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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this research study was to determirether a relationship exists
between student achievement, as measured by sQatty of Distribution Index score, and
school leadership based on staff perceptions af@ddbadership, as measured by the Survey of
Supervisory Behavior. The leadership of seven dsheas assessed by staff members in five
different sub scales of leadership domains: hurektions, trust/decision making, instructional
leadership, control, and conflict. The seven schsampled were comprised of four rural or
county schools and three city schools. The subjectihis study were principals of standalone
schools containing grades five, six, seven, andte@igsome combination of the four grade
levels.

All 60 respondents to this study were teachenms faorural southern state. Of the
respondents, 48.33% held a Bachelors degree, 71h@@%een at their schools six years or
more, 81.66% had taught for six or more years,@%.Were white, and 91.66% of participants
were found to be teaching in their subject area.

The survey instrument was comprised of five doma#il five domains and the
instrument were correlated with QDI to determinesthler relationships exist. None of the five
domains were found to be statically significantefation to QDI. Additionally, the Survey of

Supervisory Behavior Instrument was not found tetagistically significant in relation to QDI.
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CHAPTER|
INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this research study was to deterihaeelationship exists between
student achievement, as measured by school Quaélidystribution Index (QDI) score, and
school leadership based on staff perceptions af@ddbadership, as measured by the Survey of
Supervisory Behavior. The leadership of seven dsheas assessed by staff members in five
different sub scales of leadership domains: hurektions, trust/decision making, instructional
leadership, control, and conflict. The seven scheampled were comprised of four rural or
county schools and three city schools. The subjectihis study were principals of standalone
schools containing grades five, six, seven, andt@igsome combination of the four grade
levels. The instrument used for the study was ée€rlwy Bulach, Boothe, and Pickett (2006) and
attained a +.95 correlation coefficient as measbge@ronbach’s alpha.
Student Achievement and School L eader ship

One of the most comprehensive studies on the oakttip between school leadership and
student achievement was conducted by Waters, Mayzend McNulty (2003). The researchers
conducted a meta-analysis of school leadershiphiotast 30 years. The final sample for the
study consisted of 70 studies involving 2,894 sthapproximately 1.1 million students, and
14,000 teachers (Waters et al., 2003). The findingreatest importance from this study is the

evidence of a substantial relationship betweendesddp and student achievement. The



researchers found that the average effect sizedss@d as a correlation) between leadership and
student achievement was .25 (Waters et al., 2003).

In dissecting existing research, Waters et al. 2@fentified 21 key leadership
responsibilities. It was further determined that rincipal improved upon all 21 of these key
leadership responsibilities by one standard denatiis/her school could move 10 percentile
points higher. This improvement would result ich@l scoring in the 50th percentile
improving the next year to the 60th percentile. Ppercentile points represent a statistically
significant difference in achievement (Waters gt2003).

Bulach et al. (2006) also considered school leduler3 he researchers derived a survey
instrument that can be utilized to measure behayadncipals use while supervising
subordinates. The use or failure to use these l@isasreates a certain leadership style that
positively or negatively affects the supervisonynete and learning environment. A positive
score on this instrument should be accompaniedrbgra positive faculty morale and school
climate (Bulach et al., 2006).

Bulach et al. (2006) identified five domains ofdeaship. The five domains consist of
Control Leadership Domain, Conflict Leadership Daménstructional Leadership Domain,
Trust Leadership Domain, and Human Relations Lesdg@iDomain. The important aspect of
Bulach et al. (2006) research is that the studisoi® the perspective of the subordinate.

Research on the perspective of subordinates isosigabby the work of Scotti (2001)
who contends that although subordinates spenddbgs in direct contact with their leader they
are not usually asked for honest feedback reganukngeptions of their leader’s behavior.

Considering the complexity of organizations andaheunt of time that subordinates spend



with their superiors, subordinate feedback is aafalle ingredient in our understanding of
leadership effectiveness (Scotti, 2001).
Statement of the Problem

The current educational system focuses on accailittaBchool accountability systems
became mandated nationally with the passage dfith€hild Left Behind Act in 2001.
Currently, accountability has been reaffirmed amengthened with the implementation of
President Barack Obama’s “Race to the Top” init@(i2009).

The Quality of Distribution Index, QDI, is one dfree components the department of
education uses to rate each school in the accalitytalystem. The 2010 - 2011 school year was
the second year in which the accountability modes wsed. The QDI is a composite score that
takes into account all of the student testing ia pear. Each year for the first four years of the
new accountability model the cut points will be mpad to make the standards tougher. The goal
is to make the ratings system for school disteci:iparable to the ratings of school districts
across the nation (MDE, 2011).

The other component is whether school growth gaxdsnet. The cut points in the
Quality of Distribution Index are: 0 - 99 = Failing00 - 132 = At-Risk of Failing, 133 - 165 =
Academic Watch, 166 - 199 = Successful, 200 - 360gh Performing (MDE, 2011).

Accountability measures directly impact school Eradhrough the possibility of
termination due to low performing schools. Termioats feasible through two means. One
mean is the school district terminating due to latktudent performance. The second mean of
termination is due to community pressure. All addegion levels are made available to the

public annually. Each community has set educatistaaidards they demand to be achieved.



Failure to meet community standards leads to pressuschool boards and superintendents to
find personnel that can meet desired standardsdfoiii, 2006).

As these measures continue, educators and edualatistitutions must take advantage
of every opportunity to determine if the instruciab staff is performing in concert with its
administrators to positively affect student achreeat. In the future, a goal is to have data
driven research to evaluate school leadership. Jaas is twofold in that it is possible to have
preventative data that will improve school leadars] to provide a data driven improvement
plan for school leaders before the termination @ssdCrisafulli, 2006). Conversely, data driven
assessments of school leaders will help schoaidisin evaluating personnel. The research
found in this study will examine what relationskeists between student achievement and
school leadership based on staff perceptions afddbadership.

Empirical research has shown a correlation betvgebool leadership and student
achievement, and school leadership, school clinaaie teacher satisfaction (Bulach et al., 2006;
Kruger, Witziers, & Sleegers, 2007; Reavis, Vinsamg Fox, 1999; Waters et al., 2003; Youngs,
2007). This information coincides with early resaby Blanchard and Hersey (1969) showing
the needs of leaders to fulfill the relationshigeesof management, as well as the task side. Too
much attention on the task side, a fairly commaotua@nce by school leaders, may lead to
teachers feeling they are not being treated assmpéHilliard, 2000). As more demands for
increased student achievement are placed on sldautdrs, this could lead to even more
teachers feeling unappreciated. Teacher unrestligedtisfaction are also factors leading to poor
school performance and termination of school leader

Bulach et al. (2006) found that the reasons praisipre either successful or not

successful as educational leaders include ofterooneore of the following: a lack of human
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relation skills; low levels of trust; poor decisiaraking skills, failure to empower subordinates,
and poorly dealing with conflict. The survey instrent used by Bulach et al. (2006) will be used
in this research as a validated tool to measuhtggerceptions.

Bulach et al. (2006) suggest that their surveyrumsent could be used by principals as a
pro-active tool to gather self-analysis data reigaythe impact of their leadership behavior on
student achievement. Central office personnel @sid make use of the instrument to help
principals plan their own professional developmestivities.

The ultimate responsibility of student achievenrestdes with school principals. A
clear, concise, and objective review by staff mernlsan help identify deficiencies in leadership
traits that most affect student achievement. Edelgction and planning can correct problems
and present solutions to aid principals in raighglent achievement.

Purpose Statement

The purpose of this study was to determine if ati@hship exists between student
achievement, as measured by school Quality of iDigion Index score, and school leadership
based on staff perceptions of school leadershipre®e city schools and four rural schools. If a
relationship is found, schools will have a dataeini research based method to adequately
identify behaviors that should be modified to irage student achievement. Additionally, with
teacher retention being tied to student performamcstate tests, it is important to have a school
leader with leadership behaviors that foster teiashecess and retention.

Null Hypothesis
The researcher, at the onset of the researchcprdgtermined a research question.
After a review of the literature in Chapter I, tressearcher developed the research question into

a hypothesis. The following null hypotheses watetés this study:
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Ho-1: There is no significant relationship betweestrinctional staff members’
perceptions of administrative leadership behavasrsmeasured by the cumulative score
on the Survey of Supervisory Behaviors and studehievement as measured
by school Quality of Distribution Index score.
Ho-2: There is no significant relationship betweehasit leaders’ scores on the Human
Relations domain sections of the Survey of SuperyiBehaviors and student
achievement as measured by school Quality of Digion Index score.
Ho-3: There is no significant relationship betweenost leaders’ scores on the
Trust/Decision Making domain sections of the Surgé$upervisory Behaviors and
student achievement as measured by school Quéaldystribution Index score.
Ho-4: There is no significant relationship betweehasit leaders’ scores on the
Instructional Leadership domain sections of thev&yof Supervisory Behaviors and
student achievement as measured by school QuéalRystribution Index score.
Ho-5: There is no significant relationship betweehasit leaders’ scores on the Control
domain sections of the Survey of Supervisory Batravand student achievement as
measured by school Quality of Distribution Inderrec
Ho-6: There is no significant relationship betweehasd leaders’ scores on the Conflict
domain sections of the Survey of Supervisory Batravand student achievement as
measured by school Quality of Distribution Inderrec

Significance of the Study
By conducting this study, the researcher will deiee what possible relationships exist

between instructional staff members’ perceptionadrhinistrative leadership behaviors and

student achievement as measured by school Quéldistribution Index score.
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A principal who uses Bulach et al. (2006) as aues®tool will better meet the
professional development needs of instructiondisstBrofessional development needs that are
adequately determined and then fulfilled help depelnd grow teachers into more professional
educators. Improvement in both areas is importdr@naapplied to test scores, adequate yearly
progress, and other measures dictated by No ChitdBehind and Race to the Top.

Also, as noted in the study by Waters et al. (2003) school leader improves upon
leadership behaviors in a systematic process, ls@ad® move students 10 percentile points. A
constant evaluation of behaviors and methods cae $e aid in teacher retention, help schools
attain high performance, and help schools mairdammunity standards all which lead to
school leader termination.

Limitations/Delimitations
The following assumptions are made in conductmsg) $tudy:

1. Respondents did not alter their responses to tdftme they think the researcher wanted
them to respond.

2. Respondents answered the questionnaire truthfotyathout fear of retaliation by
administrators.

3. The intended individuals answered the questionnaire

4. The findings in this study can only be generalimeddministrators of a rural southern

U.S. state.

5. This study is not designed to identify causal refeghips but to determine what
relationships may exist.
6. The study is delimited to schools in Northeast M&ppi who have a poverty percentage

between 44% and 54%, and a student populationpbapnately 500.
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7. The study is delimited to schools consisting odgsafive through eight. Schools do not
have to have all four grades, but must be a seifatved school only housing students in
those grade ranges.

