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ABSTRACT 

Love, Kristy, Leadership orientation style and its effect on the sustainability of systems in 
urban elementary turnaround schools.  Doctor of Education in Executive Educational 
Leadership, May 2021, Houston Baptist University, Houston, Texas. 
 

The purpose of this mixed method study was to determine what factors contribute to the 

sustained success of schools after they have undergone the turnaround process and moved 

into the longer process of school transformation by identifying the relationship between 

principal leadership style and organizational structures that were implemented in schools 

that lead to sustained academic growth over time.  Four research questions were 

answered to determine the following:  1. What frames of leadership are most common in 

principals working in transformational schools that have improved accountability? 2.  To 

what extent is there a difference in frame dominance between current and past leadership 

of urban transformational schools?  3.  How do principals working in urban 

transformational schools implement turnaround strategies that provided sustainability in 

campus success? 4. What is the connection between the frame dominance compared to 

turnaround strategy implementation that provided sustainability in campus success? 

Creswell’s parallel convergent mixed method process for analyzing qualitative and 

quantitative data was used to analyze Bolman and Deal’s Leadership Orientation (Self) 

Survey and the Implementation of Turnaround Strategies survey to determine turnaround 

school organizational systems implementation. The results showed current principals of 

urban elementary turnaround schools operate out of the Human Resources frame while 

former principals are most likely to not have a dominate frame and operate out of 

multiple frames depending upon the issue or situation. These results suggested the need 
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to focus on building teacher capacity and teacher retention programs for highly effective 

teachers.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Houston Baptist University, as a Christian university, has made a commitment to 

move to the next level as an institution to become a nationally-based, comprehensive 

Christian university. According to their Ten Pillar vision, Pillar Ten outlines the 

university’s promise to grow in a way to impact the community through a broader base of 

students and faculty. Its purpose is to create a diverse faculty and student enrollment that 

includes stakeholders from across the state and country.  The university has an obligation 

to uphold its Christian values to make a positive impact in the whole community. This 

study’s focus on organizational systems to improve chronically failing schools is aligned 

with the ideology of Pillar Ten, which states, “Houston Baptist University’s vision is to 

become a shining light in the city of Houston and send its emissaries into the world of 

schools by producing students who have been challenged to think carefully and critically” 

(“Ten Pillars,” 2018). 

Background of the Study 

Prior to 2009, the term turnaround schools was not the norm in education jargon. 

However, in that year, the federal government overhauled the Title I School Improvement 

Grant program, increased its value to $3.5 billion with money from the American 

Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) or the Recovery Act, and spelled out 

four turnaround options from which perennially failing schools would have to choose to 

get a share of the funding (“American Recovery,” 2020). This gave birth to the 

turnaround model as we know it today. In 2005, more than 12,000 schools nationally (out 

of roughly 100,000) fell into No Child Left Behind’s (NCLB) “In Need of Improvement” 
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category (Calkins, Guenther, Belfiore, & Lash, 2007). It was estimated that by 2010, 

more than 5,000 schools or 5% of all public schools in the United States would have been 

chronically failing (Kutash, Nico, Gorin, Rahmatullah, & Tallant, 2010). In some states, 

the figure approaches 50% of public schools (Haynes, 2009). According to Calkins et al. 

(2007), schools fail because the challenges they face are substantial, because they 

themselves are dysfunctional, and because the system of which they are a part is not 

responsive to the needs of the high-poverty student populations they tend to serve. 

Balfanz and Legters (2004) identified 2,000 high schools as dropout factories 

where a typical freshman class shrinks by 40% or more by the time the students reach 

their senior year. The vast majority of the districts that are unable to bring half of their 

students to proficiency in academics account for about 25 percent of the dropouts in the 

nation (Haynes, 2009). Lack of preparation in elementary and middle school, long before 

students reach high school, is a key factor affecting dropout rates once these students are 

in high school (Stid, O’Neill & Colby, 2009).  

Young children vary in their academic skills at kindergarten entry, with those who 

have one or more family risk factors tending to score lower in reading and mathematics 

in kindergarten and over the first few years of elementary school compared to their peers 

with fewer or no risk factors (McFarland et al., 2018). These associations between family 

risk factors and poor educational outcome also include low achievement scores, having to 

repeat a grade, and dropping out of high school (McFarland et al., 2018).  

For students who enter schools from environments that involve risk factors that 

place them at an academic disadvantage, stability in school systems is essential. These 

risk factors include being a minority student attending an inner-city school or coming 
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from a low-income home or a home where English is not the primary language (Finn & 

Rock, 1997).  However, there is evidence that some of these students achieve academic 

success despite the documented risk factors (Gutman, Sameroff, & Cole, 2003).  

Effecting school turnaround involves more than tinkering with a few elements of 

school operations. Nothing short of comprehensive, or what some refer to as “systemic, ” 

change will do (Duke, 2006). Improved student achievement seems to be the product of 

how well a school operates and depends on the quality of leadership and the effectiveness 

of instructional programs and practices (Chrisman, 2005). After inconsistent and, at 

times, ineffective Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) results that focused on building 

educational infrastructure in low achieving schools, there was an opening for bolder 

interventions that made fundamental changes to the entire education system including 

school personnel and operations (Zimmer, Henry, & Kho, 2017). 

Statement of the Problem 

There continues to be achievement gaps among the low Social Economic Status 

(SES) student groups, particularly with African American and Hispanic students. Schools 

that are located in areas that have a high population of low SES students are more likely 

to be classified as schools in need of improvement. According to Voight, Shinn and 

Nation (2012), when there is a disruption of routines and social ties during the formative 

years of schooling, it may have an enduring detrimental effect on children's learning. 

Students from low SES communities are most likely to live in homes that are less stable, 

whereas they live with grandparents, parents who are incarcerated, or parents or 

guardians who do not own their own home (Gutman et al., 2003).  

Many times, when schools go through the turnaround process, its success is not 
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sustained after a change in leadership. Where there has been significant research on the 

effects of leadership on school turnaround on student achievement, there is mixed 

research on the sustainability of schools who have undergone the turnaround process and 

sustained continued success through the, even longer, process of transformation (Peurach 

& Neumersk, 2015; Pham, Henry, Kho, & Zimmer, 2020).   

Statement of the Purpose and Significance 

The purpose of this mixed method study was to determine what factors contribute 

to the sustained success of schools after they have undergone the turnaround process and 

moved into the longer process of school transformation. Specifically, this study identified 

the relationship between principal leadership style and organizational structures that were 

implemented in schools that lead to sustained academic growth over time.  Understanding 

how the leadership orientation frame of the school leader contributes to the sustained 

success of schools as they undergo the turnaround and transformation process is vital to 

the growth and development of schools and school communities. In order to address the 

achievement among low SES minority students, research that addresses the systems 

utilized in schools that need improvement must continue. More specifically, how 

organizational structures were implemented in schools that lead to sustained academic 

growth over time must be studied.  

Research Questions 

 The following quantitative research questions guided this study: 

1. What are the frames of leadership most common in principals working in urban 

transformational schools that have improved accountability? 

2. To what extent is there a difference in frame dominance between current and past 
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leadership of urban transformational schools? 

The following qualitative research questions were addressed in this study:  

3. How do principals working in urban transformational schools implement 

turnaround strategies that provided sustainability in campus success?  

4. What is the connection between the frame dominance compared to turnaround 

strategy implementation that provided sustainability in campus success?  

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are frequently referred to in this study; therefore, the 

following definitions are provided for clarity: 

Data Driven Decision Making 

 Refers to teachers, principals, and administrators systematically collecting and 

analyzing various types of data, including input, process, outcome and satisfaction data, 

to guide a range of decisions to help improve the success of students and schools (Marsh, 

Pane, & Hamilton, 2006). It is a diagnostic tool that permits or encourages teachers to 

tailor instruction to student needs (Doyle, 2003).  

Improvement Required 

Denotes that a district or campus did not meet one or more performance index 

targets (Texas Education Agency, 2013). 

Local Education Agency  

A public board of education or other public authority legally constituted within a 

State for either administrative control or direction of, or to perform a service function for, 

public elementary schools or secondary schools in a city, county, township, school 

district, or other political subdivision of a State, or for a combination of school districts or 
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counties that is recognized in a State as an administrative agency for its public elementary 

schools or secondary schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2020). 

Met Standard 

Assigned to districts and campuses that meet performance index targets on all 

indexes for which they have performance data in 2013. Used for districts and charter 

operators with at least one test result in the accountability subset. Used for campuses 

serving grades PK-12 (including campuses with assessment data due to pairing) (Texas 

Education Agency, 2013). 

No Child Left Behind 

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 is designed to help all students 

meet high academic standards by requiring that states create annual assessments that 

measure what children know and can do in reading and math in grades 3 through 8 (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2002). 

Organizational Structures 

Refers to how schools arrange the resources of time, space, and personnel for 

maximum effect on student learning (Danielson, 2002). 

School Accountability 

 A report of school performance for the purposes of identifying and promoting 

improved educational practices, inform stakeholders of the conditions at the school, 

identify areas of improvement, and inform policy decisions by national, state, and local 

leaders (Gong, 2002). 

School Climate and Culture 

How students and staff members feel about their school is climate. Why they feel 
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the way they do is determined by culture—by the values and behavior of those in the 

school (Stover, 2005). 

Social and Emotional Learning 

Social and emotional learning is the process through which children and adults 

acquire the knowledge, attitudes, and skills to recognize and manage their emotions, set 

and achieve positive goals, demonstrate caring and concern for others, establish and 

maintain positive relationships, make responsible decisions, and handle interpersonal 

situations effectively (Payton et al., 2008). 

Student Achievement 

 The measurement of the amount of academic content a student learns in a given 

time frame. Each instructional level has specific standards or goals that educators must 

teach to their students. Achievement is usually assessed through frequent progress and 

comprehension checks and examinations ("Student Achievement,” 2020). 

Sustainability  

 Continuous improvement of educational programs, initiatives, and strategies that 

lead to student academic growth and achievement (Sindelar, Shearer, Yendol-Hoppey, & 

Leibert, 2006; Walter, 2004). 

Turnaround Schools 

A school that is in an underperforming status and the majority whose members 

(stakeholders) are aware that the school needs improvement. This could also be a school 

in program improvement, or “a school identified by the district superintendent as a school 

in trouble and needing help to get back on track” (Baeza, 2010, p. 20).  
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Theoretical Framework 

Bolman and Deal (2017) stated individuals view the world within four distinct 

frames: structural, human resource, political, and symbolic. To put it simply, a frame is a 

window on the world through which we see, and fail to see, things (Harris, 1990). It is a 

coherent set of ideas or beliefs forming a prism or lens that enables you to see and 

understand more clearly what is going on in the world around you (Bolman & Deal, 

2017). When a leader’s frame of reference fits the circumstances they face, they can 

understand and shape human experiences (Bolman & Deal, 1991).  

 The structural frame concentrates on goal direction, structural clarity, and task 

accomplishment in an organization (Harris, 1990). It also emphasizes default authority 

and hierarchical position (Pourrajab & Ghani, 2016). Essential tasks for leaders in the 

structural frame include defining roles, establishing proper structures, communicating 

goals and keeping members aligned to the overall vision (Snyder, 2018). 

 The human resources frame centers on what organizations and people do to and 

for one another (Bolman & Deal, 2017). It emphasizes respect for feelings, attitudes, 

skills and abilities of people (Pourrajab & Ghani, 2016). The human resources frame 

pursues the growth and development of individuals where humans are seen as vital 

organizational resources (Harris, 1990).  

 The political frame views organizations as roiling arenas, hosting ongoing 

contests arising from individual and group interests (Bolman & Deal, 2017).  There are 

two aspects for this frame: power and conflict (Pourrajab & Ghani, 2016). In 

organizations, time and resources are limited, therefore this frame see conflict as an 

inherent component of the organization (Synder, 2018). Leaders are, in turn, put in a 
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position of constant power plays, negotiation, and compromise in order to “win” their 

desired agenda (Synder, 2018).  

 

Figure 1 

Overview of the Four-Frame Model 

Adapted from “Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choice and Leadership 6th ed.” (p. 20) L. 
Bolman & T. Deal, 2017, Hoboken, New Jersey: Jossey-Bass. 
 

 

 The symbolic frame focuses on how myth and symbols help humans make sense 

of the chaotic, ambiguous world in which they live (Bolman & Deal, 2017). It is 

associated with human experiences and stories (Pourrajab & Ghani, 2016). According to 

Bolman & Deal (as cited in Synder, 2018), this frame sees organizations as unique 

cultures or ceremonies in which leaders must provide meaning and create faith.  

Figure 1 outlines the major attributes of each frame. Leaders use the four frames 

to interpret what is going on, to decide what to do and to interpret the results of their 

actions (Bolman & Deal, 1991). 

Each frame has a coherent and comprehensible set of ideas shaping that enable 

leaders to understand clearly what decisions they want to make (Bolman & Deal, 2017). 
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Research shows that most administrators in both schools and higher education use only 

one or two of the frames (Bolman & Deal, 1991). This, however, may blind someone 

from seeing the importance of the other frames (Harris, 1990). Unless leaders can think 

flexibly and see organizations from multiple angles, they will be unable to deal with the 

full range of issues they inevitably encounter (Bolman & Deal, 2017). 

Limitations 

Limitations in research are not under the control of the researcher. They are 

factors that may have an effect on the interpretation of the findings or on the 

generalizability of the results (Lunenberg & Irby, 2008). The limitations of this study 

included the following:  

1. The sample size of schools included 13 elementary schools from a large urban 

school district. The researcher has no control over the number of principals who 

submitted the surveys. 

2. The survey collected data from current school leaders who may or may not have 

been in the leadership role during the initial school transformation. Therefore, 

their opinions may differ from leaders who were instrumental in the 

transformation process. 

Delimitations 

Delimitations are self-imposed boundaries set by the researcher on the purpose 

and scope of the study (Lunenberg & Irby, 2008). The delimitations of the study included 

the following: 

1. Data collected for this study is from elementary schools from one urban school 

district in Texas.  
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2. Only elementary principals within the large urban school district were surveyed. 

No data was collected from secondary principals which includes K-8, middle or 

high schools. 

Assumptions 

This study included the following assumptions: (a) all information submitted via 

the surveys is true and accurate; (b) the State of Texas Assessment of Academic 

Readiness (STAAR) data was collected with fidelity; and (c) the survey participants had 

a clear understanding of the survey questions.  

Summary and Organization of the Study 

In Chapter I, the researcher introduced the study through a discussion of the 

research problem and posing the research questions that guide the study. The remainder 

of the study is organized into five chapters, a bibliography, and appendices in the 

following manner.  Chapter II presents a review of the related literature focusing on 

turnaround schools and their organizational structure.  Chapter III delineates the research 

design and methodology of the study. The instrument used to collect data will be a survey 

distributed to elementary school principals. An analysis of the data and presentation of 

the findings are presented in Chapter IV.  Chapter V contains the summary of the study 

followed by a discussion of the study’s conclusions, implications of the study, and 

recommendations for future study.  The study concludes with a bibliography and 

appendices.  
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The purpose of this mixed method study was to determine what factors contribute 

to the sustained success of schools after they have undergone the turnaround process and 

moved into the longer process of school transformation. Specifically, this study identified 

the relationship between principal leadership style and organizational structures that were 

implemented in schools that lead to sustained academic growth over time.  Understanding 

how the leadership orientation frame of the school leader contributes to the sustained 

success of schools as they undergo the turnaround and transformation process is vital to 

the growth and development of schools and school communities. In order to address the 

achievement among low SES minority students, research that addresses the systems 

utilized in schools that need improvement must continue. More specifically, how 

organizational structures were implemented in schools that lead to sustained academic 

growth over time must be studied. This chapter includes relevant literature and the 

theoretical framework. In the first half of the chapter, the history of school reform is 

explained including school turnaround and state accountability. Next, there is a review of 

the school turnaround guidelines. The chapter ends with a detailed description of the 

theoretical framework.   

