card which is released to schools and tidigu

Primary data used to calculate school performaocees are based on how well
each student performs on Louisiana’s standardiggtd (Cowen Institute, 2012). Other
data that contribute to the school performanceescare dropout rates and attendance.
Important indicators of student performance inclydg indicators of assessment and
readiness, (b) graduation, (c) diploma strengtt, (d progress (Louisiana Department
of Education, Louisiana Believes website, 2014-20Hementary school performance
scores are based on data from yearly standardeseslfor grades three through five.
Middle school performance scores are based onysthdardized test scores from
grades six through eight. High school performastumes are based on End-of-Course
exams, ACT results, cohort graduation rate, andugton index. The cohort graduation
rate measures the base expectation that studentsntér 8 grade will graduate four

years later. The graduation index, which measuresgjtiality of the diploma earned by



each 19 grade student, is also entered into the schofbmeance score calculator. All
schools can earn progress points based on assagsmi@nmance by subgroup
membership (Louisiana BESE: Board of Elementary$&cbndary Education website,
2018). Combination schools, such as schools whidhde middle grades and high
school grades, will receive a score from a weiglatezrage of the school performance
score from the K-8 grades and the weighted avesatee school performance score

from the 9-12 grades. Applicable data are enteredthe state school performance score
calculator which determines a school’s specifidgrenance score. Table 1 shows the

distribution of letter grades indicated by the sulmerformance score calculator.

Table 1

Current School Performance Score Range

Letter Grade Standard School Performance ScoreeRang
A 100.0 - 150.0
B 85.0 -99.9
C 70.0 - 84.9
D 50.0 - 69.9
F Below 50.0

Academically Unacceptable Schools

Schools which have scores below a certain levelciwis currently a score of less
than 50, are labeled “academically unacceptabledsh(AUS) (Louisiana BESE:
Board of Elementary and Secondary Education weldt&8). Beginning with the 2012-

2013 accountability release, a school performanoeesof less than 50.0, out a total of



150, placed a school in AUS status. Prior to 200232 school performance scores of
less than 75.0, out of a total of 200, places slshocAUS status. According to federal
and state guidelines, all AUSs must implement pilesd remedies. Schools labeled
AUS for four consecutive years are eligible fotstakeover. Schools exit AUS status
when their school performance scores are at l€ast/fiider special circumstances and
during transition periods, BESE has the authodtgtcuse schools from meeting certain
conditions from receiving AUS status and/or fronplementing certain sanctions and

remedies. AUS schools are sometimes referred failagy schools.

Educational Significance

The successful management of a school and the giiedness of education and
training is the primary responsibility of the schpancipal (Bryk, Sebring, Allensworth,
Luppescu, & Easton, 2010; Hitt & Tucker, 2016; beibod, Harris, & Strauss, 2010;
May & Sanders, 2013). The principal is the guidiagtor in the successful turnaround
of a school in four key subsystems of a schoolpéagnt and community involvement,
(b) professional capabilities of the faculty anaffst(c) student-centered learning
environment, and (d) cohesive instructional guidesystem (Bryk et al., 2010; May &
Sanders, 2013). Griffin and Green (2013) examtheduse of practices, process and
procedures used to turn around low performing sksho@riffin and Green state that
limited research has examined the behaviors otjats that have been involved in the
transition of an academically failing school to @efng academic success.

This study gathered information from schools thatereither in the turnaround
process or had already transitioned out of acadé&iicze. This study is significant to

educational leadership because principals do malkieaence in academic achievement



(Bryk et al., 2010; Hitt & Tucker, 2016; Griffin &reen, 2013; Louis et al., 2010; May

& Sanders, 2013). Understanding effective leadprséhaviors contribute to research

on effective school leadership practices, proceslarel school cultural change.
Information from this study assists in understagdhre multifaceted nature of effective
school improvement, particularly in schools thatehransformed out of AUS status.
Principal turnover rates can be as high as 30%iimd¢ schools (Holme, Jabbar,
Germain, & Dinning, 2017; Strickland-Cohen, Mclrtp& Horner, 2014). Therefore,
identification, support, and implementation of effee leadership behaviors assists in the
training and retention of current and future leadmarticularly in failing schools where

an effective change model is needed to transfoiimdaschools.

Research Questions
Identifying schools that transformed from acadethiasnacceptable to achieving
academic gains on a quick, consistent level seagdtie starting point for this research
which was a study of principal behaviors that abuoitied to the transformation of failing
schools. This study investigated the leadershifabiers that guided schools into
sustaining academic growth. Specifically, the aegle questions guiding this study were:
1. What principal leadership behaviors transfapeeviously low performing
schools to achieving academic gains?
2. Are there differences in leadership behavi@tsveen the leaders of
successful turnaround schools, schools timwvsed occasional success and

schools that showed minimal success?



Hypotheses

For the time period beginning with school year 2@012 and ending with school
year 2015-2016, school performance scores wereiagdrno identify failing elementary
schools. Identified failing schools were examitedetermine changes in school
performance scores over time. Schools were thigoazed into three groups
(successful, occasionally successful, and minimgllycessful) according to the change
in school performance scores during that time. o8lshclassified as successful were
identified as schools that had achieved acadenms dar at least two years and were no
longer considered academically unsuccessful. Seleatkgorized as occasionally
successful staggered between academically unsdigicasd showing academic growth
on an inconsistent basis. Schools in the minimaligcessful group showed no
significant growth during that time. Based on tesearch questions, these were the
following null hypotheses:

H1: There will be no statistically significant flifences in perceived leadership
behaviors between leaders as measured by the duitiifLeadership Questionnaire
(MLQ) of three groups of once academically unacaielet schools.

H2: There will be no statistically significant flifences in perceived leadership
behaviors as measured by the MLQ and as percewéshbhers in three categories of
once academically unacceptable schools.

H3: There will be no statistically significant flifences in perceived leadership
behaviors as measured by the MLQ between princgralseachers of each of the three

groups.
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Theoretical Framework

In order to identify a theoretical framework tadgithe exploration of leadership
in turnaround schools, leadership theories werenexed. Instructional leadership theory
applied to education focuses on the curriculuntrirmsion, school goals, and the school
environment (Stewart, 2006). Instructional leadgrsnodels evolved from research on
effective schools in the early 1980s (HallingerQ20 Based on elementary schools that
were effective at teaching children in low sociasmmic communities, research
indicated that strong, directive leadership from pinincipal should focus on curriculum.
This theory shaped the thinking about effectiveqpal leadership in the 1980s and
early 1990s internationally and became a modehofoe by most principal leadership
academies in the United States.

During the 1990s, critics of instructional lead@pstmerged because they
believed it focused too much on the principal &dénter of expertise, power and
authority (Stewart, 2006). The principal is navays the educational expert. Principals
are often a middle management position with limaethority regarding educational
issues. Some principals distance themselves fremsl#ssroom environment as they
perceive their role to be more administrativelyused. The current school climate
establishes principals as politically wedged betwexgectations of parents, classroom
teachers, the senior management team, and menfiiesammmunity. The principal
often acts as the liaison between various stakeh®Mhich place competing and often
conflicting demands from various interest groupsincipals must maintain some sense

of balance between the various stakeholders. Basdide structure of current school
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systems and the limited authority of principalstinctional leadership was not chosen as
a framework.

Consideration of instructional leadership theod/tie consideration of authentic,
charismatic, servant, and transformational leadeisteories. Although all of these
leadership theories have favorable characterigtssformational leadership theory was
ultimately chosen to guide this study because rebeadicated that dramatic and
significant results were produced under the guidaifa transformational leader (Avci,
2015; Bass, 1985; Burns, 2012). A general disonssi these leadership styles follows.

Authentic leadership theory describes how leadeveldp genuine connections,
gain the trust of others, and empower others t (€eeorge, 2007). The authentic leader
has a pattern of behavior that is built on posipggchological competencies and
develops these competencies in others. Followersldpveloped through transparency,
openness and mutual trust. This, in turn, contebto the competencies in followers.
(Gardner, Avolio, Luthans, May, & Walumbwa, 200Based in ethics and values,
proponents of authentic leadership propose tlearntbe developed over time
(Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Petersad0@).

Considered a positive leadership style, autheatidérship contributes to the
formation of a positive organizational commitmekafadag & Oztekin-Bayier, 2018).
Organizational commitment enhances motivation gases efficiency and creates
commitment. In an educational setting, Karadag@amnttkin-Bayir found that school
principals’ authentic leadership behaviors posiyivadfected teachers’ perceptions of
school culture. In a study conducted by Agote ,aru, and Lines (2015), research

indicated that authentic leadership can influetleders’ trust and emotions during
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times of organizational change. Motivation, orgatinal commitment, positive school
culture and the ability to positively influence doyees during times of change are
commendable attributes of any leader. Howevehemiic leadership was not used as a
framework based on the ability to effect quick,rdedic changes found in
transformational leadership research.

Charismatic leadership theory was also consideeeduse followers become
highly committed to a charismatic leader’'s misgidorn, Mathis, Robinson, & Randle,
2015). Under charismatic leadership, the needsesapreferences and aspirations of
followers become aligned with the leader’s goald mrission. Followers feel inspired to
perform above and beyond previously set behaviGtsarismatic leadership attracts the
attention of followers through strong communicatsiills which stimulate enthusiasm
for a stated goal (Grabo & Van Vugt, 2016). Howewug challenging organizational
environments, such as a failing school, NorrisB1@) research indicated that when
followers were continuously pressured to meet #grmahds of hard work, extra effort
and sacrifice became the norm which eventuallytdedgiminished enthusiasm and
motivation. Furthermore, attempts to define andsusacharisma through the
development of a theoretical model have been comgld inconsistent (Sy, Horton, &
Riggio, 2018).

Servant leadership is another often examined peditirm of leadership that
focuses on the needs and growth of others (Robjis¢eubert, & Miller, 2018).
Greenleaf (1977) first introduced and developedctirecept of servant leadership into a
managerial and organizational context. The seneauter seeks to serve first rather than

lead an organization. Incorporating ethical bebagind a focus on others, effective and
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legitimate leaders place service to others aheae@isional power and control. Because
relationships between leaders and followers refteatore of successful organizations,
servant leadership is often examined as a sucdésatlership theory that promotes
positive individual, team, and organizational omes in a variety of organizational
settings (Parris & Peachey, 2013). Again, serleadership could be a useful
framework to study in the field of education; howg\this study focused on behaviors
that achieved quick dramatic positive changes wigm educational setting. Thus,
servant leadership was not chosen for this study.

After examining various leadership theories, tfarmational leadership was
chosen as the framework for which this study waetda Dramatic change is required to
effectively change the academic performance ofladeschool (May & Sanders, 2013).
Transformational leadership, first developed b§978 by Burns (2012), was identified
as a theory that can dramatically move an orgaoizab a higher level. Further
development of transformational leadership by §4885) asserted that transformational
leadership inspires followers to attain unexpeeted significant results. This is what is
needed to transform failing schools into schoolaazdemic achievement. This study
examined leadership behaviors of six identifiesh@pals in Louisiana and compared
those behaviors with transformational leadershipaers.

Transformational Leadership Theory

Positive forms of leadership that establish effectelationships between leaders
and subordinates are at the core of successfuhizageons (Robinson et al., 2018).
Leaders need strong communication skills and th#yato gain the trust of their

followers. Avci (2015) stated that the principskhe driving force of change initiated at
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schools. Authentic, charismatic and servant leddpwere considered for the
theoretical framework to guide this study. Howevtke ability to dramatically move an
organization to achieve at significantly higherdisawvas identified as transformational
leadership which was first developed by Burns (30 Bass (1985) further asserted that
transformational leadership inspires followersttaia unexpected and significant results.

Burns (2012) first defined leadership from a tratisaal and transformational
perspective. Transactional leadership involves alwgxychange between leaders and
followers. Leaders discuss what is required frottodvers and specify conditions that
must be met to receive benefits and rewards frdfiflihg specific requirements. Thus,
an exchange or transaction occurs among leaddisagoes, employees, and followers.
Transformational leadership goes beyond transaaitleadership. Transformational
leaders seek to inspire followers to commit to @ed vision and goals for the
organization. These leaders challenge their f@dl®to become innovative problem
solvers. Through coaching, mentoring, support@radlenges, followers develop
leadership capacity. Transformational leaderstgpires others to achieve quick,
dramatic change within an organization.

Bass (1985) expanded and refined Burns’ leadetblipry by describing
transformational leaders as leaders who motivdterstto achieve more than originally
expected or even thought possible. Transformatieaders lead followers to achieve
higher levels of satisfaction with a strong comnattto the group and organization.
Avolio and Bass (2004) stated that colleagues arévated when their leader makes
sacrifices in order to achieve the mission. Thspires colleagues to develop and

perform beyond their own standard expectationsaadees encourage followers to push
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beyond their self-interest for the good of the ofgation or team. Motivation is
achieved by raising the awareness level abountipeitance of outcomes and methods
to reach them. Transformational leaders buildtimespect, and the preference to work
cohesively as a team where all are motivated teaelithe same desired future goals.
Followers grow and develop into leaders throughetbsstance of transformational
leaders (Bass & Riggio, 2006).

Bass and Riggio (2006) state that transformatitezalership has proven to be an
effective form of leadership because various peréorce indicators show a consistent
relationship between transformational leadershimbimrs and success of organizations.
Transformational leadership styles have been ddudieumerous fields including
business, sports, health, manufacturing, and eiduicgivolio & Bass, 2004).

Business A study using 888 bank employees working underré®¢h managers
examined dependence on the leader, empowermehehbgader and followers’
identification with the leader and the organizasibmnit (Kark, Shamir, & Chen, 2003).
One of the findings noted indicated that transfdromal leadership was found to be
positively related to personal identification witie unit and social identification with the
work unit. Kark et al. concluded that this provsd®vidence that transformational leaders
are likely to exert their influence on followers affecting their feelings of identification.

Sports. Kim (2009) investigated athletic directors’ transfational and
transactional leadership styles and its impacteadicoaches’ attitudinal behaviors and
job performance in NCAA Division Il institutionsAttitudinal behaviors and job
performance included: (a) job satisfaction, (b)asngational commitment, (c) turnover

intention, (d) job performance, and (e) organizadiccitizenship behavior. Kim found
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that contingent rewards, a subcategory of transaakieadership, suggested a higher job
satisfaction and organizational commitment compé#oddansformational leadership. In
broader terms, however, transformational leadenstape positively affected the head
coaches beyond the effects that transactional tehigieproduces.

Health. Using Bass’s model of transformational, transacti@nd laissez-faire
leadership, Spinelli (2004) examined the applicabdf these leadership styles in
hospital administrative environments. The studyg designed to evaluate the
relationship of CEO leadership behaviors companestibordinate managers’ perceived
outcomes. Spinelli’s findings indicated that te&ationship between measured
indicators of transformational leadership and theeome factors were stronger and more
positive than the indicators of transactional aagdez-faire styles.

Manufacturing. Using the changing environment of the manufactumaoiyistry,
Herkness (2005) studied the possible relationseipréen transformational and
transactional leadership styles conducive to tanshg companies from mass
production to lean manufacturing systems. Herkfg$iser investigated the theoretical
basis for using transformational and transactiteedership to lead organizational
change. Overall findings of the study indicateat tine most successful leaders are both
transformational and transactional. Herknessassh indicated that transactional
leadership was enhanced by transformational lehgbel®cause it builds on the
exchanges between leaders and followers. Futthedata suggested that
transformational leadership was useful when leadnggnizational change.

Education. Avci (2015) investigated transformational and tesi®nal

leadership styles in the academic realm. Thisysioneestigated the leadership styles of
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school principals as perceived by teachers workinmublic and private schools. Results
indicated that teachers had a high level of pasitiginions about transformational and
transactional leadership characteristics of scpdakipals. Teachers’ perceptions about
transformational and transactional leadership ataratics of school principals did not
vary significantly according to the state of edusatprofessional seniority, and gender.
The study suggested that management training shacllede activities that will enhance
transformational leadership characteristics in stpancipals. Avci concluded that
principals with transformational leadership stypesitively affected the school, as well
as, stakeholders involved with the schools.
Critique of Transformational Theory

Transformational leadership was first charactera® a flawless, perfect and
idealized form of leadership (Lee, 2014; Yukl, 1R9€ritics, however, noted that Adolf
Hitler could be described as a transformationadéeaue to his ability to inspire,
motivate and change current situations. Hitled@tgd his emotional appeal in a
negative way. Bass (1999) termed unethical transftional leaders as pseudo-
transformational leaders who are different fronms¢farmational leaders.
Transformational leaders are ethical leaders whogoh strong emphasis on vision and
creating a desire to change among their follow&seudo-transformational leaders may
initially behave as a transformational leader biliteventually display unethical or
immoral characteristics.

Yukl (1999) presented some critiques about transébional leadership theory as
applied to the study of organizations. The stuidyamsformational leadership centered

around the basic examination of a leader’s infleeoner individual followers. Influence
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on group interactions and organizational processsn a system are generally not
examined in transformational leadership theoryouprprocesses include how the group
interacts with each other to: (a) accomplish gd@alsprocure and efficiently use
resources, and (c) achieve group member agreerneut abjectives and priorities.
Another critique of transactional and transform@adilatheory is that research typically
does not identify how specific problems and chaksare handled.

Lee (2014) suggested that the concept of transtoomed leadership is
ambiguous. Transformational leadership is comgredfdour components referred to as:
(a) idealized influence, (b) inspirational motiwatj (c) intellectual stimulation, and (d)
individualized consideration. Lee states thateéhmsmponents may overlap and that
developers of transformational leadership theomeh®t explained how to make use of
the four components. Due to the ambiguity andlapeiLee states that it is difficult for
transformational leaders to know how to performfthe components. Conversely, Bass
and Riggio (2006) claimed that these four compoarg definable and have been
effectively measured and used in leadership trginifhe original construct of the
transactional and transformational leadership madeal developed by Bass in 1985. The
first Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) aseired seven leadership factors
(Avolio & Bass, 2004). Through subsequent reseamcticisms were noted, and
refinements were made. The most current versienMLQ 5X, uses a nine-factor
structure for measurement. Avolio and Bass stitatisubsequent meta-analyses of the
military and organizational psychology literatumn@irm that the relationships between
transformational leadership and performance weomgér and more positive than other

leadership styles. Furthermore, research developars practical applications over the
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past 25 years have shown that transformationaklstg generally generates greater

follower effectiveness which leads to the improvatw an organization.

