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Abstract 

This mixed-methods study examined the relationship between leadership behaviors and 

successful second-order change, in the case of a once traditional elementary school in the 

midwestern United States that transformed beyond the industrial-age design into a 

learning model that fosters the skills essential to success in the 21st century. This 

descriptive case study was anchored in the theoretical constructs of transformational 

leadership (Burns, 1978; Bass, 1985), transformational educational leadership 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Leithwood, Jantzi, & Fernandez, 1994), and second-order 

change (Watzlawick, Weakland, & Fisch, 1974). 

Nine faculty members from Webster Elementary School completed Leithwood’s 

Educational Leadership Survey; descriptive statistical methods were used to analyze 

survey data. Three survey respondents also participated in a follow-up focus group 

discussion based on survey results. Two school administrators participated in semi-

structured interviews; interview questions were guided by data collected during the focus 

group discussion and grounded in the results of the teacher survey. 
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction to the Problem 

 It may be difficult for young educators belonging to the generation popularly 

known as Millennials to believe, but the typewriter, telephone, light bulb, and 

automobile, which they may consider antiquated, were each invented after the 

implementation of the current system of public education in the United States (US). Some 

(Dede, 2009; Fullan, 1993, 2001a, 2001b; Fullan, Hill, & Crevola, 2006; Hargreaves, 

1994; Knox, 2006; Levy & Murane, 2004; National Center on Education and the 

Economy, 2008; Pink, 2005; Reynolds, 2014; Richardson, 2012; Wagner, 2008; Wagner 

& Dintersmith, 2015) would argue that in the nearly 150 years since these inventions 

have adapted, our public education system has remained largely static.  

 American philosopher, psychologist and educational reformer John Dewey once 

said, “If we teach today’s children as we taught yesterday’s, we rob them of tomorrow” 

(Dewey Project, 2016, para 1). Known as the founder of the American Progressive 

Education movement, Dewey’s philosophy that human knowledge should be linked to 

practical experience underpinned all his educational thinking (New Learning, 2017). 

Dewey (1938) described the chief business of 19th and 20th century schools as the 

transmission of information and skills worked out in the past to a new generation. 

Teachers served as conduits to this transmission, communicating static knowledge 

through textbooks based on the past and drilling rote memorization of skills in isolation 

(Dewey, 1938). He also attributed the rules of conduct and the imposition of subject 

matter in traditional schools to pupil docility, receptivity, and obedience (Dewey, 1938).  

Dewey’s (1938) philosophy challenged every aspect of traditional schooling, 

including its time-based schedules, classification schemes, examination, promotion, and 
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rules of order. He was highly critical of the fact that traditional education failed to take 

into account students’ individual needs and capacities, and instead assumed certain 

instructional methods and subject areas were intrinsically good for all (Dewey, 1938). 

Dewey (1938) believed nothing had value in education unless it had value to the 

individual student and was based on his or her needs and capacities. This progressive 

approach to education directly contradicted the tenets of 19th century education (New 

Learning, 2017). In contrast to the traditional top-down, highly ordered system, the 

progressive approach offered free activity that cultivated individuality and personal 

expression (Dewey, 1938). Progressive education promoted learning from real-life 

experience over learning from teachers and textbooks (Dewey, 1938); it diametrically 

opposed the acquisition of isolated skills and techniques by drill, and instead required 

they be attained as a necessary means in solving real-world problems (Dewey, 1938).  

Although Dewey’s progressive education movement began over one hundred 

years ago, the concerns and criticisms it raised with the traditional scheme of 20th century 

education remain legitimate issues for public education in the 21st century. Despite the 

social, technological, and economic advancements that have occurred since, the majority 

of public schools in the US remain grounded in the traditional approach. As such, they 

struggle to evolve into models capable of supporting the development of the skills and 

providing the educational experiences students need to successfully navigate life in the 

21st century. Across America, schools continue to languish in first order change-based 

reform efforts; tweaking the existing system to increase school graduation rates and close 

the achievement gap that exists for minority and students from lower income families 

(Camera, 2016; Hanushek, 2016; Reynolds, 2014; Stand for Children Leadership Center, 
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2012; Wagner, 2008). Meanwhile, national high school drop-out rates are at an all-time 

high (US Department of Education, 2016), and longitudinal data from the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) indicates that targeted reform efforts have 

moved most schools no closer to eliminating that achievement gap than they were in 

1965 (NAEP, 2016). 

Public education in the US is at a critical crossroads. Our 19th century model has 

remained largely intact and unchanged, despite an onslaught of mandated reforms, the 

rapid progress of the world around it, and the changing needs of our students as members 

of that world (Friedman, 2005; Reynolds, 2014; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). As such, it no 

longer aligns with the needs of our country (CEO Forum on Education and Technology, 

2001; Fullan, 1993; National Center on Education and the Economy, 2008; Partnership 

for Next Generation Learning, 2010; Reynolds, 2014; Richardson, 2012; Wagner, 2008). 

In his 2010 remarks at the American Enterprise Institute, former US Secretary of 

Education Arne Duncan acknowledged this problem:  

Our K-12 system largely still adheres to the century-old, industrial-age 

factory model of education. A century ago, maybe it made sense to adopt 

seat-time requirements for graduation and pay teachers based on their 

educational credentials and seniority…but the factory model of education 

is the wrong model for the 21st century. Today, our schools must prepare 

all students for college and careers--and do far more to personalize 

instruction and employ the smart use of technology. (US Department of 

Education, 2010) 
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Former Secretary Duncan described this situation as an opportunity to make dramatic 

improvements in our educational productivity through second-order change, a 

fundamental rethinking of the structure and delivery of education in the US: “[E]ducators 

have to take a look at evidence of what works to accelerate student learning—and stop 

doing what doesn’t work” (US Department of Education, 2010, p. 3). Secretary Duncan 

also recognized that this simple approach has historically proven difficult to implement 

(US Department of Education, 2010). 

Background of the Study 

The original purpose of our public education system was to produce workers for 

the emerging industrialized economy (Reynolds, 2014; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015). 

For nearly a century our education system enabled the US to become a dominant 

economic world power (Bluestein, 2012; Reynolds, 2014; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015). 

However, technological advancements of the 20th century have since precipitated societal 

evolution beyond the Industrial to the Information Age (Broadbent & Cross, 2003). 

Thomas Friedman’s bestseller The World is Flat: A Brief History of the Twenty-first 

Century (2005) credits late 20th and early 21st century technology innovations for 

“shrinking the world” (p. 11). These innovations fostered vast globalization, the 

capability for countries, companies, and individuals to connect, collaborate, and compete 

within a global network. Friedman attributes globalization to the leveling of the economic 

playing field and ultimately the “flattening the world” (Friedman, 2005, p. 10). The 

dynamic force of this globalization has accelerated the pace of change, challenging the 

capacity of our public education system to its very core (Fullan, 1993, 2001a; Fullan, Hill 
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& Crevola, 2006; National Center on Education and the Economy, 2008; Wagner, 2008; 

Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015).  

In the pre-dawn hours of globalization, early indicators warned US schools were 

losing ground. The National Commission on Excellence in Education’s 1983 A Nation at 

Risk report indicated the continued existence of systemic inequity (Reynolds, 2014), and 

warned that the skills and knowledge of the US workforce had to improve dramatically 

for our nation to remain internationally competitive (Reynolds, 2014). This report 

politicized the education issue, prompting a push for more centralized control of the 

system and national accountability (National Education Goals Panel, 1999). To that end, 

President George W. Bush convened the first National Education Summit in 1989, an 

unprecedented collaboration between the President and the nation’s governors aimed at 

improving America’s educational performance (National Education Goals Panel, 1999). 

The Summit prompted national policies that shifted control of public education from the 

state to the federal government (Baliles, 2004). With that prerequisite power in place, 

President Bush appointed a bipartisan panel to develop national objectives that would 

fundamentally change public education (National Education Goals Panel, 2002). In 1990, 

the National Education Goals Panel (NEGP) announced six goals that, through the 

adoption of performance standards, would be achieved by the year 2000 (NEGP, 1999).  

During that same timeframe, the Commission on the Skills of the American 

Workforce (1990) published America’s Choice: High Skills or Low Wages! Created by 

the National Center on Education and the Economy, and chaired by former US 

Secretaries of Labor Ray Marshall and William E. Brock (Brand, 1990), this Commission 

was comprised of American businessmen, government, civil rights, and education leaders 
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(Brand, 1990). It warned that our frontline workers were “ill-equipped to meet 

employers’ current needs and ill-prepared for the rapidly approaching, high technology, 

service-oriented future” (Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce, 1990, p. 

23). Additionally, the report indicated low-skilled jobs would soon be outsourced to 

countries with the least expensive low-skilled workforce. To compete in these conditions, 

the US had two choices: prepare workers for lower wages and longer hours or abandon 

low-skilled work altogether and concentrate instead on competing in the global market 

for high-value-added products and services (Commission on the Skills of the American 

Workforce, 1990). Choosing the second option, according to the Commission (1990), 

required the US to adopt internationally benchmarked education standards and would 

result in the development of a highly skilled workforce prepared to compete in the global 

market. 

The findings of the Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce (1990) 

aligned directly with the goals set forth by the NEGP and their objective to improve 

public education through a standards-based approach. In 1994, the original six National 

Education Goals were expanded to eight by Congress and became The Goals 2000: 

Educate America Act, signed into law by President Bill Clinton that same year (Heise, 

1994). Goals 2000 was distinguished from prior education reform efforts in that it 

proposed a systemic, national, uniform approach to educational standards. This 

effectively increased the federal government’s influence over education policy while 

passing associated costs on to states and local school boards (Heise, 1994).  

As such, the Goals 2000: Educate America Act was the first in a series of 

escalating federally legislated reforms that capitalized on increased federalization and 
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legalization of educational policymaking (Heise, 1994; Kosar, 2012). Although Goals 

2000 was expected to be a revolutionary, all-inclusive plan to change every aspect of our 

education system, it failed to achieve what were widely regarded as overly ambitious 

objectives (Cooper, 1999; Kosar, 2012). Since then, on-going efforts to improve student 

outcomes have intensified public scrutiny of our education system and led to increased 

accountability measures. Meanwhile, US students continue to struggle to perform on the 

global stage (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2005; 2011; 

2014).  

20th Century Education Reform  

 National efforts to reform public education began with the 1957 Soviet launch of 

Sputnik I, the world’s first artificial satellite. This event compelled the US to regain 

technological ground lost to its Soviet rival, through reforms in science and engineering 

education (Powell, 2007). Less than a decade later, inquiries into public education made 

on behalf of the Civil Rights Movement resulted in the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, the first of many legislative mandates designed to 

eliminate the achievement gap caused by systemic inequity in US schools. Part of 

President Lyndon B. Johnson’s War on Poverty, ESEA established high standards of 

accountability and emphasized equal access to education for all children (Education Post, 

2016). Each time ESEA legislation has been reauthorized since 1965, it reflects a revised 

agenda and continued goals for improving educational opportunities and outcomes for 

children from low-income families (Education Post, 2016).  

 In a more aggressive but remarkably bipartisan approach, and perhaps in lieu of 

the fact that education had not fundamentally changed with the adoption of performance 
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standards mandated by Goals 2000, President George W. Bush reauthorized ESEA as the 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). Considered the most significant revision to 

date, NCLB mandated annual standardized assessments in Reading and Math, and 

attached actionable consequences for schools that did not make adequate yearly progress 

(AYP) (Center on Educational Policy, 2003; Stand for Children Leadership Center, 

2012). These consequences included mandatory corrective actions, restructuring, and the 

reduction of federal funding (Simpson, LaCava, & Graner, 2004; Stand for Children 

Leadership Center, 2012).  

The noble but far-reaching goal of NCLB was that every student attending US 

public schools would be proficient in Reading and Math by 2014. However, aggregated 

AYP results reported in 2012 by the Center on Education Policy (CEP) at The George 

Washington University indicated student achievement was actually in decline: 

• Nearly half of the nation’s public schools (48%) did not make AYP 

in 2011, the highest percentage since NCLB took effect in 2002.  

• A large majority of states (41 states and the District of Columbia) 

reported that 25% or more of their public schools did not make AYP 

in 2011.  

• In the four largest states, which together enroll roughly one-third of 

the nation’s students, the estimated percentages of schools that fell 

short of AYP in 2011 were 91% in Florida, 66% in California, 47% 

in New York and 28% in Texas.   

 Given the mounting certainty that most students would fall short of NCLB’s 2014 

100% proficiency goal, the Obama Administration narrowed its reform focus from the 
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entirety of schools not making AYP to the persistently low-achieving (PLA) schools that 

repeatedly fail to make AYP (Stand for Children Leadership Center, 2012). This targeted 

approach resulted in the unprecedented opportunity for states to apply for NCLB waivers 

that allowed more flexibility in addressing achievement gaps in PLA schools (US 

Department of Education, 2013). In the past seven years alone, the federal government 

has invested over $4.5 billion in education reform, though the results are mixed and 

inconsistent (US Department of Education, 2016; Stand for Children Leadership Center, 

2012). In 2015, President Obama reauthorized ESEA as the Every Student Succeeds Act 

(ESSA), despite the fact that in the five decades since its initial enactment, there has been 

little to no substantive change or improvement in the educational outcomes of students of 

low-income families (US Department of Education, 2016; National Assessment of 

Educational Progress, 2016).  

21st Century Learning 

 Students in the 21st century require vastly different skills and capabilities than 

their 19th and 20th century counterparts (Dede, 2009; National Center on Education and 

the Economy, 2008; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015). They must learn how to 

independently access, filter, and analyze vast amounts of information, and use it to make 

decisions, solve problems, and create new knowledge in a real-world context (Bruett, 

2006; Dede, 2009; New Zealand Council for Educational Research, 2016; Wagner & 

Dintersmith, 2015). Despite this necessity, the evolution of our public education system 

beyond the traditional model has proven challenging (Dede, 2009).  

 “In a society where change is the rule, not the exception” (Dewey, 1938, p. 19), 

citizens are expected to proactively manage change as individuals and collaborative 
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members of a dynamic and complex global world (Fullan, 1993). Ironically, the only 

institution in society that has the potential to contribute to this expectation is education, 

the conservative design of which has allowed schools to retain status quo instead of 

change (Fullan, 1993; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). Despite decades of 

significant but largely unsuccessful reform efforts, few have accomplished the deep 

second-order changes necessary to alter their organizations in fundamental ways; 

adjusting the patterns of thinking and acting necessary for sustainable school 

transformation (Fullan, 1993; Marzano et al., 2005). Even aggressive steps taken over the 

past six years to turnaround PLA schools have failed to yield positive, sustainable results 

(Stand for Children Leadership Center, 2012; US Department of Education, 2013).  

Statement of the Problem 

The issue is clear, its impact profound. Our 20th century assembly-line model of 

education, with its rows of seats, grade-progression structure, time-driven schedule, 

standardized curriculum, and teacher-driven instructional methods does not provide 

today’s students the skills and capabilities necessary for life in the 21st century. For 

schools to adequately prepare students for success in college, their careers, and the global 

society that now exists (Friedman, 2005; Wagner, 2008; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015), 

public education must evolve through systemic second-order change (Fullan, 1993; 

Marzano et al., 2005). Our continued reliance on first-order change mandates that tweak 

our obsolete public education system not only leaves our country at a competitive 

economic disadvantage, it endangers our democratic way of life (Dewey, 1938; 

Friedman, 2005; Fullan, 1993; Reynolds, 2014; Wagner, 2008).  
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Purpose of Research Study  

The purpose of this mixed-methods case study was to examine leadership relative 

to successful systemic, second-order school change. The researcher focused on principal 

behaviors that enable, support, and sustain 21st century learning, delving deeply into the 

case of a K-5 elementary school in the mid-western United States (US) that transformed 

beyond the traditional 19th century model, becoming a 21st century exemplar school. The 

objective of this research was to understand the leadership behaviors that empowered this 

transformation as well as those that sustain it. The results of this study provided key 

understanding of the second-order change leadership behaviors necessary to successfully 

transform traditional schools into 21st century learning models.  

Rationale for Research Study 

The current body of research on 21st century education focuses primarily on the 

integration of 21st century skills in traditional elementary and secondary schools still 

anchored in the 19th century factory model (Reynolds, 2014; Tyack & Cuban, 1995; 

Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015). There is an extensive gap in the literature regarding 

leadership behaviors that result in 21st century model schools, due primarily to the fact 

that few such schools actually exist. This research explored a once traditional elementary 

school now transformed into a next generation learning model where educators foster 21st 

century skills essential to success in today’s world. The implications of this study inform 

the efforts of school and district leaders, school leadership development programs, and 

other educators in implementing and sustaining 21st century learning models. These 

research findings ultimately contribute to the knowledge base of 21st century learning, 

next generation learning environments, school transformation, and sustainability.  
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Conceptual Underpinnings of Study 

 This research follows a mixed-methods case study format, exploring the 

educational leadership behaviors that enabled a traditional elementary school to transform 

into a next generation learning model designed to equip students for the challenges of life 

in the 21st century. For this study, understanding the change theory and associated, 

effective leadership behaviors were key. As such, the theoretical framework of this study 

was leadership that facilitates the magnitude of change necessary to reinvent our public 

education system. 

Magnitude of Change  

 Watzlawick, Weakland, and Fisch (1974), in their seminal work entitled Change: 

Principles of Problem Formation and Problem Resolution, defined the size or magnitude 

of change as first- and second-order; each is appropriate for consideration in the era of 

education reform. Bartunek and Moch (1987) stressed the importance of third-order, 

arguing that change agents improve their chances of success through knowledge and 

understanding of all three. Additionally, awareness of the relationship between second- 

and third-order change will aid leaders striving to develop schools as learning 

organizations (Bartunek & Moch, 1987; Senge, 1990).  

First-order change. Also known as single-loop or alpha change (Argyris & 

Schon, 1978; Golembiewski, Billingsley, & Yeager, 1976; Watzlawick et al., 1974), first-

order change represents a linear continuation of the past in which existing goals and 

structures of the organization remain intact (Bartunek & Moch, 1987; Watzlawick et al., 

1974). Intended to have minimal impact on the individuals in the system (Evans, 1996; 

Morgan 1984), first-order change is typically incremental and isolated, meant to maintain 
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or improve system effectiveness (Bartunek & Moch, 1987; Morgan, 1984; Trybus, 2011; 

Watzlawick et al., 1974).  

First-order reforms present schools with technical challenges for which known 

solutions exist (Heifetz, 1994); furthermore, they are designed to solve current problems 

within existing system boundaries and educational philosophies (Waters, Marzano, & 

McNulty, 2003). They fall short in that they do not strive to alter long held beliefs that 

may be negatively impacting student achievement (Heifetz, 1994; Waters et al., 2003). 

Likewise, they do not “directly challenge the basic tenets of what leading, teaching, and 

learning in schools and districts should look like in the new context of the 21st century” 

(Wagner, Kegan, Lahey, Lemons, Garnier, Helsing, Howell, & Thurber Rasmussen, 

2006, p. 9). The message of US education reform implies the necessity to deeply 

“examine our basic philosophical beliefs about teaching, learning, the nature of human 

beings, and the kinds of environments that maximize growth for teachers and students 

alike” (Michaels, 1988, p. 3). However, regardless of their intent, education reforms have 

historically been implemented through first-order change; minor improvements intended 

to return schools to some former state of greatness (Cuban,1988; Fullan, 1993; Wagner et 

al., 2006). Such significant challenges involve the reconception of existing paradigms and 

ultimately result in systemic adaptation (Bartunek & Moch, 1987; Dalin, 1978; 

Watzlawick et al., 1974). By definition, these are changes of the second-order (Bartunek 

& Moch, 1987; Watzlawick et al., 1974). 

Second-order change. Described as double-loop or gamma change (Argyris & 

Shon, 1978; Golembiewski, Billingsley, & Yeager, 1976; Watzlawick et al., 1974), 

second-order change represents a break from the past that necessitates a complete shift in 
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philosophy and practice (Watzlawick et al., 1974). When accomplished, second-order 

change alters the fundamental ways in which organizations function (Bartunek & Moch, 

1987; Watzlawick et al., 1974). This magnitude of second-order change is not subtle 

(Evans, 1996); it implies there is something wrong with the status quo (Masci, Cuddapah, 

and Pajak, 2008). Second-order change is nonlinear, complex, and systemic in nature; it 

requires new knowledge and skills in order to be implemented (Waters et al., 2003).  

Second-order change is necessary to address adaptive challenges for which no 

known solutions exist (Heifetz, 1994). Adaptive challenges arise from “the gap between 

the values people stand for (that constitute thriving) and the reality that they face (their 

current lack of capacity to realize those values in their environment)” (Heifetz, Grashow, 

& Linsky, 2009, p. 303). Adaptive challenges involve creating knowledge and the tools 

to solve a problem while in the act of working on it (Heifetz, 1994). These challenges call 

for adaptive leadership; leaders who are capable of generating knowledge through 

collective experimentation, conflict, reflection, and learning (Heifetz et al., 2009; 

Katsman, 2013). Adaptive leadership is “the practice of mobilizing people to tackle tough 

challenges and thrive” (Heifetz et al., 2009; p. 14).  As such, it demands profound 

changes in thinking and behaviors of individuals and requires them to sustain painful 

short-term losses as a price for a better future (Heifetz et al., 2009; Katsman, 2013). 

The complex adaptive challenges present in the public education system require 

second-order change solutions and adaptive, transformative leaders. They necessitate 

teachers become active learners who think deeply about their practices and are willing to 

adopt new and often challenging ideas about their role in the classroom (BERC Group, 

2014). Requiring such deep shifts in attitudes, beliefs, and philosophies, second-order 
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change often engenders great resistance (BERC Group, 2014; Trybus, 2011; Waters et 

al., 2003). Teachers may view second-order change in conflict with their existing values 

and norms, a challenge to their professional proficiency (Evans, 1996). Failure of school 

principals to address and resolve such resistance, according to Goodman (1995), is the 

reason public education reforms have failed to achieve their intended outcomes. 

Successful implementation of second-order change, therefore, requires leaders who can 

see schools “through periods of upheaval, disorientation, and resistance that invariably 

precede successful organizational adaptations” (Katsman, 2013, para. 1). School 

leadership that understands the complexity of the second-order change required, prepares 

for resistance that will most likely occur (Heifetz, 1994; Trybus, 2011), and responds to 

the beliefs and perceptions of teachers throughout the change process (Waters et al., 

2003), will achieve a “wrenching organizational transformation” (Heifetz, 1994, p. 65).  

Third-order change. The objective of third-order change is to train 

organizational members to be aware of their present shared beliefs, values, and norms, 

and develop their independent capacity to change as an organization when necessary 

(Bartunek & Moch, 1987). The two components of third-order change mirror Senge’s 

(1990) description of mental models, the “deeply ingrained assumptions, generalizations, 

or even pictures or images that influence how we understand the world and how we take 

action” (p. 8), and Senge’s (1990) definition of learning organizations, as places where 

“people are continually discovering how they create their reality. And how they can 

change it” (p. 13). Third-order change represents an actionable approach to Senge’s 

(1990) assertion that the key to the success of future organizations depends on their 

capacity to learn and adapt at all levels. 
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Distinguished from second-order change that requires change agents to advocate 

for a particular understanding or perspective, third-order change requires change agents 

“to help organization members develop the ability to determine for themselves when 

second-order change is required and then to help them implement it” (Bartunek & Moch, 

1987, p. 487).  These change agents do not prescribe a particular belief or value system 

but instead develop the capacity of organizational members to change their points of 

view, and therefore to explore situations through a different light (Smith, 1984). In third-

order change, agents act as teachers, training the people in the organization to be their 

own diagnosticians, decision makers, and experts in adapting and evolving (Bartunek & 

Moch, 1987). Leithwood’s transformational leadership model for education focuses 

heavily on developing organizations’ capacity to innovate (Hallinger, 2003; Leithwood, 

1994); as such it aligns closely with the primary objective of third-order change. 

Transactional and Transformational Leadership Behaviors  

In his seminal work, Leadership, Burns (1978) was the first to classify two 

fundamentally different types of leadership, through the nature of interaction between 

leaders and followers. These two are known as transactional and transformational (Burns, 

1978). Transactional leadership is directive and authoritative, a quid pro quo or this for 

that exchange between persons with different levels of power and motivations, acting in 

pursuit of common or joint purposes (Bass, 1990; Burns, 1978). Transformational 

leadership is more complex; a mutually beneficial relationship between leaders and 

followers (Burns, 1978). Transformational leaders reject the status quo, striving instead to 

create or improve environments (Burns, 1978; Hauserman & Stick, 2013). Bass (1985) 

identified four key behaviors, known as the Four Is of transformational leadership: 
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individual consideration, intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, and idealized 

influence.  

Leithwood and colleagues, building upon the foundational work of Burns (1978) 

and Bass (1985), formulated a model of transformational leadership for education. The 

Leithwood Model expanded Bass’s (1985) Four Is of transformational leadership into 

nine dimensions: creating vision, developing group goals, maintaining high performance 

expectations, modeling, providing individual support, providing intellectual stimulation, 

building productive school culture, developing structures for collaboration, and building 

positive relationships with parents and the community (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; 

Leithwood, Jantzi, & Fernandez, 1994). In 2006 the Leithwood Model expanded again 

(Gumus, Bellibas, Esen, & Gumus, 2016), to include four transactional components, 

derived from the key aspects of instructional leadership: defining the school mission, 

managing instructional programs, and promoting a positive learning climate (Beck & 

Murphy, 1993; Hallinger, 2000, 2003; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982). Bass (1985) 

and Avolio (1999) asserted that effective leaders espouse both transactional and 

transformational leadership styles; the Leithwood Model’s integration of both recognizes 

the complexity of school leadership and reflects the necessity of both styles in effecting 

significant, second-order change in today’s schools.  

In light of reform mandates that continue to require schools tweak existing 

practices through first-order change, very few educational leaders have attempted the 

second-order change necessary for schools to evolve beyond the traditional into a model 

capable of truly ensuring every student succeeds in the rapidly changing world of the 21st 

century. An elementary school principal in the mid-west, however, has accomplished just 



A LEVER LONG ENOUGH   18 

that. Under the leadership of Principal Carrie Smith, the experienced educators at 

Webster Elementary School underwent an extensive and transformative second-order 

change that ultimately altered their deeply ingrained beliefs, values, and assumptions 

toward traditional, industrial-age operating practices. This shift empowered them to 

approach education differently, resulting in the successful implementation of a learner-

driven model that requires the application of knowledge in conjunction with 21st century 

skills, in a real-world environment. The impact of this second-order change on the 

educational outcomes for Webster students has been transformative. 

Webster Elementary: One School Beyond the Tweak 

 One mid-western state spends more money per pupil than any other in the US, yet 

longitudinal results of statewide-standardized assessments indicated the reading abilities 

of its 8th graders had not improved at all between 1998-2009 (Reynolds, 2014). It was 

clear the state could not abide increases in education spending without proportionate 

increases in learning (Reynolds, 2014); something had to change. At a 2016 education 

conference in New Hampshire, Webster Elementary School (WES) Principal Carrie 

Smith described the remedial steps taken by the Atherton School District (ASD) in the 

spring of 2011, challenging its schools to design Next Generation Learning (NGL) 

environments. District leadership felt strongly that personalization and the integration of 

essential 21st century skills through NGL environments would improve assessment results 

and better preparing learners to compete in a global economy (C. Smith, personal 

communication, August 4, 2016). Six teachers at WES (Note: All names in this work are 

pseudonyms), accepted that challenge and by fall of that same year, were ready to pilot 

their new model; a personalized, student-driven, multi-age classroom that fostered key 
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21st century skills of collaboration, critical thinking, creative problem-solving, and 

effective communication (C. Smith, personal communication, August 4, 2016; 

Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2016). WES Academic Dean Diane Brown, 

addressing workshop attendees at the same education conference, described the results so 

positive that the model was adopted school-wide at the start of the 2012 school year (D. 

Brown, personal communication, August 4, 2016). Two years later, in the spring of 2014, 

Webster Elementary School was recognized as a Partnership for 21st Century Learning 

(P21) Exemplar School. Every year since, WES has expanded its programming and 

practices, building on early successes and strengthening its unique approach, while 

student performance on standardized tests has soared (D. Brown, personal 

communication, August 4, 2016). 

 The impact of the Webster model has been transformative on a systemic scale (C. 

Smith, personal communication, August 4, 2016). When the piloting class of students, 

second graders in 2011, transitioned to a local intermediate school (grades 6-8) in the fall 

of 2015, they immediately recognized something was wrong (D. Brown, personal 

communication, August 5, 2016). Disappointed by their new school’s traditional 

approach and teacher-centered practices, many former WES students outright refused to 

participate (C. Smith, personal communication, August 5, 2016). For those who did, 

frustration and boredom led to behavior issues, pushing both teachers and parents to their 

wit’s end. Within months, WES staff was asked to help mediate the situation, 

encouraging their former students to apply the critical thinking, collaboration, and 

problem-solving skills they had honed during the previous four years (C. Smith, personal 

communication, August 5, 2016). During an impassioned presentation for school district 
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administration and the governing board, students described the powerful impact the 

Webster model had on their growth, development, and engagement in the learning 

process (D. Brown, personal communication, August 5, 2016). They advocated so 

effectively for the Webster model that district administration mandated its 

implementation at the intermediate school in the fall of 2017 (C. Smith, personal 

communication, August 5, 2016 and February 22, 2017).  

 As a result of this situation, parents of current WES students grew concerned 

regarding the strict traditional local high school their children would eventually attend (C. 

Smith, personal communication, August 5, 2016). Together with local business leaders 

and community members, they designed a new 21st century-model high school and 

applied for funding through the Super School Project, a privately funded educational 

initiative to rethink high schools created by Laurene Powell Jobs, wife of Apple founder 

Steve Jobs (C. Smith, personal communication, August 5, 2016). Although their project 

was not awarded grant monies, their efforts earned enough local support to procure public 

funding (D. Brown, personal communication, August 5, 2016). This new high school, set 

to open in the fall of 2017, will provide the 21st century learning experiences their 

children need and deserve when they enter ninth grade (D. Brown, personal 

communication, August 5, 2016). 

 Webster Elementary School has clearly evolved beyond the industrial-age model, 

providing an adaptive, learner-driven, 21st century learning experience for each of its 

students (C. Smith, personal communication, August 5, 2016). Its success is the result of 

the collaborative efforts of its amazing teachers and visionary school leader (D. Brown, 
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personal communication, August 5, 2016). WES is the next generation of education in 

America—Public School 2.0.   

Research Questions  

The data gathered for the purpose of this study was analyzed to answer three 

research questions. The primary research question of this study was: In the specific case 

of Webster Elementary, what type of leadership behaviors did the principal employ in 

order to enable the school’s significant transformation into a next generation learning 

model that prepares students for the challenges of life in the 21st century? The two 

secondary questions of this study were: (a) How do the teachers view the leadership of 

the Webster Elementary School principal? and (b) What lessons could other school 

leaders learn from the leadership experiences of the Webster Elementary School principal 

specifically in regards to actions effecting second-order change? 

Research Design 

Methodology     

  This sequential explanatory mixed methods case study identified the leadership 

behaviors that enabled one elementary school to transform into an adaptive, personalized, 

learner-centered model that fosters 21st century skills and capabilities. Phase I of this 

study involved the collection of quantitative data through teacher surveys and qualitative 

data through teacher focus group discussions. The twenty-question survey, posed via an 

online survey system, employed a four-point rating scale. Phase II of this study was based 

on the results of Phase I, and involved qualitative interviews of school administrators. 

Focus group discussions and interviews occurred through a web-based interface. 
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Limitations and Bias  

 This study sought to add to the literature regarding leadership behaviors that 

enable the development of 21st century schools. Data for this study was collected through 

surveys administered to and focus group discussions with elementary school teachers 

from one school in the mid-west. The principal and Academic Dean of this elementary 

school were also interviewed. Care was taken to obtain authentic teacher and 

administrator opinions with respect to the topics discussed in this study. The survey 

instrument used in previous studies was shown to be a valid and reliable measure of the 

constructs tested.  

This researcher recognizes that the study is a story of one specific elementary 

school and the leadership behaviors of its principal in its transformation into a next 

generation learning model. As such, the findings of this study are not necessarily 

applicable to all K-5 elementary schools in the US. Additionally, this researcher had prior 

professional interactions with teachers and the administration of Webster Elementary 

School, and acknowledged the possibility of bias. 

Assumptions  

 The following five assumptions are present in this study: 

1. Schools of the 21st century need to be different from those of the 20th century as 

evidenced by the work of Friedman (2005), the National Center on Education and 

the Economy (2008), the 21st Century Workforce Commission (2000), and 

Wagner and Dintersmith (2015). 

2. Not all situations require the same leadership behaviors, as indicated by 

Goleman’s (2000) analysis of leadership actions or behaviors that get results. 
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3. There is no current body of research regarding leadership behaviors that enable 

traditional 20th century model schools to transform into 21st century models. 

4. Transformation of this magnitude requires second-order change. 

5. All participants will be forthright and honest in response to related survey and 

interview questions, and during the focus group discussion. 

Definition of Key Terms 

 The subsequent terms are defined to provide clarity of meaning for the essential 

words used in this proposed study: 

• 21st century skills-the ability to engage in complex tasks, to think critically and 

collaborate to make decisions and solve complex problems (Dede, 2009; Levy & 

Murane, 2004; Friedman, 2005). This includes the ability to harness new 

information, rapidly assimilate new knowledge and skills and efficiently employ 

technology (Bruett, 2006; Knox, 2006; Wagner, 2008). 

• Globalization-a process marked by expanded markets creating opportunities for 

communication and interaction between cultures for the purposes of trade, 

investments, and information and supported by technology innovations (Levin 

Institute, 2017). 

• Next Generation Learning-a vision for the transformation of public schools into 

dynamic learning communities that combines personalized learning with 

performance-based assessment, anytime/anywhere learning, deep student 

engagement and agency, and comprehensive system supports (Carnegie 

Corporation of New York, 2011).  
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• Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)-an 

international organization comprised of 35 countries. Headquartered in France, 

the OECD’s mission is to promote policies that will improve the economic and 

social well-being of people around the world (OECD, 2016). 

• Paradigm-a framework containing basic assumptions, ways of thinking, and 

methodology that are commonly accepted by members of a community; a 

philosophical or theoretical framework shared by members of any discipline or 

group (Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary, 2016). 

• Partnership for 21st Century Learning–a national coalition of educators, education 

experts, and business leaders that strives to ensure students master the skills, 

knowledge and expertise to succeed in work and life in the 21st century 

(Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2016).   

• Personalized Learning-an educational approach that enables each student to take 

a customized path toward meeting high-level standards. Flexible uses of time and 

classroom space allow differentiated approaches to content, assessment, pacing 

and learning style (Carnegie Corporation of New York, 2011). 

• Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA)-a triennial survey 

developed by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

(OECD) to measure quality, equity and efficiency in school education in countries 

around the world (OECD, 2016). 

• Reculturing-fundamentally altering an organization’s underlying shared beliefs, 

assumptions, norms, and values that manifest into patterns of behaviors 

(Thompson, 2006). 
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• Transactional leadership-hierarchical, directive, and authoritative; a quid pro quo 

or this for that exchange between persons with different levels of power and 

motivations, acting in pursuit of common or joint purposes (Bass, 1990; Burns, 

1978).  

• Transformational leadership-serves a higher moral purpose; by elevating the level 

of human conduct and focusing the ethical aspiration of both parties, it transforms 

followers into leaders and leaders into moral agents (Allix, 2000; Bass, 1990; 

Burns, 1978). This fusion of power and purpose gives transformational leadership 

the potency to enact significant change (Allix, 2000).  