8. Staff perceptions of school leaders’ leadership vaglmeasured on a five point Likert-
type scale.

9. The study will be delimited to the Quality Distriilnn Index scores for the May 2012
testing session of the 2011 — 2012 school year.

Termsand Definitions

The definitions presented here are the perceptindsnterpretations of the author and
are reflective of how they will be used in the flamork of the study.

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) — The Mississippc@untability System evaluates
schools based on expected growth and overall staddevement; NCLB focuses on the
achievement of subgroups within a school. If oreugrdoes not meet AYP, the whole school
does not (Mississippi Department of Education, 2010

Conflict Leadership Domain - Identified by the adrstrator’s perceived behavior in
the areas of keeping a confidence, questioningdrisuperiors, passing the buck, having double
standards, showing partiality to influential pasgrghowing favoritism to some teachers, and
supporting teachers even if wrong (Bulach et &06).

Control Leadership Domain - Identified by the adistrator’s perceived behavior in
the areas of delegating responsibility, havingibiéity/rigidness, providing work expectations,
providing duty assignment, completing paperworkunegments, emphasizing control, and using

of the words “I” and “my” (Bulach et al., 2006).



Human Relations Domain — Identified by the adnmi®r’'s perceived behavior in the
areas of my principal calls me by name, my prinlcifses eye contact, and my principal
demonstrates a caring attitude (Bulach et al., 2006

Instructional Leadership Domain - Identified by #dministrator’s perceived behavior in
the areas of interrupting teaching frequently, llagksision, being knowledgeable about the
curriculum, being knowledgeable about instructicstedtegies, applying procedures
consistently, shrugging off or devaluing a problentoncern, failing to follow up, failing to
always enforce rules, holding people accountabtw/iging feedback regarding teaching
(Bulach et al., 2006).

Leadership Domains — a specific expert knowleddjel ¥ar a pre-selected area of
leadership activity (Bulach et al., 2006).

Meta-analysis — A quantitative method of combiniing results of independent studies
(usually drawn from the published literature) agdteesizing summaries and conclusions which
may be used to evaluate therapeutic effectivenad®aplan new studies (Gall et al., 2007).

Mississippi Curriculum Test Second Edition (MCTZ2Jkhe MCT2 consists of
customized criterion-referenced language arts asthematics assessments that are fully aligned
with the 2006 Mississippi Language Arts Framewod¢#iRed and the 2007 Mississippi
Mathematics Framework-Revised. These assessmé&wsMississippi to be in compliance with
the requirements of the federal legislation No €hift Behind Act of 2001. The assessments
are administered to students in grades 3 througitkiding special education students whose
Individual Education Plans specify instructionahfgothat are aligned with the 2006 Mississippi
Language Arts Framework-Revised and the 2007 MiggsMathematics Framework-Revised

for the aforementioned grades (Mississippi Depantroé Education, 2010).
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No Child Left Behind — An Act written to close thehievement gap with accountability,
flexibility, and choice, so that no child is lefttind academically (U.S. Department of
Education, 2001).

Race to the Top - Rewards States that have dematgssuccess in raising student
achievement and have the best plans to acceléetaéforms in the future with federal
funding. These States will offer models for otheréollow and will spread the best reform ideas
across their States and across the country (U.gafDeent of Education, 2010).

Situational Leadership Model - Developed in the (H860s by Ken Blanchard and Paul
Hersey, it is based on the idea that leaders tfsatit leadership behaviors based on the
situation and the followers’ level of readinessaidthard & Hersey, 1969).

Trust/Decision Making Leadership Domain — Idendfley the administrator’s perceived
behavior in the areas of making snap judgmentsaatliating situations carefully before taking
action (Bulach et al., 2006).

Study Organization

This study consists of five chapters. Chaptetrbishuces the study, states the problem,
and presents the hypothesis. Chapter Il is a regfawlevant literature. Chapter Il presents
methodology, details the design of the study, sibjenstrument, procedures, and data analysis.
Chapter IV states the results of the study. Chaptera discussion of the results and offers

conclusions, recommendations, and suggestionsiforef research.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Chapter Il begins with an analysis of leadershgoties and how the theories are
applied to schools. The review then presents Wateait’s (2003) Meta-analysis and the Survey
of Supervisory Behaviors (Bulach et al., 2006).unsnation of the relationship of Waters, et
al.’s (2003) Meta-analysis to the Survey of Sumory Behavior concludes the review.
L eadership Theory and Schools

Much is made of the term leadership. Leadershgpble@n defined in many ways and
in many contexts. Vroom and Jago (2007) state tate of the problems stems from the fact
that the term leadership, despite its populargyat a scientific term with a formal, standardized
definition” (p. 17). This lack of a formal definitn leads researchers to use various models to
reference leadership rather than a single defmitiom which to work.

There are certain roles and functions the heaaybaganization needs to fulfill to be
successful. Those roles include directing the pooeesses of the organization and integrating
functions such as staffing, finance, and exteralations. In a school there may be additional
requirements of a leader due to the school beprgf@ssionally staffed organization. (Morgan,
Hall, & McKay, 1983).

Fidler (1997) noted that schools have some spéaalires that may have implications
for leadership at both theoretical and practicatle. Special features of a school are value-based

outcomes such as character based initiatives antdatying policies. Additionally, a school
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organization commonly has a moral purpose. Thisahqurpose has been put into writing by
some states and districts. Teachers’ contractsnoaycontain clauses stating teachers must
conduct themselves by state adopted teacher cbédesduct (Hughes, 1985). Failure to adhere
to these codes of conduct can lead to terminatonp@ssible revocation of teacher licensure.
Lastly, the core workforce is professional. All¢bars at a school have completed degree
programs and are highly trained in their respeqtegagogy. The leader of a professionally
staffed organization also needs to be the leadiofiggsional or at least a leading professional
(Hughes, 1985). He or she must espouse professiahas and possess appropriate professional
knowledge and judgment (Fidler, 1997).

An additional study by Barnett and McCormick (2p6zund that most of the
variations in teachers’ perceptions of leaderskipuaed at the teacher level, and a smaller but
significant amount occurred at the school levek Tésearchers contended that this meant that
each teacher perceived her or his leader uniquelyas less likely to be influenced by group
views about leadership behavior and the leades Jtatement is consistent with the challenge
that leadership has as many definitions as peadlridg it.

Ask anyone who has had one or more years workigsechool whether leadership has
made a difference in his work and the answer vélah unhesitating “Yes.” No matter whom the
respondent is—teacher, custodian, education assisfzecialist, and office support staff—all seem
to know effective and ineffective leadership whieeytexperience it (Wahlstrom & Louis,

2008). Furthermore, most people can identify paldicbehaviors of school leaders that they
remember being effective. For example, they maglteléscrete events where they felt
supported working in a team or having a senseegfdom to challenge leaders in new and

exciting ways. Whatever the circumstances, theviddal, as part of a collective group working
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in a school, has clear sensibilities about effeckkadership when it happens (Wahlstrom &
Louis, 2008).

Support is especially important when looking attfyear teachers. Youngs (2007) found
that first-year teachers need constant supporfaieiement, and guidance. If scored, these first
year teachers would score fairly low on the folloneadiness scale, based on the Situational
Leadership Model (Blanchard & Hersey, 1969). Thamefa school leader would need to be in
constant contact with these teachers. Addition#itlg,researcher found that leaders, who want to
retain a teacher for years to come, must meet ¢éeagteds on the relationship side of the scale
(Youngs, 2007).

If school leaders are going to work with peopléwiarying views on leadership,
leaders must be able to adapt to each person.drhmiatrator also must be able to understand
each context or background from which each persaoming. The leading factor in
determining the culture of a school is the schomigipal. A strong administrator who
incorporates a vision and involves everyone indixeclopment of culture can make a huge
impact (Reavis, Vinson, & Fox, 1999).

In looking at the school culture as a whole, it icasd that leaders have as much effect
negatively as they do positively on a school (Bar&evicCormick, 2004). This effect is derived
in part by the leader’s goals, vision, and the aNelirection of the school. This research again
emphasizes that if a school is to do well, the éeanust be able to control various situations
(Barnett & McCormick, 2004). Barnett and McCormigKk2004) research primarily focused on
the negative aspects. A study by Reavis, Vinsod,Fax (1999) focused on positive aspects.
The study showed that a school could be turnednarouone year by a strong positive

situational leader. The environment studied shoavd@ percent increase in the number of
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students passing the state test in a one years Mthresults were tied back to the hiring of a
new principal who worked with everyone in the sdhtoachange the school’s culture. An ideal
principal not only manages the school’s day to lolasiness affairs, but also provides leadership
and direction (Reavis, et al., 1999).

Another common situation for school leaders islieg students. A recent study by
Kruger, Witziers, and Sleegers (2007) consideredehationship between school leadership and
student achievement. Originally, the researchexgght that no relationship existed between
school leaders and student achievement. Howewsgstfound that a reciprocal relationship
existed between students and strategic leaderkhiygér et al., 2007).

This reciprocal relationship is especially impottemthe era of No Child Left Behind. In
addition to overall student population effects amoevidence points to the potential for
principals to have a significant direct relatioqshiith the reading achievement of students with
disabilities, and those who are not yet proficierniEnglish (Nettles & Petscher, 2006). This
relationship is especially true now that achievenuata are routinely disaggregated by student
groups. For many schools, small improvements wiimd among student subgroups can be the
difference between making adequate yearly progreast (Nettles & Herrington, 2007). With
accountability tied directly back to student tesires, strong leadership is a necessity for school
leader longevity.

Waterset al. (2003) Meta-analysis
In reviewing literature pertaining to the possit#é&ationship between school leaders
and student achievement, the most complete resaaseimbled is a study by Waters et al.

(2003). The three researchers conducted the sthdg working at Mid-Continent Regional
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Educational Laboratory in Aurora, Colorado. McR#ishtself as a private, nonprofit
corporation dedicated to making a difference inljsudducation.

The data studied was compiled from examining 580@ies conducted since the early
1970s. Of those 5,000 studies, 70 studies mebllmning criteria for design, controls, data
analysis, and rigor: Quantitative student achieverdata; Student achievement measured on
standardized, norm-referenced tests or some olijectove measure of achievement; Student
achievement as the dependent variable; Teachezgiems of leadership as the independent
variable. These 70 studies involved 2,894 schamisaximately 1.1 million students, and
14,000 teachers (Waters et al., 2003).