Limitations

This study initially started with school performangcores and school data
provided by the Louisiana Department of Educatidhe school performance score
provides a snapshot of student achievement scoresuisiana yearly assessments. The
Louisiana Department of Education website systemg¢hvdisplays school report card
data, has changed over the past few years. Therewssit reporting system for the 2016-
2017 school year provides general information allweischool including: (a) grades
served, (b) number of students, (c) student tontelclyy device ratios, (d) programs
offered, (e) after-school opportunities and cludg] (f) location and contact for the
school (Louisiana Department of Education: Louigi&®lieves website, n.d.).
Academic performance provided on the website iresuda) overall performance, (b)
overall performance from the previous two yearsp(eakdown of scores by student
groups, (d) diversity of students and teacherge@her retention rate, (f) number of
certified teachers, and (g) discipline and attendanates. Prior to the 2016 — 2017
school year, data on the website included: (a)operdnce score and grade, (b)
comparison of the score to the previous year, (@pAtatus, (d) assessment indices for
yearly assessments, (e) and progress points eaRredress points are awarded based on
students who exceeded growth expectations frorprédous year's assessment.

With the exception of school closures, the schesiggmance score provided by
LDOE does not provide information about detailshaf school or changes that occurred

during the school year. For example, changes thdtidhhave occurred could be a change
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in the range of grade levels served. Prior to 22067 data, the grade level was listed as:
(a) elementary, (b) elementary/middle school, ephbination school, or (d) high school.
Elementary grades could be: (a) prekindergartesutyir third grade, (b) third through
fifth grade, (c) or any combination of prekindetgarthrough eighth grade. Thus, the
researcher attempted to use schools that werdyspre-kindergarten or kindergarten
through fifth grade. Changes that could have agecluat the school include staff,
management, or major curriculum changes. Thesegesacould also affect the school
performance score; however, information is not fled regarding structural, academic,

economic, or staffing changes occurring at a school

Delimitations

This study included elementary schools in the sthteouisiana that were deemed
academically unsuccessful at least one time duhe@011 through 2016 school years.
The researcher chose schools that were pre-kindengeindergarten through fifth grade
as a starting reference to establish some coneistenen comparing school performance
scores. Elementary schools who received an “Rigadt least once during that time
were chosen to study in order to determine if lestip behaviors were the same or
different between schools that were in the AUSgatg schools that fluctuated in and

out of AUS status, and schools that had moved DiltesoAUS category.

Definition of Key Terms
For this study, the following definitions were used
* Academically Unacceptable Sch@glUS) refers to a rating given by the

Louisiana Department of Education to schools tlaaerschool performance
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scores that fall below an academically acceptaddell Prior to 2012-2103
school year, scores of less than 75 out of 20Cegdlacschool in AUS status.
Beginning with the 2012-2013 school year, schoolgsmance scores of less
than 50 out of 150 placed a school in AUS stafiitde(28 Bulletin 1112016).
Achievement Gagefers to the occurrence of one group of studdratss t
outperforms another group and the difference imayescores for the two groups
is statistically significant (National AssessmehEducational Progress website,
2018).

Adequate Yearly Progre$8YP) as defined by a state refers to the amotint o
yearly improvement each school and district areeetgarl to make which will
enable low-achieving children to meet high perfano®levels expected of all
children ("USDOE," 2011).

Elementary School®fer to combinations of prekindergarten and/adkrgarten
through fifth grade schools used in this study.

Local Education Agencig&EA) refer to school districts.

Minimally Successful Schoaisfer to schools that did not score high enough on
their school performance scores to exit out of Adtk8us from 2011 through
2016, categorized as Group C.

Occasionally Successful Schomer to schools that were in AUS status,
improved enough to exit out of AUS status, but tfedhback into AUS status
from 2011 through 2016, categorized as Group B.

School Improvememefers to methods taken to improve student academi

outcomes on achievement tests by changing how &chad classrooms operate.
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Often marked by steady, incremental improvemenés avdong period of time
(Herman et al., 2008).

* School Turnaroundefers to documented, quick, dramatic steps takemprove
academically low performing schools usually withwo to three years of
implementation (Herman et al., 2008).

* School Performance Scoresfer to the Louisiana Department of Education
issuance of school performance scores based oly ghadent assessment data
(School Performance Score, n.d.). School perfoomaaores are accessible to
the public.

» Successful schootsfer to schools that were in AUS status, improzed exited
out of AUS status, then remained out of AUS stébust least two years from
2011 through 2016, categorized as Group A.

» Turnaroundrefers to a general term used in this study terites procedures that
helped transform academically unsuccessful schamfigeve academic growth
beginning with the 2011-2012 school year and endiitig the 2015-2016 school

year.

Presentation of Methods
Chapter One outlined this study and explainedtieretical framework used to
guide this study. A literature review examining tiesearch-to-date on methods used to
turnaround and improve academic achievement ingerorming schools is included in
Chapter Two. Chapter Three presents the methogaisgd to identify academically
low performing schools. Selection of participamisscription of instruments, data

collection procedures and data analysis methodalsoeprovided. Chapter Four
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presents the results and analysis of the studyalllfj Chapter Five contains a summary
of the study, findings, discussion, conclusionglioations, limitations and

recommendations for future research.



CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The purpose of this study was to provide a compreikie examination of
successful school leadership behaviors that trams&fd low-performing schools in
Louisiana. This chapter presents a review of ctuii@mature regarding school
improvement and school turnaround processes. wesf school improvement
literature provides insight and a current perspedtito current turnaround models.

The literature review is laid out in the followimganner. Eight different research
studies were examined to compare dynamics of ssitddsadership in struggling
schools. Most of the studies occurred while thests were in the process of turning
around low academic achievement. Descriptions astthoals used in the literature
review are discussed along with results and imfpiog. Summaries of each of the eight
studies are presented in Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5.

Brown, Thompson, Townsend, and Roney (2016) condpszkool improvement
changes made in three different levels of 12 lovigoming schools in North Carolina.
Each of the 12 high schools made changes thatref#)agurned around academic
achievement, (b) was in the process of turningraiicacademic achievement, or (c) was
not showing any signs of academic growth despitkimgachanges to the school. Based
on school performance composite scores from th8-2000 school year, the researchers

selected 12 out of 66 ranked schools with contigd@vels of progress. The first group,

24



25

called the most improved group, consisted of schtiwt made consistent progress from
2006 through 2010. Performance composite scooesjsting of student achievement
data combined with graduation rates, were usedabyze school performance. Schools
that had a minimum increase of 30 percentage paimdsvere removed from turnaround
improvement status were placed in one group, titeost” improved. The next group,
called the “moderate” group, consisted of schawdd made significant but more
moderate levels of progress. The average incifeasieis group was 15% to 20% on
performance composite scores. The third grouprmed to as the “stuck” group,
consisted of schools that either dropped furthéirzkeor improved by fewer than 10%
on performance composite scores. The set of sslsetdcted also reflected a variation
in: (a) urban versus rural schools, (b) schookidist and regions of the state, (c) school
size, (d) ethnic composition, and (e) poverty. &mepresented minority students in
these schools ranged from 45% to 99%. Studentseeror reduced lunch ranged from
56% to 81%.

Qualitative methods were used to learn what fatdd academic growth in some
schools and prevented academic growth in otheradstiBrown et al., 2016). In each of
the 12 schools, the researchers interviewed: @ptimcipal, (b) assistant principal, (c)
five to seven teachers, and (d) other key persahaékthe principals identified as
knowledgeable about the turnaround process. Lshigefacilitators and one or two
central office staff members that worked with thenaround program in each school
were also interviewed. The total number intervidweesluded 159 participants. Sample
reports filed with North Carolina’s Department aftfic Instruction and field notes

supplemented information gleaned from the intergiew
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Brown, et al. (2016) designed an initial roundrgérview questions to gain an
understanding of what caused the schools to sigpanademic decline. Changes in the
economy and demographic trends did not necesgagbjpitate academic decline.
Brown et al. indicated an inconsistency in the oese to these changes by school and
district level personnel played a larger role indemic decline. Schools often lost strong
administrators. High rates of principal and tead¢benover occurred. Student
expectations lowered, and children were not chgddn Common among the schools
was discipline problems which became widespreado&caulture declined as teachers
went into survival mode. A negative school idgntiecame prevalent in the minds of
teachers, students, and the surrounding community.

When North Carolina’s Department of Public Instroictintervened in these
failing schools with energetic school leadershig district support, schools began
changing and reaching desired outcomes (Brown,e2@l6). In eight out of the nine
schools in the most and moderate groups, the ajppeimn of a new principal who then
replaced a significant number of teachers spatkedurnaround process at each of these
schools. Other key areas identified as contrilgutinchange in the most and moderate
groups included: (a) strong school district supmoth links to the school and the
community served by the school, (b) school culaurd climate changed to a
commitment to student learning, (c) knowledgeabig skilled school leaders with
highly trained teachers and other school persommel,(d) structures and processes in
place to support school instruction. Many of thesleools already had a high principal
turnover. School districts emphasized knowledgeuoficulum and instruction as a key

qualification for incoming principals who were giva mandate to raise test scores
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quickly. Schools that made the most progress tediles competent open leaders who
carefully selected new teachers and developecsgitatnanagement of core instructional
processes. District level engagement and assestaare sporadic in schools that either
did not achieve growth or achieved minimal growth.

Duke and Landahl (2011) examined the efforts oélamentary school principal
and his ability to sustain improved student achmeset in the third year of the
turnaround process. The elementary school stwdgesdGreer Elementary School in
Albemarle County, Virginia. Under the leadershimamew principal, Greer achieved
sufficient academic progress for the first two gaara turnaround program. The
challenge of the school was to continue making @eacl progress in the third year which
would remove the school from “improvement” status.

Duke and Landahl (2011) chose this school to shetyause the academic growth
achieved in the first two years with the effortsaafiew principal and his staff was
impressive. Greer Elementary worked with the Ursitg of Virginia’s Turnaround
Specialist Program which provided baseline datanftiee first two years of the
turnaround program. Duke and Landahl collectediptes interviews of the new
principal and veteran teachers conducted througtutiiversity of Virginia Turnaround
Specialist Program during the previous two yearsiofaround implementation. This
background information provided a baseline agaaisth to assess continuity and
change in the third year of the school turnarourndgss.

Greer Elementary School is located in a small sktistrict in Virginia which
serves approximately 13,000 students (Duke & Lah@&1i1). Of the 24 schools served

by the district, Greer’s student population wasrtiest diverse with students from 30



28

countries who spoke 20 different languages. Thgektrminority group in the school was
made up of African-American students who made apat 40% of the student body.
The county average of African-American students $#&5%. The student mobility rate
was higher at Greer than all the other schoolsrateaof 13.5% versus 27% at Greer.
Nearly half of Greer’s students qualified for freereduced lunch compared to the
county average for students on free or reducechlana rate of 19.2%.

Qualitative methods were used to obtain informatéibaut the changes made in
the third year of the turnaround program (Duke &dahl, 2011). The case study used a
continuous collection of qualitative data from nplk sources. Throughout the school
year, Greer’s principal submitted reflections otivaites occurring at Greer. The
principal provided written reflections wheneverraypous practice was changed from
prior years. Duke summarized the reflections usipgn coding to identify and name
substantive concepts. From these concepts, Duleraea questions requiring
elaboration or comparisons of previous activiti®aike and Landahl maintained a
continuous flow of information throughout the caaidf the school year with periodic
on-site observations and a review of documentsiatal sources. Documents included
minutes of grade-level meetings, school improvenpéans, and progress reports
required by the Virginia Department of Educatigkbout mid-year, Greer teachers wrote
their reflections about the first semester. Teecheflected on how they felt about
changes and recommended improvements that coutthbde. Axial coding was then
used to identify the relationships among Duke’gioally identified substantive concepts
found using open coding. Through the use of axadiry, the authors searched for

information regarding changes made by the prinaigath affected the school’s ability



29

to sustain improved academic achievement. Thied test results were available for the
authors to compare the relationship of the chaagdsefforts made by the principal and
the effects on student achievement.

Overall scores dropped a couple of points whichmh#eat Greer did not meet
Annual Yearly Progress goals during the third y&achool improvement (Duke &
Landahl, 2011). Three themes emerged that aedonith the principal’s reflections
and the results of test scores. Greer had tremnusmglaccess in test scores the first two
years of the program, thus implying continued cleamgy be difficult to achieve in the
face of success. Teachers also became weary of pragram and curriculum changes
after seeing progress made in programs implemehigdg the first two years of the
turnaround program. Yet, Duke and Landahl stdtatminor adjustments to programs
are constantly needed. The principal admittedgbpport and coaching for his teachers
had dropped slightly the third year. Finally, anher of expert teachers transferred out
of Greer prior to the study. Duke and Landahl ¢wehed that school turnaround and
sustainability was a dynamic process that musbinstantly adjusted.

Galindo, Stein, and Schaffer (2016) used a casly stmalysis to examine the
effects of actions taken by the Maryland State Depant of Education Breakthrough
Center (BTC) at a Baltimore City high school. Huohool, given the pseudonym Thomas
Jefferson High, was among the state’s lowest 5#%cademic performance. BTC
implemented a turnaround model to effect changkeaschool. Thomas Jefferson High,
located in Baltimore City, was slated for closur€D08 due to the school’s failure to
make adequate yearly progress goals for severed.ydastead, the local education

agency kept the school open and designated thelsat@ turnaround school in order to
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provide services and supports to improve acadeahieaement. Services began at the
beginning of the 2011-2012 school year. The twuwad model identified by Galindo et
al. was a specific school improvement design tepkaced the principal and rehired no

more than 50% of the current teaching staff.

The case study for Thomas Jefferson High took placeng the 2013-2014
school year (Galindo et al., 2016). Ethnic dempQgies of the school consisted of 56%
Black students, 30% Caucasian students, and 14¥tolat Hispanic students. About
87% of the students received free or reduced-pnieals. Faculty members, made up of
28 teachers and three administrators, consistd@%fCaucasian, 29% African
American, 23% Asian, 3% Latina and 3% multiracidtaff teaching experience ranged
from less than three years to no more than 10 yedesaching experience.

Attributes of the turnaround program examined is tfase study focused
primarily on BTC interventions and staff percepsaf those interventions implemented
at Thomas Jefferson High (Galindo et al., 2018)I C teams consisted of professional
development specialists that worked with local ediot agencies and schools providing
supports and resources that improved teachingesrdihg at identified low-achieving
schools. Services provided by BTC specifically tihas Jefferson High included areas
of instructional improvement and teacher professidevelopment. Support
interventions at the school included: a) monthBetmgs with BTC leadership members,
school administrators, and BTC content specialigtsupervised monthly training
sessions for teachers, and c) teaching supporetaimonth from two BTC content

specialists in English and math.
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Data collection consisted of interviews, observaticand document analysis
(Galindo et al., 2016). Results of open, focusaditheoretical coding implied that,
overall, school personnel perceived BTC interverdias contributing to the academic
achievement of students. Specifically, findinggeded that BTC involvement: (a)
improved instruction, (b) provided assistance thgfoprofessional-development cycles,
(c) assisted in the transition to Common Core culum, and (d) identified student
supports. Critique of BTC implementations percditg teachers included: (a) lack of
relevance for experienced teachers, (b) issuedvimgpthe cycle of professional-
development meetings, (c) implementation of protesd-development activities, (d)
lack of services for special student populationsl, @) sustainability of structures and
procedures once funding for the services was wathdr

The collaboration between BTC and Thomas Jefferigh personnel was a
three-year process (Galindo et al., 2016). HoweMées case study took place during the
last year of BTC implementations and focused oaltees’ and administrators’
perceptions of BTC involvement. At the end of thied year of implementation,
Thomas Jefferson High moved out of turnaround sta#ich Galindo et al. credited to
BTC interventions. BTC interventions consistedtofictural and pedagogical
transformations that occurred at the school duttimgytime.

May and Sanders (2013) examined 16 Ohio K-8 sclfomis the Cleveland
Metropolitan School District in order to discovexctors that could be considered leading
indicators of future academic gains. Eight elermgnschools identified as turnaround
schools were compared to eight traditional elenrgrgehools. The turnaround schools

had implemented two years of turnaround strate@tategy implementations at the
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turnaround schools included: (a) administrativericular and data support, (b)
significant increase in professional developmemdl @) resources for parent support
groups. In order to support the turnaround schalésschool district provided: (a) a
dedicated assistant superintendent, (b) a dedi¢alleiime curriculum specialist, (c) a
part-time data analyst, and (d) a scope and sequmme curriculum plan. Each of the
turnaround schools added a full-time assistancypal and a part-time leadership coach
as part of the turnaround process.

The eight identified low performing turnaround solsowere demographically
matched to eight traditional schools based onagh)evement rating on state report
cards, (b) performance index score, (c) averagebeuiwf subgroups for adequate yearly
progress analysis (d) student enroliment, (e) stisden free and reduced lunch rates, (f)
average teacher tenure, and (g) rate of violemdémts (May & Sanders, 2013). Specific
information about these seven categories was noiged.

Teachers and principals from all 16 schools respdrnd the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) which assessed leaahters perceived the leadership
ability of their principals and how the principgsrceived their own leadership abilities
(May & Sanders, 2013). The data included respofieas 510 teachers and 16
principals. The MLQ uses 12 subcategories whieha#tributed to four leadership styles:
(a) Transformational Leadership, (b) Transactidadership, (c) Passive/Avoidant
behaviors, and (d) Outcomes of Leadership. Depgnain participant responses to the
MLQ, principals were categorized according to fadership styles.

The participants also rated their perceptions eirthverall school climate by

answering three questions with a letter grade ehoi@, B, C, D or F with A being the



33

highest grade (May & Sanders, 2013). The threstoqres focused on: (a) feelings about
positive school climate, (b) leadership being ofmechange, and (c) leadership creating
an upbeat and pleasant working environment. Omer @omponent that May and
Sanders used to analyze their information was grttee through eight math and
reading scores from the Ohio Achievement Assessimemt2008 to 2011. May and
Sanders used a general linear model to analyzleeatlata.

Analysis indicated that teachers from turnarouritbets were more likely to
assign behaviors attributed to Transformationaldeeship to their principals than
teachers from traditional schools (May & Sande@4,3). Turnaround teachers and
principals were more aligned in their perceptuihgs than traditional teachers and
principals. Turnaround schools assigned signitigarnigher grades when rating school
climate than the traditional schools. Analysi@s$essment scores revealed that average
scores from traditional schools scored higher itlhnaad reading than the turnaround
schools.

As a result of their findings, May and Sanders @0dbncluded that assessment
scores should not be the only measurable indicdtehether a school is on track for
success. Turnaround school principals and teageecgived school climate and
leadership to be significantly more effective thaditional schools. However, the
turnaround school state assessment scores signijicagged the traditional school
assessment scores. May and Sanders suggestedititatest scores as the only measure
of progress in turnaround schools may not accyratelasure the success of the

turnaround program.
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Player and Katz (2016) used a Comparative Inteedipime Series (CITS)
design to examine schools in Ohio which particigatea school turnaround program.
Twenty schools from Cleveland and Cincinnati, Olere chosen. The Cincinnati
Public School district identified the 15 lowestfeeming schools in the district to
participate in the School Turnaround SpecialisgPam (STSP) sponsored by the
University of Virginia’s Darden School of Businemsd the Curry School of Education.
Fourteen of the schools had either prekindergdaheugh eighth grade students or
kindergarten through eighth grade students withsmteol serving prekindergarten
through twelfth grade students. Ten persistently performing schools were identified
in Cleveland to participate in the program; howewdere to budget constraints, five low-
performing schools participated in the School Turnad Specialist Program. These five
schools consisted of grades prekindergarten threigiith grade students. Demographic
information provided by Player and Katz consistédamool levels served and state
assessment scores. Six of the 20 principals weaeged in the year the schools began
the turnaround process.