Summary 

Public education in the US is a static system that no longer meets the needs of our 

country in the 21st century. Education reform efforts, although intended to affect 

dramatic, second-order change-type improvements, have been implemented through first-

order change methods; incremental tweaks designed to return schools to a former state of 

greatness that existed prior to a globalization process that flattened the world and leveled 

the economic playing field (Friedman, 2005; Fullan, 1993; Wagner, et al., 2006). Few 

have, in fact, accomplished the deep second-order changes necessary to address the 

complexity of our education system, altering their organizations in fundamental ways 

necessary for sustainable school transformation (Fullan, 1993; Marzano et al., 2005). 

This study examined leadership relative to successful systemic, second-order school 

change, through a mixed-methods case study of a K-5 elementary school in the mid-

western US that transformed beyond the traditional 19th century model into a 21st century 

exemplar school.  
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CHAPTER 2: A Review of Literature 

 Public education in the United States (US) was designed to meet the needs of our 

country in the Industrial Age. As large-scale workplaces required personnel with a 

standard base of knowledge, skills, and behaviors, a centralized system of public schools 

was created specifically to produce punctual, obedient factory workers and orderly 

citizens (Bluestein, 2012; Reynolds, 2014; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Indeed, for nearly a 

century our schools produced compliant workers who fit seamlessly into the larger 

machine of our industrial-age society (Bluestein, 2012; Reynolds, 2014; Tyack & Cuban, 

1995; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015).  

Since then, the industrial era education model has remained largely static, despite 

reform efforts enacted to address an achievement gap caused by systemic inequity, and 

the significant social, technological, and economic advancements that have occurred over 

the last century (Friedman, 2005; Reynolds, 2014; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015). While 

the goal of public education is to support the economy of the US (Lugg, Bulkley, 

Firestone, & Garner, 2002; Reynolds, 2014), its structural design allows our education 

system to maintain the status quo, even when it no longer achieves that goal (Fullan, 

1993).  

The design of public education is no longer aligned with the needs of our country. 

While today’s students require a completely different set of skills and attributes than their 

19th and 20th century counterparts (Bruett, 2006; National Center on Education and the 

Economy, 2008; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015), schools continue to tweak but do not 

break from conventional instructional practices and pedagogy (Dede, 2009; Fullan, 

1993). Very few have endeavored to truly evolve beyond a traditional teacher-centered 
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model that delivers a standard base of knowledge and separate skills (Dede, 2009; Fullan, 

Hill & Crevola, 2006), despite evidence that technology can transform learning 

environments into personalized, student-centered models that increase student 

achievement and the development of skills critical to success in the 21st century (CEO 

Forum on Education & Technology, 2001; Dede, 2009). 

Historical Context of Public Education in the United States 

19th Century Education  

Public education in the US has historically been shaped and driven by the needs 

of our developing economy (Lugg et al., 2002; Reynolds, 2014). With the Industrial 

Revolution came large-scale workplaces that required workers have a standard base of 

knowledge, skills, and behaviors that small-scale workplaces and subsistence farming did 

not (Reynolds, 2014). In response to this shift in the economic paradigm, locally 

controlled one-room schoolhouses were replaced with a centralized system of public 

schools designed to produce a work force with the basic knowledge and skills necessary 

to complete rote tasks and cope with the monotony of factory employment (Reynolds, 

2014).  

Modeled in the factory image, these early American schools followed rigid, time-

based bell schedules (Reynolds, 2014). Teachers, like factory workers, moved students in 

age-based batches through assembly lines of standardized instruction in the “3 Rs”: 

reading, writing, and arithmetic. Students took common examinations administered in 

each subject area and were promoted through the structured system every year, regardless 

of their readiness or gaps in their learning (Fullan, Hill, & Crevola, 2006; Reynolds, 

2014; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015).  
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20th Century Education  

For nearly a century, students left the factory model system of public education 

and prospered as workers in the stability and uniformity of our industrial society and our 

national economy thrived as a result (Bluestein, 2012; Reynolds, 2014; Wagner & 

Dintersmith, 2015). By the middle of the 20th century, however, the foundations of our 

public education system were challenged in two very unique ways. First, as technology 

advancements precipitated our evolution beyond the industrial to the information age, 

automated systems became a cost-effective replacement for low-skilled workers 

(Broadbent & Cross, 2003), making it no longer necessary for public schools to produce a 

compliant, factory-ready labor force (National Center on Education and the Economy, 

2008; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015).  

Secondly, the Coleman Report, mandated by the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 

uncovered vast inequities that existed across our entire educational system (Camera, 

2016; Hanushek, 2016; Rivkin, 2016). These revelations of significant achievement gaps 

in reading, writing, and mathematics in children of low-income households prompted 

President Johnson’s War on Poverty. The resulting enactment of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 appropriated federal funds to school districts 

serving impoverished families (National Center for Education Statistics, 2016). ESEA 

established high standards of accountability and emphasized equal access to education for 

all children (Education Post, 2016). It also marked the start of the federal government’s 

direct involvement in the funding and management of schools, traditionally the 

responsibility of state and local governments (Reynolds, 2014; Tyack & Cuban, 1995).  
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In April of 1983, nearly twenty years after the Coleman report, the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education’s A Nation at Risk report revealed not only the 

continued existence of inequity within the public education system, but also warned that 

American schools were in fact failing on the global stage. This publication, released in 

the midst of the worst recession since the Great Depression (Schaller, 1992) and great 

anxiety regarding our economic competitiveness with other nations (Lugg et al., 2002), 

triggered a wave of education reform efforts anchored in federal legislation that 

authorized greater centralized control of the system and instituted national accountability 

standards (Reynolds, 2014; Tyack & Cuban, 1995).  

As US schools absorbed reform initiatives that channeled their focus on the “3 

Rs”, the practices and pedagogy of the industrial model education remained constant. 

Teachers continued to deliver standardized instruction to students in age-based batches 

and students continued to move through that structured system year after year (Reynolds, 

2014; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015).  

21st Century Education  

  The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 intensified education reform 

efforts through a continued standards-based approach and increased school and teacher 

accountability (Center on Educational Policy, 2003; Stand for Children Leadership 

Center, 2012). NCLB mandated annual standardized assessments in Reading and Math to 

gauge student achievement and used that data to determine whether or not schools made 

adequate yearly progress (AYP), based on measurable learning objectives for improved 

achievement (Center on Educational Policy, 2003; Stand for Children Leadership Center, 

2012). NCLB attached actionable consequences, including mandatory corrective actions, 
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restructuring, and the reduction of federal funding for schools that did not make AYP 

over time (Simpson, LaCava, & Graner, 2004; Stand for Children Leadership Center, 

2012). NCLB’s reliance on standardized test results prompted schools to focus 

instructional efforts on Reading and Math, marginalizing, and in some cases eliminating, 

untested content areas altogether (Beveridge, 2010; Pederson, 2007). By 2011, nearly 

half of the nation’s public schools (48%) did not make adequate yearly progress, the 

highest percentage since reform efforts of NCLB took effect and well short of its goal of 

100% proficiency by 2014 (Center on Education Policy, 2012).  

Necessity for 21st Century Knowledge and Skills 

“[T]he future of our economy, the strength of our democracy, and perhaps even the health 

of the planet’s ecosystems depend [sic] on educating future generations in ways very 

different from how many of us were schooled” (Wagner, 2008, p. xxviii)  

 Wagner asserted the following in the introduction of his groundbreaking 2008 

book, The Global Achievement Gap, 

• The US high school graduation rate (about 70%) is well behind 

countries such as Denmark (96%), Japan (93%) and even Poland 

(92%) (Wagner, 2008, p. xix). 

• Only about one third of US high school students graduate prepared for 

college today; rates are much lower for poor and minority students 

(Wagner, 2008, p. xix). 

• Sixty-five percent of college professors’ report what is taught in high 

school does not prepare students for college (Wagner, 2008, p. xix). 
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• Over the next 25 years, nearly half of the projected job growth will be 

concentrated in occupations associated with higher education and 

skills levels (Wagner, 2008, p. xx). 

• The US ranks tenth among industrial nations in the rate of college 

completion by 25- to 44-year-olds (Wagner, 2008, p. xx). 

• Students are graduating high school and college unprepared for the 21st 

century workforce (Wagner, 2008, p. xx). 

• Tens of millions of our students are now competing for jobs against 

equally (or better) skilled workers around the world (Wagner, 2008, p. 

xx). 

• Only 38 percent of 18- to 24-year-olds voted in the 2012 presidential 

election compared to 60 percent of the 30- to 44-year-olds and 68 

percent of 45- to 64-year-olds (File, 2014, p. 2).  

By the end of the 20th century, the effects of globalization and modernization 

clearly necessitated a redesign of the purpose of public education (Friedman, 2005; 

Hargreaves, 2003; OECD, 2014). Closer examination by the 21st Century Workforce 

Commission confirmed this requirement. Established by Congress in 1998, this 17-

member commission of experts from business, education, labor, and government, 

analyzed the skillset required of workers entering the rapidly growing information 

technology (IT) workforce (Office of the Federal Register, 2016). Within six months, it 

determined that adults entered the workforce with poor basic academic and workplace 

skills, and were operating far below the high skill level required for IT employment (21st 

Century Workforce Commission, 2000). The Commission’s final report, entitled A 
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Nation of Opportunity: Building America’s 21st Century Workforce (2000), determined 

“[t]he current and future health of America’s 21st century economy depends directly on 

how broadly and deeply Americans reach a new level of literacy—‘21st Century 

Literacy’—that includes strong academic, thinking, reasoning, and teamwork skills, and 

proficiency in using technology” (p. 13).  

The 2001 CEO Forum on Education and Technology, a national partnership 

between business and education executives, concurred, “the definition of student 

achievement must be broadened to include 21st century skills that will be required for 

students to thrive in the future” (p. 1). In Key Building Blocks for Student Achievement in 

the 21st Century (2001), the result of its five-year analysis of the impact of education 

technology, the CEO Forum defined the skills necessary for success in the 21st century 

work place as digital literacy, inventive thinking, effective communication, and 

interpersonal skills. It also concluded that the effective use of technology is the key to 

improving student achievement and the development of these 21st century skills (CEO 

Forum on Education & Technology, 2001). 

Identification of 21st Century Knowledge and Skills 

 Several organizations developed conceptual frameworks for the 21st century skills 

in response to this rapidly emerging necessity for schools to produce graduates ready to 

thrive in the Information Age. The enGauge framework, published in 2003 by the Metiri 

Group and the North Central Regional Educational Laboratory (NCREL), was among the 

first. EnGauge focuses on digital age literacy, inventive thinking, effective 

communication, and high productivity (Metiri Group & NCREL, 2003). The France-

based Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) released its 21st 
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Century Competencies in 2005, which it identified as: Using Tools Effectively, 

Interacting in Heterogeneous Groups, and Acting Autonomously (OECD, 2005). 

Information technology standards were also upgraded and expanded to emphasize 

their importance in 21st century education. The International Society for Technology in 

Education (ISTE) revised its Information and Communications Technology (ICT) Skills 

in 2007, stressing creativity and innovation, communication, and collaboration, in 

addition to technology operations and concepts (International Society for Technology in 

Education, 2007). The Educational Testing Service (ETS) released digital standards in 

2007 that include three focus areas for proficiency: Cognitive, Technical, and ICT 

(Educational Testing Service, 2007). Proficiency in ICT is further delineated into five 

specific skillsets: access, management, integration, evaluation, and creation (Educational 

Testing Service, 2007).  

The Partnership for 21st Century Learning 

The Framework for 21st Century Learning is the most detailed and widely 

adopted of the existing 21st century skill frameworks (Dede, 2009), primarily because it 

infuses a broad array of essential 21st century skills with conventional 20th century core 

curriculum (Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2016). In 2002, the Partnership for 

21st Century Learning (P21), a coalition of education experts, policymakers, and business 

leaders, set out to create “[a] unified vision for learning to ensure student success in a 

world where change is constant and learning never stops” (P21 Vision and Mission, para. 

1). This vision formed the basis for the Framework for 21st Century Learning (2016), a 

comprehensive document of student outcomes that integrate three essential skill sets 

(Learning and Innovation, Information, Media and Technology, and Life and Career) 
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with core content knowledge (Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2016). According to 

P21 (2016), the incorporation of 21st century skills into core subjects through 

conventional school structures (standards and assessment, curriculum and instruction, 

professional development and learning environments) is the key to successful 21st century 

learning (see Figure 2.1). 

             

Figure 2.1. Student Outcomes and Support Systems for 21st Century Learning. Note. 
From “The Framework for 21st Century Learning” at www. P21.org. Copyright 2006 by 
the Partnership for 21st Century Learning. Reprinted with permission. 

In the current version of the Framework for 21st Century Learning (Partnership 

for 21st Century Learning, 2016), student outcomes are further disaggregated into 18 

specific categories. Core Subjects and 21st Century Themes include the 20th century 

content areas of English, Math, Economics, Science, Geography, History, Government 

and Civics, and Art; student mastery of which is deemed essential to 21st century success. 

Interdisciplinary themes that promote a deeper level of content knowledge and literacy 

include Global Awareness, Financial, Economic, Business and Entrepreneurial Literacy, 
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Civic, Health, and Environmental Literacy; they are to be woven into key content 

knowledge (Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2016). 

Of the three remaining Framework for 21st Century Learning skillsets: 

• Learning and Innovation Skills are designed to prepare students for the 

complexities of life and work in the 21st century. They include Creativity and 

Innovation, Critical Thinking and Problem Solving, and Communication and 

Collaboration (Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2016).  

• Information, Media, and Technology Skills incorporate a range of functional and 

critical thinking skills necessary for life in a technology-rich, media-driven 

environment (Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2016). They include 

Information, Media, and ICT Literacy (Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 

2016).  

• Life and Career Skills are critical to successful navigation of increasingly 

complex life and globally competitive work environments of the 21st century. 

They involve Flexibility and Adaptability, Initiative and Self-Direction, Social 

and Cross-Cultural Skills, Productivity and Accountability, and Leadership and 

Responsibility (Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2016). 

The Four Cs of 21st Century Learning 

Within a few years of its development and publication, it became clear that the 

original Framework for 21st Century Learning was “too long and complicated” (National 

Education Association, 2012, p. 3). The Partnership for 21st Century Learning resolved 

this issue by interviewing leaders of all kinds to determine which of the 21st century skills 

were most important for K-12 education; the result was nearly unanimous (National 
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Education Association, 2012). Derived exclusively from the Learning and Innovation 

skill set, the four deemed critical to success in a global society are critical thinking, 

communication, collaboration, and creativity (National Education Association, 2012; 

Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2016). Now known as the Four Cs (see Figure 

2.2), these skills are considered the key to producing “citizens and employees adequately 

prepared for the 21st century” (National Education Association, 2012, p. 6). 

 

Figure 2.2. The Four Cs of 21st Century Learning. This figure illustrates the 
interconnectivity of the four skills critical for student success in the globalized world of 
the 21st century.  

The National Education Association (NEA), a founding member of the P21 

coalition, has stressed the importance of the Four Cs beyond K-12 education, stating 

“[t]oday’s job market requires competencies such as critical thinking and the ability to 

interact with people from many cultural backgrounds” (NEA, 2012, p. 5). According to 

the American Management Association (AMA) 2010 Critical Skills Survey, 80% of the 

2,115 business managers and executives surveyed believe the integration of the Four Cs 
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with key content knowledge will better prepare students to enter the workforce (AMA, 

2010; NEA, 2012). Envisioning and implementing a new model of education that focuses 

on the unique needs, interests and learning styles of each student, and integrates the Four 

Cs with a foundational base of content knowledge and skills, however, has proven 

challenging. While schools endeavor to solve this important real-world problem, its 

implications affect our students on the global stage. According to results of the 2012 

Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), a triennial survey developed by 

the OECD in France to measure quality, equity, and efficiency in school education in 

countries around the world, US students fall significantly short of essential 21st century 

knowledge and skills compared to their international peers (OECD, 2014). 

Awareness of the critical necessity for students to acquire 21st century skills has 

existed for almost two decades; however, replicable, scalable means for their provision 

has yet to be realized (Partnership for Next Generation Learning, 2010). While the Four 

Cs of the P21 framework reflect the concerted effort of our education system to integrate 

key 21st century skills, the current application of the most powerful learning tools 

available to that end, information and communication technologies, have been deployed 

primarily as a means of improving the efficiency of the 20th century instructional model 

(Dede, 2009; Fullan, Hill, & Crevola, 2006). The challenge faced by public education 

exceeds the inclusion of 21st century skills in existing curriculum, instruction, and 

assessment practices; the attainment of these skills surpasses the capacity of conventional 

20th century classrooms, entrenched as they are in the accumulation of declarative 

knowledge and driven by school accountability measures (Dede, 2009).  
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According to Fullan, Hill, and Crevola (2006), the new mission of public 

education is for “schools to achieve 90-95% success…This is what it will take for 

societies to thrive in the complex world of the 21st century” (p. 2). Achievement of that 

mission requires the structure and culture of schools be transformed (Fullan, 2001a). 

Teaching pedagogies must evolve beyond the delivery of a standard base of pre-digested 

information and abstract problem solving (Dede, 2009); learning experiences must foster 

teamwork, sophisticated collaborative processes, complex problem-solving strategies, 

adaptability, and comfort in the application of global technologies (Dede, 2009; Fullan, 

Hill, & Crevola, 2006). These changes fall well beyond existing reform efforts and 

initiatives, requiring a significant transformation of the current methodology of schooling 

and in the infrastructure supporting it (Fullan, Hill, & Crevola, 2006). 

The New 21st Century Classroom 

The current body of research on preparing students for the 21st century focuses 

primarily on the integration of 21st century skills in traditional elementary and secondary 

schools still anchored in 19th century factory model practices that move students in age-

based batches through standardized instruction in each subject area, each year (Reynolds, 

2014; Tyack & Cuban, 1995; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015). This grade-progression 

structure is founded on the assumption that students of similar age are ready to learn and 

will do so at an equal rate, despite overwhelming evidence that achievement gaps within 

a single grade may span more than 5 years (Fullan, Hill, & Crevola, 2006).  

 A new vision is emerging for classrooms of the 21st century; this next generation 

learning environment values the diversity of learners and their growth potential 

(Bluestein, 2012; Fullan, Hill, & Crevola, 2006; Partnership for Next Generation 
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Learning, 2010). Far from the one-size-fits-all approach of the 20th century model, these 

next generation classrooms are flexible environments that empower students to explore, 

discover, take risks, be creative, and drive their own learning (Bluestein, 2012; Lichtman, 

2014; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015).  

Teachers do not take center stage in these classrooms; instead they facilitate 

learning and support students by challenging them to engage in complex, real-world 

problem-solving (Fullan, Hill, & Crevola, 2006; Partnership for Next Generation 

Learning, 2010; Richardson, 2012; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015). They scaffold 

instruction to meet specific student needs, provide resources so students can move toward 

mastery, and offer meaningful feedback throughout the learning process (Fullan, Hill, & 

Crevola, 2006; Lichtman, 2014; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015).  

In the new 21st century classroom, technology is leveraged to blend online and 

school-based experiences, personalize learning opportunities, and increase student 

engagement (Lichtman, 2014; Perkins, 2011; Pink, 2005; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015). 

Learning experiences are authentic and relevant; students work individually, with 

partners, and in groups, necessitating the active application of the Four C’s of 21st century 

learning with mastery of identified content and skills (Lichtman, 2014; Partnership for 

21st Century Learning, 2016). Students demonstrate creativity, innovative thinking, and 

content competency through a variety of self-designed products and performance tasks 

(Lichtman, 2014; Richardson, 2012; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015). The challenge to 

making this new vision a reality is greater than putting all the pieces in place. Creating 

and sustaining new 21st century classrooms requires stakeholders experience metanoia-a 

fundamental shift of mind (Senge, 1990), during which their deeply ingrained beliefs, 
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values, and assumptions toward industrial-era operating practices are transformed to 

support a vastly different educational approach (Dede, 2009). 

The Partnership for Next Generation Learning  

The Partnership for Next Generation Learning (NGL) is committed to creating a 

new model of public education that meets the needs of all stakeholders in the 21st century 

(Partnership for Next Generation Learning, 2010). According to an alliance of the 

Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and the Stupski Foundation (Partnership 

for Next Generation Learning, 2010), the mission of the Partnership for Next Generation 

Learning (NGL) is to transform public education in the US through the creation of a 

personalized system that engages and motivates each student in preparation for life, 

meaningful work and citizenship in the 21st century. NGL, in concurrence with Fullan 

(1993), maintains that that tinkering with the existing education system is not enough 

(Partnership for Next Generation Learning, 2010). The National Center on Education and 

the Economy (2008) agrees, “[T]he core problem is that our education and training 

systems were built for another era. We can get where we must go only by changing the 

system itself” (p. xxvi). Efforts, energy, and resources are better spent creating an entirely 

new system that fosters the contextual skills unique to life in the new millennium (Dede, 

2009; Partnership for Next Generation Learning, 2010). To that end, the Partnership for 

NGL believes: 

If our children are to succeed in a world that is increasingly diverse, globalized, 

and technology rich, they require learning experiences and environments for 

learning that are radically different from those the current system was designed to 

deliver. Students must be prepared to meet the expectations of the changed world 
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as they transition to college and career, and develop identity as successful life-

long learners to grow as productive citizens in the United States and the world. 

(Partnership for Next Generation Learning, 2010, p. 1) 

Next Generation Learning Environments 

 The foundation of the NGL student experience is built on three core constructs: a 

deepened understanding of the process of learning, greater knowledge of socio-cultural 

factors in learning, and recognition that the world has changed (Partnership for Next 

Generation Learning, 2010). Derived from these core constructs, the following six critical 

attributes serve as design principles for systemic change:   

• Personalized learning, which calls for a data-driven framework to set 

goals, assess progress, and ensure students receive the academic and 

developmental supports they need; 

• Comprehensive systems of learning supports, which address social, 

emotional, physical, and cognitive development along a continuum of 

services to ensure the success of all students; 

• World-class knowledge and skills, which require achievement goals to 

sufficiently encompass the content knowledge and skills required for 

success in a globally-oriented world; 

• Performance-based learning, which puts students at the center of the 

learning process by enabling the demonstration of mastery based on 

high, clear, and commonly-shared expectations; 
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• Anytime, everywhere opportunities, which provide constructive 

learning experiences in all aspects of a child’s life, through both the 

geographic and Internet-connected community; and  

• Authentic student voice, which is the deep engagement of students in 

directing and owning their individual learning and shaping the nature 

of the education experience among their peers. (Partnership for Next 

Generation Learning, 2010)  

 In April 2010, NGL partnered with six states—Kentucky, Maine, New York, 

Ohio, West Virginia, and Wisconsin—that demonstrated the capacity and willingness to 

commit to the transformational change required to move NGL efforts forward 

(Partnership for Next Generation Learning, 2010). Those states established a network of 

Innovation Labs, comprised of state education agencies, one or more school districts, and 

key partners including early childhood programs, higher education, and community 

organizations (Partnership for Next Generation Learning, 2010). Through the extensive 

efforts of these Innovation Labs, selected schools have had the opportunity, structure, and 

support to redesign their model. Their ultimate goal is to transform into a new model 

fosters the complex 21st century skills students need to be successful in today’s world. 

Leadership 

Historical Context of Leadership 

 Leadership has proven difficult to define. Throughout human history, leadership 

has been examined through various lenses, each resulting in the formulation of a 

composite set of skills, personality traits, actions, and/or theories unique to the discipline 

and perspective of the examiner (Burns, 1978). Psychologists, for example, attribute 
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genetic factors to leadership capacity while sociologists relate the impact of the 

environment and social forces to the development of leadership traits (Bass, 1990; Burns, 

1978). Historians and biographers identify qualities of individual leaders critical to the 

management of the complex problems and difficult situations that occurred during their 

lives (Burns, 1978). Early theorists defined leadership through the qualities of the leader 

or the elements of the situation (Bass, 1990), relating types of leadership to societal 

demands without considering the impact of the interaction between the individual and the 

situation itself (Bass, 1990). Despite evidence of its importance for the success of private 

and public organizations and institutions, no central concept of leadership has emerged 

(Burns, 1978; Lyne de Ver, 2009); its definition continues to evolve and reflect the era 

and context in which it occurs (Bass, 1960, 1990; Burns, 1978; Lyne de Ver, 2009; 

Johnson, 1996).  

In his seminal work, Leadership, Burns (1978) depicted pre-16th century 

leadership as authoritative; power assumed through traditions, procedures, and rights of 

succession as illustrated in Machiavelli’s (1513) The Prince. As such, the wants and 

needs of the people over which this power was wielded (followers) were inconsequential 

(Burns, 1978). Leadership from the 16th to 19th centuries was largely “informal and 

egalitarian” (Bass, 1990, p. 8), occurring without the impetus of institutionalized 

leadership and resulting in social and political change (Bass, 1990).  

American sociologist Charles Cooley (1902) was among early theorists who 

defined leadership as the focusing of the efforts of a group; Blackmar (1911) later 

advanced that notion, describing the centralization of a group effort in one person as an 

expression of the power of all. Mumford (1906) connected leadership and group process 
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to control of societal phenomenon; a theory evident by the middle of the 19th century, 

when the Industrial Revolution gave rise to formal institutional leadership (Bass, 1990). 

Acting as agents of change, these leaders sought to protect and address the wants and 

needs of the working class (Bass, 1990; Burns, 1978).  

During the first three decades of the 20th century, leadership theory continued to 

emphasize control and the centralization of power (Burns, 1978; Rost, 1993). Dominated 

by the “great man” theory, social change of this era was attributed to the influence and 

actions of an individual whose personality traits enabled him or her to perform significant 

feats of leadership (Burns, 1978). Senge (1990) described leaders of this era as “heroes—

great men (and occasionally women) who rise to the fore in times of crisis” (p. 340). This 

elitist view contrasted the hero against the bleak and hopeless backdrop of the powerless 

every-man (Burns, 1978; Stark, 1970). Prominent theorists of the early 20th century 

reinforced this bias/perspective, emphasizing the significance of an individual’s personal 

attributes in controlling the group (Burns, 1978). Lippman (1922) considered leadership 

an act of persuasion, while Nash (1929) determined it an exercise in influence, a theory 

reiterated in later years by Tead (1935), Stodgill (1950), Bass (1960), and Cartwright 

(1965).  

By the 1940s, leadership theory moved away from an emphasis on control and 

authority, reflecting a focus on group influence later classified as group theory (Rost, 

1993). According to Reuter (1941), leadership was “the result of an ability to persuade or 

direct men, apart from the prestige or power that comes from office or other external 

circumstances” (p. 133). Gibb (1954) concurred insisting “leadership is a noncoercive 

relationship between a leader and the followers” (as cited in Rost, 1993, p. 50). In the 
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latter half of the 20th century, leadership was viewed in terms of behaviors that influence 

people toward shared goals (Rost, 1993). Seeman (1960) defined it as “acts by a person 

which influences other persons in a shared direction” (p. 127). Hollander (1978) 

considered leadership a process that involved a two-way influence relationship aimed at 

the attainment of mutual goals of a group, organization, or society.  

Burns (1978) further defined leadership as "the reciprocal process of mobilizing 

by persons with certain motives and values, various economic, political and other 

resources, in a context of competition and conflict, in order to realize goals independently 

or mutually held by both leaders and followers" (p. 425). Although Burns (1978) 

conceded the connection between leadership and power, he distinguished the two in that 

leadership, unlike power wielding, was inseparable from followers’ needs and goals; 

“[l]eaders and followers are engaged in a common enterprise; they are dependent on each 

other, their fortunes rise and fall together” (p. 25). The key to this mutually beneficial 

relationship is in its intent; leadership induces followers to act toward the achievement of 

goals common to both parties, without necessity of coercion or domination (Bass, 1990; 

Burns, 1978); “[t]he genius of leadership lies in the manner in which leaders see and act 

on their own and their followers’ values and motivations” (Burns, 1978, p. 19).  

Burns was the first to classify two fundamentally different types of leadership 

(Bass, 1990), transactional and transformational, through the nature of interaction of 

leaders and followers (Burns, 1978). In some sectors, transactional leadership is most 

common, occurring when one person approaches others to exchange valued things in 

order to realize common or independent goals or objectives. Positioned at the top of a 

hierarchical structure, transactional leadership is directive and authoritative, a quid pro 
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quo or this for that exchange between persons with different levels of power and 

motivations, acting in pursuit of common or joint purposes (Bass, 1990; Burns, 1978).  

Bass and Avolio (1994) further delineated three forms of transactional leadership 

as management-by-exception-passive, management-by-exception-active, and constructive 

transactional. Management-by-exception-passive leaders follow the rules and operate 

within existing systems to maintain the status quo (Hauserman & Stick, 2013; Sosik & 

Dionne, 1997). Management-by-exception-active leaders monitor behavior of followers 

and deal with issues that arise; this approach prevents followers from taking risks or 

demonstrating initiative (Marzano et al., 2005). Constructive transactional leadership is 

the most effective of the three; these leaders set goals, reward accomplishments, and 

include followers in the management process (Marzano et al., 2005).   

Transformational leadership, as described by Burns (1978) is more complex, a 

relationship of “mutual stimulation and elevation” (p. 4). Transformational leaders reject 

the status quo and pursue new ways of doing things; they strive to create or improve 

environments and encourage followers to be a part of that process (Hauserman & Stick, 

2013). Although both types recognize the needs and wants of followers, transformational 

leadership serves a higher moral purpose (Allix, 2000; Bass, 1990; Burns, 1978). By 

elevating the level of human conduct and focusing the ethical aspiration of both parties, it 

transforms followers into leaders and leaders into moral agents (Bass, 1990; Burns, 

1978). It is this “fusion of power and purpose that gives transforming leadership the 

potency needed for realizing significant change” (Allix, 2000, p. 9).  

According to Bass (1985), four behaviors characterize transformational leaders: 

individual consideration, intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, and idealized 
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influence (see Figure 3); they are later referred to as the Four Is of transformational 

leadership (Avolio, 1999; Bass & Avolio, 1993; Sosik & Dionne, 1997). Individual 

consideration is defined as giving “personal attention to members who seem neglected” 

(Bass, 1990, p. 218). Intellectual stimulation is described as enabling followers “to think 

about old problems in new ways” (Bass, 1990, p. 218). Inspirational motivation entails 

communicating “high performance expectations” (Bass, 1990, 218), and idealized 

influence is characterized by “modeling behavior through exemplary personal 

achievements, character, and behavior” (Marzano et al., 2005, p. 14). Leithwood (1994) 

later included the Four Is of transformational leadership among the skills necessary for 

school principals to meet the challenges of the 21st century (see Figure 2.3).  

 
Figure 2.3. The Four Is of Transformational Leadership. This figure illustrates the four 
domains of transformational leadership. Adapted from Leadership and Performance 
Beyond Expectations by B. M. Bass, 1985. 

By the close of the 20th century, leadership was once again cast in the great-man 

theory (Ahn, Adamson, & Dornbusch, 2004). Heroic leaders with certain preferred traits 

guided less far-sighted colleagues to “achieve group or organizational goals that reflect 

excellence defined as some kind of higher-level effectiveness” (Rost, 1993, p. 91). 

Four Is of Transformational Leadership 
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However, widespread access to information technology in the last decade of the 20th 

century prompted globalization, a dynamic process of integration that allowed countries, 

companies, and individuals to collaborate and compete globally (Friedman, 2005). As 

globalization accelerated the pace of change, popular leadership models proved 

insufficient in managing the resultant challenges (Ahn et al., 2004). 

Leadership in the 21st Century  

Early in the 21st century, the effects of globalization stimulated the emergence of 

completely new social, political, and business models (Friedman, 2005). As top-down 

hierarchy structures were challenged, many transformed into horizontal collaborative 

organizations (Friedman, 2005). This fundamental shift prompted a distinction between 

management and leadership. Management is based on process and defined as the 

maintaining of systems to provide goods and service efficiently (Ahn et al., 2004); thus 

aligning it closely with Burns’ (1978) transactional theory. Leadership, then, fully 

assumes Burns’ (1978) transformational theory; forward-thinking in approach, it focuses 

on determining what the future should look like, then aligns the organization with a 

common vision and provides inspiration to achieve transformational goals (Kotter, 1998). 

Iles & Preece (2006) further differentiated the two: “[w]hereas managers are concerned 

today, with delivery, on doing things right, leaders are held to be oriented to tomorrow, to 

development, to direction, to purpose and vision, and to innovation” (p. 319).  

Senge (1990) had, only a decade before, recognized traditional hierarchical 

leadership as ineffective in addressing complex problems that occur in an interconnected 

world. As economic globalization began to take root, he perceived leaders as “designers, 

stewards, teachers…responsible for building organizations where people continually 
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expand their capabilities to understand complexity, clarify vision, and improve shared 

mental models—that is, they are responsible for learning” (Senge, 1990, p. 340). 

Calabrese (2002) advanced Senge’s assertion regarding organizational leadership at the 

start of the 21st century, stating “[s]uccessful organizations overcome difficulties 

associated with complexity by becoming learning organizations” (p. 10). According to 

Calabrese (2002), to survive and thrive in the 21st century, leaders must abandon the 

vertical, isolated, and static perception of leadership and instead lead, facilitate, and 

manage change, a factor essential to personal and organizational well-being.  

Educational Leadership 

Historical Context of School Leadership  

Shaped invariably by ideas, societal issues, and historical events, the concept of 

school leadership has remained largely static over the past 150 years (Kafka, 2009; Tyack 

& Cuban, 1995). Early schools of the pre-1800s employed a single teacher, or master, 

who was elected or hired by the local school board and answered to the community 

(Kafka, 2009; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). In the early 1800s, when larger common schools 

were established and grade-level classes devised, the position of principal-teacher was 

created (Kafka, 2009; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). This person, usually a man, was charged 

with carrying out additional clerical and administrative duties, which included assigning 

classes, handling discipline, and maintaining the school building (Pierce, 1935). 

Considered a position of authority, the principal-teacher was also responsible for 

communicating with and answering to the district superintendent (Kafka, 2009; Pierce, 

1935).  
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As the 1800s progressed, the position dropped the “teacher” aspect; principal 

leadership encompassed the roles of manager, administrator, supervisor, instructional 

leader, and at times politician (Brown, 2005; Cuban, 1988; Kafka, 2009; Pierce, 1935). 

District bureaucracies grew, compelling superintendents to transfer more responsibility 

and decision-making ability to principals (Kafka, 2009; Pierce, 1935). By the end of the 

19th century, the position had gained significant authority and prestige; most cities 

recognized the importance of the principal, considering him a “powerful and important 

head of school” (Kafka, 2009, p. 321). 

The modern concept of principal leadership was fully formed in the 1920s and 

remains in place today. Derived from management models applied to US industry and 

commerce (Bush, 2008; Murphy, 2002), principals of the early 20th century favored 

management-by-exception-passive and -active transactional leadership (Sosik & Dionne, 

1997). Within the scope of their bureaucratic, managerial, instructional, and community 

responsibilities, they set standards, monitored behavior, and maintained the status quo of 

the existing system (Kafka, 2009; Sosik & Dionne, 1997). Principals were expected to 

lead and instruct teachers, monitor students, communicate with the district 

superintendent, and work with parents and the greater community (Beck & Murphy, 

1993; Cuban, 1988; Kafka, 2009).  

