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ABSTRACT
COMPARING TURNAROUND LEADERSHIP IN A RURAL CHURCH
AND IN SCHOOLS
Ronald B. Mays
March 31, 2011

This qualitative study sought to illuminate successful practices of a turnaround
leader in a rural church that are applicable cross-contextually, so as to inform the
leadership efforts of various organizations seeking to reproduce organizational renewal
on a wide-scale basis. Utilizing the principles of case study research, the researcher
conducted participant observations, mined documents, and interviewed the pastor, three
part-time staff members, and 24 members of a rural congregation in a South-central
Kentucky congregation that had grown 289% in active membership over the last 14
years. Proceeding with the assumption that leaders can, by the practice of specific,
intentional behaviors, positively impact the ability of a congregation to reverse its path
and experience turnaround, and seeking to illuminate those behaviors, this study was
guided by the following research questions: (a) In a rural church that has experienced
revitalization (“organizational turnaround”), how do the pastor and congregants perceive
the experience? (b) How do they perceive the characteristics and behaviors of the pastor
as “catalysts” in this transformation? (c) What leadership principles of successful
turnaround church efforts can be extracted from their experiences that are comparable to

those reported in the literature on school revitalization efforts?



The data from the study revealed that members did not recall specific events that
led to turnaround so clearly as they recalled unity and harmony; this was contrasted to the
period of turmoil and split immediately before the turnaround and the initial, devastating
split it endured 20 years prior. They did not describe events as much as they did their
pastor who helped bring peace and a culture that was conducive to revitalization. With
perhaps some credit to a youth program that was started under a previous pastor, and
reinstituted by under the turnaround pastor’s leadership, responses to the question of
precipitants to growth essentially described their pastor’s personality—a) a people person
and b) a detail person—and five intentional behaviors—a) developing a community
presence, b) providing quality, meaningful worship, c¢) educating and equipping
members, d) providing a vision for the future, and e) empowering and mobilizing the
laity.

This study revealed consistent themes that existed in the theoretical framework on
schools provided by Kouzes and Posner (1987) as well as in the church and school
turnaround lore. These findings propagate the notion that turnaround leaders often bear
striking resemblances to one another, exhibiting many of the same personal character
traits and intentional behaviors. These findings also suggest that turnaround leadership is
not so much a product of individual, charismatic leadership as it the product of consistent,

sustained attention to sound leadership behaviors.
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CHAPTER ]
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

When Bennis & Nanus (1985) declared, “The problem with many organizations,
and especially the ones that are failing, is that they tend to be overmanaged and underled”
(p. 21), many businesses and institutions began to think more seriously about the noti‘on
of leadership. When the authors expanded their assertion by adding, “Managers are
people who do things right and leaders are people who do the right thing” (p. 21), entire
disciplines developed seeking to discover what it indeed meant to be effective rather than
just efficient. If there were things that good leaders did consistently and cross-
contextually, then those behaviors should be mimicked. If, in fact, leaders were not just
born but could rather be made, then universities and institutions should be able to create a
generation of better leadership in business and industry.

It was only a matter of time before our society saddled the same expectations of
accountability and innovative leadership on our school systems. The school reform
movement of the late 1990s took its cues from the leadership revolution taking place in
industry and business, and educational institutions began to develop new paradigms for
its leaders. Believing that instructional leadership images were no longer adequate,
Leithwood (1994) and others began to promote leadership which could exact “employee
motivation and commitment leading to the kind of extra effort required for significant
change” (pp. 499-500). Years before, Burns (1978) described “transformational

leadership™ as attributes and behaviors that contributed to school effectiveness and



student success, raising one another to higher levels of motivation and morality, and
elevating the level of human conduct and ethical aspirations of both the leader and the
led, and a group of researchers (e.g., Jason, 2000; Kirby, Paradise & King, 1992;
Koehler, Wallbrown, & Konner, 1994) began to study principals who were indeed
making a difference in their schools, developing a body of literature describing the
transformational leadership phenomenon.

For churches and church leaders in the United States, the motivations for studying
effective leadership are vastly different than those of educators. Of the 400,000 churches
in the United States, 85 % are plateaued or declining in membership (Page, 2008; Wood,
2001). While the national population had increased by 11.4 % in the decade prior to
1998, the communicant membership of all Protestant denominations declined by 9.5 %,
and over 70 churches per week closed (Wood, 2001). Another study indicated that
between 1991 and 2002 a 15% percent increase in the adult population of the United
States was accompanied by a doubling of the number of adults who did not attend church
during that same period (Stetzer & Dodson, 2007). The reality of decline, coupled with
what many would consider a movement towards a “post-Christian” society similar to that
of most of Europe (Page, 2008), has fueled an interest in the stories of those churches
who are indeed growing and reaching the unchurched masses. With so many churches in
dire need of effective leadership to change their courses, seminaries and church leaders
are studying the personalities, priorities, and practices of those who are transforming

congregations in hopes of replicating those results in multiple locations.



Statement of the Problem

The discipline of church growth studies within academia can trace its beginnings
essentially within the past four decades with the publication of McGavran’s (1970)
seminal work, Understanding Church Growth. Many persons studying within the
discipline would still consider it an emerging phenomenon, finding it a priority at only
selected evangelical seminaries across the nation. Wagner (1989) noted that some might
still argue that such studies of growing congregations and their pastors is akin to idolatry
by crediting to man what God alone has accomplished. Yet, Woods (2001) encouraged
pastors to embrace the notion that ordinary people can participate in the great work of
Christianity when they discover that God has accomplished His work through those who
practice sound leadership principles and set specific priorities for ministry (pp. 10-11).

Many who have participated in church growth studies realize that the vast
majority of the congregations that are growing and reaching the unchurched are fairly
new congregations. Hunter (1996) noted that the declining morale in most mainline
Protestant churches and the increasing focus on political correctness, ecumenism, and
ecclesial affairs rather than mission leaves many with a lack of faith that many existing
denominations can effectively spread the faith, noting that “major paradigm shifts seldom
occur in the establishment” (p. 19). Understanding the resistance to change and the
difficulty in overcoming barriers to growth in established congregations led Wagner
(1989) to assert, “Planting new churches is the most effective evangelistic methodology
known under heaven” (pp. 168-169). The success of churches like Rick Warren’s

Saddleback Valley Community Church and Bill Hybels’ Willow Creek Community



Church highlight the purpose-driven, seeker-sensitive church movements that created
mega-churches from scratch within the life of a single pastor.

However, the reality that many church leaders see is that churches throughout
North America are dying (Russell, 2004). Helping the thousands of established churches,
wherein the vast majority of church resources are spent and active Christians worship on
a weekly basis, is a difficult task. As author and consultant Tom Peters asserts (as cited
in Page, 2008), “It is easier to kill an organization than it is to change it” (p. 9). Leaders,
uncomfortable with the notion of letting the vast majority of these churches die a slow,
uneventful death, began studying those pastors who have succeeded in bringing new life
to congregations that had been in decline and the congregations that have experienced
burgeoning growth (e.g., Crandall, 1995; Rainer, 2005; Stetzer & Dodson, 2007). Though
the terminology is somewhat different in church and education literature, usually
imploring the term “turnaround leadership” (Barna, 1993) instead of transformational
leadership, pastors, seminary professors, and denominational executives now examine the
leadership styles and habits of those who have successfully transformed established
congregations.

Churches stand at critical junctures. The passing of the “greatest generation” and
the increasing urbanization and mobility of our country illuminates the uncomfortable
realities of dying rural—those in country or agriculture settings (Rural, 2008)—and
established congregations and the meager resources available to produce a viable future.
The helpful and caring nature of these congregations produce tight-knit cells where
strong respect for privacy prohibits faith-sharing and evangelism. Meager financial

resources coupled with an available pool of mostly urban-trained, upwardly-mobile



pastors produce a succession of short-term pastorates. Years of decline and population
relocation have produced depression and despair with paralyzing fears of failure and
change. These churches face competition and external pressures to produce different
results than their pasts. They face difficult decisions about change in people and practice
(Ruffcorn, 1994).

Theoretical Framework

All organizations exist for some purpose. That purpose may be general or
specific, stated or assumed, and mobilizing or static. However, the success of that
organization is judged by the degree to which it accomplishes its purpose and perhaps
positions itself for relevance in the future. Leadership theory emerged in recent decades
as researchers observed the correlation between the behaviors of leaders and the success
of those organizations in achieving those purposes.

Though many authors spoke in general terms, Kouzes and Posner (1987) were
among the first authors to outline more specific actions that would foster a positive
momentum to accomplish organizational goals and to sustain that progress in the long
run. The authors understood that leadership is a dynamic that involves relationships
between those who aspire to lead and those who choose to follow, understanding that the
person in position is not the leader until others choose to follow. Thus, it becomes
incumbent upon the leader to discover ways to inspire trust, develop shared aspirations,
and mobilize people to accomplish group purposes. Kouzes and Posner provided a list of
ten commitments of effective leaders that would serve not as the definitive leadership
formula, but rather as the springboard for motivating the study of others who are

accomplishing great things through their organizations. They were among the first to



establish the notion that discovering and implementing best practices of other successful
leaders—in studies such as this—is not only wise but essential for one who desires to
lead an organization effectively. Those commitments proposed by the authors provide
this study with its theoretical framework that will be discussed in more detail in the next
chapter of this text.

Purpose of the Study

This study secks to illuminate successful practices of a turnaround leader in a

rural church that are applicable cross-contextually, so as to inform the leadership efforts
of various organizations seeking to reproduce organizational renewal on a wide-scale
basis.

Research Questions

1) In a rural church that has experienced revitalization (“organizational turnaround”),
how do the pastor and congregants perceive the experience?

2) How do they perceive the characteristics and behaviors of the pastor as “catalysts”
in this transformation?

3) What leadership principles of successful turnaround church efforts can be
extracted from their experiences that are comparable to those reported in the
literature on school revitalization efforts?

General Methodology
This study was a qualitative study designed to discover leadership characteristics
and behaviors that contributed to a church experiencing a successful turnaround. The
researcher defined a “turnaround church” as one that had experienced an extended period

of at least 5 years of decline or plateau in membership and attendance, but had then



enjoyed a period of at least 3-5 years of significant growth in membership, attendance,
program, vision, and enthusiasm. Additionally, the congregation must have experienced
significant growth from professions of faith and new members, rather than transfer
growth of those who may have already been attending church.

The researcher examined statistical data of congregations in the Cumberland
Presbyterian denomination from 1993-2009. Data on active membership totals, Sunday
School membership, professions of faith, and membership gains of the denomination’s
congregations revealed this congregation had experienced sustained, significant growth in
a rural setting for a period exceeding 10 years, after a 5-year period of plateau and
marked decline from 1993-1997.

The site selected was located in a town whose population of 13,000 was larger
than the normal 10,000 population threshold utilized by the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) as a definition for “rural.” However, the church site selected for study
was located in an area defined by the OMB as a non-metro county and as rural based
upon census places and census urban areas with a population less than 50,000 and upon
rural-urban commuting areas. Additionally, the county in which this church exists was
designated as “The Best Place to Live in Rural America” by The Progressive Farmer
(Link, 2009).

Once selected, the researcher obtained permission of the human subjects review
boards at Western Kentucky University and the University of Louisville to conduct the
study. The researcher contacted the pastor of the church and secured his and his church
leadership’s willingness to participate in the study. The researcher visited the

congregation, and congregants completed a questionnaire that provided basic



demographic data that allowed the researcher to locate church leaders that had
experienced the turnaround phenomenon, church members that had been a part of the
congregation since its formation, members that had experienced the decline and
turnaround, and new members who had joined since the turnaround. When insufficient
members had submitted questionnaires in specific categories, the researcher utilized
recommendations from the pastor, assistant pastor, and other participants to find persons
who possessed valuable insight. All provided consent to participate documentation, and
the researcher interviewed them—along with the pastor and church staff—using semi-
structured, open-ended interviews. For purposes of verification of findings and to reveal
additional areas of inquiry (Creswell, 1998), the researcher conducted on-site participant
observations of corporate worship services, staff meetings, church session meetings,
social events, and small group functions. Additionally, the researcher examined church
session meeting minutes, newsletters and publications, belief and mission statements,
teaching and sermon materials, and other artifacts to retrieve additional data.

Where possible, interviews were recorded and transcribed, and data were coded
for analysis by the researcher. Through the triangulation of multiple data sources (Glesne
& Peshkin, 1992; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1998), the researcher discovered
convergent patterns that revealed perceptions as to the precipitants and sustaining factors
of turnaround, priorities of the congregation and leadership, and specific roles that the
pastor played in leading the revitalization process. To strengthen the trustworthiness of
the data, the researcher kept a journal throughout the study, clarified his bias at the outset,

provided opportunity for member checks of the findings from the pastor and session



(Stake, 1995), utilized rich, thick description in the final report, and maintained an audit
trail of all data collected during the study.
Definitions
Congregation: An organized body of believers who meet for worship and religious
instruction in a particular locality (Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary,
1986).
Denomination: A religious organization that serves as an administrating body for
a number of local congregations that subscribe to the same set of beliefs and
goveming structure (Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, 1986).
Revitalization: Restoring to a former vitality or bring to new life (Crandall, 1995).
Session: The minister in charge, or presbytery-appointed moderator, and the elders
elected by the members of the congregation and installed as members of the
session, charged with leading the members of a particular church in the ministries
which belong to that church (Confession of Faith, 2001).

Transformational Leadership: “Leadership that facilitates the redefinition of a people’s

mission and vision, a renewal of their commitment, and the restructuring of their

systems for goal accomplishment” (Leithwood, 1992, p. 9).

Turnaround Church: A church that at one time had been a thriving congregation, then
experienced a loss of momentum or steep decline but ultimately began to grow,
pulled out of the dive and became revitalized (Barna, 1993; Wood, 2001).
Assumptions
The researcher is an ordained minister in the Cumberland Presbyterian Church, a

small denomination clustered mostly in the Southeastern United States. He has served in



various ministry roles for 22 years, including 15 years as the senior pastor of
congregations—in every instance entering a church that was in decline, including several
that had experienced a church split or were facing that possibility. The researcher also has
over 13 years’ experience as a public school educator, and is now in his seventh year as a
public high school administrator or principal. In each instance, he had led with the
assumption that organizations that are not moving forward are in fact moving backwards.
In each pastoral experience, he led with the belief that even those rural settings provided
opportunity for growth in number and ministry activity among those who are not active in
the life of other congregations. While serving in the public schools, the researcher’s
belief was that schools should be in perpetual pursuit of higher levels of student
motivation and achievement. Likewise, a second related assumption was that
congregations or schools that are not participating in the expansion of Christianity to new
believers or experiencing higher levels of achievement are not healthy. They are not
functioning as they are capable, and they are in need of turnaround leadership.

A third assumption was that these organizations can, with the right leadership,
experience revitalization with a renewed purpose and energy. Further, it was assumed
that the leadership skills necessary to bring turnaround in a rural setting, where
populations are often more stable or declining and less accustomed to change, are very
different from those which might be successful in an urban area—thus the need for a
study specific to a rural population. However, this belief did not preclude the
fundamental assumption that people are basically the same, that their motivations and
aspirations to be a part “of the living” are common and that understanding these

turnaround experiences might serve as a guidepost for other groups experiencing decline.
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The researcher assumed that in many ways successful leadership must be adaptable, but it
is not necessarily contextually limited—that leading people who are demoralized and
directionless to a state of renewed vitality, purpose, and growth is the function of
successfully understanding and working through people. Finally, the researcher assumed
that such leadership was reproducible by those who were not necessarily the gifted, but
rather the intentional.
Limitations

As with any study, this research offers only a small glimpse into a larger picture
of tumaround that occurs in rural churches. As this study was completed in partial
fulfillment of the requirements for a doctoral degree and was not conducted in
conjunction with other researchers, it suffers from a single researcher bias, both in pre-
conceived assumptions as a trained and experienced pastor of what is proper and
effective, and in perspective as a single set of eyes trying to capture a photograph of a
phenomenon that is fully incapable of being contained within the pages of such a study.