Effective school leadership, district and schoohevghip of the turnaround
process, and the importance of data-driven managenere the three guiding principles
of the School Turnaround Specialist Program (ST8R)er & Katz, 2016). Principals,
district leaders, and teachers participated inresté® education training sessions prior to
the beginning of the program and throughout theyear program. The Darden School
of Business and Curry School of Education faculbiessided both on-site and off-site
training. During the summer preceding each yeanefSTSP, participants developed 90-

day plans for their schools designed to bring ckahging the first half of the school
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year. Training included topics on effectively egigg and motivating a high-
performance team and effective use of student datiadent data were used to monitor
student progress and diagnose student learningassu

Basing their study on a quasi-experimental destdgyer and Katz (2016)
implemented a CITS design that chose a group opanison schools facing similar
improvement pressure and contrasted post interedeviation from baseline trends of
the STSP schools. School level data from the Glate Department of Education were
merged with demographic data from the Common Cbata. Pre-period assessment
outcomes and demographic data from school years @06ugh 2009 were collected.
Post-period data included assessment outcomeseanaigdaphic data from school years
2009 through 2013. Analysis of these time per@tsved the researchers to examine
data: (a) prior to the STSP intervention, (b) dgtine intervention, and (c) then for two
years following the STSP intervention.

Analysis of the data indicated rapid and signifiaamprovement in the schools
that participated in STSP (Player & Katz, 2016)ayBr and Katz were confident that
statistical tools isolated the causal influenc&dEP which indicated dramatic
improvement from schools that implemented STSRcethe majority of the STSP
schools had the same principals both prior to died enplementation, Player and Katz
attributed academic gains to the turnaround progether than to motivated “new”
principals. Dramatic positive improvement in aatelely short period of time occurred
with implementation of focused change strategieskanworking with an external
partner. Another observation was that change dicdhacessarily require replacement of

the school leaders and a certain percentage di¢esacPlayer and Katz attributed the
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STSP school successes to: (a) the intense twoeyelaedded professional development
program, (b) support for school leaders in creadind achieving goals, (c) the use of
data to drive instruction, and (d) motivated teashe

Sampson (2011) provided a distinctly different gttlthn the previous literature
in this section. Using a geographic region in Bp@ampson wanted to: (a) determine to
what extent school districts sustained academicorgment over time, and (b) identify
district leaders’ actions in high performing distsi that impacted sustained improvement.
Sampson used mixed methods to examine changekanlsmprovement throughout the
region. The region chosen for this study was dubdegroximity of the region to a
regional university used by Sampson.

Data provided by the Academic Excellence Indic&gstem from the Texas
Education Agency were compared across distinct gereods for this longitudinal study
(Sampson, 2011). The analysis of school performaata focused on three data points
from 1998 to 2009. Means used from the regioruhetl: (a) the district’s size, (b) the
percentage of academically disadvantaged studejte percentage of African
American students, (d) the percentage of whiteesitg] and (d) the percentage of
Hispanic students. Sampson chose these varialdesl loa influences that predict student
achievement. Overall, the longitudinal study intkchincreases in the percentage
passage rate in reading and writing with a decreas®&thematics. For the most part,
school districts within the region sustained immgnoent at least in reading and writing.
The only school reform method examined was theabtiistrict leaders’ actions to
improve school districts that had high rates ofgyovand higher rates of ethnic

diversity.
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Based on the results from the longitudinal ana)y8&anpson (2011) conducted a
case study on three ethnically diverse and lowoseconomic status school districts that
showed sustained improvement in all subject ardag. case study revealed three
common themes from all three schools. School boehbers, administrators, and
teachers within each district viewed their primargsion as placing the children first,
both as a group and as individuals. The seconddhemnsisted of strong communication
in each of the school districts. Formal and infareommunications among board
members, district administrators, campus admiri@tsaand teachers occurred regularly.
Individual student needs were tracked between caegouTeachers were encouraged to
provide feedback at school board meetings regarmingcular improvements and
progress reports on newly implemented programse ciimmon goal was tied to
increasing student achievement. The third therartifiled in the case study was the
involvement of the board of education in each distvith hiring and then supporting
strong administrative and teaching staff. All theuperintendents commented positively
on the support provided by the school board. Adé¢ school boards worked to increase
financial resources to fund new programs and togeize excellent work done by
individual staff members.

Strunk, Marsh, Hashim, Bush-Mecenas, and Wein$&€h6) examined the
impact of turnaround reform on student outcomesgudata from the Los Angeles
Unified School District. The district implementsdhool turnaround reform called the
Public School Choice Initiative (PSCI). PSCI sbup improve student achievement by
turning around the district’s lowest performing sols. Both internal and external

stakeholders competed to operate PSCI schools.distrect’s theory of change proposed
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that a range of providers could increase studdmneaement in low-performing schools.
Strunk et al. first studied the effects of schawhairound reform and how it impacted
student outcomes in low-performing schools. Thessfble explanations of the
variations in outcomes for different cohorts oin@round schools were provided.

Strunk et al. (2016) placed 28 schools into thedegories. The categories and
placement of schools were strictly based on typésroaround methods used at the
school. With the exception of low achievement espdemographics were neither
provided nor used to categorize the schools. Phechools placed in the 1.0 cohort
utilized moderate forms of turnaround methods idiclg the implementation of new
school programs and curriculum. Schools placdgter?.0 cohort followed the
restructuring or restart models of reform. Fivesih made up the 2.0 cohort. Principals
and at least some of the teachers were replacahaols in the 2.0 cohort.
Programmatic changes occurred at these schoolslasStrunk et al. described the 3.0
cohort as schools utilizing “softer” turnaround retsd Cohort 3.0 included nine schools.
Reform processes were changed during the firstgfeanplementation of cohort 3.0.
Strunk et al. believed this caused confusion affetdities for the school teams. Each
cohort of the intervention was studied as a sepatatiant of a turnaround intervention
and impacts of turnaround on student outcomes amined separately in each cohort.

Strunk et al. (2016) collected school district adistrative student-level and
school-level data for all three cohorts. The Califa Standard Test provided student
achievement results. Cohort 1.0 consisted of flata students enrolled in the first three
years of PSCI implementation from 2010-2011 throR@h2-2013. Data collected from

Cohort 2.0 schools included data from the first fx@ars of implementation from 2011-
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2012 and 2012-2013. Cohort 3.0 schools only hadyear of data, from 2012-2013
because California stopped offering the Califoi®iandard Tests after the first year of
Cohort 3.0. Thus, impact of the reform on stuagefitievement could not be measured
after the first year in cohort 3.0. Strunk etcampared student test results in cohort
schools with students who were enrolled in a séheér-selected” comparison schools
and all low-performing schools in the district. Ksalected comparison schools
consisted of schools that were excluded from pp#gtmg in PSCI interventions because
they lacked one indicator out of a set of four regpifor PSCI intervention. A
Comparative Interrupted Time Series (CITS) estiaratipproach was used to compare
data from the three cohorts with data from the +sedected schools and all low-
performing schools.

Administrative data provided student outcome comspas for the school years
that occurred during PSCI implementation (Strun&lgt2016). Student level data
included: (a) students’ California Standard Testras in math and English Language
Arts (ELA), (b) students’ race and ethnicity, (gverty indicators, (d) special education
services, and (e) students’ English language leataéus. Grades served by the school
and school enrollment were also included.

After analyzing results of the CITS, surveys andliative data provided context
and possible explanations for the quantitativeifigd (Strunk et al., 2016). Qualitative
methods included four case studies from 2.0 focheas and two case studies from 3.0
focus schools. Interviews with 26 key leaders aadners in the school district included:
(a) school board members, (b) superintendentex@jutive-level staff, (d) teachers’ and

administrators’ unions, (e) members from the Unitéaly, and (f) the Los Angeles
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School Development Institute. Observations inatlifieir school accountability reviews
and three technical assistance meetings that iadatwiltiple 1.0 schools. Document
analysis consisted of: (a) meeting agendas, (b)eH@ent presentations, (c) print and
online communication, and (d) other relevant docuisie PSCI focus school principals
responded to surveys in the spring of each study. ¥&hort team leaders also
responded to surveys in the second and third yddre initiative.

CITS analysis compared ELA and math achievemestunfents enrolled in focus
versus near-selected schools (Strunk et al., 20€6hort 1.0 saw no statistically
significant changes in achievement in overall gtoimtany of the three years compared.
However, students in the Cohort 2.0 schools expeeié statistically significant and
somewhat substantial gains in ELA achievement th ke first and second year of the
reform. Students in Cohort 2.0 performed signiitbabetter in ELA scores than
students at near-selected schools. Math regresfoiCohort 2.0 showed positive but
statistically insignificant improvement in both ye@ne and two. Students in Cohort 3.0
focus schools showed a rather large and signifideot in both ELA and math
achievement in the first year of the reform, refatio students in near-selected schools.

Qualitative results implicated four primary factamntributed to the success of
Cohort 2.0 focus schools (Strunk et al., 2016)stfthe school district learned from and
improved upon difficulties it faced in the initialO cohort of the reform. Second, the
school district and partners provided Cohort 2tbsts with substantial professional
development focused on improving implementatiorextNsofter forms of turnaround
reform used in Cohorts 1.0 and 3.0 were not as&@feeas the reconstitution and restart

models used in Cohort 2.0 focus schools. Finélbhort 2.0 respondents reported
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greater ease of implementation and a stronger coment to implementation of the
plans than did respondents from the other two dshor

White and Levin (2016) took a completely differapproach in their study of
turnaround reform implemented at academically l@sfgrming schools. Using a design
research experiment, White and Levin developedlempnted and then evaluated a
school reform experiment at a “continuation” higihgol. Defined by the California
Department of Education, continuation education syifically designed as a high
school diploma program targeted to meet the nekentified at-risk students, ages 16
through 18 years. All school and district namesdus this study were given
pseudonyms.

The school selected for this study, Gonzaga Higho8l (GHS), was used by the
school district in which it was used as both a duggprevention and dropout recovery
school (White & Levin, 2016). Students were reddrto GHS by school district
counselors. GHS served about 450 students whoawically deficient in high school
credits needed to graduate with an inability teleatp to their graduating class.
Although exact numbers vary from month-to-monthagsearage of 350 students were
enrolled in the school’s continuation educationgoaon and about 100 students were
enrolled in the school’s independent study progrdinis study began during the 2006-
2007 school year and ended during the 2010-201dosgear.

Demographics provided by White and Levin (2016)evaken from the 2006-
2007 school year and remained stable throughoutdhed of the study. GHS served
predominately low-income students with 69.7% elgilo participate in the free and

reduced-price lunch program. The student populatansisted of 76% Hispanic and
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14% African American. About 29.1% of the studeopplation was identified as English
Language learners. Approximately 15% of the stugepulation was either pregnant,
parenting, or both.

Two main sources of data, school documents/reamrdsnterviews, were
collected for this study (White & Levin, 2016). 8ol documents and records collected
included but were not limited to: (a) action plafip, college assessment test results, (c)
GHS student class records, (d) School Accountgdi@port Card, (e) expected school-
wide learning results, (f) program improvement @sgd, and (g) a Memorandum of
Understanding between GHS and the school distAadio-recorded interviews were
conducted by White between April 2009 and Septer2bé®. Interviewees included: (a)
the principal, (b) three guidance counselors, égka teachers, and (d) six students.

Complex adaptive systems (CAS) provided White laadn (2016) with a
theoretical lens for describing the changes thatiwed at GHS and a guided strategy for
implementing transformational changes within thalgtand as the study progressed.
White and Levin chose the CAS theory system modeabse CAS examines a system,
the agents within the system, and its state oflibguim. In order for transformational
change to occur, a system must first be in a sfagguilibrium and then that state must
be disrupted. The disruption of the equilibriumynoa may not be by design. However,
disruption of the equilibrium at GHS was by dessgrthat information could be analyzed
for further possible disruptions and analysis. ¥lind Levin named their disruptions of
equilibrium “purposeful perturbations.” White wass active participant in this study in
that he taught at the school during this time agdes] as the change agent in creating

conditions necessary for transformational chanyyite also conducted and transcribed
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audio-recorded interviews. Backup copies of scldoaluments and records to support
analysis of transcripts were provided by White af.w

The purposeful perturbations introduced at GHS@dad with the introduction
of a college prep program called Academic Commitn@reates Empowered Successful
Students (ACCESS) (White & Levin, 2016). GHS haeémin a state of dynamic
equilibrium from 1998 through the 2006 school yealthough GHS students had
opportunities to enroll in college preparatory sk the majority of students chose the
basic high school diploma path. Low academic perémce and low expectations from
the school staff created a static atmosphere ttatat encourage student academic
growth. Furthermore, practically none of the shtdeat GHS graduated with the skill
sets necessary for college coursework. Becaussdffeat GHS did not think GHS
students were capable of higher education, the A&Zgrogram was met with hostility
and open skepticism from the staff. Despite theoggion, GHS students began taking
college math and English assessments at the etheé @007 school year. The assessment
data challenged the skepticism of the GHS stafffandided feedback regarding the
academic achievement of students as they progréssedih the ACCESS program.
From 2007 through 2010, the percentage of stuamgatisg for college preparatory
classes grew from less than 25% to over 70% of Gid@ents taking rigorous college
coursework. Based on their analysis, White andriLegncluded that low-income, low-
performing minority students could achieve collegademic level success using

purposeful perturbations to dramatically alter stegn of equilibrium.
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Characteristics of Current Research

Typical descriptions of the schools studied thraughhe literature
predominantly included a reference to student aelment score status. Specific
descriptions of student populations of schoolsistlidrere sometimes mentioned but
generally not provided in detail except for the $aon (2011) study. Table 2 provides
summarized characteristics about the eight stiekamined in this literature review. The
time frame reference in Table 2 describes datawwhatused by researchers to either: (a)
determine which schools to study, or (b) to protlieresearchers with baseline data, or
(c) group schools into specific categories to stiltycategorical effects of the
turnaround program, or (d) analyze events duriegtihnaround process, or (e) analyze
events following the turnaround process.

In general, studies included in this literatureeavused data to initially guide
their research and then determine if academic pssgwas achieved between the
beginning of the study and the end of the studp\Bret al., 2016; Duke & Landahl,
2011; Galindo et al., 2016; May & Sanders, 20183184, et. al., 2016). White and Levin
(2016) used their collected data to: (a) adjusticuium during their study, (b) analyze
the effects of the adjustment, and (c) continuealdjast changes in the equilibrium as
indicated by ongoing analysis. Player and Katz §2@ias the only study that had school
academic results from years following the exithe#f turnaround program. Sampson
(2011) examined academic data for all schools withgeographic region of Texas.
Sampson’s study was not specifically designeddearch turnaround schools. However,
Sampson identified three low-performing schoolraitt that sustained improvement in

all core subject areas and proceeded to implemelosar examination of these schools.
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Time No. of Grade

Study Interventions Frame Schools Level State
Brown et al. Development plan Data from 12 HS NC
(2016) Professional development for 2010

leadership team

Onsite staff coaching and

professional development
Duke & New principal 2009-2010 1 E VA
Landahl School Turnaround Specialist
(2011) Program University of VA
Galindo, Stein, Turnaround model 2011-2014 1 HS MD
& Schaffer
(2016)
May & Dedicated Assist. Superintenden2008-2011 16 K-8 OH
Sanders (2013) Curriculum Spec., Assist.

Principal, Leadership coach,

curriculum plan, Data analysist,

professional dev. plan, resources

for parent support groups
Player & Katz School Turnaround Specialist 2005-2013 20 PK-12 OH
(2016) Program University of VA
Sampson N/A 1998-2009 State K-12 TX
(2011) region
Strunk etal. 3 levels of reform from 2010-2013 28 K-12 CA
(2016) 1) moderate — new curriculum &

school plans-Cohort 1.0

2) reconstitution & restart models

with new leadership, staff &

programmatic changes-Cohort

2.0

3) “soft” changes —

transformation-Cohort 3.0
White & Levin “Purposeful Perturbations” 2007-2011 1 HS CA
(2016)

Note. N/A = Information not provided, HS = High schoBl= Elementary school.
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School comparisons were made in three of the studdeown et al. (2016)
studied schools that had turned around academiewahent versus schools in the
process of turning around academic achievemenuseshools that were stuck and not
able to turnaround academic achievement. Turnaraund traditional schools were
examined and compared in the May and Sanders (2848arch. Strunk et al., (2016)
compared turnaround school program data to data $chools that were nearly selected

for turnaround programs but did not meet the dater

Literature Review, Research Designs, and Methods

Research methods included in this review were taisde, quantitative, or a
combination of both. Table 3 provides a brief diggion of the research designs and
methods used in the current research literatul@yePand Katz (2016) provided analysis
of schools that had exited the turnaround progradhiacluded data from two years
following the turnaround program. Sampson (20XBn@ined all schools within a
region. Although the improved schools did not n@mtsing specific school turnaround
initiatives, school district involvement in sustaig academic growth was provided.
Sampson included information about school dissigiports provided to low-performing
schools that showed academic improvement overegtear timeframe. The other
studies in this review were conducted while schaasge either in the first, second or
third year of implementing turnaround programs giesd specifically to change the
direction of academic achievement (Brown et alL&®uke & Landahl, 2011; Galindo

et al., 2016; May & Sanders, 2013; Strunk et &16 White & Levin, 2016).
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Table 3

Literature Research Designs and Methods

Turnaround
status during AYP after
Study Method Methodology Collected Data study study
Brown et al. Qualitative  Interviews SPS C-Ongoing NA
(2016) turnaround
stages
Duke & Qualitative Case Study Year one & two3™ year Failed to
Landahl data meet AYP
(2011)
Galindo, Stein, Qualitative Case Study Administrative 3 year Successful
& Schaffer data
(2016)
May & Quantitativ MLQ SPS C-Ongoing Failed to
Sanders (2013) e Questionnair VS. meet AYP
e traditional
Player & Katz Quantitativ CITS SPS Two years Successful
(2016) e of after AYP
completion
Sampson Mixed Longitudinal SPS N/A Successful
(2011) Case Study AYP
Strunk et al. Mixed CITS, Math, ELA C-Ongoing Cohort 2.0
(2016) Surveys California stages of partially
Interviews Standard Test turnaround successful
Case studies
Observations
Document
analysis
White & Levin Qualitative Interviews, HS - Degree Ongoing N/A-AYP,
(2016) Document Program INC college
analysis track

diplomas
Note.N/A = not applicableAYP = Annual Yearly Progress, C = Comparative stbdiween
turnaround schools and demographically matchedtiwadl schools, CITS = Comparative
Interrupted Time Series, MLQ = Multifactor Leadaps@uestionnaire, SPS = School
performance scores, INC - increase. Collected Brgeesents data used to establish research
methods, sometimes this is baseline data.
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The interviews and case studies in this literatawew provided insight into what
teachers and administrators viewed as effectiveathnal practices in their targeted
schools (Brown et al., 2016; Duke & Landahl, 20&&mpson, 2011; Strunk et al., 2016).
White and Levin (2016) included student intervieas well as, teacher and administrator
interviews. Two of the studies used CITS desigmsgushultiple years of pretest data
(Player & Katz, 2016; Strunk et al., 2016). Chogstomparison schools, the impact of
post intervention treatments was analyzed for diewia from baseline trends.
Quantitative data were analyzed to determine whettganingful improvements

occurred based on turnaround interventions.