In response to fears of fascism and communism brought on by World War II, 

principals of the 1940s were elevated to the role of democratic leader. With that 

designation came the expectation that members of the school community—teachers and 

students alike—would actively participate in the governing and decision-making process 

of the school (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Kafka, 2009). This short-lived era reflected a 
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constructive transactional leadership approach (Sosik & Dionne, 1997); one that was set-

aside in the postwar decades as principals returned to the role of administrator (Beck & 

Murphy, 1993) and a management-by-exception transactional leadership style (Sosik & 

Dionne, 1997).  

School principals were commonly regarded as “pivotal figures in any school 

reform effort” (Kafka, 2009, p. 324); however, that perception became a reality in the 

1960s with the discovery of vast inequities within the public education system. The 

expectation that principals implement and manage resulting federal entitlement grants 

and curricular initiatives designed to address those inequities made them potential agents 

of change (Hallinger, 1992). This construct was confirmed in the 1980s when Edmond’s 

effective schools research linked strong leadership with successful schools (Kafka, 2009). 

Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) would later substantiate Edmond’s findings 

through a meta-analysis of effective school leadership practices and their relation to 

student achievement.  

Early efforts to understand school effectiveness and improvement (Edmonds, 

1979) yielded the development of instructional leadership theory; concrete models of 

which emerged in the 1980s (Gumus, Bellibas, Esen, & Gumus, 2016; Hallinger, 2003). 

According to Hallinger and Murphy (1985), instructional leadership is comprised of three 

components: defining the school mission, managing instructional programs, and 

promoting a positive learning climate. The key to instructional leadership is its focus on 

developing, coordinating, and controlling an effective school curriculum (Gumus et al., 

2016; Hallinger; 2000). Instructional leadership is transactional, requiring ‘strong, 

directive leaders’ (Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger & Murphy, 1986), which amplified the 
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perception of principal as change agent--the one person uniquely responsible for school 

improvement in the final decades of the 20th century (Gumus et al., 2016).  

In the final decade of the 20th century, the goal-oriented approach of instructional 

leadership became more critical. As results of global economic and education 

comparisons triggered a more stringent wave of school reform efforts, states were 

prompted to train policy efforts on standards and accountability measures that ensured 

instructional compliance and improved student academic performance (Elmore, 1991; 

Lugg, et al., 2002). While greater external pressure mounted and the pace of change 

increased dramatically, principals were recast as visionary change agents able to wield 

formal power to bring about desired results (Copland, 2003). As instructional leaders, 

they worked to align the school’s standards and practices with its mission and create a 

climate that supported teaching and learning. Despite their efforts, increased federal 

involvement, stronger accountability measures, and ongoing pressure from stakeholders, 

the vast majority of schools fell short of targeted systemic improvement goals (Center on 

Education Policy, 2012; Copland, 2003).  

Educational Leadership in the 21st Century 

By the end of the 20th century terms such as shared leadership, teacher leadership, 

distributed leadership, and transformational leadership indicated a pervasive reaction 

against the top-down policy-driven changes that predominated the 1980s (Hallinger, 

2003). Many scholars and practitioners expressed a broad dissatisfaction with the heroic 

perception of instructional leadership, and its focus on the principal as the center of 

knowledge, expertise, and authority in schools (Hallinger, 2003; Hatcher, 2005). 

Evolving trends in education reform indicated a shift to leadership models grounded in 
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understanding the needs of individual staff rather than controlling them toward an 

organization’s desired ends (Hallinger, 2003). This evolution represented a dramatic 

departure from existing models aimed at first-order change (Hallinger, 2003), designed to 

tweak the system while maintaining the status quo (Marzano et al., 2005). An educational 

leadership model that embraced the concepts of empowerment, shared leadership, and 

organizational learning reflected second-order change (Hallinger, 2003; Leithwood, 

1994); deep systemic change that alters organizations in fundamental ways, causing 

dramatic shifts in direction and requiring new ways of thinking and acting (Marzano et 

al., 2005).  

In response to this shift, Leithwood and colleagues (Leithwood & Steinbach, 

1991; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1991), building upon the foundational works of Burns (1978) 

and Bass (1985), began formulating a model of transformational leadership specific to 

education. This model focused school leaders’ attention on “the use of facilitative powers 

to construct strong school cultures in which leadership is manifested through other 

people, not over other people” (Leithwood, 1992, p. 9). Where Burns (1978) initially 

defined transformational leadership as an individual’s ability to inspire others to look 

beyond self-interest and focus on organizational goals, transformational leadership for 

education entailed the facilitation of behaviors that “enhance the collective ability of a 

school to adapt, solve problems, and improve performance” (Conley & Goldman, 1994, 

p. 4). Leithwood’s original model was published just prior to the end of the 20th century; 

expanding Bass’s (1985) Four Is of transformational leadership into eight dimensions: 

creating vision, developing group goals, maintaining high performance expectations, 

modeling, providing individual support, providing intellectual stimulation, building 
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productive school culture, and developing structures for collaboration (Leithwood, Jantzi, 

& Fernandez, 1994). The ninth dimension, building positive relationships with parents 

and the community, was added at the start of the 21st century (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; 

see Figure 2.4).  

 
Figure 2.4. Leithwood’s Model of Transformational Leadership for Education. This 
illustrates the nine dimensions of effective transformational educational leadership. 
Adapted from “The Effects of Transformational School Leadership on Organizational 
Conditions and Student Engagement with School,” by K. Leithwood & D. Jantzi, 2000, 
Leadership and Policy in Schools, 4(3). 

Despite this development, principals declined to embrace transformational 

leadership methods until educational research established a clear link between the way in 

which transformational leadership behaviors affect school faculty coherence resulting in 

student academic success (Geijsel, Sleegers, Leithwood, & Jantzi, 2003; Hauserman & 

Stick, 2013). Whereas the predominance of the exchange process of transactional 

leadership had proven unsuccessful in improving schools, transformational leadership 

was shown to produce favorable long-term performance (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; 

Leithwood, Seashore Louis, Anderson & Wahlstrom, 2004). In response to unsuccessful 

school reform efforts and the lack of willingness of principals to employ transformational 
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leadership methods, Leithwood and Jantzi (2006) expanded the Leithwood Model to 

include four transactional components (see Figure 2.5), derived from the curriculum 

management aspect of instructional leadership (Gumus, et al., 2016; Hallinger, 2000). 

This addition reflected Bass’s (1985) early leadership assertions that effective leaders 

espoused elements of both leadership styles, to which Avolio (1999) concurred, asserting 

the inclusion of both transactional and transformational leadership generated “higher 

levels of extra effort, commitment, performance, and satisfaction of those led” (p. 40). 

The integration of transformational and transactional leadership increased levels of trust, 

satisfaction, and commitment (Koh, 1990), and ultimately resulted in significant and 

positive changes in schools (Silins, 1994).  

Figure 2.5. Leithwood’s Model of Transformational Leadership for Education: 
Transactional. This illustrates the four transactional dimensions of Leithwood’s model. 
Adapted from “Transformational School Leadership for Large-Scale Reform: Effects on 
Students, Teachers, and Their Classroom Practices,” by K. Leithwood & D. Jantzi, 2006, 
School Effectiveness & School Improvement, 17(2), 201-227. 

As principals slowly began to assuage focus on short-term gains for long-term 

results in the early years of the 21st century, the visionary aspect of transformational 

leadership also emerged (Bennis & Nannus, 1985). Senge’s (1990) previous advice that 

leaders build learning organizations “where people are continually learning how to learn 
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together” (p. 3) was coming to fruition as principals began to apply the role of change 

agent to the facilitation of organizational learning (Tichy & Devenna, 1990). Amidst 

efforts to increase organizational capacity and transform schools, however, principals 

were granted no reprieve from the transactional, managerial, and administrative tasks 

traditionally within their purview (Halverson, Kelley, & Shaw, 2014). It became 

increasingly apparent that the additive nature of the work of principals in the complex 

organizational and policy environment of schools had made leadership too demanding to 

be carried out by a single individual (Hallinger, 2003; Hatcher, 2005; Spillane, 

Halverson, & Diamond, 2004).  

In the first decade of the 21st century, it was evident that the achievement of 

success for all students was “hardly possible with the traditional understanding of 

leadership” (Gumus et al., 2016, p. 17). Due to increased accountability demands, the 

decentralization movement in education, and resultant pressures on local educational 

administrators, the concept of leadership could no longer be attributed to a single person 

who represented the “heroic leadership genre” (Spillane, 2005, p. 143). Widespread 

understanding of leadership as more of a “collective performance” (Gronn, 2002, p. 437) 

prompted the re-emergence of the more distributed aspects of transformational 

leadership. Based on the decentralization of power (Gumus et al., 2016; Hatcher, 2005), 

and secured in the social constructivist theory of Vygotsky (1978) as well as the 

continuous learning aspect of Senge (1990), distributed leadership focuses organizations 

on “learning together and constructing meaning and knowledge collectively and 

collaboratively (Lambert, 1998, p. 5). This approach recognized the critical importance of 

social interaction in cognitive development (Mooney, 2013), challenging the perception 
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of the principal leader as solely capable of coordinating and controlling complex tasks 

relevant to curriculum and instruction (Goddard, 2003), essentially dismantling the 

hierarchical structure of school leadership (Gumus et al., 2016).  

Elmore (2000) was the first among theorists to advance the restructuring of 

leadership roles and functions around the concept of distributed leadership in the service 

of large-scale instructional improvement. His framework identified five leadership 

domains that encompass multiple actors: policy, professional, system, school, and 

practice (Elmore, 2000). Each was associated with a robust understanding of leadership 

functions. Elmore’s work pushed the field to wrest the authority and responsibility for 

improving teaching and learning from the administrative hierarchy and embed it in the 

daily work of those connected to the enterprise of schooling (Copland, 2003). Considered 

“a product of the interactions of school leaders, followers, and their situation” (Spillane, 

2005, p. 144), distributed leadership requires involvement of all stakeholders in the 

functions and processes of schooling, and holds them accountable for student learning 

(Leithwood, 2001). Halverson, Kelley and Shaw (2014) consider distributed leadership 

“especially important for efforts to build organizational capacity for school improvement 

and educational reform” (p. 58); their research bringing to light the importance of both 

the teacher and the principal in improving teaching and learning.  

Principal Leadership 

Although the concept of principal leadership has remained largely static for nearly 

100 years (Kafka, 2009), the practical application of leadership in today’s schools is more 

difficult, complex, time consuming, and critical than ever before (Center on Reinventing 

Public Education, 2005; Knapp, Copeland, & Talbert, 2003; Mazzeo, 2003). In the age of 
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school accountability, school leaders must navigate the complexities and challenges of 

public education (Goldring & Greenfield, 2002), while carrying the additional weight of 

the political environment that surrounds their work and the associated perception they are 

agents of success or sources of failure (Kafka, 2009). In the 21st century, where change is 

the only constant, effective leadership requires an intentional blend of transactional and 

transformational leadership behaviors (Hallinger, 2003). Not only are effective leaders 

critical to the successful functioning of schools, a recent meta-analysis of 69 research 

studies on educational leadership conducted by Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) 

has proven definitively that effective leaders dramatically influence the overall academic 

achievement of students.  

Principal Leadership and Student Achievement 

 Effective schools research of the 1980s focused heavily on identifying how 

schools successfully created environments and conditions in which all students could 

learn, regardless of their socio-economic background (Clark, Lotto, & Astuto, 1984). 

These findings indicated clearly that school leadership matters; principals are 

educationally significant in making a difference (Huber, 2004). Specific behaviors 

associated with effective leadership included focusing on basic skills, monitoring the 

curriculum and student progress, and supervising teachers (Marzano et al., 2005). 

However, an international synthesis study conducted by Witziers, Bosker, and Kruger 

(2003) examined the quantitative relationship between school leadership and student 

academic achievement from 1986-1996; their primary finding was that the principal has 

almost no direct correlation with student achievement. 
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 The following year, the collaborative efforts of Leithwood, Seashore Louis, 

Anderson and Wahlstrom (2004) contradicted the findings of Witziers et al., stating 

“[l]eadership is second only to classroom instruction among all school-related factors that 

contribute to what students learn at school” (p. 3). In fact, though previously 

underestimated, the total direct and indirect effects of leadership on student learning 

account for about one-quarter of the total school effects (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; 

Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). Building on the work of Leithwood et al. (2004), Marzano, 

Waters, and McNulty (2005) completed a quantitative meta-analysis of school leadership 

practices with the aim to ascertain whether or not there existed a significant statistical 

correlation between general leadership and student achievement. This synthesis included 

69 studies that spanned 23 years (1978-2001) and represented 2,802 schools (Marzano et 

al., 2005). The final results were impressive, yielding a .25 correlation between 

leadership and student achievement and confirming the narrative assertions of Leithwood 

et al. (2004).  

This meta-analysis also provided a comprehensive list of leadership behaviors and 

their impact on student achievement. Deemed the 21 Responsibilities of the School 

Leader, this list validates many long-standing behaviors and offers new insights into 

principal leadership in the 21st century (Marzano et al., 2005). Alphabetically they are: 

affirmation, change agent, contingent rewards, communication, culture, discipline, 

flexibility, focus, ideals/beliefs, input, intellectual stimulation, involvement and 

knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and assessment, monitoring/evaluating, optimizer, 

order, outreach, relationships, resources, situational awareness, and visibility (Marzano et 

al., 2005). These responsibilities include both transactional and transformational 
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leadership behaviors, although the exact classification of some is dependent upon the 

manner and context in which they are applied. Three responsibilities are strictly 

transactional: affirmation, contingent rewards, and discipline; whereas, twelve are clearly 

transformational: culture, flexibility, focus, ideals/beliefs, intellectual stimulation, input, 

involvement in curriculum, instruction, and assessment, monitor/evaluate, optimizer, 

outreach, relationships, and visibility. Three responsibilities, change agent, 

communication, and order, can be either transactional or transformational; for example, 

one-way communication is considered transactional while two-way collaborative 

communication is transformational. The final three responsibilities fall into neither 

category: knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and assessment, resources, and 

situational awareness. 

In listing the 21 responsibilities in order of their strength relationship with student 

achievement, eight deserve particular attention (see Table 2.1). It is important to note that 

of the eight, the responsibility with the strongest correlation is neither transactional (T) 

nor transformational (t) in approach; while five are considered transformational (t), one is 

transactional (T), and one can be considered both. This validates the assertions of 

Leithwood and colleagues, based on earlier conceptions of Burns (1978) and Bass (1985), 

that transformational leadership is the most effective approach to generating 

improvements necessary to increase student learning. It also upholds the belief articulated 

by Bass (1985) and Avolio (1999), that effective leaders espouse elements of both 

leadership styles. 
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Table 2.1 

Explanation of 8 Responsibilities in Correlation with Student Achievement 

Responsibility Definition 
Correlation 

with 
Achievement 

Situational Awareness 
(neither) 

Principal is keenly aware of the details and 
happenings of the school and uses that 
information to address current or potential 
problems 

.33 

Flexibility (t) Principal can adapt leadership style to match 
the situation and is comfortable with dissent .28 

Discipline (T) Principal protects teachers from distractions 
that interfere with teaching time or focus 

.27 Outreach (t) Principal is an advocate for the school to all 
stakeholders  

Monitoring and 
Evaluating (t) 

Principal constantly monitors the 
effectiveness of practices to improve student 
outcomes 

Culture (t) Principal fosters shared beliefs, a sense of 
community and cooperation  

.25 Change agent (t/T) Principal actively challenges the status quo  

Input (t) Principal involves staff in decision-making 
process 

Note. Adapted from School Leadership That Works: From Research to Results, by R. J. 
Marzano, T. Waters, & B. A. McNulty, 2005, Alexandria, VA: Association for 
Supervision and Curriculum Development. 

 
Transformational Principal Leadership  

 In the rapidly changing world of the 21st century, professional organizations and 

associations of various industries endeavor to provide guidance on effective leadership. 

Their efforts resulted in the formulation of both general and sector-based standards of 

professional leadership practice. The necessity of systemic public education 

transformation requires several of these effective leadership conceptualizations and the 

originally specified components of effective schools (Edmonds, 1979) be considered, 
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compared, and contrasted with the characteristics of transformational leadership in 

education defined by the Leithwood model in 2000. 

 As previously stated, the Leithwood model of transformational leadership 

characteristics for education in Figure 2.4 (p. 54), is comprised of nine dimensions 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000): building a school vision, developing group goals, creating a 

productive school culture, providing intellectual stimulation, offering individualized 

support, modeling best practices and organizational values, demonstrating high 

performance expectations, developing structures to foster participation in school 

decisions, and building strong relationships with parents and community. Transactional 

practices considered fundamental to organizational stability were included in four 

additional dimensions: establishing effective staffing practices, providing instructional 

support, monitoring school activities, and buffering staff from distractions to their 

instruction (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). More recently, Leithwood and Jantzi (2006) 

organized these dimensions into four categories: setting direction, developing people, 

redesigning the organization, and managing the instructional program. It is through these 

categories that each dimension will be discussed.  

 The function of direction setting is to ensure the aligned efforts of all 

organizational members and stakeholders. Such alignment serves to increase both the 

effectiveness and the efficiency of the school organization (Leithwood, 2012). Direction 

setting also provides motivation, as people are motivated by a sense of purpose and goals 

in which they strongly believe (Leithwood, 2012). The three transformational leadership 

dimensions that comprise direction setting are illustrated in Figure 2.6. They are: building 
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a shared vision, developing consensus around group goals, and demonstrating high 

performance expectations (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006).  

 
Figure 2.6. Direction Setting. This illustrates the three dimensions of Leithwood’s model 
for transformational leadership that fall in the Direction Setting category. Adapted from 
“Transformational School Leadership for Large-Scale Reform: Effects on Students, 
Teachers, and Their Classroom Practices,” by K. Leithwood & D. Jantzi, 2006, School 
Effectiveness & School Improvement, 17(2), 201-227. 

 The primary aim of the development of people is to build the knowledge and 

skills necessary for teachers to accomplish school goals and the persistence to apply them 

(Leithwood, 2012). Building such capacity provides teachers a sense of mastery, another 

highly motivating factor. Trust relationships developed along the way allow teachers to 

engage in the risks required to both learn and try new practices (Leithwood, 2012). 

People development includes three dimensions of transformational leadership: offering 

individualized support, providing intellectual stimulation, modeling best practices, and 

organizational values (see Figure 2.7). 
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Figure 2.7. People Development. This illustrates the three dimensions of Leithwood’s 
model for transformational leadership that fall in the People Development category. 
Adapted from “Transformational School Leadership for Large-Scale Reform: Effects on 
Students, Teachers, and Their Classroom Practices,” by K. Leithwood & D. Jantzi, 2006, 
School Effectiveness & School Improvement, 17(2), 201-227. 

Organizational redesign shifts focus from the people in the organization to its 

physical environment. As such, it requires the periodic adjustment or refinement of 

existing school infrastructures (i.e. class schedules, policies, and procedures) to ensure 

their alignment with improvement efforts and the implementation of new practices 

(Leithwood, 2012). Responsive organizational redesign is critical to transformation 

efforts as misalignment significantly erodes staff motivation and diminishes their ability 

to best use their professional expertise (Leithwood, 2012). Dimensions of 

transformational leadership include: creating a productive school culture, developing 

structures to foster participation in school decisions, and building strong parent and 

community relationships (see Figure 2.8). 
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Figure 2.8. Organizational Redesign. This illustrates the three dimensions of Leithwood’s 
model for transformational leadership that fall in the Organizational Redesign category. 
Adapted from “Transformational School Leadership for Large-Scale Reform: Effects on 
Students, Teachers, and Their Classroom Practices,” by K. Leithwood & D. Jantzi, 2006, 
School Effectiveness & School Improvement, 17(2), 201-227. 

The instructional management category reflects a leadership commitment to 

ongoing improvement of teaching practices and increased pedagogical content 

knowledge as well as the hiring, developing, and retaining of high quality teachers 

(Leithwood, 2012). Instructional management requires the systematic collection and 

effective use of data by school leaders and teachers, to monitor and evaluate student 

progress and make informed school decisions (Hallinger, 2003; Leithwood, 2012; Yukl, 

1994). Buffering staff from excessive and distracting internal and external demands 

contributes to the overall effectiveness of the organization by protecting critical 

instructional time (Francera & Bliss, 2011; Leithwood, 2012; Marzano et al., 2005). 

Instructional management involves the four transactional components of 

Leithwood’s characteristics of transformational leadership for education (Leithwood & 

Jantzi, 2000): establishing effective staffing practices, providing instructional support, 

observing classroom activities and buffering teachers from distractions to their 

instruction. Although earlier research involving management practices in schools yielded 

mixed results (Hallinger, 2003), more recent research by Leithwood and colleagues 
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(2004) indicated these methods produce positive results on student outcomes. The meta-

analysis of Marzano et al. (2005) on effective leadership practices confirmed a 

correlation between both transformational and transactional leadership practices and 

student achievement (see Figure 2.9). 

 
Figure 2.9. Instructional Management. This illustrates the four transactional dimensions 
of Leithwood’s model for transformational leadership that fall in the Instructional 
Management category. Adapted from “Transformational School Leadership for Large-
Scale Reform: Effects on Students, Teachers, and Their Classroom Practices,” by K. 
Leithwood & D. Jantzi, 2006, School Effectiveness & School Improvement, 17(2), 201-
227. 

Edmonds’ (1982) Correlates of Effective Schools, based on his earlier effective 

school research, reflected the Learning for All mission of the Effective Schools 

Movement of the 1980s. These tenets have evolved to reflect aspects of organizational 

management theory, empowerment, and continuous improvement, as our understanding 

of effective schools has broadened. To that end, Levine and Lezotte (1995) refined and 

expanded the Correlates of Effective Schools as: productive school climate and culture 

that reflect shared values, focus on student acquisition of central learning skills, 

appropriate monitoring of student progress, practice-oriented staff development, 

outstanding leadership, salient parent involvement, effective instructional and 

Instructional Management 

Establishing 
effective staffing 

practices 
Providing 

instructional support 
Observing 

classroom activities 
Buffering teachers 
from distractions 



A LEVER LONG ENOUGH   67 

organizational arrangements, high operational expectations and requirements for all 

students, and multicultural instruction and sensitivity. 

The Correlates are anchored in instructional leadership with an emphasis on 

coordinating and controlling curriculum, instruction, and assessment to improve student 

achievement. This transactional approach is amplified by the omission of two key 

domains of the Leithwood model (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000): the provision of 

intellectual stimulation, which entails innovative thinking, experimenting, taking risks, 

and challenging the status quo; and the development of structures to foster participation 

in school decisions, concepts of shared or distributed leadership not commonly associated 

with instructional leadership. Regarding their relevance to effective schools Lezotte 

(2001) asserts, “the extent to which the Correlates are in place in a school has a dramatic, 

positive effect on student achievement” (p. 5). 

Leadership researchers Kouzes and Posner began their collaborative work in 

1982, with hundreds of interviews and questionnaires designed to ascertain leadership 

excellence (Leadership Challenge, 2000). This study resulted in the identification of 

fundamental practices common to extraordinary achievements; a set of measurable, 

learnable behaviors on which Kouzes and Posner founded their The Five Practices of 

Exemplary Leadership model (Leadership Challenge, 2000). Later they devised the 

Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI), a widely used assessment tool for aspiring leaders 

of all ages and in all sectors (Leadership Challenge, 2000). According to Kouzes and 

Posner (2003) exemplary leaders must: model the way by finding their voice and setting 

an example; inspire a shared vision by envisioning the future and enlisting others in a 

common vision; challenge the process by experimenting, taking risks, and learning from 
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mistakes; enable others to act by fostering collaboration and empowerment; and 

encourage the heart by recognizing contributions and celebrating values and victories. 

Kouzes and Posner urge educators to follow these practices and use the LPI to 

develop transformative learning environments that facilitate, nurture, and empower others 

to make extraordinary things happen (Leadership Challenge, 2000). In comparison, The 

Five Practices of Exemplary Leadership model omits two important characteristics of 

transformational leadership for education (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000): the development 

of group goals and the demonstration of high performance expectations. Kouzes and 

Posner’s model also excludes the establishment of strong relationships with parents as 

well as the four transactional components of transformational leadership however, this is 

understandable given that The Five Practices of Exemplary Leadership are not specific to 

school organizations. 

 The National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) focused on 

the evolving role of principal leadership in creating and sustaining effective schools in 

the challenging global society. In accordance with its mission to lead in the advocacy and 

support for elementary and middle level principals and other education leaders in their 

commitment to all children, NAESP (2008) revised and expanded its Leading Learning 

Communities: Standards for What Principals Should Know and Be Able To Do in 2008. 

This publication “sets the priorities for and provides specific tools and resources to help 

principals meet standards of effective leadership and structure efforts within learning 

communities to ensure that all students and adults learn and perform at high levels” 

(NAESP, 2008, p. 16). Leading Learning Communities (NAESP, 2008) defines six 

standards that together characterize the instructional leadership NAESP considers critical 
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to effective schools: Standard One-Lead Student and Adult Learning; Standard Two-Lead 

Diverse Communities; Standard Three-Lead 21st Century Learning; Standard Four-Lead 

Continuous Improvement; Standard Five-Lead Using Knowledge and Data; and Standard 

Six-Lead Parent, Family, and Community Engagement. 

These standards are firmly nested within the tenets of professional learning 

communities (PLCs), which NAESP (2008) defines as “places in which adults and 

students work collaboratively and demonstrate a commitment to continuous improvement 

of performance” (p. 3). Although supportive and shared leadership are important 

components of PLCs (NAESP, 2008, p. 3), Standard Three of Leading Learning 

Communities (NAESP, 2008) proves contradictory, stating “[e]ffective principals demand 

content and instruction that ensure achievement of agreed-upon standards” (NAESP, 

2008, p. 7). This highly directive transactional leadership approach is also evident in the 

omission of the provision of intellectual stimulation and its application in challenging the 

status quo. 

AdvancED is a non-profit, non-partisan organization committed to helping 

schools improve. Created in 2006 through a merger of the Pre-K-12 divisions of the 

North Central Association Commission on Accreditation and School Improvement (NCA 

CASI) and the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Council on Accreditation 

and School Improvement (SACS CASI), and then expanded through the Northwest 

Accreditation Commission (NWAC) in 2012, AdvancED conducts on-site external 

reviews of Pre-K-12 schools and school systems to ensure that all learners achieve 

(AdvancED, 2017). AdvancED advocates that educational systems provide a “rigorous 
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and robust quality education to every learner, from all walks of life, one that prepares 

them to succeed in a constantly evolving and diverse world” (AdvancEd, 2017, para 1). 

Created in 2011, the AdvancED Standards for Quality Schools are research based, 

“comprehensive quality statements that describe conditions and factors that contribute to 

a quality educational experience and operational effectiveness” (AdvancED, 2017, para. 

3). Exclusive of the establishment of strong parent relationships, the AdvanED Standards 

for Quality Schools (2011) align closely with the rest of the Leithwood model 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000) and are outlined as: Standard One-Purpose and direction; 

Standard Two-Governance and leadership; Standard Three-Teaching and assessing for 

learning; Standard Four-Resources and support systems; and Standard Five-Using results 

for continuous improvement. 

The National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA) revised the 

Interstate School Leadership Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Policy Standards in 2015. 

The resulting Professional Standards for Educational Leaders 2015 details the 

foundational principles of leadership that guide the improvement of student achievement 

(NPBEA, 2015). Citing the changing demands of school leadership as well as the 

growing knowledge-base of effective leadership and its correlation to student 

achievement, NPBEA explains the necessity for such standards and their application to 

all levels of educational leadership (NPBEA, 2015). Recast with a stronger emphasis on 

student learning than the ISLLC version, these standards “help ensure that each child is 

well-educated and prepared for the 21st century” (NPBEA, 2015, p. 2), and include: 

Standard One-Mission, vision, and core values; Standard Two-Ethics and professional 

norms; Standard Three-Equity and cultural responsiveness; Standard Four-Curriculum, 
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instruction, and assessment; Standard Five-Community of care and support for students; 

Standard Six-Professional capacity of school personnel; Standard Seven-Professional 

community for teachers and staff; Standard Eight-Meaningful engagement of families 

and community; Standard Nine-Operations and management; and Standard Ten-School 

improvement (NPBEA, 2015). 

The Professional Standards for Educational Leaders 2015 reflect a holistic view; 

“interdependent domains, qualities, and values of leadership work that research and 

practice suggest are integral to student success” (NPBEA, 2015, p. 3); they focus 

predominantly on instructional leadership behaviors, emphasizing control of curriculum, 

instruction, and assessment to improve student achievement. As such, they omit two key 

characteristics of transformational leadership for education (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000): 

the provision of intellectual stimulation and the development of structures to foster 

participation in school decisions. Similar to the more transactional methods of the 

NEASP standards, the NPBEA standards minimize opportunities for second-order change 

and distributed leadership. 

As the comparison in Table 2.2 indicates, these frameworks are largely consistent 

in terms of aligning their overarching goals with many of the characteristics of 

transformational leadership for education defined by Leithwood and Jantzi (2000); 

however, their differences lie in their methodology. While successful leadership in the 

21st century requires the intentional blend of transactional and transformational behaviors 

(Hallinger, 2003), the previously discussed meta-analysis completed by Marzano et al. 

(2005) indicates the leadership behaviors with the highest correlation to student 

achievement are predominantly transformational in nature: effective principals adapt their 
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leadership style to match the situation; they monitor and evaluate teacher practices 

through a collaborative process designed to improve student outcomes (Marzano et al., 

2005). Effective principals foster shared beliefs, a sense of community, cooperation, and 

collaboration; they also involve staff in the decision-making process (Marzano et al., 

2005). Therefore, the comprehensive, research-based behaviors that comprise the 21 

Responsibilities of the School Leader (Marzano et al., 2005) will serve as a baseline for 

this study, as they are the actual behaviors of principals that positively impact student 

achievement, rather than a set of prescribed directives developed for principals by 

educational associations or entities that exist outside the complex system of public 

education. 
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Table 2.2 

Comparison of Transformational Leadership Characteristics with Professional 
Standards of Educational Leadership and Meta-Analysis of the Effects of Leadership on 
Student Achievement 
 

Characteristics of 
Leadership 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 
2000) 

C
orrelates 

of Effective 
Schools  
(1995) 

K
ouzes &

 
Posner 
(2003) 

M
arzano, 

W
aters, &

 
M

cN
ulty 

(2005) 

N
A

ESP 
(2008) 

A
dvancED

 
(2011) 

N
PB

EA
 

(2015) 

Transformational Domains 

Build school vision  * *  * * 
Develop group goals   *  *  
Create productive 
school culture * * * * * * 
Provide intellectual 
stimulation * * * * *  
Offer individualized 
support * * * * * * 
Model best practices 
& organizational 
values 

* * * * *  

Demonstrate high 
performance 
expectations 

* * * * * * 

Develop structures to 
foster participation in 
school decisions 

 * * * *  

Build strong 
relationships with 
parents (& 
community) 

* n/a * *  * 

Transactional Domains 
Establish effective 
staffing practices * n/a * * * * 
Provide instructional 
support * n/a * * * * 
Monitor school 
activities * n/a * * * * 
Buffer teachers from 
distractions  * n/a *    
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21st Century Leadership in Action 

 This literature review has examined the implications of living and learning in the 

21st century on our public education system, establishing a strong foundational 

knowledge-base and an understanding of general and educational leadership theories 

which serve to ground this research endeavor. The literature is clear and definitive in 

regards to the urgency for public education to adapt and evolve to prepare our students 

for success in today’s fast-paced, globalized world. Critical 21st century skills have been 

identified and the theoretical leadership framework for transformational change has been 

distilled; however, a gap exists between these critical components and theories and 

subsequent actions. Such a gap has proven prohibitive; impeding the progress of public 

education toward that important evolution. 

 The goal of this research was to provide evidence of the real and practical 

application of educational leadership theory that bridges that gap and in turn enables 

practitioners to facilitate the creation of next generation learning environments that foster 

those critical 21st century skills. Theory in action is a routine occurrence at Webster 

Elementary, a K-5 school in the suburbs of the city of Atherton. Over the past five years, 

Webster Elementary School (WES) teachers and staff have developed, implemented, and 

continue to sustain a next generation learning environment (WES Principal C. Smith, 

personal communication, August 4, 2016). Recognized as an exemplar school by the 

Partnership for 21st Century Learning in 2014, Webster Elementary School is a fully-

realized personalized learning community that fosters key 21st century skills of 

collaboration, critical thinking, creative problem-solving, and effective communication. 

Since this change occurred, student achievement results have soared, surpassing all 
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expectations (WES Academic Dean D. Brown, personal communication, August 4, 

2016).  

Research Questions 

The literature indicates principal leadership plays a key role in transforming 

schools (Bush, 2008; Kafka, 2009; Leithwood et al., 2004; Marzano et al., 2005; Waters 

et al., 2003). Furthermore, it is also clear that both transformational and transactional 

leadership behaviors are required in order for school principals to be effective (Avolio, 

1999; Bass, 1985; Bush, 2008; Cuban, 1988; Fullan et al., 2006; Hallinger, 2003; 

Leithwood, 2012; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Marzano et al., 2005; Waters et al., 2003). 

The primary research question examined in this study was: In the specific case of 

Webster Elementary, what type of leadership behaviors did the principal employ in order 

to enable the school’s significant transformation into a next generation learning model 

that prepares students for the challenges of life in the 21st century? The two secondary 

questions examined in this study were: (a) How do the teachers view the leadership of the 

Webster Elementary School principal? and (b) What lessons could other school leaders 

learn from the leadership experiences of the Webster Elementary School principal 

specifically in regards to actions effecting second-order change? 

Summary 

Propelling us into the 21st century, technology connects us in a global society 

where information is instantly accessible and change is the only constant. In the 21st 

century, knowledge is no longer a commodity to be digested and stockpiled, but a 

resource, something to apply or think with, not an end in and of itself (New Zealand 

Council for Educational Research, 2016). If students are to be successful in this global 
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economy and society, the goal of public education must be redefined. The standard base 

of knowledge is no longer the desired result but a mere foundation for the skills today’s 

students need to be successful in the workforce and global society of the 21st century. In 

the complex, challenging world of public education, leadership is the key to restructuring, 

reculturing and redesigning our 19th century system into learning communities that 

prepare students for the increasingly diverse, dynamic, globalized, and technology-rich 

world of the 21st century. 
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CHAPTER 3: Methodology and Procedure 

Research Design 

In the world of research, there are three distinct methodological traditions: 

quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods. Researchers in each are shaped by their 

philosophical worldview and the paradigms or beliefs, values, and assumptions 

associated with that perspective (Guba, 1990; Kuhn, 1970; Mertens, 2003). These 

paradigms influence how researchers investigate, analyze, and interpret their topics of 

study (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Lincoln, 1990; Morgan, 2007; Rallis & Rossman, 

2003). Purists of the quantitative research tradition have historically aligned with the 

positivist paradigm, the belief that reality consists of a single fixed, measurable, and 

observable truth (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). They seek to gain knowledge through 

objective and quantifiable means, and perceive their value or role in research as purely 

objective (Maxwell, 2013; McCabe, 2016; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). Postpositivism, 

an expansion of the positivist paradigm, however, acknowledges that the subjective views 

of researchers impact how they conduct research and interpret data (Reichardt & Rallis, 

1994; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). 

Quantitative researchers primarily propose and test hypotheses through the 

collection, analyses, and interpretation of numerical data (Atkinson & Hammersley, 

1994; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). As such, they regard the scientific method and its 

rigorous testing through quantitative measurements as the only valid means to conduct 

objective social research (Creswell, 2007; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). Although an 

effective means to establish a baseline, identify relationships between specific variables, 

and answer questions of who, where, how many, or how much (Adler, 1996; Frels & 
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Onwuegbuzie, 2013), quantitative research alone is not sufficient to answer the questions 

posed in this particular study.  