Further, a characteristic of a rural setting is its tight-knit, sometimes closed
community that is often uncomfortable with an outsider full of questions. The researcher
understands that an abbreviated on-site period may have prohibited the building of
significant relationships that opens the door for honest reflection and sharing which might
have occurred with a much longer immersion into the life of the congregation. Small
towns do not often provide the luxury of anonymity, and many interviewees may have
been reluctant to share freely for fear that they might be viewed unfavorably, or equally

disturbing in a church-setting, as judgmental and un-Christian.

11



As this study was conducted in a single church, and understanding that no two
churches are exactly alike, the researcher understands that some strategies employed to
exact turnaround in this church may be entirely contextually valuable. Even though rural
areas have many characteristics in common, each one also has its unique personality and
set of circumstances that have formed its culture. Likewise, the choice of a single, small
denomination as the research base for congregations that met the turnaround criteria may
make some findings relevant only within that particular body of believers. That so few
churches met the turnaround criteria within this denomination provided very little
opportunity to compare leaders in similar settings who have achieved similar results or to
study community effects on similar congregations.

Significance of the Study

Leadership studies in business, school administration, and pastoral preparations
often operate from a foundation of similar principles. Both in universities and seminaries,
many have discovered laws of leadership that transcend a particular context and are
beneficial for anyone seeking to produce results through others. Referring to education,
Murphy and Meyers (as cited in Viadero, 2007) stated, “there is something to be learned
from what other organizations have done in the corporate world, in churches, hospitals,
and police departments, and, surely, there are things that are applicable to our business”
(p- 1). After reviewing studies across a wide range of organizations including nonprofits,
government agencies, and for-profits — specifically analyzing the Continental Airlines
and New York City police department turnarounds — Hassel and Hassel (2009) concluded
that “the turnaround precursors, patterns of action, and chronically challenging

environments we found were surprisingly consistent across these varied venues”(p. 22).
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Perhaps then, businesses, who become successful through the efforts and talents of their
employees; public schools, who are ultimately judged according to the performance of
the students they inherit; and churches, who prosper through the efforts of the voluntary
constituents, may find insight for their tasks by studying the practices of “accomplishing
through others” found in the successful stories of one another.

Turnaround church studies represent an emerging interest in scholarly work. Few
works were published prior to the beginning of the new millennium that addressed church
revitalization. While Barna (1993) was the first to reference “turnaround churches,” only
a few others imploring terms such as “new life” (Sims, 1992), “come back churches”
(Frazee, 1995), and congregational “change” (Malphurs, 1993) addressed issues of
church revitalization. Even as turnaround leadership literature has become more prevalent
in this decade (e.g., Harding, 2007; Russell, 2004; Wood, 2001), Crandall’s (1995) work
remains one of only a few that specifically targets turnaround issues of the small
congregation. Though data were collected from rural churches as part of Crandall’s work,
the work did not provide specific focus on rural church issues. For the purpose of this
study, the researcher examined a turnaround congregation located in an area that met both
population and lifestyle definitions of a rural setting to seek and discover factors that
contributed to revitalization in that setting that might inform those seeking to lead
turnaround in similar and other settings.

Summary

This chapter has served to introduce this study, which seeks to illuminate

successful practices of turnaround leaders in rural churches that are applicable cross-

contextually, so as to inform the leadership efforts of various organizations seeking to
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reproduce organizational renewal on a wide-scale basis. This introduction has shed light
on the motivations for studying such successes and engaging in the work of reproducing
turnaround in churches and schools in our country. The researcher has included his
theoretical framework and research questions used to guide his research, his methodology
for data collection and analysis, relevant definitions, key assumptions, and limitations of
the research findings. Chapter II will examine the relevant literature that provides a
framework for the study of turnaround leadership as it compares to transformational

leadership and connects the two areas of research for cross-contextual applications.

14



CHAPTER 1I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This review of literature is designed to give an overview of the study of
turnaround leadership in church settings and its similarities to tenets of transformational
leadership in educational settings. While all successful leadership has some contextual
limitations, the scope of this inquiry desires to examine the cross-contextual similarities
of leading people to a revitalization of outlook and vitality in very different organization
contexts from the very similar context of an establishment in decline. This overview also
supports the necessity of continued study of leadership behaviors that are both contingent
and universal and that bear record of their contribution to institutional effectiveness.

Theoretical Framework

According to Kouzes and Posner (1987), people want and need leadership, and
that leadership matters in the degree to which an organization is successful in attaining its
goals. Those assertions were fundamental in a burgeoning study of leadership that began
in earnest in the 1980°s. These authors proposed that core leadership priorities and
practices were prevalent across successful leaders in multiple contexts. That seminal
work has been updated and reprinted three times over the decades since and has become a
textbook for aspiring leaders; yet, Kouzes and Posner (2002) suggested that the content of
effective leadership has not changed, though the contexts for that leadership practice has

changed significantly.
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The original work contained ten commitments that, if practiced regularly and with
integrity by leaders, would contribute to extraordinary results within an organization.
Many studies—several of which are outlined in the pages that follow—have discovered
validity in these commitments as actions that contribute positively to leading successful
turnaround in business, school, church, and other settings. Kouzes and Posner (2002)
refined their categories to five broader “practices of exemplary leadership” which contain
the ten commitments—with two combined into one—as sub categories, plus one
additional commitment. Those five practices include the leader’s ability to a) model the
way, b) inspire a shared vision, c) challenge the process, d) enable others to act, and ¢)
encourage the heart.

The original commitment categories provided more specific actions that add flesh
to the abstract notions of Kouzes and Posner’s (2002) practices. Modeling the way is first
accomplished as the leader clarifies his or her personal values and establishes a level of
competence to champion those values. Secondly, the leader must set the example by
aligning actions with those values. In simpler terms, the leader’s walk must match the
talk. The exemplary leader also inspires a shared vision by envisioning an exciting and
meaningful future, and then enlisting others in the pursuit of that vision by appealing to
shared aspirations and motivations.

These leaders, according to Kouzes and Posner (2002), challenge the process by
searching for opportunities in incorporate innovations, creativity, and fresh ideas that will
help the organization grow and improve. Two of the original ten commitments are
incorporated into the second means by which the exemplary leader challenges the

process—experimenting and taking risks by constantly generating small wins and
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learning from mistakes. The innovative process—even if coupled with measures of
failure and refinement—strengthens the organization, while the small wins bolster an
optimism to keep striving for better.

The successful leaders understand the need for more intellectual capital than they
can provide and invest efforts in enabling others to act to solve problems and establish
ownership in the health of the organization. They strengthen others by sharing power and
discretion, developing competence and confidence, and fostering accountability. These
leaders build leadership capacity in others through fostering collaboration for cooperative
goals, collaboration that is only possible as members build trust in the motives and
competencies of others. Finally, the exemplary leaders understand their task is a
marathon, not a sprint, and understand the importance of encouraging hearts of those
within the organization. CEOs, principals, pastors, and other leaders establish high
expectations based on clear standards that are promoted each time individual excellence
and contributions toward group goals are recognized and appreciated. Additionally,
leaders develop a spirit of community as they celebrate the values and victories that
define the organization.

These core practices provide the leadership theory that undergirds this study of
turnaround leadership. These priorities weave through the pages that follow, outlining
studies of successful leaders who transformed the schools and churches which they
inherited, affirming the proposition of Kouzes and Posner (2002) that core leadership
practices have not changed, only the contexts in which they are applied to contribute to

organizational success.
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Introduction
This review is divided into two major sections: (a) a brief introduction to
transformational leadership in educational settings and (b) a more thorough study of
turnaround leadership in church settings. For comparison’s sake, each section is divided
into the same four sub-sections which are helpful in capsulizing the literature: (a)
evidence of leader impact, (b) paradigms of leadership, (c) character attributes of the
leader, and (d) overt leader behaviors that contribute to revitalization. The researcher
conducted the school leadership literature overview, which is much larger in quantity and
diversity than is provided in the “younger” discipline of church turnaround study, to
provide an opportunity for comparison in similarity of findings. Because the primary
purpose of these disciplines of study is organizational renewal and the ability to replicate
revitalization in other struggling groups, the last sub-section of each section, discovering
the things leaders can do to foster renewal, summarizes the relative weight of information
that is available in the literature.
Transformational Leadership In School Settings
Evidence of Principal Impact in Schools
So convinced of the importance of the leader in their studies of turnaround
organizations, Hassel and Hassel (2009) asserted, “Bad-to-great transformations require a
point-guard leader who both drives key changes and deftly influences stakeholders to
support and engage in dramatic transformations”(p. 22). Murphy (2010), after reviewing
many studies on turning around non-education organizations and several education
studies, asserted that educational institutions can learn valuable lessons for the work of

turning around troubled schools from outside the education field. Although proposing
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that not all failing schools are worth saving and that fresh starts might be more beneficial,
the author suggested that a focus on the leadership of the organization should be the
initial strategy. In the studies he reviewed, leadership proved to be critically important, so
much so that in almost all successful turnaround cases, the current leaders, or at least
some key personnel, were replaced by those with industry expertise.

To test that assertion in educational settings, the essential question with which to
begin is “Do principals make a difference in their schools?”” Hipp (1996) explored the
relationships between principal leadership behaviors and teacher sense of efficacy in
selected middle schools in Wisconsin involved in significant building-level change
efforts. The theoretical framework for this study was grounded in Bandura’s (1977)
cognitive social learning theory of self-efficacy, which addressed motivation based on
appraisals of outcomes and feedbacks. More specifically, the study was based on Hoy
and Woolfolk’s (1993) two dimensional construct of self-efficacy, general teaching
efficacy (GTE) and personal teaching efficacy (PTE), as adapted from Bandura. The
research project was guided by the following research questions:

1) Are selected leadership behaviors of principals related to teachers’ general

teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacy?

2) In what ways do principals influence teachers’ sense of efficacy?

3) What constraints limit the influence of principals’ leadership behaviors on

teachers’ sense of efficacy?

Hipp (1996) employed a multiple-methods design for this study. The researcher
collected survey data from 10 principals and 280 teachers from 10 selected middle

schools. The investigator contacted by telephone 14 educational experts, representing a
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variety of agencies in the state, and asked them to identify schools undergoing significant
building-level change efforts. These experts nominated 62 schools, and the researcher
conducted telephone interviews with all 62 principals. These interviews provided
information regarding the specific change effort, the extent of teacher involvement, and
the level of principal involvement in that change effort. The criteria utilized to select the
10 schools were (a) principals had to have served as administrators in the building for 2
or more years, (b) the school had to be involved in a significant change effort related to
curriculum or staff development designed to affect student performance, (c) the
innovation had to involve a majority of the staff, and (d) the change effort needed to be
implemented beyond the initial stage.

The dependent variables for Phase 1 of the study were general teacher efficacy
and personal teacher efficacy, measured by teachers’ responses to a 16-item modified
version of Gibson and Dembo’s Teacher Efficacy Scale (1984). The independent variable
for this phase was “principals’ behaviors” using teacher and principal responses to 34
items from “The Nature of Leadership” portion of The Change in Secondary Schools:
Staff Survey (Leithwood, 1993). Hipp (1996) also developed a personal data sheet to
gather descriptive data on the personal characteristics of teachers.

For Phase 2 of the study, Hipp (1996) conducted structured interviews with each
of the 10 building principals. Additionally, the researcher interviewed a representative
sample of 34 teachers from three of the represented schools. The criteria for selection of
those schools were (a) the school with the highest reported general teaching efficacy
(GTE), (b) the school with the highest reported personal teaching efficacy (PTE), and (¢)

the school with the lowest reported combined efficacy. The interviews consisted of open-
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ended questions probing sources of teacher efficacy, principal behaviors deemed most
important in acquiring and maintaining a sense of teacher competence, principal support
for implementation of a change effort, and constraints that deprive teachers of principal
influence.

To address the major research questions and test the hypotheses of the study, Hipp
(1996) employed multiple levels of analysis to explore relationships among variables
within the individual, within the school, and across schools. The researcher triangulated
the data from the Personal Data Sheet, the Teacher Efficacy Scale, The Nature of
Leadership Survey, and 44 structured interviews for purpose of interpretation.
Descriptive statistics, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), and correlational analysis
provided information regarding significant relationships and differences among variables
pertinent to the study by and across schools. The investigator read, coded, and grouped
interview data by themes within the individual schools, then analyzed similarities and
differences between teachers and their respective principals. A cross case analysis of the
three case study sites provided principal leadership themes related to teachers’ sense of
efficacy. Hipp compared the survey and qualitative data and then used the interview data
from the other seven principals to confirm data analyzed from the three sites.

The data generated by a correlational analysis indicated that significant
relationships existed between both GTE and PTE and the principal behaviors of “models
behavior and provides contingent rewards.” Additionally, the principal behavior of
“inspires group purpose” held significant relationship to GTE. Though a direct
relationship between principals’ behaviors and student achievement was difficult to

verify, the link between teacher efficacy and student achievement was well established. If
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this study confirms that principal behaviors do, however, have a significant positive
effect on teacher efficacy, then it can logically follow that principal behaviors can have
an impact on student achievement through the avenues of fostering positive levels of
teacher efficacy.

Others have understood that principal influence must not be measured only in
student variables, but also in the effects the principals exert upon their faculties. Keedy
and Simpson (2002) examined the flow of influence within four American high schools
at two levels: from principal to teacher and teacher to principal. Utilizing the comparative
case study method, they examined the cultural indications of the principal influencing
and being influenced by others. The researchers used a purposeful sample of four
principals who were credited with leading their schools through dramatic “turnarounds”
and presiding over a marked improvement in student outcomes. During week-long site
visits, the researchers interviewed principals daily to discern administrative intentions.
Ten representatives of the faculty, selected by the principal and guaranteed with
confidentiality, participated in interviews to gain their perceptions of administrative
priorities. Keedy and Simpson then established lists of school norms for each school —
data collected through teacher interviews. Teachers then completed a “yes,” “no,” or
“unsure” checklist to ascertain whether these norms were generalizable in their schools.

The inductive analysis of principal interviews, checked through observation and
teacher agreement, allowed the investigators to establish three central “priorities for
action” for three of the principals and two for the other principal. That 10 of the 11 total
priorities reported by principals were confirmed by teachers, even when some did not

necessarily agree with those priorities, indicated that a high level of influence flowed
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from principal to teacher. The flow of influence from teacher to principal, however,
seemed only to be evident at the two schools whose principals held empowering and
building relationships with teachers as stated priorities. One principal’s priority of student
equity seemed to have constructed barriers to “bottom-to-top” influence, while another’s
preference of a power base with parents and desire for dramatic institutional change
created a very traditional position of managerial control in that school. The results
indicated that, despite attempts by reformers to involve teachers in school decision-
making functions, the ability of teachers to influence principals remained an ideal rather
than a reality (Keedy & Simpson, 2002).

The influence of principals, then, can operate on multiple levels, and generally
should be examined in their interrelatedness. Lucas and Valentine (2002) investigated the
relationships among principal transformational leadership, leadership team
transformational leadership, and school culture. The researchers used a direct-effects
approach to quantitatively determine if there were significant relationships between the
principal transformational leadership and the leadership team’s transformational
leadership, between the principal transformational leadership and school culture, or
between the leadership team’s transformational leadership and school culture. They also
utilized the mediated-effects framework to ascertain whether the principal leadership in
regards to shaping school culture was mediated through the leadership team. Qualitative
data obtained through semi-structured group interview enriched the findings.

The participants in the study were 475 faculty members (N = 475) and 47
leadership team members (N = 47) from 12 middle schools that participated in the second

cohort of Project ASSIST, a statewide improvement project facilitated by the University
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of Missouri-Columbia. Three instruments provided the quantitative data: (a) the Principal
Leadership Questionnaire (Jantzi & Leithwood, 1996), used to measure six factors of
principal transformational leadership as perceived by the school leadership team; (b) the
Team Leadership Questionnaire (Jantzi & Leithwood, 1996), used to measure six factors
of leadership team transformational leadership as perceived by members of each school’s
faculty; and (c) the School Culture Survey (Gruenert & Valentine, 1998), used to
measure six factors of school culture. Data were analyzed using correlational and
regression analysis.