Descriptions of Leadership

Since transformational leadership was used agdnesfvork to guide this study,
it was important to note leadership comparisorth@se eight studies. Table 4 provides a
summary of successful and unsuccessful leadersfigs gliscussed in the literature
review.

Principals that created a stable work environmadtlkauilt strong relationships
with their staff were viewed as contributing to #ademic success of their schools
(Brown et al., 20166; May & Sanders, 2013; Playef&z, 2016; Strunk et al., 2016;
White & Levin, 2016). Ways in which principals hwstrong relationships were: (a)
being present in the classrooms, (b) individuathea discussions, (c) appreciating
contributions from staff, (d) teacher involvememtliecision-making processes, and (e)

building strong accountability goals.
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Descriptions of Leadership

Study Successful leadership Unsuccessful leadership

Brown etal.  Strong knowledge of curriculum & instruction; Frequent principal and

(2016) mandated to raise test scores quickly; provide staff turnover created
stability; open leadership; built strong and unstable environment;
trusting relationships with staff, students, pasentnconsistent discipline
and community; strong accountability pressuresgnd management policies;
distributed leadership top-down management;

lacked relationship
building skills

Duke & Provide clear focus and sense of direction; top-High turnover rate of

Landahl down leadership style changed to distributive teachers and

(2011) leadership; data-driven decision making; administration; focus on
frequent learning-walks; individual teacher adult problems and not on
discussions, setting professional goals for student learning;
teachers

Galindo, et al. Primarily professional development focused; N/A

(2016) administrators and teachers take ownership of
school reform; support professional development
and professional learning communities

May & Principal must pursue innovative answers to old\/A

Sanders problems that challenge current belief systems;

(2013) staff members feel their contributions are valued;

Player & Katz
(2016)

Sampson
(2011)

Strunk et al.
(2016)

White &
Levin (2016)

teachers who feel appreciated, connected and
energized bring out the best in students; principal
effective in determining school climate

Principal establishes and communicates data- N/A
driven goals; promotes collaboration; creates an
environment that attracts, retains and develops
high quality teachers

“Students First” focus conveyed to all N/A
stakeholders; strong communication with school
board and teaching staff

Principal given flexibility to create daily Principal did not

schedule, periodic assessments, curriculum, anidhplement school reform

staffing; implemented school plan with fidelity. plan; inability to provide
professional development
on a consistent basis

Liaison/buffer between proponents/ opponents bFfA

reform proposal; provided opportunity for

program growth; blocked attempts to stop

program development




50

Conversely, unstable environments and inconsisgtennidealing with
management and discipline issues led to mistruatiofinistration and were found in
schools that did not show academic growth (Browal.e2016; Duke & Landahl, 2011,
Strunk et al., 2016). Frequent principal and diaffiover contributed to an unstable
school environment (Brown et al., 2016; Duke & Lahkl 2011).

Duke and Landahl (2011) noted that the principdilalty provided a top-down
leadership style that was viewed as successfullsecacademic gains were achieved
during the first two years of their study. Howewauring the third year of the study,
teachers became more involved in decision-makiguree the principal was more
comfortable with his staff and wanted all teachershare in the success of the school.
The principal then noticed that teachers willingtstyed after school to plan and conduct
committee work. Through the process of distribuézdlership, the school culture
became characterized by volunteerism, professemadind collaboration. Brown et al.
(2016) also noticed that when a top-down managepramtipal was convinced to
change his management style to distributed leagersachers felt empowered and
invested. The principal felt that he was ablettaia loyalty and mobilize support
through informal influence rather than formal auttyo

Successful leadership behaviors included stronganication skills with
faculty and staff, students, parents, and all $takkers (Player & Katz, 2016; Sampson,
2011). Providing consistent professional develamna@d support were also implicated
in strong leadership styles (Galindo et al., 2@t6nk et al., 2016). Other implications
of successful leadership found in the literatukeew was a “students first” attitude and

establishing goals using student data (Player & K2@16; Sampson, 2011).
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Major Findings

The literature review revealed several major trefidble 5 provides a summary
of major findings and implications found in eachdst. The first trend suggested that
school leadership played a key role in the turnagdgorocess (Brown et al., 2016; Duke
& Landahl, 2011; Galindo et al., 2016; May & Sargj&@013; Player & Katz, 2016;
Strunk et al., 2016). The second trend indicateti $trong support from within the
school and outside of the school was often critisdhe success of turnaround
implementations (Brown et al., 2016; Duke & Land&tl11; Galindo et al., 2016; May
& Sanders, 2013; Player & Katz, 2016; Sampson, 281rink et al., 2016). When
schools only made minor changes to the school gtathe curriculum, student
academic improvement did not occur (Brown et &1& Strunk et al., 2016; White &
Levin, 2016). Another implication from the liteva¢ was that working with a
turnaround partner outside of the school distrettabuted to effective school
improvement gains (Brown et al., 2016; Duke & Lamda011; Galindo et al., 2016;
Player & Katz, 2016; Strunk et al., 2016). Theafitrend that the literature revealed was
that the school environment must change to a pesiupportive culture (May &

Sanders, 2013; Sampson, 2011; White & Levin, 2016).
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Major Findings and Implications

Study Findings Issues and Implications
Brown etal.  Turnaround began with new Successful principals in high demand,
(2016) principal and replacement of staff, usually leave
changes in school operation Train assistants is advisable if
Instructionally oriented principal possible
with support Moving “goalposts” may frustrate
Accountability built upon test resultsstaff
When should support be withdrawn
Are foundations sustainable
Replacement staff must continue to
develop structure, bonds
Duke & Gains not matched to two previous Constant adjustments are necessary
Landahl years Continued gains require additional
(2011) Drop in teacher support/coaching expertise
Continued change justified Support for teachers important
Teachers weary of major Coaching, administrative focus
program/curriculum changes important
Lose expert teachers prior to study
Galindo, Improved instruction PD not relevant for veteran teachers,
Stein, & Assistance through professional PD cycle
Schaffer development (PD) Implementation of PD activities
(2016) Sustainability questioned
Services for speciation populations
May & Academic gains may lag improved Fostering school climate & effective
Sanders school culture & effective leadershipleadership leads to academic
(2013) Transformational leaders productiveimprovement

Player & Katz
(2016)

Reliance on lagging indicators for
school quality may be
counterintuitive

Rapid & significant improvement  Supports meaningful change but will
after 2-year program, persisted & require longer term follow-ups to
grew following two years determine sustainability

Improved schools had same princip&elatively low-cost can yield

after turnaround process promising results

Focused attention, external partner School leadership driven

dramatic improvement in short Sustained measurable growth, still
amount of time, two year embeddedlagged other schools

professional dev program

Schools continue to lag other schools
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Sampson 3 lower districts showed sustained School Board, district administration
(2011) improvement must show positive support in all
District supported students, open  activities & messages
communication, strong
administrative & teaching staff
High expectations
Strunk etal.  Schools that improved had increase@autiously make mid-course

(2016) support, used reconstitution and  adjustments as needed
restart models Both changes to curriculum and staff
Major changes in schools more is needed
successful Provide time for professional

School led/designed professional development, increased planning
development increased teacher time, flexibility in hiring, curriculum,

motivation operational decisions
White & Success of “Purposeful Practitioners must put researching
Levin (2016) Perturbations” findings into practice
Complexity Theory can guide Research-practitioner based
change Guide for navigating school reform
Principal acts as a buffer between “Purposeful perturbations” will differ
teachers and from setting to setting

counseling/administrative staff

Either new or strong leadership was implicatedresaf the primary influences
for successful turnaround efforts in much of titisrature (Brown et al., 2016; Duke &
Landahl, 2011; May & Sanders, 2011; Player & K&t 6; Strunk et al., 2016). Brown
et al. and Strunk et al., in their comparison eftitree levels of turnaround stages, found
that academic turnaround did not occur unless ot tlne principal and many teachers
had been replaced at the schools. These new temderporated major changes in the
school plans and operations which were also imigetas being successful in turning
around academic achievement at the schools. Browah eoticed that once successful
teachers and principals were identified as contiriguto student achievement, they were
often promoted to other positions outside of tHeost. Player and Katz (2016) indicated

that principals did not necessarily have to be gedrwhen initiating a new school
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turnaround program. This implies that existingipipals at low performing schools can
be trained to affect changes needed to improveeagi@dorogress.

May and Sanders (2013) revealed that teachersdmresi leadership in
turnaround schools as effective and transformakiges achievement scores still
significantly lagged traditional schools. Achievemhscores did not show gains during
their study. Although May and Sanders describerugntions used at the eight
turnaround schools, they do not mention how mucie tihese schools spent utilizing
these changes.

Support for turnaround school principals and tlaeléng staff was another
important aspect revealed in the literature (Br&wal., 2016, Duke & Landahl, 2011,
Player & Katz, 2016, Sampson, 2011, Strunk eR8ll6; White & Levin, 2016).
Successful schools had instructionally orientedgpials and strong, focused
professional development. Duke and Landahl notibatiwhen support for teachers was
scaled back during the third year of turnarounglent achievement gains were not as
high as in previous years. White and Levin obseevddferent type of leadership from
the principal at the school in their study. Changghin the high school studied was
initiated by the teachers in a bottom-up approale principal served as a buffer
between teachers and those that resisted the chamgeh were primarily the assistant
principal and the Counseling Department. Servieg auffer, the principal cleared away
attempts to block the development of the prograthm@ovided an opportunity for the
program to grow. Even though Sampson describsiiy® academic growth in three

low performing school districts without noting atuynaround programs in place, focused
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support and effective, stable leadership from sctstrict level personnel were
implicated in the achievement gains in each ofdis&icts.

Another implication from the literature showed tha@hor changes at low-
performing schools were not as successful when aoedpto schools that made major
changes to the school in the form of staffing astructuring the schools (Brown et al.,
2016; Strunk et al., 2016; White & Levin, 2016)ch8ols that made only slight
modifications to the curriculum or school plan duat see the progression of achievement
gains. Even though Player and Katz (2016) andn@alet al. (2016) did not discuss
whether major staff changes occurred during theatnaund program, both studies stated
that intensive training occurred at schools andlecac growth was achieved.

Four studies examined the effects of working wittmaround partners from
outside the school district (Duke & Landahl, 20GElindo et al., 2016; Player & Katz,
2016; Strunk et al., 2016). Benefits of workinglwan outside partner were generally
considered favorable. Strunk et al. studied tkypes of turnaround processes. The
group that worked with an outside partner was nsaceessful in attaining academic
growth in ELA than the schools that did not workiwa partner. Duke and Landahl
studied a school that had initial success in theattound program in the first two years
of implementation, but not during the third yeairaplementation. Player and Katz
studied schools that showed academic success doyawars following the turnaround
program. Finally, Galindo et al., reports that $k&te agency created to work with a low-
performing high school was beneficial in achievamgdemic gains made at the school.
Although studies by Brown et al. (2016) and theryMad Sanders (2013) did not

mention working with an outside partner, both stsdieported that schools were given
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extra support staff to support teachers. As Tabaem et al. (2015) noted, school
administrators across the country report that by school around was very
challenging. Turning around low performing schowmés also considered a high priority
in school districts across the country. This &tare justifies the need for strong support
for staff members at turnaround schools.

Current literature suggests that a positive, sttsdentered school culture
contributed to student achievement (Brown et 81,62 Duke & Landahl 2011; Le Floch
et al., 2016; May & Sanders, 2013; Sampson 201émpson, Brown, Townsend,
Henry, & Fortner, 2011). Raising expectationsdtudent achievement and placing
students first were top priorities for many of #whools who achieved academic gains.
The literature also implied that when student detee used to drive instruction, this
positively correlated with academic achievemenbo{Br et al., 2016, Player & Katz

2016; White & Levin, 2016).

Implications
Klute, Cherasaro, and Apthorp (2016) stated thaianound results are mixed,
and sustainability is challenging, these eightistigerify this as well. Duke and
Landahl (2011) advised that continued gains anthmability may require additional
expertise. Turnaround programs need constanttasmss during the turnaround
process (Duke & Landahl, 2011; Galindo et al., 20//&ite & Levin, 2016). However,
Brown et al. (2016) and Strunk et al. (2016) ad¥ideat too much change on a frequent

basis can frustrate the teaching staff. Constantlying up the goals can also have a



57

negative impact on staff. Player and Katz (20&#6pmmended longer term studies with
more in-depth analysis in order to find more megfuhinformation about continued
sustainability.

Issues considered challenging for the turnaroundgss were also provided in
the literature. Once principals and teachers geeatified as contributing to student
achievement gains, they often left their schootsabee they were promoted to higher
positions (Brown et al., 2016; Duke & Landahl, 2D1$chool leaders should remember
this and strive to train assistants in effectiv@m&wmound procedures. Continuous
adjustments to curriculum should be monitored cdisef Duke and Landahl stated that
constant and major curriculum adjustments negativepact teacher attitudes. Yet,
Duke and Landahl also stated that the entire psocest be monitored while making at
least slight modifications when needed. Continusuysport and training is needed even
after student achievement has begun to improveta8ability of improvement efforts
after support was withdrawn was also a concernw@ret al., 2016; Galindo et al., 2016;

Player & Katz, 2016).

Limitations of Previous Research
The literature review showed that turning arounadaenic achievement in low
performing schools was challenging and not all sthetudied in the literature review
were successful. Four of the studies included@shtbat did not improve academic
achievement while in turnaround programs (Browalet2016; Duke & Landahl, 2011,
May & Sanders, 2016; Strunk et al., 2016). Thiggasts that turnaround programs face
many challenges in improving conditions that cdnitte to failing schools. This

coincides with decades of school improvement refefiorts that have produced limited
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success (Herman et al., 2008; Mead, 2012). Motiteo§chools in this literature review
analyzed the effects of the school turnaround E®eéile schools participated in the
turnaround program (Brown et al., 2016; Duke & Laini 2011; May & Sanders, 2011,
Player &Katz, 2016; Strunk et al., 2016). Onlyyliaand Katz (2016) collected data
after schools completed turnaround programs. Mtrdies are needed to analyze
whether or not schools have continued to grow avcadly after achieving their initial
goals.

Although Player and Katz’s (2016) analysis showed turnaround schools
continued to make academic gains, their study diddetail how these schools continued
to experience academic growth. More studies agdatkthat examine the sustainability
of academic success once turnaround schools h#eel éxrnaround programs. Once
sustainability is determined, identifying key fagt@f leadership and curriculum changes
need to be identified as well. Identifying thisdmation could lead to effective change
in other low performing schools. Player and Ka&nmtained that their research results
may have been one of the first studies to provalesal evidence of the benefits of
focused school improvement efforts.

May and Sanders (2013) used transformational |sagetheory to identify how
teachers at turnaround schools perceived theiciparfs. Principals at these same
turnaround schools self-reflected on their own éaldip style through the lens of
transformational leadership. Even though the tesiltheir study indicated that teachers
and principals at turnaround schools viewed prialsigas more transformational than
teachers and principals at comparative, non-tutma@chools, the analysis was

completed before academic gains were achievecdactools. Examining schools that
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have successfully completed turnaround progranmgir the lens of transformational

theory could provide insight into leadership bebawi

Conclusion

Turnaround programs show mixed results in achgegicademic growth (Brown
et al., 2016; Duke & Landahl, 2011; May & Sand@®13, Strunk et al., 2016). A key
factor noted in the literature was the importanicstimng leadership. Therefore, it is
important to identify schools that have: (a) sustfy completed a type of academic
turnaround process as measured by continued acadeowth, and (b) strong leadership
in place in order to identify critical contributismf these leaders that have taken a
previously low performing school and improved acagegrowth on a consistent basis.

Although one of the key findings from the literaueview was that strong
principal leadership played a key role in implenmegaicademic turnaround, strong
leadership was not necessarily the focus of thdiestlincluded in the literature. May and
Sanders (2013) examined the effects of transfoomatileadership on schools working
to transform academic achievement. Successfuetehip skills identified in the
literature review have many of the same qualitiestl in transformational leaders. A
transformational leader is described as a persatrigladmired, respected and trusted
(Bass, 1985; Bass & Riggio, 2006). Transformatideaders motivate and encourage
their followers to attain organizational goals atijlectives and to achieve higher levels
of potential. Followers are encouraged to havewva or different perspective towards
experienced situations and problems. Transformalieaders act as a coach or mentor
by paying attention to each individual follower'seds for achievement and growth.

Two-way communication is encouraged and interastisith followers are personalized.
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Many transformational behaviors were describeduasessful leadership
characteristics in the literature review; howevleese characteristics were not
specifically identified as being characteristicgrahsformational leadership (Brown et
al., 2016; Duke & Landahl, 2011; May & Sanders,2®Rlayer & Katz, 2016; Sampson,
2011; Strunk et al., 2016; White & Levin, 2016)urBs (2012) and Bass (1985) both
agree that transformational leadership inspirdsvi@rs to achieve dramatic, sometimes
unexpected, and significant results in difficutuations. Meyers and Hitt (2017) state
that effective principals of turnaround schoolsdn#ive same behaviors as described in
Transformational Leadership theory.

A gap in the literature exists between leaderskipaliors that have successfully
contributed to the academic turnaround of a faitmgchool compared to principals that
have not been successful in turning around acadachievement. Using
Transformational Leadership theory as the foundatioguide this study, school
leadership behaviors as perceived by principalsteachers were examined. Chapter
Three discusses the methodology of this studyymédion about the schools and
participants, sample size and selection, the @ifer the sample selection, a description

of the data collection procedures and an explanatidhe data analysis.



CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents information about the rebedesign, the process of
approval for the study, information about the syrvstrument, the distribution of the
survey, and methods of data analysis. Based oliteha&ure review, it was determined
that a gap in the literature existed regardingeesitip behaviors of school principals of
failing schools compared to principals’ behavidrs@hools that were no longer failing.
Turnaround programs are designed to quickly transffailing school into an
academically successful school. Rather than comgthe study of turnaround schools
in the turnaround process, this study seeks tdifgemhich schools have transitioned out
of low-performance status and then understand lobmad leadership behaviors
contributed to schools that made that transitidre literature review indicated that
principals play a key role in turning a school ardu Thus, the goal of this study was to

understand which school leadership behaviors inflteeschool turnaround success.

Statement of the Problem
Despite the billions of taxpayer dollars spent #relmultiple federal, state and
school district efforts allocated to improving stmdl achievement in turnaround schools,

results have been mixed (Brown et al., 2016; Hergtaal., 2008; Klute et al., 2016).

61
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Failing schools in Louisiana face the possibilifystate takeover or closur&ifle
28, Bulletin 1112016). Thus, finding critical components thadeo the continued
academic success of a formerly failing school aseaetial for the school, the district, and
most importantly for the students served. Reseiadibates that strong leadership
positively impacts turnaround achievement (Browalgt2016; Duke & Landahl, 2011,

Player & Katz, 2016; Strunk et al., 2016).

Research Design

According to Creswell (2014), quantitative reseasdts objectives by examining
the relationship among variables. A typical instamt, such as a survey, is used with
variables that can be measured in a way that gexsenambered data that can be
analyzed. A guantitative design is appropriatettics study because the study examines
the relationship between principal behaviors dedgnt types of schools. Creswell stated
that a survey design provides a numeric descrigifdrends, attitudes, or opinions of a
sample population. A survey was used in this mebeim generate a numeric description
of the perceptions of principal behaviors at sitcsas.
Research Questions and Hypotheses

Identifying schools that transformed from acadethiasnacceptable to achieving
academic gains on a consistent basis served &suheation for this research. Based on
academic research, principals are the guiding factthe successful turnaround of a
school. This study aimed to investigate the leddprgualities that guide schools into

sustaining academic achievement.
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Specifically, the research questions guiding thislyg were:

1. What principal leadership behaviors transforitiesge previously low

performing schools to achieving academic gains

2. Are there differences in leadership behaviotasbéen the leaders of successful

turnaround schools, schools that showed maelstatcess and schools that
showed minimal success?

Using data from the school years starting with 20t@ugh 2016, school
performance scores were examined to generated failing schools. Based on the
research questions, these are the following nydbtheses:

H1: There will be no statistically significant flifences in perceived leadership
behaviors between leaders as measured by the duitiifLeadership Questionnaire
(MLQ) of three groups of once academically unacaielet schools.

H2: There will be no statistically significant flifences in perceived leadership
behaviors as measured by the MLQ and as perceyéshbhers in three categories of
once academically unacceptable schools.

H3: There will be no statistically significant flifences in perceived leadership
behaviors as measured by the MLQ between princgralseachers of each of the three
groups.

Procedures

Before beginning this study, the Louisiana Tedtitational Review Board

reviewed and evaluated this research proposals Was done to protect participants

from undue risk and ensure the safety, welfarétsignd dignity of all research
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participants. Since individual teachers and ppals were asked to participate
confidentially and anonymously, a Human Use Appléwan was used.

Steps to safeguard the identities of schools usduei data collection process
were as follows. Schools selected for the studyewassigned an alphabetical and
numerical number. The number assigned to eactokalas documented and linked to
the school on a separate form. This form was ldcke filing cabinet and will be kept
on file for five years following the completion tifis study. The code was used on all
documentation instead of the school name. Stepafeguard participant information
included using pseudonyms instead of actual name&eeping all identifying
information in a locked filing cabinet that onlyethesearcher had access to.

A list of elementary schools was generated usied-buisiana Department of
Education School Performance Score data from spesigesults from 2012 through
2016. Elementary schools were defined as eitrekipdergarten through fifth grade or
kindergarten through fifth grade. The list of ettary schools contained schools that
received failing grades on their school performasmmes at least once during the 2011
through 2016 time frame. Schools that receivethtagrades were placed in
Academically Unacceptable School (AUS) status. il@gg in 2012-2013, schools that
scored below 50 out of 150 points are labeled AUS¢e 28 Bulletin 111 2016). Prior
to 2012-2013, a score of less than 75 out of 280qal a school in AUS. Once this list
was generated, the researcher tracked the chamgekaol performance scores and
placed schools in the following categories: (a)ggsful schools that made high enough
scores to be removed from AUS status and maintagnaath for at least two years were

placed in Group A, (b) schools that were removedthfAUS status but then fell back
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into AUS status were considered occasionally ssfakeand were placed in Group B,
and (c) schools that were unable to exit out of Atkus were considered minimal
growth schools and placed in Group C.

Initially, 19 Louisiana public elementary schotitsm 11 different school districts
were identified as academically unsuccessful basesthool performance scores from
2012 through 2016. Schools were categorized basede following criteria: a) schools
that never improved academically, b) schools thate out of AUS status briefly and
then went back in, or ¢) schools that sustainedewé growth for at least two years.
School district superintendents were then contatctedbtain permission to contact each
individual school to participate in the study. @& 11 school superintendents notified,
three superintendents agreed to let their schaoticppate in the study. Eight of the
original 19 identified schools were in these thsekool districts. Once permission was
obtained from school superintendents, the Louisigeth Institutional Review Board
reviewed and evaluated this research proposals Wwas done to protect participants
from undue risk and ensure the safety, welfarétsignd dignity of all research
participants. Since individual teachers and ppals were asked to participate
confidentially and anonymously, a Human Use Appléman was used. Forms included
for the Louisiana Tech Institutional Review Boandluded copies of superintendent
approval letters and copies of the survey instrumeRermission was granted to conduct
the study.

Once permission was obtained from school distrpesintendents and the
Human Use Committee, individual principals fromtgidifferent schools, located in

three different school districts were contactedenaails and phone calls. Six school
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principals from three different school districtgegd to allow their schools to participate
in this study. The six schools were categorizembating to school performance score
data from 2012 through 2016. Schools that achiemedmaintained significant
academic growth for at least two years from 201@ubh 2016 were placed in Group A.
Schools that showed occasional improvement butireedan AUS status were placed in
Group B. Schools that did not show any growthmiyithe same time were placed in
Group C.

Principals and teaching staff were asked to pp#die in a survey that measured
teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of princiealdership behaviors. Participants were
invited to participate in the study through e-md#articipants were sent a link to the
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) whichsveompleted in approximately 15
minutes. Each participant was given a link specditheir school. Principals received
links to the leader survey for their school. Teasheceived links to the rater survey for
their school.

Participants

Participants for this study were principals andkesgis from Louisiana public
elementary schools that were employed at schogigmiated AUS from 2012 through
2016. Elementary schools participating in the gteohsisted of either prekindergarten
through fifth grade or kindergarten through fifttades. Principals were contacted in
order to arrange e-mail contacts directing paréiotp to the survey links. Principals and
teachers were invited to participate in an onlimesy that measured their perceptions of
principal leadership behaviors. Teacher surveygwempleted anonymously through a

link associated with their individual school iddietil by a confidential code assigned to
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each school. Principal surveys were kept confidentth the associated school
identifying number on individual principal surveys.
Instrumentation

The researcher used the Multifactor Leadership thresire (MLQ) developed
by Avolio and Bass (2004) and published by Minddear, Inc. The MLQ, sometimes
referred to as the MLQ 5X, measures: (a) Transftional behaviors, (b) Transactional
behaviors, (c) Passive/Avoidant behaviors, (d) @attomes of Leadership behaviors as
related to success of the group. The MLQ LeademFassesses leader self-perceptions
of leadership behaviors. The MLQ Rater Form assdsdlewer perceptions of
leadership behaviors. Each of the two 45-item to@saires uses a 5-point Likert-type
scale that measures key leadership and effectigdredsaviors that lead to organizational
and individual success. The instruments assessbchbw teachers perceived the
leadership behaviors of their principals, as we]lrow the principals perceived their
own leadership behaviors. The MLQ was not desidaethe purpose of labeling
leaders as either Transformational, TransactiammaPassive/Avoidant. Rather, the MLQ
rates various types of behaviors and the degresich they are associated with the
three leadership styles: (a) Transformational Lesldp, (b) Transactional Leadership,
and (c) Passive/Avoidant leadership. A fourth catg@n the MLQ focuses on the
organizational effects of leadership behaviors vkmas Outcomes of Leadership. The
MLQ Manual provides a norm table to compare thelte®f the mean measures of each
subcategory. Principals in this study were asskessel2 subcategories which are

attributed to the three leadership styles and theomes of the leaders’ behaviors.
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Bass and Riggio (2006) identified four core compage¢hat Transformational
leaders employ on a constant basis that meet ¢fneihbrder needs of colleagues and
followers. These four components are: (a) ldedlinfluence, (b) Inspirational
Motivation, (c) Intellectual Stimulation, and (d)dividualized Consideration.

Idealized influences.The degree to which Transformational leaders sasv®le
models to their followers is categorized as Idealiinfluence (Bass & Riggio, 2006).
Leaders engage in behaviors that encourage folloteadentify and then desire to
emulate them. Followers admire, respect and Trietsformational leaders. Leaders, in
turn, reap the benefits because their followersatestnate extraordinary capabilities,
persistence, and determination. Leaders with atgieal of Idealized Influence are
willing to take risks and their actions are coreistrather than inconsistent. Idealized
Influence is made up of two components: (a) elemtrdt are attributed to Influential
Attitudes, and (b) the leader’s Influential BehasioQuestions 10, 18, 21, and 25 on the
MLQ assess the degree in which a leader displagalifobd Attributes. Questions
assessing Idealized Behaviors are 6, 14, 23, and 34

Inspirational motivation. Inspirational Motivation combined with Idealized
Influence form a combined single trait of charisicyatspirational leadership which
emulate behaviors described in charismatic leagetbbory (Bass & Riggio, 2006).
Enthusiasm, optimism and team spirit are display@&tirough clearly communicated
expectations, followers envision desirable futusalg. Followers demonstrate a

commitment to goals and a shared vision. Transfoomal leaders provide meaning and
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challenge to their followers’ work by behaving imyg that motivate and inspire those
around them. Questions assessing Inspirationalvistain behaviors are 9, 13, 26, and
36.

Intellectual stimulation. In the process of addressing problems and finding
solutions, creativity and innovation are stimulaéed encouraged by Transformational
leaders (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Leaders encouradesalicit followers to question
assumptions, reframe problems, and approach aidtgihs in new ways. Individual
mistakes and ideas that differ from the leademategoublicly criticized. Followers are
encouraged to try new approaches. Questions38),&nd 32 assess Intellectual
Stimulation behaviors.

Individualized consideration. Transformational leaders act as a coach or mentor
by paying attention to each individual follower'seus for achievement and growth (Bass
& Riggio, 2006). Leaders seek to encourage indiaisl to achieve higher levels of
potential. Two-way communication is encouraged iatetactions with followers are
personalized. The leader effectively listens td mtognizes individual differences in
terms of needs and desires. The leader’'s behagmpdstrates acceptance of individual
differences by structuring his or her interactiooading to the needs of the individual.
The delegation of tasks is a way to further devekifls and responsibilities in followers.
The leader then progress monitors delegated tasisler to provide additional support
and direction if needed. The follower may or may know he or she is being
monitored. Individualized Consideration is asséssajuestions 15, 19, 29, and 31.

Two components that measure Transactional Leagebgaviors are: (a)

Contingent Reward, and (b) Management-By-Except#ative (Bass & Riggio, 2006).
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Transactional leaders reward or discipline theofeélr depending on the job performance
of the follower. Transactional Leadership reti@scontingent reinforcement, either
positive Contingent Reward or the more negativev@déorm of Management-By-
Exception — Active.

Contingent reward. Contingent Reward is a constructive transactiontina
been found to be effective in motivating otheratbieve assigned levels of development
and performance (Bass & Riggio, 2006). The leadsigns or obtains follower
agreement on job performance with promised or dctweards offered in exchange for
adequately carrying out the assignment. Whenedtvard is a material one, such as a
bonus, it is considered transactional. When thaare is psychological, such as praise, it
is considered transformational. Questions on th&Nhat measure Contingent Reward
behaviors are 1, 11, 16, and 35.

Management-by-exception — activeBass and Riggio (2006) state that this
corrective transaction is less effective than Gaent Reward or the components of
Transformational Leadership. Management-By-Exoept Active, requires the leader
to actively monitor deviations from standards, adists, and errors in the employee’s
assignments and take corrective action as necesSarpetimes this is required such as
when safety is a major concern. Questions 4, 22a2d 27 assess a leader’s
Management-By-Exception — Active, behaviors.

Passive/Avoidant Leadership behaviors are also mpadg two components: (a)
Management-By-Exception — Passive, and (b) Laifsiez{LF) behaviors (Bass &
Riggio, 2006). Bass and Riggio state that Passdwadant Leadership is the most

ineffective style of leadership amongst the thesslership styles measured on the MLQ.
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Passive leaders tend to avoid: (a) getting invglyedestablishing standards, (c)
identifying and clarifying potential problem areasd (d) monitoring results. This
leadership style has a negative effect on leadersisults.

Management-by-exception — passivéanagement-By-Exception is passive
when the leader waits passively for deviances,akest, or errors to occur and then takes
corrective action (Bass & Riggio, 2006). This tygdeadership behavior occurs when a
leader does not take any action until complainesraceived. However, leaders must
sometimes practice Management-By-Exception — Passgilien required to supervise a
large number of subordinates. Questions that asdasagement-By-Exception —
Passive, behaviors are 3, 12, 17, and 20.

Laissez-faire leadershipThe avoidance or absence of leadership is called
Laissez-faire Leadership (Bass & Riggio, 2006)istez-faire Leadership represents a
nontransactional style of leadership that is dermated through: (a) delayed actions, (b)
ignored responsibilities, and (c) not making neagsdecisions. Questions that measure
Lassiz-faire Leadership behaviors are 5, 7, 28,3hd

Outcomes of leadershipThe last three components of the MLQ measure
organizational leadership success in a categolgdc@lutcomes of Leadership.
Behaviors in this category are: (a) Extra Effdol, Effectiveness, and (c) Satisfaction
(Bass & Riggio, 2006). These three componentsamebined in the Outcomes of
Leadership section of the MLQ. Both transformagicend transactional leadership are
positively associated with the success of a groipe MLQ measures success by: (a)
Extra Effort put forth by employees based on maiorafrom the leader, (b) perception

of leader Effectiveness at different levels of tinganization, and (c) Satisfaction with the
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leader’'s methods of working with others. Extrad#fis measured with questions 39, 42,
and 44. Effectiveness is measured with questi@ng@, 43, and 45. Questions 38 and
41 measure Satisfaction.
Validity

Content validity is important for instruments ugedneasure competency
(Creswell, 2014; Krathwohl, 2009). Validity expigihow well an instrument measures a
specified, particular concept. The MLQ has beawshto have external validity (Avolio
& Bass, 2004). In a study conducted by Muenjohsh Aarmstrong (2008), the MLQ
model was tested using the multi-data source ofch38s. Results revealed that the
MLQ appropriately and adequately captures the famiastructs of transformational
transactional leadership. Published research $&x thhe MLQ for over fifteen years and
has been completed by 15,000 respondents (Basg@dri2006). This body of research
provides an adequate conceptual basis for prop@asfagtor structure tested with data
collected using the MLQ. Based on research aral platvided by Bass and Avolio, four
meta-analyses have shown a strong correlation leetsteong leadership performance
and Transformational Leadership. Thirty-three ssidising the MLQ indicated a strong
positive correlation between components of the M@ Transformational Leadership.
Reliability

Evidence of reliability is important for instrumenised in research (Krathwohl,
2009). Reliability tests the consistency of arrimeent used to measure a specific
concept. According to Bass and Riggio (2006) Nhe&) scales have demonstrated good

to excellent internal consistency. A meta-analgditransformational leadership



73

literature found the MLQ to be reliable and sigraftly predicted work unit
effectiveness across the particular set of stushamined (Lowe, Kroeck, &
Sivasubramaniam, 1996).
Data Analysis

Teachers and principals completed the MLQ onlinegu&oogle forms. There
are two forms of the MLQ (Avolio & Bass, 2004). dfirst is the Leader Form that asks
the leader to rate the frequency of his or her eadership behavior. Principals used
this form. The second form is the Rater Form whisls the same items but asks how
the rater views his or her leader. Associatesadiérs, in this case teachers, rated the
frequency of their leader’s leadership behaviothBbe Leader Form and the Rater
Form use the same 5-point rating scales ranging fe=Not at all,1 =Once in a while,
2 =Sometimes3 =Fairly often,to 4 =Frequently if not always The MLQ contains 36
standardized items consisting of four items assgssach of the nine leadership
dimensions associated with three descriptive ledmjeicategories. Subcategories
attributed to the Transformational Leadership Caitg@f behaviors include: (a)
Idealized Influence (Attributed Charisma), (b) Itieed Influence (Behaviors), (c)
Inspirational Motivation, (d) Intellectual Stimuianh, and (e) Individualized
Consideration. Transactional Leadership subcaitegorclude: (a) Contingent Reward,
and (b) Management-By-Exception — Active. Pasgiveldant leadership behaviors
subcategories are: (a) Management-by-Exceptiorssif®g and (b) Laissez-faire.

Avolio and Bass (2004) stated that Transformatiamal Transactional
Leadership are key components related to individyralup and organizational success.

Therefore, in addition to the 36 standardized itemrse additional items measure
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Outcomes of Leadership that address perceptioleadérship efficacy. Using the same
5-point scale, three items rate the extent to wiatlbwers exert Extra Effort as a result
of the behaviors and actions of their school lesdéour items rate perceived leader
Effectiveness. Two items rate Satisfaction with lgader. According to Bass and
Riggio (2006), higher averages in these nine itereasure overall perceived leader
effectiveness and success within the organizaGemparisons of leader and follower
averages for these nine items are also provided.

The results of the MLQ survey were converted in&sS for analysis. The SPSS
statistical package (version 25) was used to caeihe mean and standard deviation for
each of the four categories and each subcategdrg.mean scores of each category was
compared to the norm table provided by the MLQ MdrAvolio & Bass, 2004). Both
leader and follower averages for each categoryigeonformation about perceived
leadership behaviors and allow comparisons betweeperceptions of leaders and
followers and across the three groups of schobte standard deviation calculation
measures the spread and dispersion of the dataasattulate the mean. Salkind
(2017) stated that analysis of variance (ANOVA)s&ed when examining the differences
between groups of one or more variables and whalndewith more than two groups.
Group A consisted of schools that had been outld® Aor at least two years. Group B
consisted of schools that were in and out of AUGUB C consisted of schools that had
never been out of AUS for the time studied. Aniglyg standard deviations allowed the
researcher to analyze data dispersion for sigmifidéferences. ANOVA techniques

were applied to assess mean scores and test foficagt differences between the



75

leaders at each school and between the teacheaslaschool on the MLQ survey.
Alpha (o) was set at .05. Tables are included in the aa#dysis section along with an
accompanying narrative.