Purists of the qualitative research tradition ascribe to a view dichotomous with the 

quantitative approach, the constructivist paradigm (Howe, 1988; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; 

Maxcy, 2003), in which reality is complex, fluid, and created both individually and 

socially (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). The goal of qualitative research is the 

construction of in-depth descriptions of subjects of inquiry through the collection, 

examination, and analyses of narrative and pictorial data (Creswell, 2007; Teddlie & 

Tashakkori, 2010). Qualitative researchers seek to gain meaning or understanding 

through close observations and interactions with their research participants (Creswell, 

2007; Lincoln & Guba, 2000); they acknowledge the subjective nature of their methods 

and the potential for bias (Creswell, 2007; McCabe, 2016). The qualitative approach is an 

effective way to answer questions of how and why (Frels & Onwuegbuzie, 2013); 

however, in the broader context, it alone is not sufficient to answer those posited in this 

study.  

Creswell (2007) provides a more specific description of qualitative methodology, 

identifying five qualitative approaches as narrative research, phenomenology, grounded 

theory, ethnography and case studies. Narrative research captures the detailed stories and 

life experiences of a single person or a small group of people, in the form of biographies, 

autobiographies (Ellis, 2004), and life and oral histories (Denzin, 1989; Plummer, 1983). 

Narrative studies may be guided by a theoretical perspective or have a specific contextual 

focus (Ollerenshaw & Creswell, 2002). Broadening the narrative approach, 

phenomenological research goes beyond detailed stories, describing “the meaning for 
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several individuals of their lived experiences of a concept or phenomenon” (Creswell, 

2007, p. 57). The goal of phenomenological research is to reduce those common 

experiences into a description of the universal essence of the phenomenon (Creswell, 

2007).  

Grounded theory research generates theories regarding a process, action, or 

interaction (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). During grounded theory research, narrative data is 

systematically gathered and inductively analyzed for patterns, themes, and categories that 

shape the resulting theory (Patton, 2002). Ethnographic research describes and interprets 

the learned values, beliefs, and behavior patterns of an entire culture (Creswell, 2007; 

Harris, 1968). It requires extended participant observation and complete immersion of the 

researcher in the lives of participants (Creswell, 2007). Ethnographic research often 

results in a holistic cultural portrait of the group that incorporates views of both the 

participants and their researchers (Creswell, 2007). 

Case study research explores single or multiple bounded systems (case, cases) 

over time through an extensive data collection process. According to Yin (2009), “a case 

study is an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon in depth and 

within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and 

context are not clearly evident” (p. 18). Although considered a method of qualitative 

research, case study research is unique in that it is not limited to being a data collection 

tactic or design feature (Stoecker, 1991). Stake (2005) considers case study to be the 

object of the study itself rather than a method or approach. Stake (1995) distinguished 

between three case study applications: intrinsic, instrumental, and multiple- or collective. 

Intrinsic case studies focus on understanding a specific individual or situation, while 
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instrumental case studies investigate a case as a means of accomplishing a larger goal 

(Stake, 1995). Multiple or collective case studies includes several cases investigated 

concurrently, as part of one larger study (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2003).  

Yin (2003) alternatively categorized case study research in three ways: 

descriptive, exploratory, and explanatory. Descriptive case studies depict or illustrate a 

real life phenomenon or intervention in the context it occurs, while exploratory case 

studies expose or reveal situations in which no clear outcomes result from the 

intervention being evaluated (Yin, 2009). Explanatory case studies “explain the presumed 

causal link in real-life interventions that are too complex for the survey or experimental 

strategies” (Yin, 2009, p. 19). This is an appropriate description of the intended purpose 

of this research study, which is to explain the presumed causal link between a school 

principal’s leadership behaviors and that school’s successful second-order change. 

Although Merriam (1998) encourages the use of qualitative case studies in the 

field of education, Yin (2003) asserts that case study research often includes both 

qualitative and quantitative evidence, and advocates instead for a mixed methods case 

study development. Fortunately, the emergence of the mixed methods orientation and 

associated pragmatic paradigm over the last 20 years (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010) has 

effectively resolved the incompatibility debate between quantitative and qualitative 

paradigms (Howe, 1988; Maxcy, 2003; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Pragmatists believe 

quantitative and qualitative methods are compatible (Howe, 1988). Figure 3.1 illustrates 

how they move seamlessly across that continuum depending on their perspective and 

research purpose, unhindered by the false dichotomies of paradigm incompatibility 

(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). As a pragmatist, this investigator is interested in both 
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numerical and narrative data, and will select an approach that best answers the research 

questions proposed in this study. 

 

Figure 3.1. The Quantitative-Mixed Methods-Qualitative (QUAN-MM-QUAL) 
Continuum. This illustrates the three overlapping methodological research traditions. 
Adapted from Foundations of Mixed Methods Research: Integrating Quantitative and 
Qualitative Approaches in the Social and Behavioral Sciences, by C. Teddlie & A. 
Tashakkori, 2010. 

In mixed methods, researchers employ both quantitative and qualitative methods 

in a manner that provides the most balanced, informative, and useful results (Frels & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2013; Yin, 2009). The mixed methods approach offers an alternative to 

the dichotomous paradigms of the quantitative and qualitative traditions (Gorard & 

Taylor, 2004; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). Aligning 

with the pragmatic paradigm (Onwuegbuzie, Johnson, & Collins, 2009; Teddlie & 

Tashakkori, 2010), mixed methods researchers reject the either/or choices of the previous 

paradigms and choose instead to employ methods that work in answering the specific 

research questions under investigation (Bryman, 2006; Erzberger & Kelle, 2003; 

Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Mixed methods researchers gather and integrate both 

numerical and narrative data (Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 

2003), and acknowledge their subjectivity plays a significant role in the analyses and 

interpretation of that data (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). Pragmatists consider 

QUAN MIXED QUAL 
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quantitative and qualitative methods compatible and complimentary (Teddlie & 

Tashakkori, 2010). In support of mixed methods, Greene and Caracelli (2003) assert that 

“multiple, diverse perspectives are important because they are required to explain the 

complexity of an increasingly pluralistic society” (as cited in Teddlie & Tashakkori, 

2010, p. 100). When used in concert, quantitative and qualitative methods capture trends, 

themes, and details of a situation, allowing for more complete analysis (Greene, 

Caracelli, & Graham, 1989; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). 

This goal of this proposed research study was to explain the presumed causal link 

(Yin, 2009) between principal leadership behaviors and second order school change as it 

occurred in the bounded case of one midwest elementary school. As neither quantitative 

nor qualitative methodologies were sufficient to independently answer the questions 

posed in this study, a pragmatic perspective was necessary in determining “what works” 

(Howe, 1988). Mixed methods designs allow researchers to choose the variables and 

units of analysis for the collection, analysis, and integration of both numerical and 

narrative data (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). In planning mixed methods studies, three 

factors are considered: priority, implementation, and integration (Creswell, Plano Clark, 

Guttman, & Hanson, 2003; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). Priority refers to the method, 

quantitative or qualitative, given greater emphasis in the study. Implementation refers to 

the order in which data is collected and analyzed: chronologically, in a sequence, or 

concurrently, in a parallel design. Integration in mixed method research is the phase when 

quantitative and qualitative data are mixed or connected. This typically occurs twice 

during the study, in the data collection and analysis stages. 
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This investigation used a two-phase sequential explanatory mixed methods 

design, one of the most popular mixed methods designs in educational research 

(Creswell, 2002, 2003; Creswell et al., 2003; McMillan, 2016). In the first phase, the 

primary research question of the study was addressed quantitatively through an online 

survey. The goal of this quantitative phase was to identify the predominant leadership 

behaviors exhibited by the principal during the school’s transformation; it also provided 

for the identification of participants for the second phase. In Phase II, a qualitative case 

study approach was used to collect data through a focus group discussion of survey 

participants, followed by semi-structured interviews with the school’s administrators. The 

goal of the qualitative phase of this study was to develop a better understanding of 

quantitative results; to explain the predominant leadership behaviors indicated in Phase I 

and determine their causality in the successful second order change that occurred at the 

school.  

The rationale for this sequential explanatory mixed methods approach is that the 

quantitative data collected during Phase I addressed the research problem in a general 

way, i.e. identifying the leadership behaviors employed by the school principal during the 

transformation process, while the Phase II qualitative data and its analysis provided an in-

depth understanding of those quantitative results; an explanation of those leadership 

behaviors through the perspectives of the participants and their presumed causal 

connection to the transformation that occurred. The visual model for the procedures for 

the sequential explanatory mixed methods design of this study is presented in Figure 3.2. 
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Figure 3.2. Sequential Explanatory Mixed Methods Design Procedures. This figure 
illustrates the two-phased approach of this study in which the smaller, quantitative (quan) 
phase occurs first, and the larger, qualitative (QUAL) phase occurs second.  

 In this study, the qualitative research phase represented the majority of the data 

collection and analysis, therefore, priority was given to the qualitative (QUAL) method. 

The smaller, quantitative (quan) phase occurred first in the sequence and was used to 

identify leadership behaviors that were more clearly revealed and described during Phase 

II. Quantitative data was integrated at the beginning of the qualitative Phase II, as the 

selection of participants and the development of questions for the focus group was based 

on results of the Phase I quantitative survey. Phase II semi-structured interview questions 

were derived from the results of the focus group discussion, and anchored in the 

quantitative results of the Phase I survey online survey. Quantitative and qualitative data 

was also integrated during the discussion of outcomes of the whole study. 

Target Population and Sample 

 The target population for this study was the professional staff of Webster 

Elementary School. The criterion for the selection of participants included their 

continuous employment as a teacher or administrator at Webster Elementary School since 
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Teacher 
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Phase I: 
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Stage 1: 
Focus 
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Phase 
II: 

QUAL 
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Structured 
Interviews 

Phase 
II: 
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2010. A total of 11 staff members met this criterion. Recruiting of participants occurred 

through face-to-face and telephone conversations, and emailed invitations.  

In mixed methods research, sound sampling is the key to meeting the desired 

generalizability of both quantitative and qualitative components (Curry & Nunez-Smith, 

2015). Generalizability in quantitative research equates to maximum external validity of 

results whereas generalizability in qualitative research may or may not result in 

transferability of results (Curry & Nunez-Smith, 2015; Teddlie & Yu, 2007). Through a 

combined mixed methods sampling strategy, probability and purposeful sampling 

techniques were both used during different phases of the study (Curry & Nunez-Smith, 

2015; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). This combination ensured adequate attention was 

given to the requirements of both components of the study, thus enhancing the 

generalizability of quantitative data and enhancing the credibility of qualitative data 

collected. 

For the purpose of the first, quantitative phase of the study, an independent 

stratified sample was used, representing the subgroup of the teaching staff that fit the 

criterion (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). For the second, qualitative phase of this study, a 

purposeful interdependent sample of Phase I participants and a purposeful independent 

sample of Webster Elementary School administrators was used. This intentional selection 

resulted in information-rich participants who were best able to provide in-depth 

descriptions and explanations that answered the research questions (Patton, 2002). 
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Phase I Quantitative 

Data Collection 

 The first, quantitative phase of the study was focused on identifying the 

leadership behaviors exhibited by the principal during the school transformation process. 

Data was collected at one point in time, using the cross-sectional survey design 

(McMillan, 2012). The primary technique for collecting the quantitative data was an 

online survey based on the Leithwood model of transformational educational leadership 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). As previously stated, the Leithwood model (see Figure 2.4, 

p. 54) is comprised of nine transformational and four transactional leadership dimensions 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). It was organized into four categories in 2006: setting 

direction, developing people, redesigning the organization, and managing the 

instructional program. Leithwood has further refined, adapted, and employed the 

Educational Leadership Survey in several studies since then (1997, 1999, 2001, 2006, 

2012). The validity and reliability of the survey by Leithwood and his colleagues are 

verified both through its use in numerous studies and the recognition of the author’s 

authority in the field of transformational leadership (Rutledge, 2010). 

The 2016 version of the Leithwood survey consists of 20 items; it measures the 

perception of teachers in regards to their principal’s ability to lead the school amidst 

changing demands on the organization, through various Likert-type rating scales. For the 

purposes of this study, participants identified the extent to which the principal employed 

Leithwood’s key leadership behaviors during the school’s transformation, using a 4-point 

Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always). Permission to use of this 



A LEVER LONG ENOUGH   87 

Educational Leadership Survey was received directly from Dr. Leithwood via email 

correspondence (see Appendix B).  

The first three sections of the Leithwood Educational Leadership Survey for 

Teacher Respondents are rooted transformational leadership behaviors (see Appendix C). 

Statements in the first section are related to direction setting, which ensures the aligned 

efforts of all organizational members and stakeholders (Leithwood, 2012). It provided 

data regarding the extent to which the principal went to create an overall sense of purpose 

during the school’s transformational process. Statements in the second section of the 

survey are related to the development of people; building the capacity for teachers to 

accomplish school goals and the persistence to apply them (Leithwood, 2012). This 

section provided data regarding the principal’s efforts to encourage and support staff and 

promote leadership development among teachers during the school’s transformational 

process.  

The third section of the survey addresses design principles critical to sustaining 

staff motivation and supporting their ability to best use their professional expertise 

(Leithwood, 2012). Data from this section indicated the degree to which the principal 

fostered a collaborative school environment and shared decision-making throughout the 

school’s transformational process. Statements in the fourth and final section of the survey 

focus on improving the instructional program through transactional leadership behaviors 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). This section provided data regarding the extent to which the 

principal observed classroom activities and provided support in improving teaching 

practices during the school’s transformational process.  
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The survey was web-based and accessed through a link, which was emailed to 

potential participants who met the criterion. Results from this online survey were 

automatically stored in a database, accessible in spreadsheet or graphic formats. The 

opening page of the online survey was comprised of an informed consent form. 

Participants clicked the “I will participate in this study” button, indicating their 

compliance to participate and complete the survey, before access was granted. As the 

intention of this survey was based on specific and well-defined attributes of 

transformational leadership, it was critical that the content of the instrument be validated 

prior to its application in this study (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 

2010). To that end, a pilot test of the survey was performed using teachers similar to 

potential respondents, from an elementary school in New Hampshire. This pilot was 

completed to reveal ambiguities in the survey instructions, poor wording, or confusion in 

the meaning of survey statements (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 

2010). Based on the results of the pilot test, survey items were not revised. 

 In an effort to improve the typically low-response of online surveys, participants 

received an email from this investigator about the importance of their input in this study, 

a week before the invitation and survey link were sent. To further solicit responses from 

all participants, a three-phase follow-up approach was used (Dillman, 2000); an email 

reminder was sent to all participants five days after receiving the invitation and survey 

link. A second email was sent ten days after receipt of the invitation and survey link; two 

weeks later a third and final email reminder was sent stating the importance of the 

participants’ input for the study. 
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Data Analysis 

 Descriptive statistical methods were used to analyze quantitative data collected 

through the online teacher survey. Descriptive procedures include the summarizing of 

responses in order to uncover trends and patterns and draw some conclusion from the 

results (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). During this process, 

Phase I exploratory quantitative data were integrated or connected to qualitative methods 

by informing the development of questions used in the qualitative Phase II of the study. 

Survey statements that yield the greatest cumulative value indicated the predominant 

leadership behaviors; those statements and their associated behaviors formed the basis for 

focus group questions. The Phase II focus group discussion, conducted with Phase I 

survey participants, employed those questions to bring greater depth of understanding, 

context, and clarity to quantitative results of the survey.  

Validity and Reliability  

 In quantitative research, two common standards are used to gauge rigor: validity 

and reliability (Curry & Nunez-Smith, 2015). Establishing instrument validity and 

reliability at the outset of a study are important steps in reducing measurement errors that 

might arise along the way. Validity refers to the degree to which a measure actually 

represents or assesses the specific concept that is intended to be measured; (Fraenkel & 

Wallen, 2003; Curry & Nunez-Smith, 2015). Instrument validity is critical to ensuring the 

inferences made, based on data collected, are appropriate, correct, and meaningful 

(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003). Reliability refers to the consistency, accuracy, and precision 

of a measurement procedure (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003), and the degree to which 

observations or measures can be replicated (Curry & Nunez-Smith, 2015).  
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For the purposes of this study, validity and reliability of the Leithwood survey 

instrument were established through its use in a number of studies on educational 

leadership and the recognition of the author’s authority in the field of transformational 

leadership. Instrument content validity was additionally established through pilot testing, 

a process that helped assess whether the statements in the survey were clearly described 

and relevant to the subject they aimed to measure. The pilot test also helped determine 

whether this survey was a well-designed, reasonable manner in which to obtain this 

information (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). 

Phase II Qualitative 

Data Collection 

The second, qualitative phase in this study was focused on explaining the results 

of the quantitative data obtained in the first phase. An explanatory case study design 

(Yin, 2009) was used for collecting and analyzing qualitative data collected during Phase 

II of this study. Explanatory case studies “explain the presumed causal link in real-life 

interventions that are too complex for the survey or experimental strategies” (Yin, 2009, 

p. 19). As the overarching purpose of this research study was to explain the presumed 

causal link between a school principal’s leadership behaviors and that school’s successful 

second-order change, this approach provided the greatest opportunity for accurate data 

collection. 

 In the first stage of Phase II, qualitative data was collected through a focus group; 

a carefully planned discussion “designed to obtain perceptions on a defined area of 

interest in a permissive, non-threatening environment” (Krueger & Casey, 2000, p. 5). 

Focus groups are both an interview and observation technique that provides an 
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investigator access to the perceptions and experiences of participants in relation to a 

phenomenon (Morgan & Spanish, 1984). For the purposes of this study, three teacher 

survey participants voluntarily took part in a focus group discussion, guided by open-

ended questions grounded the Phase I quantitative survey results. The goal of this follow-

up discussion was to generate narrative data that would validate and bring greater depth 

and clarity to the numerical survey data collected.  

This focus group discussion was conducted using a secure, web-based, interactive 

meeting platform. The group was synchronous and included both audio and video 

recordings of participants. Participants accessed the focus group with a secure link and 

used an assigned screen name to protect privacy. The interview protocol included a series 

of open-ended questions, and was pilot tested on three teachers similar to potential 

respondents, from an elementary school in New Hampshire. Pilot participants were 

debriefed to obtain information regarding the clarity of the interview questions and their 

relevance to the research questions of the study.  

The focus group was approximately 60-90 minutes in length and was recorded for 

transcription. Focus group participants received the interview questions prior to the focus 

group discussion, and had the option to drop out at any time. Once the discussion was 

transcribed, participants had the opportunity to review and correct the contents of the 

interview, if necessary.  

In the second stage of Phase II, qualitative data was collected through semi-

structured interviews, guided conversations that are essential sources of case study 

information (Yin, 2009). Case study interviewing requires the investigator to operate in a 

manner that satisfies two purposes: to obtain answers to the direct and required line of 
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inquiry required while drawing out answers to open-ended questions that also serve the 

needs of the line of inquiry, in a friendly, unbiased manner (Yin, 2009). For the purposes 

of this study, separate, in-depth interviews were conducted with the principal and 

assistant principal of the school. These interviews were guided by data collected during 

the focus group discussion, and grounded in the results of the Phase I survey. 

Interviews were conducted using a script and occurred online via Blue Jeans, a 

secure, web-based interactive meeting platform which interviewees accessed through a 

secure link. Web-based interviews were synchronous and included both audio and video 

recordings of the proceedings. The interview protocol included a series of open-ended 

questions, and was pilot tested on two administrators similar to respondents, from an 

elementary school in New Hampshire. Pilot participants were debriefed to obtain 

information regarding the clarity of the interview questions and their relevance to the 

research questions of the study.  

The goal of these interviews was to uncover the story of the transformation of 

Webster Elementary School. Narrative interview data provided context to the leadership 

behaviors identified during Phase I, and an in-depth description of how these behaviors 

were employed by the building principal, from the perspectives of both administrators. 

Additionally, interviewees were asked to provide advice for other building-level 

administrators attempting to accomplish similar transformations of their schools.  

Interviews were approximately 60-85 minutes in length; both audio and video 

were recorded for transcription. Participants received the interview questions prior to 

scheduled interviews and were informed the interview would be recorded and transcribed 

verbatim; each had the option to end their interview at any time. Once the interviews 
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were transcribed, participants had the opportunity to review and correct the contents, if 

necessary. 

Data Analysis 

The collection and analysis of qualitative data occurs simultaneously in 

qualitative research (Merriam, 1998). In the second phase of this study, narrative data 

from focus group and interview transcripts was analyzed using the steps for case study 

research, identified by Creswell (2007) as: (1) exploration of the data by reviewing 

transcripts and writing memos that include short phrases, and ideas of key concepts that 

arise; (2) organization of the data by coding and labeling the text; (3) development of 

themes by aggregating similar codes found in the data; (4) connection and interpretation 

of themes; (5) presentation of an in-depth picture of the case using a narrative, tables, and 

figures.   

Qualitative data analysis involved a preliminary review of the transcripts from the 

focus group and administrator interviews. Next, using a constant comparison analytic 

technique, text transcripts were coded and analyzed with the help of Dedoose analytic 

software. Major and minor themes were identified, and analysis was completed using the 

Dedoose coding analysis tools. As both sets of qualitative data were anchored to the 

quantitative data, the examination of themes and trends tied back to the original data 

acquired through the Leithwood Educational Leadership survey (Leithwood & Jantzi, 

2006). The final phase of analysis was comprised of the holistic analysis of the case of 

Webster Elementary School (Yin, 2009), through which, the investigator interpreted the 

perceived causal link between the principal’s leadership behaviors and that school’s 

successful second order change.  
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Credibility 

In qualitative research, the gauge of quality is credibility, or “the degree to which 

the findings plausibly explain the phenomenon of interest or cohere with what is known” 

(Curry & Nunez-Smith, 2015, p. 174). Credibility in the qualitative approach is 

established through a verification process, rather than through measures of validity and 

reliability applied in the quantitative approach (Curry & Nunez-Smith, 2015; Ivankova, 

2004).  

Qualitative researchers seek to enhance credibility and trustworthiness through 

the accurate process of measuring, recording, and capturing the intended phenomenon 

(Curry & Nunez-Smith, 2015; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). Practitioners of the 

qualitative approach increase the credibility of their studies in several ways, including 

prolonged engagement with the subject-matter, triangulation of data, and peer debriefing 

(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). Additional techniques for enhancing credibility include 

the provision of detailed descriptions to convey findings, participant confirmation or 

member checks, and external audits (Creswell, 2003; Creswell & Miller, 2002; Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985). For the purposes of this study, credibility was established sequentially 

through effective sampling, then triangulation techniques, followed by member checks, 

and finally through an external audit.  

Effective sampling is an important first step in enhancing credibility (Curry & 

Nunez-Smith, 2015). In this study, the purposeful interdependent sample of Phase I 

participants who participated in the Phase II focus group and a purposeful independent 

sample of Webster Elementary School administrators who participated in Phase II 

interviews provided information-laden narrative data, allowing for rich, in-depth 
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descriptions of findings that enhanced study credibility (Curry & Nunez-Smith, 2015; 

Patton, 2002).  

Triangulation, the use of multiple methods and data sources (Campbell & Fiske, 

1959; Cook, 1985; Denzin, 1978), seeks the corroboration and correspondence of all data 

sets (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Curry & Nunez-Smith, 2015; Greene et al., 1989; 

Patton, 2002). For the purposes of this study, triangulation was satisfied in two ways: 

through its methodological design and data convergence. In mixed methods research, the 

intentional use of both quantitative and qualitative methods to study a single problem 

increases the validity of findings (Denzin, 1978; Greene et al., 1989; Patton, 2002). 

Triangulation in the classic sense also occurred in the convergence of data acquired 

through the teacher survey, focus group discussion, and semi-structured interviews 

(Creswell, 2003; Greene et al., 1989; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1988).  

 Member checking entails the gathering of feedback from participants regarding 

the accuracy of identified categories and themes (Creswell, 2003; Curry & Nunez-Smith, 

2015; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). For the purposes of this study, the interdependent sample 

of Phase I participants reviewed and provided feedback on Phase I data during the Phase 

II focus group discussion. Phase II interview participants also had opportunity to review 

and provide feedback on the data collected during semi-structured interviews. The goal of 

these feedback processes was to ascertain whether the findings were accurate and 

consistent with participant experiences. The final step to establishing credibility requires 

an external audit, the thorough review of the study by an independent person who will 

report back to this investigator (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1988). During the 
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course of this study, this investigator’s dissertation committee chair and committee 

members performed careful audits on all research procedures and data analysis. 

Advantages and Limitations of Sequential Explanatory Mixed Methods Design 

The strengths and weaknesses of mixed methods design have been well 

documented in research literature (Creswell, 2003; Greene & Caracelli, 1997; Teddlie & 

Tashakkori, 2010). The most prominent advantage to the intentional use of both 

quantitative and qualitative methodologies in one study is that it allows for the strengths 

of both approaches to offset their weaknesses (Brewer & Hunter, 1989; Frels & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2013; Greene et al., 1989; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). While qualitative 

research provides the contextual insight and understanding qualitative cannot, the 

objectivity of quantitative research balances the subjectivity of qualitative research and 

offsets any inherent bias (Creswell et al., 2003; Greene et al., 1989; Teddlie & 

Tashakkori, 2010). One particular advantage of sequential explanatory mixed methods 

design is that it allows for a single researcher to implement each phase sequentially 

(Ivankova, 2004). Sequential explanatory mixed method design provides a greater 

assortment of divergent viewpoints and provides stronger inferences; both result in a 

more complete and comprehensive understanding of research problems studied (Frels & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2013; Greene et al., 1989; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010).  

 Sequential explanatory mixed methods design can be very complex. Its primary 

limitation lies in the prolonged length of time necessary to complete its multi-phase, 

multi-step approach (Ivankova, Creswell, & Stick, 2006). This design is also limited in 

that it requires the planning and implementation of one method based on the results of 

another (Curry & Nunez-Smith, 2015). Such interdependence of methods may prove 
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problematic, as the discrepancies that arise from the interpretation of findings may be 

difficult to resolve.  

Research Permission and Ethical Considerations 

In advance of this study, this researcher completed all mandatory research training 

through the Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI) online training program, 

as required by the Plymouth State University (PSU) Office of Research and Sponsored 

Programs (ORSP). Required CITI trainings modules included Human Subjects Research, 

Responsible Conduct of Research, and Financial Conflict of Interest. In addition, this 

researcher completed the National Institute of Health (NIH) Protecting Human Research 

Participants web-based training course, as required by the PSU ORSP. 

In accordance with standard protocols for research involving human participants 

as determined by the US Department of Health and Human Services, all proposed 

research activities included in this study received unconditional approval from the PSU 

Institutional Review Board (IRB), prior to execution (see Appendix G). In compliance 

with IRB regulations, permission was obtained through submittal of an Application for 

Approval of Research Involving Human Subjects, which provided information about the 

principal investigator, study title, and type of review requested, details regarding 

recruitment procedures, and a description of the participant population. This application 

for research permission also included the purpose and significance of the study, its 

background, and a review of literature. Proposed procedures and methodology, risks and 

safeguards, and benefits of the study to participants, society, science, and/or knowledge 

development were identified. An expedited review process was requested, as the topic of 
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this study was not considered sensitive and all participants were over eighteen years of 

age. 

 An informed consent form was included with this application, which described 

the study, its risks and benefits, alternative procedures, compensation, and parameters for 

participation termination. It also included processes that ensure confidentiality of 

participants, documents, and information pertaining to this study, in accordance with 

federal, state, and local laws and regulations. This form required participant agreement 

and the acknowledgement of the protections and rights guaranteed therein; it was 

implemented in each phase of this research process. 

 Participant anonymity was protected through adherence to research and data 

storage guidelines. All participants’ identities were blinded; participants were assigned 

pseudonyms bearing no relationship to their actual names. Participants in the web-

enabled focus group were assigned a password and screen name in advance and asked to 

sign-in under that assigned screen name. Although every effort was made to assure 

privacy and confidentiality of participants, neither privacy nor confidentiality was 

assured for focus group members. No personal or identifiable information was collected 

from participants or included in any publications or reports.  

In accordance with data-storage guidelines, all non-electronic information are 

being kept in locked file drawer in the investigator’s office for three years after the 

study’s completion. All video, audio, and electronic data are stored and maintained on a 

secure server in a locked office for three years after the study is completed. 

Confidentiality is preserved in password-protected files accessible only to the 
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investigator. At the conclusion of the three-year timeframe, all collected data will be 

destroyed. 

The Role of the Researcher 

 The role of this researcher in the collection of data during this mixed methods 

study varied depending on the research phase. In the quantitative Phase I, the researcher’s 

role was purely objective, limited to the administration of the online survey to an 

independent stratified sample of teachers continuously employed at Webster Elementary 

School since 2010. The Google Tools platform collected numeric data generated by the 

survey, which was analyzed using descriptive statistical analysis techniques including the 

summarizing of responses in order to uncover trends and patterns and draw conclusions 

from the results. During this process, quantitative data informed the development of 

questions used in the qualitative Phase II of the study.  

The qualitative, explanatory case study approach of Phase II sought to explain a 

presumed causal link between leadership behaviors and successful second-order school 

change. As such, required the researcher play a more active and participatory role in 

examining the events, beliefs, values, and attitudes of study participants (Stake, 1995; 

Yin, 2003). It bears noting that this researcher had brief interactions with some teacher 

participants during a visit to Webster Elementary School that occurred prior to the 

implementation of the study. She also participated in a New Hampshire state education 

conference and a professional learning community led by Webster Elementary School 

administrators.  

These experiences increased the possibility that the researcher made inaccurate, 

subjective inferences during data analysis, and allowed the potential for bias (Yin, 2009). 
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However, all of the preceding conditions were negated and bias avoided as the 

investigator sought “only to use a case study to substantiate a preconceived position” 

(Yin, 2009, p. 72). Additionally, extensive corroboration of inferences through the 

triangulation of methods and data sources, member checking, and the development of an 

in-depth, information-rich description of this case was used to establish the accuracy of 

findings and minimize bias. Ongoing audits of research procedures and data analysis, 

conducted by dissertation committee chair and members, further substantiated these 

outcomes and procedures. 
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CHAPTER 4: Presentation and Analysis of the Data 

Problem and Purpose 

Our 20th century assembly-line model of education, with its rows of seats, grade-

progression structure, time-driven schedule, standardized curriculum, and teacher-driven 

instructional methods does not provide today’s students the skills and capabilities 

necessary for life in the 21st century. For schools to adequately prepare students for 

success in college, their careers, and the global society that now exists (Friedman, 2005; 

Wagner, 2008; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015), public education must evolve through 

systemic second-order change (Fullan, 1993; Marzano et al., 2005). This mixed-methods 

case study was designed to examine leadership relative to successful systemic, second-

order school change focusing on the principal behaviors that enabled, and supported the 

transformation of Webster Elementary School from the traditional 19th century model 

into a 21st century exemplar school. The objective of this research was to understand the 

leadership behaviors that empowered this transformation as well as those that sustain it. 

Findings provide key understanding of the second-order change leadership behaviors 

necessary to successfully transform traditional schools into 21st century learning models.  

The quantitative portion of the research took the form of an online teacher survey 

(Appendix D). The qualitative portion of the research took two forms: a focus group 

discussion and interviews. Both qualitative portions focused on explaining the results of 

the quantitative data obtained in the first phase. Questions for each can be found in the 

appendices: Focus Group Discussion Questions (Appendix E) and Administrator 

Interview Questions (Appendix F).  
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Chapter Four is divided into five sections. The first section reviews the research 

questions posed in this study and provides participant demographics. The second section 

is based on the quantitative Phase I Teacher Survey research. It includes a discussion of 

the data source, presentation of numerical data, and a description of the integration 

process. The third section is based on the first step of the qualitative Phase II, the Focus 

Group research. It includes a discussion of the data source and presentation of descriptive 

data. The fourth section is based on the second step of Phase II, the Semi-Structured 

Interview research. It includes a discussion of the data source and presentation of 

descriptive data. The fifth section is a validation of the research data results and a brief 

summary of the research process. Chapter Five follows with a discussion of the findings. 

It also addresses additional and unanticipated findings, recommendations for further 

study, and conclusions. 

Research Questions 

The primary research question of this study was: In the specific case of Webster 

Elementary, what type of leadership behaviors did the principal employ in order to enable 

the school’s significant transformation into a next generation learning model that 

prepares students for the challenges of life in the 21st century? The two secondary 

questions of this study were: (a) How do the teachers view the leadership of the Webster 

Elementary School principal? and (b) What lessons could other school leaders learn from 

the leadership experiences of the Webster Elementary School principal specifically in 

regards to actions effecting second-order change?  

The first question focused on the identification of leadership behaviors exhibited 

by the principal throughout the school transformational process. Of the secondary 
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questions of this study, the first centered around the perception and lived experiences of 

WES teachers in regards to those leadership behaviors, which brought greater depth and 

clarity to the story of the school’s successful transformation. The final question examined 

the perceptions and lived experiences of WES administrators in regards to the leadership 

behaviors identified in the first question. It also brought greater depth and clarity to the 

story of the successful second-order change that occurred at WES, and garnered advice 

for other building-level administrators attempting to accomplish similar transformations 

of their schools.  

Participants  

The target population for this study consisted of the professional staff of Webster 

Elementary School employed continuously since 2010. This included teachers and 

administrators. Of the 11 staff members who met the employment criterion, nine were 

teachers and two were administrators.  

In an effort to improve typically low-response rates of online surveys, teachers 

received an initial email invitation for the online survey that included a brief introduction 

video (3:06 minutes) of this researcher, which explained the purpose of the study and 

requested their participation. This email included a web-link to the survey consent form 

which upon agreement, led teachers directly to the survey itself. Employing Dillman’s 

(2000) three-phase follow-up approach, three additional email reminders were sent over 

the course of the next two weeks.  

Of the nine possible teacher participants, 100% participated in the online survey, 

exceeding the typical response rate for online surveys of 39.6% (Shannon & Bradshaw, 

2002). All participating teachers identified their years of experience in the field of 
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education. Responses indicated 33.3% of participants had less than 10 years of 

experience, 33.3% had 11-19 years of experience, and 33.3% had more than 20 years of 

experience. Participants also identified the number of years they have been teaching at 

Webster Elementary School. Responses indicated 55.6% had taught at WES less than 10 

years, 11.1% between 11-15 years, and 33.3% had taught at WES more than 20 years 

(see Table 4.1). 

Table 4.1 

Teacher Survey Participants (N=9 participants) 

Teacher Description Working in Field of 
Education Teaching at WES 

Less than 10 years 3 (33.3%) 5 (55.6%) 

11-19 years 3 (33.3%) 1 (11.1%) 

More than 20 years 3 (33.3%) 3 (33.3%) 

 
Of survey participants, three individuals also chose to participate in a focus group 

discussion. One had been working in the field of education and teaching at Webster 

Elementary School for less than ten years. The other two had been working in the field of 

education between 11-19 years and working at Webster for less than ten years (see Table 

4.2). 

Table 4.2 

Teacher Focus Group Participants (N=3) 

Teacher Description Working in Field of 
Education Teaching at WES 

Less than 10 years 1 (33%) 3 (100%) 

11-19 years 2 (66%) 0 
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Two administrators participated in the semi-structured interview process. Diane 

Brown was a teacher at Webster Elementary School for five years before becoming the 

Academic Dean in 2012. Diane worked in the Hospitality and Tourism industry prior to 

her time in education, where she began as an educational assistant and then became a 

classroom teacher. Brown has been in the field of education for 17 years. Carrie Smith 

was the District K-12 Coordinator, under the Director of Instruction, for three years prior 

to becoming the principal of Webster Elementary School in 2010. As the K-12 

Coordinator she managed federal grants and oversaw expenditures; interviewed, hired, 

placed, and evaluated all district reading teachers. Smith was also responsible for the 

Gifted and Talented program, middle and high school foreign language, and teacher 

professional development training. She spent 18 of her 29-year career in education as a 

classroom teacher. Neither Brown nor Smith had any experience with Next Generation 

Learning models prior to their work at WES (see Table 4.3). 