All these studies were synthesized to reveal 2tifip leadership responsibilities
significantly correlated with student achievemédditionally, the researchers identified 66
practices which school leaders use to fulfill tier@sponsibilities that positively influence
student achievement. The 21 responsibilities bBait accompanying practices are:

1. Culture — fosters shared beliefs and a sense ofmeonty and cooperation

2. Order — establishes a set of standard operatirgeduves and routines

3. Discipline — protects teachers from issues andieémites the would detract from their

teaching time and focus

4. Resources — provides teachers with materials arfégsional development necessary

for the successful execution of their jobs

5. Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment — is directiyalved in the design and

implementation of curriculum, instruction, and &sseent practices

6. Focus — establishes clear goals and keeps thoteigdhe forefront of the school’s

attention
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7. Knowledge of curriculum, Instruction assessmerdstdrs shared beliefs and a sense
of community and cooperation

8. Visibility — has quality contact and interactionglwteachers and students

9. Contingent rewards — recognizes and rewards ingalidccomplishments

10. Communication — establishes strong lines of comupatidn with teachers and among
students

11.Outreach — is an advocate and spokesperson fechoml to all stakeholders

12.Input — involves teachers in the design and implaaten of important decisions and
policies

13. Affirmation — recognizes and celebrates school aqdishments and acknowledges
failures

14.Relationship — demonstrates an awareness of tlsermaraspects of teachers and
staff

15.Change agent — is willing to and actively challentiee status quo

16. Optimizer — inspires and leads new and challengingvations

17.ldeals/Beliefs — communicates and operates froamgtideals and beliefs about
schooling

18. Monitors/Evaluates — monitors the effectivenessabiool practices and their impact
on student learning

19. Flexibility — adapts leadership behavior to thedseef the current situation and is
comfortable with dissent

20. Situational awareness — is aware of the detailsuad@rcurrents in the running of the

school and uses this information to address cuaedtpotential problems
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21.Intellectual stimulation — ensures that faculty ataff are aware of the most current
theories and practices and makes the discussithresé a regular aspect of the
school’s culture (Waters et al., 2003).

Waters et al. (2003) present these 21 leadersbgonsibilities as a process - not a cure -
for all educational woes. The researchers admiteben if school leaders were to follow the 21
responsibilities, leaders still may have a negativeact on student achievement. These
responsibilities are instrumental to attaining aifpee effect on student achievement, but leaders
must understand why this is important to studehtes@ment, what they need to do with the
information, how to proceed with implementationgavhen they need to use various practices
and strategies. Again, the 21 responsibilitiespare of a systematic process.

However, if the process is followed; a leader isegsed by the staff, the leader reviews
the results, the leader properly implements anrbyr@etion plan; gains are found. To be more
exacting, if a school leader moves one standardtien after a second assessment the leader
will have a correlated effect of .25 on the studeirt the Waters et al. (2003) study the move of
one standard deviation translated to a ten peteguatnp in student achievement on standardized
assessment. Again, the process can only begirsblgaol leader determining where they stand
in relation to their staff.

Survey of Supervisory Behaviors

The Survey of Supervisory Behavior is the creatbBulach et al. (2006). The study
was derived when the researchers set out to cedtestrument that focused on specific
behaviors that if changed, would improve a schdatiaistrator’s leadership ability. Researches
noted that a positive score on the instrument shbelaccompanied by more positive faculty

morale and higher test scores. This is especialportant considering the authors of the survey
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conclude that the instrument be used as a reseatto examine relationships between
leadership behaviors and teacher morale, teachea®f, test scores, and overall school climate
(Bulach et al., 2006).

The survey is broken into five sub-scales or dosiaitontrol Leadership Domain,
Conflict Leadership Domain, Instructional LeadepsBiomain, Trust Leadership Domain, and
Human Relations Leadership Domain. Each domairegsured on the instrument by positive
and negative behaviors based on how a principatants with the staff. The total number of
behaviors on the instrument is 49. A discussioeamh domain, the identified behaviors, and the
relevant literature is presented below.

Control Leadership Domain

The idea of control in relation to this studydemtified by the administrator’s
perceived behavior in the areas of: delegatingamsipility, flexibility/rigidness, work
expectations, duty assignment, paperwork requiréggnemphasis on control, and use of the
words “I” and “my” (Bulach et al., 2006).

This concept is consistent with that of Sergiovg®f94) who stated that the
traditional view of schools as formal organizatie;s constraint on school improvement.
Sergiovanni (1994) contends that schools shouldrbegrofessional communities.
Furthermore, it is believed that if the school bees a community the school will form a tight
bond. A bond bound together through shared ideslsdeas. Sergiovanni (1994) states that the
connection will be tight enough to transform scisdobm a collection of “I's” into a collection
of “we.”

Another aspect of the control leadership domathescommand-and-control

leadership style. Command-and-control demonsttatesegard for the capability of teachers. In
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schools with command-and-control leadership stylesitional power is concentrated in the
office of administrators, who use their authoriydiscipline teachers by enforcing compliance
with organizational directives. There is a rigichatence to rules and policies such that little
discretion is granted to teachers in the condutheif work. Processes are designed to closely
monitor teachers, and coercive means are usedstoeethat potentially recalcitrant and
irresponsible teachers do what the organizatiosgpitees (Tschannen-Moran, 2009).

A large issue that comes into play with the cdrttiat is the idea of trust. Effective
administrators nurture teacher participation thiotige development of trust and respect in
relationships with teachers (Blasé, 1987). Teacimen® readily participate in decision making
in relationships they perceive to be open. If thexceive a relationship with an administrator as
closed or controlling, teachers are less likelpadticipate (Blas€, 1987).

Kouzes and Posner (1987) found that to gain &mdtshare control, leaders must
make certain that people have the skills and kndgdeneeded to make good judgments, keep
people informed, develop relationships among thgesk, involve people in important decisions,
and acknowledge and give credit for people’s cbatrons. In doing so, leaders create a feeling
of influence and ownership among followers.

Another method employed to defuse control is ithisted leadership. Distributed
leadership enhances opportunities for the organmizé&b benefit from the capacities of more of
its members; it permits members to capitalize @ré#mge of their individual strengths; and
develops among organizational members a fulleresgpgtion of interdependence and how one’s
behavior effects the organization as a whole (lvenibd & Mascall, 2008).

Additionally, the increased self-determinatiorsanrg from distributed leadership may

improve members’ experience of work. Such leadprallows members to better anticipate and
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respond to the demands of the organization’s enmenmt. Solutions to organizational
challenges may develop through distributed leadeitsiat would unlikely emerge from
individual sources (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008).

The final issue in control is the effect it hassbadents. Student needs are complex
and they are constantly changing, thereby necéisgita perennial adaptation of strategies.
Principals’ attempts to improve performance outcetmginstituting standardized, one-size-fits-
all procedures often backfire because they staphers of the discretion necessary to be
responsive to diverse student needs.

Conflict L eader ship Domain

The trait of conflict is identified by the admitristor’s perceived behavior in the areas
of. keeping a confidence, questioning his/her sopgrpassing the buck, having double
standards, partiality to influential parents, fatism to some teachers, and supporting teachers
even if wrong (Bulach et al., 2006).

In researching mistreatment of teachers, BlaséBiasE (2004) broke the
mistreatment into three different levels. Level ovees the least severe and level three the most
severe. Blasé and Blase’s findings for categoryroistreatment are consistent with the
identifiers used by Bulach et al. (2006). Blasé Braké found that level one behaviors discussed
by teachers included: stonewalling, nonsupporeathers in regards to students and parents,
ridicule of teachers in front of parents or studemtithholding resources and denying
opportunities, taking credit for teacher’s accomsipinents, favoritism, and rewarding select
faculty while punishing select faculty.

In reviewing this domain, two main themes devetbpgéne first was teacher job

satisfaction and retention. This is an importamtstderation because there are relatively few
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policy tools that local school administrators héwve power to manipulate. The district usually
controls things such as pay incentives and othendbretention efforts, so anything an
administrator can do to change workplace conditearsaid in retention (Kukla-Acevedo,
2009). These findings are consistent with Cheeklamsey (1986) who noted that tension and
conflict can exist with teachers when principalsuese or do not assume their roles. This is
particularly important because these roles are rtapbto a teacher’s job effectiveness and
satisfaction.

Littrell and Billingsley (1994) found that therge & gap between the amount of support
teachers need and the amount they often receiwtidaially, teachers rated emotional support
as the most important. The study also found thatgrals who are emotionally supportive are
more likely to have teachers who are satisfied withr work. Additionally, emotional support
provides teachers with a sense of belonging thaivates them to high performance and
involvement.

The second theme to develop when researchingtifeéat domain is the health of
teachers. This finding was reported by Litreell &idingsley (1994) in considering the
emotional support of teachers. Principals who veenetionally supportive were more likely to
have teachers who are satisfied with their worlsocAteachers who reported more emotional
support reported fewer health problems.

The types of health problems reported by teadtaged from physical to
psychological to social problems. Symptoms of pslafjical problems were: anger, rage,
depression, powerlessness, distrust, guilt, shareegurity, and low self-esteem. Physical health

problems were: headaches, backaches, sleep disondgght changes, heart arrhythmia,
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substance abuse, ulcers, and suicide. Social symspicere loss of friendships and isolation
(Blasé & Blasé, 2004).

While this domain does present some serious prudh)léterature offers several
possible solutions to limiting conflict and the imdml problems that can result from conflict. One
method is by principals practicing tact, being ablénteract with individuals with varied
personalities, by showing respect and understandingiotivating school personnel and pupils,
and by working constantly to get along with the atars they like as well as dislike (Cheek &
Lindsey, 1986).

Another method to relieving conflict is to provida atmosphere of optimism and
camaraderie rather than an environment of competiResearchers deemed this as uniting the
staff through a “we” approach rather than a hidraal approach (Littrell & Billingsley, 1994).
Juhasz (1990) found camaraderie and coworker sufgpbe major factors in boosting teacher
self-esteem and job satisfaction. Lastly, direatigpal involvement can increase job satisfaction
and resolve conflict. Direct involvement is greatkhibited in instances when the principal deals
with disruptive and difficult students. The invohaent may include removing or punishing the
student or communicating the rules to the offerfdekla-Acevedo, 2009). Any variety of these
approaches can aid principals in limiting confaad increasing the health and job satisfaction of
staff members.

Instructional Leadership Domain

The idea of instructional leadership in relatiorthis study is identified by the
administrator’'s perceived behavior in the areasnd&rrupting teaching frequently, lacking of
vision, knowledgeable about the curriculum, knowkeable about instructional strategies,

applying procedures consistently, shrugging offl@valuing a problem or concern, failing to
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follow up, failing to always enforce rules, holdipgople accountable, and providing feedback
regarding teaching (Bulach et al., 2006).

The National Association of Elementary School Eipals (2001, as cited in Nettles &
Herrington, 2007) defined instructional leadersigg’leading learning communities” (p. 4). This
definition views principals as facilitators, guidiand encouraging an educational environment
in which administrators and teachers work collabeety to diagnose and solve the problems
facing their schools (Nettles & Herrington, 2007).

Studies of effective schools have identified finstructional leadership priorities of
effective principals: (a) defining and communicgtthe school’s educational mission, (b)
managing curriculum and instruction, (c) supportamgl supervising teaching, (d) monitoring
student progress, and (e) promoting a learningiiffBateman & Bateman, 2001; Blasé &
Kirby, 1992; Nettles & Herrington, 2007).