School Improvement 

 There are some reoccurring themes that have emerged in research on school 

improvement such as effects of leadership and the leaders’ focus on teaching and 

learning, capacity building and staff (professional) development, and parental and 

community involvement (Jacobson, 2011). Research on Chicago school improvement 
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efforts identified five essential supports for school improvement: “(1) coherent 

instructional guidance systems, (2) professional capacity, (3) strong parent-community-

school ties, (4) student-centered learning climate, and (5) leadership that drives change” 

(Bryk, 2010). There is an assumption that school improvement causes change (whether 

positive or negative) in student academic achievement over time (Hallinger & Heck, 

2010). These school improvement strategies may come in the form of school or school 

district reform activities such as data driven decision making, modified instructional time, 

and standards-based alignment of curriculum and assessments (Fernandez, 2011).  

History of school reform. According to Coleman (1968), the United States 

Department of Education’s (formerly known as the Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare) Survey of Equality of Educational Opportunity examined the idea of educational 

equality following the creation of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 

of 1965. Coleman (1968) used the findings of the survey to attempt to define the intention 

of educational inequality. As the precursor to school reform initiatives, No Child Left 

Behind (NCLB) of 2001 and Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015, ESEA was 

the largest fiscal support of federal support for educational vulnerable school children 

(Thomas & Brady, 2005).  This landmark act expanded the role of the federal 

government in education by providing federal funds to school districts serving poor 

children (Kantor, 1991). Beginning in the early 19th century, the government’s role in the 

education of children began with the start of the industrial revolution where the teaching 

of skills was expanded beyond the family (Coleman, 1968). With the enactment of 

compulsory attendance laws, the government then began to require that each child 

receive a minimum amount of education of a specified kind (Friedman, 1955).  
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A direct outcome of ESEA was the creation of Title I, Part A Grant funding for 

schools that service students from low-income households for the sole purpose of 

providing districts and schools funds to ensure children can meet challenging state 

standards (U.S. Department of Education, 2018). The basic aim of the legislation is to 

equalize educational opportunities and assure that every child can develop to his or her 

inherent mental capacity (Alford, 1965). Title I is an attempt to provide the necessary 

assistance to low-income families through improved library resources and textbooks, 

technology, research based instructional material, and supplemental services. These funds 

are provided to districts and schools to “supplement and not supplant,” which means 

districts and schools should not substitute state and local funds with federal money. In 

contrast, Title I funds were intended to supplement, or add on to, state and local 

expenditures (McClure, 2008).  

The Reagan administration brought about another step forward in education 

reform with the release of “A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform.”  

The National Commission on Excellence in Education released the report to the public in 

1983, and it outlined specific recommendations that the United States should act on to 

increase the standing of the nation’s public schools (Borek, 2008).  One message from the 

report to the American public was that mediocrity, not excellence, is the norm in 

American education (Goldberg & Harvey, 1983). To put greater emphasis on this, the 

Commission highlighted several examples of America’s failure compared to other 

industrialized nations. For example, it pointed out that up to 40% of minority adolescents, 

compared to 13% of U.S. teenagers, were functionally illiterate (U.S. Department of 

Education, 1983).   
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The gap in adolescent literacy for minorities groups such as African Americans 

and English Language Learners has continued to plague educational researchers. These 

groups have an especially difficult time learning to read, which is often time linked to 

socio-economic factors such as lack of access to educational resources, parental stress, 

and poor health and nutrition (Snow & Biancarosa, 2003). The report stated 

unequivocally that the federal government has the primary responsibility to identify the 

national interest in education (U.S. Department of Education, 1983). 

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 was a reauthorization of ESEA 

created by the administration of President George W. Bush. The NCLB Act put a special 

focus on ensuring that states and schools boost the performance of certain groups of 

students to improve or overhaul schools that are identified as failing (Klein, 2015).  The 

Act required that states implement statewide accountability systems that focused on 

school improvement and put specific stipulations on schools that receive Title I, Part A 

funding (Brady, 2003). States that did not comply were in jeopardy of losing federal Title 

I funds (Klein, 2015). NCLB identified steps states must take in order to implement a 

system of accountability for districts and schools. According to the Act, schools must 

make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in the percentage of students who are performing 

on level in reading and math. This includes overall as well as subpopulations of students, 

including economically disadvantage, diverse racial groups, students with disabilities, 

and English Language Learners (Linn, Baker, & Betebenner, 2002). 

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was reauthorized again by 

the Obama Administration in 2015 with the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), which 

gave the states a greater responsibility in designing and building their accountability 
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system, including supports and interventions for districts and schools (Darling-Hammond 

et al., 2016). The ESSA essentially limited the federal government’s influence in the 

accountability of state standards. The law states that “the Secretary of Education may not 

prescribe the indicators that states must use, the weight of measures or indicators, or the 

specific methodology used to differentiate or identify schools using these indicators” 

(Darling-Hammond et al., 2016).  The law was passed in 2015; and in 2017 states drafted 

their plans, which included new accountability systems based on multiple measures that 

include factors other than test scores, conducting needs assessments for struggling 

schools and learning communities facing the greatest challenges in order to tailor support 

and intervention when needed, developing clear and concise plans for targeting federal 

funding in ways that meet the needs of students in the school, and implementing 

programs and monitoring their progress in collaboration with educators ("Brief Summary 

of the Every Student Succeeds Act,” n.d.) 

Texas school accountability. High stakes testing and accountability have not 

always been a household name in education. As the federal government began to become 

more and more involved with public education, particularly with schools who had several 

years of failure as evident in multiple data points, there seemed to be a need to hold states 

and schools accountable for the education of children (Miller, 2014). Darling-Hammond 

et al (2016) stated an ideal accountability system should highlight and measure both the 

things that matter most for student success and those that provide the most useful data 

and incentives for school improvement. The task of designing such a system fell on the 

states.   

However, by the early 90s, there were only a few states that had statewide 



17 
 

 

accountability that were linked to assessments. Texas was one of them. With the passing 

of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) in 2001, the federal government mandated the 

accountability system schools must adopt to ensure regular improvement in student 

performance (Brady, 2003). Most early accountability systems required schools to meet 

overall proficiency goals and permitted exemptions for special education and limited 

English proficiency students, which created an incentive for schools to ignore low-

performing subgroups to meet average performance targets (Lauen & Gaddis, 2016). 

Although Texas has had an accountability system since the early 1990’s, 2004 was the 

first time the state of Texas released ratings based on criteria other than test scores. It also 

included federally mandated high school completion rates and drop-out rates for 7th and 

8th grade (Texas House of Representatives, 2004).  

The 2015 “60x30TX” Higher Education Strategic Plan, which stated that by 2030, 

60% of Texans aged 25-34 will have a certificate or degree, put an unofficial mandate to 

Texas schools in that the future of the state lies on the shoulder of the schools (Texas 

Higher Education Coordinating Board, 2015). Texas House Bill (HB) 2804 required 

changes to the state accountability system; one of the most prominent components of the 

requirements was that districts and schools will be rated on an A-F system (Texas 

Education Agency, 2019). Prior to that, districts and schools were either rated “Met 

Standard” or “Improvement Required.” As a result, in the Fall of 2017, Texas began to 

implement a new accountability system that would rate districts and schools on an A-F 

rating system.  

Texas assessment review. Texas was an early adopter of school accountability. 

Beginning in 1979, the state legislature passed a bill amending the Texas Education Code 
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(TEC) to adopt and administer criterion-referenced assessments to assess students’ basic 

skills. In 1984 the state implemented the Texas Educational Assessment of Minimal 

Skills (TEAMS); and for the first time, students in Texas were denied a diploma based on 

their performance on a state assessment. With the creation of the Texas Assessment of 

Academic Skills (TAAS), the state’s assessment evolved from collecting data to 

assessing the taught curriculum (Cruse & Twing, 2000).  

As the state of education in America shifted with the passage of the No Child Left 

Behind (NCLB) Act in 2002, Texas also shifted to the Texas Assessment of Knowledge 

and Skills (TAKS) (Harris, Irons, & Crawford, 2006). The TAKS, which now included 

Science, went beyond basic skills to a more rigorous standard than previously tested on 

the TAAS (Imazeki & Reschovsky, 2004). As accountability evolved, so did the 

assessment. In 2012, Texas introduced the State of Texas Assessment of Academic 

Readiness (STAAR). There were significant differences in the STAAR in comparison to 

the highly rigorous TAKS. The STAAR was created to increase college readiness and 

was to test less content but go deeper in the standards than its predecessor. One other 

significant change was that the STAAR test was timed. In most cases, students had up to 

four hours to complete the STAAR test as the TAKS test was untimed (Szabo & Sinclair, 

2012).  

Framework of Turnaround Schools 

Calkins et al. (2007) defined school turnaround as “a dramatic and 

comprehensive intervention in a low-performing school that: (a) produces significant 

gains in achievement within two years; and (b) readies the school for the longer process 

of transformation into a high-performance organization.” This, of course, is not the only 
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definition of turnaround schools. Scholars and researchers have attempted to define it 

since the U.S. Department of Education unveiled the “turnaround model” in early 2009 

(Kutash et al., 2010). Turnaround as a school model became the signature trademark of 

education reform of the Obama Administration. Lead by Secretary of Education Arnie 

Duncan, the administration identified over 5,000 schools that were chronically 

underperforming. As a result, they established four models of school improvement, which 

were turnaround, restart, closure, or transformation (Meyer, 2012). Schools that are 

identified for one of these models will have access to the federal School Improvement 

Grant (SIG). The Local Education Agency (LEA) is responsible for assuring schools 

receive these funds for the sole purpose of the improvement of student achievement 

(Tannenbaum et al., 2015).  

School turnaround guidelines. The suggested action for LEAs regarding schools 

who have entered turnaround is to replace the principal, rehire no more than 50 percent of 

the staff, and grant the principal sufficient operational flexibility to implement fully a 

comprehensive approach that substantially improves student outcomes (Kutash et al., 

2010). The LEA must also ensure the school:  

(1)  Implement such strategies as financial incentives, increased opportunities for 

promotion and career growth, and more flexible work conditions that are designed 

to recruit, place, and retain staff with the skills necessary to meet the needs of the 

students in the turnaround school;  

(2)  Provide staff ongoing, high-quality job-embedded professional development that 

is aligned with the school’s comprehensive instructional program and designed 

with school staff to ensure that they are equipped to facilitate effective teaching 
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and learning and have the capacity to successfully implement school reform 

strategies;  

(3)  Adopt a new governance structure, which may include, but is not limited to, 

requiring the school to report to a new “turnaround office” in the LEA or SEA, 

hire a “turnaround leader” who reports directly to the Superintendent or Chief 

Academic Officer, or enter into a multi-year contract with the LEA or SEA to 

obtain added flexibility in exchange for greater accountability;  

(4)  Use data to identify and implement an instructional program that is research-

based and vertically aligned from one grade to the next as well as aligned with 

State academic standards;  

(5)  Promote the continuous use of student data (such as from formative, interim, and 

summative assessments) to inform and differentiate instruction in order to meet 

the academic needs of individual students;  

(6)  Establish schedules and implement strategies that provide increased learning time; 

and  

(7)  Provide appropriate social-emotional and community-oriented services and 

supports for students (U.S. Department of Education, 2012). 

 Leadership in K-12 schools. Studies show principals spend most of their time on 

noninstructional tasks (Lunenburg, 2010). Over time, the role of the school principal has 

not changed since the early 1900s. According to Cuban (1988), the role of the principal is 

to find the perfect balance between the managerial, instructional, and political roles. They 

are nestled between their superiors who send down mandates from the state and federal 

government, while balancing the instructional needs of the school.  
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 Prior to the 1980s, the idea of principals being instructional leaders was not 

widely discussed (Hallinger, 2005). Edmonds (1979) reported that administrators’ 

behaviors, policies, and practices have a significant impact on school effectiveness. After 

the release of A Nation at Risk by The National Commission on Excellence in Education 

in 1983, policy makers began to look at research that discussed the role of the principal as 

instructional leaders. The educational buzz phrase, “The principal as an instructional 

leader,” then became the norm and these characteristics were highly sought after to build 

effective schools (Hallinger, 2005).  Thus, it was then the expectation that principals 

should be hands-on with curriculum and instruction, visible in the classrooms, and 

working directly with teachers (Horng & Loeb, 2010). 

 One turnaround strategy as listed by the U.S. Department of Education (2012) is 

that the Local Education Agency (LEA) is to replace the principal of the school. Schools 

tend to show improvement when they are led by principals who are more likely to be an 

instructional leader, more confident or assertive in his or her role as an instructional 

leader, and take responsibility for the overall student achievement and outcomes of the 

school (Edmonds, 1979). Principals who can lead the coordination of instructional 

programs, motivate staff, and help teachers align the learning activities to achieve desired 

academic outcomes are more likely to see improvement in student outcomes (Hallinger & 

Heck, 2003).  

In order to lead schools in need of improvement, leaders must change or 

transform the attitudes and beliefs of the teachers and staff (May & Sanders, 2013). This 

type of leadership is known as transformative in that leaders seek new solutions that 

require people to rethink their assumptions, rather than simply returning to old solutions 
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to resolve new problems (Caldwell et al., 2012). It is up to the transformative leader 

(principal) to give the teachers and staff something to believe in and something to get 

behind (Murphy, 2010).  While effective leadership has shown to have an impact on 

student outcomes (Hallinger & Heck, 2003; Murphy, 2010), in order to effect drastic 

organizational change, transformative leadership is required (May & Sanders, 2013).  

Teacher quality. Teacher quality can be defined as what the teacher is equipped 

with when they enter the school (Kaplan & Owings, 2001). Studies have shown that 

teacher quality can have a significant impact on student achievement (Darling-Hammond, 

2000; McCaffrey, Lockwood, Koretz, & Hamilton, 2003; Sanders & Rivers, 1996). There 

are several variables that play a part in teacher effectiveness such as teacher subject 

matter knowledge, general aptitude, knowledge of teaching pedagogy, experience, and 

certification (Darling-Hammond, 2000). What determines the level of effectiveness can 

be up for debate. For schools in need of improvement, this is even more vital. Sanders 

and Rivers (1996) found that as teacher effectiveness increases, lower achieving students 

are the first to benefit. In contrast students who are assigned an ineffective teacher for 

multiple years have lower achievement gains than those who are assigned an effective 

teacher (Sanders & Rivers, 1996).  

A turnaround strategy as determined by the U.S. Department of Education (2012) 

is that the Local Education Agency (LEA) should rehire no more than 50% of the staff 

while offering financial incentives, increased opportunities for promotion and career 

growth, and more flexible work conditions that are designed to recruit, place, and retain 

staff with the skills necessary to meet the needs of the students in the turnaround school. 

For most, this is easier said than done. In low-income schools, attracting teachers is vital 
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but difficult (Donaldson & Johnson, 2010; Guin, 2004; Ingersoll, 2001). According to a 

report from the Education Commission of the States, 46% of teachers either move school 

or leave the profession all together after five years in education (Aragon, 2014).  