Table 4.3 

Semi-structured Interview Participants  

Interviewees Years in 
Education Years at WES Years in 

Classroom 
Years in 

Administration 

Brown 17 10 5 5 

Smith 29 7 18 9 
 

Phase I Research 

Aggregate Survey Results 

Research obtained during the literature review indicated both transactional and 

transformational leadership are necessary to enable deep systemic second order change. 

For the purposes of this study, the Leithwood Educational Leadership Survey for Teacher 
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Respondents (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000), was used as its first three sections are rooted 

transformational leadership behaviors, the last section in transactional leadership 

behaviors (see Appendix C). Survey respondents identified the extent to which the 

principal employed Leithwood’s key leadership behaviors during the school’s 

transformation, using the following 4-point Likert scale: 1=Never, 2=Sometimes, 

3=Often, 4=Always.  

Statements in the first section of the Leithwood Survey are related to direction 

setting, which ensures the aligned efforts of all organizational members and stakeholders 

(Leithwood, 2012). It provided data regarding the extent to which the principal went to 

create an overall sense of purpose during the school’s transformational process. In 

regards to statements in Direction Setting, the WES principal was rated the highest 

overall by teacher respondents; earning an average of 33.75 out of 36 possible points, as 

seen in Figure 4.1.  

 
Figure 4.1. Survey Section Mean Scores. This figure represents the average score of each 
survey section by teacher respondents. 
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Of the four statements in Direction Setting, two stand apart. Responses for 

Statement #4: Demonstrated high expectations for your work with students, tallied the 

highest cumulative score, 35 out of 36 possible points (97.2%), while the second highest, 

Statement #2: Helped clarify the reasons for the school’s change initiatives, garnered 34 

out of 36 possible points (94%). This data is represented in Figure 4.2. 

 
Figure 4.2. Survey Section 1: Direction Setting Totals. This figure represents the total 
points accumulated by each statement in Section 1 of the survey.  

In Statement #4: Demonstrated high expectations for your work with students, 

eight of nine survey respondents indicated the principal always (4) demonstrated high 

expectations for their work with students, while the remaining one indicated she did so 

often (3). In Statement #2: Helped clarify the reasons for the school’s change initiatives, 

seven of nine respondents indicated the principal always (4) helped clarify the reasons for 

the school’s change initiatives, while the remaining two indicated she did so often (3). 

The data on Statements #4 and #2 can be seen in Figure 4.3. 
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Figure 4.3. Survey Section 1: Direction Setting Responses. This figure illustrates teacher 
responses to the principal’s demonstration of direction setting during Webster’s 
transformation into a Next Generation Learning model school. 

Statements in the second section of the survey are related to the development of 

people, building the capacity for teachers to accomplish school goals and the persistence 

to apply them (Leithwood, 2012). This People Development section provided data 

regarding the principal’s efforts to encourage and support staff and promote leadership 

development among teachers during the school’s transformational process. In regards to 

statements in People Development, the WES principal was rated the second lowest 

overall by teacher respondents; earning an average of 30.8 out of 36 possible points (see 

Figure 4.1). Of the five statements in People Development, responses for Statement #8: 

Developed an atmosphere of caring and trust, tallied the highest cumulative score, 33 out 

of 36 possible points (91.6%), while the second highest, Statement #7: Modeled a high 

level of professional practice, garnered 32 out of 36 possible points (88.8%). Totals for 

the People Development survey section can be seen in the following Figure 4.4. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

S4. Demonstrated high expectations for 
your work with students 

S3. Provided useful assistance to you in 
setting up short term goals 

S2. Helped clarify the reasons for the 
school's change initiatives 

S1. Gave staff an overall sense of purpose 

Respondents 

Survey Section 1: Direction Setting Responses 

Often 

Always 



A LEVER LONG ENOUGH   109 

 
Figure 4.4. Survey Section 2: Developing People Totals. This figure represents the total 
points accumulated by each statement in Section 2 of the survey. 

In Statement #8, six of nine survey respondents indicated the principal always (4) 

developed an atmosphere of caring and trust, while the remaining three indicated she did 

so often (3). In Statement #7, four of nine respondents indicated the principal always (4) 

modeled a high level of professional practice, while the remaining five indicated she did 

so often (3). Data from Statements #8 and #7 can be seen in Figure 4.5. 

 
Figure 4.5. Survey Section 2: Developing People Responses. This figure illustrates 
teacher responses to the principal’s development of staff during Webster’s transformation 
into a Next Generation Learning model school. 
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The third section of the survey addresses design principles critical to sustaining 

staff motivation and supporting their ability to best use their professional expertise 

(Leithwood, 2012). Data from this Organizational Redesign section indicated the degree 

to which the principal fostered a collaborative school environment and shared decision-

making throughout the school’s transformational process. In regards to statements in 

Organizational Redesign, the WES principal was rated second highest overall by teacher 

respondents; earning an average of 32 out of 36 possible points (see Figure 4.1). Of the 

four statements in Organizational Redesign, one stands above the rest. Responses to 

Statement #10: Encouraged collaborative work among staff, tallied a perfect score of 36 

out of 36 possible points (100%), while Statement #13: Effectively built community 

support for the school’s change efforts, garnered 32 out of 36 possible points (88.8%). 

This data is represented in Figure 4.6. 

 
Figure 4.6. Survey Section 3: Redesigning the Organization Totals. This figure represents 
the total points accumulated by each statement in Section 3 of the survey. 
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Figure 4.7 summarizes Statements #10, #11, and #13. In Statement #10, all survey 

respondents indicated the principal always (4) encouraged collaborative work among 

staff. In Statement #11, six of nine respondents indicated the principal always (4) ensured 

wide participation in decisions about school change, one indicated she did so often (3), 

and two indicated sometimes (2). In Statement #13, five of nine respondents indicated the 

principal always (4) effectively built community support for the school’s change efforts, 

while four indicated she did so often (3). 

 
Figure 4.7. Survey Section 3: Redesigning the Organization Responses. This figure 
illustrates teacher responses to the principal’s efforts to redesign the organization during 
Webster’s transformation into a Next Generation Learning model school. 
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in Instructional Management, the WES principal was rated the lowest overall by teacher 

respondents; earning an average of 29.5 out of 36 possible points (see Figure 4.1). 

However, of the seven statements that comprise the Instructional Management section, 

two scored significantly higher than the rest. Statement #19: Encouraged you to use data 

in your work and Statement #20: Encouraged data use in planning for individual students 

both tallied 35 out of 36 possible points (97.2%), six points above the second highest 

scoring of Statements #14 and #18, which are represented in Figure 4.8. 

 
Figure 4.8. Survey Section 4: Improving Instructional Program Totals. This figure 
represents the total points accumulated by each statement in Section 4 of the survey. 

In Statement #19, eight of nine survey respondents indicated the principal always 

(4) encouraged teachers to use data in their daily work, while one indicated she did so 

often (3). In Statement #20, eight of nine respondents indicated the principal always (4) 

encouraged data use in planning for individual student needs; one indicated she did so 
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provided or located resources to help staff change or improve their teaching; three 
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indicated she did so often (3) and two indicated sometimes (2). In Statement #18, four of 

nine respondents indicated the principal always (4) buffered teachers from distractions to 

their instruction; three indicated she did so often (3) and two indicated this occurred 

sometimes (2). Data representing Statements #19, #20, #14, and #18 can be seen in Figure 

4.9. 

 
Figure 4.9. Survey Section 4: Improving Instructional Program Responses. This figure 
illustrates teacher responses to the principal’s efforts to improve the school’s instructional 
program during Webster’s transformation into a Next Generation Learning model school. 

 The mean score and overall ranking for each survey section are represented in 

Table 4.4. Teacher responses to Direction Setting, a transformational leadership category, 

accumulated the highest overall average score. Teacher responses to Instructional 

Management, the only transactional leadership category, accumulated the lowest overall 

average score.  
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Table 4.4 

Survey Section Mean Scores and Overall Rankings 

Survey Section Mean Score Overall Rank 

Direction Setting 33.75 1 

People Development 30.8 3 

Organizational Redesign 32 2 

Instructional Management 29.5 4 
 

The sum of the points accumulated by the two highest scoring statements in each 

survey section are represented and ranked in Table 4.5. Statements from Direction 

Setting, the transformational leadership category that ranked first in mean score, yielded 

the second highest total points (69). Statements from Instructional Management, the 

transactional leadership category that ranked last in mean score, yielded the highest total 

points (70) overall (see Table 4.5). 

Table 4.5 

Sum of Highest Scored Survey Statements and Overall Rankings 

Survey Section Sum of Highest Scoring 
Statements Overall Rank 

Direction Setting 69 2 

People Development 65 4 

Organizational Redesign 68 3 

Instructional Management 70 1 
 
 The two highest scoring statements of each survey section are listed in rank order 

in Table 4.6. The type of leadership associated with each statement is indicated as 

transactional (T) or transformational (t). Of the four statements that yielded the highest 

score range (35-36), two represented the transformational leadership categories of 
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Organizational Redesign and Direction Setting, and two represented the transactional 

leadership category of Instructional Management (see Table 4.6). Survey data indicates 

that teachers perceive Principal Smith as having employed both transactional and 

transformational leadership behaviors during the school’s second-order change process; 

her greatest focus on staff collaboration. 

Table 4.6 

Highest Scoring Phase I Survey Statements in Rank Order and By Leadership Type 

Total 
Score Statement Survey Section Leadership 

Type 

36 S10. Encouraged collaboration among staff Organizational 
Redesign t 

35 

S4. Demonstrated high expectations for your 
work with students 

Direction 
Setting t 

S19. Encouraged staff to use data in their 
work Instructional 

Management T S20. Encouraged use of data in planning for 
individual student needs 

34 S2. Helped clarify the reasons for your 
school’s improvement initiatives 

Direction 
Setting t 

33 S8. Developed an atmosphere of caring and 
trust People 

Development t 

32 

S7. Modeled a high level of professional 
practice 
S13. Effectively built community support for 
the school’s improvement efforts 

Organizational 
Redesign t 

 

Disaggregate Survey Results 

A closer look at individual teacher respondent scores indicated the Webster 

Elementary School principal earned an average of 15 out of a possible 16 points in survey 

section one, Direction Setting (see Figure 4.10). In survey section two, People 

Development, the principal earned an average of 17.1 out of a possible 20 points (see 

Figure 4.10). In survey section three, Organizational Redesign, the principal earned an 
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average of 14.2 points out of a possible 16, while in section four, Instructional 

Management, the principal earned an average of 23 out of a possible 28 points (see 

Figure 4.10). 

 
Figure 4.10. Average Points Earned by Survey Section. This figure illustrates the average 
points earned by the principal in each of the survey categories. 

Accordingly, the Webster Elementary School principal earned 93.75% of the total 

possible points in Direction Setting, and 85.5% of the total possible points in People 

Development. The principal earned 88.8% of the total possible points in Organizational 

Redesign and 82.1% of the total possible points in Instructional Management. These 

percentage totals are presented to the reader in Figure 4.11. 
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Figure 4.11. Teacher Response Mean Scores per Survey Section. This figure illustrates 
the mean teacher response scores by survey section, as a percentage of total possible 
points. 

Survey statements of five teacher respondents tallied between 70-80 out of 80 

possible points, a score-range equivalent to a Likert scale score of 4 (Always), and 

represented by the green bars in Figure 4.12. Survey statements of three teacher 

respondents tallied between 60-69 out of 80 possible points, a score-range equivalent to a 

Likert scale score of 3 (Often), and represented by the blue bars in Figure 4.12. Survey 

statements of the final teacher respondent tallied 55 of 80 possible points, a score 

equivalent to a Likert scale score of 2 (Sometimes), and represented by the red bar in 

Figure 4.12. The mean score of all survey statements is 69.3, a score equivalent to a 

Likert scale score of 3 (Often), and represented by a blue bar in Figure 4.12. 
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Figure 4.12. Teacher Survey Response Totals. This figure illustrates cumulative 
individual teacher scores in regards to the principal’s demonstration of specific leadership 
traits.  

Survey statements of five teacher respondents also indicate the principal 

demonstrated specific leadership traits 87.5-99% of the time, during the school’s 

transformation; a percentage-range equivalent to a Likert scale score of 4 (Always), and 

represented by the green bars in Figure 4.13. Survey statements of three teacher 

respondents indicated the principal demonstrated specific leadership traits 76-85% of the 

time, a percentage-range equivalent to a Likert scale score of 3 (Often), and represented 

by the blue bars in Figure 4.13. Survey statements of the final teacher respondent 

indicated the principal demonstrated those traits 68.8% of the time, a percentage 

equivalent to a Likert scale score of 2 (Sometimes), and represented by the red bar in 

Figure 4.13. The mean score of all survey statements indicated that as a group, teacher 

respondents believe the principal demonstrated specific leadership traits 87.8% of the 
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time during the transformation of Webster Elementary School, a percentage equivalent to 

a Likert scale score of 4 (Always), and represented by a green bar in Figure 4.13. 

 
Figure 4.13. Individual and Mean Teacher Response Scores by Survey Section. This 
figure illustrates individual and mean teacher response scores by percentage of total 
possible points.  

Survey section scores accumulated by individual teacher respondents are 

illustrated in Figure 4.14. 
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Figure 4.14. Individual Teacher Totals by Survey Section. This figure illustrates the total 
score accumulated in each section by individual teacher respondents. 

Phase I Data Integration 

 Quantitative data collected through the Phase I Teacher Survey was integrated 

through its use in the formulation of questions for the qualitative Phase II focus group 

discussion. These questions were designed to bring greater depth of understanding, 
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connected in that focus group participants were derived from the pool of teacher survey 

participants.  
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this initiative first introduced? What role did you play in the process? What might 

those who were involved from the beginning and not here have to say about this. 

What went well and what could have been done differently?  

• People Development: Being a principal can be a challenge. Would you describe 

the principal to be more of a task manager or a developer of the culture and 

people in the school? How so? How did the culture change?   

• Organizational Redesign: Were you a collaborative faculty before these changes 

were implemented? How did being collaborative become the norm? Does 

everyone on the staff belief that collaboration is a key to your success? What 

might the nay-sayers tell me? 

• Instructional Management: In what ways did the principal encourage you to use 

data in your work and in planning for individual student needs? What was the 

learning process like? What happened to those who did not agree with using 

data?  

Phase II Research 

Step 1: Focus Group 

The focus group discussion took place in one session, a discussion designed to 

generate narrative data to validated and bring greater depth and clarity to the numerical 

data derived from the Phase I Teacher Survey. Three teachers, Amber, Betty, and Cathy, 

participated in this focus group. Data collected during the discussion was compared and 

contrasted with survey data, and used to guide semi-structured interviews conducted with 

the Academic Dean and Principal of WES, during the second stage of Phase II. 
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To open the focus group discussion, teachers were asked whether they agreed 

with survey data that indicated the highest scoring section overall was Direction Setting, 

which included clarifying the reasons for the school’s change initiatives, giving staff an 

overall sense of purpose, providing assistance and setting short term goals for teaching 

and learning. Amber agreed that the principal was strong in giving staff direction during 

the transformation process, “[w]e had consistent meetings, discussing like a 30-, 60-, 90-

day [implementation] plan; and just really a lot of focus meetings on getting this 

rolling…” Amber also recalled they had additional support from the school district staff; 

with which Betty agreed.  

Betty explained that peers played a role in setting direction as well, through a 

series of videos created by the teachers initially involved in the creation of this Next 

Generation Learning (NGL) model classroom. She added, “We got the opportunity to 

watch and to be a part of those videos. We were also able to come into their classroom 

and observe them in the process of teaching and conferring.” Teachers throughout the 

district were also able to visit the NGL model classroom at WES. Betty recalled how 

important those videos and classroom observations were in getting the rest of the staff to 

see and understand how the pieces fit and worked together in the new model. Cathy 

indicated that when the initial discussion occurred regarding Next Generation Learning 

(NGL), the school district had a different superintendent and WES had a different 

principal. She recalled the conversation, “They came to us and said they were thinking 

about doing this...[and asked] Is anybody willing to kind of step up and try this in their 

own classroom?” Shortly after the first wave of the transformation began, Principal Smith 

was hired to lead WES.  
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When the discussion moved on to the sense of purpose teachers had during this 

transformational process, Cathy spoke broadly of a teaching staff that genuinely wanted 

to “always do what’s best for students,” and implied that was all the sense of purpose 

they needed. Betty recalled research articles initially shared by the administration, as a 

means to validate the concept of Next Generation Learning, and gain staff support. 

According to Amber, staff hesitation and fear in undertaking this major change abated 

when they witnessed the successful student outcomes that resulted from the first NGL 

model classroom at WES, “[S]eeing that it worked, we figured, why not try it?...my 

partner and I kind of started stuff just here and there, and then the following year we said 

the whole school is going to do this.” Betty agreed, adding that there were times the 

principal had to slow them down in their implementation planning, because after seeing 

the success the initial team was having, they “all wanted to jump right in.” They were 

very excited and wanted to be a part of this Next Generation learning community model. 

The second discussion topic revolved around collaboration, the highest rated of all 

survey statements. According to the data, the leadership behavior the principal employed 

the most during this transformational process was to encourage staff collaboration. 

According to Amber, efforts to collaborate prior to the initial implementation of the NGL 

model classroom were scant due to conflicts in teacher schedules, physical boundaries, 

and staff mindset. Amber explained that although teams met and collaborated to an 

extent, they maintained separate class lists and were not physically teaching in the same 

room.  

Prior to this process, Cathy described their collaborative process as limited, “[W]e 

met once a week during our prep and we planned out what we were going to do in our 
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separate classrooms.” One fourth and fifth grade combination team did share students for 

math instruction, because those students had accelerated into sixth grade math content 

and skills; otherwise, team teachers in separate classrooms taught the same science 

experiments and social studies lessons to both student groups. According to Amber, 

teachers have slowly evolved over the past five years from the “my students” mindset, 

“[I]t took a lot of baby steps to get there…we used to have separate class lists…so it was 

harder to break that thought process…” Today co-teaching teams keep one class list and 

consider them “our students,” delivering instruction and support together, in a single 

classroom. Cathy confirms this shift in mindset started to occur when teachers piloting 

the NGL model put their desks in the same classroom, “because this model and 

personalization does not work unless you are with your teaching partner all the time; able 

to talk, plan what you need to do.” Collaboration is not seen as something additional that 

teachers do, it is an integral part of their professional practice.  

Betty explained that the principal’s support was critical in moving to this 

collaborative approach. She cited several examples when the principal met with co-

teaching teams and worked them through 30-, 60-, and 90-day implementation plans. 

These efforts on the part of the principal, and the collaboration they required, helped 

teachers feel very comfortable in what they felt they could accomplish. Betty also 

described the importance of flexible professional groups established by the 

administration, including but not limited to committees for: Literacy, Problem-Solving, 

Math, Enrichment, Writing, and Positive Behavior Intervention Strategies. She 

concluded: 
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We are able to meet with other staff members and discuss how things are 

going through the different grade levels or what the next step is for those 

grade levels. They [administration] guided us at first, but then they 

gradually released us to make decisions for the school, like what strategies 

to use with the kids…This piece too has been really beneficial to our staff. 

Betty shared that committee members gain specific professional development through 

book studies, the topics of which they choose themselves.  

Next, the discussion turned toward Instructional Management, the only 

transactional leadership category in the survey. The data accrued in this section accrued 

the lowest mean score overall. Statements in Instructional Management included 

providing or helping locate resources to assist staff in changing or improving their 

teaching, regularly observing classroom activities, working with teachers to improve 

teaching, frequently discussing educational issues, and buffering teachers from 

distractions to their instruction. These were the lowest scoring statements of the survey. 

Two other statements in this section, however, accrued the second highest scores overall; 

they included using data in daily teaching practices and in planning for individual 

student needs. Teachers were asked to explain this apparent inconsistency within the 

Instructional Management section results. 

Cathy began by stating that, “[T]he major component of this style of teaching and 

personalizing is all about data, so that doesn’t surprise me at all…the data is our 

curriculum.” Teachers at WES do not have a reading or writing series, or a math program 

to guide instruction. Cathy indicated that since assessment data is the core of their 

instructional planning, the principal made sure all their meetings were focused on the data 
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and things that detract from the instructional environment, like student behavior. Cathy 

continued to explain that personalization requires students get the instruction they need; 

therefore, classroom instruction looks different for every group of students and their 

teachers. Further, school leadership does not come into classrooms and address what is 

being taught and how; they trust teachers as professionals to use the data and best 

practices to meet the needs of their students. Cathy contends that assessment results prove 

what they are doing works. 

Betty suggested that technology has helped them become more effective in using 

data to drive instruction, and allowed for less direct oversight from the principal. 

Assessment data is shared electronically between the teaching staff and administration. 

Frequent meetings provide co-teaching teams and administrators opportunity to discuss 

assessment results and collaborate around new or more effective strategies. Betty believes 

this constant communication and collaboration is the reason the principal and Academic 

Dean “[d]on’t necessarily need to come in and see us doing it all the time.” There is a 

level of trust in the teachers; that as professionals, they will do what is best for their 

students, to the fullest extent of their abilities.  

The final topic of the focus group discussion was the People Development section 

of the survey, which accumulated the second lowest mean score overall. People 

Development included promoting leadership development among teachers, giving 

individual support to help improve teaching practices, encouraging teachers to consider 

new ideas for their teaching, modeling a high level of professional practice, and 

developing an atmosphere of caring and trust. To begin, teachers were asked why the 
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principal accrued the least amount of points in encouraging new ideas for teaching, a 

survey result that seems contradictory to any school’s transformational efforts. 

Amber began by describing her perception of new ideas for teaching, as 

opportunities to gain professional development outside of their school district. She 

explained, “a big kind of complaint… is that we don’t get to see anybody else teaching, 

even though we have hundreds of people coming in here” (for tours to observe their NGL 

model in action). Since this transformation began, WES teachers have not been able to 

attend professional conferences, to witness new ideas, or network with the larger 

professional educational community. Betty emphasized that in the last five years, when a 

small group of teachers were sent out of the district for professional development, the 

conference they attended was chosen for them.  

Amber explained that those opportunities get her excited and rejuvenated about 

teaching again. Cathy agreed and further explained: 

I’ve not left this building since we went to that school six years ago…it 

starts to get to be a lot when you are the giver of all the examples and all 

the tours, and we’re always happy to have people [visit], but…sometimes 

you just want to get out there and see what else is out there. 

Professional development activities that occur in-house were described as very 

meaningful and geared towards what teachers need. The problem lies in the fact that 

WES is the only school in the district that is fully NGL, therefore district-wide 

professional development days, geared more toward what the majority of the district is 

doing, are not beneficial. Betty added that WES teachers often lead the sessions being 

offered during these district professional development days. 
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Teachers were in agreement with regards to the highest scoring statement in 

People Development, developing an atmosphere of caring and trust. According to 

teachers, the WES principal did so with her actions and words. Betty began by describing 

a situation in which she and her co-teaching partner were struggling to manage with a 

student who had undergone significant trauma in his young life: 

We tried so many things but nothing worked to keep him in the classroom; 

he was overwhelmed. So we went to the principal for help. She said, ‘If he 

needs to be able to leave the classroom, then that’s what he needs…We’ll 

get you walkie-talkies so you can communicate and keep track of him 

when he does, so you can keep him safe…’ She did not hesitate; she 

trusted us and it paid off. It was the right thing to do for this child.  

Betty continued, “We didn’t have that initially; it took a while…it was a trust-

building process...Her actions showed us, ‘I trust you to do this; you are a professional 

and you know what those kids need.’” Cathy added, “Carrie is flexible and trusting, not 

controlling. It is not her personality to be in your face or looking over your shoulder all 

the time…She recognized that for this new model to work, teachers needed autonomy.” 

Betty and Amber concurred that the principal puts the teachers and their families 

at the forefront. Regarding Smith’s prioritizing their personal lives, Betty said: 

She makes sure that it’s at the forefront; that our personal lives are 

important and the only reason we can do this job is to make sure 

everything at home is going well, so that everything here can be also 

running the same way.  
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Amber also described Principal Smith’s flexibility in accommodating their personal 

needs:  

Last year I had physical therapy all these days after school and I’d have to 

leave 15 minutes early…being treated as a professional, in a job where it’s 

really difficult to allow that because of students being here, that’s been 

really, really nice.  

Principal Smith also keeps a keen eye on co-teaching relationships, adjusting teams to 

make sure they work for everybody involved. Betty explained: 

All of these co-teaching relationships are like a marriage…I was in a [co-

teaching] relationship that didn’t really work; she (Smith) made it possible 

for us to kind of move our staff around as needed, to what works best for 

you and who you can work with too. So she gives us that opportunity to 

kind of take care of business at home and then here within our marriages 

of our co-teaching relationships, and moves us around to make it work for 

everybody. I think that’s also a really key component. 

She believed this approach was “a really key component” to Principal Smith’s efforts to 

develop an atmosphere of caring and trust.  

Amber clarified, “[W]hile I feel trusted to fail and make mistakes and grow from 

them at one level, I don’t feel it from a staff level.” She continued to describe the need for 

staff to learn how to interact in a positive way; to celebrate their successes without 

jealousy or resentment, and come together as a whole school professional community. 

She suggested addressing this issue would improve the low morale that has developed 

over the last few years. Cathy agreed with Amber. She described an environment where 
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resentment still remains for the original NGL, and the existence of staff members who are 

difficult to work with. Betty added, “[W]e’re mostly dealing with the difficulty of 

resentment between groups, between teams...I think it is going to take a while for us to 

really resolve that problem.” 

Amber explained that efforts to develop an atmosphere of caring and trust include 

parent relationships; this was critical to the success of the transformational process. Cathy 

recalled the lengths to which they went early on to educate parents about the new model, 

deal with their concerns, and address their fears. In the first year, WES hosted several 

parent information sessions and allowed parents to opt their children out of the NGL 

model classroom. Staff also spent a great amount of time explaining Next Generation 

Learning and sharing each child’s progress toward learning goals throughout the year. 

Cathy also stated, “[D]uring that time, our leadership was always very supportive in that, 

you know, we’re all coming along in this journey.” 

Amber added that teachers continue to reinforce that trust with parents, 

maintaining the message that each child will do great no matter where he or she is in the 

building, because all WES teachers put everything they have into their classes. When 

parents trust that you want what is best for their children, Amber believes most will give 

you the freedom to do it. Betty suggested that strong parent communication also 

reinforces that trust; when parents know their child’s learning goals, can track their 

child’s learning journey, and see how it is personalized to suit his or her needs, they are 

more likely to support the work the teacher and school are doing.  

Finally, focus group participants were asked to identify one specific thing 

Principal Smith did that was the most helpful to teachers throughout the transformational 
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process. Betty concluded, “I think that collaborative piece. She actually came in and sat 

with all of us and watched us collaborate as a team and then in our committees; pushed us 

to work together…” Cathy felt differently: 

For me it’s that flexibility…just being able to be trusted and be able to 

have that flexibility to change things within your team when you need to; 

to try different methods of teaching…just having that understanding that 

we’re trusted and we’re professionals…  

Amber concurred, “I would agree with what Cathy said about the level of trust from 

Carrie (Smith)…and then [her] flexibility…” 

Ultimately, focus group participant responses to prompts rooted in the results of 

the teacher leadership survey clearly supported and validated the results of that survey. 

The discussion provided rich details regarding the transformation process that occurred at 

Webster Elementary School, and allowed leadership themes to be identified and 

investigated further during the Phase II semi-structured administrator interviews. 

Validation of Performance Assertions 

 A review of Webster Elementary School’s longitudinal student performance data 

and annual state School Report Cards was conducted to validate focus group member 

assertions that the NGL model has increased student learning. Longitudinal student 

performance data from 2007 to 2014 was derived from the state student assessment 

system. It included Reading and Math results of students in grades 3-8 and 11, compiled 

from the state Knowledge and Concepts Examination, the Alternate Assessment for 

Students with Disabilities, and the College and Career Readiness benchmarks (based on 

the National Assessment of Educational Progress). There was no student performance 
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data for the 2014-2015 school year as the assessment system shifted then, to include 

instead English Language Arts (ELA) and Math results from the Forward Exam (grades 

3-8), the American College Testing or ACT (grade 11) and Dynamic Learning Maps 

(grades 3-8 and 11).  

School Report Card data, compiled annually by the state beginning in 2011, was 

based on state assessment results in Reading/ELA and Mathematics. The reports include 

school demographic data (Enrollment, Race/Ethnicity, Students with Disabilities, 

Economically Disadvantaged, and Limited English Proficient) and focus on student 

performance in four priority areas: Student Achievement, Student Growth, Closing Gaps, 

and On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness. Reports also include three Student 

Engagement Indicators (Test Participation, Absenteeism, and Dropout Rate) and an 

Overall Accountability Score, which was calculated using an average of Priority Area 

Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. 

 In Student Achievement, the priority area that compares the level of knowledge 

and skills of students against state and national standards, Webster Elementary School 

scores exceeded the overall state average all four years (see Figure 4.15).  
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Figure 4.15. Overall Student Achievement Score Comparative. This figure illustrates 
WES student achievement scores as compared to the state average, beginning in 2011. 

 In the priority area of Student Growth, which summarizes how rapidly students 

are gaining knowledge and skills from year to year, Webster Elementary School scores 

exceeded the overall state average three of the four years; the exception occurred in 2013-

2014, when WES enrollment was at its highest (see Figure 4.16).  

 
Figure 4.16. Overall Student Growth Score Comparative. This figure illustrates WES 
overall student growth scores as compared to the state average, beginning in 2011. 
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The Closing Gaps priority area measures the statewide goal of having all students 

improve, while narrowing the achievement and graduation gaps between groups of 

students. In this category, the overall growth in proficiency rate of Webster Elementary 

School students with disabilities, economically disadvantaged students, and English 

language learners, exceeded the overall state average all four years (see Figure 4.17).  

 
Figure 4.17. Overall Closing Gaps Score Comparative. This figure illustrates growth 
scores of specific groups of WES students as compared to the state average for the same 
groups, beginning in 2011. 

 In On-Track and Post-Secondary Readiness, the priority area that measures how 
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Figure 4.18. Overall On-Track and Post-Secondary Readiness Score Comparative. This 
figure illustrates the overall success of WES students in achieving milestones that predict 
post- secondary readiness, as compared to the state average, beginning in 2011. 
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Test Participation, and the state goal of a less than 13% Absenteeism rate, every year. In 

terms of overall performance, Webster Elementary School has exceeded expectations for 

overall accountability each of the four years the state School Report Card has been 

created. In 2015-16, WES significantly exceeded expectations, scoring 86.9 points 
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Table 4.7 

Overall Accountability Ratings and Scores for Webster Elementary School 

Overall Accountability Ratings  2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2015-16 

Significantly Exceeds 
Expectations (Score: 83-100)  

  
86.9 

Exceeds Expectations 
(Score: 73-82.9) 78.9 77.3 76.4  

Meets Expectations 
(Score: 63-72.9)     

Meets Few Expectations 
(Score: 53-62.9)     

Fails to Meet Expectations 
(Score: 0-52.9)     

 
Phase II-Step 1 Data Integration 

Descriptive data collected during the Phase II focus group discussion was 

integrated through its use in the formulation of questions for the Phase II semi-structured 

administrator interviews. These interview questions were designed to bring greater depth 

of understanding, context, and clarity to the leadership behaviors identified in the 

quantitative Phase I survey results, and to illuminate themes derived from the descriptive 

data of the focus group discussion. The following four survey sections were addressed 

during the semi-structured administrator interviews; each area was explored in great 

detail during the subsequent discussion. For a complete list of interview questions, see 

Appendix F. 

• Direction Setting: Can you describe the ways in which the principal clarified the 

reasons for your school’s improvement initiatives? What was the sense of purpose 

she relayed to staff? Has it evolved or remained static since the process began? 

What role did teachers play in the process? What went well and what could have 
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been done differently? Describe the manner in which the principal established 

high expectations for teachers throughout this process. 

• People Development: Describe the efforts made in developing an atmosphere of 

caring and trust. Did the culture of the school change as a result? How? What did 

the principal do to foster a sense of teacher empowerment? How did the culture 

change as a result? To what do you attribute the deep sense of trust teachers feel 

and share with the leadership and their teaching partners? How did it develop? 

Why was it vital to the transformational process? 

• Organizational Redesign: Explain how the idea of collaboration evolved over 

time. What changes resulted in the biggest gains in terms of staff collaboration? 

What specific actions or events brought nay-sayers on-board? How have their 

perspectives changed since it all began? 

• Instructional Management: In what ways were teachers encouraged to use data in 

their work and in planning for individual student needs? How did teachers react 

to this data-driven approach? What happened to those who did not agree with 

using data? Describe your leadership style. Why aren’t more transactional 

leadership behaviors employed to manage teachers and for accountability 

purposes? Explain why this hands-off supervisory approach is effective. 

Step 2: Semi-Structured Interviews 

During the second stage of Phase II, semi-structured interviews conducted with 

the Academic Dean and Principal of WES. Each was dedicated to the discussion of the 

leadership behaviors employed by the principal during the school’s transformation. Data 

collected during semi-structured interviews was compared and contrasted with survey 
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data and themes identified during the focus group discussion, to allow for a holistic 

analysis of the case of Webster Elementary School. 

Academic Dean Diane Brown.  Academic Dean Diane Brown held a unique 

perspective as a participant in this study, in that she was a teacher at Webster Elementary 

School when the opportunity to create a new learning model was first presented. In fact, 

she was one of the co-teaching partners to develop and pilot the Webster NGL model. 

Ms. Brown was made Academic Dean of WES two years later. In that administrative 

role, she works with teachers and co-teaching teams to analyze student progress data and 

problem solve. As an instructional coach, Ms. Brown regularly offers feedback on 

instructional practices, brainstorms teaching strategies, and provides in-house 

professional development training. As building administrators, Ms. Brown and Principal 

Smith form their own co-teaching team, modeling NGL processes, procedures, and best 

practices for staff. Together they are the primary support system for WES teachers.  

The goal of the interview was for Ms. Brown to bring to life the leadership 

behaviors employed by Principal Carrie Smith throughout the NGL transformational 

process. Teacher survey data indicated Smith set the direction for the process by 

clarifying the reasons for the school’s change initiative and giving the staff a sense of 

overall purpose. Focus group discussion expanded on these facets, describing the initial 

involvement and support of the school district in the transformational process. Ms. Brown 

clarified that initial direction setting for a new learning model was introduced to WES 

teachers by their former principal, Mrs. John. Within a year Mrs. John took the idea to the 

district-level, then traded positions with Carrie Smith, who was the District K-12 
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Coordinator at that time. At the early stages, there were two teams of teachers from WES 

developing and piloting the new model: 

We kind of started to play with this vision of how we need to change and 

meet the needs of our learners…In our district we already had multilevel 

classrooms but we were teaching them by going, ‘Here are my 

kindergarteners and here are my first graders…I’m going to keep them 

busy and then I’m going to flip-flop’…and we were struggling with that. 