A central issue to school leader effectivenessagpromotion of meaningful dialogue.
If a principal effectively communicates to staff migers on instructional issues, school leaders
enhance their leadership perspective. Researchepdio the performance expectations held by
the principal as an important aspect of effectit@osls. Professional development can become
beneficial in improving a school leader’s knowledge comprehension of classroom methods.
An additional practice associated with professiaealelopment that has been cited as being
displayed by effective principals is the abilityaoquire professional development resources for
their school (Nettles & Harrington, 2007).

Instructional leadership also has been shownflioeince student achievement through
its affect on the development of professional legyrrommunities (Louis, Dretzke, &

Wabhlistrom, 2010). Professional learning communtéikesviewed as educators committed to
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working collaboratively in an ongoing process oll@ctive inquiry and action research often
achieve better results for the students they s&nadessional learning communities operate
under the assumption that the key to improved legrfor students is continuous job-embedded
learning for educators (Waters et al., 2003). Tieceof professional learning communities as a
part of instructional leadership is hardly surprgsconsidering the arguments for shared
leadership, which generally focus on expandingspiteere of responsibility and creativity to
meet pressing needs (Louis, Dretzke, & Wahlstradd02. The principal’s role in instructional
leadership is still consistent, but the role changedirecting professional development in
conjunction with the professional learning commyynithe principal is now a facilitator working
with teachers to advance teachers professionalaawent as a year round learning process
(Louis, et al., 2010).
Trust Leadership Domain

This domain is blended in that trust is the owd#ng theme, but the decision making
actions or methods of the administrators play ascm@nable role. Bulach et al. (2006) state that
such behaviors as “making snap judgments” and (extab situations carefully before taking
action” apparently can cause teachers not to tinesprincipal. Bulach (1993) stated “ability”
was part of the trust construct. It would follovatif principals were to be perceived as making
bad decisions, their ability would not be trustédis would explain why trust and decision-
making are in the same domain (Bulach et al., 2006)

Organizational trust has been examined in busiaedsnanagement settings for more
than 30 years. An early study by Driscoll (1978)rfd that trust in decision-making capacity of
the organization’s leadership predicted overals&attion with the organization better than did

employee participation in decision making. A mageent study examined changes in trust in
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work teams and found that perceived ability of eafjues was a strong predictor of trust and that
trust was a significant predictor for risk-takinghavior (Serva, Fuller, & Mayer, 2005).

Tarter, Bliss, and Hoy (1989) found that supperfivincipal behavior and faculty
trust were significantly correlated in their sampfesecondary schools and that schools with
higher levels of engaged teachers (including comenit to students) had higher levels of trust
in colleagues. The study implies that principals baild trust indirectly through supportive
behavior, but they cannot make teachers trust nathar through direct action (Wahlstrom &
Louis, 2008).

Another aspect related to trust is the componentlational trust. In this time of high-
stakes accountability, principals and district aaistrators often feel vulnerable. Part of this
vulnerability is related to how principals discehe beliefs and behaviors of others, especially
superiors in the central office (Chhuon, Gilkey,n@alez, Daly, & Chrispeels, 2008). The same
principle applies to the school level and how mtedchers feel vulnerable in relating to
principals. A bond of trust built on a relationsloprespect and professionalism is essential to
keeping a school from being low performing.

With the threat and potential sanctions of NCLBdiag over school leaders, the
question is raised of whether the changes madeila toust are sufficiently far reaching
(Chhuon et al., 2008). The leading factor in buitgirust is time, but time is also the biggest
barrier to building trust. NCLB demands for resuitt$e produced yearly. If trust must be
established for results to prosper, school leaheng not last to see the results.

In addition, differential levels of trust can edt patterns of communication between
levels of hierarchy. When one is interacting wittlistrusted person within an organizational

hierarchy — especially if that person holds moregro- the goal of communication often
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becomes the protection of one’s interest and ttheatéon of one’s anxiety rather than accurate
transmission of ideas (Tschannen-Moran, 2009). 18ityj teachers in low-trust schools have
described communication as being guarded in wieat $haid — that they often blocked or
distorted communication to avoid confrontation wethleagues and administrators (Tschannen-
Moran, 2009).
Human Relations L eader ship Domain

This domain, when studied by Bulach et al. (20@&)nered the greatest amount of
variance. Some of the key descriptors were “myqppal calls me by name,” “my principal uses
eye contact,” and “my principal demonstrates ancpaittitude.” Bulach et al. (2006) contend that
practicing the behaviors in the human relationgshdm is a very important leadership skill.
Additionally, when it comes to human relations,réhis a need to decrease the use of negative
behaviors and increase the use of positive behavior

Scotti (2001) approached human relations in sehfsom the aspect of subordinates.
In framing his research he states that feedbackpartetipation in decision making have been
shown to be predictors of variables related tadii@ains of school productivity and human
relations. Scotti (2001) found that teacher expeeand teacher age accounted for a significant
percentage of the variance in the subordinateggmtions of the leadership performance. The
older and more experienced a teacher was the igggpancy they had with a principal. This
could be due to those teachers being around theipal more or having a better understanding
of the top down bureaucracy that can happen irdueation system. If this is the case, then
principals may be better served to educate yousghiss on the issues principals face and some

of the restrains placed upon principals by admiaists.
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Scotti (2001) derived three main themes in hisaege The first theme Scotti (2001)
derived was teacher evaluation of a principal’ sl&ahip performance can indicate and predict
variables relating to human relations, productivitgd administrative tenure. Second, teacher
feedback is a valuable tool for providing constieeefeedback for school improvement. Third,
principals must integrate and use the feedbacthfodata to be successful. Principals adept at
gathering information formally or informally fronuBordinates will improve a school and
strengthen ties with teachers.

Roby (2010) found several issues in human relatibatlead to a negative school
climate and view of leadership; teachers who sgtated, had no opportunities for informal
leadership, felt a lack of trust, no personal retethips, and lack of support all rated leadership
and climate poorly. Roby’s findings are consisteith Carter and Osler (2000) who noted a
current restricted state of participation doeshdvainput in shaping an institution. Those
involved in the organization appear to lack conficke or skills to effect meaningful change.

To combat these issues, Roby (2010) cited the fogdthving a communication and
relationship audit. In initiating open dialoguetdmkle key issues that are confirmed by the audit,
teachers would be given a chance to discuss paligniegative aspects of school culture and
leadership. Additionally, leaders can create agesibnal focus, involve teachers in decision
making, and develop a community of learners. Te&ct@n enact change by becoming
proactive, participating in two-way mentoring, ardating an atmosphere of sincere interest in
helping coworkers. Teachers have the potentiabt@ la dramatic impact in school leadership.

By taking a positive leadership role, it can cremt®ntinuous learning environment for all.
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The Relationship of Waters, Marzano, and M cNulty to Bulach, Boothe, and Pickett

Two studies were highlighted in reviewing thertitieire due to their significance to
this study. The first study conducted by Wateral e2003) shows a direct correlation between
school leadership and student achievement at thievel. The .25 correlation translates into a
ten percentile jump in student achievement on stahred assessments. The second study
highlighted was conducted by Bulach et al. (2006 researchers derived a survey instrument
that can be utilized to measure behaviors prinsipak while supervising subordinates. The use
or failure to use these behaviors creates a cddadership style that positively or negatively
affects the supervisory climate and learning emritent. A positive score on this instrument
should be accompanied by a more positive facultsaheand school climate.

The Waters et al. (2003) study was framed by lesdmlgeibehaviors and practices while
the Bulach et al. (2006) study was framed by dosamd behaviors. The important ideal is the
compatibility to one another. Appendix A shows Wiater et al. (2003) study identifiers and
their relation to the Bulach et al. (2006) studgmtifiers. While there is not always a direct
match in the wording, the similarities in the sty identifiable. Additionally, some of the
practices identified are applicable across multipéelership behavior domains.

Waters et al. (2003) derived the following criteioa design, controls, data analysis, and
rigor: Quantitative student achievement data; Studehievement measured on standardized,
norm-referenced tests or some other objective meadwachievement; Student achievement as
the dependent variable; Teacher perceptions otlshp as the independent variable. By using
the survey developed by Bulach et al. (2006), stusly will use QDI score as our quantitative
student achievement data measured on a standardred-referenced test and as the dependent

variable. Additionally, the school leaders scordlmsurvey instrument as perceived by staff
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members will be the independent variable. Bulaci.g2006) may not be directly measuring
student achievement, but by setting the desighettudy in the same frame as Waters et al.
(2003) the researcher will be able to determirgerélationship does exist between Bulach et al.
(2006) and student achievement.

Conclusion

A review of the research literature related togpal leadership styles and student
achievement highlighted several important findingse first finding being that principal
leadership is a multi-faceted endeavor. Schooldesachust be able to not only meet managerial
needs but also meet the personal and emotionatméeeachers. Additionally, the success of a
teacher, student, and ultimately the school areni@gnt on the degree or level to which the
principal meets individual needs. The second figdathat an analysis needs to be conducted to
find what areas or ways a school leader may beidefi Data from a school leadership analysis
can be used to develop a professional developrmegtam for school leaders. A tailored
professional development program creates a winsitiration for improving school leadership
and student achievement.

This study will examine if a relationship existstween staff perceptions of school
leaders’ leadership abilities and student achieverag measured by the Quality of Distribution
Index score in public schools in a region of a r@@uthern state. Chapter 11, Methodology,
outlines the quantitative study, the research aegigpulation and sampling, instrumentation,
data collection, and data analysis. Chapter I\est#ie results of the study. Chapter V is a
discussion of the results and offers conclusioespmmendations, and suggestions for future

research.
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CHAPTER |11
METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the research methodologlyinsmnducting this study to
determine whether a relationship exists betweettestiuachievement and principal’s leadership
behavior as perceived by the teachers, using theegof Supervisory Behaviors. The research
procedures are divided into five categories: ($eagch design, (2) population and sampling, (3)
instrumentation, (4) data collection, and (5) datalysis.
Resear ch Design

The research design used a web-based surveynmesituo determine the perceived
leadership behaviors of school leaders. Elevendshfive county and six city schools,
consisting of grades five through eight, in a re@lthern state were invited to participate in the
study. Participating schools did not have to hdviar grades, but had to be a self-contained
school only housing students in those grade rarkggash participating school was emailed an
individualized link to the survey instrument (Ap@@nB). Details of the instrument are found in
this chapter in the instrumentation section.