Results indicated that the principal seemed to be the primary influence in
identifying and articulating a vision and providing appropriate models of behavior, both
of which appeared to be mediated by the leadership team. In relation to school culture,
the principal also appeared to exert the greatest influence on teacher collaboration and
unity of purpose. The leadership teams seem to be the primary source of providing
intellectual stimulation and holding high expectations, and upon holding collaborative
leadership and learning partnership within the school culture. These findings support the
current reform efforts, which suggest that principals should expend great quantities of
time and energy in developing a strong cadre of teacher and community leaders. The
mediating effects of the leadership teams indicate that principals benefit greatly from
shared decision-making processes whereby other stakeholders develop ownership of
school goals and expectations. The synergy created by these teacher-leaders reverberates
through the school and produces factors leading to school effectiveness.

Seeking to discover the extent to which leadership influences a school’s

effectiveness or ineffectiveness and the amount of a school’s impact on student
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achievement a school’s leadership plays, Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005)
conducted a meta-analysis of quantitative studies of building leadership and student
achievement. The analysis examined 69 studies involving 2,802 schools, approximately
1.4 million students, and 14,000 teachers, and computed the correlation between the
leadership behavior of the principal in the school and the average academic achievement
of students in the school. The studies represented were completed between 1978-2001
and represented elementary, middle, and high schools. Based upon their finding of a .25
correlation between that leadership behavior and student achievement, the researchers
asserted that principals could have a profound impact on the overall academic
achievement of students in their schools.

In examining the 27 studies of measured effects of leadership within schools,
Robinson et al.(2008) discovered that 15 of those studies confined their analysis to the
school principal only, while twelve examined a distributed view of leadership. Twenty-
two of those studies examined only academic outcomes, four only social and attitudinal
outcomes, and one included both types of outcomes. The meta-analysis, however,
provided a conversion to a standardized measure of the magnitude of the effect. The first
meta-analysis conducted by the researchers, involving 22 of the 27 studies, compared the
effects of transformational leadership and instructional leadership on student outcomes.
Robinson et al. (2008) interpreted their findings as weak to small impact from
transformational leadership, whereas the instructional leadership findings were mixed,
with eight revealing small to weak impact and eight revealing moderate to large impact.
These findings suggested that the average effect of instructional leadership on student

outcomes was three to four times that of transformational leadership. The second meta-
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analysis conducted by Robinson, et al. (2008) involved 12 studies that measured
particular leadership dimensions. This analysis revealed leadership practices that
provided indirect eftects with varying, but certainly significant degrees of influence on
student outcomes.

Through an inspection of the various survey items used to measure school
leadership in their second meta-analysis, Robinson et al. (2008) inductively discovered
five dimensions of leadership that seemed to suggest positive correlation with higher
student outcomes. Those leadership principles that exhibited moderate effects were
establishing goals and priorities; resourcing strategically; planning, coordinating, and
evaluating teaching and curriculum, and ensuring an orderly and supportive environment.
The researchers found strong average effects for the leadership dimension involving
promoting and participating in teacher learning and development.

The integration of task and relational effectiveness was evident in this second
analysis. For instance, the goals and expectations that provided a sense of purpose and
priority were effective to the degree that the leader was effective in communicating those
ideas to others in the organization and celebrating the successes of those who are
accomplishing those benchmarks. Additionally, in higher performing schools, leaders
were more likely to work directly with teachers to plan, coordinate, and evaluate teachers
and teaching. Those leaders were participants as learners alongside the teachers, while
often being viewed as a source of instructional advice because of their knowledge and
accessibility. Leaders in high performing schools not only seem to build collegial teams
through effective relationship management, but those relationships are utilized to focus

staff efforts on very specific goals and pedagogical work. Robinson et al.(2008)
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concluded that the more educational leaders focus on the core business of teaching and
learning, the more likely they are to have a positive impact on students’ outcomes.
Leithwood, Harris, and Hopkins (2008) provided a synthesis of international
literature and, based upon the empirical evidence found during their study, presented a set
of seven principles about contribute to successful school leadership. Four of those claims
speak to the evidence of the significant positive influence of the principal on student
learning. Leithwood et al. cited evidence from qualitative case study data, from
quantitative studies of overall leader effects, the effectiveness of specific leadership
practices, and leadership effects on student engagement, and from leadership succession
research to assert that school leadership is second only to classroom instruction as an
influence on pupil learning. The researchers asserted that successful leaders improve
teaching and learning indirectly and most powerfully through their influence on staff
motivation, commitment, and working conditions. The additional assertion that
leadership is most effective when it is widely distributed seems to contradict the notion of
significant headteacher or principal impact. However, the researchers cite evidence from
a quantitative study which indicates that total leadership accounted for a significant 27%
variation in student achievement across schools. Leithwood et al. find this compelling
evidence for the impact of leadership within a school, especially when partnered with
other findings that connect high achievement with high attribution of influence from
leadership and studies that indicated headteachers were rated as having the greatest

influence in schools.
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Summary

Human behavior and interactions rarely reveal simple cause and effect
relationships. Human beings are too complicated - their lives and decisions are influenced
by myriad variables, none of which are alike to any two persons. Robinson et al. (2008)
noted the relatively few studies that have focused on the questions of leadership impact
on student outcomes and suggested that, by focusing on specific practices of leadership
rather than leadership as a whole, one might discover a more accurate picture of the
impact of effective leadership. Their meta-analysis revealed that the broad construct of
transformational leadership provided weak to small indirect impacts on student outcomes,
while instructional leadership provided mixed research results, with half of the studies
revealing weak to small impacts and another half indicating strong impacts.

Other researchers, however, are quick to conclude that just because principals
have not been shown to have strong direct effect on student outcomes, it does not follow
that they do not have significant impact (Hipp, 1996, Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins,
2008). Research has shown that principals are the driving force in articulating a vision
and purpose within a group and in creating a culture of high expectations. Effective
principals grow their teachers into leaders and foster collegiality and professional growth
within their schools, while also positively impacting teacher motivation, commitment,
and working conditions (Keedy & Simpson, 2002; Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008;
Lucas & Valentine, 2002, Robinson et al., 2008). These findings mirror the Kouzes and
Posner (2002) ekemplary practices of inspiring a shared vision, enabling others to act,
and encouraging the heart and the commitments to envision the future, enlist others,

foster collaboration, and recognize and appreciate contributions.
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Though not addressed in this review, the impact of better teachers on student
learning has been repeatedly shown (e.g., Ashton, Buhr & Crocker, 1984; Gibson &
Dembo, 1984; Guskey, 1987). It follows, therefore, that principals have a significant and
vital impact on student achievement through the development and maintenance of
empowered, energized teachers. Marzano et al.(2005) found that a strong correlation
between leadership and student achievement exists and asserted that principals could
have a profound impact on student achievement within their schools. Robinson et al.
(2008) found that the principal behavior of promoting and participating in teacher
learning and development did produce strong average effects across various studies.

The Search for a Paradigm of School Leadership

If it is established that principals can indeed impact their school environments, the
next logical question to consider is “What does an effective principal look like?”
Hallinger and Heck (1998) described two major models of leadership that have guided
the development of leaders during the last quarter century. Though neither has been
discarded as misguided, the current consensus is that both are simply insufficient alone to
meet the educational needs of a rapidly changing world.

Hallinger and Heck (1998) conducted a review of empirical research conducted
between 1980 and 1995 on principal leadership practices that impact school
effectiveness. The researchers selected a body of 40 published journal articles,
dissertation studies, and papers presented at peer-reviewed conferences based on three
criteria. First, the studies must have been designed to measure principal leadership as an
independent variable. Second, studies must have utilized some explicit measure of school

performance as a dependent variable, usually in terms of student achievement. The
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researchers also gave priority to studies that examined the principal’s impact on teacher
and student level variables as mediating factors. This focus on processes and outcomes
led the researchers to examine quantitative studies. Third, the researchers sought to
analyze studies across a diverse set of cultural contexts, thus including 11 studies from
outside of the United States.

Hallinger and Heck (1998) classified their studies according to three theoretical
models that have guided most of the research: (a) direct effects, (b) mediated effects, and
(c) reciprocal effects. Studies employing the direct effects models proposed that the
leader’s practices can affect school outcomes and that those effects can be readily
measured. These studies represented the norm for the first half of the period of study, but
researchers were consistently unable to produce sound or consistent evidence of
leadership on student outcomes. These studies offered little to the knowledge base
concerning if and how leadership influences student outcomes, because they ignored
other variables, which most likely operated in partnership with strong leadership
practices.

The mediated effects framework provided consistent evidence of positive effects
of principal leadership on school outcomes, because the framework operated under the
proposition that leaders achieve their results primarily through other people. In other
words, this model took into account that leadership is almost always mediated by events
such as teacher commitment, instructional practices, and school culture. The reciprocal
effects model, though rare and certainly more difficult to construct without considerable

collection of longitudinal data, assumed that principals exerted influence, which produced
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organizational change, which then provided feedback that caused reciprocal changes in
leadership style and priority.

Though the studies represented in this review employed six distinctly different
leadership frameworks, Hallinger and Heck (1998) discovered two major conceptual
models that dominated the literature between 1980 and 1995. Prior to 1990, the principal
as instructional leader conceptualization, drawn from the effective schools literature, was
the norm. In fact, 31 of the 40 studies analyzed the principal’s influence in terms of this
model. The 1990s, however, ushered in the concept of transformational leadership, which
mirrored the reform trends of empowerment, shared leadership, and organizational
learning. Studies of this sort began to analyze the principal’s ability to increase the
organization’s capacity to innovate. However, the reviewers were quite aware that the
number of studies using the pre-1990s influence biased the study towards certain ways of
viewing leadership effectiveness.

Hallinger and Heck (1998) concluded that the body of literature revealed four
primary areas through which leadership may influence the organizational system. First,
the most consistent findings were that principal involvement in shaping, selling, and
sustaining the purposes and goals of the school represent an important area of indirect
influence on school outcomes. Many studies revealed that through conveying high
expectations and targeted staff selections, the principal can indirectly produce significant
changes in self-expectations of staff and students and consequently produce positive
results in student achievement.

Second, the core of various studies reviewed revealed that principals could assert

significant influence on the organizational structures and social networks that constitute
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the organizational system. Derived primarily from the frameworks studying
transformational leadership, Hallinger and Heck (1998) discovered consistent findings
that suggested principals could affect teachers’ perceptions of school conditions
positively, their commitment to school change, and their capacity for professional
development. The reviewers also found cross-national support for the notion that higher
involvement from a variety of stakeholders in decision making is characteristic of higher
producing schools.

Closely related to this idea was the notion proposed from the review (Hallinger &
Heck, 1998) that principal influence was significant as it related to “people effects.” The
literature suggested, as would be expected, that successful organizations possess a greater
social cohesion and commitment to school goals. Studies revealed that principals were
able to positively impact these interactions through fostering group goals, modeling
desired behaviors, providing intellectual stimulation, and offering individualized support.
Successful principals were described as more approachable, more supportive, more open,
and more apt to engage in regular public recognition and praise.

Finally, Hallinger and Heck (1998) concluded that effective principals focused
their efforts on developing shared meanings and values that define the culture of the
school. Though supported less empirically than the other three characteristics, the
reviewers found a significant commitment by principals to improve communication
processes, foster high expectations for students and teachers, and increase morale. These
efforts were targeted at creating a deeper set of core values and beliefs that served as a

primary guiding force for positive change.
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In their meta-analysis of findings from 27 studies of the relationship between
leadership and student outcomes that were published between 1978 and 2006, Robinson,
Lloyd, and Rowe (2008) noted that leaders’ impact on student outcomes are most
effectively examined by focusing on types of leadership and particular leadership
practices, rather than merely treating leadership as a unitary construct. In the relatively
few studies specific to their research parameters, the authors outlined two primary types
of leadership practice for which studies had been conducted. They noted that
“instructional leadership” traced its empirical origins in studies in the late 1970°s and
early 80’s in schools where students succeeded despite difficult challenges and focused
almost exclusively on the role of the principal in school leadership. The components of
this type of leadership involved principles of a disruption-free climate of learning,
systems of clear teaching objectives, and high teacher exﬁectations for students.

The second type of leadership found in these studies of leadership and student
outcomes by Robinson et al.(2008) was transformational leadership, which was first
articulated in Burns (1978) study that analyzed the abilities of some leaders to inspire
new levels of energy, commitment, and moral purpose. That focus of energy and
commitment around a common vision seemed to propel certain organizations through
increased capacity for collaboration, overcoming challenges, and reaching significant
goals. These researchers noted small, indirect influences on student outcomes in most
research of instructional and transformational leadership styles but cautioned that none of
the studies involved a calculation of effect size statistics, which could perhaps reveal a

more accurate picture of leadership effects within a school.
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Many researchers feel that “change” is the key term that will define the schools of
the 21* Century. Therefore, new paradigms are rising that embrace a leadership picture
that reflects the fluid characteristic of our soéiety. Fullan (2002) drew upon his previous
work and the research of others to outline the characteristics of a successful “cultural
change principal” which he felt was necessary to produce sustained student achievement
in our rapidly changing environment. He suggested that the current educational landscape
requires that administrators cultivate leaders from many levels within the organization,
which means that principals mobilize the energy and capacity of teachers. More than just
being persons of palpable energy, enthusiasm, and hope, Fullan championed the need for
cultural change principals who possess five essential components.

First, they are driven by a moral purpose and a belief that they can make a
difference in the lives of students. Student learning is paramount to these individuals, and
they are committed to closing the gap between high-performing and low-performing
students. Second, cultural change principals understand the change process. These
persons do not necessarily want to innovate the most, but rather innovate selectively with
coherence. They provide opportunities for people to visit sites using new ideas, and they
encourage questions and dissent. Yet, they consciously and consistently rally their
faculties around their overarching goals.

Third, change leaders are skilled at building relationships (Fullan, 2002). As
change occurs, comfort levels are disturbed, and people can easily become protective and
suspicious. The successful change agent focuses energy on re-enlisting disaffected
teachers and forging relationships between otherwise disconnected teachers. Fourth,

cultural change principals create environments for creating and sharing knowledge.
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Leaders have access to an abundance of information today, but it only becomes
knowledge through a social process. The successful principal is the lead learner in an
organization that embraces action research and information exchange.

Finally, the cultural change principals are skilled at coherence making. It is quite
easy to generate overload and fragmentation as the glut of information and innovations
take place. Principals must be attuned to the danger of seeking so many external
innovations that they take on too many projects. They keep a central goal and strive to
ensure that their faculties’ energies remain focused on producing higher student
achievement (Fullan, 2002).

Summary

The principal’s role in education has evolved exponentially in the past 3 decades.
The image of the paddle-carrying, check-writing, schedule-making administrator
vanished in the reform movement of the 1990s. The dominant paradigm during the last
two decades of the 20™ Century would be that of the principal as instructional leader. The
accountability movement opened our eyes to the necessity of evaluating and improving
the instructional program of our schools. This model called on principals to leave the
comforts of their offices, to be active in the evaluation and development of their faculties,
and in many ways to be the “expert” in their building (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Robinson
et al., 2008).

It became increasingly clear, however, that principals simply were not capable of
shouldering that burden alone. The rapidly changing world that awaited students required
that educators prepare students for the myriad tasks they would have to perform simply to

survive. This challenge required more intellectual capital than a single leader could
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produce. Therefore, the call rang out for transformational leaders that could foster leader
and idea development within their organizations. In this model, the leaders’ primary
responsibility became developing and propagating a compelling vision that could
energize their faculties to innovate and take risks. The transformational leader developed
structures which welcomed input for decision making from many sources and fostered
collaboration and collegiality within their schools (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Robinson et
al., 2008). These components of transformational leadership correspond with the Kouzes
and Posner (2002) practices of challenging the process and enabling others to act. More
specifically, these are the commitments of searching for opportunities, experimenting and
taking risks, fostering collaboration, and strengthening others.