A nonparametric Mann-Whitney test was used toftessignificant differences in
data dispersion between perceptions of teacherpenteéptions of principals at each
school. This analysis is appropriate for this stbdgause the sample size of both groups
was small, and the variances were not equal (Kralthv2009; Salkind, 2017). The
teacher groups at each school consisted of 34d¢emohless. Each principal group

consisted of two principals.

Conclusion
Chapter Three provided information about the medhagl used to conduct this
study. Information about selection of the parteifs, administration of the MLQ, and a
description of data analysis were also presenfedescription of the nine subcategories
of Transformational, Transactional, and Passiveidaat behaviors analyzed on the
MLQ was provided in this chapter. Also presentethia chapter was a discussion of the
validity and reliability of the MLQ. Chapter Fourgsents the results of the survey and

analyzes the findings.



CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

The results of the statistical analysis of the @agacontained within this chapter.
The purpose of this study was to provide a compreilie description of leadership
behaviors that contribute to turning around arigilschool. Identifying schools that
transformed from academically unacceptable to agigeacademic gains on a consistent
basis served as the starting point for this reseafde literature review from this study
revealed that strong leadership was effectiveliniig around academic achievement in
failing schools. Based on their own extensiveaevof school leadership literature,
Louis et al. (2010) determined that school improgahtould not occur without an
effective school principal. This study examinkd behaviors of principals that have
transformed academically failing schools into acaidally successful schools.
Therefore, the research questions guiding thisysiuete:

Research Question 1. What principal leadershimebhs transformed these
previously low performing schools to achieving asadt gains?

Research Question 2: Are there differences indesdglp behaviors between the
leaders of successful turnaround schools, schbatsshowed moderate success and

schools that showed minimal success?

76
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Based on the research questions, the followinghydbtheses were developed:

H1: There will be no statistically significant flifences in perceived leadership
behaviors between leaders as measured by the duitiifLeadership Questionnaire
(MLQ) of three groups of once academically unacaielet schools.

H2: There will be no statistically significant flifences in perceived leadership
behaviors as measured by the MLQ and as percewéshbhers in three categories of
once academically unacceptable schools.

H3: There will be no statistically significant flifences in perceived leadership
behaviors as measured by the MLQ between princgralseachers of each of the three
groups.

This chapter presents the results of the MLQ suarel/an analysis of the data as
it relates to the research questions. The reatdtpresented in five parts: (a) total results
with descriptive statistics, (b) ANOVA results fdiypothesis 1, (c) ANOVA results for
Hypothesis 2, and (d) Mann-Whitney U test resuwtsHypothesis 3. Throughout the
chapter, the results of the MLQ are presented dattriptive and inferential statistics.
Tables are included which detail results of the AMCand Mann-Whitney U tests
which were conducted to analyze the MLQ surveye iffeans and standard deviations
for responses to the MLQ survey were calculatedrapdrted by MLQ categories for

Groups A, B, and C.

Descriptive Analysis Results
The study of leadership behaviors was achievedjubim Multi-Factor
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) survey administécetachers and principals at

various stages of the school turnaround procebg. rédsearcher gathered quantitative
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data from a Likert-type scaled instrument. Dataensaralyzed based on comparing
perceived leadership behaviors by teachers andipais which were divided into the
following groups:
1. Six schools were divided into three categories éhaseschool performance
scores from 2012 through 2016. Each group consddtéslo schools:
a. Group A consisted of two schools that had begmbAUS status for at
least two years,
b. Group B consisted of two schools that had beeand out of AUS status,
c. Group C consisted of two schools that had be&lJS status for all five
years,
2. Leader results from all three groups were comptoredidress the first
hypothesis,
3. Teacher results from all three groups were comptreddress the second
Hypothesis,
4. Teacher results were compared to principal resuts each group to address the
third hypothesis.
The results of these analyses are provided irctiapter.
This study consisted of six elementary schoolsftbree different parishes in the
state of Louisiana. MLQ data were collected betwiéebruary 2 through April 16, 2018.
At the end of the data collection period, 84 teaslaad six principals from six different
schools had completed the survey. Group A corbst@4 teachers and two principals,
Group B consisted of 23 teachers and two princj@ald Group C consisted of 27

teachers and two principals.
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To determine whether there were specific princijlaviors that turned around
academic achievement, results of the MLQ surveyewealyzed. Table 6 presents mean
and standard deviation results of teachers andipals in each of the four categories.
Mean scores give the average scores of the resptnidecach category of the four

sections of the MLQ.

Table 6

Descriptive Statistics

N Transformational Transactional Passive/Avoidan Outcomes
t
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Group A
Teachers 34  3.25 1.063 259 1444 0.98 1.323 3.35 1.029
Principals 2  3.13 0.853 250 1.095 0.94 1.063 3.45 0.671
Group B
Teachers 23  3.19 0.977 2.68 1.277 0.63 1.008 3.40 0.739
Principals 2  3.43 0.874 2.38 1.500 0.28 0.752 3.39 0.850
Group C
Teachers 27  2.88 1.214 2.28 1.359 1.17 1.390 2.78 1.317
Principals 2  3.60 0.709 2.75 1.183 1.00 1.211 3.78 0.428

Note. N= Number of RespondentSp = Standard Deviation, Outcomes = Outcomes of
Leadership

The leader is perceived as more transformatiorzed the norm if all five
categories have a mean score of 3.0 or greater3Mtbeing the research validated
benchmark (Avolio & Bass, 2004). A rating of thigenotes “fairly often” for a behavior
and four denotes “frequently, if not always” on MeQ survey. Research validated
benchmarks for Transactional Leadership styleseparated into two categories. The
research validated benchmark for rewards achieve(@amtingent Reward), is 2.0 to
3.0. The research validated benchmark for actiseyitoring mistakes (Management-

By-Exception — Active) is 1.0 to 2.0, with a scafel indicating “once in a while” and 2
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indicating “sometimes.” Both subcategories attrdaolito Passive/Avoidant Leadership
behaviors have a research validated benchmarkafLQvith O indicating “not at all” and
1 indicating “once in a while.” Ideally, mean sesiof leaders should: (a) have a
combined mean score of at least 3.0 in all thesttamational subcategories, (b) have a
moderate to lower range score in the transactisumatategories, and (c) have a very low

score in the Passive/Avoidant subcategories.

Hypothesis 1

To compare principals’ perceptions of their leatlgrdehaviors, the researcher
performed a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVAJl&ermine the significance of the
differences between the means of the principaGroups A, B, and C. Alpha) was
set at .05. An ANOVA was used to analyze signiftadifferences between the three
groups and each category: (a) Transformationall (dyisactional, (c) Passive/Avoidant,
and (d) Outcomes of Leadership. Table 7 showsitia¢ Summary table for the ANOVA
comparing principals’ leadership perceptions betwibe three categories of schools.
No significant differences were found among thegpal groups except in the
Transformational category {fri7= 3.47, p = .00). The ANOVA indicated that a
significant difference existed between the peroaystiof principals in the three groups.
However, since the ANOVA does not reveal which grou groups varied significantly,
further analysis was conducted.

Since a significant difference was noted, a unatarScheffé post hoc test was
used to determine which group or groups in a paerccategory varied significantly.

Following Table 7, Table 8 shows the final summatye of the Scheffé analysis.
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Principal Comparisons One-Way Analysis of Variance
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Categories Sum of Squares  df Mean Squares F Sig.
Transformational
Between Groups 4.617 2 2.308 3.474 0.034
Within Groups 77.750 117 0.665
Total 82.367 119
Transactional
Between Groups 1.167 2 0.583 0.361 0.699
Within Groups 72.750 45 1.617
Total 73.917 47
Passive/Avoidant
Between Groups 4.625 2 2313 2151 0.128
Within Groups 48.375 45 1.075
Total 53.000 47
Outcomes of Leadership
Between Groups 1593 2 0.796 1.860 0.166
Within Groups 21.833 51 0.428
Total 23.426 53

Note.*p < .05, df = Degrees of freedom, F = F-ratio, Sigignificance.

Table 8

Principal Comparisons Transformational Leadershgh&fé Post Hoc

Mean 95% Confidence Interval

() (8)] Difference
Category  Category (1-9) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper
Status Status Bound
A B 0.062 0.067 0.655 -0.10 0.23

C 0.370 0.066 0.000 0.21 0.53
B A -0.062 0.067 0.655 -0.23 0.10

C 0.309 0.071 0.000 0.13 0.48
C A -0.370 0.066 0.000 -0.53 -0.21

B -0.309 0.071 0.000 -0.48 -0.13

Note. p< .05, Std. Error = Standard Error, Sig. = Sigmifice.
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Post hoc analysis using the Scheffé post hoc imiitdor significance indicated
that even though the averages for Group A, Grougn8,Group C indicated that these
principals perceived their behaviors as Transfoionat, the perceptions of Group C
principals (M = 3.60, SD = .709) were significantiggher than the perceptions of the
principals in Group A (M = 3.13, SD = .85), and ftexceptions of the principals in
Group B (M =3.43, SD = .87), {Fs= 7.34, p = .01). Because a significant difference
was found between the perception of principalstaed own leadership behaviors
between the three groups of principals regardiramn3iormational Leadership behaviors,

null Hypothesis 1 was rejected.

Hypothesis 2

An ANOVA was used again to compare teachers’ peiwep of their principals’
leadership behaviors using the means of the teaah&roups A, B, and C. An
ANOVA was used to analyze significant differencesaeen the three groups in each
category: (a) Transformational, (b) Transactio(@lPassive/Avoidant, and (d)
Outcomes of Leadership. Table 9 shows the sumofahe ANOVA. The ANOVA
revealed a significant difference in all four caiggs p < .05).

Because the ANOVA revealed a significant differemcall four categories, a
univariate Scheffé post hoc test was used to ifyewtiich group or groups within each
category varied significantly. Table10 shows thesary of the Scheffé post hoc
analysis. Scheffé post hoc analysis shows sigmifiddferences between specific groups

in specific categories. A discussion of the restdtiows Table 9 and Table 10.
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Table 9

Teacher Comparisons One-Way Analysis of Variance

Categories Sum of Squares  df Mean Squares F Sig.

Transformational

Between Groups 41.173 2 20.587 17.237 0.000
Within Groups 1891.792 1584 1.194
Total 1932.965 1586

Transactional
Between Groups 16.563 2 8.281 4.397 0.013
Within Groups 1171.476 622 1.883
Total 1188.038 624

Passive/Avoidant
Between Groups 27.606 2 13.803 8.626 0.000
Within Groups 1017.634 636 1.600
Total 1045.239 638

Outcomes of Leadership
Between Groups 53.559 2 26.779 23.810 0.000
Within Groups 807.537 718 1.125
Total 861.096 720

Note."p < .05, df = degrees of freedom, F = F-ratio, SiGignificance.

Transformational Leadership

In the Transformational category, an ANOVA showleal tthe perceptions of
leadership revealed by teachers was signifidagises= 17.24p = .00). A Scheffé test
revealed that both Groups M(= 3.25,SD= 1.06) and B§I = 3.19,SD=.977)
perceived their principals to be significantly mar@nsformational than Group C
(M =2.88,SD=1.214), F1, 1585= 33.63,p = .00). No significant difference was found
between Group A and Group B. Both Group A and @mueachers perceived their

principals to be Transformational; however, Groufe&chers did not perceive frequent
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Transformational behaviors in their principalsné& significant differences were found

between groups, null Hypothesis 2 for Transfornmatid_eadership was rejected.

Table 10

Teacher Comparisons Scheffé Post Hoc

() (8)] Mean 95% Confidence
Category Group Grou Difference Std. Interval
Status p (1-9) Error  Sig.
Statu Lower Bound Upper
S Bound
Transformational A B 0.062 0.067 0.655 -0.10 0.23
C 0.370 0.066 0.000 0.21 0.53
B A -0.062 0.067 0.655 -0.23 0.10
C 0.309 0.071 0.000 0.13 0.48
C A -0.370 0.066 0.000 -0.53 -0.21
B -0.309 0.071 0.000 -0.48 -0.13
Transactional A B -0.088 0.135 0.810 -0.42 0.24
C 0.306 0.130 0.064 -0.01 0.63
B A 0.088 0.135 0.810 -0.24 0.42
C 0.394 0.143 0.023 0.04 0.74
C A -0.306 0.130 0.064 -0.63 0.01
B -0.394 0.143 0.023 -0.74 -0.04
Passive/Avoidant A B 0.328 0.123 0.029 0.03 0.63
C -0.209 0.119 0.216 -0.50 0.08
B A  -0.328 0.123 0.029 -0.63 -0.03
C -0.537 0.130 0.000 -0.86 -0.22
C A 0.209 0.119 0.216 -0.08 0.50
B 0.537 0.130 0.000 0.22 0.86
Outcomes of A B -0.048 0.097 0.855 -0.29 0.19
Leadership C 0.567 0.094 0.000 0.34 0.80
B A 0.048 0.097 0.885 -0.19 0.29
C 0.615 0.103 0.000 0.36 0.87
C A -0.567 0.094 0.000 -0.80 -0.34
B -0.615 0.103 0.000 -0.87 -0.36

Note.p < .05 Std. Error = Standard Error, Sig. = Significance.

Transactional Leadership

An ANOVA showed that teacher perceptions of leduiersevealed significant

differences (k e22= 8.281,p = .01). Post hoc analyses using the Scheffé must h

criterion for significance indicated that GroupdathersNl = 2.68,SD = 2.28)
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perceived their principals as having more Traneaelibehaviors compared to Group C
teachersNl = 2.28,SD= 1.359). All three groups of teachers percetveir principals
as having an appropriate level of Transactionablns; however, teachers in Group C
rated their principals significantly lower than@roup B €1, 3s9= 8.21,p = .00). Since
a significant difference was found between GrougnB Group C, null Hypothesis 2 for
Transactional Leadership was rejected.
Passive/Avoidant Leadership

An ANOVA showed significant differences between theee groups of schools
in the Passive/Avoidant categofy,(e3s= 8.63,p = .00). Post hoc analyses using the
Scheffé post hoc criterion for significance indehtGroup A M = .98,SD= 1.32)
teachers rarely perceived Passive/Avoidant behsiom their principals and their
mean was significantly higher than GroupM8 £ .63,SD = 1.01) teacherd~, 43= 7.89,
p =.01). The mean of Group B teachers was alsofgigntly lower than the mean of
Group C M =1.17,SD=1.390) teachers-(, 378= 18.22,p = .00). Group C teachers
perceived moderate amounts of Passive/Avoidant@isain their principals while
teachers in Groups A and B rarely perceived Pagsiogdant behaviors in their
principals. Since significant differences were fduoetween groups, null Hypothesis 2
for Passive/Avoidant Leadership was rejected.
Outcomes of Leadership

Based on an ANOVA, significant differences occurbetiveen the three groups
of schools and teacher perceptions of leadersHigeimcing the success of their schools
(F2,718= 23.81,p = .00). Post hoc analyses using the Schefféhmmstriterion for

significance indicated that both teachers from @rAuM = 3.35,SD= 1.03) and Group
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B (M = 3.40,SD=.74) perceived the outcomes of the behaviothaf principals as
significantly more positive than Group ®1 & 2.78,SD= 1.32) teacherd-, 710= 47.43,
p =.00). Since significant differences were folmetween groups, null Hypothesis 2 for
Outcomes of Leadership was rejected.

Because significant differences were found in@lirfcategories, null Hypothesis
2 was rejected. Teacher perceptions of their gradsi leadership behaviors varied
significantly between schools that had: (a) stayedof AUS status for two or more
years, (b) fluctuated in and out of AUS status, @)dever exited AUS status from 2012

through 2016.

Hypothesis 3

The final hypothesis examined the perceptiongadérship behaviors between
teachers and principals within each group. A noaypatric Mann-Whitney test was used
to compare the teacher and principal means in gamlp due to the small sample sizes
of the two groups. When a significant differencaswoted, then comparisons were
made between the teachers and principals and eachtegory within the major
categories. Table 11 shows the summary of theysisadf Group A teacher and
principal perceptions. A Mann-Whitney test indezhthat Group A showed no
significant differences between teachers’ and jpails’ perceptionsg < .05). Since no
significant differences were found between Grougg@cher and principal perceptions in

all four Leadership categories, null Hypothesisaéwetained.
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Table 11

Group A Mann-Whitney Analysis

N Mdn U Z Sig
Transformational
Teachers 646 4 10924.000 -1.832 0.67
Principals 40 3
Total 686
Transactional
Teachers 254 3 1846.500 -0.637 0.524
Principals 16 2.5
Total 270
Passive/Avoidant
Teachers 259 0 1943.000 -0.463 0.643
Principals 16 1
Total 275
Outcomes of Leadership
Teachers 292 4 2480.000 -0.463 0.643
Principals 18 4
Total 310

Note.N = Number of sample responses, MDN = median, UanMWhitney test value, Z = z-
score, Sig = Significance.

A Mann-Whitney test using Group B schools showedigaificant differences
between teachers’ and principals’ perceptions efftlur leadership behavior categories
(p<.05). Since no significant differences were fdietween Group B teacher and
principal perceptions for all four Leadership categs, null Hypothesis 3 was retained.

Table 12 shows the summary of the Mann-Whitneydeatysis of Group B

teachers’ and principals’ perceptions.
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Table 12

Group B Mann-Whitney Analysis

N Mdn U Z Sig.
Transformational
Teachers 453 3 7826.000 -1.550 0.121
Principals 40 4
Total 493
Transactional
Teachers 174 3
Principals 16 3 1250.000 -0.699 0.485
Total 190
Passive/Avoidant
Teachers 180 0 1195.000 -1.334 0.179
Principals 16 0
Total 196
Outcomes of Leadership
Teachers 204 4 1799.500 -0.156 0.876
Principals 18 4
Total 222

Note.N = Number of sample responses, MDN = Median, UanMWhitney test value, Z = Z-
score, Sig = Significance.