Teachers at each participating school were askedrplete the survey instrument. In
using the survey instrument, the study is termestigtive in nature, and the research is
correlational in nature. In this study, each ppatwill have a mean score for each subset on
the questionnaire and a mean score for the comipitr@ment. Through the use of correlational

methods, each subset score and instrument scoreonwgsared to student achievement on the
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MCT2 as expressed through the Quality Distributimaiex score to determine if a relationship
existed.
Population and Sampling

The population for this study consisted of alhstalone middle schools in the
northeast corner of a rural southern U.S. state.r€kearcher used purposeful criterion sampling
to identify eleven schools for participation in #tedy. The most limiting criterion was that all
schools had to be within ten percentage pointsoh @ther in the poverty category. Poverty is
based on the number of students who receive fréeegiuced lunch. The significance of poverty
to education and particularly assessment was lgigield in the latest National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) report. NAEP (2013adatind that students eligible for free and
reduced lunch did significantly worse on the télsés students not eligible for free and reduced
lunch. Thus, the researcher selected schools w#hipercentage points in the poverty
demographic, to prevent this phenomenon from affg¢he study. Next, schools had to consist
of grades five through eight or some variationhafse grades. The formula for calculating QDI
at a standalone middle school is different tharféheula for calculating the QDI for a K-12
school or high school. With QDI being the dependemiable, it was essential all were
calculated the same. Last, schools were selecttilmn student enrollment. Student enrollment
was used for two purposes. The first being thadsishwith similar enrollment will have a
comparable number of staff members since class biaee a maximum number of allowable
students per classroom. Second, a schools’ QLlcsikated by the percentage of students that
score in one of four categories (advanced, proftcieasic, minimal). In selecting schools with
similar student populations, it prevented the petages from being skewed due to the student

population. The sample for this study originallynssted of eleven middle schools. Three
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superintendents and one principal chose not tacpzate in the study, one school was omitted
due to small response rate, and another was ondgittedo ethical concerns. A final sample size
consisted of five schools. Table 1 displays thelestti data for the selected schools.

Table 1

Demographics of Schools Selected for Study

School a~ b c d e f~ gt h» [ " kA
Female* 47 45 49 55 46 50 48 49 46 47 53
Male* 53 55 51 45 54 50 52 51 54 53 47
Asian* 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 3 0
Black* 31 27 13 9 2 45 35 37 27 43 25
Hispanic* 9 6 6 6 1 3 1 4 1 3 6
Native 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
American*

White* 60 66 80 86 97 49 63 58 72 50 69
Multi- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Racial*

Poverty* 53 50 45 48 47 46 53 49 48 44 49
QDI 190 186 165 187 177 171 179 180 169 182 208
Note. *Shown as percent of students ASuperirgehdr principal chose not to participate
~omitted

All data was coded for the protection of the indiv&l schools. Each teacher
anonymously submitted responses to the surveya Was only coded in relation to the school.
Anonymity was assured to protect the subject frear bf repercussions and to ensure responses
were not altered. The researcher took precautmessure no harm to the subject or schools
involved in the study.

An incentive of a $25 gift card per school was @teto participating teachers by the
researcher. Anyone wishing to be eligible for & g#rd entered their email address, after they
had completed the survey instrument. Email addsesstered were housed in a separate file
from survey responses to ensure anonymity was aiaed at all times, and data could not be

back tracked.
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Non-respondents were emailed a follow-up remindethe seventh and fourteenth day
of the study. The study concluded twenty-one dés @ was initiated. This was consistent with
research by Ladner (2001) that showed web-basedmess are greatest in the first seven days
of the study, and subside after the twenty-first ddne study targeted eleven schools to study,
but three superintendents and one principal choserparticipate. The study was completed in
seven schools. Table 2 shows the response ratks pérticipating schools.

Table 2

Response Rates

School Number of Teachers Respondents Responee Rat
b 26 13 50%

c 15 8 53.33%

d 25 14 56%

e 22 14 63.63%

[ 31 11 35.48%

Study 119 60 50.42%

I nstrumentation

This study was a new application of the researchimstrumentation conducted by
Bulach et al. (2006). The survey instrument wasStwerey of Supervisory Behavior (Appendix
C) derived by Bulach et al. (2006). The researdfdhnis study received prior permission from
Bulach et al. (2006) for the use of the surveyrimsent (Appendix D).

The instrument was constructed while the reseasoliere at the University of West
Georgia. The researchers collected data from 3&@&ugite students in the educational leadership
program. Students were asked to list the mistadieds principals made. The mistakes that
occurred most frequently tended to be in the afédaiman relations and interpersonal

communications (Bulach et al., 2006). These fingiage supported by the research of Bulach
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and Peterson (2001) that found teachers are not@pteusting with administrators that do not
listen.

The instrument consists of 49 positive and negdieteaviors. Respondents are asked to
respond on a Likert five-point scale ranging fronever” to “always” in terms of how frequently
their principal practiced each behavior. A resparfs@ever” was scored as a 1.0; “seldom” was
scored as 2.0; “sometimes” was scored as a 3.&rf'bivas scored as a 4.0; and “always” was
scored as a 5.0. Negative behaviors were reveoseds(Bulach et al., 2006). If a school leader
is using all behaviors in the most desired way |¢la€eer will achieve a score of 5.0 on the
instrument. The lowest a school leader could pbssitore on the instrument is 1.0.

A factor analysis was used to analyze the datadatefmine how many factors were
being measured by the instrument. A factor analgsisaled that nine factors account for 64%
of the variance in the instrument. Four of thedesthat accounted for smaller amounts of
variance were consolidated with other factors reduthe instrument to five factors. The five
factors were the following: human relations, trdstision making, instructional leadership,
control, and conflict (Bulach et al., 2006).

A Cronbach alpha was computed on each subset. drharhrelations domain yielded a
+.86 coefficient; trust/decision making domain 84+coefficient; instructional leadership a +.85;
control domain a +.83 coefficient; conflict domair+.81 coefficient. A correlation coefficient of
+.95 was obtained indicating the instrument hagkeat reliability. Additionally, the instrument
was replicated in an unpublished study by Bulashhét study, a Pearson correlation of +.984
was found between principal leadership style aretail/school climate (Bulach et al., 2006).

Quality of Distribution Index (QDI) served as thepgéndent value for this study.

Students are tested in the areas of languagaraathematics, and science. A total of six tests are
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used in calculating QDI. The six tests are readinglish, math, science, Algebra |, and Biology
|. Reading and English tests are taken as sepaadi®but combined for one category —
language arts. Algebra | includes students who #dgebra | in the eighth grade and students
who take Algebra | in the ninth grade. Ninth gratiedents taking the test are back mapped to
middle school. High school students Biology | =tres are also back mapped to middle
school.

QDI is calculated by the percentage of studentarsgin one of four categories of
achievement; advanced, proficient, basic, and nahiifo achieve QDI points, each category is
assigned a value. Minimal is 0, basic is 1, prefitiis 2, and advanced is 3. A perfect QDI is
300, ie. 100% advanced multiplied by 3 equals 200example of QDI calculation is: a school
has a total of 1,350 tests taken and 93 of thage &e in the minimal category, then 6.9% are
minimal. If 17.3% are basic, 52.3% are proficientd 23.50 are advanced, then 17.3 x 1 =17.3,
52.3x 2 =104.6, and 23.5 x 3 = 70.5. The valuedt®en summed and round to the whole
number, 17.3 + 104.6 + 70.5 = 192.4. ThereforeQDbé& for our example middle school is 192.
Data Collection

The survey instruments were administered usingntieenet via a link distributed in
informational emails specific to each school. Theds (Appendix B) introduced the survey and
contained a link to take respondents to the Suo¥&Supervisory Behaviors. Non-respondents
were emailed a follow-up reminder (Appendix E) ba seventh and fourteenth day of the study.
The study concluded twenty-one days after it wagted. The data was then transferred from

the web hosting site to SPSS Version 22.0 for amalyy the researcher.
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Data Analysis
Data was analyzed using SPSS Version 22.0 stalistdtware. Descriptive statistics
were derived for each section of the survey insémts and the survey instrument as a whole.
QDI scores for each school were retrieved fromsthage department of education website. The
demographic data was analyzed using percentageseapuskncies.
The following null hypotheses were tested in thiglg:
Ho-1: There is no significant relationship betweestrinctional staff members’
perceptions of administrative leadership behavasrsmeasured by the cumulative score
on the Survey of Supervisory Behaviors and studehievement as measured
by school Quality of Distribution Index score.
Ho-2: There is no significant relationship betweehasit leaders’ scores on the Human
Relations domain sections of the Survey of SuperyiBehaviors and student
achievement as measured by school Quality of Digion Index score.
Ho-3: There is no significant relationship betweehasit leaders’ scores on the
Trust/Decision Making domain sections of the Surgé$upervisory Behaviors and
student achievement as measured by school QuéalRystribution Index score.
Ho-4: There is no significant relationship betweehasit leaders’ scores on the
Instructional Leadership domain sections of thev&yof Supervisory Behaviors and
student achievement as measured by school Quéaldystribution Index score.
Ho-5: There is no significant relationship betweehasit leaders’ scores on the Control
domain sections of the Survey of Supervisory Batravand student achievement as

measured by school Quality of Distribution Inderrec
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Ho-6: There is no significant relationship betweenost leaders’ scores on the Conflict

domain sections of the Survey of Supervisory Batravand student achievement as

measured by school Quality of Distribution Inderrec

A correlation was computed based on the mean $optke whole instrument and QDI
for each school. Subsequent correlations were ctedpusing mean scores for each domain and
QDI for each school. The correlation determined/hat level the survey instrument and school
QDI have a positive or negative relationship ooaggion. In all hypotheses, the instrument
score, mean score, and ODI are all continuousiardrlvariables. A Pearson r is the appropriate
calculation when the relationship between two \@esi is linear (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh,
1996).
Conclusion

The methodologies presented in this chapter a&eithcesses the researcher followed

to conduct the study. The statistical data derivenh the study are explained in Chapter IV. A

summary of the study, conclusions, and recommeniagtire found in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter presents the findings of the reseeaodducted to determine whether a
relationship exists between teachers’ perceptidsstwol leadership and student achievement
as measured by the Quality Distribution Index. Thapter describes (1) null hypothesis, (2)
population demographics, (3) results of hypothesisl, (4) summary.
Null Hypothesis

The researcher at the onset of the research pagéstmined a research purpose. The
researcher wanted to determine whether a relatipntany, existed between the perceived
leadership behaviors of middle school principald student achievement. After a review of the
literature in Chapter I, the researcher develdpedesearch purpose into hypotheses. The
following hypotheses were tested in this study:

Ho-1: There is no significant relationship betweestrinctional staff members’

perceptions of administrative leadership behavasrsmeasured by the cumulative score

on the Survey of Supervisory Behaviors and studehtevement as measured

by school Quality of Distribution Index score.