Some, however, believed that neither paradigm was sufficient to capture the
essence of today’s effective principal. The instructional leader was perhaps too narrowly
focused, while the transformational leader was too removed from where “the rubber hits
the road” to really lead in a meaningful way. The notion of integrated leadership arose to
meld the necessary components of both models (Hallinger & Heck, 1998). The most
descriptive word, however, for some for today’s educational setting is “change.” Rather
than trying to define an effective school, they are concentrating on effective cultures that
are producing quality schools that look very different in varied contexts. These leaders,
accordingly, must create structures that have the capacity for rapid and radical change to
maintain viability in our technology-driven environment (Fullan, 2002), a behavior that
corresponds with Kouzes and Posner’s (2002) call to search for opportunities to

incorporate innovations, creativity, and fresh ideas.
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The Attributes of the Successful School Leader

Certainly, no one would argue that some are better suited than others for positions
of leadership. Though many may aspire to positions of leadership and may well embrace
the sound theoretical composition of a leader, many have sought to determine if there
were specific personality traits that contributed to the success of certain principals.
Though there are no perfect leaders who possess all the “right” qualities, researchers have
contributed lists of characteristics that should be given consideration based upon the
particular context.

Kirby, Paradise, and King (1992) conducted two studies to investigate specific
leader attitudes and behaviors that their followers associate with organizational
effectiveness. The qualitative study was designed to determine which behaviors were best
able to predict follower satisfaction and leader effectiveness. The researchers sampled a
separate group of educators (N = 58) from 15 districts in one southern state enrolled in an
introductory graduate class in school leadership. The researchers asked participants to
think of an extraordinary leader in education with whom they had worked and to describe
in detail an event in which they had participated that best exemplified that person’s
leadership. After the narrative was completed, the subjects responded to Likert-scale
items assessing how difficult it was to identify an extraordinary leader in education, how
effective the selected leader was in accomplishing goals, how satisfied employees were to
work for this leader, and how extraordinary they perceived the leader to be. Only 9 of the
58 students stated they had no difficulty identifying an extraordinary leader and rated the
leader highest on all other questions. The nine leaders described by these students

comprised the sample (n = 9) for further analysis. The researchers analyzed the nine
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narratives using constant comparative analysis to code data within and across categories
to discover themes and patterns of behaviors which were ascribed to extraordinary
leaders.

The results provided specific data regarding characteristics of extraordinary
leaders. The participants ascribed to the extraordinary leaders people-orientation,
knowledge through experience, optimism, the ability to inspire extra effort, modeling,
communication of expectations, challenging the status quo, involvement of influential
participants, an emphasis on training and development, and an unusual commitment. One
particularly unique finding was that these extraordinary leaders held strong beliefs in
intrinsic rewards rather than contingent rewards. The narrative data, according to the
researchers, indicated that elements of charismatic leadership that elicit positive follower
reactions could be the unusual levels of commitment possessed by the extraordinary
leaders and the unshakeable commitment to a vision.

Koehler, Wallbrown, and Konnert (1994) examined how the Kouzes-Posner
leadership model (1987) and the Gough personality assessment (1957) model were
related to secondary principals in Christian schools. The researchers randomly selected
25 schools (n = 25) from a group of 443 (N = 443) educational institutions listed in The
Association of Christian Schools International Membership Directory, published by the
largest organization of Christian schools. The participating schools all had an enrollment
of at least 150 students in Grades 7 through 12. Each secondary principal completed the
California Psychological Inventory — Revised and the Leadership Practices Inventory —
Self. Nine randomly selected teachers (n = 9) from each school completed The

Leadership Practices Inventory — Other. The means, standard deviations, and
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intercorrelations provided the basic data for the study. The researchers conducted a
forward stepwise regression procedure to examine the relationship between the 20 folk
scales comprising the two instruments.

Results of the study indicated that principals who scored highly on
transformational leadership seem to possess a variety of higher than average “people
skills.” They could understand the attitudes and feelings of others, and they value
fellowship, social contact, and social perception. They were perceptive and attuned to the
needs of those around them. These leaders were approachable and possessed the ability to
gain cooperation with others with whom they could share and sell their ideas. Followers
perceived these leaders to be sincere, dependable, and trustworthy individuals; and, they
tended to work better with those who were younger and less experienced.

The researchers found that transformational leaders were also described as people
who challenged the organizational structures that strive to maintain the status quo. They
were generally non-conformists who possessed a high degree of resiliency and
industriousness in their endeavors. They were people who were willing to take risks, and
they generally possessed a positive outlook on the future. These transformational
principals possessed charisma and were often adept communicators who were able to
attract followers to their causes (Koehler, Wallbrown, & Konnert, 1994).

Investigating the possibility that a relationship can be established and supported
between creativity and leadership, Goertz (2000) studied the levels of certain creativity
traits as they interplayed with variables under study. The researcher identified eight
characteristics from a review of the literature that are identifying traits of creativity and

sought to determine the presence of these variables as indicators of effective leadership.
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Those eight variables are (a) passion for work, (b) independence, (c) goal setting, (d)
originality, (e) flexibility, (f) wide range of interests, (g) intelligence, and (h) motivation.
The participants in the study were four effective principals (» = 4) located in the
Southwest that participated in the National Association of Secondary School Principals
Assessment Center (NASSP) and achieved a score of 4.0 on the NASSP assessment,
indicating they were “above average” administrators.

The researcher developed a questionnaire containing 47 itemns which measured the
frequency of certain thoughts and feelings of the administrator on a 5-point Likert scale.
Twenty-two principals who had participated in the NASSP assessment piloted the self-
perception instrument and were given space to include comments about the questionnaire.
A second sample of 22 NASSP trained administrators then tested a revised version of the
questionnaire and was given space to comment on improvements to the final
questionnaire. The researcher then analyzed the data for frequency of creative behavior
using descriptive and inferential statistics. Additionally, Goertz (2000) developed an in-
depth interview guide to utilize in 1- to 2-hour interviews with the four principals. These
interviews allowed the researcher to probe for answers related to specific events and
behaviors, which allowed the principals to elaborate upon their survey responses. A
qualitative data matrix summarized the comments from the interviews and aided in
coding the quotations according to the studied variables.

Findings indicated that each of these variables of creativity were present in the
behaviors and personalities of the four effective principals. The researcher concluded that
the creative leader of the future would be energetic, enthusiastic, confident, flexible, and

purposeful. This leader will be willing to serve others, willing to try new things, and
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willing to stand up for right. Primarily, however, Goertz (2000) suggested that the
creative leader is an encourager and motivator of people who is able to mobilize
followers in seeking a common goal.

Schmeider and Cairns (1998) studied principals and superintendents to determine
which skills administrators need most to be successful on the job. The researchers
surveyed 450 principals and 206 superintendents (N = 656) from California and compiled
a list of 24 skills from those responses. The researchers focused on the 10 most popular
responses and identified them as being most necessary: (a) having a vision with an
understanding of the steps needed to achieve relevant goals, (b) demonstrating a desire to
make significant difference in the lives of staff and students, (c) knowing how to evaluate
staff, (d) understanding change and the fluid nature of leadership, (e) being aware of
one’s own biases, strengths, and weaknesses, (f) knowing how to facilitate and conduct
group meetings, (g) portraying a sense of self-confidence, (h) assessing job
responsibilities, (i) encouraging involvement by all stakeholders, and (j) knowing district
and building ethical limits and balancing that with one’s own professional values. The
researchers called particular notice to the fact that 7 of these top 10 critical skills involve
self-awareness, being able to strategically deploy themselves within the organization.

Tate (2003) explored the ways effective elementary school principals use their
listening skills in conversations with their teachers to increase their school’s
effectiveness. Additionally, the researcher investigated teachers’ perceptions of their
effective principals’ listening skills to better understand the impact those listening skills
have on teachers and their work. Tate contacted three directors of elementary education

and asked for nominations of principals who exhibited best practices and possessed
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strong relationships with their faculties. From these nominations, the researcher selected
six (three female and three male) elementary principals and conducted interviews with
each of them (n = 6). Full-time faculty members for each of these principals completed a
Likert survey, and the researcher interviewed one full-time teacher, who had worked for
each principal for at least 1 year, about the listening skills of the principal (n = 6). The
researcher coded the interviewed and analyzed categories and themes across those
interviews, and descriptive statistics compiled from the survey data provided a more
complete picture of the listening skills of the principals.

Not unexpectedly, all six principals considered themselves good leaders, and all
characterized themselves as understanding and compassionate leaders. More telling,
perhaps, was the fact that all six teachers described their principals as having open-door
policies and that their respective principals listened to the concerns of teachers in their
buildings. Five of the six teachers described their leaders as caring and compassionate,
and the same number stated that they collaborated with their principals on decisions that
affected the school. These listening skills aided the principals in building trust
relationships with their faculties, keeping abreast of the activities occurring within their
buildings, and gaining input for decision-making. Though each of the interviewed
teachers expressed a satisfaction that their respective principals were adequately informed
and exhibited adequate empathy and concern about them personally, each of the six
principals lamented the lack of time they felt they possessed to adequately listen to
teachers, parents, and students. Tate (2003) emphasized that these effective principals
were compassionate. They understood that teachers work hard, can often feel lonely and

isolated, and need positive attention and praise.
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Seeking to discover the reasons why principals lose their jobs, Davis (1998)
synthesized the findings from a study that he conducted by surveying 200 California
superintendents. Stated in terms of this particular study, the researcher arrived at
characteristics of effective principals by contrasting them to those who had been
considered ineffective. Davis discovered that the vast majority of superintendents stated
that most principals lost their jobs because they lacked people skills. No other factor —
including low student achievement, lack of discipline, poor administrative skills, or poor
decision making — came close to the importance of interpersonal relationships in the eyes
of superintendents. Effective principals, then, should possess a genuine interest in, and
awareness of, the needs of their faculties, students, and communities. Davis suggested
that effective leaders understand they must manage the perceptions of people, and they do
not become too engrossed in the day-to-day activities to fail to notice how their behaviors
are being perceived by those with whom they work and to whom they are accountable.

Larhi (2003) studied (a) the impact of motivation on the role relationship of
principals, (b) the ways that leadership styles contribute to the success of secondary
school principals, and (c) the factors that contribute to the professional development of
secondary school principals. The participants in the study comprised a purposive sample
of 20 (n = 20) secondary school principals described by their superintendents and by
district criteria as “exemplary educators.” Utilizing a qualitative research design, the
researcher gathered data through individual interviews with the principals and analyzed
data across subjects to discover emerging themes.

Results of the study indicated that successful principals were visionary

instructional leaders who promoted student learning. These principals also prioritized
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support for their teachers and fostered collaboration among their staffs. Larhi (2003)
described these leaders as self-confident, highly motivated, and possessing a commitment
to networking with other colleagues and with community partners to further their
personal professional development.

Understanding that even a high correlation between principal leadership and
student achievement at a general “leadership” level provided little in the way of practical
direction, Marzano et al.(2005) identified 21 specific responsibilities of the school leader
that correlated with student achievement at levels between .18 and .33. Though listed as
actions, at least 8 of the 21 responsibilities could be viewed as who the leader is, perhaps
more than what the leader does. Those attributes of the leader that correlate with student
outcomes are the leader’s a) disposition to challenge the status quo as a change agent, b)
ability to establish strong lines of communication, c) flexibility within given situations
and ability to cope with dissent, d) operation from a strong set of ideals and beliefs, ¢)
optimism and ability to inspire others, f) skillfulness at developing relationships with
staff and students, g) growing personally in the knowledge of curricular, instructional,
and assessment best practices; and h) situational awareness that enables him or her to
practice anticipatory leadership. Situational awareness, in fact, exhibits the highest
correlation of the 21 responsibilities with a .33 coefficient.

Leithwood et al. (2008) also noted from their examination of studies of successful
school leaders that the high proportion of variation in the effectiveness of the different
leaders was generally explained by a small number of personal traits which were evident
in the successful headteachers. According to the researchers, these traits replicate

evidence from research on successful private sector leaders. The personal attributes that
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seemed to be most beneficial to these leaders were an open-mindedness and willingness
to learn from others, flexibility in thinking, resiliency, optimism, and persistence in
pursuit of high expectations, motivation, commitment, and achievement for all.
Summary

This review of attributes of effective leaders could be discouraging for those
yearning for guidance in finding a leader for their school, and even more disheartening
for those aspiring to be administrators. Honest evaluation would lead most people to
realize that no single person could honestly be considered gifted in even half of the
attributes covered in this review. This highlights the need for organizations to understand
their own particular contexts to see which attributes are most necessary for their leader.

Research suggests that some common attributes, however, do seem to arise most
often in these laundry lists of character traits of effective principals. Most researchers
agree that extraordinary leaders possess a contagious passion for their work—an unusual
level of commitment to a higher purpose (Goertz, 2000; Larhi, 2003; Schmeider & Carns,
1998). Extraordinary school leaders almost always seem to have quality people skills
(Davis, 1998; Kirby, Paradise, & King, 1992; Koehler, Wallbrown, & Konnert, 1994;
Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). They care about people and exude empathy for
those around them. These effective leaders devote time and energy to developing and
maintaining relationships within their organizations, so that many people will participate
in the processes of improvement, including their personal commitment to learning from
others (Larhi, 2003; Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008; Marzano, Waters, & McNuity,
2005; Schmeider & Carns, 1998; Tate, 2003). These attributes reinforce the Kouzes and

Posner (2002) pfactices of challenging the process and enabling others to act by

45



searching for opportunities, fostering collaboration and strengthening others. People trust
them because they walk their talk, and their teachers and students believe they are
concerned about their needs and will support them (Davis, 1998; Koehler et al., 1994).
Kouzes and Posner’s (2002) practice modeling the way by setting the example agrees
with this notion. Effective principals are also effective communicators. They are
persistent optimists about the future of their organizations who are able to enlist others in
their causes, while exhibiting flexibility and adaptability to changing circumstances with
the school (Kirby et al., 1992; Koehler et al, 1994; Leithwood et al., 2008; Marzano et al.,
2005). This corresponds to Kouzes and Posner’s (2002) practice of inspiring a shared
vision by envisioning the future and enlisting others.

Overt Behaviors that Contribute to Student Success

The necessity to produce student success in schools across the country requires,
however, that more than just a select cadre of leaders be developed from among those
containing a specific number of the aforementioned character traits. The literature
overwhelmingly reveals that there are specific behaviors in which successful leaders
engage with regularity and from priority. It is in discovering those actions which are most
reproducible that researchers have perhaps contributed most to the efforts of school
productivity and effectiveness.

Bennis and Nanus (1985) were among the first to propose a set of priorities that
guide a great majority of successful leaders. Their list of priorities included (a) attention
through vision, (b) developing meaning through communication, (c) building trust
through positioning, and (d) the strategic development and deployment of self. These

were broad categories with certainly very different contextual meanings; yet, they
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provided a framework for a leader to engage himself or herself in activities that transcend
simple maintenance of an efficient daily routine, and these ideas were certainly
influential as school systems began serious study on effective leadership. Bennis and
Nanus began the call for “transformative leadership,” for a leader “who commits people
to action, who converts followers into leaders, and who may convert leaders into agents
of change” (p. 3).

Kouzes and Posner (1995) identified four ways in which managers can empower
their staffs and increase productivity in an organization. These authors suggested that
managers must first develop a culture of reciprocity of influence by allowing their
employees to use their abilities in meaningful ways, thus growing a deeper commitment
on the part of employees and a shared ownership of responsibility. Second, managers can
increase their employees’ abilities to utilize their judgment and respond with appropriate
action by providing greater decision-making authority and responsibility for their
employees. Third, the researchers suggested that good managers invest in developing
employee skills and competencies and place their workers at the center of critical
problem solving. Finally, the authors suggest that effective managers must be highly
visible and active in strengthening networks between employees, especially fostering
communication between people outside of individual departments and across the
organization in order that people will assist and support one another in attaining
organizational goals.