Of low performing schools, 15.2% of teachers leave annually as compared to 

10.5% in higher performing schools (Ingersoll, 2001). The cause of this can be attributed 

to safety, amenities, and working conditions such as larger class sizes and lower salaries 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2012). Darling-Hammond (2000) found that states that 

experience progress in increasing student learning took two clear policy steps: (1) they 

identified teaching standards for what teachers should know and be able to do at different 

points in their career; and (2) they used these standards to develop more thoughtful 

certification and licensing systems, more productive teacher education and induction 

programs, and more effective professional development. 

Professional development. Professional development has been a key factor in the 

school-based reform movement, becoming even more prevalent with the passage of the 

No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 (Loucks-Horsley, Stiles, Mundry, Love & 

Hewson, 2009). In fact, Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 

required low-performing schools to set aside 10% of their allocations for schoolwide 

professional development. It is a significant catalyst of systemic reform efforts to 

increase teachers’ capacity to teach high standards (Smith & O’Day, 1990). Professional 

development is a necessity to meet the challenges of high stakes school reform (Riley, 

1993). The NCLB Act and its key strategies also led to more focused professional 

development, a revision of school calendars to allot for professional development, a focus 

on academics and leadership, and more on-site professional development rather than 
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district wide (Center on Education Policy, 2004).  

Teaching has evolved from being a job for skilled technicians to being viewed as 

a profession that requires specialized knowledge (Loucks-Horsley et al., 2009).  

Therefore, professional development should focus on increasing educators’ knowledge of 

their subjects and pedagogical skills specific to these subjects, as well as general 

pedagogical skills (Riley, 1993). Studies show a teacher’s content knowledge influences 

how teachers engage their students in the subject matter and how they evaluate, choose, 

and use instructional materials (Math and Science Partnership, 2010). Teachers must 

have designated time and resources to develop subject matter knowledge as well as 

pedagogical content knowledge. This time should be used to engage with other educators 

to discuss and examine examples of effect practices. In addition, they should use this 

opportunity to reflect on their practices and further implications for student learning 

(Loucks-Horsley et al., 2009).  

In a three-year longitudinal study, it was found professional development that was 

focused on specific teaching practices increased teachers’ use of those practices in the 

classroom (Desimone, Porter, Garet, Yoon, & Birman, 2002). Another study found that 

sustained and intensive professional development, as opposed to the occasional one stop 

workshops, is related to student achievement gains (Darling-Hammond, Wei, Andree, 

Richardson, & Orphanos, 2009). As early as 1993, the U.S. Department of Education was 

encouraging professional development that is sustained, intensive, and high-quality. The 

hopeful outcome would be changes in classroom instruction and student learning (Riley, 

1993). The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015 was designed to put more of an 

emphasis on continuous improvement (Elgart, 2016; Zinskie & Rea, 2016). Schools were 
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to look at the process of student learning through building teacher capacity (Chenoweth, 

2016).  

The U.S. Department of Education specifically provides a turnaround strategy that 

a Local Education Agency (LEA) should provide staff with ongoing, high-quality job-

embedded professional development that is aligned with the school’s comprehensive 

instructional program and designed with school staff to ensure that they are equipped to 

facilitate effective teaching and learning and have the capacity to successfully implement 

school reform strategies. However, there must be a normed organizational culture of risk 

taking and collegiality in order to foster the idea of full implementation of professional 

development (Loucks-Horsley et al., 2009). Professional development should be an 

integral part of the daily work of teachers rather an occasional break from classroom 

instruction (Riley, 1993).   

Standards based curriculum. A turnaround strategy stated by the U.S. 

Department of Education (2012) stated the Local Education Agency (LEA) should use 

data to identify and implement an instructional program that is research-based and 

vertically aligned from one grade to the next as well as aligned with State academic 

standards. The 2001 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA), which is known as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), required states to rely 

on test results to assess progress and effectiveness of schools, teachers, and students 

(Baker, 2005; Bhola, Impara, & Buckendahl, 2003). Policy trends, such as those in 

NCLB, led to a growing emphasis in using assessments to monitor school progress and 

hold schools accountable, through sanctions and rewards, for student achievement (Bhola 

et al., 2003). As a result, the idea of Standards Based Reform (SBR) became prevalent 
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across the United States. Standards Based Reform can be thought of as instructional 

alignment of what teachers are expected to teach (curriculum), what is taught 

(instruction), and measurement of the taught curriculum through assessments (Hamilton, 

Stecher, & Yuan, 2008). 

Prior to the idea of Standards Based Reform (SBR), teachers were the ultimate 

arbiters of what and how content is taught to students. What was to be determined, 

however, was what resources did teachers have to determine the taught curriculum or, 

more importantly, how is it is delivered to students. Knowing the content of instruction, 

materials used, standards, and professional development is key to monitoring the 

implementation and effectiveness of education reform (Porter, 2002). At times there can 

be a disconnect in the intended design of standards-based curriculum and its 

implementation in the classroom with teachers (Ball & Cohen, 1996). One reason is 

because teachers are on the front line of learning and tend to gather resources and provide 

instruction based on the children who are in their class (Porter, 2002). Federal or state 

level curriculum developers do not have first-hand knowledge of day-to-day classroom 

instruction to be able to differentiate to the level of the individual child (Harris, 2012).  

The Standards Based Reform (SBR) movement was intended to address inequities 

of students’ academic experiences within and between schools, particularly in urban 

schools. Teachers in urban schools, particularly on the elementary and middle school 

level, inadvertently teach skills at a lower level believing students may enter in their class 

with academic gaps from the previous year (Harris, 2012). The Value-Added Model’s 

teacher effect is defined as “the teacher’s effect on a student is the difference between the 

student’s achievement being in that teacher’s class compared to his/her achievement in 
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another setting” (McCaffery et al., 2003). In addition, McCaffery et al. (2003) 

summarized a litany of literature that supports the idea of the teacher’s direct effect on 

student learning and growth in achievement.  

According to Remillard (2005), it is especially imperative that the teacher’s 

content and pedological knowledge is comprehensive in that they will be accountable to 

not only teach grade level content, but also be responsible for differentiating the state 

mandated standards for the varying levels of student abilities in their class.  This and in 

the light of the high stakes involved in the Standards Based Reform (SBR) movement, it 

is more and more imperative that teachers are competent in content knowledge. Teachers 

often use curriculum materials to address district and state level curriculum frameworks, 

which define what students need to know and be able to do as a result of instruction 

(Remillard, 2005). Researchers, as early as 1960, have stated K-12 curriculum could be 

designed to promote teacher learning as well as student learning (Ball & Cohen, 1996; 

Bruner, 1977; Davis & Krajcik, 2005). The idea of educative curriculum materials 

addresses this need. These types of educative materials not only help to increase teachers' 

knowledge in specific instances of instructional decision making, but also help them 

develop more general knowledge that they can apply flexibly in new situations (Davis & 

Krajcik, 2005). This will, in turn, allow teachers to make more thoughtful decisions about 

classroom practices (Beyer & Davis, 2009). 

Data driven instruction. The ideal of educators becoming knowledgeable about 

data and how it is used to inform instruction was birthed from the policies of the 2001 

reauthorization of the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Schools Act (ESEA). The federal 

mandates from No Child Left Behind (NCLB) required states to develop annual 
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assessments to measure school and student progress. Additionally, teachers were required 

to systematically analyze data collected from these assessments and use the findings in 

their instructional decision making (Mandinach, Rivas, Light, Heinze, & Honey, 2006). 

Turnaround strategy five of the US Department of Education’s Guidance on School 

Improvement Grants Under Section 1003(g) of the Elementary and Secondary Schools 

Act (ESEA) of 1965 (2012) stated the Local Education Agency (LEA) shall promote the 

continuous use of student data (such as from formative, interim, and summative 

assessments) to inform and differentiate instruction in order to meet the academic needs 

of individual students. Through this policy, the idea of Data Driven Decision Making 

(DDD) was birthed and became a driving force of the Reform Based Movement (RBM) 

(Earl & Katz, 2002).  Marsh, Pane, and Hamilton (2006) defined Data Driven Decision 

Making as teachers, principals, and administrators systematically collecting and 

analyzing various types of data to guide a range of decisions to help improve the success 

of students and schools. 

States and districts have long used data to make large scaled systemic changes; 

however, in the wake of NCLB, this responsibility shifted to the teachers as they are now 

charged with using multiple points of data to make day-to-day instructional decisions 

(Schifter, Natarajan, Ketelhut, & Kirchgessner, 2014). Bambrick-Santoyo (2010) asserted 

that effective data-driven instruction is premised on four key principles; Assessments that 

provide meaningful data, Analysis of the data to identify strengths and weaknesses, 

Action of the teacher to teach what students most need to learn, and a Culture of an 

environment in which data-driven instruction can thrive and survive. Teachers may not 

have the skills necessary to apply this process daily. Where the data maybe readily 
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available, schools may not have the structures in place to make analyzing data a seamless 

process.  If the structures are in place, the skills necessary to read the reports, analyze 

them, and use the information gathered to differentiate instruction are not common to 

most teachers (Mandinach & Gummer, 2013; Schifter et al., 2014). 

Successful leadership creates the conditions that support effective teaching and 

learning and build capacity for professional learning (Fullan, 2007; Hallinger & Heck, 

2003; Leithwood, Anderson, Mascall, & Strauss, 2010). The leader’s role in teacher 

preparation for Data Driven Decision Making (DDDM) is critical. School leaders are 

solely responsible for developing a school culture of data driven instruction that can 

strive and survive (Bambrick-Santoyo, 2010). This starts with a robust series of 

professional development that focuses on the use of student data for teaching and 

learning, rather than merely focusing on data analysis. The inadequacies of professional 

development around the source of data and ways to use assessment data leads to teachers 

having difficulties with knowing what to do with the data even if the data is readily 

available. (Schifter et al., 2014; Mandinach & Gummer, 2013; Wayman, 2005).  

Data is a compelling force in improving schools. School leaders rely on multiple 

points of data to make informed decisions to improve student achievement. (Earl & Katz, 

2002). This is even more critical in schools that need improvement. The leader should 

understand what data is most needed in any situation. They must know the quality of the 

data, organize it, think about it and use it to make decisions (Earl & Katz, 2002). The 

school leader is a key player in ensuring the accuracy and effective use of evidence of 

student achievement at the school and classroom level (Stiggins & Duke, 2008). 

According to Berhardt (2016) data-based decision making as a high leverage leadership 
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approach that can facilitate systemic change and can improve student achievement. 

Social and emotional learning. The school plays a vital role in preparing children 

to become knowledgeable, responsible, caring adults (Elias et al., 1997). They are social 

places and learning is a social process. Students do not learn in isolation but in 

collaboration with their teachers and peers. Emotions can facilitate or hamper the 

learning and ultimate success of students in school. Because these factors play an 

important role, it is important for schools to attend to this as they plan the instructional 

programs of the school (Zins, Bloodworth, Weissberg, & Walberg, 2007). Turnaround 

strategy seven of the U.S. Department Guidance on School Improvement Grants Under 

Section 1003(g) of the Elementary and Secondary Schools Act (ESEA) of 1965 (2012) 

stated the Local Education Agency (LEA) should provide appropriate social-emotional 

and community-oriented services and supports for students.  Schools will be most 

successful in their educational mission when they integrate efforts to promote children’s 

academic, social, and emotional learning (Elias et al., 1997). In fact, effective schools are 

those that provide students with resources that not only contribute to their academic 

achievement but also to their social, emotional, and physical development (Oakes, Maier, 

& Daniel, 2017). 

Social and Emotional Learning (SEL) is defined as the process through which 

children and adults develop the skills, attributes, and values necessary to acquire social 

and emotional competence (Elias et al., 1997).  The primary goal of SEL programs is to 

foster the development of five interrelated sets of cognitive, affective, and behavioral 

competencies: self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, relationship skills, and 

responsible decision making (Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional 
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Learning, 2003). Through SEL programs, students gain skills necessary to promote 

positive interactions with family and peers, provide a safe, caring learning environment, 

and develop a set of social-emotional competencies that mediate better academic 

performance and citizenship (Greenberg et al., 2003). A meta-analysis of 270,034 

kindergarten through twelfth grade students revealed an eleven-percentage point increase 

in achievement. When there is a systemic SEL program in schools, the academic 

outcomes for students increase (Oberle, Domitrovich, Meyers, & Weissberg, 2016). 

Possessing social-emotional skills with fluency will allow students to better focus on 

academic tasks despite bringing into school the many interpersonal difficulties they may 

be experiencing outside the building (Elias & Haynes, 2008). 

Schools play an important role in fostering a child’s cognitive and emotional 

development. However, they may have limited resources to address the needs that affect 

21st century schools (Durlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki, Taylor, & Schellinger, 2011). The 

community school’s approach, one in which there is a partnership between the school and 

other community resources, has had a positive impact on student achievement ("What is a 

Community School?", n.d.).  These schools offer 1) integrated student supports, 2) 

expanded learning time and opportunities, 3) family and community engagement, and 4) 

collaborative leadership and practices (Oakes et al., 2017). 

Children who attend school in low-income areas consistently show the lowest 

academic achievement and the poorest development of social skills (Pogrow, 2006). 

Their outcome in school is affected strongly by the neighborhoods where they live, their 

family life, the schools they attend, and the nearby resources available (Burdick-Will et 

al., 2011). Environmental factors such as poverty, unemployment, substandard housing, 
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and high crime rates, have a high probability of leading to stressed-filled psychological 

behaviors in children. Children growing up in low-income urban areas are often exposed 

to several ongoing traumas, and they develop traumatic stress disorders at 

disproportionate rates (Evans & Kim, 2013; Kiser, Medoff, & Black, 2010). These urban 

environmental stressors put children at risk for emotional and behavioral problems as 

well as early risks of learning delays (Skowron, 2005).  

Organizational Systems and Structures 

 School organizational systems have evolved from an unorganized family structure 

to the formal organized setting we are familiar with now (Vanderstraeten, 2002). Schools 

are complex organizations consisting of multiple interacting subsystems (Bryk, 2010).  A 

key concept of organizational theory is that individuals work and learn together to 

collectively improve the quality of their work environment and the products or services 

they provide (Senge, 2006; Suter et al., 2013). The effectiveness of organizational 

systems in schools can be linked to the effectiveness of the corresponding systems which 

can, in turn, affect school improvement and student achievement.  

Sustainability and systems thinking. Organizations work as a system of 

interconnected parts whose behaviors are affected by each other. In schools, these 

systems can include office procedures, classroom instruction, the master schedule, human 

resources, and culture (Bryk, 2010). Although they are separate in nature, each one is 

dependent on the other in that if one is not functioning properly, then there could be an 

immediate effect to the other as schools are complex interdependent social systems 

(Thornton, Peltier, & Perreault, 2004). The ability to understand the interactions and 

relationships in complex, dynamic systems is called systems thinking (Senge et al., 2000). 
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Systems thinking requires leaders to see the whole school as a complex organization with 

many interdependent components (Thornton et al., 2004).  

Systems thinking is a useful tool to initiate organizational change and continuous 

improvement. However, schools can sometimes play victim to pitfalls of systems 

thinking which can have a direct impact on student achievement (Thornton et al., 2004). 

Several pitfalls can prevent systems thinking in organizations. For example, schools 

could avoid barriers to systems thinking by school leaders evaluating past successes or 

failures of parallel programs before they are implemented in schools or by merely 

addressing symptoms but failing to correct the underling system problem (Senge, 2006; 

Thornton et al., 2004).   