Ho-2: There is no significant relationship betweehasit leaders’ scores on the Human

Relations domain sections of the Survey of SuperyiBehaviors and student

achievement as measured by school Quality of Digion Index score.
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Ho-3: There is no significant relationship betweenost leaders’ scores on the
Trust/Decision Making domain sections of the Surgé$upervisory Behaviors and
student achievement as measured by school Quéldistribution Index score.
Ho-4: There is no significant relationship betweehasit leaders’ scores on the
Instructional Leadership domain sections of thev&yof Supervisory Behaviors and
student achievement as measured by school Quéldistribution Index score.
Ho-5: There is no significant relationship betweehasit leaders’ scores on the Control
domain sections of the Survey of Supervisory Batravand student achievement as
measured by school Quality of Distribution Inderrec
Ho-6: There is no significant relationship betweehasd leaders’ scores on the Conflict
domain sections of the Survey of Supervisory Batravand student achievement as
measured by school Quality of Distribution Inderrec
Sample Demographics
A group of eleven schools were originally seledteg@articipate in the study. In the
recruitment process, three schools were removedadsigperintendents declining to participate
in the study. One school was removed due to theipl of a school declining to participate in
the study, one school was omitted due to smalloresp rate, and another was omitted due to
ethical concerns.. The finals sample size consstéige schools. The number of teachers for

the participating schools was 119 with a respondantber of 60 for a response rate of 50.42%.
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Table 3

Response Rates

School Teachers Respondents Response Rate
b 26 13 50%

c 15 8 53.33%

d 25 14 56%

e 22 14 63.63%

[ 31 11 35.48%

Study 119 60 50.42%

A subset of five questions was used to determiaal#mographics of the respondents.
The five areas questioned were: 1) highest de@)dength of employment at school, 3) number
of years teaching, 4) ethnicity, and 5) teachinguhject area.

The first demographic subset, highest degree, fedéhat of the 60 participants in the
study 29 held a Bachelors degree. This was theskigtercentage, 48.33%, of all degrees held.
The next closet category was Masters degree, witinkisted of 27 participants or 45.00% of
respondents.

Table 4

Degree Level

Degree Number Percent
Bachelors 29 48.33%
Masters 27 45.00%
Specialist 3 5.00%
Doctorate 0 0%
Other 1 1.67%
Total 60 100%

The second demographic subset surveyed was thin lehgmployment at the
respondent’s current school. In this demographie highest two areas were six to ten years and
eleven plus years. These two categories combinedli66% of the entire demogrpahic.
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Table 5

Experience at School

Time at School Number Percent
Less than one year 3 5.00%

1 year but less than 2 years 2 3.33%
2-5 years 12 20.00%

6-10 years 26 43.33%

11+ years 17 28.33%

Total 60 100%

An overwhelming 49 of the 60 participants had bieethe teaching profession for six or
more years. The largest percentage had taughfifto 20 years. This category was followed by
the categories six to ten years and 21 plus ydaeaohing.

Table 6

Teaching Experience

Number of years teaching Number Percent
First year 1 1.66%

1 year but less than 2 years 0 0.00%
2-5 years 10 16.66%
6-10 years 15 25.00%
11-20 years 21 35.00%
21+ years 13 21.66%
Total 60 100%

Ethnicity was dramatically slanted towards Whitehit&' participants accounted for 95%

of those responding. Black participants accountedhfe other 5% of respondents.
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Table 7

Ethnicity

Ethnicity Number Percent
Black 3 5.00%
White 57 95.00%
Hispanic 0 0.00%
American Indian 0 0.00%
Other 0 0.00%
Total 60 100%

The final demographic category focused on the pe¢acge of respondents teaching in

their respective subject areas. It was found thé@¥ of the respondents did teach within their

subject area, while 8.33% of respondents did ramttevithin their subject areas.
Table 8

Teaching in Subject Area

Teaching in Subject Area Number Percent
Yes 55 91.66%
No 5 8.33%
Total 60 100%

Results of Hypothesis
The researcher used the Survey of Supervisory Bahimvattain the perceptions of
instructional staff members in regard to admintstealeadership. The survey instrument is

comprised of five domains: human relations, trustision making, instructional leadership,

control, and conflict. A score was calculated facle domain and for the entire instrument. The

domain and instrument scores were then measuréasagahool QDI to determine if a
relationship existed. The scores for each dombaairtstrument, and school QDI are listed in

Table 9.
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Table 9

Mean Scores and QDI

b c d e i

Human 4.75 4,22 4,12 4.39 3.63
Trust 4.67 4.25 4.12 4.39 3.94
Instructional 4.64 4.21 3.91 4.60 4.15
Control 4.67 4.35 4.16 4.27 3.64
Conflict 4.64 4.34 3.83 4.27 3.91
Instrument 4.67 4.27 4.03 4.38 3.85
QDI 186 165 187 177 169

Because there was no attempt by the researchentmtor manipulate the variables, a
Pearson’s r correlation was used to identify atgti@ships. Correlations do not identify cause
and effect relationships, but identify whether latienship exists and to what extent (Hinkle,
Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003).

A perfect correlation in a positive direction is.8Q and a perfect negative correlation is -
1.00. A correlation from .90 to 1.00 or -.90 to0@ is deemed to have a very high correlation. A
high correlation will range from .70 to .90 or -.@0-.90. Moderate correlations compute from
.50 to .70 or -.50 to -.70. Correlations rangiragir.30 to .50 positive or negative are considered
to have a low correlation. Low correlations a@nr.00 to .30 and .00 to -.30 (Hinkle, et al.,
2003).

The first hypothesis tested was:

Ho-1: There is no significant relationship betweestrinctional staff members’
perceptions of administrative leadership behavasrsmeasured by the cumulative score
on the Survey of Supervisory Behaviors and studehtevement as measured

by school Quality of Distribution Index score.
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The correlation analysis measured the relationshfurvey of Supervisory Behavior
instrument mean score and QDI score. Results edasBn correlation (r=.362 p=.530) were not
significant at the .05 level showing no correlatm@tween the Survey of Supervisory Behavior
instrument and QDI. Therefore, the null hypothésisot rejected.

Table 10

Survey Instrument and QDI

Measure Coefficient
Pearson Correlation .362

Sig. (2-tailed) .530

N 5

The second hypothesis tested was:

Ho-2: There is no significant relationship betweehasit leaders’ scores on the Human

Relations domain sections of the Survey of SuperyiBehaviors and student

achievement as measured by school Quality of Digion Index score.

The correlation analyzed teachers’ perception bbstleadership in the human relations
domain and QDI. Results of a Pearson correlate®h7 p=.332) were not significant at the .05
level showing no correlation between the humarticgla domain and QDI. The null hypothesis
is not rejected.

Table 11

Human Relations Domain

Measure Coefficient
Pearson Correlation 527

Sig. (2-tailed) .332

N 5
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A correlation was computed for the third hypothesis

Ho-3: There is no significant relationship betweenost leaders’ scores on the
Trust/Decision Making domain sections of the Sureg$upervisory Behaviors and
student achievement as measured by school Quéaldystribution Index score.

Results of a Pearson correlation (r=.457 p=.414gwet significant at the .05 level.

While the correlation was deemed moderately pasiiivcannot be deemed as a having a

relationship due to not being significant. The rnylpothesis is not rejected.

Table 12

Trust Domain

Measure Coefficient
Pearson Correlation 457

Sig. (2-tailed) 414

N 5

The fourth hypothesis tested was:

Ho-4: There is no significant relationship betweehasit leaders’ scores on the

Instructional Leadership domain sections of thev&yiof Supervisory Behaviors and

student achievement as measured by school Quéldistribution Index score.

The correlation analysis was between teachersepéion of school leadership in the
instructional domain and QDI. Results of a Peaxsmrelation (r=.117 p=.846) were not
significant at the .05 level. The null hypothesisiot rejected.

Table 13

Instructional Domain

Measure Coefficient
Pearson Correlation 117

Sig. (2-tailed) .846

N 5
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A fifth hypothesis tested was:
Ho-5: There is no significant relationship betweenost leaders’ scores on the Control
domain sections of the Survey of Supervisory Batravand student achievement as
measured by school Quality of Distribution Inderrec
The results of a Pearson correlation (r=.441 p=.488Bveen the control domain and QDI
were not significant. Therefore, the null hypotkas not rejected.
Table 14

Control Domain

Measure Coefficient
Pearson Correlation 441

Sig. (2-tailed) 433

N 5

The sixth and final hypothesis studied was:

Ho-6: There is no significant relationship betweehasd leaders’ scores on the Conflict

domain sections of the Survey of Supervisory Betravand student achievement as

measured by school Quality of Distribution Inderrsc

The correlation analysis measured teachers’ pearept school leadership in the
conflict domain and QDI. Results of a Pearson datian (r=.069 p=.909) were not significant
at the .05 level. Even if the correlation had bstistically significant, the correlation would
still show little to no relationship between coafland QDI. The null hypothesis is not rejected.
Table 15

Conflict Domain

Conflict QDI
Pearson Correlation .069
Sig. (2-tailed) .909
N 5

46



Summary

The purpose of this research was to determine whe#fationships exist between
instructional staff members’ perceptions of adnimaisve leadership behaviors and student
achievement. A total of 60 participants rated adstiators using the Survey of Supervisory
Behavior. The survey instrument was comprisedwe élomains. All five domains and the
instrument were correlated with QDI to determineel&tionships exist.

Respondents’ to this study were teachers fromal sauthern state. Of the respondents,
48.33% held a Bachelors degree. The amount ofi@sigondents had at their current school was
slanted heavily to six years or more with 81.66%hefpopulation. The respondents were a
moderately veteran group. 34 of the 60 respondehitgetween eleven and twenty years of
teaching experience, the highest of all categofiee.most dramatic demographic finding was in
ethnicity. 57 of the 60 respondents identified asté/ Lastly, 91.66% of participants were
found to be teaching in their subject area.

None of the five domains were found to be statycsilnificant in relation to QDI.
Additionally, the Survey of Supervisory Behaviostrument was not found to be statistically
significant in relation to QDI. Therefore, all 3% the null hypotheses were not rejected.

Chapter V will provide further discussion, conctuss, and recommendations of the

findings outlined in this chapter.
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CHAPTER YV
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to determine whethretationship exists between
teachers’ perceptions of school administratorsdéeship behaviors as measured by the Survey
of Supervisory Behavior and student assessmeneasured by the Quality of Distribution
Index. Chapter V provides a summary of the studyaddresses directions for future research.
The chapter consists of the following sectionswapmary, b) conclusions, and c)
recommendations.
Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine the oeiahip between teacher perception of
principals’ leadership behaviors and student agreant. Previous studies by Waters, et al.
(2003) showed a direct correlation between schesdérship and student achievement at the .25
level. Waters, et al.’s research was then pairel the instrument developed by Bulach, Boothe,
and Pickett (2006). Bulach’s instrument is applieab that the instrument measures the
behaviors of principals as perceived by supervisdabrdinates. These two studies create the
framework and mechanics for the basis of the rebestudy.

The Survey of Supervisory Behavior (Bulach et2006) was used to measure the
teachers’ perception of leadership behaviors dygpldy their principals. The survey attained
perceptions in five different domains; control, i, instructional leadership, trust, and human

relations. The school Quality of Distribution Indecore was attained as a universal standard of
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student achievement. Descriptive statistics weegl is present the characteristics of the schools.
The Pearson r correlation was used to examineglfadionship existed between the

principals’ score on the Survey of Supervisory Bedia the five leadership domains, and school

QDI. The five domains were found to not be stataty significant in relation to QDI.