Drawing primarily from lessons learned in the Continental Airlines and New
York City police department turnarounds that occurred in the 1990s, and having reviewed

dozens of studies in a wide range of organizations, Hassel and Hassel (2009) provided a
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picture of common actions that spurred dramatic improvement, believing that these
actions hold promise for schoo! turnaround. The essential precursor for these leaders,
according to the authors, is to operate in an environment of the “big yes,” a clear nod of
support from the top in support of dramatic change. The authors suggested that
turnaround leaders should first focus on a few high priority goals with visible pay-offs
and early success to gain momentum. Second, successful leaders should break
organizational rules and norms in order to demonstrate that new action gets new results.
Third, these leaders push a fast cycle of trying new tactics, discarding failed tactics, and
providing energy and resources in things that work. Fourth, successful change agents
often replace key leaders to help organize and drive the change, while communicating for
all staff that change is mandatory, not optional. Next, the leaders conduct rigorous
analysis of data and require all staff to own their data in an open-air forum and face tough
questions about the results. Finally, tarnaround leaders manage the change process by
motivating and maneuvering, communicating a positive vision for success, helping staff
connect with the customers’ perspectives, working through influencers, and championing
the early wins.

Also drawing from non-educational setting leadership studies, Murphy (2010)
concluded that leadership is so crucial that virtually no turnaround occurs without a
change in leadership. Once in place, the leaders should act quickly to create a sense of
urgency to address deficiencies. When motivated properly to address the maladies of the
current situation, the initial phases of turnaround involve an accurate diagnosis by
analyzing data and causes for decline, emphasizing efficiency and targeted work,

centralizing operations, concentrating on substance rather than structure, and focusing on
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the strengths of the organization as well as the needs of the customers. Finally, the author
suggested that leaders should focus on activities that wiil have quick impact while
imparting a new, hopeful vision for the organization.

Wendel, Hoke, and Joekel (1993) conducted a study of outstanding school
administrators to discover personal perceptions of why these individuals believe they are
identified as successful. Specifically, the researchers asked the individuals “Please tell us
why you are considered to be an outstanding administrator.” The research group
contacted officials from educational institutions, professional organizations, and
universities for names of outstanding administrators. They then wrote to all of the more
than 1,000 nominated individuals and invited them to participate in their research.
Eventually, 491 administrators submitted usable responses, 89 (n = 89) of whom were
high school principals. Their responses provided the data which were subsequently
compiled and organized into 11 factors that contributed to the professional success of
these individuals. Those factors, presented and supported with actual participant
quotations, were (a) hard work, (b) putting students first, (c) high expectations, (d)
community outreach, (e) positive staff relationships, (f) professional growth, (g) clear
personal philosophy, (h) risk taking, (i) effective communication, (j) vision setting, and
(k) collaborative leadership. Though based upon data collected at the very beginning of
the school reform movement, this study reflected outcomes which agree with the findings
of more recent studies and certainly of the philosophy that guided much of the reform
movement of the 1990s.

Throughout the 1990’s Leithwood was an advocate for the development of

transformational leadership in school systems and has been active in research about the
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implementation of this paradigm of leadership. Leithwood (1992) summarized the results
of three studies that he and research colleagues had completed that were designed to
explore the meaning and utility of transformational leadership in schools. The researchers
studied schools that were initiating reforms of their own choice as well as schools
responding to both district- and state-level initiatives. The summarized results of the
studies suggest that transformational leaders are generally in continuous pursuit of three
fundamental goals: (a) helping staff members develop and maintain a collaborative,
professional school culture; (b) fostering teacher development, and (c) improving group
problem-solving capacity. Leithwood suggested that these principals helped develop
norms of collective responsibility and continuous improvement, internalized goals for
professional growth, and created processes for actively pursuing alternate and creative
solutions to educational challenges.

As already noted, Hipp (1996) found that significant relationships existed
between both general teacher efficacy and personal teacher efficacy and the principal
behaviors of “models behavior” and “provides contingent rewards.” Additionally, the
principal behavior of “inspires group purpose” held significant relationship to GTE.
Interview data across the schools represented in that study confirmed survey results and
added eight principal leadership behaviors that reinforce and sustain teacher efficacy: (a)
provides personal and professional support, (b) promotes teacher empowerment and
decision making, (c) manages student behavior, (d) creates a positive climate for success,
(e) fosters teamwork and collaboration, (f) encourages innovation and continual growth,

(g) believes in staff and students, and (h) inspires caring and respectful relationships
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Barth (2002) called changing the prevailing culture of a school probably the most
important and most difficult job of an instructional leader. The culture of the school can,
in no uncertain terms, either support the innovations necessary to create an environment
of lifelong learners or it can sabotage all positive efforts. The instructional leader must
understand that all school cultures are incredibly resistant to change, but the principal
must decide to dissmpower the elements of teachers’ lounge conversations and back hali
alliances by creating structures that allow open, constructive dialogue about meaningful
issues.

Barth (2002) outlined three primary characteristics of the leader who will change
the school’s culture in a positive way. First, he suggested that the primary force behind
such change is a clear, personal vision of creating a human learning environment. This
must go beyond a beginning of the year “pep talk”; rather, the leader must convey a
moral outrage at ineffective practices and a commitment to discovering and
implementing structures that foster achievement.

Second, he called attention to the often-used “community of learners” assertion
contained in so many mission statements, and he noted that culture builders will
understand that the first step of that journey is to create community. To create community
means that the school will be the focal point of educators, staffs, parents, and students
who genuinely care about and encourage one another. The instructional leader must help
build and maintain relationships that can withstand conflict and disagreement and
celebrate one another’s successes.

Finally, Barth (2002) asserted that instructional leaders must find ways to

uncouple learning and punishment that our current system breeds. He proposed that “the

51



trellis of our profession — and the most crucial element of school culture — is the ethos
hospitable to human learning” (p. 8). The effective instructional leader embraces the
opportunity to continue his or her own professional development, develops structures for
faculties to be renewed and energized by their own sharpening of their swords, and
ultimately produces students who desire to contribute to burgeoning knowledge base of
our society.

In blunt terms, Fried (1999) proposed that if a school’s culture does not change,
the school will not change. Therefore, he asserted that leaders seeking to improve the
effectiveness of their academic programs ought to devote energy to transforming their
cultures. He offered a list of seven key habits that leaders seeking such a change must
embrace. Fried’s list includes (a) articulating a clear vision, (b) practicing respect and
empathy for faculties and staff, (c) fostering authentic conversation about meaningful
issues, (d) nurturing faculty collegiality, (e) focusing on student performance, (f)
embracing self-assessment and accountability, and (g) promoting a reflective
environment that allows people within the school to think “outside the box.”

Gleaning from other cultures, a recent study by Sharifah and Samsilah (2009)
indicates that effective principals have been able to turn around “at-risk schools” by
paying primary attention to the culture of their schools, improving the climate by
changing the way others think and by serving as role models of the behaviors and
priorities they desire. Through a qualitative study of two schools, utilizing interviews,
document analysis, and observation, the researchers discovered that these principals were
brave, creative, and persistent and were willing, if necessary in transforming their

schools, to go against common practices and policies. These principals focused attention
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on six key areas of concern. They strived to meet the needs and connect to the interests of
the students; to build, sell, and promote a new image of the school’s purpose, values, and
benefits for the students; to transform the physical environment; to celebrate successes
regularly; to increase parental involvement; and, to address the remediation needs of their
populations.

Proposing that the work of researchers supports the notion that transformational
leadership was well-suited to meet the needs of the multi-cultural settings facing many of
our schools, Jason (2000) believed that three central tenets gleaned from empirical
research in this field can be particularly helpful in meeting the challenges of diverse
populations—tenets that seem to mirror the findings of those studying turnaround
leadership.

First, Jason (2000) proposed that effective principals must maintain high
expectations of performance and professional growth for themselves and their staffs. The
transformational leader must promote a “communal sense of self-efficacy,” whereby the
principal promotes problem solving, publicizes successes, praises initiative, and provides
institutional support for group initiatives. The principal should be committed to action
research, whereby the organization as a whole obtains data and information regarding a
problem and evaluates and implements appropriate remedial actions. The effective leader
encourages a staff to rethink how their work can be performed more effectively and
serves as a source of information and new ideas.

Jason (2000) concluded that an essential finding of the research was that
transformational leaders must foster collaboration within their faculties and staffs. The

principal must seek to provide opportunities where individuals are encouraged to present
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their positions, and those positions contribute to a dialogue, which helps the groups to
discover insights they could not reach operating in isolation. The effective principal is
attuned to the dysfunctionality of working in isolation. Discovering the different
perceptions of needs and solutions is a priority for these leaders.

Finally, the effective principal in a multi-cultural setting is committed to
developing a pursuit of a common purpose. Jason (2000) suggested that homogeneity of
thought is not the goal of the leader, but rather the effective leader will embrace the
different opinions as an avenue through which the varied needs of the group can be
discovered and met. The effective principal will, however, develop a common
commitment to teaching and learning and will find a consensus around the instructional
focus of the organization. In other words, the researcher proposed that the
transformational leader is able to keep the organization focused on their common goals
and purposes, rather than their common differences.

Liontos (1993) conducted a case study of a successful principal in an Oregon high
school to discern and present key behaviors and priorities of a successful school leader.
The researcher interviewed the principal, school staff, and the superintendent of the
principal selected. Additionally, the researcher sought to study a principal who (a)
utilized a collaborative, shared decision-making approach; (b) prioritized teacher
professionalism and empowerment; (c) possessed an understanding of organizational and
individual change; and (d) desired continual improvement. The researcher apparently was
seeking a real-life example of someone who was successfully implementing the reform
agenda ushered in during the 1990s. The principal participated in regular one-on-one,

semi-structured interviews as well as impromptu informal interviews during the
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observation period so the researcher could gather information regarding the reasons for
specific actions. The researcher’s interview and observation notes provided data
regarding behaviors and priorities which were in turn compared to the responses given
during informal interviews by faculty and staff that work with and for this principal.

When Liontos (1993) asked at the outset what he credited as reasons for his
success or what he would consider the priorities of a transformational leader, the selected
principal listed five: (a) building a collaborative team, (b) understanding the big picture,
(c) empowering staff as leaders, (d) implementing shared decision making, and (e)
emphasizing continual growth and improvement. Though not included in his list, the
principal added that it was essential to create a safe environment for risk-taking. His track
record of accomplishment bore out evidence of behaviors that reflected these priorities.
He developed flexible roles within his administrative team, spent great energies to arrive
at consensus, often withheld his opinion (even to the disgust of some teachers) so that his
staff would develop problem-solving capabilities and would not stop thinking, worked to
reduce teacher isolation, and he exhibited a sincere openness for persons to disagree with
him. He placed a great emphasis on grant writing, believing that it provided great
opportunities for his staff to be innovative and continue their own self-development. He
also prioritized reading and research as the guide for student improvement, believing it
was his duty to circulate research, network with other successful professionals, and be
active in attending conferences.

Those working with the effective principal described him as warm and caring,
approachable and unassuming, conscientious, hard-working and dedicated. They credited

him with being a good listener who practiced nurturing, empathetic, and intuitive

55



behaviors. The teachers appreciated his desire to share the spotlight, indicating that he
had no interest in taking credit for school accomplishments. Many described him as a
coach who possessed no need to be controlling or directive, and most agreed that he
modeled regularly the behaviors he desired others to emulate.

Railsback, Reed, and Boss (2001) and other laboratory staff members of the
Northwest Regional Educational Lab (NWREL) conducted a series of case studies of
Title I schools in the Northwest United States that have made significant progress toward
improving student achievement and bringing organizational change. The researchers
asked state department of education staff members from six northwestern states to
recommend Title I schools that had marked performance improvement in the previous 3
years. NWREL staff members contacted school administrators to ask what specific
strategies they had used to achieve success. They also mined the documents for school-
wide plans, goal statements, achievement data, and other information and conducted on-
site interviews and observations at some of the schools.

Through constant comparative analysis Railsback et al. (2001) arrived at seven
strategies for school improvement that were practiced in these schools, several of which
are prevalent in turnaround leadership literature as well. The strategies gleaned from the
data were (a) creating a clear, shared vision with attainable goals; (b) creating a learning
community; (c) creating a positive, supportive, and safe school culture; (d) providing
effective, collaborative leadership; (e) making effective use of resources; (f) using data to
drive reform; and (g) involving parents and community.

Perhaps recognizing the growing connection to the tenets of transformational

leadership, Fullan (2006) utilized the title Turnaround Leadership to describe the role
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school leaders should play as part of system transformation. The work does not outline a
specific research study, but rather the insights gleaned from his work as an international
consultant on educational reform, as chair of a team that conducted a 4-year assessment
of the National Literacy and Numeracy Strategy in England, and as special advisor to the
premier and minister of education in Ontario. His primary task in the Canadian province
was to help design and implement reform in all 4,000 elementary schools in all 72
districts, as well as helping form partnerships with multiple entities to accomplish this
goal. For him, “the real reform agenda is societal development” (p. 1). Noting that
developed countries with larger education gaps are also those with the higher income
differentials, he asserted that public education must primarily engage in “gap closing” if
they are to overcome the barriers to learning inherent in the direct health and indirect
psychological consequences of poverty.

The author contended that meaningful reform must begin with an understanding
of the emotions generated by societal conditions, and thus discovering how those
emotions may prompt motivation within large groups of people to engage in change. The
entire reform strategy, according to Fullan, is to focus relentlessly on internal
accountability and capacity building. When massive resources are utilized in building the
collective efficacy of those in direct contact with students, teachers will feel as if they are
a source of the solution and will develop an intrinsic commitment to lend their ideas and
energy to collectively enact meaningful improvement.

With those two primary foci, Fullan (2006) proposes 10 key elements of
successful change: (a) define closing the gap as the overarching goal; (b) attend initially

to the three basics — literacy, numeracy, and well-being of students; (c) tap into teachers’
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and students’ dignity and sense of respect; (d) ensure that the best people are working on
the problem; (¢) change by doing rather than by elaborate planning; (f) assume that lack
of capacity is the initial problem and work on it continuously; (g) stay the course through
continuity of good direction by leveraging leadership; (h) build internal accountability
linked to external accountability; (i) establish conditions for the evolution of positive peer
pressure; and (j) use previous strategies to build public confidence. These are not the
actions of a single leader, but rather the product of successful collaboration fostered
where little existed before the turnaround process began. The principal’s role, however,
must be that of modeling the new values and behaviors that are intended to replace the
existing norms and in becoming a leaders of leaders in order to improve the quality of
instruction with the school.

Marzano et al. (2005) offered 13 other leader responsibilities that reflect
intentional actions from the principal. Those actions include: a) publicly affirming
successes and acknowledging failures; b) offering contingent rewards by recognizing and
rewarding individual accomplishments; ¢) building culture by emphasizing values and
beliefs; d) creating a disciplined environment with structures and procedures to protect
instructional time; ¢) establishing focus on clear goals; f) gathering input by involving
teachers in the design and implementation of important decisions and policies; g)
providing intellectual stimulation for faculty and staff with exposure to the most current
theories and practices regarding effective schooling; h) engaging in the design and
implementation of curriculum, instruction, and assessment; i) monitoring, evaluating, and
providing feedback of school practices; j) establishing standard operating principles and

routines; k) reaching out and advocating for the school to all stakeholders; 1) providing
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teachers with necessary resources for the successful execution of their duties; and m)
developing visibility through interactions with teachers, students, and parents.

To further examine the relationship of these 21 responsibilities, Marzano et al.
(2005) conducted a factor analysis using the responses of a questionnaire designed to
measure a principal’s behavior. The researchers discovered that two traits seemed to
guide the implementation of the correlative behaviors. First order change describes the
incremental change within a school that is the next logical step in a transformation.
Second order change refers to the dramatic departure from the expected in terms of
defining the problem and finding a solution, as in the case of a school in need of
turnaround. The day to day operation of the school, and the necessary first order
improvements, requires some leader attention to all 21 responsibilities. However, second
order change requires specific skill and attention at seven of the responsibilities: a)
possessing knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and assessment; b) functioning as an
optimizer; c¢) providing intellectual stimulation; d) acting as a change agent; ¢)
monitoring and evaluating; f) possessing flexibility; and g) operating from strong ideals
and beliefs. During a second order change process, the leader might have to endure the
perception of decline in areas of culture, communication, order, and input.

Marzano et al. (2005) further found that it was crucial that leaders and staffs
engage in the right work that is needed for that particular school. Various factors
influence what works in schools. School-level factors include a guaranteed and viable
curriculum, challenging goals and effective feedback, parent and community
involvement, safe and orderly environment, and collegiality and professionalism.