We had this principal at the time who said, ‘Let’s start thinking out of the 

box…how can we create some kind of model to help meet the needs of all 

of our learners?’ And so that kind of started to create an opening for us to 

be innovative and start experimenting and playing with different options… 

 Ms. Brown described their superintendent at the time as having embraced this 

vision; she explained how the concept rolled out from the district-level, with former WES 

Principal John presenting the necessity to be innovative and to personalize learning to 

each school. Teachers interested in creating this new type of learning experience were 

instructed to submit an application to the district office. Approximately 20 educators 

chose to participate in developing and piloting the new model, including six from 

Webster Elementary School.  

 According to Brown, the groundwork was being laid to encourage teachers to be 

open to change before the actual Next Generation Learning initiative was put into motion. 

At Webster, a school known for being innovative, the idea to create a new learning model 

had already taken root. Brown explained: 
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So we have this willingness and we have this leader (John) in our building 

who is saying we have free reign to just give some things a try, and if we 

fail, that’s all right…Let’s be innovative and think outside the box! Let’s 

take some chances and think about what we need to do to change 

education, and make things a little better for our kids.  

The year Carrie Smith became principal, all professional development training for 

Next Generation pilot teachers occurred at the district-level. While the pilot group of 

educators worked with the District K-12 Coordinator, Smith had to try to make 

everybody else at WES happy, which caused friction. Brown reflected, “There were a lot 

of bad things that came out of the way it was run, because it segregated the 

personalization and NextGen community from everybody else.” In the seven years that 

have since passed, much has changed.  

When asked to describe specific leadership behaviors Smith exhibited during the 

process, Ms. Brown began, “It’s one thing to really kind of get things going the first year 

but it’s another to keep the vision going…to have that consistency… that stamina; to 

continually keep the data coming in and everybody on the same page.” She recalled the 

strict requirements of the model’s initial implementation, “[D]uring those first years, 

things had to be done a certain way.” She then described a narrowing of focus that 

occurred over time at WES, and how the principal consistently emphasized components 

of the Student Centered Learning Environment pillar of NGL Personalization, which 

became critical to the success of their model. These components included relationships 

and community building, empowerment, autonomy, and collaboration. Brown identified 

the most important, in terms of enabling the successful transformation of WES:  
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It’s the relationships we build, the relationships with students and our 

staff. It’s making sure staff relationships are really strong, and our staff-to-

student relationships are really strong. As we’ve continued to do that in 

many different ways, we’ve been successful. 

Brown further described how the other aspects of the Student Centered Learning 

Environment pillar (empowerment, autonomy, and collaboration) resulted from the 

positive personal relationships that were built and maintained at WES. For example, as 

personal and professional relationships between staff and administrators strengthened, the 

level of trust in the school increased. This trust provided teachers the flexibility to adapt 

and adjust to their students’ needs, and empowered them to try new things without 

fearing the repercussions of failure. This trust prompted administration to carefully 

consider staff feedback. Brown explained, “That’s just the one thing Carrie and I know 

we’ve constantly done through all these years…we have listened to our staff; listened to 

their feedback…And when they voice their opinion, they know we are in this as a 

team…”  

This combination of trust and empowerment resulted in a sense of autonomy that 

fostered teacher leaders throughout the school. Brown conceded, however, that teachers 

struggled to see themselves in that light: 

There are some amazing teachers here; they are very reflective but they’re 

reflecting on the things they’re not doing. They are not taking the time to 

reflect on all these things they are doing, or how much of a leader they are. 

Brown confessed that during coaching conversations, it is still common for teachers to act 

shocked when their leadership abilities are referenced, “Oh, you think I’m a leader? You 
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think I’m good and you think that’s my strength?” despite their having been told the same 

on numerous occasions. In addition to teacher autonomy, Brown explained that she and 

Smith intentionally created several teacher-led committees, “We build up a lot of 

opportunities for teachers to take on those leadership roles.” She described their 

importance in the transformation process:  

One of the things I have learned from Carrie in the past four years is that 

step-back role… to let people go and take on the [leadership] role, which 

is a hard thing… And I think that is what makes us successful as a school, 

because once they [teachers] are successful, that’s when we take 

off…We’ve kind of done it as a whole team and a whole school; and it’s 

very successful...  

When asked how Principal Smith encouraged collaboration among teachers, 

Academic Dean Brown said, “It goes back to relationships…because it’s a community; a 

community of learners.” She recalled when the original idea of creating a new learning 

environment was posed, Ms. Brown and her two teacher co-partners just decided, “We 

are going to figure this out and we’re going to make it happen!” She described their 

motivation as a shared “…passion to change education; to do whatever is right for kids 

and make education better.” Of that collaborative co-partner dynamic, Brown said, 

“Those were the people that kept me driving every time I would have an idea that didn’t 

work. They were the ones that picked me back up…they kept me going and 

invigorated…” She credited the growth of personal and professional relationships 

throughout the school with teachers’ expanded desires and abilities to collaborate 

effectively.  
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Brown also cited the promotion of self-knowledge in the successful 

transformation of WES as well. “Throughout the way, our staff was doing strength 

finders and our students were doing learner profiles…” Brown explained. The better 

teachers knew and understood themselves, their strengths and weaknesses, goals, and 

interests, the more effective they were in the classroom. Likewise, the better students 

knew and understood those same things about themselves, the greater their individual 

results.  

On the topic of using data, Brown chuckled, “Carrie does not love data…and she 

will tell you that! But I’ve worked really hard to get my teachers to look at it in such a 

different way.” To the staff of WES, Diane Brown was known as the Data Queen, a title 

she relished. “When I was in my classroom, I loved data; everything was data. I would 

come to meetings and the other teams would be like, ‘Oh here she comes, Diane--with 

her spreadsheets!’ and they would roll their eyes…” When Brown became Academic 

Dean, her goal was to get them to see data the way she saw data. “It’s not a shame 

thing…it’s not something that looms over us and says ‘You did good; you did bad’—it 

really helps determine what the next step is; it helps determine what to do next.”  

Brown accomplished this goal very strategically, relying on data for everything. 

“I’ve done so many PD sessions and I’ve had so many conversations with them about 

data…I’ve modeled for them for so long, that I think I’ve gotten them away from [being] 

super scared of it.” Now teachers triangulate and use data to drive conversations about 

student learning, “[W]e don’t talk about a kid unless we have data to support what we’re 

talking about…it’s just the culture we’ve built over the last couple of years.”   
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Principal Carrie Smith. As previously noted, Principal Smith came to WES 

shortly after the idea of creating a new personalized learning experience became a district 

initiative. The goal of this interview was to delve deeper into and examine her 

perspective regarding the behaviors she employed throughout the NGL transformational 

process. To begin, Smith was asked to define her sense of purpose and explain whether or 

not she used it to motivate and/or set direction among staff. Smith’s strong sense of 

purpose developed right before she took the principal position, upon hearing education 

expert Douglas Reeves speak. “He said something that really jarred me,” Smith 

continued, “that if a kid doesn’t graduate from high school, if we don’t help them get to 

that point, it can impact the next nine generations—that’s 200 years!” According to 

Smith, she repeated this statement over and over, reminding her staff, “Our job is to get 

them so they can get a job and support their families…We need to do whatever it takes.” 

Smith described how her commitment to this purpose was reinforced by the 

opioid crisis and the instability in her local community:   

Do you know that this area has the highest heroin overdose rate in the 

state? That’s where our kids are coming from…If they don’t have a way to 

get out of it, if we haven’t provided that for them…You know what’s 

going to happen. 

Last summer we had a whole neighborhood on fire because they 

were rioting. These people are frustrated! They can’t read or write! They 

dropped out of school or were passed along; nobody cared! What is it that 

we want them to do? There is nothing for them to do except steal…Every 
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night, every single night cars are stolen…the kids strip them and sell the 

parts…I mean, they’ve got to feed their families.  

Smith’s frustration was apparent, “I don’t mince words…If there isn’t a sense of 

urgency, you need a new job!” She explained she was always motivated to do this work, 

to prepare all students for graduation and life beyond, “This is why I went to college. I 

wanted to create children that could be successful and we are doing that here--and not 

just some [children], ALL of them…”  

When asked to describe her use of goal-setting during the transformational 

process, Smith repeated education expert John Hattie’s assertion that “[T]he number one 

most powerful thing you can do is to sit down and goal-set…” She credited their heavy 

reliance on 30-, 60-, 90-day plans in the first few years with helping teachers adapt, 

adjust, and continue moving forward. Smith described the reverse-design process of 

building these plans, wherein teachers first identified their 90-day classroom goal (i.e. I 

want to be conferring with my kids every week in math, language arts, and reading), then 

build toward that goal, incrementally increasing the amount of time spent conferring with 

students, until that goal was accomplished. Smith explained, “Sometimes they come to 

day 90 and they’re not there, but that’s OK. We just give them more steps…It’s still a 

goal; we have time…” WES teachers no longer rely on 30-, 60-, 90-day plans; Smith 

concluded, “[T]hey can break it down by themselves now.” 

As evidence of Smith’s caring for staff, focus group teachers cited examples of 

her allowing them to leave school early for appointments or to attend to their families’ 

needs. When asked about these situations, Smith deferred credit for those decisions to the 

school’s classroom configuration. Co-teaching teams mean that if one teacher has to 
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leave unexpectedly, the other is still in there teaching those kids; “[I]f their [co-teaching] 

partner is OK with it, why would I have a problem with it? So that’s the caring, and it is 

very little effort on my part. It’s really their partners, but they don’t realize that,” Smith 

demurred. As the interview continued, however, her statements revealed her care for 

teachers on a personal level. For example, of morning collaborative meetings, she urged 

them, “[L]et’s use it effectively…that gives you more time at home with your 

children…” As Smith recalled a veteran teacher telling a group of visitors, “[T]his used 

to be a job, now it’s my career; and my heart is totally in...” the memory of hearing such 

a powerful statement moved her to tears. 

In regards to the topic of trust and her staff, Smith exclaimed, “What’s the issue? 

Why do I have to be watching you? You’re a professional. You’re an adult. You know 

the rules. Go do it…If you can’t, find a different job…Please.” Still Smith reinforced her 

trust in them and their abilities through both her words and actions. When teachers got 

stuck on something, she reassured them they were not alone and that they had support, 

“[W]e are really intelligent women and we will figure this out. We may not have the 

answer at the moment, but we’ll figure it out…” When they were frustrated or 

discouraged, she was encouraging and supportive, “Come on, pick yourself up! Put on 

your big-girl pants and let’s go…What do you need from me? How can I support you?” 

As teachers became more confident and effective in the new model, these conversations 

became more specific, “What do you need as a teacher so you can get these five kids 

moving? Let’s talk about this…Do you need to go to a conference? A book study? Do 

you need to take a class? Tell me what you need and we will get it for you.”  She was 
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also quick to point out, “The teachers did all the hard work...I just kept moving them, 

supporting them…kept encouraging them.” 

Under Smith’s leadership, teachers have complete autonomy to make choices 

regarding their next steps. She has never mandated any one approach or instructional 

method but acknowledged that can be difficult at times, “[I]t’s hard to let go. It’s hard 

because sometimes they do things you don’t want them to do, just like your [own] kids, 

and you have to let them do it…” Smith described handling struggling teachers the way 

she would handle a struggling student, by narrowing their choices. To those teachers she 

would say: 

OK, you could try this strategy or this strategy; I want you to try one of 

them. Pick one and collect some data so I know what’s happening. Next 

time we meet, we are going to talk about whether it worked or not…Go 

for it! 

When asked to describe her methods of promoting leadership development, Smith 

recalled a situation early on when WES teachers needed to learn how to analyze and use 

student assessment data effectively to personalize instruction. Smith sent two teachers 

overnight (with their families) to an amusement park resort for a data conference. Tasked 

to share what they learned, those teachers returned to WES with not only an in-depth 

understanding of data-driven instruction, but provided teachers at every grade-level with 

tri-fold display boards to use as a starting point for organizing and sorting student data as 

well. From that point on, these two teachers guided and supported the rest of the 

professional staff in the use of data to plan and provide the instructional support students 

need to move forward.  
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Smith was then asked why her teachers do not see themselves as leaders; she 

explained, “I think in their minds they see leadership as standing up in front and doing 

professional development…the District really puts a lot of emphasis on that…” Smith 

believed that because her teachers did not lead professional development at the district-

level this year, because they were not working to “better the district,” none were 

designated Distinguished, in the annual process that awards those teachers with a $5,000 

bonus. She lamented, “They are not being rewarded for what they’re doing…or validated. 

There were 220 teachers that applied; none of my teachers got it.”  

Despite the State Report Card results and the on-going evidence of student 

growth, Smith described a distinct lack of support for WES, the result of a change in 

leadership that occurred at the district level three years ago. Smith said, “There is a 

problem with the district leadership now.” She described a situation that occurred 

recently, when a visit from the Superintendent and two school board members coincided 

with the tour of a group of educators visiting from another state. At the end of the tour, 

those educators pulled the Superintendent and board members aside to say how much 

they appreciated being able to see all the amazing things happening at WES and said the 

school was changing lives. When the tour group left, one school board member asked, 

“Why aren’t we hearing about any of this?” to which the Superintendent replied, 

“Well…you do.” When the board member started to disagree, the Superintendent quickly 

ushered him out of the school. The Superintendent’s behavior and obvious lack of 

support for the work her teachers are doing makes no sense to Smith: 

The kids are the ones that are suffering…because they are not able to read! 

We have another school in the district where only ten percent of their kids 
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are [learning] at grade-level! Let me tell you—line up 100 kids and only 

10 can read? Oh my God! [At WES] we are working toward the 61st 

percentile! 

Smith spoke of presentations she, WES teachers, and students have made to the 

School Board, to teach them about personalization, Positive Behavior Intervention 

Strategies, and growth mindset. After which one board member asked, “Why aren’t we 

doing this in every single school?” To which she replied, “I don’t know.” Following their 

growth mindset presentation, a member who had joined the WES school board 

specifically to dismantle the NGL model, said “That really made sense to me…It really is 

mindset!” Then he asked Smith, “How do you think you got there? How did you do that 

as a leader?” She replied, “I don’t see myself as a leader, I see this as a team.” After 

asking parents, students, and staff in the audience to stand, Smith said to the board, “This 

is our team…We do this together.” 

Smith’s emphasis on collaboration permeated everything she did as principal. A 

focus of the school for years, Smith prioritized the staff’s ability to effectively collaborate 

higher than even their teaching practices; “I did not do any observations of them teaching 

at all. I just did observations of their collaboration…All of my feedback to them has been 

on collaboration.” To institute more collaborative practices at WES, Smith said, “They 

[teachers] use rubrics with the kids all the time, so we started with a really simple 

rubric…it talked about teaching differentiation, teaching methods, and learning 

strategies…So we started there and then I found some other rubrics online that kind of 

broke it all down…” Among the more specific rubric categories describing characteristics 

of collaboration and collaborators, were included the following:  
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• Willingness to collaborate 

• Parity 

• Communication 

• Shared expertise and definition of roles 

• Co-teaching arrangements  

According to Smith, collaborative relationships increased with trust. “They are talking to 

us all the time…They feel more comfortable doing that now. They’ll come in and say 

‘I’m really struggling with this. Can you help?’ They are very honest because they know 

we are going to see results.”  

Smith expanded on that statement, citing importance of maintaining high 

expectations, “[S]omeone can stand up and say, ‘Well, that child’s not going to be able to 

read because Dad’s in jail and this and that’…and we say, ‘No, I don’t believe that. I 

don’t believe that anymore.’’ She credited this change in perspective to their ongoing 

attention to data and the growth they have witnessed in their students: 

 I think they [teachers] just started to see it in their data. They started to 

see kids move; they saw success….and we focus on success no matter 

what it is…So Joe’s not on [grade]-level now, but he’s only in third grade; 

we have two more years with him. We will have him on [grade]-level 

when he leaves us--and we do! This is the third year in a row we have no 

one [performing] below the 30th percentile. We had kids that were three 

grade-levels behind…They’re only half a grade behind now! So we do it, 

and they [teachers] see it happening. 
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  Smith was asked to describe the biggest hurdle she surmounted in making this 

transformation successful. After thinking for a moment, she confessed that although she 

did not see it at the time, the most difficult thing to deal with during their transformation 

was likely also the most helpful in terms of its success: 

As soon as we were up and running as a whole school, [the District] had 

schools in here from all over the world, touring every day. We had a 

thousand people in one year! So my teachers had to be on their game all 

the time and they were tired…It was really hard to keep them moving…to 

keep them happy. It was hard to keep them trying different things because 

all these people were looking at them all the time…When I think about it, 

that was probably the thing that helped us the most, because people were 

always asking, ‘Why did you choose to do it this? or Why did you choose 

to do that?’ And so my teachers were constantly being pushed deeper and 

deeper…I think it was fantastic professional development, but I don’t 

think I would do it that way again. 

  Smith acknowledged how difficult it has been to maintain the WES-NGL model, 

“It’s a constant fight every day.” Smith described feeling unsupported and isolated, a 

perception confirmed during district-wide administrative team meetings, when “My 

colleagues won’t even sit with me.” Smith intimated, “It’s a constant fight every day…It 

shouldn’t be this difficult.” As Smith shuffled through a pile of recent student growth 

data, she pronounced the evidence unimportant to the school district administration. The 

superintendent just “wants teachers to be happy,” she explained. While Smith did not 

dismiss the sentiment, she disagreed entirely with his perception of what causes it; 
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“Teachers are happy when they get to the end of the year and they were able to do their 

job successfully. Period…There isn’t anything else.” 

  Despite the challenges, Principal Smith is determined to keep moving her teachers 

forward, “We’re going to have to tap into our passion to keep going…because they aren’t 

getting the money and they aren’t getting validated from above…” The bottom line is, 

Smith knows she has to just “[S]uck it up and keep doing it,” because this is the right 

thing to do for students. When all is said and done, she explained with a smile, “I can’t 

ask my teachers to put on their big girl pants if I’m not willing to put mine on.” 

Validating the Data 

Quantitative data collected during the Phase I teacher survey was validated 

through the Phase II focus group discussion data. Qualitative data collected during the 

Phase II focus group was validated through a member checking process, through which 

all participants reviewed their discussion transcripts for content accuracy. One focus 

group participant offered one correction and additional clarification regarding their input; 

the remaining two participants accepted their transcript data without revisions. 

Qualitative data collected during the Phase II semi-structured interviews was also 

validated through member checking. Both interview participants reviewed their 

individual transcripts for content accuracy. One offered additional clarification to her 

transcript while the other accepted her transcript without revision. This member checking 

process validated the results of the qualitative phases of this research.  

Summary 

 The quantitative first phase of this mixed-methods research consisted of the 

gathering of numerical data through an online version of the Leithwood Educational 
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Leadership Survey for Teacher Respondents (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). Survey 

participants were comprised of current Webster Elementary School teachers present at 

the start of the school’s transformation into a Next Generation Learning model. Survey 

data was analyzed and presented in both aggregate and disaggregate results, then 

integrated with the qualitative Phase II of this study through its use in the formulation of 

questions for the focus group discussion. Focus group participants were derived from the 

pool of teacher survey participants; their discussion validated and provided clarity to the 

data collected in the Phase I teacher survey. Data derived from semi-structured interviews 

with the Academic Dean and Principal of WES was compared and contrasted with survey 

data. Each provided in-depth descriptions of how specific principal behaviors related to 

or impacted the transformation process.  
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CHAPTER 5: Results, Recommendations and Conclusions 

Problem and Purpose 

While 21st century technology advances and globalization have rapidly altered the 

world around public education, the system itself has struggled to respond and adapt at a 

similar pace. The purpose of this mixed-methods case study was to examine school 

leadership relative to successful systemic second-order change, focusing on behaviors of 

the Webster Elementary School principal that enabled and supported its transformation 

from the traditional 19th century model into a 21st century exemplar school. The objective 

of this research was to understand the leadership behaviors that empowered this 

transformation and identify those that sustain it. Findings provided key understanding of 

the leadership behaviors necessary to successfully implement second-order change that 

transforms traditional schools into 21st century learning models.  

Research Questions 

The primary research question of this study was: In the specific case of Webster 

Elementary, what type of leadership behaviors did the principal employ in order to enable 

the school’s significant transformation into a next generation learning model that 

prepares students for the challenges of life in the 21st century? The two secondary 

questions of this study were: (a) How do the teachers view the leadership of the Webster 

Elementary School principal? and (b) What lessons could other school leaders learn from 

the leadership experiences of the Webster Elementary School principal specifically in 

regards to actions effecting second-order change? 

The significance of the answers to these questions relates directly to the difficulty 

our public education system has had evolving beyond the 20th century model. 
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Implications of this study will inform school leaders efforts to implement and sustain 

second-order change that results in learning models tat prepare students for success in the 

21st century.  

Review of Methodology 

In first phase of this explanatory sequential mixed methods study, quantitative 

data derived through an online teacher survey identified the predominant leadership 

behaviors exhibited by the principal during the school’s transformation. This survey also 

garnered participants for the second phase of the study. Phase I numerical data was 

collected from nine participants, an independent stratified sample of the teacher subgroup 

that met the study criteria. Phase I data was analyzed in terms of descriptive statistical 

methods and procedures that uncovered trends and patterns; integrated by its use in the 

development of questions for the Phase II focus group discussion. 

In Phase II, qualitative data was collected through a digitally recorded focus 

group discussion with three survey participants, followed by digitally recorded, semi-

structured interviews with two WES administrators. The focus group discussion had by 

this purposeful interdependent group of teachers validated the data collected and 

provided detailed descriptions of the leadership behaviors identified in the Phase I teacher 

survey. Semi-structured interviews of two WES administrators further illuminated the 

story of the transformation of WES and delivered in-depth descriptions of the behaviors 

that supported and sustain the process. Data was analyzed independently and sequentially 

during the process of collection, then interdependently upon the completion of Phase II. 

Findings were derived from the synthesis and analysis of quantitative and qualitative data 

collected during both phases of this study.  
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Chapter Five is divided into six sections. The first section includes a synthesis of 

Phase II qualitative data, the presentation and description of themes that emerged, and an 

alignment of those themes with the sections of and statements within the Leithwood 

Educational Leadership Survey for Teacher Respondents. The second section contains a 

comparison and integration of Phase I and Phase II results. The third section provides an 

interpretation of findings as well as the elucidation of their importance and relevance in 

efforts to transform our public education system. The fourth section includes 

recommendations for school leaders interested in implementing transformational, second-

order change, while the fifth provides suggestions for further research and a chapter 

summary. The definitive sixth section addresses/answers the research questions and 

offers a final conclusion to the study.  

Findings and Interpretations 

Phase II Qualitative Findings 

Upon complete analysis of data accumulated in the qualitative Phase II of this study, 

the following seven major themes developed:   

• Sense of Purpose  

• Caring and Trust  

• Teacher Empowerment 

• Supportive Leadership  

• Personalization  

• Collaboration  

• Data-Driven Instruction 
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Four minor themes also emerged, embedded within the major themes: goal-setting (Sense 

of Purpose), modeling (Personalization), co-teaching (Collaboration), and growth 

mindset (Caring and Trust, Supportive Leadership, and Data-Driven Instruction). 

Although exemplified in a variety of ways throughout the research collection process, 

these themes over-lap and are strongly intertwined. Further, they are rooted in one central 

concept: relationships. 

 Relative to these themes, focus group response data indicated the caring and trust 

exhibited by Principal Smith was the most relevant to the school’s successful 

transformation. According to the focus group, Principal Smith espoused a high level of 

caring and trust by treating them as professionals, prioritizing their personal needs, and 

trusting them to do what was best for their students. Focus group participants expressed 

their sense of empowerment ranked second; Principal Smith empowered them by giving 

them the freedom to make decisions in regards to meeting their students’ needs. 

Supportive leadership ranked third, evident in Smith’s encouragement of teachers to keep 

trying and her assistance in creating 30-, 60-, and 90-day plans (goal-setting). Focus 

group members also recalled Principal Smith asking, “What do you need from me to 

make this work?” another example of her strong support (see Figure 5.1). 
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Figure 5.1. Focus Group Theme-Related Responses. This figure illustrates the percentage 
of times major themes were referenced during the focus group discussion. 

Academic Dean Diane Brown identified the constant focus on the personalization 

of all aspects of teaching and learning, the most important thing that occurred during the 

school’s transformative process. Brown explained Smith’s efforts to personalize 

relationships built an atmosphere of caring and trust that resulted in strong teacher 

collaboration. Smith also granted teachers the flexibility to adapt and adjust to their 

students’ needs. In accordance with focus group participants, Brown indicated teacher 

empowerment was second, as exemplified in Principal Smith’s ability to step-back and 

give teachers the opportunity to take on leadership roles and try new things without 

fearing the repercussions of failure (growth mindset). Brown ranked Smith’s ongoing 

supportive leadership third, citing her consistency in listening to teachers and providing 

what they needed to move forward (see Figure 5.2).  
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Figure 5.2. Academic Dean Theme-Related Responses. This figure illustrates the 
percentage of times Academic Dean Diane Brown referenced major themes during the 
interview process. 

 In juxtaposition to the responses of the focus group and Academic Dean, Principal 

Smith strongly expressed a deep sense of purpose for the work the school was doing 

throughout its transformation. For Smith, that sense of purpose resonated the most among 

the study’s themes, in moving teachers forward. The urgency she felt at the time and 

continues to feel today regarding the necessity for schools to successfully educate all 

learners, energizes and drives her work as a principal. Smith’s supportive leadership was 

exhibited through her focus on collaboration, the team approach made possible due to the 

relationships with and trust Smith has for her staff. Smith ranked personalization third, 

and equated her efforts to personalize for teachers the same way teachers personalize for 

students, by giving them what they need to move forward (see Figure 5.3).  
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Figure 5.3. Principal Theme-Related Responses. This figure illustrates the percentage of 
times Principal Carrie Smith referenced major themes during the interview process. 

A comparison of theme-related responses, presented by focus group and 

individual participants Academic Dean Brown and Principal Smith, is provided in Figure 

5.4. 
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Figure 5.4. Comparative of Theme-Related Responses by Group/Participant. This figure 
illustrates the percentage of the number of times the focus group, Academic Dean Diane 
Brown, and Principal Carrie Smith referenced major themes over the course of the study.   

Overall, Phase II findings indicated supportive leadership the theme most 

prevalent to study participants, followed closely by personalization, and teacher 

empowerment. Three themes that strongly correlate with supportive leadership: caring 

and trust, collaboration, and sense of purpose, were ranked fourth, fifth, and sixth, 

respectively. Data-driven instruction was ranked seventh (see Table 5.1). 
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Table 5.1  

Overall Ranking of Theme-Related Responses by Group/Participant 

Major Theme Total Referenced 
Percentage Overall Rank 

Sense of Purpose 14.4% 6 

Caring and Trust 20.2% 4 

Teacher Empowerment 21.6% 3 

Supportive Leadership 23.6% 1 

Personalization 23.3% 2 

Collaboration 15.6% 5 

Data-Driven Instruction 12.1% 7 
 
 According to Phase II data, the behaviors of Principal Smith that supported the 

transformation process to the greatest extent were each made possible due to the caring 

and trusting relationships she intentionally cultivated with her staff at the start of her 

principalship, which began in the early stages of the school’s transformation. Over time, 

those relationships fostered a sense of teacher empowerment and autonomy, which 

promoted teacher leadership across the school. Strong, positive relationships also resulted 

in a highly collaborative environment and the use of data to drive instruction, which in 

turn reinforced growth mindset and an overall commitment to ongoing learning and 

improvement. 

Alignment of Themes with Leadership Categories 

A broader application of research themes reveals they fall neatly within the four 

categories identified in the Leithwood Educational Leadership Survey for Teacher 

Respondents, a tool derived from the Leithwood model of transformational educational 

leadership used to collect quantitative data during Phase I of this study (Leithwood & 
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Jantzi, 2000, 2006). In Table 5.2, leadership survey categories and their corresponding 

statements are aligned with major and minor research themes. Themes that emerged 

during Phase II are heavily clustered in the People Development leadership category. 

Table 5.2 

Alignment of Educational Leadership Survey with Themes (as identified in Table 5.1) 

Leadership 
Category Survey Statement Major Theme Minor 

Theme 

Direction 
Setting 

S1. Gave staff a sense of overall purpose Sense of 
Purpose  

S3. Provided assistance in setting short-
term goals for teaching and learning  Goal-

Setting 

People 
Development 

S5. Gave teachers individual support to 
help improve teaching practices 

Personalization Growth 
Mindset Supportive 

Leadership 
S7. Modeled a high level of professional 
practice  Personalization Modeling 

S8. Developed an atmosphere of caring & 
trust 

Caring and 
Trust  

S9. Promoted leadership development 
among teachers 

Teacher 
Empowerment  

Organization
Redesign 

S10. Encouraged collaborative work 
among staff Collaboration Co-

teaching 

Instructional 
Management 

S19. Encouraged staff to use data in their 
work Data-Driven 

Instruction 
Growth 
Mindset S20. Encouraged data use in planning for 

individual student needs 
 

Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative Findings 

Contrary to Phase II qualitative data, Phase I quantitative data indicated Principal 

Smith was the most successful overall in employing Direction Setting behaviors during 

the school’s transformation (93.7%), with an emphasis on Statement #4: Demonstrated 

high expectations for work teachers’ work with students and Statement #2: Helped clarify 

the reasons for the school’s change initiatives (see Table 5.3). Survey data indicated 
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Smith’s employment of Organizational Redesign behaviors ranked second overall during 

the school’s transformation (88.8%), with an emphasis on Statement #10: Encouraged 

collaborative work among staff. Smith’s employment of People Development behaviors 

ranked third overall (85.5%), with an emphasis on Statement #8: Developed an 

atmosphere of caring and trust and Statement #7: Modeled a high level of professional 

practice. Smith was least successful in employing Instructional Management behaviors 

during the school’s transformation (81.9%), however, Smith earned 35 out of 36 points in 

Statement #19: Encouraged teachers to use data in their work and Statement #20: 

Encouraged data use in planning for individual student needs. Despite earning her lowest 

overall score in Instructional Management, Smith’s behaviors indicated teachers’ use of 

data a high priority during the transformational process.  

Table 5.3 

Overall Ranking of Phase I Survey Sections by Percentage of Total Points Scored 

Survey Section Percentage Total Points 
Scored Overall Rank 

Direction Setting 93.7% 1 

People Development 85.5% 3 

Organizational Redesign 88.8% 2 

Instructional Management 81.9% 4 
 
Qualitative data collected during each step of Phase II, however, resulted in an 

alternative ranking of survey sections and illuminated an emphasis on leadership 

behaviors significantly different from those identified by teachers during Phase I. For 

example, in describing the transformational process that occurred at WES, focus group 

responses cited Principal Smith’s employment of People Development behaviors the 

most, while Direction Setting behaviors were mentioned the least (see Figure 5.5).  
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Figure 5.5. Focus Group Responses Relative to Survey Sections. This figure illustrates 
the percentage of the number of times survey sections (by theme) were referenced during 
the focus group discussion. 

Likewise, in her semi-structured interview, Academic Dean Diane Brown 

indicated the majority of the leadership behaviors employed by Smith during the school’s 

transformation fell within People Development. According to Brown, those behaviors 

had the greatest impact in supporting the transformative process (see Figure 5.6). 
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Figure 5.6. Academic Dean Responses to Survey Sections. This figure illustrates the 
percentage of the number of times survey sections (by theme) were referenced by 
Academic Dean Diane Brown during the interview process.  

 Although Principal Smith emphasized Direction Setting during her semi-

structured interview, her responses further confirmed the assertions of the focus group 

and Dean Diane Brown. The leadership behaviors Smith referenced most were associated 

with People Development; she believed them to be critical to the transformation process 

as it occurred at WES (see Figure 5.7). 
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Figure 5.7. Principal Responses Relative to Survey Sections. This figure illustrates the 
percentage of the number of times survey sections (by theme) were referenced by 
Principal Smith during the interview process.  

 A comparison of survey section-related responses, presented by focus group and 

individual participants Academic Dean Brown and Principal Smith, is provided in Figure 

5.8. 
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Figure 5.8. Comparative of Survey Section-Related Responses by Group/Participant. 
This figure illustrates the percentage of the number of times the focus group, Academic 
Dean Diane Brown, and Principal Carrie Smith referred to behaviors included within the 
four survey sections, over the course of the study. 

Overall, Phase II findings indicated principal behaviors within People 

Development the most prevalent, followed by Direction Setting. Instructional 

Management and Organizational Development were third and fourth, respectively (see 

Table 5.4). However, this combined perspective of Phase II participants falls in stark 

contrast to that of teacher survey participants; they rated the People Development 

leadership behaviors of Principal Smith only 1.3 points ahead of the last place category of 

Instructional Management (see Table 4.4, p. 114). 
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Table 5.4 

Overall Ranking of Phase II Survey Section-Related Responses by Group/Participant 

Survey Section Total Referenced 
Percentage Overall Rank 

Direction Setting 22% 2 

People Development 131.2% 1 

Organizational Redesign 15.6% 4 

Instructional Management 19.2% 3 
 
 The most referenced survey-related statements of Phase II are listed in rank order 

in Table 5.5. The type of leadership associated with each statement is indicated as 

transactional (T) or transformational (t). Transactional statements exemplify directive and 

authoritative leadership behaviors; exchanges between persons with different levels of 

power acting in pursuit of a common purpose (Bass, 1990; Burns, 1978). 

Transformational statements exemplify leadership behaviors that elevate the level of 

human conduct, focusing on the ethical aspirations of both parties; transforming 

followers into leaders and leaders into moral agents (Bass, 1990; Burns, 1978). Of the 

nine total statements, seven represent transformational leadership behaviors and two 

represent transactional leadership behaviors and seven represent transformational 

leadership behaviors. The four most prevalent statements hail from the transformational 

category of People Development (see Table 5.5).  
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Table 5.5 

Most Prevalent Phase II Survey Statements in Rank Order and By Leadership Type 

Total 
References Survey Statement Leadership 

Category 
Leadership 

Type 

84 S5. Gave teachers individual support to 
help improve teaching practices 

People 
Development t 

79 S9. Promoted leadership development 
among teachers 

54 S8. Developed an atmosphere of caring 
& trust 

53 S7. Modeled a high level of professional 
practice  

41 S10. Encouraged collaboration among 
staff 

Organizational 
Redesign t 

37 S1. Gave staff a sense of overall purpose Direction 
Setting t 

31 

S19. Encouraged staff to use data in their 
work Instructional 

Management T 
S20. Encouraged data use in planning for 
individual student needs 

18 S3. Provided assistance in setting short-
term goals for teaching and learning 

Direction 
Setting t 

 
In Table 5.6, a comparison of Phase I and Phase II rankings of survey statements 

further illustrates the disparity between the leadership behaviors identified by teacher 

survey participants and the descriptions of leadership behaviors that occurred during the 

school’s transformation, as provided by the focus group, Academic Dean Brown, and 

Principal Smith (see Table 5.6). 
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Table 5.6 

Comparison of Rank Order of Phase I and Phase II Survey Statements 
 

Leadership 
Category Survey Statement Phase I 

Rank 
Phase II 

Rank 

Direction 
Setting 

S1. Gave staff a sense of overall purpose  6 
S2. Helped clarify the reasons for your school’s 
improvement initiatives 3  

S3. Provided assistance in setting short-term 
goals for teaching and learning  8 

S4. Demonstrated high expectations for your 
work with students 2  

People 
Development 

S5. Gave teachers individual support to help 
improve teaching practices  1 

S7. Modeled a high level of professional 
practice 5 4 

S8. Developed an atmosphere of caring & trust 4 3 
S9. Promoted leadership development among 
teachers  2 

Organization 
Redesign S10. Encouraged collaboration among staff 1 5 

Instructional 
Management 

S19. Encouraged staff to use data in their work 
2 7 S20. Encouraged data use in planning for 

individual student needs 
 

This comparative analysis of study data clarified inconsistencies between Phase I 

and Phase II findings--a result of the limited perspective of the teacher participants. 