The Southwest Educational Laboratory conducted research at five schools and 

found five core issues that had a significant impact on the schools’ efforts at 

improvement, one of which was organizational structures (Morrissey, 2000). Schools that 

have organizational challenges also have a high teacher turnover rate, which adds to 

organizational dysfunction including a failure to establish a coherent instructional 

program (Guin, 2004).  This lack of organization leads to a lack of sustainability of 

functional systems (Duke, 2006; Calkins et al., 2007). Sustainability, as defined by Fullan 

(2005), is the capacity of a system to engage in the complexities of continuous 

improvement. With appropriate structures and processes in place, effective schools can 

run efficiently. Consistently implemented systems and organizational structures in 

schools, particularly schools in need of improvement, should lead to continuous academic 

improvement (Duke, 2006). 

Organizational health. The Basic Documents, Forty-ninth edition, of the World 
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Health Organization’s (2020) defines health as “a state of complete physical, mental, and 

social well-being and not merely the absence of disease of infirmity.” As with health, 

people who are characterized by their vigor, robust existence, and fit nature, healthy 

organizations are as well (Raya & Panneerselvam, 2013). Healthy organizations have 

been linked to companies that show good financial performance (Keller & Price, 2011; 

Raya & Panneerselvam, 2013; Saunders & Barker, 2001). However, Saunders & Barker 

(2001) also noted that in order for organizations to achieve that goal, they must have the 

right structures, people, and leadership in place. The basic health of an organization 

addresses many factors. According to Lencioni (2012), organizational health is defined as 

the state of convergence between management, operations, strategy, and culture. The 

organization must be smart and healthy. 

Factors on the school level, such as student enrollment, teacher attrition, student 

attendance, and discipline, have been shown to affect staff perception of a school and its 

overall organizational climate (Bevans, Bradeshaw, Miech, & Leaf, 2007). School 

climate and student achievement has been found to be mutually dependent (Hoy & 

Hannum, 1997). A healthy school is one in which relationships among students, teachers, 

and administrators is harmonious and the energy is directed towards the mission of the 

school (Hoy & Woolfork, 1993).  

Organization and school leadership Researchers have stated that the school 

leader is the key factor in building and sustaining effective schools. The school leader’s 

role is the most critical component in a school’s success in the turnaround or 

transformation process (Fullan, 2007; Hallinger & Heck, 2003; Leithwood et al., 2010; 

Murphy, 2010). Schools that need improvement, whether the school is in turnaround or 
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transformation, undergoes change on an organizational level, which can spark a number 

of emotions. Turning around a school organization not only depends on the leaders’ 

ability to change the attitudes and behaviors of its members, but also on understanding 

the process of change (Fullan, 2007; May & Sanders, 2013). School leaders should be 

able to establish the conditions for change by strategizing and using the resources 

available to find ways around the obstacles that they may face (Calkins et al., 2007).  

Successful school leaders have a significant effect on the quality of the school 

organization and on student learning because they all lead from the same set of leadership 

practices (Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008). Their values and beliefs, along with the 

values and beliefs of the school community, help to shape a shared vision which impacts 

student achievement. However, school leaders must be able to adapt their leadership 

practices to meet the needs of the ever-changing climate of their schools (Mulford, 2008).  

The school leader’s influence on student achievement may not be direct but indirect 

through how they interact with the school community (Leithwood, Seashore, Anderson, 

& Wahlstrom, 2004). Their role has shifted from managerial to more hands-on as they are 

not only responsible for the day-to-day instruction of the school, but also interacting with 

all stakeholders from students to business leaders (Mangin, 2007). 

Four frames of leadership. Bolman and Deal (1984) characterized four points of 

view, or frames, that leaders use to view their organization. The leadership frame is the 

way that an individual in a leadership position interprets what is occurring and how they 

determine the appropriate action for each situation (Bolman & Deal, 2017). As stated by 

Thornton et al. (2004), schools are complex interdependent social systems. The ever-

changing demands of school reform efforts require a school leader who can adapt to the 
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varied needs of the school and school community.  The challenge is to lead the school 

from a “world of complex messes” to a “world of excitement and possibility.”  The use of 

the Four Frames Theory has assisted leaders who navigate the complexities of 

organizations.  The four frames are structural, human resources, political, and symbolic. 

Each frame provides a mental map into the mind of an organization (Bolman & Deal, 

2017).   

Structural. The structural frame emphasizes goals and efficiency. It requires 

specific roles and responsibilities with the organization (Bolman & Deal, 2017). There is 

a strict link between the roles and how tasks flow through a hierarchy of authority and 

rules (Harris, 1990).  Bolman and Deal (2017) outlined six assumptions about the 

structural frame: 

1. Organizations exist to achieve established goals and objectives devise strategies to 

reach those goals. 

2. Organizations increase efficiency and enhance performance through 

specialization and appropriate division of labor. 

3. Suitable forms of coordination and control ensure that diverse efforts of 

individuals and units mesh.  

4. Organizations work best when rationality prevails over personal agendas and 

extraneous pressures. 

5. Effective structure fits an organization’s current circumstances (including 

strategy, technology, workforce, and environment). 

6. When performance suffers from structural flaws, the remedy is problem solving 

and restructuring. 
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Leaders who operate in the structural frame value accountability, rules, and 

policies. They work on strategies to set objectives. Leaders who function in the structural 

frame are results-oriented and use strategy to solve problems and make decisions. 

(Bolman & Deal, 1991; Harris, 1990). According to Moeller (1964), faculty and staff 

morale increases when there is a tight structure in place.  The school organization can 

function effectively because energy and resources are focused in the right direction 

(Bolman & Deal, 2017).  

Human resources. The human resources frame centers on what organizations and 

people do to and for one another (Bolman & Deal, 2017). The attention is placed on the 

needs of others and assumes organizations that meet those needs will work better than 

those that do not (Bolman & Deal, 1991). This frame evolved from the idea that a job is 

more than a paycheck; rather, a job is a place that can nurture the social aspects of the 

organization and its people (Al-Omari, 2013). There is less emphasis on the hierarchical 

position and more on mutual respect for the feelings and attitudes of the employees 

(Bolman & Deal, 2017). People are the most critical resource in the organization; 

therefore, they are respected for their time, talents, skills, and commitment (Harris, 1990). 

Bolman and Deal (2017) highlighted four core assumptions in which the human resources 

frame is built: 

1. Organizations exist to serve human needs rather than the converse. 

2. People and organizations need each other. Organizations need ideas, energy, and 

talent; people need careers, salaries, and opportunities. 

3. When the fit between individual and system is poor, one or both suffer. 

Individuals are exploited or exploit the organization – or both become victims. 



38 
 

 

4. A good fit benefits both. Individuals find meaningful and satisfying work, and 

organizations get the talent and energy they need to succeed. 

Greenleaf’s Theory of Servant Leadership is the desire to serve the needs of their 

followers first as opposed to themselves (Al-Omari, 2013). Leaders who operate in the 

human resources frame value relationships and seek to lead through empowerment 

(Bolman & Deal, 1991). Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs focuses on the desire to gain a 

level of satisfaction in their lives and jobs. Organizations that are led through in the 

human resources frame fulfill this need for employees as they provide a safe and 

nurturing work environment (Bolman & Deal, 2017). Organizational leaders should know 

what motivates someone to perform and how to satisfy the needs of the employee (Harris, 

1990).  

Political. The political frame is viewed as the realistic process of making 

decisions and allocating resources in a context of scarcity and divergent interests 

(Bolman & Deal, 2017).  Bolman and Deal (2017) listed five assumptions of the political 

frame:  

1. Organizations are coalitions of different individuals and interest groups. 

2. Coalition members have enduring differences in values, beliefs, information, 

interests, and perceptions of reality.  

3. Most important decisions involve allocating scarce resources – deciding who gets 

what. 

4. Scarce resources and enduring differences put conflict at the center of day-to-day 

dynamics and make power the most important asset. 

5. Goals and decisions emerge from bargaining and negotiation among competing 
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stakeholders jockeying for their own interests. 

At the center of the political frame are the ideas of power and conflict. The idea of 

power in the political frame is multifaceted. Power can come in many forms where it 

recognizes the individual’s need, but also knows that scarcity in resources can cause 

conflict. Bolman and Deal (2017) pulled their ideas of the sources of power from social 

scientists such as French, Raven, & Cartwright’s (1959) Bases of Social Power. They 

identified types of power as (a) position power, (b) control of rewards, (c) coercive 

power, (d) information and expertise, (e) reputation, (f) alliances and networks, (g) access 

and control of agendas, (h) framing, and (i) person power. Therefore, the use of power in 

the political frame is not necessarily a negative thing for leaders and organizations.  

Conflict is defined as a mental struggle resulting from incompatible or opposing 

needs, drives, wishes, or external or internal demands ("Conflict", 2020). Organizations 

that operate in the political frame compete for resources even if it causes conflict 

(Bolman & Deal, 2017; Thompson, 2005). Conflict, like power, can be good for an 

organization as it challenges the status quo. An organization that is complacent can 

become stagnant (Kotter, 1985).  

A leader who is more aware of the forms of power and the options they have with 

power strategies will be more effective in leading their organization (Raven, 2008). 

Leaders who operate in the political frame spend their time networking, creating 

coalitions, and negotiating compromise. They use conflict as a basis to grow the 

organization (Bolman & Deal, 1991).  Leaders who win political battles can steer the 

organization in the direction they choose (Harris, 1990). 

Symbolic. To meet the demands of the ever-changing environment of school 



40 
 

 

turnaround and transformation, organizations should be more flexible, adaptive, and 

innovative (Sarros, Cooper, & Santora, 2008). The symbolic frame focuses on how myth 

and symbols help humans make sense of the chaotic, ambiguous world in which they live 

(Bolman & Deal, 2017).  Organizations develop symbols and culture that shape human 

behavior and provide a shared sense of mission and identity (Bolman & Deal, 1991).  

There are five assumptions that can be made about the symbolic frame:  

1. What is most important is not what happens but what it means. 

2. Activity and meaning are loosely coupled; events and actions have multiple 

interpretations as a people experience situations differently. 

3. In the face of uncertainty and ambiguity, symbols arise to help people resolve 

confusion, find direction, and anchor hope and faith. 

4. Events and processes are often more important for what they express or signal 

than for their intent or outcomes. Their emblematic form weaves a tapestry of 

secular myths, heroes and heroines, rituals, ceremonies, and stories to help people 

find purpose and passion. 

5. Culture forms the superglue that bonds an organization, unites people, and helps 

people, and helps an enterprise to accomplish desired ends. 

The symbolic frame views chaotic situations with clarity to find meaning based 

on shared beliefs, values, and past experiences.  Through their shared experiences and 

stories, organizations can build a common culture (Al-Omari, 2013).  Culture is defined 

as the basic assumptions about the world and the values that guide life in an organization 

(Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2013). An organization’s culture is revealed and 

communicated through its symbols. Symbolic forms, such as myths, vision, & value, 
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builds organizational culture and connects an organization to a deep and meaningful 

purpose (Bolman & Deal, 2017).  

Symbolic leaders understand and recognize the importance of having a strong 

culture (Deal & Peterson, 2007). The influence and value of culture are more important to 

organizational climate than procedures and controlled systems (Peters & Waterman, 

1982).  Leaders who operate in the symbolic frame instill a sense of enthusiasm and 

commitment through charisma (Bolman & Deal, 1991). They create meaning by 

surveying and using the materials at hand by using a variety of cultural symbols to 

demonstrate what culture is and why it is so important (Bolman & Deal, 2017). 

Multi-framing. As stated before, schools are complex organizations with many 

interdependent components. Schools in need of improvement often have multiple 

systemic concerns from low student enrollment, high dropout rates, teacher turnover, 

poor climate and culture, and low student achievement (Potter, Reynolds, & Chapman, 

2002). The school leader must have the skill and capacity to navigate that system while 

meeting the varied needs and wants of its stakeholders. Leaders should be able to use the 

four frames in a harmonious way and craft new and inventive responses to circumstances. 

The ability to have situational awareness, through reframing and multi-framing, is 

essential to all levels of an organization (Bolman & Deal, 2017).  

It has been argued that managers or leaders will impede or ignore their own 

growth by clinging to some other perspectives and ignoring others (Bolman & Deal, 

1991). Leaders will place blame on circumstances instead of looking at themselves and 

how they responded to the situation at hand (Bolman & Deal, 1991). Multi-framing is the 

ability to work in two or more frames based on the needs of the organization. This skill is 
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essential to school leaders in that situation, and events in schools can vary from day to 

day (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Poniatowski, 2006).  It is suggested that the use of multi-

framing makes a leader more effective as they understand that organizations are 

everchanging and require a different view or skillset when addressing concerns or 

demands of stakeholders (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Vuori, 2018).  

Summary and Organization of the Study 

School reform in the United States has undergone major changes since the 

passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965. The federal 

government’s involvement in public education has had increased accountability because 

of the need to justify and monitor the use of federal funds provided through Title I, Part A 

of the ESEA, most recently, in the form of School Improvement Grants (SIGs). These 

funds were provided to assist the instructional programs of schools that serve poor 

students. School accountability grew in 2001 with the passage of the reauthorization of 

ESEA, which was commonly called the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act. Schools 

were in jeopardy of receiving sanctions if they did not show Adequately Yearly Progress 

(AYP) in reading and mathematics.  

The second reauthorization of the ESEA of 1965 required the use of School 

Improvement Grant funds for the sole purpose of student achievement. The Obama 

administration’s Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015 identified turnaround 

strategies for schools in need of improvement. With the assistance of the SIG funds, State 

and Local Education Agencies were required to implement one of four turnaround plans 

for schools who were not achieving academically. The plans ranged from replacing the 

school leader to school closure. Included in the plan were key strategies the Local 
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Education Agency (LEA) should implement to increase state assessment scores and 

improve student academic aptitude and achievement. 

Organizations are complex systems that include many interworking parts. They 

work independently of each other but must work together to be productive. 

Organizational leadership is key in that the leader should have the knowledge and ability 

to navigate these systems based on the immediate need of the organization. Bolman and 

Deal’s (1991) Four Frame Theory addresses the four frames or viewpoints leaders use in 

order to think and act in response to everyday issues and problems. The structural leader 

is attuned to structure to task, policies, goals, and rules; the human resources leader 

builds relationships and empowers employees by aligning organizational and human 

needs; the political leader uses conflict, power, and competition for scarce resources to 

find solutions; and the symbolic leader inspires by creating a common culture through 

faith meaning and ceremony. Effective leaders use multi-frame, in that they use more 

than one frame to make organizational decisions. 

 In this chapter the researcher provided a review of literature. Chapter III will 

provide the methodology, which includes the research questions, the research design, 

context and setting, participants, instrumentation, researcher bias, data collection, and 

data analysis.  In Chapter IV, the researcher will report data and the findings. In Chapter 

V, the researcher offers a summary of the study and conclusions, while making 

implications for future research topics. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this mixed method study was to determine what factors contribute 

to the sustained success of schools after they have undergone the turnaround process and 

moved into the longer process of school transformation. Specifically, this study identified 

the relationship between principal leadership style and organizational structures that were 

implemented in schools that lead to sustained academic growth over time.  Understanding 

how the leadership orientation frame of the school leader contributes to the sustained 

success of schools as they undergo the turnaround and transformation process is vital to 

the growth and development of schools and school communities. In order to address the 

achievement among low SES minority students, research that addresses the systems 

utilized in schools that need improvement must continue. More specifically, how 

organizational structures were implemented in schools that lead to sustained academic 

growth over time must be studied.  This chapter will provide the methodology which 

includes the research questions, the research design, context and setting, participants, 

instrumentation, researcher bias, data collection, and data analysis.   