Teacher-level factors include instructional strategies, classroom management, and
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classroom curriculum design. Student-level factors include the home environment,
learned intelligence and background knowledge, and motivation.

Finally, Marzano et al. (2005) offered a five-step action process for enhancing
student achievement. These actions of the leader include a) developing a strong
leadership team, b) distributing some responsibilities throughout that team, c) selecting
the right work for the school, d) identifying the order of magnitude implied by the
selected work, and e) matching the management style to the order of the magnitude of the
change initiative.

Leithwood and Strauss (2009) studied schools in Ontario to test their beliefs that
school turnaround processes unfold in stages within which successful leadership practices
are enacted to prompt change on the part of teachers, and ultimately produce increased
student performance. The study was carried out in two stages. The first involved the
collection of interview data from 73 (N=73) interviews, as well as eight parent and eight
student focus groups from four elementary and four secondary schools. The schools were
selected based upon their successful performance over three years on achievement tests in
grades 3 and 6, as well as the grade 10 literacy test. In the second stage, the researchers
distributed surveys to 472 teachers and 36 administrators in 11 elementary and three
secondary schools. Nine of those schools met the criteria as “turnarounds” and five were
“improving.”

The synthesis of these studies produced eight key findings, all but one revolving
around the application of four “core leadership practices” that are essential to success.
Those four practices are broadly described as a) direction setting, b) developing people,

c) redesigning the organization, and 4) managing the instructional program. The
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respondents identified other key behaviors that contribute to the successful
implementation of those practices, including providing resources, building a collaborative
culture, providing adequate professional development, developing shared goals, and
establishing high performance expectations and effective channels of communication.

The additional finding that was not directly connected to the application of the
“core” principles was that leaders turn their schools around by changing teacher attitudes
and school cultures. That transformation involves developing school wide responsibility
for student success by embracing the ability of all students to learn with appropriate
instruction that can be learned and by refusing to accept students’ family backgrounds as
insurmountable obstacles to student achievement.

Also imploring the terminology of “turnaround leadership” that is becoming more
prevalent in educational literature, Leithwood, Harris, and Strauss (2010) began with a
fundamental belief that successful turnaround schools almost always have a good
principal. Their mixed method, two-phase study sought not to estimate how much
leadership mattered but rather to discover the practices and behaviors which successful
turnaround leaders exercise. The first phase of the study incorporated qualitative
techniques in one elementary and one secondary school in each of four districts from the
Ontario Ministry of Education’s school Turnaround Teams Project in order to generate
theory about core leadership practices in turnaround schools. Phase 2 of the study
involved a quantitative analysis of a survey distributed to 340 (N=340) teachers and 20
(N=20) principals or vice principals from 20 turnaround schools and 288 (N=288)
teachers and 24 (N=24) administrators from improving schools. The researchers utilized

semi-structured interviews with an average of ten administrators and teachers from each
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school in phase 1. They also conducted focus group interviews with parents as well as a
group of four to six students in each school. The researchers also utilized data from a
qualitative study, utilizing case study methodology, in the United Kingdom of 20 (N=20)
schools that had moved from the lowest quartile of added value in students to the highest
level in a five-year period. The research team conducted semi-structured interviews with
a ride range of stakeholder groups in two-day visits to each school then developed and
analyzed themes that emerged inductively both individually and with cross-case
comparison.

Leithwood et al. (2010) concluded that almost all successful leaders utilize a
common set of core practices in turning around a failing school. Those leaders a) create a
shared sense of direction among members of the organization; b) develop the capacities
of their teachers to meet existing needs; ¢) redesign school policies, procedures, cultures,
and structures to support teachers in exercising those capacities; and d) manage the
teaching and learning processes within the school.

The qualitative portion of the study provided these core practices provide general
direction for those aspiring to lead turnaround within schools. However, Leithwood et al.
(2010) found more specific guidance in the second phase of their study. According to
their study, the turnaround leader creates a shared vision by establishing and modeling
core organizational values, by establishing short-term goals and early wins, by creating
high expectations, and by fostering communication with all stakeholders in the school.
Turnaround leaders build the capacities of their teachers by providing individualized

support for personal growth and intellectual stimulation for skill development.
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Additionally, those leaders model desired practices and values including transparent
decision making, confidence, optimism, and consistency between words and deeds.

According to Leithwood et al. (2010) successful turnaround leaders redesign their
organizations by developing norms and values that encourage staffs to work
collaboratively and reorganize the school so that collaboration is possible and likely.
These leaders build productive educational cultures within families and encourage
connections with other schools and stakeholders, while providing access to outside
agencies that can aid in lowering barriers that hinder family support and student success.
Finally, the researchers found that turnaround leaders improve their school’s instructional
program by recruiting and retaining competent teachers, by monitoring and using data
about student learning to drive decision making and staff development, by buffering staff
from distractions to their work with students, and by supporting the instructional work.
That support is accomplished by supervising and evaluating instruction, coordinating the
curriculum, and providing resources in support of curriculum development, instructional
practices, and student assessment.
Summary

While there are certain principal behaviors that are more effective in specific
contexts than in others, certain themes emerged from this examination of literature and
suggest that certain actions produce positive results cross-contextually. First, effective
leaders have a clear vision for their organization, and they provide the primary fuel
source to keep the train moving in that direction. They enlist others in that goal and
generate enthusiasm about its benefits (Barth, 2002; Fried, 1999; Jason, 2000;

Leithwood, Harris, & Strauss, 2010; Leithwood & Strauss, 2009; Marzano, Waters, &
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McNulty, 2005; Railsback, Reed & Boss, 2001; Sharifah & Samsilah, 2009). These
concepts even share almost identical terminology with Kouzes and Posner’s (2002)
practices of inspiring a shared vision by envisioning the future and enlisting others.

Second, that vision for effective principals is not static, rather it is focused on
improvement. These leaders hold high expectations for themselves, for their staffs, and
for their students. They model an appreciation for learning and they provide opportunities
for faculties to grow from one another and from external sources. Leaming is a
community affair in turnaround schools (Barth, 2002; Fullan, 2006; Jason, 2000;
Leithwood, 1992; Leithwood et al., 2010; Leithwood & Strauss, 2009; Liontos, 1993;
Marzano et al., 2005; Railsback, et al., 2001; Wendell et al., 1993). These behaviors
correspond with Kouzes and Posner’s practices of challenging the process and enabling
others to act. More specifically, these actions are part of the commitments to search for
opportunities, experiment and take risks, foster collaboration, and strengthen others.

Third, effective principals communicate often and effectively, and consciously
devote energies to building relationships and teams. As these leaders move their
organizations, they understand that improvement means change, and change means
discomfort. The trust they earn with their staffs and the flow of information they provide,
however, can ease tensions and can keep the organization moving in positive directions
(Barth, 2002; Fried, 1999; Fullan, 2006; Hipp, 1996; Leithwood, 1992; Leithwood et al.,
2010; Leithwood & Strauss, 2009; Liontos, 1993, Sharifah & Samsilah, 2009), similar to
Kouzes and Posner’s (2002) call to a commitment to building trust by fostering

collaboration.
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Fourth, successful leaders create supportive environments which encourage
collaboration and innovation. They create climates which encourage authentic
conversation and questioning of the status quo, while communicating to the brave that
failure is part of progress (Fried, 1999; Hassel & Hassel, 2009; Hipp, 1996; Leithwood et
al., 2010; Marzano et al., 2005; Wendel et al., 1993). Again, the concept and terminology
are almost identical to Kouzes and Posner’s (2002) notion of challenging the process by
searching for opportunities to incorporate innovations, creativity, and fresh ideas while
encouraging experimenting and taking risks in order to learn from mistakes.

Finally, effective principals engage the collective intellectual capacity of the
community, teachers, and students in decision making and school leadership. These
leaders see themselves as facilitators, using their position to strategically position persons
where they can be most effective and to focus the collective talents and energies around
them to improve the instructional program of the school and promote higher student
achievement (Hassel & Hassel, 2009; Jason, 2000; Kouzes & Posner, 1995; Leithwood et
al., 2010; Liontos, 1993; Marzano et al., 2005; Railsback et al., 2001). Kouzes and
Posner’s (2002) practice of enabling others to act and challenging the process by
strengthening others and searching for opportunities to incorporate improvements mirror
these behaviors.

Tumaround Leadership in Church Settings
Evidence of Pastor Impact in Churches
That growing churches share many priorities in common is well-established. The

questions with which this inquiry is concerned are the discovery of those consistent
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behaviors and the degree to which those priorities are established as a function of pastoral
leadership within turnaround congregations.

Barna (1993) studied congregations that had been thriving churches, then
experienced a steep decline, but ultimately pulled out of the dive and became revitalized,
to discover insights that might help turn around other declining churches or to prevent a
major slide in a church that is presently strong. The author’s research team selected a
group of 30 turnaround churches in 16 states from recommendations of denominational
representatives, turnaround churches, publishers, research and consulting groups, and
other observers of the church scene. The group represented all geographic parts of the
country, 14 different Protestant denominations, and attendance ranges from 135 to 3,300.
The researchers contacted the pastors of those churches and conducted lengthy open-
ended interviews of 1 to 2 hours with each of them. The pastors also provided documents
that helped describe the revitalization process.

The researcher delineated what he called eleven elements of revival derived from
his study. This list mixed both personal attributes and leadership strategies of the pastor,
as well as actions by church leadership. That six of the eleven involve strong leadership
and attributes of the pastor—(a) pastoral love of people, (b) releasing the past, (c)
defining outreach, (d) equipping the congregation, (e) pastoral strong work ethic, and (f)
quality sermons—and two more involve congregational actions related to the pastor—(a)
select a new pastor and (b) select a strong leader—suggests that the role of the pastor in
revitalization is significant. He also noted that a long-term pastoral commitment and

unity within the congregation was essential to recovery.
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Avery (2002) studied six congregations that had utilized an intentional interim
minister to begin the work of healing and refocus to prepare a congregation to call and
chart a new course under a settled pastorate. The researcher located five ministers who
were members of the Interim Ministry Network and another who had been specifically
trained for the interim role through another organization, and asked each of them to direct
him to a congregation that had begun the turnaround process under an interim pastor.
Avery utilized qualitative inquiry methods that included on-site interviews in a 4- to 5-
week period at each site with the interim pastor, the settled pastor (where available),
current staff, approximately 20 lay leaders at each site that were involved in the
transition, and previous pastors and staff when afforded the opportunity. All interviews
were recorded and transcribed. The researcher examined documents relating to church
history, annual reports, newsletters, church council reports, correspondence, letters of
resignation, congregation studies, and other items. Additionally, the inquiry included
demographic studies of the surrounding areas of each church. The researcher studied the
crisis in each church, its history, the role of the interim, and the leadership of the settled
pastor, looking for common factors that contributed to either revitalization or decline and
appraising future prospects of development or decline. The settled pastorates, in most
cases, read the chapters written about their church by the researcher to ensure that factual
information was correct.

The research findings indicated by way of counterexample the strong impact that
pastoral leadership has upon a congregation. Specifically, Avery (2002) found that
certain pastoral leadership choices, styles, and behaviors lead a congregation to a decline

in mission and participation by members. The researcher found that mismatches between
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the pastor and the parish in four of the six congregations sparked a crisis that led to
instability within the congregation. Some of those behaviors involve a rigidity in the
pastoral office and a lack of adaptability to the specific needs of the congregation,
including a failure to develop meaningful relationships with members of the
congregation. Pastors may lack management skills sufficient for the growing
congregation, or they may lack the ability to manage conflict in a constructive way.
While many researchers that will be noted later in this review have found that a long-term
pastoral commitment to a congregation is generally necessary for sustained growth,
Avery noted that long-term pastorates provide a series of challenges after the pastor
leaves that become obstacles to revitalization. First, the congregation tends to find its
identity in the pastor and his or her vision of ministry, leaving an initial vacuum of
direction and identity upon the pastor’s departure, as well as making it difficult for
anyone to establish a credible presence within the church and community. Remaining
staff members may be a source of conflict and hindrance as well, as allegiances may be
tested and “protection of turf” may continue. According to the researcher, this affirms the
critical importance of intentional interim pastors in beginning the work of revitalization
without strings attached to a long term pastorate.

Rainer (2001) noted a fundamental flaw in most research aimed at discovering
strategies to reach the unchurched population of the United States. Most of those studies
questioned people who were not currently attending church. The problem was that
previous research by Rainer had revealed that as many as 80-90 % of that population,
despite the Church’s best efforts, will never attend church. In seeking to correct this

research flaw, Rainer’s research group, interviewed 353 (n = 353) formerly unchurched
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persons—representing seven different denominations plus independent churches—from
37 states in the continental United States, who typically became active in church within
the past 2 years, to ascertain reasons for choosing the particular church in which they
were involved. Those participants were nominated by leaders of congregations that met
the criteria of “effective evangelistic churches”—churches which recorded at least 26
conversions per year and a membership to annual conversion ratio of less than 20:1. Less
than 4 % of churches in America met this criteria. The research group also interviewed
350 (n = 350) “transfer churched” members who had moved from another church to
become a part of the effective evangelistic church. Utilizing primarily telephone
interviews and a series of “cluster questions,” the team discovered similarities and
differences in the “unchurched” and “churched” in looking for a church home.

Rainer (2001) discovered that 90 % of the formerly unchurched listed the pastor
and/or the pastor’s preaching was key in their entering the ranks of the churched in that
particular congregation. Though the pastor was not directly associated with the
unchurched attending the first time, the overwhelming majority credited the pastor as a
reason for coming back for another visit. Somewhat surprising to the researcher was that
the second most mentioned reason for selecting a particular church was the doctrinal
beliefs of that body. In fact, when asked more directly if the doctrinal beliefs were
important in selecting that church, 91 % of the unchurched and 89 % of the churched
answered in the affirmative. No other factor was mentioned by more than 50 % of those
surveyed.

The strong influence of pastors in moving unchurched people to active church

participation prompted Rainer (2001) to discern the specific behaviors of the pastor that

69



contributed to their decisions. The most commonly mentioned action of the pastor was
“preaching that teaches the Bible,” which was mentioned by 60 % of the formerly
unchurched. This added clarity to the high correlation of persons mentioning the pastor
and doctrine as reasons for choosing a church. These persons looked for doctrinal clarity
that was centered in the authority of Scripture. They were seeking moral truth and found,
in the pastors of “effective” churches, expository preaching with the ability to
communicate that doctrine clearly. The second most mentioned behavior of the preacher
(41 %) was “preaching that applies to my life.” The formerly unchurched not only
wanted doctrinal clarity, but they also appreciated the ability of the pastor to make that
doctrine relevant to their lives. The fifth and eighth most mentioned factors of pastoral
influence were actions as well, a “personal contact by the pastor” (30 %) and a “pastor’s
class” (25 %). These, in fact, might often be one in the same action.

Stetzer and Dodson (2007) conducted a study to discover principles from
comeback churches that could guide other pastors and churches stuck in plateau or
decline to experience revitalization in their congregations. The two, along with other
researchers from the Center for Missional Research, contacted leaders from 40 Protestant
denominations to identify churches that met their established criteria for a “comeback
church,” which were (1) 5 years of plateau and/or decline since 1995, indicated by
worship attendance growth less than 10 % in that 5-year period, and (2) the plateau or
decline was followed by significant growth over the past 2 to 5 years as indicated by a
membership to baptism (conversion) ratio of 35:1 or lower each year and at least a 10%
increase in attendance each year. The research team ultimately conducted 324 phone

surveys of church leaders from 10 denominations in 324 (N = 324) comeback churches.
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The surveys asked for responses ranking the degree of effect upon revitalization of
various factors using a 5-point Likert questionnaire, and the researchers conducted
follow-up interviews for more information on specific topics. Responses in each category
were totaled and divided by the number of respondents, giving each category a number
ranking between 1.0 and 5.0. The categories with the highest rankings were considered
those factors most critical for church renewal.