A Mann-Whitney test using Group C schools indicagphificant differences
between teachers’ and principals’ perceptions énTttansformational and Outcomes of
Leadership Categoriep € .05). Since significant differences were folnetween
teacher and principal perceptions in Group C, Hyjpothesis 3 was rejected. Table 13
shows the summary of the Mann-Whitney test anabys@roup C teachers’ and
principals’ perceptions. A discussion of signifitaifferences found in the

Transformational Category and the Outcomes of Leshdgie Category follows Table 13.
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Table 13

Group C Mann-Whitney Analysis

N Mdn U Z Sig.
Transformational
Teachers 488 3 6487.500 -3.743 0:000
Principals 40 4
Total 528
Transactional
Teachers 197 2 1288.000 -1.245 0.213
Principals 16 3
Total 213

Passive/Avoidant

Teachers 200 0 1536.000 -.286 0.775
Principals 16 5
Total 216
Outcomes of Leadership
Teachers 225 3 1144.000 -3.250 0:001
Principals 18 4

Total 243

Note.*p < .05, N = Number of sample responses, MDN = Medih= Mann-Whitney test value,
Z = Z-score, Sig = Significance.
Transformational Leadership

A Mann-Whitney test indicated that teachers’ petiogys of Transformational
behaviors ldn = 3) was significantly lower than principals’ peptions Mdn=4),U =
6487.5,p = .00r = .16 (see Table 13). To identify the significdifferences in which
teachers’ and principals’ opinions differed in gubcategories of Transformational
Leadership, Mann-Whitney tests were used to idgthié subcategories that varied
significantly between teacher perceptions of ppatbehaviors and principal perceptions
of their own behaviors. Table 14 shows a summatlie@subcategories of

Transformational behaviors.
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Table 14

Group C Mann-Whitney Transformational Subcategories

N Mdn U Z Sig.
Idealized Attributes (1A)
Teachers 920 3 233.000 -2.047 0.041
Principals 8 4
Total 107
Idealized Behaviors (IB)
Teachers 95 3 315.500 -.836 0.403
Principals 8 4
Total 103
Inspirational Motivation (IM)
Teachers 200 0 1536.000 -.286 0.775
Principals 16 5
Total 216
Intellectual Stimulation (IS)
Teachers 225 3 1144.000  -3.250 0.001
Principals 18 4
Total 243
Individualized Consideration (IC)
Teachers 99 3 217.000 -2.206 0.027
Principals 8 4

Total 107

Note.*p < .05, N = Number of sample responses, MDN = Medih= Mann-Whitney test value,
Z = Z-score, Sig = Significance.

The analyses indicated that teacher perceptidds € 3) of leader Idealized
Attributes were significantly lower than their pripal perceptionsMdn = 4),U = 233,
p=.04,r =.20. A Mann-Whitney test indicated that peraap of Individual
Consideration were greater for principaisdf = 4) than for teacherd$/dn=)U = 217,

p =.03,r =.21. The third Mann-Whitney test indicated tpatceptions of Intellectual
Stimulation were greater for principalddn = 4) than for teachers/dn = 3),U = 204,

p =.021. Since significant differences were foimthree of the five subcategories in
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the Transformational Leadership category for Gr@ueacher and principal perceptions,
null Hypothesis 3 was rejected.
Outcomes of Leadership

Mann-Whitney test results showed that the percaptad teachers’ ratings of the
effects of leadership on their schobldn = 3) was significantly lower than the
perceptions of their principals’ ratings of thewrmleadership outcomed{in = 4),
U=1144p=.00,r =.21. A Mann-Whitney test was used on Outconfdsadership
subcategories to determine which subcategories swgnéicantly different between the
teachers and principals. Table 15 shows the sumafahe Mann-Whitney tests for the
subcategories of Outcomes of Leadership. Subcategsults indicated a marginally
significant difference in the perceptions of teashpldn = 3) and principalsMdn = 4)
whereas principals perceived the effectiveneshaf bwn leadership more favorably
than teacherd) = 241.00p = .05,r =.19. Satisfaction with leadership was also
marginally significant in that teachers’ percepi@didn = 3) were lower than principals’
perceptionsldn=4),U = 44.00,p = .05,r = .27. Since the Mann-Whitney test results
showed significant differences in Group C teachmet principal perceptions of Outcomes
of Leadership, null Hypothesis 3 was rejected.

Because significant differences were found in theeg@ptions between teachers
and principals in Group C regarding Transformatidmadership and Outcomes of
Leadership, null Hypothesis 3 was rejected. Teapbrceptions varied significantly
lower than principal perceptions in Group C whiclrgvschools that had never been out

of AUS status during the 2012 through 2016 timefram
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Table 15

Group C Mann-Whitney Outcomes of Leadership

N Mdn U Z Sig.
Extra Effort (EE)
Teachers 77 3 134.000 -1.781 0.075
Principals 6 4
Total 83
Efficient (EFF)
Teachers 99 3 241.000 -1.956 0.050
Principals 8 4
Total 107
Satisfaction with Leadership (SAT)
Teachers 49 3 44.000 -1.952 0.051
Principals 4 4
Total 53

Note.*p < .05, N = Number of sample responses, MDN = Medih= Mann-Whitney test value,
Z = Z-score, Sig = Significance.
Research Question 1

Two research questions guided this study. Reséuelstion 1 was “What
principal leadership behaviors transformed preuiplesv performing schools to
achieving academic gains?” Implications from #tisdy show that teachers from
successful and occasional growth schools were ikalg to assign frequent
transformational behaviors to their principals andinot assign Passive/Avoidant
behaviors to their principals. Conversely, teaslieom minimal growth schools did not
rate their principals as frequently transformatlpaad rated their principals as

displaying moderate amounts of Passive/Avoidanabiens. The overall impact of the
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success of the leadership behaviors was rated hégheng teachers in successful and
occasionally successful schools but significarglyér in minimal growth schools.
Transformational Leadership

Transformational leaders have followers who vieenthn an idealized way
(Avolio & Bass, 2004). Because of this, leadersldvmuch power and influence over
their followers. Followers desire to identify witheir leaders and their mission.
Followers develop strong feelings about their leadého have their trust and
confidence. Transformational leaders inspire athath whom they work with their
vision of what can be accomplished through extrageal effort.

Although principals from all three groups considktieeir behavior as being
frequently transformational, the teacher percepgtiware different. Teachers from
minimal growth schools that had never achieved etéci success perceived their
principals as lacking in behaviors that (a) builgst (Idealized Attributes), (b) encourage
innovative thinking in others (Intellectual Stimtitan), and (c) train and coach others to
develop to their full potential (Individualized Csideration). These three behaviors
grouped together with the other two transformatidmedaviors measured in the MLQ,
Idealized Behavior and Inspirational Motivatione &ehaviors identified as
characteristics of effective principals of succabkgirnaround schools (Meyers & Hitt,
2017). Teachers in successful and occasionatlyessful schools were more likely to
ascribe higher scores in all five Transformatidreddership behaviors to their

principals.
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Transactional Leadership

Transactional Leadership behaviors occur whenetger either rewards or
disciplines the follower, depending on the levetha# follower’s performance (Avolio &
Bass, 2004). Transactional leaders recognize lanflydhe needs and desires of
followers so that followers understand the effequired of them to complete
assignments. This provides followers with a seris#irection and helps to energize
others. Transactional Leadership augments Tramsfitonal Leadership in achieving the
goals of the leader, the followers, and the orgation. Thus, Transactional Leadership is
often used in lower levels of performance or namticant change. All three groups of
teachers perceived transactional behaviors in grgicipals. However, teachers who
had fluctuated in and out of AUS status perceiviil tprincipals as significantly more
transactional than teachers who had never exitedfoAdUS status. Thus, teachers at
schools that occasionally exited out of AUS stéglistheir principals were more active
in rewarding their work efforts than principalssahools that showed minimal success.
Passive/Avoidant Leadership

Passive/Avoidant Leadership behaviors are seezaitels who do not react
systematically to situations and problems whickefAvolio & Bass, 2004). Leaders
who are perceived as Passive/Avoidant may be @ralvhen needed, (b) avoid making
decisions, (c) have late reactions to urgent probl€d) do not offer feedback, and/or (e)
do not acknowledge or work towards their followesatisfaction. These principal
behaviors are not characteristically seen in sisfaksirnaround schools based on
empirical research conducted by Meyers and HitL {20 Teachers from schools that

showed minimal success in this study were likelggoribe Passive/Avoidant behaviors
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to their principals. Principals from schools tehbwed minimal growth were perceived
as waiting for problems to appear before takingemive actions rather than monitoring
issues and taking corrective actions before probleccurred. Conversely, teachers from
successful schools and occasionally successfubsslal not ascribe Passive/Avoidant
behaviors to their principals.

Outcomes of Leadership

Outcomes of Leadership, categorized on the MLQ,sones the overall impact of
leadership related to individual, group and orgatdmal success (Avolio & Bass, 2004).
Three subcategories are attributed to Outcomegadiérship: (a) Extra Effort, (b)
Effectiveness, and (c) Satisfaction. Extra Efferachieved when followers strive for
superior performance and exceed expectations ofléaelers or their organization.
Effectiveness is achieved when leaders are efficremeeting the school’s objectives
and generate a higher efficiency in all the strregiof the school. The MLQ measures
Satisfaction with leadership by identifying leadetso are able to generate satisfaction in
their followers through interpersonal interactioithatheir followers and colleagues.
These leaders are considered warm, nurturing, @ehentic, honest, with good
interpersonal and social skills, and capable okting feelings of satisfaction in their
followers.

Teachers from successful schools and occasionatlyessful schools were more
likely to assign their principals higher averagasatl three Outcomes of Leadership
subcategories than teachers from minimally sucaesshools. Teachers and principals
from successful and occasionally successful scheete more aligned in their

perceptual rankings in overall Outcomes of Leadprab well.
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Research Question 2

Research Question 2 was “Are there differencesadérship behaviors between
the leaders of successful turnaround schools, $shioat showed occasional success, and
schools that showed minimal success?” The answéid@uestion depends on whether
you examine teacher perceptions or principal peiwes.
Principal Perceptions

Results of the MLQ indicated that principals frame three groups rated their
own behaviors in line with validated benchmarkscpeting their behaviors as
Transformational and Transactional, but not Pas&ia@dant (see Table 6). However,
the MLQ and ANOVA indicated that principals fronmetminimally successful group
rated their Transformational behaviors significamtigher than the other two groups.
Principals from all three groups perceived theadiership behaviors to have positive
effects on their organizations.
Teacher Perceptions

Conversely, results from the MLQ and ANOVA indichtbat teacher perceived
leadership behaviors from minimal growth schoolsenségnificantly different than
teacher perceived leadership behaviors from batbessful and occasionally successful
turnaround schools (see Tables 6, 9, and 10). heesdrom successful schools and
occasionally successful schools showed no sigmifidéferences in perceived leadership
behaviors and their perceptions showed small veesibetween teacher and principal
perceptions (see Table 6). However, teacher peocespfrom minimal growth schools
did not align with their principals’ perceptiongésTables 6, 13, 14, and 15). Teachers

from minimal growth schools did not rate their gipals high enough to fall within the
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3.0 validated benchmark for Transformational betiasvi This indicates that leaders from
successful schools are perceived as more Trangfiomaathan leaders at schools that
have not yet attained academic growth. Anothdeifice can be seen in the
Passive/Avoidant category. Teachers from minimaigh schools perceived their
principals as displaying Passive/Avoidant behawoeose often than teachers from the
other two groups who rarely perceived Passive/Aaidbehaviors in their principals
(see Tables 6, 9, 10, and 13). The overall imphatite success of leadership behaviors
was perceived higher among teachers in successfubecasionally successful schools
but significantly lower in minimal growth schools.

Although Group C principals perceived their beheavias Transformational, the
teachers in Group C did not (see Tables 6 and T8¢ mean score for Group C teacher
perceptions of their principals was lower than Gréuand Group B teachers.
Furthermore, the Group C teacher mean scores dickach the validated benchmark of
3.0. Group A and Group B teachers both perceiliett principals as Transformational.
Areas that Group C teachers rated their princigigisificantly lower were the principal’s
ability to: (a) build trust (Idealized Attributesgncourage innovative thinking
(Intellectual Stimulation), and coach teachersiflndialized Consideration) (see Table
14).

Implications from this study show that teachersrfreuccessful and occasionally
successful schools were more likely to assign Toansational behaviors to their
principals and did not assign Passive/Avoidant bigis to their principals. On the
other hand, teachers from minimal growth schoallsndit rate their principals as

Transformational but did rate their principals &pthying Passive/Avoidant behaviors
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(see Tables 6 and 13). The overall impact of tleeesss of the leadership behaviors was
rated significantly lower in minimal growth schodtee Tables 6, 13, and 15). Further
analysis of minimally successful schools in thedutes of Leadership category
indicated that teachers were not very satisfiett tie leadership at the school nor did
they view the leadership as effective (see Tabje Eesults were marginally significant.
Chapter Four presented the results and analysieaftudy. Chapter Five
contains a summary of the study, findings, disargstonclusions, implications for

practice, limitations and recommendations for fetxgsearch.



CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY OF STUDY, FINDINGS, DISCUSSION,
CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS,
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND
LIMITATIONS

A gap in the literature exists regarding an analgs$ischools that have
transformed out of AUS status and leadership behaassociated with those schools. A
comparison was made between schools that werefiddsat three different stages of
AUS status by the Louisiana Department of Educadimh the perceived leadership
behaviors in each category. The purpose of thidyswas to provide a description of
leadership behaviors that contribute to turninguacba failing school. This chapter
provides a discussion of the results, conclusiand,implications of the data collected in
relation to the following research questions thatrfed this study:

1. What principal leadership behaviors transfatpeeviously low performing

schools to achieving academic gains?

2. Are there differences in leadership behavi@tsveen the leaders of

successful turnaround schools, schools ti@awed occasional success and

schools that showed minimal success?

99
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Based on the research questions, three null hypesheere developed:

H1: There will be no statistically significant flifences in perceived leadership
behaviors between leaders as measured by the duitiifLeadership Questionnaire
(MLQ) of three groups of once academically unacaielet schools.

H2: There will be no statistically significant flifences in perceived leadership
behaviors as measured by the MLQ and as percewéshbhers in three categories of
once academically unacceptable schools.

H3: There will be no statistically significant flifences in perceived leadership
behaviors as measured by the MLQ between princgralseachers of each of the three

groups.

Summary of the Study

This study initially started with analysis of schperformance scores and school
data obtained from the Louisiana Department of Btian. Elementary schools with a
kindergarten and/or pre-kindergarten through figfitade curriculum were examined for
AUS status from 2012 through 2016. Schools thaewtassified AUS but had been out
for at least two years were considered successtutkassified as Group A. Schools that
had been in and out of AUS during the same 2015 2idieframe were considered
occasionally successful and classified as Grou®é&hools that were in AUS throughout
the same time were considered minimally successfdiclassified in Group C.

The researcher performed an ANOVA to determingifificant differences
existed between the principals and their perceieadership behaviors in the three
different groups of schools. A post hoc analysisigithe Scheffé criterion was then used

to determine which groups varied significantly. ANOVA and post hoc analysis using



101

the Scheffé criterion was also used to determis@ifificant differences existed between
the teachers’ ratings of their perceived principl@iadership behaviors in the three
different groups of schools. Finally, a Mann-Wie§rJ test was used to determine if
significant differences existed between teacherpamtipal perceptions in each category

of schools.

Findings

1. Hypothesis 1 was rejected. There were signific#iferences between
perceived leadership behaviors between the thimgogrof principals in the
Transformational Leadership Category. Group Cqpoias rated their
Transformational Leadership behavior significafigher than both Group A
and Group B principals. No significant differen@esre found in the other
three leadership categories measured on the MLQ.

2. Hypothesis 2 was rejected. There were significiiférences between
teacher perceptions of their principals’ leaderdigpaviors between the three
groups of teachers. Teacher perceptions of theicipals’ leadership
behaviors varied significantly between schools tteat: (a) stayed out of AUS
status for two or more years, (b) fluctuated in antof AUS status, and (c)
never exited AUS status from 2012 through 201@nificant differences
occurred in all four leadership categories.

a. Group C teacher perceptions of principal behawgese significantly
lower than teacher perceptions in both Group A@nalp B in the

Transformational Leadership Category.
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b. Group C teacher perceptions of principal behawese significantly
lower than teacher perceptions in Group B in then$actional Leadership
Category.

c. Group B teacher perceptions of principal behawegge significantly
lower than both Group A and Group C in the PasSiveidant Leadership
Category.

d. Group C teacher perceptions of principal behawegese significantly
lower than both Group A and Group B in the Outcofdseadership
Category.

3. Hypothesis 3 was rejected. Although no signifiagdifferences were found
between teacher and principal perceptions in GAapd Group B schools,
significant differences were found between teaamek principal perceptions
in Group C schools in the Transformational Leaderahd Outcomes of
Leadership Categories.

a. No significant differences were found in Group Alaaroup B schools
between teacher and principal perceptions.

b. Teachers in Group C perceived their principals’nEfarmational
Leadership behaviors significantly lower than pipad¢s perceived their
own Transformational Leadership behavior. Analgrabf
Transformational Leadership subcategories revahkdeachers
perceived principal behaviors significantly lowerthree of the five
subcategories: (a) Idealized Attributes, (b) Imtellal Stimulation, and (c)

Individualized Consideration.



103

c. Teachers in Group C perceived their principals’d@uates of Leadership
behaviors significantly lower than principals peveel their own
Outcomes of Leadership behavior. Analyzation ofdOutes of
Leadership subcategories revealed that teachee@as were
marginally significantly lower than the principalgérceptions in the
Efficient and Satisfaction subcategories.

There were two research questions guiding thidystu

Research Question MWhat principal leadership behaviors transformed
previously low performing schools to achieving amadt gains?

The ANOVA and Scheffé findings for Research Quesfiandicated that a
significant difference existed among teacher pgetkleadership behaviors between
principals that had successfully and occasionalited out of AUS. Principals in these
two categories were perceived by their teachebgtmore transformational and their
behaviors had a more positive effect on the orgditiz than principals that had never
exited out of AUS status (see Tables 6, 9, and Mynn-Whitney U test results
indicated that teachers at minimally successfubstshperceived their principals as
weaker in the Transformational Category (see Tablasd 13). Further analysis
indicated that principals were perceived as lackmniiree transformational
subcategories: (a) building trust (Idealized Atitds), (b) encouraging innovative
thinking (Intellectual Stimulation), and (c) coaayiteachers to develop to their full
potential (Individualized Consideration) (see Tab#¢. Teachers at minimal growth
schools also perceived their principals as displa stronger degree of

Passive/Avoidant behaviors (see Tables 9 and 10).
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Research Question ZAre there differences in leadership behaviors behnbe
leaders of successful turnaround schools, schbatsshowed occasional success and
schools that showed minimal success?

The answer to this question depends on whetheexamines the teacher or the
principal perceptions. The ANOVA, Scheffé, and Maihitney U test findings for
Research Question 1 indicated that principalsait@ved their behaviors to be: (a)
Transformational, (b) Transactional, and (c) nadRae/Avoidant. Principals perceived
their leadership behaviors as positively affectimg outcome of their organizations
(Outcomes of Leadership category). However, saaetters perceived their principals’
behavior slightly differently. Teachers from batinccessful and occasionally successful
schools did not perceive any significant differenoeleadership. Teachers from
minimal growth schools perceived significant diéfeces in leadership behaviors. These
teachers perceived their principals as more Pd#siealant and not as Transformational
in comparison to the teacher perceptions in therdtho groups. Organizational success

was perceived lower by teachers at minimally sugfaéschools as well.