Research Design 

The intent of this study was to identify the leadership frames orientation of former 

and current school leaders and to determine their impact on the sustainability of school 

organizational structures after they have undergone school turnaround. The parallel 

convergent mixed methods design that was used is one in which qualitative and 

quantitative data are collected in parallel, analyzed separately, and then merged (Creswell 

& Clark, 2017). In this study, survey data was used to determine the frames of leadership 
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most common in principals working in urban transformational schools and to determine 

the differences in frame dominance between current and past leadership of these schools. 

Interviews were conducted with the school leaders to determine how they implemented 

turnaround strategies that provided substantial sustainability in campus success. The 

reason for collecting both qualitative and quantitative data was to determine if there is a 

relationship between the frame dominance of the turnaround principals compared to 

turnaround strategy implementation that provided sustainability in campus success. Data 

collected qualitatively and quantitatively allowed the researcher to develop a more in-

depth analysis of not only principal frame dominance, but also how and why the 

turnaround strategy was implemented in such a way (Creswell & Clark, 2017; Johnson, 

Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007). 

Context and Setting 

The context and setting in which the study was conducted was one large urban 

school district in Southeast Texas. During the 2019-2020 school year, there were 

approximately 209,772 students attending 280 campuses comprised of eight early 

childhood campuses, 160 elementary campuses, 38 middle school campuses, 37 high 

school campuses, and 37 combined level campuses. For the purpose of this study, only 18 

elementary campuses were selected (see Table 1). Campuses were identified based on 

achieving an accountability rating of “Met Standard” for a minimum of three consecutive 

years after one or more years of an “Improvement Required” rating based on the State of 

Texas accountability system beginning in the 2014-2015 school year. For the purpose of 

confidentiality, the district and school names have been given a pseudonym.  
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Table 1 

School Demographic Information 

School Enrollment ED Sp. Ed. EL AR Mobility 

School A 232 93.5% 9% 24.6% 84.5% 26.6% 

School B 588 98.3% 7.4% 38.9% 77.7% 31.4% 

School C 436 99.1% 7.8% 3.2% 73.6% 29.9% 

School D 407 99.5% 6.6% 3.2% 74.7% 19.5% 

School E 321 100% 5.3% 11.2% 88.5% 32.8% 

School F 432 93.5% 9.5% 34.5% 79.9% 17.3% 

School G 539 95.9% 7.4% 38.8% 80.9% 11.3% 

School H 559 97.9% 7.0% 34.0% 72.5% 23.2% 

School I 419 91.6% 6.0% 61.1% 88.3% 12.6% 

School J 372 95.2% 6.2% 22.8% 72.3% 24.1% 

School K 413 99.8% 10% 3.1% 68.8% 18.1% 

School L 704 97.4% 4.0% 72.7% 88.8% 15.9% 

School M 519 92.5% 14.1% 46.6% 77.1% 23.4% 

 

Participants 

A purposive sample of current and former school leaders was taken from a 

population of schools who have exited Improvement Requirement. Current and former 

leaders were chosen based on their role on the improvement of the school. The former 

leader is credited with school turnaround because they were the principal when the school 

exited improvement required status. The current leader is credited with continuing 
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student achievement after the school exited Improvement Required and maintained a Met 

Standard rating. While all public schools in the state of Texas receive ratings, the 18 

schools eligible for this study were selected because they met the preselected criteria of 

“Met Standard” for at least three consecutive years starting the 2015-2016 school year 

after having an “Improvement Required” rating for one or more years prior to 2015-2016. 

Instrumentation 

Quantitative data were collected using the Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey 

(Appendix A) instrument developed by Lee Bolman and Terrance Deal in the 1980s 

(Bolman, 2020a). Permission was granted to use this instrument for the purposes of this 

study (Appendix B). The survey measures an individual’s orientation to one or more of 

the four frames, which are structural, human resources, political, and symbolic. The 

instrument comes in two parallel versions, self and other. For the purposes of this study, 

only the Leadership Orientation (self) was used where the participants used the 

instrument to self-assess. Qualitative data were collected using The Implementation of 

School Turnaround Strategies Survey (Appendix C). The survey instrument consisted of 

five open-ended questions in which participants were asked to discuss turnaround 

strategy implementation at their schools. Permission was granted to use this instrument 

for the purposes of this study (Appendix D). 

The Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey has three sections. Section I is a Likert 

type scale of 1 to 5 (1=never, 2=occasionally, 3=sometimes, 4=often, 5=always) and used 

to determine how often each item is true of the respondents. Items are sequenced in a 

consistent, sequential way within each frame. Structural items are 1, 5, 9, 13, 17, 21, 25, 

and 29. Human resources items are 2, 6, 10, 14, 18, 22, 26, and 30. Political items are 3, 
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7, 11, 15, 19, 23, 27, and 31. Symbolic items are 4, 8, 12, 16, 20, 24, 28, and 32. There 

are also sub-scales within each frame, again in a consistent sequence: analytic (items 1, 9, 

17, 25), supportive (2, 10, 18, 26), powerful (items 3, 11,19,27), inspirational 

(4,12,20,28), organized (5,13,21,29), participative(6,14,22,30), adroit(7,15,23,31), 

charismatic (8,16,24,32). A Likert scale assumes that the strength and intensity of an 

attitude is linear and that human attitudes can be measured (Mcleod, 2020). 

Section II contains six forced choice items. They have a similar consistent pattern 

in that “a-structural”, “b-human resources”, “c-political”, and “d-symbolic”. For each 

item, respondents were asked to give the number "4" to the phrase that best describes 

them, "3" to the item that is next best, and on down to "1" for the item that is least like 

them. Using a forced choice question response required respondents to make a selection; 

using the responses given as “not sure” or “not applicable” were not options (Allen, 

2017). 

Section III has two one-item measures: effectiveness as a manager, and 

effectiveness as a leader. Respondents were asked to compare themselves to others with 

similar levels of experience and responsibility. A Likert type scale (1- 5) is used for 

responses where values were rated as Bottom 20%, Middle 20%, and Top 20%. Section 

IV consists of the demographic information of the respondents. Permission was sought to 

modify the original instrument to meet this study’s needs. Once granted, the original 

instrument was modified to include information that relates to the study. The four 

questions asked gender, race/ethnicity, number of years as a principal, and number of 

years at current school or number of years served on the turnaround campus.  

A separate instrument, Implementation of School Turnaround Strategies Survey 
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(Appendix C), was used to collect qualitative data. Five open-ended questions were 

completed by all participants. For two participants, the questions were followed up with a 

semi-structured individual interview based on the written responses. The semi-structured 

approach allowed the researcher the flexibility to probe more deeply into responses.  

Reliability and Validity 

The reliability of tests refers to “the degree to which measurement error is absent 

from the scores yielded by the test” (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007, p. 200). Thus, reliability 

must be highly considered when choosing a test instrument for research. It is desirable to 

have a higher reliability score (Gall et al., 2007). For the purposes of this study, the range 

of .783 to .937 signify high coefficients and can represent internal consistency reliability 

since it represents the entire administration of the test. According to Bolman, research has 

found that the validity of self-ratings of leadership is generally low, so there is a 

considerable advantage in getting colleague ratings (Bolman, 2020b). 

The survey instrument used was tested for reliability conducted a study based on 

approximately 1,300 participants in a multisector sample of managers in business and 

education (Bolman & Deal, 1991). Multiple measures were used to test the reliability of 

the instrument including Spearman-Brown Coefficient and Split Half Correlation. The 

ranges of the Spearman-Brown Coefficient ranged from .911 - .937 for Section I (Likert 

Scale) and .783 - .904 for Section II (forced choice) depending on the frame analysis 

being used. The ranges of the Split Half Correlation ranged from .837 - .882 for Section I 

(Likert Scale) and .644 - .825 for Section II (forced choice).  

Data Collection 

This mixed method study employed both a qualitative and quantitative method of 
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data collection and analysis. The quantitative data was collected by sending the 

Leadership Orientation (self) instrument to participants via an online survey program. 

Participants were given a timeframe to complete the survey. After the initial collection, a 

follow up email was sent to participants who had not completed the online survey. After 

the second attempt, the researcher was able to collect 25 of the 25 surveys that were sent. 

Qualitative data were collected using open-ended questions that was also sent to 

participants via an online survey. After the initial collection of questions, participants 

who did not complete the survey were resent the questions via email. Once the collection 

of data was complete, follow-up interviews were conducted with two participants 

virtually via Zoom in order to get clarity on any questions that were not completed in its 

entirety. Contact information was requested from the participants who were willing to 

participate in the individual virtual Zoom meeting.  

Researcher Bias 

Researcher, or experimenter, bias is defined as bias introduced by a researcher 

whose expectations about the outcome of the research can be subtly communicated to the 

participants in the research ("Experimenter Bias", 2020). The following researcher bias 

must be taken into consideration prior to conducting the study. The researcher has a 

history of being a turnaround principal in the same district. Also, the researcher has a 

professional working relationship with a number of the potential participants in the study. 

Finally, the researcher has a general working knowledge of the campuses that have been 

chosen for the study.  

Data Analysis 

The data for this study were analyzed using multiple methods.  
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Research Question One 

 Research Question One was quantitative and asked, “What are the frames of 

leadership most common in principals working in transformational schools that have 

improved accountability?” Descriptive statistics was used to determine measures of 

central tendency (mean, median, and mode) and variability (standard deviation, 

skewness, and kurtosis) by using the SPSS program. Additional data were collected using 

SPSS on common frames based on sex, ethnicity, and experience. In addition, data were 

collected using SPSS to determine the frequency and percentages of frame usage and 

dominance.  

Research Question Two 

 Research Question Two was also quantitative and asked, “To what extent is there 

a difference in frame dominance between current and past leadership of urban 

transformational schools?” Descriptive statistics were used to determine measures of 

central tendency (mean, median, and mode) and variability (standard deviation, 

skewness, and kurtosis) by using the SPSS program. Additional data were collected using 

SPSS to determine the frequency and percentages of frame usage and dominance. This 

analysis compared the frame dominance between current and former principals.  

Research Question Three 

 Research Question Three was qualitative: “How do principals working in urban 

transformational schools implement turnaround strategies that provided sustainability in 

campus success?” Responses were analyzed qualitatively for similarity and differences, 

coding and categorizing, and constant comparison. 
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Research Question Four 

 Finally, Research Question Four was also qualitative: “What is the connection 

between the frame dominance compared to turnaround strategy implementation that 

provided sustainability in campus success?” Responses were analyzed qualitatively for 

similarity and differences, coding and categorizing, and constant comparison while using 

the descriptive statistics analysis ran in the SPSS program. This analysis was compared 

the most common turnaround strategy implementation method to leadership frames. 

Summary and Organization of the Study 

In this chapter the researcher described the methodology, discussing the purpose 

of the study, and research design. Also included were the research questions, the research 

design, context and setting, participants, instrumentation, researcher bias, data collection, 

and data analysis.  In Chapter IV, the researcher will report data and the findings. In 

Chapter V, the researcher offers a summary of the study and conclusions, while making 

implications for future research topics.  
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA AND FINDINGS 

The purpose of this mixed method was to determine what factors contribute to the 

sustained success of schools after they have undergone the turnaround process and moved 

into the longer process of school transformation. More specifically, this study identified 

the relationship between principal leadership style and organizational structures that were 

implemented in schools that lead to sustained academic growth over time.  In order to 

address the achievement among low SES minority students, research that addresses the 

systems utilized in schools that need improvement must continue to be studied. 

 This chapter is organized in terms of the four research questions posed in chapter 

one. The quantitative research questions answered in the study are: 

1. What are the frames of leadership most common in principals working in 

transformational schools that have improved accountability? 

2. To what extent is there a difference in frame dominance between current and past 

leadership of urban transformational schools? 

The qualitative research questions answered in the study are:  

3. How do principals working in urban transformational schools implement 

turnaround strategies that provided sustainability in campus success? 

4. What is the connection between the frame dominance compared to turnaround 

strategy implementation that provided sustainability in campus success? 

Each research question is followed by a discussion of the statistical analysis used 

to evaluate the raw data and a mathematical representation of the results. Chapter IV has 

been divided into two sections. The first section contains an analysis of the population 
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and demographic characteristics. The second section focuses on the analysis of data 

generated by the respondents’ answers relative to each of the research questions asked in 

this study. 

Population and Demographics Characteristics 

 Data were generated by a population of 32 elementary school principals from 18 

elementary schools in a large urban school district in Texas. Campuses were identified 

based on achieving an accountability rating of “Met Standard” for a minimum of three 

consecutive years after one or more years of an “Improvement Required” rating based on 

the State of Texas accountability system beginning in the 2014-2015 school year. The 

participants were divided into current and former principals of the 18 identified schools. 

Current and former leaders were chosen based on their role on the improvement of the 

school. The former leader is credited with school turnaround in that they were the 

principal when the school exited improvement required status. The current leader is 

credited with continuing student achievement after the school has exited Improvement 

Required and maintained a Met Standard rating. 

 Two instruments, Leadership Orientation (Self) Self Survey and the 

Implementation of School Turnaround Strategies: Survey of School Leaders, were used to 

gather research on the dominant leadership styles of elementary turnaround principals 

and how they implemented turnaround strategies. Of the 28 survey forms disseminated, 

25 were returned (89%) of which 24 (86%) were usable. For two schools, the former and 

current principal were the same; therefore, their survey results will be reflected in the 

results for both categories in the quantitative and qualitative analysis. A final tabulation 

of the usable surveys provided the data analysis for the demographic characteristics of the 



55 
 

 

respondents. Section 4 contained five demographic questions. Questions one and two 

provided gender and ethnicity information of the principals surveyed. Questions three 

through five provided professional information of the principals surveyed such as total 

years of experience as a principal, years at current school, and years at a turnaround 

school. The schools that did not have data for current and former schools were not used 

for this study. 

Table 2 represents the professional and personal demographic information 

generated through the analysis of frequencies and percentages. Of the 24 respondents, 

five principals (20.8%) were male while 19 principals (79.2%) were female. Fourteen 

(58.3%) principals were African American, three (12.5%) were Caucasian, six (25%) 

were Latino, and one (4.2%) was Native American.  

 

Table 2 

Professional and Personal Demographics of Principals (n=24) 

Variable Frequency Percentages 

Gender   

Male 5 20.8% 

Females 19 79.2% 

Ethnicity   

African American 14 58.3% 

Caucasian 3 12.5% 

Latino 6 25% 

Native American 1 4.2% 
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Table 3 represents the total years of experience of all respondents broken down by 

former and current principal of the turnaround school. Three (12.5%) had two years’ 

experience, 15 (62.5%) had three to five years of experience, five (20.8%) had six to 10 

years’ experience, and one (4.2%) had 10 or more years’ experience. Thirteen current 

principals responded to the question of how many years’ experience do you have at your 

current campus. Five (38.4%) had one to two years’ experience, seven (54%) had three to 

four years’ experience, and one (7.6%) had five or more years’ experience. Thirteen 

former principals responded to the question of how many years’ experience did you have 

as a turnaround principal. Seven (54%) had three years’ experience, four (23%) had four 

years’ experience, and three (23%) had five to seven years’ experience. Two principals 

answered both questions as they represent both the former and current principal.  