Specifically, survey results reflected and focus group participants repeatedly described 

only concrete leadership actions of Principal Smith without duly recognizing her more 

abstract efforts or attributing those efforts to the successful transformation process that 

occurred at WES. For example, when asked how Smith fostered collaboration, Amber 

responded, “[T]he key was that each team got to create their own 30-, 60-, 90- day 

[plans]; we weren’t told this is what we were doing as a staff necessarily…We were just 

kind of given that freedom to make those choices.” In her answer, Amber acknowledged 
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Smith’s role in the more tangible goal-setting process, an aspect of Direction Setting, but 

did not recognize the teacher empowerment it also promoted nor the trusting relationships 

required for the goal-setting process. Both teacher empowerment and trust are key 

aspects of People Development.  

Focus group participants consistently demonstrated similar limitations in teacher 

perspectives when asked to expand upon the low-scoring statements of the People 

Development category. In regards to Statement #6: Encouraged new ideas for teaching, 

focus group participants revealed they defined new ideas for teaching strictly as 

professional development activities held outside of the school or their district and 

described their frustration with not having opportunities to participate in such activities. 

Cathy specified, “I’ve not left this building since [we went to that school] six-seven years 

ago…Sometimes you just want to get out and see what else is out there, so I know that’s 

why I gave that a lower rating, because that’s kind of how I looked at that, as having the 

opportunity to gain new ideas.” Even when specifically stated by the researcher, focus 

group participants did not equate the implementation of the Next Generation Learning 

model with new ideas for teaching. Neither did they associate the collaborative 

conversations they described in which Smith and Brown assisted them in identifying new 

strategies and methods to improve student results, with encouraging new ideas for 

teaching.  

To Academic Dean Brown, the focus group’s perception of new ideas for 

teaching came as no surprise. Brown further explained she has to be very conscious about 

how she makes suggestions that teachers try new or different strategies, because they are 

very sensitive to what they perceive as critical feedback. “It’s like the end of the world!” 
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she exclaimed. According to Brown, WES teachers do not recognize the impact of their 

own efforts. They instead have come to associate professional growth and improvement 

solely with outside sources instead of personal growth within.  

Additionally, Smith received low survey scores on People Development 

Statement #9: Promoted leadership development among teachers, despite the fact that 

focus group participants repeatedly referenced the sense of empowerment and autonomy 

Smith has granted; the freedom to make decisions and do what they think is best for their 

students. Focus group members identified other opportunities that fostered teacher 

leadership development as well, from leading school-wide and district-level professional 

development activities, to deciding the focus of and leading school professional 

committees. Their survey answers, however, seem to contradict their explanations during 

focus group discussion. 

Brown also described the efforts she and Smith made to provide specific 

leadership opportunities, while acknowledging teachers’ reticence to accept themselves 

as leaders:  

Sometimes we get stuck in our little bubbles…we are doing such amazing 

things and the work that these teachers are doing and the power that these 

teachers have in their hands… They just need a little perspective…to 

realize, if you will, how much they are leaders or how powerful they are 

for these kids, and how much they are doing for these kids. 

Overall, individuals survey participants ranked People Development third of four 

leadership categories, while as a focus group, they indicated Smith’s People 

Development behaviors the most prevalent throughout the transformational process. 
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Administrators, on the other hand, consistently described broad, abstract leadership 

behaviors deliberately employed to impact or alter the school environment (fostering 

caring and trust, teacher empowerment) and prompt opportunities for other aspects to 

grow (teacher autonomy and leadership). Administrator interview data further verified 

the emphasis on People Development leadership behaviors. The co-teaching 

administrative team of Smith and Brown have a much broader perspective regarding the 

intricacies that impacted and supported the transformation of WES.   

Ultimately the disparity between quantitative and qualitative data arose from 

differences in the perspectives of study participants. As individuals, teachers viewed 

leadership through a very narrow lens, identifying behaviors of Principal Smith to the 

extent that they experienced them personally. As a focus group, however, their 

cumulative responses validated the broader perspectives gleaned during administrator 

interviews. This conclusion speaks to the importance of both the quantitative and 

qualitative phases of this study, in providing a divergence of viewpoints and stronger 

inferences, which resulted in a more complete understanding of the transformation of 

Webster Elementary School.  

Interpretation of Findings 

Give me a lever long enough and a fulcrum on which to place it, 

and I shall move the world. 

~Archimedes  

According to Leithwood (1994) and Hallinger (2003), an educational leadership 

model that embraces the concepts of empowerment, shared leadership, and organizational 

learning reflects the capacity for second-order change. Principal Smith’s leadership style 



A LEVER LONG ENOUGH   175 

is truly manifested through her staff, rather than over them, the very definition of a 

transformational leader (Leithwood, 1992). She has fostered empowerment and teacher 

leadership, and manifested a collaborative approach to planning, decision-making, and 

problem solving. These factors, in addition to the use of data to monitor progress, adapt 

and personalize instructional practices, have resulted in a school environment “where 

people continually expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new 

and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free” 

(Senge, 1990, p. 3). In short, Webster Elementary School has become a learning 

organization.   

The adaptive challenges present in our public education system today require 

transformational leaders equipped to implement the second-order change solutions they 

need. Such leaders mobilize their organization to tackle tough problems and thrive. 

Teachers who view second-order change as a challenge to their professional proficiency 

are often the most resistant to the process (BERC Group, 2014; Evans, 1996; Trybus, 

2011; Waters et al., 2003). Failure of school leaders to address and resolve teacher 

resistance is the reason public education reforms continue to fail (Goodman, 1995).  

Such resistance is no longer a factor within the professional community of 

Webster Elementary School. Under the leadership of Principal Carrie Smith, WES 

teachers have become active learners who think deeply about their practices, and are 

willing to adopt new and often challenging ideas about their role in the classroom; 

whatever is necessary to meet the ever-changing needs of their students. Through their 

collaboration, reflection, and ongoing learning, WES has successfully transformed from a 

traditional model school to an adaptive, learner-driven, 21st century exemplar school. 
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This second-order change would neither have occurred nor been sustained at WES, were 

it not for the intentional efforts of Principal Smith to build strong, caring relationships 

with her staff. Through the development of those relationships, teachers became 

empowered. Little by little and inch by inch, they began to evolve. “You can’t force 

somebody to do this,” Smith insisted, “They have to want it---because it’s really hard…” 

Before long teachers were collaborating and problem-solving; sharing what they had tried 

in their classrooms, and brainstorming other strategies or interventions that might work 

for their students. Strong relationships provided the foundation from which all other 

aspects of the transformational process of grew and flourished (see Figure 5.9).  
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Figure 5.9. Theme Tree. This figure illustrates how the leadership behaviors of Principal 
Smith grew beyond her initial focus on building relationships, into the transformational 
themes identified during this study. 

Strong relationships cultivated between staff and students yielded a similar result. 

As those relationships strengthened and improved, teacher effectiveness in creating 

personalized learning experiences increased. Teachers gained insight into individual 

student learning styles, their preferred learning environments, interests, strengths, and 

learning gaps; knowledge that enabled them to employ specific instructional strategies 

and develop the most engaging learning experiences to help each student meet growth 
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targets and achieve personal goals. Success on all fronts was achieved one relationship at 

a time. 

  Throughout the process, Smith chose not to employ many of the transactional 

leadership behaviors intended to maintain teacher accountability standards, including 

conducting formal teacher observations and working with teachers to improve their 

teaching. A bold exclusion, considering these managerial behaviors are presumed to 

directly impact and improve student performance, an area of immense importance in the 

era of school and educator accountability. Instead Smith relied on just two, encouraging 

teachers to use data in their work, and encouraging teachers to use data in planning for 

individual student needs. By actively enlisting teachers to use data effectively, Smith was 

able to secure their collaborative practices and monitor student progress, which increased 

significantly as a result.  

  Interestingly, focus group participants indicated a desire for a more formal 

observation and evaluation process; despite the trust teachers know Smith has in their 

abilities as educators. While acknowledging that the expertise and professionalism of the 

current staff does not require Smith to monitor them closely, Brown concurred: 

I think there’s still a place for more formal observation…there’s 

something about an evaluative observation that makes our teachers feel… 

that it makes a difference. I think about myself, when I was in the 

classroom, it’s kind of like when people tell you ‘Yes, you’re doing a 

great job,’ I still want that piece of paper that says the final grade on 

it…Some of my teachers do want that to validate [their work]. 
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  The desire for validation resonated beyond the purview of the teachers. Smith 

explained, “Outside of our District, we’re seen as gods…I’m serious. One [outside] 

school has toured four times! It’s just inside my district…[nothing]” Principal Smith 

repeatedly lamented the fact that although WES significantly exceeded expectations on 

the most recent State Report Card, none of her teachers were considered distinguished by 

the district leadership; none received the reward nor were validated for their hard work 

and amazing results. Smith expressed a similar need for validation herself. Although a 

proven and successful educational leader, Smith felt she was under constant scrutiny of 

her superintendent and considered a pariah among her administrative peers, a perception 

she attributed to the district-level administration’s blatant disregard for the positive 

impact of the NGL model on WES students.  

Ancient Chinese philosopher Lao-tzu once said, “The bad leader is he who the 

people despise. The good leader is he who the people praise. The great leader is he who 

the people say, ‘We did it ourselves’” (Senge, 1990, p. 341). Principal Carrie Smith is 

truly a great leader; a designer who sees how the parts fit together to perform as a whole 

(Senge, 1990). As a designer, Smith operates quietly behind the scenes making things 

work in practice; she empowers others and derives deep satisfaction from being part of an 

organization capable of producing results that matter to the greater world (Senge, 1990). 

True to the efforts of leaders as designers, Smith’s work at Webster Elementary School 

today will show its benefits far into the future (Senge, 1990).  

With a preponderance of the evidence of this study indicating supportive 

leadership, caring and trusting relationships, and teacher empowerment the leadership 

behaviors critical to successful second-order change, the benefits of a transformational 
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approach are obvious. Webster Elementary School would not have evolved into a Next 

Generation Learning model without the initial transformational behaviors of Principal 

Smith and later on in the process, the reinforcement of those behaviors through her co-

teaching partnership with Academic Dean Diane Brown. As a team they continued to 

illuminate the path and guide teachers forward in a supportive, empowering way. The 

ultimate impact of their efforts, although apparent in WES teachers’ collaboration and 

data-driven approach, is vividly illustrated in the outstanding growth and development of 

their students.  

Recommendations for School Leaders 

In the age of accountability, while school reform measures continue to mandate 

the tweaking of existing educational practices through first-order change, insights 

regarding successful second-order change in public education are critical. Despite their 

lack of effectiveness, transactional leadership behaviors that rely on instructional 

compliance to improve student academic performance are pervasive in our public 

schools. Increased accountability measures push school leaders to enforce a standardized 

curriculum and instructional approach. Given the widely accepted fact that all children 

develop in different ways and at different rates, this type of standards-driven 

accountability makes it almost impossible for schools to meet the unique, diverse, 

individual needs of their learners, let alone be successful in that endeavor. The ultimate 

irony is that while this failed approach continues to be reinforced by policy and 

maintained through public perception, our schools wallow in an outdated, obsolete 

model.  
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In an effort to solve this problem, this investigator makes the following 

recommendations to educational leaders who seek to implement second-order change in 

their schools: 

Recommendation #1: Have a Strong Sense of Purpose 

If it is to be, it is up to me. 

~Author Unknown 

What resonated with this investigator, myself an elementary school principal, was 

Smith’s sense of purpose. We share a distinct perspective in that our purpose lies far 

beyond simply preparing our students for the next level of their educational journey. We 

both believe it is our duty to produce learners who become successful adult members of 

the 21st century. This is an extremely difficult long-term perspective to have and maintain 

when one’s worth and value as a school leader are determined by students’ annual 

performance on standardized tests.  

Principal Smith’s strong sense of purpose was indeed her source of inspiration 

and motivation to keep WES moving throughout and beyond the transformational 

process. True to the nature of transformational leadership described by Allix (2000), Bass 

(1990), and Burns (1978), Smith’s work serves a higher moral purpose: to do whatever it 

takes to prepare children for successful life beyond their formal education. It is not 

enough for her students to merely survive in the 21st century; Smith believes they must 

thrive. Critical to her ability to lead, Smith’s sense of purpose provided “a single 

integrating set of ideas that gave meaning to all aspects” of her work (Senge, 1990, p. 

346). As a result, Smith continues to see WES as a vehicle for changing society, a vision 

over which she has become a faithful steward (Senge, 1990).  
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According to Allix (2000), the synthesis of power and purpose “gives 

transforming leadership the potency needed for realizing significant change” (p. 9). 

Therefore, a school leader’s sense of purpose is clearly essential in driving second-order 

change. In addition to motivating the school leader, it provides teachers a larger 

explanation as to why the organization exists and guides their forward motion through the 

change process.  

Recommendation #2: Cultivate Supportive Leadership throughout the System 

Leadership without support is like trying to make bricks without enough straw.  

True leaders reinforce their ideas and plans with strategic partnerships,  

alliances, and supportive audiences. 

~Reed Markham, Ph.D. 

Although Principal Smith provides immense support and encouragement to her 

WES staff, she continues to struggle with the lack of support from the district leadership 

and outside community. As a result, Smith spends an inordinate amount of time and 

energy defending and protecting the WES-NGL model from powerful outside entities, 

irrespective of the mountains of evidence proving its effectiveness. “Every day it’s a 

fight… I’m fighting for what’s right with people that should be doing it,” Smith says, her 

frustration obvious. 

Having a powerful and noble vision is not enough. Its achievement rests on the 

school leader’s capacity to recognize, work with, and gently mold those forces contrary 

to that vision. This requires school leaders foster a greater systemic understanding within 

and cultivate support throughout the school district and greater stakeholder community. 

As a teacher to all stakeholders, school leaders must strengthen their ability to 
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conceptualize and articulate their strategic insights and make them public knowledge, 

open to challenge and further improvement without fear of criticism or dissent. Indeed, 

the collaborative approach at WES is evidence that such open, cooperative partnerships 

are an effective means of evolving and transforming.  

Once all stakeholders understand the systemic forces that shape change, school 

leaders will no longer be alone in seeing the decisions that need to be made. Contrary 

forces will diminish or cease altogether. In their place will exist a team of knowledgeable 

supporters united by a powerful sense of purpose and committed to achieving a shared 

vision. The effectiveness of this approach is evident in the impact of Smith’s growth 

mindset presentation on her most contrary school board member, a method she must 

continually employ in order to shift the balance of support in favor of sustaining the NGL 

model at WES. School leaders who endeavor to implement second-order change must be 

mindful that such an evolutionary break from the existing notion of education 

necessitates a complete shift in philosophy and practice (Watzlawick et al., 1974). By 

actively responding to the beliefs, perceptions, and resistance of stakeholders throughout 

the process, school leaders will achieve the organizational transformation they seek 

(Heifetz, 1994). 

Recommendation #3: Personalize Everything 

Standardized personalization=universal learning. 

Personalized standardization=flexible access to mandated learning. 

~Andrew Hargreaves 

The reason the majority of schools across the US fail to meet targeted systemic 

improvement goals through a standardized approach is because their students are 
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anything but “standard,” their development and learning needs are as distinct as they are 

as individuals. Perhaps the reason school leaders fail to successfully implement second-

order change is because the development and learning needs of their staff are also as 

distinct as they are as individuals. Building trusting and caring relationships within the 

school environment is the key to personalization, and the first step in successful second-

order change.  

Smith described how she recognized the needs of her teachers during the second-

order change process that occurred at WES, and how she personalized that process based 

on those needs: 

Remember the days when you would give kids the check off list for their 

big project? Some kids just did the project and others needed it to be 

broken down. This is their big project! You have to break it down for 

some of them; especially the ones that are in this [teaching] profession for 

30 years. This is a totally different way to look at things…  

 So just like the kids, you have to take them [teachers] from where 

they are individually and move them…And sometimes they go backwards, 

but you know what? We stay with it and we just keep at it. 

School leaders must foster caring relationships and build trust with their staff. Without 

personal relationships, leaders will struggle to accommodate their teachers’ learning 

needs throughout the process. Without trust, teachers will not feel safe to try something 

new, unfamiliar, and so far beyond their comfort-zones. Personalization enables school 

leaders to build a strong understanding of second order change and increase teachers’ 

capacity to meet its challenges as they move forward, one small step at a time. 
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Recommendation #4: Walk the Talk 

If we could change ourselves, the tendencies of the world would also change. 

As a man changes his own nature, so does the attitude of the world change toward 

him…We need not wait to see what others do. 

~Mahatma Gandhi 

Of the Four Is of transformational leadership (Avolio, 1999; Bass & Avolio, 1993; Sosik 

& Dionne, 1997), idealized influence is among the most critical to successful second-

order change. Defined as “modeling behavior through exemplary personal achievements, 

character, and behavior” (Marzano et al., p. 14), idealized influence includes but is not 

limited to: maintaining and creating visibility, developing rapport, having high 

expectations, employing best-practices, leading by example, and mentoring (Hauserman 

& Stick, 2013). Principal Carrie Smith emphasized these behaviors repeatedly throughout 

the transformational process that occurred at WES:  

People can’t just do stuff. It has to be modeled. Diane [Academic Dean 

Brown] and I look at them [teachers] like they are our classroom; we 

model for them and then we say, ‘Now what we just did…that’s what we 

want you to do with your kids…’  

  Indeed, the people development dimension of the Leithwood model of 

transformational leadership characteristics for education (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006) 

emphasizes the modeling of best practices and organizational values. Smith’s response to 

a school board member’s question regarding growth mindset at WES typifies the 

collaborative organizational values the WES community holds dear. “I don’t see myself 

as a leader,” she said, “I see this as a team…We do this together.”  
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  The importance of idealized influence in transformational leadership cannot be 

overstated. By walking the talk every day, Principal Carrie Smith promoted a sense of 

purpose, reinforced her commitment to preparing all learners for the challenges of life in 

the 21st century, and sustained the successful transformation of Webster Elementary 

School. School leaders with similar designs to transform their schools through second-

order change must make a conscious effort to model the behaviors, character, and 

organizational values they seek of their entire school community, staff and students alike.  

Recommendation #5: Embrace the Data 

In God we trust, all others must bring data. 

~W. Edwards Deming 

  Despite what reform efforts continue to insinuate, accountability measures do not 

improve student achievement; personalizing education does. Student data should be 

viewed not in judgment of the work of teachers, the principal, or school as a whole, but as 

a diagnostic tool; a roadmap to providing effective individualized instruction. Academic 

Dean Brown concurred: 

We shouldn’t be afraid of it; we should view it as ‘What is this telling us?’ 

If it’s not looking good then we’ve just got to figure out how or what 

we’re going to do with it to help us to the next step.  

Of the data-driven process and its impact, Academic Dean Brown explained:  

When we come to a meeting, we don’t talk about a kid unless we have 

data to support what we’re talking about…We’ve really kind of figured 

out how to move those kids forward by knocking out all of the nonsense a 

little bit; just figuring out what it is we have control over and what we 
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need to do to just get down to the nitty-gritty…We’re not worried about 

[state test scores] because we already know what they’re going to say. 

  The embracing of data by all WES staff has proven critical to the school’s 

transformation and resulted in an incredible amount of student growth and achievement. 

School leaders who endeavor to implement second-order change must train their staff to 

embrace student data not fear it. Viewed as a diagnostic tool, school leaders must foster 

extensively the use of data to drive individualized instruction that moves each student 

forward along the learning continuum. Done effectively and accountability will no longer 

be a concern of teachers, principals or the greater community.  

Recommendation #6: Validate and Celebrate 

When others are up among the stars, celebrate with them. We were all sent  

here to shine and we shine brighter when we all work together. 

~Author Unknown 

Professional educators require feedback on their own practices and efforts if they 

are to improve, especially those who use performance data as a diagnostic tool for 

moving individual students forward. Academic Dean Brown reinforced this sentiment 

during her interview, “[T]here is something about an evaluative observation that makes 

our teachers feel like, it’s something so formal and documented, that it makes a 

difference.” Brown understands teachers’ need for administrative validation, “I think 

about myself, when I was in the classroom—I still wanted that piece of paper that says 

the final grade on it, you know? That piece of paper that says ‘Yes, you did a good job!’” 

She concluded, “As a principal, I would want to have that piece in place--just to 

validate.” 
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  To facilitate second-order change efforts, school leaders must guide teachers to 

view the observation and evaluation process through the same lens as they do student 

performance data, as a means to validate their (professional) growth and create a roadmap 

to increase their learning (educational expertise). Such feedback is a critical to personal 

and professional growth, not a process from which teachers should be exempt or fear in 

any way. This augmentation of transformational leadership with these transactional 

behaviors ultimately results in greater levels of performance and more satisfaction of 

those led (Avolio, 1999). Transformational school leaders that actively help staff improve 

their teaching through transactional methods improve the likelihood of successfully 

implementing second-order change. School leaders that share and celebrate teacher 

expertise, passion, and performance in the classroom, connect all members of the 

community to their success while reinforcing the importance of teamwork and the 

collaborative approach.  

Suggestions for Further Research 

Senge (1990) believes within each of us lays a deep hunger for real learning that 

gets to the heart of what it means to be human. Through learning we re-create ourselves 

and adjust our perceptions of the world. Learning extends our capacity to create. To that 

end, this investigator suggests related topics for further research: 

Suggestion for Further Study #1: Perspectives of Leadership      

 This study revealed a distinct misalignment between the perceptions of leadership 

by teachers and school administrators at Webster Elementary School. The limited 

perspectives of WES teachers caused them to view leadership in terms of the concrete 

behaviors they experience personally and directly. They were also hesitant to consider 
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themselves leaders, despite a plethora of evidence to the contrary. WES administrators, 

however, actively empowered teachers, gave them autonomy, and provided additional 

leadership opportunities across the school. Their broad perspective on leadership 

included teachers in several capacities. An investigation into the existence of this 

discrepancy between teacher and administrator perspectives of leadership in other schools 

and its impact on change initiatives would provide valuable insights regarding shaping 

school culture, climate, and the interactions of members within school communities. 

These insights could increase principal effectiveness in creating learning organizations 

through second-order change. 

Suggestion for Further Study #2: Third-Order Change 

 While the majority of US public schools struggle to implement second-order 

change that meets the needs of all learners and prepares them to lead prosperous lives in 

the 21st century, the few that are successful in doing so continue to evolve and transform. 

For these learning organizations to continue moving forward, they must do more than 

merely survive or adapt; they must enhance their capacity to create. Third-order change 

represents the next step in the evolution of learning organizations; where members 

determine for themselves the necessity for second-order change and develop the 

independent capacity to implement it (Bartunek & Moch, 1987).  

 Hints of a developing independence and capacity in Webster Elementary School 

teachers were glimpsed throughout this study. For example, Betty described how she and 

her co-teaching partner, when struggling to meet the needs of a traumatized student, 

developed a completely different management structure for that student. With the full 

support of Principal Smith, their plan was implemented and ultimately proved successful. 
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In exhibiting an ability to recognize that what they were doing was not working and solve 

the problem through the creation of an entirely new approach, these teachers took their 

first steps toward third-order change. It would be greatly beneficial to school reform 

efforts to learn whether the teachers of WES continue to evolve in such a manner. An 

understanding of the context in which third-order change successfully occurs in schools 

and the factors that contribute to the development of this capacity will be of critical 

importance to the future of public education.  

Suggestion for Further Study #3: Growth Mindset and Second-Order Change 

In Mindset: The New Psychology of Success (2006), psychologist Carol Dweck 

defined fixed and growth mindset and illuminated how each impacts success. Individuals 

with fixed mindset believe their basic abilities, intelligence, and talents are innate and 

that success is based on those innate traits. They fear failure and regard it as a negative 

reflection on their innate abilities. Individuals with growth mindset understand their 

talents and abilities can be developed through effort and persistence. They believe 

success is based on hard work, learning, training, and perseverance; and see failure as an 

opportunity to grow, learn, and improve (Dweck, 2006). This distinction in mindset is 

particularly important in its impact on successful second-order change. 

Evidence of growth mindset was apparent during interviews with WES 

administrators and teachers. Administrators Smith and Brown both described efforts to 

foster growth mindset among staff and students, while teachers reflected on their courage 

to try new things. While teachers with fixed mindset fear failure, WES teachers do not. 

Expanding on that notion, Amber said, “I feel trusted to fail and make mistakes, and grow 

from them…” Betty agreed: 



A LEVER LONG ENOUGH   191 

When you jump into this model of teaching and learning, it’s not always 

going to be pretty and fun; there are challenges…Trust is really the key; 

trusting us to fail and to learn from those mistakes and to do it better next 

time…  

This explicit lack of fear of failure, stemming from growth mindset, enabled WES 

teachers to successfully manage the typical upheaval and disorientation that invariably 

precede successful second-order change. It also facilitates their ongoing, adaptive 

professional growth and development. 

Second-order change mandates profound alterations in the thinking and behaviors 

of individuals, and requires them to sustain painful short-term losses as a price for a 

better future (Heifetz et al., 2009; Katsman, 2013). An examination of the connection 

between teacher disposition, growth mindset, and second-order change could provide 

powerful understanding of the impediments to school transformation and illuminate 

effective methods to cultivate growth mindset among school staff prior to the initiation of 

second-order change. 

Conclusions 

This study identified the leadership behaviors that enabled one elementary school 

to transform through second-order change, into an adaptive, personalized, learner-

centered model that fosters 21st century skills and capabilities. Although findings 

provided valuable insight into leadership behaviors that enable significant school 

transformation to occur, as the study of one specific elementary school and its principal, 

those findings are limited and not necessarily transferrable to all K-5 elementary schools 

in the US. Furthermore, the professional interactions of this researcher with Webster 
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Elementary School teachers and the administration that occurred prior to this study, 

presented the possibly for bias.  

Data gathered for the purpose of this study was analyzed and interpreted to 

answer three research questions. In response to the primary research question, results of 

the study indicated the principal predominantly employed transformational leadership 

behaviors, with significant emphasis on the building of trust and caring relationships, 

during transformational process that occurred at Webster Elementary School. Those 

strong relationships provided the foundation from which all other aspects of the 

transformational process grew and flourished. 

In regard to the second question of the study, Webster Elementary School 

teachers view the leadership of the WES principal as positive and supportive. A 

collaborative leader with a strong sense of purpose, Principal Carrie Smith models a high 

level of professional practice and demonstrates high expectations for their work with 

students. 

As for the third and final question of the study, Principal Smith’s story offered the 

following lessons to other principals who endeavor to enact second-order change:  

• Start with the people who want to try it and give them all the support they need. 

• Surround yourself with people who have the same vision and mindset. 

• Persevere regardless of how hard it is, because--it matters. 

Finally, as a NH principal who continues to strive to successfully transform my 

elementary school into a learning model that fosters student success in the 21st century, I 

offer this last bit of inspiration to other school leaders who feel the weight of this 

responsibility and have the courage to undertake this arduous journey. This quote 
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originated with World War II bomber pilots and was shared with me by my school’s 

guidance counselor, in the midst of our first (and most difficult) year of the 

transformational process: 

The flak is always heaviest closest to the target. 

~Author Unknown 

Confirming the necessity for and validating our exhausting efforts to provide more 

personalized learning experiences for our students, this quote gave me the strength to 

continue leading my school community toward that goal, in spite of the challenges we 

faced. Let it, along with the research and recommendations contained within this study, 

guide you forward as well. 
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Permission to Use Leithwood Educational Leadership Survey 
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Appendix C 

Educational Leadership Survey for Teacher Respondents 

Kenneth Leithwood 

 
Setting Directions 
 
To what extent do the leaders in your school: 
 
1. Give staff a sense of overall purpose. 
2. Help clarify the reasons for your school’s improvement initiatives. 
3. Provide useful assistance to you in setting short-term goals for teaching and learning. 
4. Demonstrate high expectations for your work with students. 
 
Developing People 
 
To what extent do the leaders in your school: 
 
5. Give you individual support to help you improve your teaching practices. 
6. Encourage you to consider new ideas for your teaching. 
7. Model a high level of professional practice. 
8. Develop an atmosphere of caring and trust. 
9. Promote leadership development among teachers. 
 
Redesigning the Organization 
 
To what extent do the leaders in your school: 
 
10. Encourage collaborative work among staff. 
11. Ensure wide participation in decisions about school improvement. 
12. Engage parents in the school’s improvement efforts. 
13. Are effective in building community support for the school’s improvement efforts. 
 
Improving the Instructional Program 
 
To what extent do the leaders in your school: 
 
14. Provide or locate resources to help staff improve their teaching. 
15. Regularly observe classroom activities. 
16. After observing classroom activities, work with teachers to improve their teaching. 
17. Frequently discuss educational issues with you. 
18. Buffer teachers from distractions to their instruction. 
19. Encourage you to use data in your work. 
20. Encourage data use in planning for individual student needs. 
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Appendix D 

Webster Elementary School Online Teacher Survey  

Thank you for consenting to participate in this survey! Please answer the 20 questions 

below based on the 4-point scale provided below. 

1=Never 

2=Sometimes 

3=Often 

4=Always 

A. During Webster Elementary School’s transformation into a Next Generation Learning 

model school, the principal: 

1. Gave staff a sense of overall purpose. 

2. Helped clarify the reasons for the school’s change initiatives 

3. Provided useful assistance to you in setting short-term goals for teaching and 

learning. 

4. Demonstrated high expectations for your work with students. 

B. During Webster Elementary School’s transformation into a Next Generation Learning 

model school, the principal: 

5. Gave you individual support to help improve your teaching practices. 

6. Encouraged you to consider new ideas for your teaching. 

7. Modeled a high level of professional practice. 

8. Developed an atmosphere of caring and trust. 

9. Promoted leadership development among teachers. 
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C. During Webster Elementary School’s transformation into a Next Generation Learning 

model school, the principal: 

10. Encouraged collaborative work among staff. 

11. Ensured wide participation in decisions about school change. 

12. Engaged parents in the school’s change efforts. 

13. Effectively built community support for the school’s change efforts. 

D. During Webster Elementary School’s transformation into a Next Generation Learning 

model school, the principal: 

14. Provided or located resources to help staff change or improve their teaching. 

15. Regularly observed classroom activities. 

16. After observing classroom activities, worked with teachers to improve their 

teaching. 

17. Frequently discussed educational issues with you. 

18. Buffered teachers from distractions to their instruction. 

19. Encouraged you to use data in your work. 

20. Encouraged data use in planning for individual student needs. 

E. How many years have you been working as a teacher in the field of education? 

F. How many years have you been a teacher at Webster Elementary School? 

Are you interested in participating in a focus group discussion regarding principal 

leadership? 

___ Yes     ___ No 
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FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION 

By completing the final 2 questions, you are indicating your willingness to participate in 

a short, web-based group discussion regarding the principal leadership practices included 

in the survey. You will be contacted within the next 2 weeks with further information and 

focus group scheduling options. 

Name: ______________________  Email Address: _____________________________ 
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Appendix E 

Focus Group Discussion Questions 

Direction Setting: 

• In what ways did the principal clarify the reasons for your school’s improvement 

initiatives? Give examples. 

• What were the reasons? 

• How often did she revisit the reasons? 

• How did these reasons resonate with you as a professional educator? As a person? 

• In what ways did these reasons motivate you to change or improve as a teacher? 

• Were teachers involved in the direction setting process? How? 

• Were these reasons critical to the transformational process that occurred at WES? 

Explain. 

• Describe how the principal demonstrate high expectations for your work with 

students. 

• Were her high expectations for your work with students an important factor in the 

successful transformation of WES? How? 

People Development: 

• Describe specific ways in which the principal modeled a high level of 

professional practice. 

• Did this occur regularly? 

• Did she articulate high expectations as well as demonstrate them? How? In what 

way? 

• How did this leadership behavior affect you as a professional educator? 
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• Do you think the principal’s modeling of a high level of professional practice was 

critical to the successful evolution of WES? How or why? 

• Describe the efforts of the principal in developing an atmosphere of caring and 

trust. 

• Explain how the atmosphere changed, if at all, as a result. 

• If it did, describe how it affected you or impacted your students. 

• Do you believe an atmosphere of caring and trust was an important factor in the 

successful transformation of WES? 

Organizational Redesign: 

• In what ways did the principal encourage collaborative work among staff? 

• Why do you think collaboration was a priority for this change initiative? 

• Describe how staff interaction changed, if at all, as a result. 

• Did the collaborative process manifested throughout the school? How? 

• Do you think increased staff collaboration was an important factor in the 

successful evolution of WES? Explain why. 

Instructional Management: 

• In what ways did the principal encourage you to use data in your work? 

• Did she connect the use of data with to student success? Explain. 

• In what ways did the principal encourage you to use data in planning for 

individual student needs? 

• Describe how this approach impacted, if at all, your approach to instruction. 

• Did this approach impact your students’ success? How or why? 
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• Do you think the use of data was critical to the successful transformation of 

WES? Explain why.  

Transactional/Transformational Leadership: 

• Describe the leadership style of the WES principal. 

• Does it work? Why or why not? 

• What would the naysayers have said? How would they have answered theses 

questions? 

 

 

  



A LEVER LONG ENOUGH   230 

Appendix F 

Administrator Interview Questions 

Direction Setting: 

• Describe the ways in which the reasons for your school’s improvement initiatives 

were clarified. What were the reasons and how often were they revisited?  

• Describe how the reasons resonated with staff. 

• In what ways, if any, did these reasons motivate teachers to change or improve? 

• Explain whether or not they were critical to the transformational process that 

occurred at WES. 

• Did you have a strong sense of purpose when this process began?  

• Describe it and explain its origin. Has it evolved or remained static? 

• Describe whether that sense of purpose helped or hindered transformation efforts. 

• Describe the ways in which teachers were involved in direction setting.  

• Was goal-setting an important part of direction setting? Explain. 

• What went well and what could have been done differently?  

• Describe how high expectations set for teachers’ work with students. 

People Development: 

• Describe efforts to develop an atmosphere of caring and trust. What specific steps 

were taken to increase trust? 

• Explain how the atmosphere changed, if at all, as a result. 

• Describe how this atmosphere of caring and trust affected teachers and students. 

• Do you believe caring and trust were important factors in the successful 

transformation of WES? Why or why not? 
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• What actions were taken to foster a sense of teacher empowerment? 

• How did this empowerment contribute other organizational behaviors?  

• Explain whether or not teacher empowerment was critical to the transformational 

process and describe how. 

Organizational Redesign: 

• Explain how the idea of collaboration evolved over time. 

• Describe specific ways in which collaboration among staff was encouraged.  

• How did they feel about having to collaborate on a regular basis?  

• What specific actions or events brought nay-sayers on-board? 

• What changes resulted in the biggest gains in terms of staff collaboration? 

• How have their perspectives changed since it all began? 

• Do you think increased staff collaboration was an important factor in the 

successful evolution of WES? Explain why or why not. 

Instructional Management: 

• Describe the steps taken to promote data use in planning for student needs. 

• What were teachers’ reactions to this data-driven approach? 

• Describe how they learned to use data effectively. What happened to the data 

hold-outs who did not agree?  

• Describe how this approach impacted, if at all, teachers’ approach to instruction. 

• Explain whether or not the use of data critical to the successful transformation of 

WES. 

Transactional/Transformational Leadership: 

• Describe [your] leadership style of the WES principal. 
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• Why aren’t more transactional behaviors employed to manage teachers and for 

accountability purposes? 