Additionally, the Survey of Supervisory Behaviostrument was found to not be statistically

significant in relation to QDI.

Conclusions

In developing conclusions, the researcher firsienged the research process of the study.
As shown in table 1, the researcher initially g/dnvith eleven schools to be studied but that
number was reduced to five. The school identifie@ avas dismissed from the study due to
school a being the researcher’s school. Additignatthool a should have been excluded from
the initial population due to school a being theegrcher’s school. School f had a response rate
of 8.3%, but was excluded from the statistical gsial The school does meet the criteria set
forth by the researcher; however, if the schotbise included, a higher response rate should be
attained. The researcher should have worked taem@slarger sample size or determined if
inclusion of the entire population would have be®re appropriate for the study.

The researcher determined that the study would bega greatly strengthened by
broadening the population of the study. In limitthg population to a small geographic footprint
of the state, it severely limited the ability tongealize the study to a broader population. If the
entire state had been sampled, the researcher lcawdused the state demographics as
parameters for purposeful sampling. Broadeningtiope or population of the study also would

have aided in increasing the response rate leadiadetter analysis of the hypothesis.

49



The overall response rate for the study was 50.42%le the researcher did follow up
with two reminders, a better response may have heleieved through direct contact with the
teachers. The researcher chose to contact admatoistrand have administrators forward emails
to teachers. The researcher believed that an egraihg from administrators to teachers would
encourage participation. This may be true, butigan email coming from an administrator
asking teachers to rate that administrator coule hlae opposite effect as well. In future
research, the researcher will request or collexethail addresses’ of staff members and engage
in direct contact.

One anomaly brought forth in analyzing the demolgi@gata is 95% of the respondents
identified their ethnicity as White. This is in cparison to an average of 80.2% of the student
population identifying as White. As equally intrigg, 5% of respondents identified as Black
while an average of 15.6% of the student populatientified as Black. These discrepancies in
teacher and student racial percentages are wattiefuesearch.

The first hypothesis was not rejected due to thasem r correlation not being significant
at the .05 level. This finding coincides with theeyous conclusion by the researcher that the
population for the study should have been lardehd results of the study had remained
constant and the researcher had a sample size tifeétvthe null hypothesis would have been
rejected. The researcher recommends increasirgjzé®f the study for a better analysis of the
hypothesis.

A review of the correlation between each of the donmareas and school QDI showed no
significant relationship. However, closer analysigealed that in the human relations domain,
trust domain, and control domain a significanttietaship is achievable if results remain

constant in a sample size of 22 schools. The iostnal domain (r=.117) and conflict domain
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(r=.069) showed the least possibilities of beiragistically significant even in a larger sample. A
statewide population and a larger sample sizedtebanalysis of the hypothesis are
recommended in a replicated study.

A replicated study performed by the researcher @oahsist of first defining a
population of all the stand alone middle schoolanrentire state. In defining the population as
all middle schools in a state, the researcher ctindd employ random sampling for selection of
study participants. A minimum sample size wouldlbaved from the population number to
ensure the sample is truly representative of thmuladion. Additionally, the researcher would
ensure that the sample size would provide enoutghfdaproper analysis of the hypothesis.

The researcher would again make contact with tpersatendent and principals for
permission, but would request that the email addiesf teachers be forwarded to the
researcher. If emails could not be provided torésearcher, the researcher would try to collect
emails through school websites. If both methodshateavailable, the researcher would resort to
paper and pencil methodology. The researcher woakk initial and follow-up contact with the
teachers directly. Additionally, the researcherldanonitor response rates to determine if other
issues may be playing a role in teachers not repgnThe researcher would maintain the study
run for same length of time.

A web hosting site would again be used for datéecbbn and SPSS would again be
used for analysis. All six hypotheses would renssmwritten, and a Pearson r at the .05 level
would remain the standard. Results could then tegpreted to see if a statistical significance
does exist. Additionally, the researcher would camepesults back to this study to see what

similarities and differences exist.
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The researcher deems that the Survey of Supervigsrgvior should not be used as a
standalone tool to aid in improving a schools’ QPRpositive school climate and positive
relationships between leaders and teachers avé#altomponents to a successful school. The
Survey of Supervisory Behavior is valid as a regeéwol to examine relationships between
school leadership behaviors and teacher moraleh¢eafficacy, and overall school climate
(Bulach et al., 2006).

Additionally, the instrument could be as Bulaclak{2006) states as a pro-active
practice to gather self-analysis data regardingrtipact of leadership behavior on the
supervisory climate. It also could be used by ppals who are having problems creating a
healthy supervisory climate. By using the instrutreard compiled data, professional
development plans can be made that target speeiéds of administrators not generalities
(Bulach et al., 2006).

Barnett and McCormick (2004) found that in looketgschool culture, as a whole,
administrators have as much effect negatively ag tlo positively. A strong administrator who
incorporates a vision and involves everyone indiaeclopment of culture can make a huge
impact (Reavis, et al., 1999). Thus, we cannotljotisregard school culture nor make it the
entire focus. Culture must be incorporated as @fadtal or whole school improvement.

The idea of whole school improvement is a centrahte in the research of Waters et al.
(2003). Effective leaders understand how to balgushing for change while at the same time,
protecting aspects of culture, values, and nornshywreserving. Effective leaders know which
policies, practices, resources, and incentivesiga and how to align them with organizational

priorities (Waters et al., 2003).
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Waters et al. (2003) meta-analysis consists oe2&arch based responsibilities,
including culture, and associated practices thasaynificantly associated with student
achievement. By combining the responsibilities vaisociated practices in an organized
framework, we begin to have balanced leadershipatffects student achievement (Waters et al.,
2003).

Recommendations

Although the study may not have unlocked a newuesy the information does
reinforce four ideas: leadership is multi-facete@ny variables must be taken into account when
leading a school, all tools used in education shbel data driven, and any instrument used by a
school leader should match the needs of the s@mbschool leader.

As seen with Waters et al. (2003) 21 different oesbilities are put before school
leaders that affect student achievement. A leades thany types of work, and is in a constant
swing between the relationship and task side ofiheational Leadership Model (Blanchard &
Hersey, 1969). Leaders must ensure that the pdmseeds of the staff are being met as well as
the task needs of the organization are being met.

The multi-faceted nature of leadership is also Wigy never clearly defined, but most
commonly expressed in a model. Vroom and Jago (261@fe it best that leadership is not a
scientific term with a formal, standardized defmnit Therefore the act of leadership must take
on many acts and not just one role.

Fidler (1997) found schools have special featutéseoretical and practical levels, due
to certain outcomes as character based initiatimesanti-bullying policies. Also, school leaders
need to be the leading professionals in their $iethle to having a professional staff (Hughes,

1985). Barnett and McCormick (2004) found that najghe variations in teachers’ perceptions

53



of leadership occurred at the teacher level, asidaller but significant amount occurred at the
school level. The building of relations and profesal learning communities within a school
help build strong instructional staffs and enseaeher retention (Youngs, 2007; Sergiovanni,
1994).

Data driven decision making in education referethers, principals, and
administrators systematically collecting and anialgz/arious types of data, including input,
process, outcome and satisfaction data, to gurdege of decisions to help improve the success
of students and schools. Achievement test dataarticular, play a prominent role in federal and
state accountability policies (Marsh, Pane, & Héom) 2006). Data has become the measuring
stick in the quantification of school success. An@tor’s ability to interpret data and manage
data is the next act in the multifaceted role dfosdt leadership.

In using data, school leaders should be carefusing data from instruments that do not
measure their intended outcomes. In this studyStirgey of Supervisory Behavior was looked
upon as a tool to measure student achievemenirnnit only measures one portion of the entire
process of student achievement. As more instruntmadsme available for use in education,
pairing the correct instrument with the intendedcaswgement will remain vital.

A school leader wishing to increase student achnerg must first be able to self-
evaluate their performance using teacher feedt&@tond, a school administrator must be able
to use the data as a guide for self improvementastrengthen areas through the use of
professional development.

In relation to the use of the Survey of Supervidepavior, a school leader should use
the instrument as an annual self-evaluation toglkcbbol culture. Waters et al. (2003) found five

practices associated with culture: 1) Promotes emimn among staff; 2) Promotes a sense of
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well being; 3) Promotes cohesion among staff; 4dl@ps a shared understanding of purpose,
and; 5) Develops a shared vision of what the scboold be like. Waters et al. (2003) then take
the practices a step further in noting that knogkedf the practices is not enough. Effective
leaders understand both the order of change tleeleading and how to select and skillfully use
appropriate leadership practices (Waters et ab3R0

A first order change may be incremental, linearigmeal, or even an extension of the
past. In contrast, a second order change may bplegmonlinear, a disturbance of every
element in a system, or a total break with the @Afstters et al., 2003). A first order change to
culture may be accomplished by simply using thst tinree practices listed above. However, for
second order changes a school leader may haverkofaranore deeply with staff and the
community by using the later two practices to cgnwederstanding of the overall purposes of
schooling and the proposed changes (Waters &0413).

The average correlation between all 21 responsésiland student achievement was .25
(Waters et al., 2003). Waters et al. (2003) foureddorrelation between culture and student
achievement to be .29. A school leader can impleéthenSurvey of Supervisory Behavior as an
early indicator of what is happening to a schoolifure and climate and eventually student
achievement (Bulach et al., 2006). School leadansticen determine what practices from Waters
et al. (2003) need to be applied and whether cha#igbe first or second order. In knowing

what, how, when, and why to implement change, ddeaders can be more successful.
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Leadership Leadership Observed Behavior Leadershi
Responsibilities Practices Domains
Culture fosters shared beliefs and a senseMy principal calls me by
community and cooperation name.
Focus establishes clear goals and keepsMy principal uses eye
those goals in the forefront of the contact.
school’s attention
Knowledge of | fosters shared beliefs and a sense of My principal
curriculum, community and cooperation demonstrates a caring
Instruction attitude.
assessment Human
Visibility has quality contact and interactions My principal involves Relations
with teachers and students me in decisions. Domain
Outreach is an advocate and spokesperson fofly principal interacts
the school to all stakeholders | with faculty and staff.
My principal does not
listen.
My principal practices
good communication
skills.
My principal tells
teachers to make due
with what they have.
My principal provides
positive reinforcement.
My principal remains
distant.
My principal
compliments me.
My principal remembers
what it is like to be a
teacher.
My principal has not
supported me when
parents are involved.
Contingent recognizes and rewards individual My principal corrects
Awards accomplishments me in front of others
instead of privately.
Communication establishes strong lines of My principal “nit picks”
communication with teachers and on evaluations.
among students
Affirmation recognizes and celebrates school My principal gossips Trust/
accomplishments and acknowledgesabout other teachers or Decision
failures administrators. Making
Relationship demonstrates an awareness of the Myipal uses Domain
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personal aspects of teachers andcoercion to motivate me.

staff

My principal
implements the latest
fads without thorough

knowledge.