  



57 
 

 

Table 3 

Years of Experience of Current and Former Principals 

Variable n Frequency Percentage 

Total years completed as a principal 24   

2 years  3 12.5% 

3-5 years  15 62.5% 

6-10 years  5 20.8% 

10+ years  1 4.2% 

Current Principal – Total year at current 
campus 

13   

1-2 years  5 38.4% 

3-4 years  7 54% 

5+ years  1 7.6% 

Former Principal – Total Years as a 
Turnaround Principal 

13   

3 years  7 54% 

4 years  3 23% 

5-7 years  3 23% 

 

 

Table 4 represents the average years of experience and standard deviation of all 

respondents broken down by former and current principal of the turnaround school. The 

total years of experience of all principals ranged from two to 12 years. Of the 24 

respondents, the average years of experience was 4.83 years with a standard deviation of 

2.26. For former principals, the average years of experience as a turnaround principal was 
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three years with a standard deviation of 1.47, while current principals average 3.92 years 

on their current campus as a turnaround principal with a standard deviation of 1.32. 

 

Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics: Years of Experience 

Variable n M SD 

Total years completed as a principal 18 4.83 2.26 

Current Principal – Total year at 
current campus 

13 3.00 1.47 

Former Principal – Total Years as a 
Turnaround Principal 

13 3.92 1.32 

 

Research Question One 

For research question one, “What are the frames of leadership most common in 

principals working in transformational schools that have improved accountability?” 

participants responded to their leadership orientation style as reported from Part 1: 

Behavior, Part 2: Leadership Style, and Part 3: Overall Rating of the Leadership 

Orientation (Self) Survey.  

Section 1 of the Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey asked participants to 

indicate how often each of the items is true of them. Items were placed based on Bolman 

and Deal’s (1991) frame sequence. The structural item were 1, 5, 9, 13, 17, 21, 25, and 

29; Human Resources items were 2, 6, 10, 14, 18, 22, 26, and 30; Political items were 3, 

7, 11, 15, 19, 23, 27, and 31; and Symbolic items were 4, 8, 12, 16, 20, 24, 28, and 32. 

The Likert type scale consisted of five items: never, occasionally, sometimes, often, and 

always. They were given values of 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 respectively.  
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Tables 5 represents the aggregate data for each frame and is represented by the 

mean score and standard deviation. The aggregate mean scores for each frame ranges 

from 32.17 to 34.62 with Human Resources having the highest aggregate mean score. 

The standard deviation ranges from 3.16 to 3.99 with Human Resources with the lowest 

standard deviation (3.16) and Symbolic with the highest (3.99). 

 

Table 5 

Leadership Behaviors of Elementary Turnaround Principals (n=24) 

Frame M SD 

Structural 34 3.89 

Human Resources 34.62 3.16 

Political 32.17 3.69 

Symbolic 32.83 3.99 

 

 

In Tables 6-9, the aggregate data were broken down by behaviors. The mean and 

standard deviation is reported for the individual behaviors and for the frame as a whole. 

Of the 32 survey items in Part I, the highest mean score (4.58) was found in the Human 

Resources section for item 6: Build trust through open and collaborative relationships, 

where the lowest mean score (3.63) was found in the Symbolic section for item 16: Am 

highly imaginative and creative. As presented in Table 6, the Structural frame had mean 

scores ranging from 4.00 to 4.42. The greatest standard deviation variation for the 
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Structural frame was between item 1: Think very clearly and logically (.565) and item 25: 

Have extraordinary attention to detail (.885).  

 

Table 6 

Leadership Behaviors of Turnaround Principals – Structural Frame (n=24) 

Item Number and Frame M SD 

Structural   

1. Think very clearly and logically 4.33 .565 

5. Strongly emphasize careful planning and clear 

timelines. 

4.21 .721 

9. Approach problems through logical analysis 

and careful thinking. 

4.21 .721 

13. Develop and implement clear, logical 

policies and procedures. 

4.25 .676 

17. Approach problems with facts and logic. 4.42 .584 

21. Set specific, measurable goals and hold 

people accountable for results. 

4.33 .637 

]25. Have extraordinary attention to detail. 4.00 .885 

29. Strongly believe in clear structure and a 

chain of command. 

4.25 .847 

Total Structural Mean 4.25  
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Table 7 displays the mean scores from the Human Resources frame which ranged 

from 4.00 to 4.58. The greatest standard deviation variation for the Human Resources 

frame was between Item 6: Build trust through open and collaborative relationships 

(.504) and item 14: Foster high levels of participation and involvement in decisions 

(.834).  

 

Table 7 

Leadership Behaviors of Turnaround Principals – Human Resources Frame (n=24) 

Item Number and Behavior M SD 

Human Resources 

2. Show high level of support and concern for others 

4.46 .721 

6. Build trust through open and collaborative 

relationships. 

4.58 .504 

10. Show high sensitivity and concern for others' needs 

and feelings. 

4.00 .780 

14. Foster high levels of participation and involvement 

in decisions. 

4.00 .834 

18. Am consistently helpful and responsive to others. 4.25 .676 

22. Listen well and am unusually receptive to other 

people's ideas and input. 

4.46 .588 

26. Give personal recognition for work well done. 4.37 .647 

30. Am a highly participative manager. 4.50 .590 

 Total Human Resources Mean 4.33  
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Table 8 represents the leadership behaviors found in the political frame. The 

Political frame had scores ranging from 3.71 to 4.33. The greatest standard deviation 

variation for the Political frame was between Item 31: Succeed in the face of conflict and 

opposition (.482) and item 27: Develop alliances to build a strong base of support (.885). 

 

Table 8 

Leadership Behaviors of Turnaround Principals – Political Frame (n=24) 

Item Number and Behavior M SD 

Political 

3. Have exceptional ability to mobilize people and 

resources to get things done 

4.29 .550 

7. Am a very skillful and shrewd negotiator. 3.71 .806 

11. Am unusually persuasive and influential. 3.92 .717 

15. Anticipate and deal adroitly with organizational 

conflict. 

4.17 .565 

19. Am very effective in getting support from people 

with influence and power. 

3.92 .717 

23. Am politically very sensitive and skillful. 3.83 .868 

27. Develop alliances to build a strong base of support. 4.00 .885 

31. Succeed in the face of conflict and opposition. 4.33 .482 

Total Political Mean 4.02  
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The Symbolic frame had mean scores ranging from 3.63 to 4.37 as shown in 

Table 9. The largest range of mean scores was from the Symbolic frame while the 

smallest range of mean scores was in the Structural frame. The greatest standard 

deviation variation for the Symbolic frame was between Item 28: Generate loyalty and 

enthusiasm (.576) and Item 8: Am highly charismatic (.881). 

 

Table 9 

Leadership Behaviors of Turnaround Principals – Symbolic Frame (n=24) 

Item Number and Behavior M SD 

Symbolic   

4. Inspire others to do their best 4.12 .741 

8. Am highly charismatic 4.08 .881 

12. Am able to be an inspiration to others. 4.00 .590 

16. Am highly imaginative and creative. 3.63 .824 

20. Communicate a strong and challenging sense of 

vision and mission. 

4.29 .690 

24. See beyond current realities to generate exciting 

new opportunities. 

4.12 .612 

28. Generate loyalty and enthusiasm. 4.37 .576 

Total Symbolic Mean 4.10  
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 Section two of the Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey asked respondents to 

describe their leadership styles where they responded to six forced choice questions by 

giving each item a score of “4” to the phrase that best describes them, “3” to the item that 

next best, “2” to the item that somewhat describes them, and “1” to the item that is least 

like them. Similar to section 1, the four items for each question corresponded to each 

frame. Item (a) represented the Structural frame; item (b) represented the Human 

Resources frame; item (c) represented the Political frame; and item (d) represented the 

Symbolic frame. The total possible scores in this section ranged from 6 to 24.  

Table 10 represents the aggregate data in relation to leadership styles for each 

frame and is represented by the mean score and standard deviation. The aggregate mean 

scores for each frame ranges from 13.37 to 16.83 with Human Resources having the 

highest aggregate mean score (16.83). The standard deviation ranges from 2.91 to 4.24 

with Symbolic with the lowest standard deviation (2.91) and Human Resources with the 

highest (4.24). 

 

Table 10 

Leadership Styles of Elementary Turnaround Principals (n=24) 

Frame M SD 

Structural 14.96 3.86 

Human Resources 16.83 4.24 

Political 13.37 3.03 

Symbolic 14.83 2.91 
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To determine the dominant leadership frame represented, the aggregate totals for 

each participant was scored. Scores for all respondents ranged from 7 to 24, where 24 

was the highest possible score for each frame. A cut score of 19.5 (80%) was used to 

determine frame dominance. Table 11 shows the dominant leadership frames of the 

respondents. There were four (16.7%) respondents whose frame dominance was 

structural. Nine (37.5%) respondents had a frame dominance of Human Resources. Three 

(12.5%) had a frame dominance of Political, and two (8.3%) with a frame dominance of 

Symbolic. Of the 24 respondents, six (25%) operated out of multiple frames. 

Consequently, one out of 24 respondents showed frame dominance in more than one 

frame. 

 

Table 11 

Dominant Leadership Frames of Elementary Turnaround Principals (n=24) 

Frame Dominance Frequency Percent 

Structural 4 16.7 

Human Resources 9 37.5 

Political 3 12.5 

Symbolic 2 8.3 

Multiple 6 25.0 

 

 

Section three of the Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey asks respondents to 

compare their effectiveness as a leader and manager as compared to other leaders with 
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comparable experience and responsibility. A Likert type scale (1- 5) is used for responses 

where values were rated where 1=Bottom 20%, 2=Bottom 30%, 3=Middle 20%, 4=Top 

30%, and 5=Top 20%. When asked to rate their effectiveness as a leader, the mean score 

was 4.54 and the standard deviation was .721. When asked to rate their effectiveness as a 

manager, the mean score was 4.17 and the standard deviation was .917. 

 

Table 12 

Response Analysis of Leader & Manager Effectiveness (n=24) 

Effectiveness M SD Range 

Leader 4.54 .721 3-5 

Manager 4.17 .917 2-5 

 

 

Research Question Two 

Research Question Two asked, “To what extent is there a difference in frame 

dominance between current and past leadership of urban transformational schools?” 

Participants responded to their leadership orientation style as reported from Section 1: 

Behavior; Section 2: Leadership Style; and Section 3: Overall Rating of the Leadership 

Orientation (Self) Survey. While a t-test would be a useful analysis, the sample size was 

not large enough in order to justify using it. The results of the survey are represented by 

responses from current principals and former principals.  

 In section one of the Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey, participants were 

asked to identify how often each behavior is true of them. The responses were based on a 
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scale of 1-5 where 1=never, 2=occasionally, 3=sometimes, 4=often, and 5=always. Table 

13 represents the data reported for the favorable leadership frames for current and former 

principals based on reported leadership behaviors. For the purposes of this study, 

responses of 5 (always) and 4 (often) were considered favorable, where responses of 3 

(sometimes) and 2 (occasionally) were not favorable. There were no responses for 1 

(never), so it was not reported. For current principals, the highest favorable responses 

were found in the Human Resources frame (87.5%). The Structural from had the most 

favorable responses (92.31%) for former principals.  

Section two of the Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey asked respondents to 

describe their leadership styles. Table 14 reports descriptives (mean and standard 

deviation) of the current (11) and former (11) principals of turnaround schools. It also 

lists the principals (2) who have served during the entirety of the reporting period as 

“both.” The means for all groups ranged from 12.91 to 18.00. The highest mean of all 

groups was in the Human Resources frame of principals who have been consistently 

serving at the same turnaround school (18.00). The lowest mean of all groups was in the 

Political frame for former principals (12.91). For each group, the highest frame score and 

the lowest frame score were found in the Human Resources and Political frames, 

respectively. Current principals highest mean score was 16.46 while the lowest mean 

score was 13.91. Former principals highest mean score was 17.00 while the lowest mean 

score was 12.91. Principals who served as both the current and former principals highest 

mean score was 18.00 while the lowest mean score was 13.00.  

 The standard deviation scores ranged from .001 to 4.54 across all groups. The 

highest standard deviation score (4.32) for current principals was in the Human 
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Resources frame, while the lowest score (2.83) was in the Symbolic frame. The highest 

standard deviation score (4.54) for former principals was found in the Human Resources 

frame while the lowest score (3.21) was found in the Political frame. For principals who 

served in both roles, the highest score (4.24) was found in the Human Resources frame 

while the lowest score (.001) was found in the Political frame.  

 

Table 13 

Leadership Behaviors of Current and Former Transformational Principals (n=26) 

Frame Current Principal 

(n=13) 

Former Principal 

(n=13) 

 Always/ 

Often 

Sometimes/ 

Occasionally 

Always/ 

Often 

Sometimes/ 

Occasionally 

Structural 86.53% 13.46% 92.31% 7.69% 

Human Resources 87.50% 12.50% 88.46% 11.53% 

Political 82.69% 17.31% 84.62% 15.38% 

Symbolic 82.69% 17.31% 87.50% 12.50% 
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Table 14 

Leadership Styles of Current and Former Principals of Turnaround Schools 

Frame N M SD 

Structural 

Current 

Former 

Both 

 

11 

11 

2 

 

14.64 

15.37 

14.50 

 

3.72 

4.43 

2.12 

Human Resources 

Current 

Former 

Both 

 

11 

11 

2 

 

16.46 

17.00 

18.00 

 

4.32 

4.54 

4.24 

Political 

Current 

Former 

Both 

 

11 

11 

2 

 

13.91 

12.91 

13.00 

 

3.21 

3.21 

.001 

Symbolic 

Current 

Former 

Both 

 

11 

11 

2 

 

15.00 

14.73 

14.50 

 

2.83 

3.32 

2.12 

 

 

To determine the dominant leadership style represented, the aggregate totals for 

each participant was scored. Scores for all respondents ranged from 7 to 24, where 24 
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was the highest possible score for each frame. A cut score of 19.5 (80%) was used to 

determine frame dominance. Table 15 shows the dominant leadership styles of the 

respondents based on status of current or former principal.  

Of the current principals, there were three (23.08%) respondents whose frame 

dominance was Structural. Six (46.15%) respondents had a frame dominance of Human 

Resources. One (7.70%) had a frame dominance of Political and Symbolic, respectively. 

Of the current principals, two (15.38%) operated out of multiple frames. No current 

principals showed frame dominance in more than one frame. Of the former principals, 

there was one (7.70%) respondent whose frame dominance was structural. Four (30.80%) 

respondents had a frame dominance of Human Resources. Two (15.38%) had a frame 

dominance of Political, while one (7.70%) had a frame dominance of Symbolic. Of the 

former principals, five (38.46%) operated out of multiple frames. One former principal 

showed frame dominance in more than one frame. 

 

Table 15 

Dominant Leadership Styles Based on Principal Status (n=24) 

Frame Current Former 

N Percentage n Percentage 

Structural 3 23.08% 1 7.70% 

Human Resources 6 46.15% 4 30.80% 

Political 1 7.70% 2 15.38% 

Symbolic 1 7.70% 1 7.70% 

Multiple 2 15.38% 5 38.46% 
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Of the 13 schools that were included in the study, only one school’s current and 

former principal (School F) had the same dominant frame as reported in Table 16. School 

P and School R represent the school that had the same principal during the timeline of the 

study.  

 

Table 16 

Frame Dominance by School (n=13) 

School Current Former 

School A Human Resources Multiple 

School B Structural Multiple 

School C Human Resources Human Resources 

School D Multiple Symbolic 

School E Symbolic Human Resources 

School F Structural Multiple 

School G Human Resources Structural 

School H Human Resources Political 

School 1 Human Resources Multiple 

School J Political Human Resources 

School K Human Resources Human Resources 

School L Structural Political 

School M Multiple Multiple 
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Research Question Three 

Research Question Three stated, “How do principals working in urban 

transformational schools implement turnaround strategies that provided sustainability in 

campus success?” Participants responded to an open-ended survey consisting of five 

questions regarding implementation of school turnaround strategies. The results of the 

responses are presented based on responses from all participants and categorized based 

on leadership status of current or former principal.  