The research team discovered strong evidence of leadership impact in the
turnaround process. More specifically, they found that 276 of the 324 respondents
(85.2%) reported that the comeback process coincided with significant pastoral and/or
staff changes, with 63.6 % of those reporting a change in the senior pastor. The majority
of those remaining churches that did not change senior pastors reported that a significant
change did, in fact, occur within the senior pastor either in leadership style, preaching
style, shepherding style, or the extra work of ministry. The leaders surveyed in this study
rated “leadership” as the factor having the highest impact in making a comeback. That
leadership entails portraying an attitude of growth, displaying intentionality and
proactivity, and casting a shared vision in order to participate in shared ministry.
Summary

It seems almost an assumption to most who study church growth that the pastor’s
role in fostering sustained church growth and revitalization is significant. Barna’s (1993)
study, by utilizing ministers as his primary data source, indicated his conviction that
pastors are vital in the turnaround process. The researcher concluded that two important
factors in renewal were in fact the selection of strong leadership by the pastor himself or

herself. Two more elements are pastoral attributes (love for people and work ethic), one
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is an action entirely the pastors (quality sermons), and three others require strong,
assertive pastoral leadership.

Avery (2002) discovered, in searching for factors that contribute to turnaround,
that specific actions, styles, and behaviors by pastors are very often the source of
conflicts and circumstances that in fact led to the beginning of the church’s decline. His
conclusions were that pastors have a profound impact on the life of a church, that lack of
adaptability, mismatches, and poor management skills often are the negative impetus for
a congregation’s initial decline. And, as will be delineated later in this study, specific
intentional actions by pastors can begin the positive recovery of a congregation.

Rainer’s (2001) research design allowed formerly unchurched people to tell their
own stories of the factors that influenced them to become active in their particular
church. The overwhelming nature of the respondents’ answers that the pastor was the
most important influence in their becoming active in their particular church, and the
doctrinal clarity proclaimed by the pastor was a close second. Rainer, convinced of the
importance of the pastor in reaching the unchurched, expanded his research to the pastors
of effective evangelistic churches and compared them to pastors of churches that did not
meet those criteria. There appeared to be no evidence that significant turnaround has
occurred without strong pastoral leadership.

Stetzer and Dodson (2007) found even more compelling evidence of pastoral
impact, when their research revealed that almost without exception, every church traces
the beginning of its turnaround to a change in pastor and/or staff or the change in
leadership styles of the senior pastor. That 85% credit a pastoral or staff change, and

four-fifths of those marking a change in the senior pastor, lends credence to Barna’s
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(1993) assertion that turnaround rarely occurs apart from a personnel change in pastoral

leadership. The new energy and attitude, fresh intentionality, and focus on vision casting

that often accompany new leadership seem to be contributing factors for igniting

turnaround, corresponding to Kouzes and Posner’s (2002) call to inspire a shared vision.
The Search for a Paradigm of Turnaround Leadership

Drawing from his experience as a pastor attempting to spur revitalization of a 94-
year-old congregation mired in declined, Goodwin (1999) offered theoretical direction
for those seeking to lead_ a congregation to turnaround. He described a “church health”
movement that melds the works of those advancing the church growth movement to a
broader understanding of church life with those teachers of family systems theory,
conflict management, social psychology, and leadership theory. He posited that
congregational decline has begun in part because studies have too narrowly focused on
congregational growth or decline only. Rather, he suggested that the initial work of
renewal begins with an accurate “organizational health” analysis—which includes
examination of growth or decline signals, as well as organization or structure, movement,
transformation, sensitivity, adaptation, and reproduction.

In his autobiographical account, Reeder (2008) provided insight from his
experience in leading two congregations through successful revitalization efforts as
pastor. He became pastor of Pinelands Presbyterian Church in Miami—a church which
once had a membership of almost 900, four worship services, vital Sunday School and
Christian day school ministries, and effective youth and missions ministries. When he
arrived, the Sunday morning attendance was below 80, and the Sunday School

membership was 20 adults with no children. The average age of the congregation was 69,
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vandalism was a regular occurrence, and the church was supported by the surplus from its
preschool. In 3 years’ time, however, the church grew to an average attendance of over
400, with over half of the growth from conversion or rededication and a loss of only one
family from the original congregation during the process. His second successful
revitalization experience occurred in Christ Covenant Church in Charlotte, North
Carolina, where the church grew from 38 members to over 3,000 in attendance over the
course of his 17 years as pastor.

Citing no specific methodology for his assertions, but sharing from seminars that
the author presents throughout the country and mirroring the assertions of Goodwin
(1999), Reeder (2008) suggested the paradigm for revitalization within in a church should
not focus on church growth, but rather upon church health. He asserted that growth will
occur if the body is healthy, and leaders must first ascertain the factors that have led to
decline in a congregation and seek to address those maladies, in order to begin the
process of being made “well.” He further expanded the paradigm to include the biblical
advice given to the church in decline in Ephesus in the in Revelation 2:4-5, asserting that
churches should remember from where they have fallen, repent for the mistakes that
brought them to their declined state, and recover the first things that made the body vital
in its former time.

Crandall (1995) studied small churches of less than 200 members and/or 100 at
worship that had experienced significant revitalization in the 2 to 5 years prior to the
study to discover factors that contributed to the turnaround. The researcher sent letters to
judicatory leaders in over 50 denominations seeking recommendations of churches which

had experienced a new sense of hope and empowerment, a new vision for ministry, a new

74



effectiveness in evangelism, and new growth in membership/church school/worship
attendance, especially those where the community context cannot account for the renewal
and church growth. The leaders nominated over 200 churches and pastors from 11
denominations. Of those, 186 pastors were contacted by letter and were asked to
participate in the project by filling out a survey-style, open-ended questionnaire. Over
136 agreed to participate, and 97 returned usable surveys. The researcher selected three
additional pastors to produce an even 100 (n = 100) stories as the database for the project.
Crandall (1995) asked the pastors to portray the leadership role and approach they
employed for revitalization and growth. Most offered multiple descriptors, but the top
three responses were (a) visionary, (b) enabler/encourager, and (c) partner/friend. In fact,
the image of “visionary” emerged as the significant paradigm above the total of 21
categories identified by the pastors. It received one-third more responses than
“enabler/encourager” and twice as many as “partner/friend.” The researcher concluded
that effective leadership has a direction, a goal, and a vision for what God desires to do in
the congregation. These pastors seemed to invest their energies regularly into gathering
momentum, maintaining flexibility, and working for the transformation of spirits to
inspire others to embrace a collective vision for God’s work within that congregation.
Russell (2004) noted a major paradigm shift that occurred after 10 years as pastor
of Mission Baptist Church in Locust, NC, not only in his thinking, but also in the
expectations of his church members. As the church began to grow, the senior minister
ceased to function as the “placating pastor” and was no longer the “first responder” in a
crisis. He described his role in the 18 years since as that of a “visionary pastor,” one

whose primary focus is to cast a vision of what people can become in the Kingdom of
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God. His church sought to equip and empower all people to serve as ministers, and the
senior pastor’s role is that of a coach and mentor in that process.

The overwhelming influence of the pastor reported by unchurched persons in
influencing them to become active in church led Rainer (2001) to expand his research
efforts to the pastors themselves. His research group selected 101 (» = 101) pastors of
effective evangelistic churches, as well as a group of 101 (n = 101) “comparison” church
pastors whose churches did not meet the criteria of the effective churches. The
researchers conducted in-depth written and telephone interviews of the two groups of
pastors to ascertain the consistency of findings between the formerly unchurched and the
effective church pastors, and to discern the differences in actions, convictions, and
priorities of the effective church pastors and the comparison church pastors. The
researchers found the responses of the formerly unchurched and the effective church
pastors to be highly consistent with no major contradictions noted in the comments of the
two groups. Not surprisingly, the responses of the two pastor groups highlighted
significant differences.

Rainer (2001) noted stark contrasts in the self-reported leadership styles of the
two pastor groups. Of 10 leadership styles presented, the top four responses of
comparison church leaders suggested a more consensus-building, people-centered
approach: (a) relationship oriented (high interest in people, feelings, and fellowship), (b)
suggestion oriented (leading by making suggestions), (c) team player (group-oriented,
leading by example), and (d) organization oriented (every detail checked). The effective

church pastors led in notably different ways: (a) task oriented (high interest in production
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and getting things done), (b) goal oriented (setting goals and pushing for completion), (c)
team player, and (d) relationship oriented.
Summary

As Rainer (2001) noted, turnaround leaders have a penchant for action. Pastors
utilized relatively small amounts of time in most church revitalization literature painting
abstract pictures of their roles in leading a turnaround congregation. As will be seen later
in this review, when given the opportunity to share freely, these leaders typically
highlight the regular behaviors they feel contribute to the momentum of change.
However, when pushed to think holistically, they call themselves primarily task oriented,
goal oriented, and visionary.

As noted previously by Fullan (2006) in school leadership studies, a common
thread in declining churches and organizations is a need for cultural change. This
awareness has led some to assert that the primary focus of turnaround efforts should be
attention to the overall organizational health. Those engaging in this process will engage
in careful analysis of issues that contributed to the decline and will devote efforts to
correcting congregational maladies (Goodwin, 1999; Reeder, 2008), as one would do
while incorporating Kouzes and Posner’s (2002) practice of challenging the process.

The turnaround leader seems, more than other leaders, bent towards setting,
selling, and achieving goals. It is not that these ministers are apathetic about fostering
positive relationships with their parishioners, they are simply not held hostage to the need
for consensus. Throughout the turnaround literature, it seems obvious that the dominant
paradigm for ministers successful in fostering turnaround is that of a “visionary”

(Crandall, 1995; Russell, 2004). As the work of the church is primarily accomplished
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through a voluntary work force, pastors fostering revitalization must be very conscious of
their actions to promote positive relations with their parishioners. Their primary role is
that of gaining collective “buy-in” to a desired future and motivating their staffs and
members to engage in the work of ministry towards those goals (Crandall, 1995; Rainer,
2001). They inspire a shared vision by enlisting others (Kouzes & Posner, 2002).

The Attributes of a Successful Turnaround Pastor

Certainly, no one would argue that some are better suited than others for positions
of leadership. Though many may aspire to positions of leadership and may well embrace
the sound theoretical composition of a leader, many have sought to determine if there
were specific personality traits that contributed to the success of certain leaders. Though
there are no perfect leaders who possess all the “right” qualities, researchers have
contributed lists of characteristics that should be given consideration based upon the
particular context.

Rainer (2001) discovered that the other most mentioned “actions” of the pastor in
influencing the unchurched to become active, mentioned by the unchurched themselves,
were in fact “attributes.” The third and fourth most mentioned pastoral factors were
pastoral “authenticity” and pastoral “conviction” (34 % each). The formerly unchurched
appreciated pastors who were “down-to-earth,” “humorous,” “real,” and “willing to admit
mistakes.” Likewise, they were drawn by the conviction and certitude of the effective
church pastors to teach with depth and to tackle tough issues with scripture. “A good
communicator” and “a good leader” were each mentioned by 25 % of the participants as
significant to their decision to return and become active. The “skill” of communication

might well be viewed as the tool by which the two most mentioned “actions” of “biblical
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preaching” and relevant preaching” is accomplished. It is additionally interesting to note
that even the unchurched noticed the direction and vision cast by the pastor as leader.

The pastors of effective evangelistic churches were asked, “What do you feel your
greatest strengths are in the area of leadership?” There were 12 personal attributes listed
by over half of the participants (Rainer, 2001). Those traits in descending order of most
mentioned (with % in parentheses) were (a) the ability to cast vision (72), (b) sense of
humor (68), (c) work ethic (67), (d) persistence (65), (¢) leadership by example (59), (f)
integrity (57), (g) change agent (57), (h) love of God’s word (54), (i) communication
skills (53), (j) faith/optimism, (k) relational skills/love of people (52), and (1) team
building/mentoring (50). It was also interesting to note that the top five weaknesses listed
all revealed an awareness of the importance of dealing with people: (a) pastoral ministry
(73), (b) lack of patience (71), (¢) dealing with staff (70), (d) dealing with criticism (67),
and (e) always task-driven (64).

Barna (1993) revealed a set of personal attributes present in the turnaround
pastors he interviewed. The turnaround leaders were (a) team builders, (b) vision
providers, (c) seekers of personal spiritual growth, (d) encouragers, (e) strategic thinkers,
(f) risk-takers, and almost all of them were (g) youthful (45 or younger), (h) workaholics,
(60 to 80 hours per week), (i) strong personalities, and (j) potential visionaries—having
not given prior evidence of being a visionary.

Specifically targeting rural church leaders, Crandall (1995) asked the participating
pastors in his study to rate their strongest qualities and skills that they believed
contributing to their effectiveness as turnaround leaders. Their top responses indicated

that they were strong communicators through preaching, skilled at loving and working
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with people, gifted at administration and organization, excelled at teaching and training,
and effective motivators of people towards achieving a vision. These responses were
confirmed by members who were asked to evaluate their pastors with the top four
responses being (a) loving people, (b) displaying people skills, (c) preaching, and (d)
being a visionary and motivator. The only differing response added by members was that
they felt their pastor displayed having a personal faith and love for God.

Frazee (1995) offered an autobiographical account of the turnaround that occurred
at Pantego Bible Church during his tenure as pastor. The church rebounded from loosing
nearly 1,000 members between 1986 to 1990 after the departure of a 25-year pastor,
growing from a worship attendance of 325 to nearly 1,200 just 4 years later and an annual
20% growth in the church budget under his leadership. The author provided insight into
his own results from the Biblical Personality Profile (1977) to highlight what he believed
made him an effective change agent. He took the profile on four different occasions, and
each time he was characterized as a “persuader.” These types of people (a) work with and
through people to win their own objectives, (b) possess an outgoing interest in people and
have the ability to gain their respect and confidence, (c) exhibit mobility while preferring
challenging and varied work assignments, (d) exude optimism, almost to a fault, (¢) need
analytical data on a systematic basis to keep from being impulsive, and (f) require
alerting to the importance of “little things.” Additionally, these “change agents” enjoy
bringing order out of chaos and target energy creating discontent with the status quo so
that constituents are motivated to enlist in pursuing a new direction.

Wood (2001) shared personal insights from 25 years in the ministry and success

in multiple turnaround churches ranging in size from 50 to over 1,200 members. His
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work focused on the self-evaluation necessary to undertake the task and the leadership
habits he found conducive to becoming a turnaround leader. The author posited seven
characteristics a leader must ask to assess the turnaround potential within themselves. A
successful turnaround leader, according to Wood is (a) willing to confront conflict, (b)
possessing high energy—energized by work, (c¢) maintaining good physical shape, (d)
making family a priority, (¢) growing personally, (f) understanding church-life
instinctively, and (g) thinking strategically.

At the time of publication, Nixon (2004) was serving as district superintendent for
the Dallas district of the Church of the Nazarene. Previously, he had served for 32 years
in the pastorate, including leading six different churches back to a period of growth and
vitality after a major crisis, decline, or plateau. Sharing insight from his experience in
leading those revitalization efforts, the author proposed a set of personal attributes that he
felt contributed to a person’s ability to lead a successful turnaround process: (a) a
capacity for authentic relationships; (b) personal authenticity—including the capacity to
share ministry, foster creativity, and mobilize laity; (c) personal autonomy; (d) an
allocentric attitude; and (e) a strong sense of self-efficacy.

Page (2008) shared insight into the leadership principles that Perry prioritized in
leading two congregations through successful turnaround processes. As pastor of Warren
Baptist Church in Augusta, Georgia, Page was able to lead the congregation to 300 %
growth in Sunday School and worship attendance. After 4% years as pastor of First
Baptist Church in Taylors, South Carolina at the time of publication, he had led that body
to 70 % and 130 % growth in Sunday School and worship attendance, respectively. For

him, the turnaround pastor must be possessed of a purpose greater than himself, a
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constant caster of a vision with enthusiasm, conviction, and dedication to the goal of
making disciples for Christ. He must be trustworthy, credible, and consistent, as well as
adept at managing and investing in relationships with members and church leaders. The
turnaround leader must be confident and secure enough to share ministry and be skilled at
securing and positioning the right people in the ministries that are suited to their gifts and
the goals of the congregation.