• Does shared performance data and collaboration take the place of a more formal 

observation and evaluation process? 

• Why does this hands-off supervisory approach work?  

• What would the naysayers have said about this lack of formal supervision?  

• What was the biggest struggle or most difficult obstacle in the success of this 

transformation? 

• Describe difficulties still exist and explain how are they being addressed. 

• If you could do it all over again knowing what you know now, would you?  
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Appendix G 

Institutional Review Board Approval 
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Appendix H 

Institutional Review Board Application Packet 
 

PLYMOUTH STATE UNIVERSITY 
Institutional Review Board 

Application for Approval for Research Involving Human Subjects 
_______________________________________________________ 
Full Review   ☐ Expedited Review    ☒ Exempt Review   ☐  

Proposed Start Date: April 4th  

Is research being funded?  Yes  ☐ No  ☒  Source of funding: NA 

Title of Study: Welcome to the Future: A Mixed-Methods Case Study of Leadership 

Behaviors that Support and Sustain a 21st Century Model Urban Elementary School in the 

Midwestern United States 

Investigator: 

 Name: Shannon J. Bartlett 

 Position: Principal of Ashland Elementary School 

 Phone Number: XXX-XXX-XXXX 

 Email: sjbartlett@plymouth.edu 

            Faculty Advisor Name (if applicable): Dr. Kathleen C. McCabe  

            Qualifications to Conduct this Research: Doctoral Candidate 

 

Additional Research Staff and Qualifications to Conduct Research 

N/A 

 

 

Describe your research question and the background for the study. Include a brief 

literature review with supportive references (see Part 8 for references).  

PURPOSE OF STUDY 

The purpose of this mixed-methods case study is to examine leadership relative to 

successful systemic, second-order school change. The researcher will focus on the 

behaviors of a principal who enabled, supported, and sustained 21st century learning, 

1. Purpose of the Study and Brief Background and Review of Literature 
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delving deeply into the case of a K-5 elementary school in the Midwestern United States 

(US). Under this principal’s leadership, the school was transformed beyond the 19th 

century model and became an exemplar of 21st century education. The objective of this 

research is to understand the leadership behaviors that empowered this transformation, 

and those that sustain it. The results of this study will provide key understanding of the 

second-order change leadership behaviors necessary to successfully transform traditional 

schools into 21st century learning models. 

BACKGROUND OF STUDY 

The original purpose of our public education system was to produce workers for 

the emerging industrialized economy (Reynolds, 2014; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015). 

For nearly a century our education system enabled the US to become a dominant 

economic world power (Bluestein, 2012; Reynolds, 2014; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015). 

However, technological advancements of the 20th century have since precipitated societal 

evolution beyond the Industrial to the Information Age (Broadbent & Cross, 2003). These 

innovations fostered vast globalization, the capability for countries, companies, and 

individuals to connect, collaborate, and compete within a global network. The dynamic 

force of this globalization has accelerated the pace of change, challenging the capacity of 

our public education system to its very core (Fullan, 1993, 2001; Fullan, Hill & Crevola, 

2006; National Center on Education and the Economy, 2007; Wagner, 2008; Wagner & 

Dintersmith, 2015). 

Students in the 21st century require vastly different skills and capabilities than 

their 19th and 20th century counterparts (Dede, 2009; National Center on Education and 

the Economy, 2008; Wagner & Dintersmith, 2015). They must learn how to 

independently access, filter, and analyze vast amounts of information, and use it to make 

decisions, solve problems, and create new knowledge in a real-world context (Bruett, 

2006; Dede, 2009; New Zealand Council for Educational Research, 2016; Wagner & 

Dintersmith, 2015). Despite this necessity, the evolution of our public education system 

beyond the traditional model has proven challenging (Dede, 2009); its conservative 

design allowing schools to retain status quo instead of change (Fullan, 1993; Marzano, 

Waters, & McNulty, 2005).  
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Despite decades of significant but largely unsuccessful reform efforts, few have 

accomplished the systemic, second-order changes necessary to alter their organizations in 

fundamental ways that adjust the patterns of thinking and acting necessary for sustainable 

school transformation (Fullan, 1993; Marzano et al., 2005). Even aggressive steps taken 

over the past six years to turnaround persistently low achieving (PLA) schools have 

failed to yield positive, sustainable results (Stand for Children Leadership Center, 2012; 

US Department of Education, 2013).  

For schools to adequately prepare students for success in college, their careers, 

and the global society that now exists (Friedman, 2005; Wagner, 2008; Wagner & 

Dintersmith, 2015), public education must evolve through systemic second-order change 

(Fullan, 1993; Marzano et al., 2005). Our continued reliance on first-order change 

mandates that tweak our obsolete public education system not only leaves our country at 

a competitive economic disadvantage, it endangers our democratic way of life (Dewey, 

1938; Friedman, 2005; Fullan, 1993; Reynolds, 2014; Wagner, 2008). 

Webster Elementary is a K-5 school in the Atherton School District (ASD). 

Webster’s demographics are typical of its urban setting; it has a poverty rate of 43% and 

22% of its students are of minorities (Midwestern Department of Public Instruction, 

2016). In the spring of 2011, the ASD challenged its schools to design Next Generation 

Learning (NGL) environments that, through personalization and the integration of 

essential 21st century skills, prepare learners to compete in a global economy (WES 

Principal C. Smith, personal communication, August 4, 2016). Five teachers at WES 

accepted that challenge and by fall of that same year, were ready to pilot their new 

model; a personalized, student-driven, multi-age classroom that fostered key 21st century 

skills of collaboration, critical thinking, creative problem-solving, and effective 

communication (C. Smith, personal communication, August 4, 2016; Partnership for 21st 

Century Learning, 2016). The results were so positive that the model was adopted school-

wide at the start of the 2012 school year (WES Assistant Principal D. Brown, personal 

communication, August 4, 2016). Two years later, in the spring of 2014, WES was 

recognized as a Partnership for 21st Century Learning (P21) Exemplar School. Every year 

since Webster has expanded its approach, building on early successes and strengthening 
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its unique approach, while student performance on standardized tests has soared (D. 

Brown, personal communication, August 4, 2016). 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The effects of globalization and modernization have clearly necessitated a 

redesign of the purpose of public education (Friedman, 2005; Hargreaves, 2003; OECD, 

2014). In 2000, the 21st Century Workforce Commission confirmed this requirement, 

asserting “[t]he current and future health of America’s 21st century economy depends 

directly on how broadly and deeply Americans reach a new level of literacy—‘21st 

Century Literacy’—that includes strong academic, thinking, reasoning, and teamwork 

skills, and proficiency in using technology” (p. 13). A year later, the 2001 CEO Forum on 

Education and Technology indicated “the definition of student achievement must be 

broadened to include 21st century skills that will be required for students to thrive in the 

future” (p. 1).  

In response, several conceptual frameworks were developed to produce graduates 

ready to thrive in the Information Age. The most detailed and widely adopted version, the 

Framework for 21st Century Learning, created by the Partnership for 21st Century 

Learning (P21), infused a broad array of essential 21st century skills with conventional 

20th century core curriculum (Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2016). Within a few 

years, the P21 Framework was reduced to four skills critical for success in a global 

society: critical thinking, communication, collaboration, and creativity (National 

Education Association, 2012; Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2016). Now known 

as the Four Cs, these skills are considered the key to producing “citizens and employees 

adequately prepared for the 21st century” (National Education Association, 2012, p. 6). 

More than a decade since, replicable, however, scalable means for students to 

acquire 21st century skills has yet to be realized (Partnership for Next Generation 

Learning, 2010). Meanwhile, a new vision for classrooms of the 21st century has 

emerged, one that values the diversity of learners and their growth potential (Bluestein, 

2012; Fullan, Hill & Crevola, 2006; Partnership for Next Generation Learning, 2010). Far 

from the one-size-fits-all approach of the 20th century model, these next generation 

classrooms are flexible environments that empower students to explore, discover, take 
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risks, be creative, and drive their own learning (Bluestein, 2012; Lichtman, 2014; Wagner 

& Dintersmith, 2015).  

In this new vision of 21st century classrooms, technology is leveraged to blend 

online and school-based experiences, personalize learning opportunities, and increase 

student engagement (Lichtman, 2014; Perkins, 2011; Pink, 2005; Wagner & Dintersmith, 

2015). Learning experiences are authentic and relevant; students work individually, with 

partners, and in groups, necessitating the active application of the Four C’s of 21st century 

learning with mastery of identified content and skills (Lichtman, 2014; Partnership for 

21st Century Learning, 2016). The challenge to creating and sustaining new 21st century 

classrooms lies in the necessity for stakeholders to experience metanoia or a fundamental 

shift of mind (Senge, 1990). Second-order change of this magnitude requires altering 

deeply ingrained beliefs, values, and assumptions toward industrial-era operating 

practices and transforming them to support a vastly different educational approach (Dede, 

2009). While very few 21st century model schools are currently operational, the 

leadership behaviors necessary to support and sustain such successful traditional school 

transformations remain largely undefined. 

In his seminal work, Leadership, Burns (1978) was the first to classify two 

fundamentally different types of leadership, through the nature of interaction between 

leaders and followers. These two are known as transactional and transformational (Burns, 

1978). Transactional leadership is directive and authoritative, a quid pro quo or this for 

that exchange between persons with different levels of power and motivations, acting in 

pursuit of common or joint purposes (Bass, 1990; Burns, 1978). Transformational 

leadership is more complex, a mutually beneficial relationship between leaders and 

followers (Burns, 1978). Transformational leaders reject the status quo, striving instead to 

create or improve environments (Burns, 1978; Hauserman & Stick, 2013). Bass (1985) 

identified four key behaviors, known as the Four Is of transformational leadership: 

individual consideration, intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, and idealized 

influence. 

Leithwood and colleagues (1994), building upon the foundational work of Burns 

(1978) and Bass (1985), formulated a model of transformational leadership for education. 

The Leithwood Model expanded Bass’s (1985) Four Is of transformational leadership 
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into nine dimensions: creating vision, developing group goals, maintaining high 

performance expectations, modeling, providing individual support, providing intellectual 

stimulation, building productive school culture, developing structures for collaboration, 

and building positive relationships with parents and the community (Leithwood & Jantzi, 

2000; Leithwood, Jantzi, & Fernandez, 1994). In 2006 the Leithwood Model expanded 

again (Gumus, Bellibas, Esen, & Gumus, 2016), to include four transactional 

components, derived from the key aspects of instructional leadership: defining the school 

mission, managing instructional programs, and promoting a positive learning climate 

(Beck & Murphy, 1993; Hallinger, 2000; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1985). Bass (1985) 

and Avolio (1999) asserted that effective leaders espouse both transactional and 

transformational leadership styles. The Leithwood Model’s integration of both recognizes 

the complexity of school leadership and reflects the necessity of both in effecting 

significant, second-order change in today’s schools.  

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The literature indicates principal leadership plays a key role in transforming 

schools (Bush, 2008; Kafka, 2009; Leithwood et al., 2004; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 

2003). Furthermore, it is also clear that both transformational and transactional leadership 

behaviors are required in order for school principals to be effective (Avolio, 1999; Bass, 

1985; Bush, 2008; Cuban, 1988; Fullan et al., 2006; Hallinger, 2003; Leithwood, 2012; 

Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Marzano et al., 2005).  

The primary question this study will examine is:  

• In the specific case of Webster Elementary, what type of leadership behaviors did 

the principal employ in order to enable this significant transformation to occur in 

this school? 

The secondary questions this study will examine are: 

• How do the teachers view the leadership of the Webster Elementary School 

principal? 

• What lessons could other school leaders learn from the leadership experiences of 

the principal of Webster Elementary School specifically in regards to actions 

effecting second-order change?   
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A. List the expected number of participants: This research will include 6-12 adult K-5 

educators at Webster Elementary School. Recruitment will occur via face-to-face or 

telephone conversations, and emailed invitations.  

B. Does the research involve special populations specifically, children, prisoners, or 

individuals who are cognitively impaired?  Yes  ☐ No  ☒ 

 

C. Describe who is going to participate in the research (i.e. age, demographic 

characteristics, etc.).  

This researcher will recruit participants from the current pool of K-5 educators (teachers 

and administrators) who have been employed at Webster Elementary School since 2010. 

Focus group participants will be selected from teacher survey participants who 

voluntarily indicate their interest in participating. Interview participants will be limited to 

the current building-level administrators; both have been employed at Webster 

Elementary School since 2010. 

 

D. Indicate whether anyone might be excluded from the research and why. 

K-5 educators employed at Webster Elementary School after 2010 may not have the 

experiences necessary to answer survey questions regarding leadership behaviors that 

enabled the school’s transformation, which began in 2011.  

 

E. Discuss how and by whom participants will be recruited, selected, and assigned to 

groups. Attach flyers, posters, oral or written communication, or other recruitment 

materials used to contact potential subjects as an appendix. 

 

This researcher will recruit volunteer participants through face-to-face and telephone 

conversations, and emailed invitations. Participant pool will be comprised of K-5 

educators (teachers and administrators) from Webster Elementary School. Phase 1 

participants will consist of teachers who will participate in an online survey; these 

teachers will be invited to participate in a follow-up focus group discussion. Phase 2 

2. Recruitment Procedures and Participant Population 
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participants will consist of building administrators, who will participate in separate semi-

structured interviews based on analysis of data acquired through the survey and during 

the focus group discussion.  

 

 

A. Materials: Describe the apparatus, stimuli, questionnaires, or any type of measures to 

be used in the study. Attach questionnaires, interview guidelines, and measures to be used 

as an appendix.  

This study will use one quantitative online survey, one web-enabled qualitative focus 

group, and two semi-structured, qualitative interviews, with specific scripts for each. For 

the online survey, participants will be required to have an individual computing device 

(desktop, laptop, or tablet) with Internet access. For the web-enabled focus group and 

interviews, participants will be required to use an individual computing device (desktop, 

laptop, or tablet) with Internet access, a webcam and audio connection, and BlueJeans, a 

secure, web-based, interactive meeting platform supported on any device. Interviews will 

be conducted in person, by telephone, or online via the BlueJeans application. 

 

B. Describe each step of the procedure or study protocol, including the instructions 

participants will be given and any experimental manipulations that will be administered. 

Indicate where the research be conducted.  

 

Phase I: Quantitative Data Collection 

Research conducted during Phase I of this study will be limited to teacher participants.  

 

Online Survey (Teacher Participants) 

Data will be collected through a twenty-question, quantitative online survey that employs 

a four-point rating scale. Teacher participants will receive an email that describes the 

requirement of informed consent and includes a link to the online survey, to be accessed 

from any internet-enabled device. Participants must complete an electronic consent form 

before access to the survey is granted. The amount of time required to participate in this 

3. Procedures and Methodology 
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survey is approximately 15 minutes. Teachers who complete the online survey may 

volunteer to participate in the web-based focus group discussion.  

 

Email to Online Teacher Survey Participants 

Thank you for your interest in participating in this online survey. As an educator at 

Webster since 2010, your input will provide key insight into the leadership behaviors 

present throughout the school-wide transformation process that began in 2011.  

Because this survey is for research purposes, I need to establish our consent for 

participation. Please review the attached consent form prior to accessing the survey. If 

you have any questions or concerns about the survey or study, please email them to me 

immediately, so I may answer or address them prior to your completion of the survey.  

 

After reviewing the consent form, if/when you have no further questions or concerns, 

please click on the link below. The first step of this online process requires you to 

electronically consent to participate in this survey prior to being granted access. 

 

The survey itself will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. At the end you will be 

asked to express your interest in participating in a follow-up focus group discussion, the 

purpose of which is to gain a deeper understanding of the expressed teacher perceptions 

of the leadership behaviors present throughout the school’s transformational process. The 

amount of time required to participate in the focus group discussion is approximately 60-

90 minutes; this meeting will be scheduled once results from this survey are compiled 

and analyzed. Please indicate your willingness to participate by including your name and 

email address in the survey form. Focus group participants will receive a Target gift card 

as a token of appreciation.  

 

Thank you in advance for taking the time to complete this survey! Your insight may 

assist educational leaders in future efforts to transform their schools into 21st century 

learning models. 
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Phase II: Qualitative Data Collection 

Research conducted during Phase II of this study will be limited to teacher and building-

level administrator participants. 

 

Step 1: Focus Group (Teacher Participants) 

Teacher survey participant volunteers will take part in a qualitative focus group designed 

to bring greater depth and clarity to data provided in the survey. This follow-up 

discussion will be conducted using the attached script, via BlueJeans, a secure, web-

based, interactive meeting platform. The group will be synchronous and include both 

audio and video recordings of participants. Participants will access the focus group with a 

secure link and use an assigned screen name to protect privacy. The focus group will be 

approximately 60-90 minutes in length and will be recorded for transcription. Focus 

group participants will have the option to drop out at any time. Teachers will receive a 

$10 gift card in appreciation for their participation in the focus group. 

 

Web-based Focus Group Script 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this focus group; its purpose is to gain a deeper 

understanding of your expressed perceptions of the leadership behaviors present 

throughout the school’s transformational process. This focus group interview will be 

recorded for transcription and analysis for dissertation research. Your responses will not 

be attributed to you in any published work. If you do not consent to the recording, please 

disconnect by clicking “Leave Meeting” on the lower right corner of your screen. You 

may leave the focus group at any time and for any reason by disconnecting.  

 

You have all given your consent to participate in this focus group in advance of this 

session by email. Let’s review the consent form. [Review Consent Form] 

 

If you do not consent to participate, please disconnect at this time. 

Please indicate your intent to continue in the focus group session by entering your name 

and email address in the chat box in a message to Meeting Host. Your email address will 
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be used only to send you a gift card as a thank you for your participation in the focus 

group. 

 

We will now test our audio. If you joined by both a computer and a telephone, please 

enter your audio code, if you did not do so already. You can enter it now by clicking the 

Join Audio icon on the lower left corner of your screen and following the instructions. 

Now, please locate the Mute icon on the lower corner of your screen. You can mute and 

unmute your audio when you wish to speak. If there is excessive background noise or 

feedback from your line, I may have to mute you. You can ask to be unmuted to 

contribute to the conversation by sending a message through the chat box.  

 

Let’s begin. The purpose of this research is to understand the leadership behaviors 

relative to the transformational process that occurred at Webster beginning in 2011. 

Questions posed during this focus group are based on data collected through the Online 

Teacher Survey; they are designed to elicit clarification and in-depth descriptions of the 

leadership behaviors present throughout the school’s transformational process. Let me 

start by asking: 

[The following are samples; actual focus group questions will be derived from data 

collected through a teacher survey that has not yet been executed.]  

1. Teacher Survey data indicated the number one thing the principal did during 

the transformational process was give staff a sense of overall purpose. What 

was the sense of purpose she conveyed? 

2. Describe the methods she used or manner in which she promoted this sense of 

purpose?  

That concludes our time and conversation together. Thank you all for your participation 

in this focus group and in this research project. I will be sending Target gift cards to all 

participants who entered their email addresses in the chat box directed to the Meeting 

Host, so check your email. 
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Step 2: Interviews (Administrators) 

Semi-structured, qualitative interviews will be conducted with the Assistant Principal and 

Principal of Webster Elementary School, using the attached script. Contact and rapport 

have already been established with these two administrators. Interview questions will be 

designed to uncover the story of the transformation of Webster Elementary School. 

Answers will provide context to the leadership behaviors identified during Phase I, and 

an in-depth understanding of how these behaviors were employed by the building 

principal, from the perspective of both administrators. Additionally, interview questions 

will glean advice for other building-level administrators attempting to accomplish similar 

transformations of their schools.  

 

Interviews may occur in person (in either Illinois or New Hampshire) or online via 

BlueJeans, a secure, web-based, interactive meeting platform. Interviews will be 45-60 

minutes in length and recorded for transcription. Web-based interviews will be 

synchronous and include both audio and video of interviewees. Participants will access 

the web-based interview with a secure link. Interviewees will have the option to end their 

interviews at any time.  

 

Semi-Structured Interview Script 

Thank you for agreeing to this interview on your perceptions of the leadership behaviors 

present throughout the school-wide transformation process that began at Webster in 2011. 

Because this interview is for research purposes, I need to establish your consent to 

interview. Would you please review this consent form, ask any questions you many have, 

and, if you agree, please sign to indicate your voluntary consent to be interviewed for this 

study. [Execute Consent Form] 

 

This interview will be recorded, with our permission, for transcription and analysis for 

dissertation research. You will not be identified, and your responses will not be attributed 

to you in any published work. You may stop the interview at any time and for any reason. 

I am now going to turn on the recorder. For the purposes of the record, would you please 

state your name? Do you consent to this interview being recorded? 
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1. Can you identify your position at Webster Elementary School? 

2. How long have you held this position? 

3. Can you bring to life these behaviors teachers say the principal employed 

throughout the transformational process that resulted in Webster’s evolution 

into a 21st century model elementary school?  

[The following are sample statements; actual statements will be based on data collected 

from a teacher survey and focus group discussion that have not yet occurred.]  

• The principal gave staff a sense of overall purpose. 

• The principal promoted leadership development among all teachers. 

• The principal encouraged collaborative work among staff 

4.   In regards to data that indicated the number one thing the principal did during 

the transformational process was give staff a sense of overall purpose, what 

advice do you have for other administrators attempting to accomplish this in 

order to transform their schools? 

Thank you for sharing your thoughts with me in this interview and for participating in 

this research project. 

Data Analyses 

The study will use a mixed methods research design approach using an explanatory 

sequential design as described by McMillan (2012). The quantitative portion of the study 

will be a descriptive statistical study analyzing data collected through a survey of K-5 

teachers from Webster Elementary School. This survey will be conducted to determine 

the leadership behaviors present during Webster’s transformation from a traditional into a 

21st century learning model. Results of the quantitative analysis of the survey research 

data will inform the design of questions used during the first qualitative portion of the 

study; a follow-up focus group of teacher survey participants conducted to bring greater 

depth of understanding, context, and clarity to data provided in the survey. The results of 

the qualitative analysis of focus group research data will be analyzed for themes and 

inform the design of questions for the second qualitative portion of the study; semi-

structured interviews of Webster administrators conducted to uncover the story of the 

transformation of Webster Elementary School, provide context to the leadership 

behaviors identified through the survey and focus group discussion, and identify how the 
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building principal employed these behaviors during the transformation process. The final 

qualitative portion of this research will be analyzed in terms of Leithwood and Jantzi’s 

(2006) the transformative leadership model. 

 

The online teacher survey will be created and disseminated through Google Tools. 

Quantitative data derived from the survey will be automatically analyzed by the Google 

program, calculating scores for each of the leadership behaviors identified, based on the 

four-point scale, for each of the leadership behaviors identified. The qualitative data from 

focus group and interview transcripts will be analyzed using standard qualitative 

techniques. Audio files of the focus group session and completed interviews will be 

transcribed and uploaded into encrypted Dedoose analytic software account as text for 

coding and analysis. Audio and video files will be archived on a secure server for 

accuracy checks of transcripts, for resolution of questions that arise in the analysis, and 

for potential future analysis. Using a constant comparison analytic technique, codes will 

be developed in the first review of the focus group and interview transcript text data, 

entered into Dedoose and applied to the transcripts, and refined in a second coding cycle. 

Major and minor themes will be identified, and analysis will be completed using the 

Dedoose coding analysis tools. 

 

Both sets of qualitative data can be anchored to the quantitative data. Focus group 

participants will be drawn from the survey respondents who voluntarily express an 

interest in participating. In addition, interview questions will be derived from the focus 

group discussion—allowing examination of themes and trends tying back to the original 

teacher survey.  

 

C. State the specific dates/timeframe in which you plan to conduct your research. 

April 4th-June 31st, 2017 

 

 

A. How and when will you explain the study and the informed consent? 

4. Informed Consent Process 
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Teachers participating in the online survey will be required to review the attached online 

consent form and provide their consent electronically, prior to accessing and completing 

the survey. Focus group and interview participants will be required to sign consent forms 

prior to the start of each procedure. Informed consent for the web-enabled focus group 

and interviews will be obtained in advance by email using the attached form. Informed 

consent for in-person interviews will be executed at the outset of the interview process 

using the attached consent form. This investigator will review the study and informed 

consent forms at the outset of the web-based focus group discussion and individual 

interviews.  

 

B. If there are subjects under the age of 18, how will the study be explained to them? 

How will parental consent and child assent be handled? 

N/A 

C. Indicate the primary language(s) of the participants. If not English, explain how you 

will ensure the participants understand the informed consent and procedures of the study. 

Discuss the need for foreign language translations, if applicable. 

English 

 

 

Will participants be exposed to deception?  Yes  ☐  No  ☒ 

If yes, how will the participants be debriefed?  

N/A 

 

 

A. What kind of risks, if any, will the participants be exposed to?  

The risks you describe here should match the risks you list in the informed consent 

form. 
Guidelines for Determining Risk.  

Risk relates to the probability of harm or injury (physical, psychological, social, economic, legal) occurring 

as a result of participation in a research study. Risks also include invasion of privacy and loss of 

confidentiality. Types of risk include: (1) physical, (2) psychological, (3) social, (4) legal and (5) economic 

harm. A risk is minimal where the probability and magnitude of harm or discomfort anticipated in the 

5. Participant Debriefing 
 

6. Risks and Safeguard Procedures to Minimize Risk 
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proposed research are not greater, in and of themselves, than those ordinarily encountered in daily life or 

during the performance of routine physical or psychological examinations or tests.  

 

This study presents minimal risks. The online survey will not collect any personal or 

identifiable information from participants, only their perspective relative to the 

transformation of the elementary school. Further, participation in the focus group 

discussion will be voluntary. Structured administrator interviews will be conducted in 1:1 

settings with the investigator.  

 

B. What efforts will be made to minimize the risks? 

Risk of any identifiable information being revealed will be mitigated to the extent 

possible by adherence to research and data storage guidelines. All video and audio 

recordings, and transcripts will be stored and maintained on a secure server; 

confidentiality will be preserved in password-protected files accessible only to the 

investigator. No personally identifiable information will be included in any publications 

or reports. 

 

C. Discuss how participants’ rights to privacy and confidentiality will be protected. 

Discuss how and where data will be stored and how long the data will be kept. Who will 

have access to the data and how will access be limited? 

All participants’ identities will be blinded; participants will be assigned pseudonyms 

bearing no relationship to their actual names. Participants in the web-enabled focus group 

will be asked to sign-in under an assigned screen name and will be assigned a password 

in advance. Although every effort will be made to assure privacy and confidentiality of 

participants, neither privacy nor confidentiality is assured for focus group members.  

 

No personal or identifiable information will be collected from participants, or included in 

any publications or reports. All electronic data will be stored and maintained on a secure 

server in a locked office for three years after the study is completed; confidentiality will 

be preserved in password-protected files accessible only to the investigator. All non-

electronic information will be kept in locked file drawer in the investigator’s office for 
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three years after the study is completed. At the conclusion of the three-year timeframe, all 

collected data will be destroyed.  

 

D. Alternative Therapies or Procedures: Indicate if there are any alternatives. If there are 

none, indicate the alternative is not to participate in the study. 

N/A 

 

 

Discuss the potential benefits to participants and society, science, and/or knowledge 

development. 

No direct benefit will accrue to the participants from the study other than a gift card if 

they choose to participate in a follow-up focus group discussion. Participants will benefit 

from providing input into a study that may provide benefit to educational leaders in the 

future and to efforts to transform schools into 21st century learning models. 
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Investigator’s Assurances: 

I certify that the information contained herein is complete and accurate. I agree to 
conform to the procedures as described and to conduct the research with the 
highest respect and regard for the participants’ right to be protected from undue 
risk or invasion of privacy. If changes to the procedure become necessary, I agree 
to seek prior approval from the IRB.  
 
In the case that a student is the principal investigator, if changes to the procedure 
become necessary, I agree to seek prior approval from the IRB as well as to 
inform my research supervisor and the Director of my program. Finally, I agree to 

9. Assurances 
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keep my research supervisor informed of my progress and of any complications 
that may arise. 
 
Name: Shannon J. Bartlett 

 
Signature:  Date: March 23, 2017 

 
 
Assurances of Faculty Research Supervisor: 
 

I certify that the information contained herein accurately represents the student’s 
complete and final research study and that it has been reviewed and approved by 
all responsible for the supervision of the work. I agree to periodically review the 
student’s progress and make sure that the procedures are being carried out as 
approved.  
 
Name: Kathleen C. McCabe  

 
Signature:           Date: March 23, 2017 
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Name: Shannon J. Bartlett  Department/Unit: Doctoral Program 

Phone: XXX-XXX-XXXX  E-mail:sjbartlett@plymouth.edu 
An investigator has a Conflict of Interest in a research study when she/he or any member of his/her 
immediate family (spouse/spousal equivalent, parents, and children) has interests in the design, conduct, or 
reporting of the research that might compromise the integrity of the research. Conflicts of interest can be 
financial, personal, supervisory, academic, or professional. For further guidance, the University’s general 
Conflict of Interest Policy is set forth on the back of this Statement. The investigator has an ethical 
responsibility to disclose a potential conflict of interest or a possible appearance of a conflict of interest to 
the IRB and to potential research subjects as part of the informed consent process. If an investigator or 
his/her immediate family member is directly involved in potential subjects' health care, professional or 
academic supervision/evaluation, precautions must be undertaken to avoid the appearance of coercion or 
conflict of interest in the recruitment process. Please check all applicable boxes. 
 
 X  1. I and no member of my immediate family have any financial conflict of 

interest (a) that is related to or would reasonably appear to be affected by the 
proposed research; or (b) in external entities whose financial interests would 
reasonably appear to be affected by such activities. 

 
 2. I am disclosing the following financial conflict(s) of interest: 
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 Intellectual property rights (patents, trademarks, copyrights, licensing rights, 
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 Other financial interests that could affect or be perceived to affect the results 
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role conflict of interest related to this proposed research.  
 

 4. I am disclosing the following personal/professional dual role conflict(s) of 
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  Supervisory role as faculty/teacher, direct supervisor/manager  
  Healthcare provider 
  Family/friend relationships 
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If you have identified any conflict of interest (numbers 2 and/or 4), please provide 
additional details below. Describe how the investigator plans to manage, reduce, or 
eliminate the conflict. Describe how any identified conflicts of interest will be managed 
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM  
 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE VOLUNTARILY IN A RESEARCH INVESTIGATION 
 

PLYMOUTH STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

INVESTIGATOR NAME:  Shannon J. Bartlett, Doctoral Candidate 
 
STUDY TITLE: Welcome to the Future: A Mixed-Methods Case Study of Leadership 

Behaviors that Support and Sustain a 21st Century Model Urban Elementary School in the 

Midwestern United States 

 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this research study is to examine leadership relative to successful systemic, 

second-order school change. This work is being undertaken as part of the Plymouth State 

University doctoral program. 

 
I am being asked to be a participant in the study because I have been employed as an 

educational professional at Webster Elementary School since 2010; I was present for 

and/or actively participated in the transformational process that began at the school in 

2011. 

 

DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY 

This study will attempt to identify the leadership behaviors that enable systemic school 

transformation through a teacher survey and follow-up focus group discussion, and 

individual structured interviews with school administration. In addition, this study will 

attempt to inform and advise principals of traditional model elementary schools striving 

to effect similar transformations of their schools. 

 
There are no costs to me for participating in this survey. 

The amount of time required to participate in the survey portion of the study is 

approximately 15 minutes, and will consist of participants completing the survey only 

once. The amount of time required to participate in the focus group discussion portion of 

the study is approximately 90 minutes, and will occur via a secure, web-based, interactive 
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meeting platform. Audio and video of the focus group session will be recorded for later 

transcription. The amount of time required to participate in the interview portion of this 

study is approximately one hour. Audio and video of the semi-structure interviews will 

also be recorded for later transcription.  

There are no costs associated with participating in this study.  

 

RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS  

As a participant in this study, I may experience minimal risks. Specifically, this study will 

not collect any personal information from participants; only perspectives relative to the 

transformation of the elementary school are relevant. All interview recordings and 

transcripts will be stored on a secure server, and no personally identifiable information 

will be included in any publications or reports. 

 

BENEFITS  

There may be no direct benefits of participating in this study; however, the knowledge 

received may be of value to educational leaders in future efforts to transform schools into 

21st century learning models. Results from this survey will be used as the basis of focus 

group discussion and interview questions. Information from this study is also expected to 

be disseminated through scholarly articles and conference presentations. As such, it is 

expected that other universities and schools may also use this information to benefit their 

students. 

A gift card will be mailed to participants of the focus group discussion, as a token of 

appreciation for their participation. 

 

ALTERNATIVE PROCEDURES 

The alternative is to not participate in this study.  

 

CONFIDENTIALITY 

All documents and information pertaining to this research study will be kept confidential in 

accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. I understand 

that data generated by the study may be reviewed by Plymouth State University's 
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Institutional Review Board, which is the committee responsible for ensuring my welfare and 

rights as a research participant, to assure proper conduct of the study and compliance with 

university regulations. If any presentations or publication result from this research, I will not 

be identified by name or by personal details that would allow for my constructive 

identification.  

 
Transcripts and recordings will be stored on a secure server with access limited to the 

investigator for a period of three years, at which time it will be erased. All printed data 

(i.e. documents or spreadsheets) will be maintained in a locked cabinet in a locked faculty 

office with access limited to the investigator for a period of three years, at which time it 

will be destroyed. 

 

TERMINATION OF PARTICIPATION  

I may choose to withdraw from this study at any time and for any reason. If I choose to drop 

out of the study, I will contact the investigator and my research records will be destroyed. If 

this is an anonymous survey, research records cannot be destroyed following submission of 

the survey. 

 
I understand that I must be employed at Webster Elementary school since 2010; educators 

employed after 2010 may not have the experiences necessary to answer survey questions 

regarding leadership behaviors that enabled the school’s transformation, which began in 

2011.  

 
I must be 18 years of age or older to participate in this study.  
 

COMPENSATION 

I will not receive payment for being in this study. Participation in this study is strictly 

voluntary. There will be no cost to me for participating in this research. 

 

INJURY COMPENSATION 

Neither Plymouth State University nor any government or other agency funding this 

research project will provide special services, free care, or compensation for any injuries 
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resulting from this research. I understand that treatment for such injuries will be at my 

expense and/or paid through my medical plan. 

 

QUESTIONS  

All of my questions have been answered to my satisfaction and if I have further questions 

about this study, I may contact Shannon J. Bartlett at 603.520.7410 or 

sjbartlett@plymouth.edu. I may also direct questions to the Dissertation Chair, Dr. Kathleen 

C. McCabe at 603-279-4753 or kmccabe@plymouth.edu. If I have any questions about the 

rights of research participants, I may call the Chairperson of the Plymouth State University’s 

Institutional Review Board at 603-535-3221. 

 

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION 

I understand that my participation in this study is entirely voluntary, and that refusal to 

participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to me. I am free to withdraw or refuse 

consent, or to discontinue my participation in this study at any time without penalty or 

consequence.  

 

I voluntarily give my consent to participate in this research study. I understand that I will be 

given a copy of this consent form. 

 
Signatures: 
 
__________________________________________ 
Participant’s Name (Print)  
 
__________________________________________   ____________ 
Participant ’s Signature      Date 
 
I, the undersigned, certify that to the best of my knowledge, the subject signing this consent 

form has had the study fully and carefully explained by me and have been given an 

opportunity to ask any questions regarding the nature, risks, and benefits of participation in 

this research study.  

 
_____Shannon J. Bartlett______________________ 
Investigator’s Name (Print)  
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___________________________________________    _____________ 
Investigator’s Signature      Date 

 

Plymouth State University’s IRB has approved the solicitation of participants for the study 

until April 4, 2018. 
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