Respondents were asked to describe the specific improvement strategies their 

school has implemented over the past three years. Five common themes emerged from 

the responses. Of the 24 responses to this question, 14 (58%) mentioned effective use of 

Data Driven Instruction, 12 (50%) mentioned the importance of teacher retention through 

coaching and development, nine (37.50%) mentioned effective use of Professional 

Learning Communities (PLC), and five (21%) mentioned the importance of Social and 

Emotional Learning. Some participants detailed multiple strategies, so there is some 

overlapping of themes.  

Participants were asked to describe how they have prioritized turnaround 

strategies for implementation at their school. The strategies were categorized in six areas 

that correlated to the strategies documented in the US Department of Education 

Turnaround Guidelines (U.S. Department of Education, 2012). There were common 

themes that arose from each category. 

 Teacher retention. The common themes that arose from the teacher retention 

category were retaining highly effective teachers and a need to build teacher capacity 

through coaching and support. Teacher retention practices were categorized into to two 
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sections: (a) Supporting highly effective teachers and (b) Effective coaching and 

feedback. A current principal stated she was able “to provide stipends for incoming 

teachers and praised highly effective teachers publicly provided coaching for all teachers 

who needed it.” A former principal stated that teacher retention was “a top three priority.” 

A principal stated that they use “informal and formal data to plan professional 

development.” In addition, principals stressed the importance of aligning professional 

development to district goals and the identified needs of the teachers. Another principal 

stated that professional development is “planned in advance,” but it may change based on 

the “needs of the staff and students.”  

Participants were asked to describe the teacher selection and retention process on 

their campus, including how they were made and who made those decisions. Regarding  

the teacher selection process, the respondents reported using an interview committee to 

screen and interview prospective teachers and staff. Candidates were asked to present a 

model lesson or provide sample lesson plans. While schools used an interview 

committee, the final hiring decisions were made by the principal.  

Principals stated the need to gather input from their highly effective teachers and 

determine if there were opportunities for growth within the school. If not, assist them in 

finding opportunities outside of the school. In addition, they provided quality coaching 

and feedback to retain and grow effective teachers. According to one principal, they 

“created a school environment that improves teacher satisfaction.” Another principal 

stated, “My most highly effective teachers are also told to let me know if they ever feel 

the need to do something different in order to ensure I have an opportunity to keep them.” 
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 Instructional planning and professional learning communities. Common 

themes included the consistent use of Professional Learning Communities (PLC) and 

consistent coaching and modeling of effective instructional practices. A principal stated 

they “locked down campus best practice instructional cycle” and did “coaching and 

feedback during PLC meetings.” Another principal stated their “main goal was to 

increase student achievement” and they did this by “eliminating ineffective practices 

through on the spot coaching.”   

Principals also recognized the need to create “tight” schedules and to protect 

instructional time. Respondents highlighted the fact that instructional time was not 

interrupted with non-instructional tasks such as announcements, assemblies, and outside 

visitors. Creating schedules that maximized instructional time was repeated by multiple 

respondents. According to one principal: 

The students were missing a lot of instructional time due to teachers covering 

lunches and recess. We revamped the schedule, so the ancillary team is taking the 

students to recess, extended their planning time, and teachers are no longer 

covering lunches. The teachers started using their extra planning time to provide 

interventions.  

 Use of data to inform instructional decision. One major theme evident from 

responses was data drives everything. Data is analyzed in PLC meetings and is used to 

make decisions such as teacher placement and instructional programs. The use of data 

trackers was also a common theme. Participants were asked how staff uses data for 

instructional decision-making as well as who uses this data and how often. Overall, the 

responses focused on the consistent (weekly or biweekly) implementation of Professional 
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Learning Communities (PLC). During these PLC meetings, teachers and leadership teams 

analyze assessment data and use it to make instructional decisions such as planning 

lessons and interventions. In addition, there were consistent responses on the use of Data 

Conferences and Conversations after each district assessment. These conferences are 

structured using a data protocol. 

 Social and emotional learning. The major theme that arose from this category 

was the importance of training for teachers and staff in the area of Social and Emotional 

Learning. Another major theme was the use of campus essential personnel such as a 

counselor or wraparound specialist in order to help address students’ social and emotional 

needs. According to one principal, “after year one of principalship, I made some 

organizational changes to the leadership to allow for a full-time counselor.”  

Research Question Four 

Research Question Four presented, “What is the connection between the frame 

dominance compared to turnaround strategy implementation that provided sustainability 

in campus success?” Data from both the Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey, which 

identified the principal’s frame dominance, and the Implementation of School 

Turnaround Strategies Survey were used to determine data trends and if there is a 

relationship between the frame dominance and the implementation of turnaround 

strategies. The data is presented by frame. For each frame, the turnaround strategies that 

were most common for principals will be discussed. 

 Structural frame. Of the 24 respondents, four (three current principals and one 

former) had a frame dominance of Structural. The common themes and responses for the 

Structural frame were found in strategies that were focused on teacher selection and 
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retention, data driven instruction, professional development, and social and emotional 

learning.  

Teacher selection and retention. Structural principals reported creating a hiring 

committee to screen prospective teachers and take them through a detailed hiring process. 

However, the final decision was left up to the principal. Regarding retention, the 

principals focused on creating teacher leader opportunities for effective and highly 

effective teachers. 

Data driven instruction. Structural principals described a detailed process for 

data analysis on their campuses. Data conferences were held so that teachers were able to 

discuss their data and provide next steps on instructional practice.  

Professional development. Structural principals stated that in some cases, 

professional development is selected for the teachers and in others the teachers are able to 

choose for themselves. However, all professional development has to have the final 

approval by the principal. 

Social and emotional learning. Structural principals felt the need to hire a 

counselor or Wraparound Specialist to help address the needs of students’ social and 

emotional needs.  

 Human Resources frame. Of the 24 respondents, nine (five current principals, 

three former principals, and one who served as both) had a frame dominance of Human 

Resources. The common themes and responses for the Human Resources frame were 

found in strategies that were focused on Teacher Selection and Retention, Instructional 

Time, and Social and Emotional Learning. There were major themes of building 

relationships and increasing staff morale. 
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Teacher selection and retention. Human Resources principals reported a focus on 

retaining effective and highly effective teachers through incentives and a “grow-your-

own” model. They also reported the importance of seeking feedback from teachers before 

making decisions. 

Instructional time. Human Resources principals felt the need to maintain a 

practice of protected instructional time. They were specific in ensuring the daily schedule 

was created in a way to have “bell-to-bell” instruction so that teachers are teaching and 

there was limited downtime.  

Social and emotional learning. All but one of the Human Resources principals 

listed Social and Emotional Learning as a high priority. The importance of addressing 

students’ social and emotional needs was stressed. One principal stated, “No teaching and 

learning can take place unless a student’s SEL needs are addressed and monitored.” 

 Political frame. Of the 24 respondents, three (one current principal and two 

former principals) had a frame dominance of Political. The common themes and 

responses for the Political frame were found in strategies that were focused on Teacher 

Selection and Retention, Instructional Time, Data Driven Instruction, and Social and 

Emotional Learning.  

Teacher selection and retention. Political principals reported a focus on the 

hiring process for teachers which includes a committee consisting of teachers and 

administration as well as sample lessons. The final decision was split between the two 

former principals and the one current principal. The former principals stated that the final 

decision was a group decision with input from the committee. However, the current 

principal stated that the final decision was left up to her as the principal.  
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Instructional time. Political principals also felt the need to maintain a practice of 

protected instructional time. However, the focus was aligned towards the need to meet 

the instructional needs of the student. 

Data driven instruction. Political principals reported the need to use data to 

inform all decisions on campus specifically focusing on using data to plan effective 

instruction in Professional Learning Communities (PLC).  

Social and emotional learning. Just as with Structural and Human Resources, all 

of the Political principals listed Social and Emotional Learning as a high or top priority. 

This is addressed through using district supports and district based professional 

development.  

 Symbolic frame. Of the 24 respondents, two (one current principal and one 

former principal) had a frame dominance of Symbolic. The common themes and 

responses for the Symbolic frame were found in strategies that were focused on Teacher 

Selection and Retention, Data Driven Instruction, and Social and Emotional Learning.  

Teacher selection and retention. Symbolic principals outlined a detailed process 

for hiring teachers with a focus on a multistep protocol. Both principals discussed the 

need to select candidates that would best fit within the current campus culture. Retention 

practices focused on the need to build relationships to either grow talent or provide 

effective coaching and feedback.  

Data driven instruction. Symbolic principals also reported the need to use data to 

inform all decisions. There was a clear process on data analysis that included both the 

teachers and administrators included in the process. 

Social and emotional learning. Symbolic principals not only listed Social and 
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Emotional Learning (SEL) as a high priority, but they were detailed in the steps they have 

taken to implement restorative practices campus wide, which included a built in SEL 

block into the instructional schedule.  

 Multiple frames. Of the 24 respondents, six (one current principal, four former 

principals, and one who served as both) operated out of multiple frames. The common 

themes and responses were found in strategies that were focused on Teacher Selection 

and Retention and Data Driven Instruction. There were major themes of building 

effective systems for multiple areas of need. 

Teacher selection and retention. Just as with the single framed principals, 

principals who operated out of multiple frames formed a committee consisting of teachers 

and administrators to make hiring decisions. The process was collaborative, and the final 

decision was made by the committee. Only the one principal who served as both former 

and current spoke on the process of teacher retention. The goal was to retain highly 

effective teachers through a process of growing leaders from within.  

Data driven decisions. Principals who operated out of multiple frames reported 

the need to use data to inform all decisions on campus specifically focusing on using data 

to plan effective instruction in Professional Learning Communities (PLC). There was also 

a focus on intervention through spiraling previously taught content.  

Summary 

 Chapter IV presented an analysis of data collected from elementary principals 

using two instruments, Bolman and Deal’s Leadership Orientation (Self) Self Survey and 

the Implementation of School Turnaround Strategies: Survey of School Leaders, to gather 

research on the dominant leadership styles of elementary turnaround principals and how 
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they implemented turnaround strategies. Demographic data were analyzed and presented 

to input into the research questions. An analysis of each of the four research questions 

was conducted. 

 Responses from elementary principals was collected to determine their dominant 

leadership frame orientation. In the Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey, Section I: 

Behaviors and Section II: Leadership Style found the Human Resources frame had the 

highest mean of all respondents. When analyzing the frame dominance, the Human 

Resources frame had the highest percentage of all respondents. When broken down by 

principal status, Section I: Behaviors found the Human Resources frame had the highest 

mean for current principals, and Structural frame had the highest mean for former 

principals. Section II: Leadership Style found the Human Resources frame had the 

highest mean of all respondents for both current and former principals. Current 

principals’ frame dominance was in the Human Resources frame while former principals 

reported multiple frame usage with no identified dominant frame. There was a greater 

focus on instructional programs and Data Driven Instruction as reported from all 

respondents. When broken down by frames, Teacher Selection and Retention and Social 

and Emotional Learning were the common turnaround strategies reported.  

A more detailed summary of the study’s findings and implications for practice are 

presented in Chapter V.  Further recommendations will be presented with implications 

for school and district leaders of turnaround and transformational schools. The chapter 

will conclude recommendations for future study and research. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this mixed method was to determine what factors contribute to the 

sustained success of schools after they have undergone the turnaround process and moved 

into the longer process of school transformation. More specifically, this study identified 

the relationship between principal leadership style and organizational structures that were 

implemented in schools that lead to sustained academic growth over time.  In order to 

address the achievement among low SES minority students, research that addresses the 

systems utilized in schools that need improvement must continue. Chapter V presents a 

summary of the study which includes the statement of the problem, research questions, 

and methodology. In addition, the researcher includes a discussion of the major findings, 

conclusions based on the findings, implications for practice, and recommendations for 

future research. 

Summary of the Study 

Many times, when schools go through the turnaround process, its success is not 

sustained after a change in leadership. The problem addressed in this study was to 

determine how the leadership frame orientation or style relates to the implementation of 

school turnaround strategies of urban elementary turnaround schools. Where there has 

been significant research on the effects of leadership on school turnaround on student 

achievement, there is limited research on the sustainability of schools who have 

undergone the turnaround process and sustained continued success through the, even 

longer, process of transformation.  
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Four research questions, which were previously discussed in chapters I, III, and 

IV, guided this study. The quantitative research questions that were answered in the study 

are: 

1. What are the frames of leadership most common in principals working in 

transformational schools that have improved accountability? 

2. To what extent is there a difference in frame dominance between current and past 

leadership of urban transformational schools? 

The qualitative research questions that were answered in the study are:  

3. How do principals working in urban transformational schools implement 

turnaround strategies that provided sustainability in campus success? 

4. What is the connection between the frame dominance compared to turnaround 

strategy implementation that provided sustainability in campus success? 

A purposive sample of 24 current and former school leaders were taken from a 

population of schools who have exited Improvement Requirement. The schools were 

identified based on achieving an accountability rating of “Met Standard” for a minimum 

of three consecutive years after one or more years of an “Improvement Required” rating 

based on the State of Texas accountability system beginning in the 2014-2015 school 

year.  

Data were collected using two instruments, the Leadership Orientation (Self) 

Survey instrument developed by Lee Bolman and Terrance Deal in the 1980s (Bolman, 

2020a) and the Implementation of School Turnaround Strategies Survey. The instrument 

has three sections. Section I is a Likert type scale of 1 to 5 (1=never, 2=occasionally, 

3=sometimes, 4=often, 5=always) and used to determine how often each item is true of 
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the respondents. Section II contains six forced choice items. They have a similar 

consistent pattern in that “a-structural”, “b-human resources”, “c-political”, and “d-

symbolic.” Section III has two one-item measures: effectiveness as a manager, and 

effectiveness as a leader. Respondents were asked to compare themselves to others with 

similar levels of experience and responsibility.  

The quantitative data for this study were analyzed using multiple methods. 

Descriptive statistics were used to determine measures of central tendency (mean, 

median, and mode) and variability (standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis) by using 

the SPSS program. Additional data were collected using SPSS to determine the frequency 

and percentages of frame usage and dominance. This analysis was used to compare the 

frame dominance between current and former principals. The qualitative data for this 

study were analyzed for similarity and differences, coding and categorizing. This analysis 

was used to determine the implementation practices of turnaround strategies. Both 

methods were used to compare the most common turnaround strategy implementation 

method to leadership frames. 

Discussion of the Findings 

Of the 24 respondents, five principals (20.8%) were male while 19 principals 

(79.2%) were female. Fourteen (58.3%) principals were African American, three (12.5%) 

were Caucasian, six (25%) were Latino, and one (4.2%) was Native American. The 

average years of experience as a principal for all respondents was 4.83 years where 

62.5% of all principals had a range of three to five years as a principal. 

Research question one. The Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey (Sections I, II, 

and III) was used to collect data for Question 1: “What are the frames of leadership most 
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common in principals working in transformational schools that have improved in 

accountability?”  For Section I, participants responded to their frequency of leadership 

behaviors. Aggregate data of Section I showed the Human Resources frame had the 

highest mean (34.62) based on leadership behaviors. Section II asked participants to 

identify their leadership style.  Aggregate data of Section II showed the Human 

Resources frame had the highest mean (16.83). An analysis of frame dominance showed 

37.5% of all respondents had a dominant frame of Human Resources while 25% showed 

no frame dominance and hence operated out of multiple frames.  