Rainer and Lawless (2003) summarized their work through research and
consulting in hundreds of churches throughout America and presented principles they
found consistent in traditional churches that experienced a period of growth. Their work
utilized qualitative research methods that involved surveys and interviews with pastors,
key church leaders, and new members in congregations. This project represented research
conducted in evangelical, Protestant churches and provided perspective on what pastors
and churches “did” to foster growth, as well as personal characteristics of the pastor who
led a turnaround. The authors provided two composite stories of churches that
experienced a sustained period of growth—Calvary Church in an aging subdivision in a
small Western town and Ewart Fork Church in a Kansas town of less than 1,000—and
one actual story of Buck Run Baptist Church, an 180+-year-old congregation in
Frankfort, Kentucky.

In describing the characteristics of the pastors who led a turnaround, Rainer and
Lawless outlined five strengths: (a) a dependence on God; (b) a commitment to stay, (c)
wisdom in initiating change, (d) an attitude of encouragement, and (e) a love for people.
They delineated those findings by describing five prices pastors desiring church growth

must be willing to pay: (a) assume responsibility for growth, (b) work hard, (c) willingly
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share their ministries and develop the lay ministries of the church, (d) accept that they
cannot personally pastor every member and thus create small groups with accountability,
and (e) realize that a desire for church growth is biblically and theologically sound.
Summary

The varied findings of the researchers suggests that there is no single “profile” of
a turnaround church leader. These studies do, however, offer church leaders some
commonalities to consider as they examine the attributes of potential pastoral candidates
for a church in need of revitalization. The lone attribute that every researcher listed was a
strong work ethic. Some researchers found that these turnaround leaders often worked
10-15 hours more per week than those who have not experienced similar revitalization
success. Barna (1993) called them “workaholics,” and Wood (2001) described himself
and others like him as “energized by work.” Turnaround leaders possess high levels of
energy and are driven to work long hours.

Two attributes highlighted by several suggest that these leaders are “big picture
people” and “strategic thinkers” (Barna, 1993; Crandall, 1995; Page, 2008; Rainer, 2001;
Wood, 2001). More than just selling a vision, these leaders seem to be “dreamers”
themselves and envision ennobling futures for their congregations (Kouzes & Posner,
2002). They see things for how they might be, and their communication gifts help them
cast their dreams and enlist others (Kouzes and Posner, 2002) in aspiring to that future
through their contagious optimism and enthusiasm. Similarly, these leaders possess the
ability to think strategically for the future—to plan for desired results, to understand the

components necessary to foster growth, and to foresee and navigate through potential

hazards.
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Successful turnaround leaders often possess confidence in themselves and their
abilities, enabling them to function as team builders, to share leadership with others, and
to foster creativity (Nixon, 2004, Page, 2008; Rainer & Lawless, 2003). Turnaround
pastors are adept at developing and maintaining relationships, at managing and
strategically positioning others, and at encouraging others regularly. They understand the
change process, embrace change, and are skilled at fostering change in the thought
processes and functioning of their congregations (Frazee, 1995; Page, 2008; Rainer &
Lawless, 2003). These pastors embody their message, leading by example, and are
perceived as authentic, consistent and credible. They love people and are perceived as
warm and caring by their parishioners (Barna, 1993; Frazee, 1995; Nixon, 2004; Rainer,
2001). Kouzes and Posner (2002) would refer to these actions as enabling others to act,
encouraging the heart, challenging the process, and modeling the way.

Overt Behaviors that Contribute to Church Growth

The necessity to produce turnaround in churches across the country requires,
however, that more than just a select cadre of leaders be developed from among the select
few who possess a specific number of the aforementioned character traits. The literature
overwhelming reveals that there are specific behaviors in which successful leaders
engage with regularity and from priority.

Schaller (1981) consulted with hundreds of churches prior to many of the studies
conducted through the research of our educational institutions and noticed patterns of
decline and plateau after certain junctures in churches’ lives. He utilized the term
“passivity” to describe the state of churches characterized by a lack of enthusiasm,

divisiveness, “goallessness,” and drift. He noticed it specifically in churches that had
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reached at least 20 years old and in traditional, long-established churches. He listed 27
circumstances which sometimes foster passivity in order that churches might be able to
begin to treat the malady by first diagnosing its source. Much of this work centered on
the need for the congregation to rediscover what he called “roles” and “goals.” In current
terminology, he referred to purpose and vision. He observed that most churches slid into
passivity because they lost the sense of ministry to which they were called, they
completed a season of ministry (such as a long-term pastorate), or they completed goals
and have no vision for where they are currently headed.

The author indicated that leadership which could effectively move churches out of
this state involved (a) sharpening the evangelistic thrust outward instead of looking
inward for institutional maintenance, (b) re-examining the identity and community image
of the congregation, (c) analyzing the unmet needs of people outside the church, (d)
making choices about specialized ministries, and (e) identifying and affirming
congregational assets and resources for ministry. In the initial stages of activating the
church for ministry, the author found new pastors had been successful by (a) being
assertive in leadership; (b) setting short-term goals; (c) looking for and celebrating every
victory; (d) calling on the “exploited”—those workers who provide most of the leg work
for the congregation—to gain their support; (e) providing healing for the angry, alienated,
inactive, and those grieving the loss of the former pastor; (f) building a new leadership
team; and (g) planning to stay for the long-term, as research indicated that most
significant growth did not happen until at least the fourth year of a pastorate.

Bama (1993) discovered that turnaround leaders exhibited consistent strategies

for growth which included (a) being sensitive to the past, but focusing on the future; (b)
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modeling spiritual depth for the people; (c) doing just a few things with excellence; (d)
returning to the basics; (e) providing opportunities for the people to enjoy some success;
(f) acting quickly when arriving and building momentum; (g) emphasizing people, not
programs; (h) fostering personal relationships with one another; and (i) exhibiting
persistence. The researcher also noted that (a) the laity had to be carefully trained to
participate in ministry; (b) the worship services were imprinted with the style, attitude,
and character of the new pastor; (c) a viable prayer ministry was developed; (d) an
outward-looking perspective was planted in the minds and hearts of the people, and (e)
events were geared to build public awareness of the church.

In noting the success of intentional interim ministers in beginning the turnaround
process in struggling congregations, Avery (2002) noted that the three essential tasks of
the interim are (1) to reduce the level of conflict, (2) to assist the congregation with its
self identity, and (3) to help the church set goals for the future. The interims accomplish
these tasks by being intentional about beginning the reconciliation process in fostering
congregational communication and honesty in a variety of settings, by affirming the
discouraged people, and by listening and communicating the goal of healing. If the
interim followed a long-term pastorate, they were conscious to give the congregation
time to grieve the loss of the minister. Additionally, the interim provided strong
administrative skills and leadership to promote confidence, stability, and to address
sources of discouragement such as decaying buildings and poor public perception.

The churches in this study (Avery, 2002) demonstrated that robust, trustworthy,
growing ministries can occur even in areas where the immediate community is stable or

declining. These churches began to experience new life by not focusing inward, but
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rather on keeping the focus on mission outside the church. These congregations establish
a new identity by analyzing the gifts, resources, and opportunities that they have and by
understanding afresh the mission it holds within its context. As the congregation
understands its purpose and identity, then it is ready to set congregational goals and plan
for its future, including calling a pastor appropriate to their needs and vision, developing
lay leadership, and laying the foundations for the goals they seek to reach.

Once the settled pastor is called, Avery (2002) asserted that he or she can sustain
the work of revitalization by exhibiting a transparent faith; practicing good
communication skills; prioritizing the development of younger lay leadership while
engaging the older, long-time members; adapting to the needs and personality of the
congregations; developing a vision and a map of specific steps to reach that vision; and
working with high energy and effectiveness.

Focusing specifically on rural churches, Crandall (1995) interviewed 100 pastors
of small turnaround churches. His research revealed 12 emerging turnaround strategies
for small churches practiced by those leaders: (a) enhance congregational confidence and
hope for the future; (b) stimulate concern for unreached persons in the community; (c)
engage in proactive and effective pastoral leadership; (d) encourage an open, loving
atmosphere in the congregation; (e) clarify pastoral personal vision and be an example;
(f) help develop a clear, shared, congregational vision; (g) work and pray for spiritual
renewal among the members; (h) provide high quality preaching and inspirational
worship; (i) lead the effort to reach new people and grow; (j) emphasize and practice
prayer; (k) develop new programs, especially for children and youth; and, (1) plan to take

risks and take them.
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In the follow up study of his previous work with small membership churches that
had experienced some measure of turnaround, Crandall (2008) received responses from
28 of the original participating pastors, received responses from 18 pastors who were now
serving churches that had participated, and made contacts with 12 other participating
churches through lay persons. Of the 36 churches he was able to contact, only six of the
pastors were still leading the congregations a decade later, and two were working
alongside a new pastor. These contacts revealed that a few of those churches were
booming, with four now averaging from 200 to 1,700 in worship. One had even been
involved in planting 65 churches in six different countries. However, the sad findings
were that three-fourths of the congregations from the original study that were contacted a
decade later had lost ground and entered a season of decline and conflict. Several had
even closed their doors or were on the brink of doing so.

Besides seeking to discern whether the assertions from the original work were
valid, his follow-up work centered on the question, “What caused some to maintain the
momentum and others to fall back again into decline or even despair?”” Though not
highlighted in his first study, the author gleaned from these findings that pastoral
longevity was unquestionably linked to successful turnaround. Yet, the realities of small
church life reveal that pastoral turnover and transitions continue to be one of the chief
obstacles to turnaround. With this seemingly inevitable fate, he suggested that pastors and
church leaders plan for transitions, to the degree possible, well before they are even
considered a possibility. He emphasized the importance of an overarching vision that
guides a church’s ministry into the future beyond the tenure of a single pastor. For the

incoming pastor seeking to maintain turnaround momentum, the author proposed
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approaching the ministry with gratitude and humility, affirming the work of the
predecessor and the bold steps of faith taken by the congregation, communicating that
events of the past are simply preparation for great things to come, and investing in careful
and strategic listening.

Seeking to discover possible contributions of factors to membership decline,
Decker and Griesinger (1997) conducted a statistical study of membership performance
in 230 (n = 230) United Methodist congregations in southern California from 1980 to
1993, hoping to identify strategies for reversing the trend. The researchers examined data
from the church’s California-Pacific Annual Conference Journals and from census
records. Additionally, they examined detailed questionnaires completed by more than 400
lay leaders from more than 80 congregations and personal interviews with numerous
United Methodist church and conference leaders. Of this group, the researchers received
completed questionnaires from at least three respondents in only 77 of the churches, the
data group used for the final analysis.

Statistical analysis indicated that three factors were significantly related to
membership decline during the period study: urban location, increasing ethnic diversity in
the local neighborhood, and number of pastoral changes. In analyzing the questionnaires,
the researchers discovered a complex set of interactions which, when multiple variables
were considered together, presented significant insight into the differences between
growing and declining churches. Two interactions revealed a significant correlation with
membership decline: conflicting cultures, describing the conflict over the implementation
of bold innovative plans, and the leadership’s negative view of laity, composed of the

interaction between the variables of the leadership clique’s own internal solidarity and
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trust, an emphasis on stewardship over evangelism, and a negative view of the average
church member (Decker & Griesinger, 1997).

The strongest effect on membership growth was the interaction called “reaching
out to newcomers,” which was composed of the variables “offering interesting and

27 66,

attractive programs,” “making membership easy and convenient,” and “placing more
emphasis on increasing the number of members in the church than on increasing the
commitment of existing members.” The second highest effect was the interaction called
“building member commitment,” composed of member commitment and tolerance of
differences. A third factor Decker and Griesinger discovered to be associated with church
growth was “equipping the laity for ministry,” and the interaction between the presence
of a bold collective vision of the future and equally bold efforts to equip and deploy the
laity to bringing that vision to fruition. The fourth positive correlation with membership
growth was the interaction called “bold plans for growth,” involving the interaction
between planning and the degree of stretch required to reach the church’s goals and
aspirations.

Seeking to aid churches in need of a change in direction, Herrington, Bonem, and
Furr (2000) compiled a guide for leading a transformational process in a congregation
setting based upon their findings while working with over 100 churches in the Houston,
Texas area that were a part of the Union Baptist Association and from teaching the
change process to over 1,000 pastors. Their work began with an analysis of growth within
Southern Baptist in their area in the 40-year period from 1950 to 1989 which revealed
that while the association had shown steady growth in virtually all areas during that

period, their growth had not matched the population growth during that same period.
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These leaders became alarmed that in almost every annual period they had in fact lost
“market share” of their constituency for 40 years. The authors began to convene pastors
in the area who shared like-minded concern about this trend and who committed to
passionately engage the question, “How do we transform declining congregations into
Christ-like bodies that display the power of the Gospel in our communities” (p. 1)?

Gleaning from Christian and business literature, especially from Senge’s The
Fifth Discipline (1990) and Kotter’s Leading Change (1996), the authors developed a
model for change and initiated a pilot project in 10 congregations in 1991. They guided
the congregations in a strategic planning process of essentially three components: (a) a
thorough assessment of internal health and external factors, (b) the development of a
mission and vision statement that the congregations could use to assess their progress,
and (c) identifying key priorities that would enable them to make the most progress
toward achieving their mission and vision. Upon realizing that only one of the
congregations in the pilot project had a highly successful experience, they realized that
they had not adequately addressed the foundation that was essential to begin a change
process — spiritual and relational vitality.

With additional churches embracing their work, now with an emphasis on laying
a proper foundation, over the next 5 years, the leadership team from the association noted
many congregations that were beginning to make progress — incremental at first, then
more substantial over time. However, they began to note that when consultants that were
working with congregations exited, the process often stalled. They realized that the
consultants were in fact leading the process, with the pastors merely endorsing and

empowering it, while managing the existing programs and ministries of the church.
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Again, finding wisdom in Senge (1990), the authors and their leadership team determined
that there were disciplines that leaders of congregations must continue to learn in order to
guide an organization through turbulent times of significant change. This ultimately led
to the formation of a Young Leaders program for pastors that involved a 2-year process
of learning leadership in the context of community and centers around the development
of those four disciplines in the transformational leaders.

Through this multi-year learning processes, Herrington et al. (2000) arrived at
what they call “the congregational transformation model” that they offered as a guide for
leading congregational change. The process has three interdependent components:
spiritual and relational vitality, an eight-stage process for change, and four essential
learning disciplines for the leader. The first component of vitality provides the heart of
the transformation, the commitment to the process of becoming a congregation in the
image God intended and the enthusiasm for maintaining a sometimes uncomfortable
course as part of a growing personal and corporate relationship with God.

The eight components of the change process provide the road map for the journey
(Herrington et al., 2000). First, the pastor and other key leaders set aside a period for
personal assessment and preparation. They must prepare themselves for difficulties of
leading change, analyze their own strengths and weaknesses, establish accountability, and
practice personal spiritual disciplines. Second, these leaders must create a sense of
urgency for a change by conducting internal and external assessments, making
information widely available, and establishing the status quo as unacceptable. Third,

change agents must establish the vision community — a diverse set of key members that
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will commit themselves to discerning and implementing God’s vision for the
congregation.

With this groundwork laid, the fourth stage in the change process is discerning the
vision and the path for implementing that vision. This is a gradual process that involves
seeking input, prayer, writing a first draft, seeking private feedback within the vision
community, revising, obtaining public feedback, revising if necessary, and developing
consensus. According to the Herrington et al. (2000), this is a critical process that
provides a distinct calling and identity for the congregation as well as making God’s
direction for the congregation’s future clear and explicit. Stage five is communicating
that vision through an intentional set of activities in order to develop a high level of
understanding and commitment to God’s vision for that particular church.

To achieve and maintain widespread impact, stage six of the process requires
empowering change leaders and broadening the leadership base beyond the pastor and a
few lay leaders. This involves removing barriers that would prevent leaders from serving
effectively and sharing responsibility and decision-making ability with a wider set of
leaders who are recruited and commissioned according to their abilities. Seventh, the
leaders implement the vision through a specific set of coordinated, high-leverage
initiatives that move the congregation toward the realization of their vision. These
initiatives are treated as experiments and are not elevated to the realm of the sacred.
Processes for evaluation and modification are established, and programs are developed to
meet priorities, given the specific gifts and resources that exist within that congregation.
Finally, the change process requires that momentum be reinforced through alignment.