My principal makes
decisions as “knee jerk!
reactions to an incident.

My principal displays a
lack of trust.

My principal listens to

both sides of the story

before making a
decision.

My principal evaluates
situations carefully
before taking action.

My principal makes
“snap judgments.”

My principal bases
evaluations on a short
observation.

Resources provides teachers with materials|aMy principal frequently
professional development necessarynterrupts my teaching.
for the successful execution of their
jobs
Curriculum, is directly involved in the design My principal Instructional
Instruction, and implementation of curriculum, demonstrates a lack of Leadership
Assessment | instruction, and assessment practices vision. Domain
Optimizer inspires and leads new and My principal is
challenging innovations knowledgeable about the
curriculum.
Ideals/ communicates and operates from My principal is
Beliefs strong ideals and beliefs about | knowledgeable about
schooling instructional strategies
Intellectual ensures that faculty and staff are My principal applies
Stimulation aware of the most procedures consistently.

current theories and practices an

makes the discussion of these 3
regular

aspect of the school’s culture

d

My principal shrugs off
or devalues a problem or

concern.
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My principal fails to
follow up.

My principal has rules,
but does not always
enforce them.

My principal holds
people accountable.

My principal provides
feedback regarding my
teaching.

Order establishes a set of standard | My principal expects
operating procedures and routings paperwork to be done
“yesterday” with no
notice.
Input involves teachers in the design andMy principal delegates| Control
implementation of important responsibilities. Domain
decisions and policies
Monitors/ monitors the effectiveness of schgol My principal assigns
Evaluates | practices and their impact on studéntduty during planning
learning periods.
My principal is rigid and
inflexible.
My principal assigns too
much paperwork.
My principal
overemphasizes contro|.
My principal uses the
words “I” and “my” too
frequently.
Discipline protects teachers from issues and My principal is able to
influences the would detract from  keep a confidence.
their teaching time and focus
Change is willing to and actively challenges My principal is afraid to
Agent the status quo guestion his/her
superiors. Conflict
Flexibility adapts leadership behavior to the My principal “passes the Domain
needs of the current situation and|is buck” rather than
comfortable with dissent dealing with a situation
Situational is aware of the details and My principal has doublg
Awareness undercurrents in the running of the standards.

school and uses this information to

address current and potential
problems

My principal is partial to

influential parents.
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My principal shows
favoritism to some
teachers.

My principal supports
me as a person even if
am wrong.
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Dear School Superintendent,

I am, Monte Damon Ladner, a doctoral candidate in Educational Leadership at the University of
Mississippi, and I am conducting research for my dissertation under the direction of Dr. Susan McClelland.
As a component of this effort, middle school/junior high teachers in your school district have been
selected as participants in my research. Therefore, I am requesting permission to survey middle
school/junior high teachers in your district.

The information gathered will be used in my dissertation at the University of Mississippi. The research will
examine the perceptions of middle school and/or junior high school teachers. The data will be kept
confidential in a safe location with only the researcher having access to the participants’ responses.

If granted permission, I will undergo the survey process immediately and the survey should only take
about 15 minutes. No district, school, or educator, will be identified and only summary data will be
reported in my dissertation. Participation is completely voluntary and may be discontinued at any time
without penalty or prejudice to the participant. There are no foreseeable risks associated with this survey.
The Institutional Review Board (IRB) has reviewed and approved my dissertation research to ensure that
I follow ethical and federal guidelines regarding human subjects. I request that you permit participation
in this study by completing the form below and e-mailing it back to me. If you have any questions about
my research, please contact me at (662) 538-9083 or by email at mdladner@olemiss.edu. My dissertation
advisor, Dr. Susan McClelland, can be reached at (662) 915-7350 or by email at ssmc@olemiss.edu.
Thank you in advance for your consideration of my request.

Sincerely,

Monte Damon Ladner

Doctoral Candidate

*Name*: XXXXXXX, Superintendent
*School District: XXXXXXXX School District*

Yes, I give permission for the teachers in my school district to
participate in the survey.

No, I do not give permission for the teachers in my school district to
participate in the survey.
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A SURVEY OF
SUPERVISORY BEHAVIORS

Part 1--Demographics

Directions: Respond to each item by filling in the blank on tlenputer scan sheet that most
accurately describes y¢Blease choose only oneresponse per item).

1. What isyour highest degree?

A. Bachelor's Degree D. Doctorate Degree
B. Master's Degree E. Other
C. Specialist's Degree
2. How long have you been at this school ?
A. Less than one year D. 6-10 years
B. One year but less than two years E. 11+ years

C. 2-5 years

3. How many year s have you been teaching?
A. This is my first year D. 11-20 years
B. 2-5 years E. 21+ years

C. 6-10 years

4. 1. What isyour ethnicity?
A. Black D. American Indian
B. White E. other

C. Hispanic

Copyright ¢ 2000
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Part I1--Survey items

Directions._Use the scale belote respond to each item by filling in the blanktbe computer
scan sheet for the response which comes closdsstnibing how often you see your
principal exhibit this behavior.

A B C D E
NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS

5 My principal displays a lack of trust.

6 My principal demonstrates a caring attitude.

7. My principal provides positive reinforcement.

8 My principal interacts with faculty and staff.

9 My principal remains distant.

10. My principal calls me by name.

11. My principal delegates responsibilities.

12. My principal compliments me.

13. My principal uses coercion to motivate me.

14. My principal does not listen.

15. My principal uses eye contact.

16. My principal provides feedback regarding mycteag.

17. My principal corrects me in front of otherstaed of privately.
18. My principal practices good communication skill

19. My principal is able to keep a confidence.

20. My principal gossips about other teachers aniaitrators.
21. My principal shows favoritism to some teachers.

22. My principal has double standards.

23. My principal has not supported me when parargsnvolved.
24. My principal demonstrates a lack of vision.

25. My principal is knowledgeable about the curtico.
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A B C D E
NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.

My principal is knowledgeable about instructibstrategies.

My principal is partial to influential parents.

My principal supports me as a person evemih lwrong.

My principal is afraid to question his/her sues.

My principal shrugs off or devalues a problencancern.

My principal “passes the buck” rather than oheabvith a situation.
My principal remembers what it is like to beeacher.

My principal frequently interrupts my teaching.

My principal assigns too much paperwork.

My principal tells teachers to make due witratiney have.

My principal assigns duty during planning pdso

My principal “nit picks” on evaluations.

My principal expects paperwork to be done “geddy” with no notice.
My principal overemphasizes control.

My principal involves me in decisions.

My principal uses the words “I” and “my” toeefiuently.

My principal is rigid and inflexible.

My principal applies procedures consistently.

My principal holds people accountable.

My principal fails to follow up.

My principal has rules, but does not alway®eke them.

My principal makes “snap judgments.”

My principal listens to both sides of the stbefore making a decision.
My principal implements the latest fads withthgrough knowledge.
My principal bases evaluations on a short olagiem.

My principal evaluates situations carefullydse taking action.

My principal makes decisions as “knee jerk’ctams to an incident.
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53.  Are you currently teaching in your subject &rea
A. Yes B. No
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PI‘HIE - Close Window

Subpct: Fe Leadership Behavior Instrument
From  Clete Bulach {chulch@eomeast net)
To; ladlne rralyahon.com;

Date:  Monday, March 23, 2009 1023 AM

Attached are the survey and documents that can be generated from the survey. You are welcome to use the survey at no charge. If you wish, I can provide scoring service

and data analysis and I can run your stats. I provide this service for doctoral students af a minimum charge. If you decide to avail ourself of my services, you will need to
purchase computer scan forms for teachers to respond fo the survey.

Thank you and have a greaf day!

Dr. Clete Bulach

7236 Confederate Lane
Villa Rica, GA 30180

770 214 8318

770 605 8724 (cell)

770 214 8318 FAX
wiww.westga.edu/~cbulach
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Hello, I'm Damon Ladner a doctoral candidate atlméversity of Mississippi. You are invited
to participate in a research study on teachergqption of school administrator leadership and
how this relates to student achievement as measyrsthte tests scores.

You will be asked to complete an online surveyirtglapproximately 10 minutes of your time,
about your principals’ leadership characteristiod eank them on a scale of 1 (never) to 5
(always). Your decision to participate or declp@aticipation in this study is completely
voluntary and you have the right to terminate yoanticipation at any time without penalty. In
the study, your principal for the 2011-2012 schgedr is being researched and your rankings
should reflect your perception of his/her leadgrsbilities.

Your participation in this research will be complgtconfidential and data will be averaged and
reported in aggregate. Possible outlets of dissaimm may be my dissertation and scholarly
journals. Although your participation in this resgamay not benefit you personally, it will help
us understand what affect school leadership hasumlent achievement.

There are no risks to individuals participatinghrs survey beyond those that exist in daily life.
This study has been reviewed by The University efdidsippi’s Institutional Review Board
(IRB). The IRB has determined that this study fldfihe human research subject protections
obligations required by state and federal law andv/&fsity policies. If you have any questions,
concerns, or reports regarding your rights as aggaaint of research, please contact the IRB at
(662) 915-7482. Also, you may contact menaliadner@olemiss.edwr
dladner@newalbany.k12.ms.us.

Please print a copy of this consent form for yaaords, if you so desire.

Please click on the following link to participatethe study:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/ZTHNP9Q

78



APPENDIX F

SECOND EMAIL TO PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS

79



| just wanted to drop you a note saying thank yanaflowing your teachers to participate in my
study. Also, | wanted to remind you and your s&dfbut the gift card someone in your building
will win. They must complete the survey by Thursdapey wish to be entered. Here is the link:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/KPQBRGW

Thanks again for you help and participation. Hageeat break.

80



APPENDIX G

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL LETTER
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Mr. Ladner:

This is to inform you that your application to caietiresearch with human participants, “The
Relationship between Teacher Perception of Pritg€ipaadership Behaviors and Student
Achievement” (Protocol 13X-015), has been apprasixempt under 45 CFR 46.101(b)(2).

Please remember that all of The University of Misippi’s human participant research
activities, regardless of whether the researchligest to federal regulations, must be guided by
the ethical principles in The Belmont Report: E#hiErinciples and Guidelines for the Protection
of Human Subjects of Research.

It is especially important for you to keep thesenfin mind:

. You must protect the rights and wedfaf human research participants.

. Any changes to your approved proteunakt be reviewed and approved before
initiating those changes.

. You must report promptly to the IRByanjuries or other unanticipated problems
involving risks to participants or others.

If you have any questions, please feel free torallat(662) 915-7482

Diane W. Lindley

Research Compliance Specialist, Division of Regehrtegrity and Compliance
Office of Research and Sponsored Programs

The University of Mississippi

100 Barr Hall, P.O. Box 907

University, MS 38677

Tel.: (662) 915-7482Fax:(662)915-7577

dlindley@olemiss.edu
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