Discussion
Principals at successful and occasionally sufwesshools in this study were
perceived differently than principals at minimadlyccessful schools. Teachers at
successful and occasionally successful school petéheir principals as effective
leaders whose behaviors aligned with Transformatibeadership characteristics.
Teachers at minimally successful schools perceRassive/Avoidant behaviors from
their principals. This replicates some of the iiirgs in the literature review. May and

Sanders (2013) stated that academically failingslshneed leaders with
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Transformational characteristics in order to effreimatic change and sustain growth.
Based on the analysis of the MLQ, principals absththat had exited out of AUS status
and fluctuated in and out of AUS status were pgatkby teachers to have stronger
Transformational Leadership behaviors. May and 8endlso found that teachers in
turnaround schools perceived their principals tsigaificantly more transformational
than principals in traditional schools.
Transformational Leadership

Avolio and Bass (2004) described leaders who seigiein this area are
perceived as going beyond their own individualnestés by focusing on the interests of
the organization. The leader acts in a way thstines followers. Leaders display a
sense of power, confidence, and pride which thepiias power, confidence, and pride
in their followers. Followers look to these leadassreference models for their own
behaviors. Primary findings from this study indexhthat principals from successful and
occasionally successful schools were perceive@aghiers as stronger in three
Transformational subcategories. First, successfdloccasionally successful principals
had the ability to build trust between themselvad their teaching staff (Idealized
Attributes). This quality was rated lower by teachat minimally successful schools.

Examples of the importance of trust building thrioogt the school were found in
the literature review. Brown et al. (2016) notedttstability and strong relationships with
staff were strong principal characteristics in shahat had successfully turned around
academic achievement. Teachers at turnaround Iscétonlied by May and Sanders
(2013) also ranked their principals high in thdaility to build trust among their staff.

Trust was a successfully implied characteristitheWhite and Levin (2016) study. The
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principal actively served as a buffer between stedgmbers that opposed a change in
curriculum and staff members that actively suppmbtte change. The principal allowed
members of his staff to run the program while kegmther staff members from stopping
the program. Documented results in the White aadr_study showed that the program
was successful in preparing extremely low-perfogmmnority students for college-level
coursework.

A second behavior that was perceived higher inggads at successful and
occasionally schools was the ability to encouragevative thinking in others, known as
Intellectual Stimulation on the MLQ. Transformaitad Leadership involves the
stimulation of associates’ ideas and values (Av&liBass, 2004). Transformational
leaders encourage others to think about old prablemew ways by questioning their
own beliefs, assumptions, and values. When apjatepothers are encouraged to
guestion the leader who may have outdated or igpjate ways for solving current
problems. Through support, creativity, and innamrgtassociates learn to tackle and
solve problems thus developing a capacity to shltiee problems unforeseen by the
leader. Associates then develop the capacitylte $oture problems on their own. Hitt
and Tucker (2016) substantiated the importancecd@aging innovative thinking
among staff members as well. The ability to itetibally stimulate their faculties was
found to be a primary domain of effective leadeargheir empirical research study.
According to Bass and Riggio (2006), leadershiming is a key characteristic of a
Transformational Leader.

The encouragement of innovative thinking among stfaxulty was described

throughout the literature. May and Sanders (208gd that principals must pursue
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innovative answers to old problems by challengimgent belief systems in order to turn
around academically low-performing schools. Inrtkaudy, staff members felt their
contributions were valued and appreciated. Thecgral in the study by White and

Levin (2016) allowed staff members to develop andlement a new system that
challenged the methods and beliefs of other cus&it members. In both instances, the
new challenges were successful in changing theoschimmate and academic goals of the
schools. Distributed leadership was also implidate a successful leadership tool in the
success of a school (Brown et al., 2016; Duke &dadm, 2011). Although distributed
leadership was not in place initially at these stfiat was noteworthy in changing the
climate of the schools. Teachers became moreveddh attaining academic goals
when leadership was shared. This contributed ldibg strong relationships and trust
between principals and staff members. Galindd. €2816) found that when
administrators and teachers took ownership of datedorm, this contributed to the
success of the academic turnaround of the schibgdically, shared responsibilities and
distributed leadership were developed throughitngiand were not an initial
characteristics of school leadership (Brown et24l16; Duke & Landahl, 2011; Galindo
et al., 2016; May & Sanders, 2013).

The third Transformational behavior that was pemegihigher by teachers at
successful and occasionally successful schoolghvesrsability to coach people on an
individual basis, known as Intellectual Considenaton the MLQ. Transformational
leaders understand and share in others’ concethdeuelopmental needs while treating
each individual uniquely (Avolio & Bass, 2004). t™Nanly does the transformational

leader understand and develop current needs inspttigt also helps others maximize
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and develop to their full potential. Transformatdbleaders provide opportunities and
tasks are assigned on an individual basis. Leat#smslop an organizational culture that
supports individual growth.

Principals that established an organizational caltbat supports individual
growth is seen throughout the literature as a ssfakcharacteristic. Duke and Landahl
(2011) deemed it important that the principal waikth teachers individually to set
professional goals. Professional learning comnesivere established at the school in
the Galindo et al. (2016) study. The successfulatound schools in the Player and Katz
(2016) study promoted collaboration among the staffese principals created an
environment that attracted, developed, and retahnigdd quality teachers. The Duke and
Landahl, Galindo et al., and Player and Katz stih®lied that providing professional
development opportunities were important to turrangund academic achievement.
Furthermore, the failure of principals to providefessional development on a consistent
basis was determined to be a contributing factechools that did not improve
academically (Duke & Landahl, 2011; Strunk et 2016).

Passive/Avoidant Leadership

Principals at minimally successful schools behawede passively and had an
avoidant leadership style than principals in tHeeotwo categories. Transformational
leaders rarely or never display Passive/Avoidahbbm®rs. Passive leaders do not make
their expectations clear nor do they set clearatives and performance standards for
their followers (Avolio & Bass, 2004). Principatlhaviors are not proactive, but reactive
and focused on punishment. The leader avoidsveweént completely and may not

even react to threats and problems until it isléd®. Passive/Avoidant leaders believe
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that most of the time a problem will disappearavs itself in time. These behaviors
typically have a negative impact on the performasfaedividuals, groups, and
organizations.

Various examples of Passive/Avoidant leadershijestyere found throughout
the literature. Brown et al. (2016) found thatderaically unsuccessful schools had
inconsistent discipline and management policiesur® et al. (2016) found that
academically unsuccessful schools had principalsdid not implement school reform
plans. Prior to the turnaround program at th@skhtudied by Duke and Landahl
(2011), the focus was on adult problems and natodent learning. A new principal
shifted the focus back to student learning. Th&®&on (2011) study, which also
examined three academically unsuccessful schowiaissthat had transformed into
academically successful school districts, found thase districts also focused on
“students first” which contributed to the succetthose schools.

Although this study did not focus on communicatasna separate characteristic,
the ability to communicate effectively with stakéders and communicate the mission
and goals of the school was viewed as importaastihmol academic turnaround in
several of the schools examined in the literatawgemw (Brown et al., 2016; Duke &
Landahl, 2011; May & Sanders, 2013; Player & Kat16; Sampson, 2011; White &
Levin 2016). Principals must be able to commumei@atd elicit support of the school’'s
vision and goals to all stakeholders. Passive/dawni leaders either have an
unwillingness or an inability to communicate effeety in order to guide the school.
Transformational leaders inspire their followenotigh actions and effective

communications (Avolio & Bass, 2004).
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Outcomes of Leadership

Avolio and Bass (2004) stated that both Transfoionat and Transactional
Leadership behaviors are closely related to theesscof both the individual and
organization. In this study, the perceptions atteers and principals in all three groups
of schools perceived the principals as transadtioBasically, there were no variances in
Transactional Leadership behaviors that could ladfieeted Outcomes of Leadership
perceptions. Therefore, the variances were foaridansformational Leadership
behaviors and Passive/Avoidant behaviors in thidystvhich coincides with how the
success of a school is measured in Louisiana.stlibeess of a Louisiana school is
measured by the state test scores. Schools isttidy that had never exited out of AUS
status had principals that were perceived by teadeless Transformational and more
frequently Passive/Avoidant than principals that Baccessfully and occasionally exited
out of AUS status. These same teachers at minjreaticessful schools rated the overall
success of their principals significantly lowernhaachers at schools that exited out of

AUS status.

Conclusions

Based on the findings of this study, the followoanclusions were reached:

1. Teachers at schools that had successfully and iooedly exited out of AUS
status perceived strong transformational behawiotiseir principals as
measured by the MLQ (see Table 6).

2. Teachers at schools that remained in AUS statusowest perceptions of
Transformational behaviors in their principals pethately in the areas of:

(a) building trust (Idealized Attributes), (b) emcaging innovative thinking in
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others (Intellectual Stimulation), and (c) trainiagd coaching others
(Individualized Consideration).

3. Principals at successful and occasionally succkesshwols rarely displayed
Passive/Avoidant behaviors as perceived by teachers

4. The overall Outcomes of Leadership effectivenessiatessful and
occasionally successful schools was perceiveddhts as significantly

higher than in schools that had achieved minimetass.

Implications for Practice

The relationship between student achievement drdtefe school leadership has
been well substantiated over the last four decééled, 2015; Herman et al., 2008;
Nichols et al., 2012). In 2015, the U.S. DeparthwrEducation awarded more than
$16.2 million in grants to improve school leadepsat low-performing schools ("Grants
to Improve Leadership,” 2015). Hitt and TuckerX@pdefined an effective school
principal as one that establishes and maintaingnjigeads instructional improvement,
facilitates a learning environment for teachers stadients, and engages all stakeholders
on issues of capacity and student achievemenffirGand Green (2013) identified
principal practices, processes and procedurestitaessful principals use to transform
high poverty, underperforming schools into highfpening schools. Thus, the
importance of effective school leadership is cleadtablished.

Identifying principal behaviors that contributethe transformation of
underperforming schools contributes to identifiedgesses and procedures that can
transform a school. Although certain processespaodedures are established in many

turnaround schools, it takes an effective principamplement the changes in such a way
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as to transform the school. Identifying thesedfarmative behaviors of an effective
leader is key to the training and development ofent and future leaders. Leadership
training institutions can develop their programétdude a module of successful
leadership behaviors. Successful behaviors asatehy Transformational behavior that
training programs should be aware of include: daplized Influence both in attitude and
behavior, (b) Inspirational Motivation of employeés) Intellectual Stimulation of
employees, and (d) Individual Consideration thatifes on individualized training and
goal setting among employees. According to BadsRiggio (2006), these behaviors
can be developed. Conversely, examining unsuftdésadership behaviors should also
be examined in order to assist current and fuaddrs in effectively dealing with

difficult or challenging situations found in underforming schools.

Limitations of Study

Although the research was carefully prepared, thezesome limitations. First,
only a small amount of schools participated in #tigdy. This was partially due to
school closures and an attempt by the researcl@e@a consistency in grades taught in
the study group on the elementary level. Therefiorerder to generalize the results for
larger groups, the study should be replicatedolire more participants. Second, the
survey was administered during the 2017-2018 scywe. Therefore, it is not known if
the principals and teachers that participated énstirvey were at the school during the
time period from 2011 through 2016. Teacher andgyal turnover rates can be as high
as 30% in failing schools (Holme et al., 2017;&iand-Cohen et al., 2014). Thus, it
was difficult to gauge the true behaviors of pnrats that were in the school during that

time because it was not known if the teachers aimttipals participating in the study
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were at the school that entire time. Third, ressaftthis study are strictly based on
survey participation. Background information abth& school, the principals and
demographics could provide a more thorough studgobiol turnaround issues.

Experience and former training of principals was addressed.

Recommendations for Future Research

The following recommendations for further reseanehie developed as a result of

this study and the review of literature:

1. Additional research on specific behaviors of pqrads that have achieved
success in turning around academically unsuccesskgols needs to be
replicated on a broader scale. Further reseamhglextend to multiple
schools from various geographic regions and inrattedes.

2. The current study was limited to a comparison atlership behaviors in
elementary schools in various stages of the sdioowhround process.
Additional research that compares leadership behaftiom middle and
secondary AUSs could be undertaken to study lehagebehaviors.

3. Further investigations should examine leaderslaiitig and experience
aligned with school turnaround results and leadpriséhaviors.

4. If a qualitative component was added to this stbdgkground data could
provide a more complete analysis of principal aather perceptions of

leadership behaviors.
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Because improving academically unacceptable sch®alprimary issue in the
state of Louisiana, future investigations of leatigys behaviors in academically
struggling schools will add to this body of reséamy identifying key behaviors in
effective school leaders, these behaviors can ée tastrain and develop educators to

meet the needs of struggling students.
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CONTACT INFORMATION: The principal experimentersted below may be
reached to

answer questions about the research, subjectss righrelated matters.

PROJECT DIRECTOR(S): Annette Lee

Dr. Randy Parker
EMAIL: allo46@latech.edu, doctorp@Ilatechedu
PHONE: Lee — (318) 469-1192, Parker — (318) 253428

Members of the Human Use Committee of LouisianahTéeiversity may also be
contacted if a problem cannot be discussed witlexperimenters:

Dr. Stan Napper (257-3056)

Dr. Mary M. Livingston (257-2292 or 257-5066)
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Annette Lee
405 Wellington Ct.
Shreveport, LA 71115
318-469-1192

November 6, 2017

(INSERT NAME), Superintendent
(INSERT SCHOOL DISTRICT) Parish School Board
(INSERT ADDRESS), (INSERT CITY), LA (INSERT ZIP CaD)

RE: Permission to Conduct Research study
Dear Dr. (INSERT NAME):

| am writing to request permission to conduct @aesh study at (INSERT SCHOOL). |
am conducting this research as part of my Doctd&chfcational Leadership at Louisiana
Tech University. The study investigates leaderghifpirnaround schools. | hope that
you will allow me to interview the principals andrgey the principals and teachers at the
schools. All information, including the names loé tschools will be kept confidential

and pseudonyms will be given to all participants.

If approval is granted, the surveys will be comgteanonymously on line and the
principals will be interviewed over the phone ahatually agreeable time. The survey
consists of 45 statements and should take abonid®tes to complete. The individual
results of the study will remain absolutely confidal and anonymous. No costs will be
incurred by either the school or the individualtmgpants.

Your approval to conduct this study will be greatpypreciated. | will follow up with a
telephone call next week and will be happy to amswe questions or concerns that you
may have at that time. You may contact me at mgilesaldress: all0o46@latech.edu.

If you agree to let me conduct this study at tredwols, please respond to this email or
send a letter acknowledging your consent and psromdor me to conduct this study at
(INSERT SCHOOL).

Sincerely,

Annette Lee



APPENDIX D

RESPONSES FROM DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS

136



137

Annette Lee
Doctor of Educational Leadership Program
Louisiana Tech University

Dear Mrs. Lee:

| commend you on your efforts to pursue an advanced degr
research to investigate leadership in turnaround schools at
Elementary, Elementary,

ementary Schools, has been approved.

Your project will be coordinated through the office of upervisor-
Accountability and Data, via e-mail at

Research participation of-employees is strictly on a voluntary basis.

Approval of the research study does not mandate/require -employees to participate.
Thank you.

Sincerel

Chief Academic Officer
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Permission to Conduct Research Study

Date: 10/ {0703
From:

To:  ali0d6@latech.edu

Mixed (58 KE)
Alternative (2 KE)
Attachments: Text (1 KB
[Save All] I: : i
¢» | Text (2 KB) i

/~| DDBS_001 paf (56 KB) &
¥4 You forwarded this message on 12/04/2017 13:36:13 to: Barbara Talbot <btal06@latech.edu=.

ﬁ. You replied to all recipients of this message on 111272017 16:25:42.
¥4 You forwarded this message on 12/04/2017 13:43:45 to: "Barbara T. Talbot” =btalboti@latech.edu=

Text (1 KB) i |§|

Annette:

ou for contacting my office regardin

Thank v 0
conduct & research study at
Schools. Permission is granted for you to interview school leadership.

Superintendent

_ Parish School System
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Fwd: Permission to Conduct Research study

Alternative (4 KB)

‘Save All Text (2 KB) 3
Text (2 KB) 3

Attachments:

¥4 You forwarded this message on 12/04/2017 13:41:17 to: btalbot@latech_edu.

Text (2 KE) i |§|

I am approving the reguest (below) with the understanding that you and your
faculty are under no obligation to participate. You may, however,
participate should you decide to do so.
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m%nd garden

www,mindgarden.com

To Whom It May Concemn,

The above-named person has made a license purchase from Mind Garden, Inc. and has
permission to administer the following copyrighted instrument up to that quantity purchased:

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire

The three sample items only from this instrument as specified below may be included in your
thesis or dissertation. Any other use must receive prior written permission from Mind Garden.
The entire instrument may not be included or reproduced at any time in any other published
material. Please understand that disclosing more than we have authorized will compromise the
integrity and value of the test.

Citation of the instrument must include the applicable copyright statement listed below.
Sample ltems:

As a leader ...

| talk optimistically about the future.
| spend time teaching and coaching.
| avoid making decisions.

The person | am rating. ...
Talks optimistically about the future.
Spends time teaching and coaching.
Avoids making decisions

Copyright © 1985 by Bernard Bass & Bruce J. Avolio. All rights reserved in all media.
Published by Mind Garden, Inc. www.mindgarden.com

Robert Most

Mind Garden, Inc.
www.mindgarden.com

Sincerely,

© 1985 Bruce Avolio and Bernard Bazs. All rights reserved in all media.
Published by Mind Garden, Inc.. www.mindgarden.com
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VITA

| received a Bachelor’s degree in Marketing from thiversity of Utah and a
Master of Teaching degree from Centenary Colldgeer | added a Gifted Education
certification from Louisiana State University int8heport. | originally taught
elementary students, moved to teaching gifted reiddhool students in math and high
school and have since returned to teaching elemegitéed students. | have served as a
Teacher Leader and presented several Professi@val@ment workshops at the school
level, district level, and the state level. Onergf career goals was to get my doctorate
degree, so | enrolled at Louisiana Tech Univemsitg focused on Educational
Leadership. While attending Louisiana Tech, | neze the Department of Curriculum,
Instruction, and Leadership Outstanding Graduatar@dw During my time with
Louisiana Tech, | was the featured speaker foPth® state convention. | also presented
my dissertation work at the annual meeting of thd-Blouth Educational Research
Association. University. Jennifer was named Rpalcof St. John Berchmans in 2017.
Jennifer holds the following certifications: Elentaty Education (1-8), School
Counseling (K-12), Educational Leadership LeveNational Certified Counselor, and

National Certified School Counselor.
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