Research question two.  The Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey (Sections I, II, 

and III) was used to collect data for Question 2: “To what extent is there a difference in 

frame dominance between current and past leadership of urban transformational 

schools?” A comparison of leadership behaviors and styles was analyzed from Sections I 

and II. In Section I of the Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey, participants were asked 

to identify how often each behavior is true of them. For current principals, the highest 

percentage (87.5%) of favorable responses were found in the Human Resources frame. In 

comparison, the highest percentage (92.31%) of favorable responses for former principals 

was found in the Structural frame. Section II of the Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey 

asked respondents to describe their leadership styles. The Human Resources frame for all 

groups (current, former, and both) had the highest mean, 16.46, 17.00, and 18.00 

respectively. An analysis of frame dominance showed the highest percentage (46.15%) of 

responses from current principals was in the Human Resources frame. In comparison, the 

highest percentage (38.46%) of responses for former principals operated in multiple 



85 
 

 

frames. When comparing schools, only one school’s current and former principal had the 

same dominant frame.  

Research question three.  The Implementation of School Turnaround Strategies 

Survey was used to collect data for Question 3: “How do principals working in urban 

transformational schools implement turnaround strategies that provided sustainability in 

campus success?” There were five common themes that emerged from the data: 1) 

Coaching and Development, 2) Data Driven Instruction, 3) Social and Emotional 

Learning, 4) Instructional Programs, and 5) Instructional Planning. These themes were 

consistent with the prioritized areas presented in Question 2 of the survey. 

Implementation of prioritized areas were similar with current and former principals.  

Research question four.  Results from the Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey, 

which identified the principal’s frame dominance, and the Implementation of School 

Turnaround Strategies Survey was used to determine Question 4: “What is the connection 

between the frame dominance compared to turnaround strategy implementation that 

provided sustainability in campus success?” Common strategies per frame identified 

Teacher Selection and Retention as being evident in all five categories of frame 

dominance for both current and former principals. Data Driven Instruction was evident in 

all frame categories except Human Resources. In contrast, Social and Emotional 

Learning was evident in all frame categories except multiple frame usage. While all 

principals stated Social and Emotional Learning was a high priority, only the two 

Symbolic principals presented a detailed approach to Social and Emotional 

implementation on their campuses. 
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Conclusions 

 This study was conducted to determine if the leadership orientation style of 

elementary school principals have an effect on the implementation and sustainability of 

turnaround strategies in urban elementary turnaround schools. The focus was trifold. 

First, to determine the leadership orientation style of current and former principals of 

urban turnaround schools. Then, to exam how turnaround strategies were implemented by 

both the current and former principals. Finally, to determine if there was a relationship 

between the frame dominance of the leader and how strategies were implemented to 

sustain success over time. Based the findings, the following conclusions were drawn. 

Research Question One 

The high frame uses for the Human Resources frame could be attributed to the 

tendency of turnaround and transformational principals to focus and hiring and retaining 

quality teachers (Kutash et al., 2010). Of low performing schools, 15.2% of teachers 

leave annually as compared to 10.5% in higher performing schools (Ingersoll, 2004). 

Multi-framing constituted 25% of the participants in this study. Multi-framing suggests 

leaders are able to operate and function in multiple frames at the same time based on the 

needs of the organization (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Poniatowski, 2006). The percentage of 

principals operating of multiple frames could be attributed to the multiple systems that 

need to be implemented or corrected in a school in need of improvement. The leaders’ 

need to focus on multiple areas is due to the dramatic and comprehensive intervention 

needed in turnaround schools (Calkins et al., 2007). 

Research Question Two  

Frame behaviors and styles for current principals trended for the Human 
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Resources frame with looking at favorable responses, mean, and frame dominance. 

Human Resources frame not only focuses on human needs, but it is also positively related 

to effectiveness both as a leader and manager (Bolman & Deal, 1991). The ability to use 

multiple frames is important to effectiveness in senior administrative positions (Bolman 

& Deal, 1991). The use of multiple frames of the former principals could be attributed to 

the individual needs of the school. Since the former principals were credited with exiting 

the school from Improvement Required, based on the state accountability system, the 

multiple needs of the schools required the leader to adjust focus depending on the 

situation and event (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Vuori, 2018).  

Research Question Three 

The U.S. Department of Education identified nine turnaround strategies that, 

when implemented, should drastically improve student achievement at schools that have 

shown chronic failure based on state and national accountability (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2012). The need for sustainability when implementing these instructional 

strategies leads to continuous improvement over time (Fullan, 2005). Of the nine 

strategies, four were identified as common themes when respondents were asked how 

strategies were implemented to provide sustainability.  Both current and former principals 

identified the importance of each strategy and identified similar methods of 

implementation. Consistent and strategic use of these turnaround strategies will have a 

continued effect on the sustained success of schools (Duke, 2006).  

Research Question Four 

There was not a noticeable difference in the implementation of instructional 

strategies based on principal status (current vs former); however, there was a clear 
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difference in implementation of strategies based on the dominant leadership frame. 

Although all principals prioritized Teacher Selection and Retention highly, Structural 

principals focused more on the process of hiring teachers in their responses, but the 

Human Resources principals focused on retaining teachers through building relationships 

and increasing staff morale. This indicates the importance of the Human Resources 

frame’s focus on human needs (Bolman & Deal, 1991). This idea also aligns with Al-

Omari (2013) in that a job is a place that should nurture its people and growth in the 

organization.  

Implications 

The results of this study suggest implications for practice for elementary 

principals and district leaders, particularly those leaders in charge of hiring principals for 

schools in need of improvement. While the results did not show a relationship between 

principal status and how they implemented turnaround strategies, there was a relationship 

between leadership frame and implementation of those identified turnaround strategies. 

Based on the results of the study, elementary school principals who lead turnaround and 

transformational schools focused on building teacher capacity through coaching and 

developing and building relationships. Highly effective teachers were incentivized by 

being provided opportunities for growth. Less emphasis was placed on replacing 

teachers.  

Researchers have noted that both effective leadership and teacher quality have a 

significant impact on student achievement (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Edmonds, 1979; 

Hallinger & Heck, 2003; McCaffery et al., 2003; Sanders & Rivers, 1996). Greater 

emphasis should be placed on hiring leaders who can share a plan for retaining and 
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developing teachers. As the effectiveness of teachers increases, students, particularly low 

achieving students, benefit the most (Sanders & Rivers, 1996). Districts should also look 

into the quality and frequency of professional development for teachers as well as 

creating programs to provide leadership opportunities for its most effective teachers. 

While Human Resources dominant leaders focused on retaining effective teachers 

and the growth and development of teachers who may be struggling, Symbolic dominant 

leaders focused on a systematic approach to school wide Social and Emotional Learning. 

The strategic process of embedding Social and Emotional Learning within the school day 

leads to greater academic outcomes for students (Oberle, Domitrovich, Meyers, & 

Weissberg, 2016). While all principals indicated Social and Emotional Learning as a 

priority, only the Symbolic principals were specific in their implementation process at 

their schools.  

Leaders who operate out of multiple frames had a detailed focus on multiple 

areas, and it varied based on the school. Understanding the frame dominance of school 

leaders has implications on that leader’s potential effectiveness in leading the school 

(Bolman & Deal, 1991). Depending on the overall need of the school, whether it is an 

isolated need or systemic, understanding the leader’s dominant frame could predict their 

overall effectiveness. Using the Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey as a recruitment 

tool for hiring school leaders could identify the best fit for schools and school 

communities.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

This study focused on 13 urban elementary turnaround schools and the strategies 

that were implemented that led to sustainable success over a period of three school years. 
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The findings of this study generated new ideas and thoughts for future research which are 

listed below. 

1. The sample size generated a small population due to the researcher using a 

purposive sample. This led to not using a t-test for the quantitative analysis. The 

study could be repeated with a larger sample size. 

2. The study included elementary principals. The study could be replicated to 

include secondary principals. 

3. The study was conducted in a large urban school district. The study could be 

replicated in a suburban or rural district using a similar sampling method. 

4. The study focused on leadership orientation frames of turnaround schools. The 

study could be replicated to include Title I schools or schools with more than 80% 

of its student body receiving free or reduced lunch. 

5. The study asked respondents to rate themselves using the Leadership Orientation 

(Self) Survey. The study could be replicated and have teachers rate their leaders 

using the Leadership Orientation (Others) survey. 

6. The study included schools who had improved accountability over a three-year 

period. The study could be replicated to include schools that did not improve in 

accountability during that same time period. 

7. The study could be replicated in three to five years to see if there is a difference in 

frame dominance or frame dominance compared to the student achievement of the 

school as measured by the state testing system. 
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Concluding Remarks 

This study brings to light not only the instructional systems that must be 

consistently implemented, but also the lens which school leaders must use in order to 

address the problems that may arise on any given day. For some principals, they are able 

to “code switch” when using these frames. Depending on the situation and audience, the 

frame or frames they use will vary. For others, they have a dominant frame that guides 

their thoughts and views. Schools are complex organizations with varied needs. The 

person who is placed at the head of that organization matters. 

The role of a school principal is challenging to say the least. Daily, they are 

responsible for all aspects of the day-to-day operations of the school and tasked with the 

even larger challenge of ensuring every student enters into a safe environment, receives 

high quality instruction, and leaves knowing all of their social and emotional needs were 

met. This task becomes even more challenging when educating students who enter into 

the building with literacy deficits and are not getting their basic needs met. As principals 

are faced with this ever-changing problem, it is left to them to ensure the necessary 

systems and structures are in place to meet the needs of its students and the school 

community as a whole.  
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APPENDIX A 

Leadership Orientation (Self) Survey 

 

This questionnaire asks you to describe your leadership and management style. 

 

I.  Behaviors 

 

You are asked to indicate how often each of the items below is true of you. 

 

Please use the following scale in answering each item. 

 

 

1   2    3     4       5 

Never  Occasionally      Sometimes             Often     Always  

      

So, you would answer '1' for an item that is never true of you, '2' for one that is 

occasionally true, '3' for one that is sometimes true of you, and so on. 

 

Be discriminating!  Your results will be more helpful if you think about each item and 

distinguish the things that you really do all the time from the things that you do seldom or 

never. 

 

1. _____ Think very clearly and logically. 
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2. _____ Show high levels of support and concern for others. 

 

3. _____ Have exceptional ability to mobilize people and resources to get things 

done. 

 

4. _____ Inspire others to do their best. 

 

5. _____ Strongly emphasize careful planning and clear timelines. 

 

6. _____ Build trust through open and collaborative relationships. 

 

7. _____ Am a very skillful and shrewd negotiator. 

 

8. _____ Am highly charismatic. 

 

9. _____ Approach problems through logical analysis and careful thinking. 

 

10. _____ Show high sensitivity and concern for others' needs and feelings. 

 

11. _____ Am unusually persuasive and influential. 

 

12. _____ Am able to be an inspiration to others. 
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13. _____ Develop and implement clear, logical policies and procedures. 

 

14. _____ Foster high levels of participation and involvement in decisions. 

 

15. _____ Anticipate and deal adroitly with organizational conflict. 

 

16. _____ Am highly imaginative and creative. 

 

17. _____ Approach problems with facts and logic. 

 

18. _____ Am consistently helpful and responsive to others. 

 

19. _____ Am very effective in getting support from people with influence and power.  

 

20. _____ Communicate a strong and challenging sense of vision and mission. 

 

21. _____ Set specific, measurable goals and hold people accountable for results. 

 

22. _____ Listen well and am unusually receptive to other people's ideas and input.  

 

23. _____ Am politically very sensitive and skillful. 
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24. _____ See beyond current realities to generate exciting new opportunities.  

 

25. _____ Have extraordinary attention to detail. 

 

26. _____ Give personal recognition for work well done. 

 

27. _____ Develop alliances to build a strong base of support. 

 

28. _____ Generate loyalty and enthusiasm. 

 

29. _____ Strongly believe in clear structure and a chain of command. 

 

30. _____ Am a highly participative manager. 

 

31. _____ Succeed in the face of conflict and opposition. 

 

32. _____ Serve as an influential model of organizational aspirations and values. 
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II.  Leadership Style 

 

This section asks you to describe your leadership style.  For each item, give the number 

"4" to the phrase that best describes you, "3" to the item that is next best, and on down to 

"1" for the item that is least like you. 

 

1.  My strongest skills are: 

 

_____ a. Analytic skills 

_____ b. Interpersonal skills 

_____ c. Political skills 

_____ d. Ability to excite and motivate 

 

2.  The best way to describe me is: 

 

_____ a. Technical expert 

_____ b. Good listener 

_____ c. Skilled negotiator 

_____ d. Inspirational leader 

 

3.  What has helped me the most to be successful is my ability to: 
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_____ a.  Make good decisions 

_____ b. Coach and develop people 

_____ c.  Build strong alliances and a power base   

_____ d. Energize and inspire others 

 

4.  What people are most likely to notice about me is my: 

             

_____ a. Attention to detail 

_____ b.  Concern for people 

_____ c.  Ability to succeed, in the face of conflict and opposition 

_____ d.  Charisma. 

 

5.  My most important leadership trait is: 

 

_____ a.  Clear, logical thinking  

_____ b.  Caring and support for others  

_____ c.  Toughness and aggressiveness 

_____ d. Imagination and creativity 

 

6.  I am best described as: 

 

_____ a.  An analyst 

_____ b.  A humanist 
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_____ c.  A politician 

_____ d.  A visionary 

 

III.  Overall rating 

 

Compared to other individuals that you have known with comparable levels of experience 

and responsibility; how would you rate yourself on: 

 

1.  Overall effectiveness as a manager. 

 

  1   2    3   4           5 

Bottom 20%                   Middle 20%             Top 20% 

 

2.  Overall effectiveness as a leader. 

 

  1   2    3   4           5 

Bottom 20%                  Middle 20%             Top 20% 

 

IV.  Background Information 

 

1. Are you:  ____Male  ____Female 

 

2. Ethnicity/Race (Please check all that apply):  
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____ Hispanic     ____ Non-Hispanic 

 

____ African – American/Black  ____ Pacific Islander 

____ Asian      ____ Bi-racial/Multi-racial 

____ Caucasian/White   ____ Other 

____ Latino     ____ Native American 

 

3. How many total years of experience do/did you have as a principal?  _____ 

 

4. For current principals, how many years have you served as principal in your current 

school? _____ 

 

5. For former principals, how many years did you serve as principal of the turnaround 

school? _____ 
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APPENDIX B 

Request for Permission from Candidates 
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APPENDIX C 

Implementation of School Turnaround Strategies: Survey Of School Leader 

1. Describe the specific improvement strategies your school has implemented over the past 

three years. Why were these strategies chosen? 

2. Describe how you have prioritized the following strategies for implementation in your 

school? 

a. Teacher Retention 

b. Improving Instructional Programs 

c. Professional Development for teachers and leaders 

d. Use of Data to Inform Instructional Decisions 

e. Prioritizing Instructional Time 

f. Social Emotional Learning 

3. Describe the teacher selection and retention process on your campus? How were these 

decisions made? Who made these decisions?  

How does your staff use data for instructional decision-making? Who uses it? How 

often? 

4. What forms of professional development has your staff participated in (e.g. in-person, 

off-site, online)? Who participates? Who decides the content and frequency? 

5. What forms of professional development has your staff participated in (e.g. in-person, 

off-site, online)? Who participates? Who decides the content and frequency? 
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APPENDIX D  

Agreement for Permission to Republish 
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